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A PREFACE

The writings of Marx occupy a paramount positiorthivi the history of ideas, not only because
of their momentous impact upon the historical pss¢éut also owing to their intrinsic value and
truth.

Marx's activity as a scientific and philosophicaliter persisted during four decades -
from the youthful, first attempts to come to gripgh social and political reality to the gigantic
enterprise of his maturity; from his partly unpshied writings to found a new doctrine of
History to the masterly exposition of the capitalsode of production and the concomitant
critique of prevailing political economy. In thewrse of this time span, Marx, like most thinkers,
changed in many ways, and this fact raises thetignesf continuity. To what extent is the work
of Marx a unified whole? To what extent does it fall apatbiseveral different, even mutually
exclusive, doctrines? These are not merely thetiqussof concern to the historian and the
biographer; they direct our attention to our untgrding of essential features of our society,
such as, for instance, the proper relationship éetwpolitics and technics, or between individual
personality and sociality.

Nasir Khan has devoted himself to the study of sahéarx's early writings, with
special reference to his treatment of man's aliemafThe notion of alienation came into the
foreground after the publication in the 'thirtielstibe Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts
where it plays a decisive réle. Since then, Mause of the alienation concept has been a
permanent topic of investigation and discussioayibg on the sense of Marx's humanist stance,
and its relation to a positivist conception of scie.

Nasir Khan's monograph is another contributiorhte tield of research. His study is not
intended as an introduction to the problematic,rhatiter addresses the advanced reader, who has
already acquired a basic knowledge of Marx and Bhgeaterialist conception of history' in
general, their main works, the history of Marxiebught and practice, and the concept of
alienation as an aspect of human subjugation affiekisig.

The author deals with this subject matter in adhghly scholarly manner. His work is

based upon a close scrutiny of the original teats] displays an impressive command of the
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enormous literature commenting on what Marx wréte.himself purports, not to revolutionise
the current interpretations, but to restate thdittlea more clearly than the preceding authors, by
utilising what they have said in their texts. Insthvay, the present work makes a specialised
contribution within the world-wide research actyvit

The field of inquiry is strictly limited, concentrag on what Marx wrote on alienation
within an interval of 17-18 months, between Mar@#3 and August 1844. This narrow scope
permits a very detailed account, following the sisities of Marx's itinerary as he strives for
clarity, passing from the critique of politics tbat of private property, and arriving at an
understanding of alienated human existence, faling®n a conception of what a truly rich
human existence would be. To participate in thecudision about whether the notion of
alienation is essential merely in Marx's early imgs is not the main purpose of Nasir Khan. He
does however make his standpoint clear, stating)jiramy opinion rightly, that the concept and
doctrine of alienation are fundamental to Marxtsutdsht from the beginning to the end.

The 'death’ of Marxism has been proclaimed overaea again, and today, in the wake
of the rapid political changes in Eastern Europes foroclamation is perhaps made more
triumphantly than ever before. But it is clear ttia perishing of these regimes cannot disprove
the truth of Marx's doctrines. For one thing, thersg revival and renewal of the Marxist
movement in the 'sixties and 'seventies took plateer in spite of, and not because of, the
achievements of these regimes. Hence, their dismgnthanges little or nothing on the
scientific level, even if it may serve as a pretixtthose who for other reasons want to break
with Marxist thought. Moreover, the economic anccigb conditions in Western Europe
nowadays do not at all warrant aag blocrejection of Marxian conceptions. Governmental
policies based upon 'the general theory of employime longer ensure approximately full
employment, with the consequence that new sodiatastesembling Marx's ‘reserve army' of
wage labourers have appeared. The 'welfare sta#edeclared function of which is to guarantee
certain basic rights and thus to make the clasgygle less urgent, shows alarming signs of
weakness. All experts agree that socio-economuuialgy has increased and that class cleavages

have become sharpened contrary to the optimistgppetives on our future some decades ago.



Yet, the validity of Marxian conceptions does rtotmy mind, ultimately depend upon
such events and trends, Rather, the basic conospioMarxian thought, such as that of human
alienation, should be understood as an interndique of the basic Liberal notions of the
Individual, the Market, and the State. These natiane constitutive of a social order, the
hypocrisy and insufficiency of which are uncovelsdMarxist thought. This Liberal order and
its capitalist mode of production are still expargdthroughout the world. For this reason, the
Marxian critique is still 'alive’ and indispensalibe the understanding of the human world, and
this holds both for the critique of political ecang and the critique of human alienation, the
theme of the present study.

Oslo, June 1991 Dag Osterberg

Professor otc®logy
University Oflo
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INTRODUCTION

Notwithstanding all the controversies surroundiragliMarx and his legacy, one thing which can
be said with certainty is that no other figure l@oso large in the intellectual and political
landscape of world history in this century as hesddis social theory, a synthesis of ideas from
philosophy, history and the new social sciencesusique theoretical construct in the history of
nineteenth century. His theoretical work was inehtb have a practical effect on the course of
social developments in the capitalist society. &mel\Wolin comments: 'He founded a new
conception of politics, revolutionary in intentopetarian in concern, and international in scope
and organisation' (quoted in Thomas 1985, 13). Marideas were introduced in various
European countries. For instance, in Russia, byntit:1880s his ideas were advanced by
Plekhanov, Vera Zasulich and Akselrod. By the ehd&380s Marxist conceptions had become
quite popular with university students and intedhggsia in St. Petersburg. The Russian Social
Democratic Labour Party founded in 1898 was Marxibe Marxist ideas had made inroads into
the socialist movement in the 1870s in France.ém@ny, soon after Marx's death, the SDP as
an explicitly Marxist party came into existence.eTemergence of social democratic parties,
originally all being Marxists, in Belgium (1885),uAtria (1889), Hungary (1890), Bulgaria
(1891), Poland (1892), Romania (1892-1900), Hollgk#b4), etc. show the impact of Marxist
thought. In fact, 'by the 1890s it was no longessiole to dismiss him as just another proletarian
agitator: the size of the political parties thatagnised him as their prophet and the seriousness
of the economic investigations that he had iniddtad made him a massive force that demanded
to be related in some way or other to the majatitiGns of European thought. As the decade
wore on, a number of "bourgeois" economists andaktiankers of the most varying intellectual
orientations found themselves compelled to conggitgs with his doctrines' (Hughes 1977, 67).
For evaluating the Marxian legacy in our time sitimportant to ascertain, and draw the
line between what Marx stood for and what he is enawl to be by the one-party, authoritarian
states. In this context the cleavage we meet isnamas, as Floistad remarks that 'when we see
for what Marx and Marxism are being used and m@use the totalitarian states world-over'

(Floistad 1983, 359). We have witnessed duringldsefew years the collapse of bureaucratic-
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socialism, the system @iomenklaturan EasternEurope and the dissolution of the USSR. The
colossal changes which have occurred so far catestdne of the major turning points in this
epoch. One of the far-reaching implications reléethe question of Marxism's responsibility for
the ills of the collapsed regimes. However, the afrthis book precludes any discussion of these
momentous contemporary development. My overridiogcern here is to explore the rich
heritage of Marx's thought on the problem of altemain his early writings over a limited period
as part of research work in philosophy and theohystf ideas.

One fertile ground of research in Marx studies, andajor attraction for Marx scholars,
has been the question whether or not Marx's woaks e regarded as forming a continuous
whole ever since the publication of tReonomic and Philosophic Manuscripts of 1844.932.
Most of the writers have defended or expoundedctrginuity problematic in one form or the
other. One notable exception in this debate was dimnent Marxist philosopher Louis
Althusser. He intervened as a matter of politicadessity to combat the French revisionists and
their views on the status of Marxism. His refutatmf the continuity thesis, therefore, has to be
seen in its political context. His writings polemsied the problematic intensely, with the result
that it added to an enlivened interest in Marxisigsophy in the European academic world.
Alex Callinicos is correct to assess him so hightys to Louis Althusser more than to any other
individual or group that we owe the current reramee of Marxist philosophy' (Callinicos 1985,
'Preface’, v). The Althusserian school emergeceraikhg and elaborating the scientific character
of Marxism. Among the well-known writers who havefehded the continuity thesis are Avineri,
Cornu, Garaudy, Howard, Hyppolite, Kamenka, Korddkl ellan, Maguire, Mandel, Meszaros,
Plamenatz, Ollman, Tucker, Lewis, Kolakowski andr@orth. Whereas the Althusserian school
advocates an 'epistemological break' in Marx'sing®; the concept of alienation is viewed as
falling under the pre-scientific, early period. ention this only to highlight the proliferation of
literature around this controversy. However, in firesent work this controversy is only of
peripheral interest and there does not seem tmyp@eed to enter into any lengthy discourse on
the topic.

My treatment of Marx is essentially devoid of ariempts at mythicising him. There is

no need for that. An over-zealous supporter or appbof a political, social or religious cause
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may be a big asset for his respective group, osgéinin or denomination. But this sort of activity
intrinsically is inimical to any meaningful disc@ar in philosophy or science. What Bacon calls
'idols’, the idols of the tribe, cave, market anéatre, stand opposed to human reason and mind.
Marxism in this respect can specially be singlet iinas and continues to arouse deep passions
of devotion and loyalty in some or down-right réjec (and this very often with scanty
knowledge of Marxism) and animosity in others. Wéaried to present Marx's views on
alienation as dispassionately as possible and hatvdet my own likes or dislikes dictate the
inquiry. In this matter, | have found Bacon's advic sound one: 'Read not to contradict and
confute; nor to believe and take for granted; mofind talk and discourse; but to weigh and
consider' (Bacon 1972, 150).

In a number of ways, this study has its own paldicteatures. First of all, | reject any
dogmatic approach to Marxism; and instead view Néanxas a living and developing theory in
view of social practice. Marx had articulated thlvagbical requirements of the labour movement
in its struggle for emancipation in his lifetimehave aimed at explaining, analysing and noting
the development of Marx's ideas regarding alienatiareligious, political and economic spheres
up to 1844, and in this process have taken nofi@ny shift in the meanings as we pass from
one article or essay to the other. Marx presemsnaprehensive theory of alienation only in the
Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts have compared the positions which Marx had
previously held against the one he espoused ifetiemomic and Philosophic ManuscripBy
comparing and contrasting these positions | hadea&mwured to show the developmental stages
of the concept of alienation in Marx. A conceptegarded as a mental construct. What defines
the status of a concept is the nature of essencentent it comes to embody. By comparing and
contrasting | have shown how the religious concélienation received a definite content and
theoretical form in Marx.

In view of the result, it becomes easy to appraaehquestion of continuity or break in
Marx from a new angle. This, while setting aside #ither/or positions, focuses on Marx's ideas
as various and interactive phases of his intellaevelopment. | have maintained that Marx's
ideas regarding humanist perspective and the quesfi alienation show continuity, but with

important differences in the content and form & ttoncept and theory of alienation in the
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period under review. This approach enables us eotlse vigour and vitality of Marxism as a
living theory and not as a collection of sacrosalogmas of a closed system.

Marx, above all, advocated theufhebungof the existing alienation which shows its
dichotomous character in separating between 'dantythinking’, between 'being and having’,
'‘between public life and private life', and betwé&beory and practice’. This dichotomy was to be
overcome by a unified 'science of man', in plac¢hefreified science and philosophy as Marx
suggested in the Manuscripts. This task was actlibyeMarx and Engels in formulating the
fundamentals of 'historical materialism'. As Maari€ornforth writes: 'Once the scientific
intention of Marxism is grasped, the theory of madkand society, which itself presupposes
scientific theory about nature, becomes the preniisewhich philosophical theory about
thinking -- about, in Engels' own phrases, "thoumid its laws" and "the relation of thinking and
being" -- takes off, rather than the conclusionagrdrom prior philosophical theory' (Cornforth
1980, 45). Marx's contribution in the matter ofcestific theory of man and society 'marks a
new departure in relation to all previous sciencedt completes the establishment of
fundamental theory for the scientific investigatioh the whole of living nature, including
mankind, it inaugurates a stage in which scienceotpes equipped to treat scientifically of
everything which concerns us in life -- not only"ekternal" nature, but of ourselves and our
entire activity in which we each sustain and liveiradividual life and relate ourselves with one
another and with "nature" ' (ibid., 144; see al46-53).

Marx deals with the same problems which had occupearlier philosophers in
metaphysics, ontology, epistemology, etc. But atgame time there is an important difference
which we should not lose sight of. Fldistad potiats thus: 'In many ways, he breaks with [that]
tradition and infuses something new. Philosophyukhamot merely betheory but first and
foremost it should be a philosophy of action. Asdaaphilosophy of action philosophy should
intervene andchange the world' (Floistad 1983, 359). Thus the oldlgpeon of theory and
practice achieves a totally new dimension in M&nam now on, philosophy of action comes to
epitomise Marxian programme in its multi-dimensioaspects signifying the unity of theory and

practice. The ground work for this view was laidhe Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts
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Second, Marx's critique of contemporary world isrséhrough the human perspective, in
which alienation of labour obstructs the emergerafe any true human community
(Gemeinschaftand thwarts the individual fulfilling his humamwotentialities. Man is reduced to a
dehumanised existence. The individual and his boaia form the nucleus of Marx's thinking.
Fritz Pappenheim rightly says: 'This is the pligitthe "dehumanised human being", of the
alienated man, which was Marx's deepest concernndmch became the central theme even of
those of his writings which on the surface seerddal exclusively with problems of economic
history or economic theory' (Pappenheim 1968, B8Je the problem of man in Marx should not
be seen in the narrow, factionalist discussiorhofmanist Marx' with another equally one-sided
and illusory 'scientism’ of some neo-Marxist wiggn In my exposition, the humanistic concern
of Marx is unmistakably emphasised. If we can pinpone theme which shows the continuity
in Marx's thought as a whole, then that is his eomdor the human being, explicit or implicit, as
the primary presupposition of his early, middlentature age. | emphasise this point in the final
chapter of this study as well.

Another aim of this study is to offer an adequaseKground to Marx's immediate
intellectual environment. First and foremost, it ttee Hegelian heritage which forms the
philosophical milieu of Marx's early developmentf Cburse, that does not rule out other
influences. Merely due to the fact that Marx'stfggstematic work is a critical commentary on
Hegel'sPhilosophy oRight | have thought it best to present Hegel's palitghilosophy in Part
1 of chapter 3, followed by Marx's exposition inrfPA. A good grasp of Hegelian ideas is
indispensable for a critical appreciation of Mamee at this early stage. Marx's critique of
Hegel'sPhenomenologgnd the conception of alienation therein is arelyia chapter 7.

But between Marx and Hegel stands Feuerbach. Aedénly formative stage of Marx,
Marx's critical approach to Hegel is mediated tigtoureuerbach’s philosophy. Marx regards
Feuerbach as the pulveriser of the Hegelian sp@erigphilosophy; the liberator from the
Hegelian 'system'. | have considered it worthwtol@resent Feuerbach's philosophical views on
religious alienation, man dsattungsweseand his other views in some detail. Feuerbachen t
history of ideas deserves a prominent place inotis right, being not merely as a secondary

figure to supplement Marx. | have tried to redrgsbalance by offering an outline of his main
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theories in chapter 2. The impact of Feuerbachiaws on Marx, no doubt, is substantial. For
instance, Marx's critique of Hegel takes place amigler the Feuerbachian ‘transformational
method'. Marx's ideas on the question of religi@lignation, his theory of man and his
discussion of human nature, which form the bulkhid study, are closely related to Feuerbach's
philosophy. Even though Feuerbach is not accortedirhportance, which, in the opinion of
some writers he deserves (e.g. Wartofsky 1977)coménues to be of interest in our age for his
critique of religion philosophically, despite itseblogical language. The humanist tradition has
begun to see the relevance of Feuerbach in theraUhistory of the present age. The theologians
of established religions and of the divine mystemeeet in Feuerbach the theologian of man,
who by any means happens to be a formidable figureckon with.

Of all the early works of Marx, thEconomic and Philosophic Manuscrigisesent most
difficulties with what Istvan Meszaros calls, th&leceptive simplicity' (Meszaros 1970, 12; for
the difficulties of interpretation, see ibid., 1@)2 For Louis Dumont, and with some
justification, they are the 'formless draft' asythere written by Marx for his own use, and were
not meant for publication; nevertheless, he emgleastheir importance 'as precious evidence
relating to the question of how Marx became Marxhaw, in particular, he built up his basic
presuppositions regarding the place of economia@mena among social phenomena in general’
(Dumont 1977, 113). Chapters 5 and 6 are devotéddax's critique of political economy and
the problem of the alienation of labour. | give swoerable space to the discussion of Marx's
concept of human nature which Marx outlines in Be®nomic and Philosophic Manuscripts
Chapter 7 exclusively deals with Marx's critiqueH#gel'sPhenomenologgnd the problem of
alienation in this work. In chapter 8, | conclude tstudy with an appraisal of the theory of
alienation within the specified area and period.

Finally, a few words about the procedure. Exceptddimited number of cases, the
citations from Marx for the period March 1843--Awfjul844, are from Marx and Engels,
CollectedWorks,vol. 3 (CW3) and thé&economic and Philosophic Manuscripsanslated by
Milligan). Beside these, | have used other trarmtat of Marx's early works for comparison and
evaluation of translations. In places the transteti of McLellan and Bottomore are more

effective and easy to understand, but | have ofstagse the translations from Moscow to avoid
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terminological confusion: the terminology used arigus translations, as | have shown in 1.2. is
varied. A few quotations from the German have hesad to assist the clarification or emphasise
some point. All references from the secondary ssuece included in the text.

| have not thought it necessary to provide any egtige lists of the possible reading
material, because in the form of presentation kehtoo many references would have made the
text cumbersome in form. But there are other stahdeorks with a different method of
presentation having detailed references and foesnethich should also be consulted. The range
of secondary sources used in the work is quite ywadd is also of unequal character. Alongside
some prominent philosophers and scholars a fewemsribf research articles have also been
included. All the italics represent italics or urldengs in the original or the secondary sources

unless otherwise stated. The abbreviations useshaten on a separate list.
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CHAPTER 1

THE THEORY OF ALIENATION

The central point in the present study is the mnwbbf alienation in Marx's early works and the
specific content of it which forms an importantggan the intellectual development of Marx. As
an introduction to the specifics of this projechreef historical survey seems desirable. The ever-
increasing use of the term 'alienation’ in conteraposocial sciences and empirical surveys in
advanced industrial societies are often pointethésocial phenomenon facing modern man as a
multi-dimensional problem.

In the social sciences, the term 'alienation’ lenstretched to the maximum in order to
describe and comprehend important manifestatadngdustrial and post-industrial society.
Peter C. Ludz points to the danger in it: 'The papty, the immediate accessibility and the
generality of the term must always be limited i themands of scientific rigour are not to be
sacrificed. This dilemma is increased by the fhaat,twithin the social sciences, the term and the
concept do not convey one specific meaning. Indeed,can question whether "alienation” is a
concept at all' (in Geyer, et al. 1976, 4). Eveoutih any unanimity of views on such a wide
concept is beside the point, the ambiguities ofcthrecept are, nonetheless, formidable. This has
led some to plead for its elimination from the sbsiciences altogether. Irving Horowitz writes:
'Despite the incredible degree of confusion whictiste about the term "alienation” -- a
confusion which has caused many influencials inadogy and psychology to try to do without it
-- there is a danger in a premature scrapping ®ftéihm. There are few enough words in the
vocabulary of social sciences having wide genenplications. In some sense the very
confusions about the word alienation represent eumea albeit painful, testimonial to a
conceptual complication which exists in consequenicéhe autonomous development of the
social and behavioural sciences' (Horowitz 1966-B30). Since Horowitz wrote this, the
phenomenon of alienation has increasingly beenftloes of attention in philosophy and

sociology. The Polish philosopher Adam Schaff ltties this, and with good reason, to the



publication of Marx's early works: 'The theory dfeaation was brought into contemporary
philosophy by the mediation of Marx....[It] has asfed unusual triumphs during the past few
decades. This is a new phenomenon, connected étigingith the publication of Marx's early
texts. Vittorio Rieser correctly draws our attenti the fact that in the index of the American
Sociological Review for the years 1936-1955 we dbfimd a single article on alienation, while
in the subsequent years, just as in other Amerjpanodicals in the field of sociology,
psychology, etc., articles of this type aboundh¢gc1980, 87).

Among the most common usages as at present, pe@seess, meaninglessness,
normlessness, social isolation and cultural estan@gt, for example, can be mentioned (see
Blauner 1964, 1-3 and Seeman 1959). Powerlesssidéiss feeling that one's destiny is not under
one's control but under the control of other exkragents. In his comparative analysis of
alienation in different industries, Blauner findswerlessness as the inability of the workers to
control the work process. Meaninglessness refertadk of understanding or lack of any
consistent meaning in the action, work, etc., nsamvolved in. In case of the industrial worker,
it is his lack of sense and purpose in regard eowork process. Normlessness is the lack of
commitment to shared social values. Social isatatgothe pervasive malaise of loneliness or
exclusion in social relations. However, it will beroneous to identify social isolation with self-
estrangement because all isolates are not alienAfezhation may be the result of social
pressure of groups as the co-editors of Man Algdenation in Modern Society point out:
'Indeed, alienation may result from the social pues of groups, crowd or mass as David
Reisman suggests in The Lonely Crowd. By the sarkent alienation should not be confused
with "social disorganisation”, since, ... estrangetnmay also result in highly organised
bureaucracies. Alienation is often associated \itieliness; but again, not all lonely people are
alienated' (Josephson & Josephson 1962, 14). Sesgards normlessness as the pressure on
the individual to adopt illegitimate means to agki¢he cultural defined goals he has set himself;
isolation happening when the individual is unabte accept these cultural goals. Self-
estrangement, the main theme of alienation, uralaistthe individual, in one way or the other
to be out of touch with himself. 'Whatever the agah, central to the definition of alienation is

the idea that man has lost his identity or "seltiodany writers who deal with the problem of
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self-alienation assume, implicitly or explicithhdt in each of us there is a "genuine”, "real" or
"spontaneous” self which we are prevented from kngwor achieving. But how does one
achieve selfhood? The most satisfactory answerbegs provided by social psychologists,
notably Charles H. Mead and George H. Mead, whaettghat one acquires a self or identity
through interaction with others' (ibid., 14-15)sdphson and Josephson explain further: 'Implicit
in most approaches to alienation is the ideal ofimtegrated” man and of a cohesive society in
which he will find meaning and satisfaction in loien productivity and in his relations with
others. As Emile Durkheim expressed it, man indidaristic” society "will no longer find the
only aim of his conduct in himself and, understagdihat he is the instrument of a purpose
greater than himself, he will see that he is noheut significance™ ' (ibid., 16).

Despite the employment of the term "alienationainumber of different contexts, some
common features of these uses are also detecrabldrnold Kaufman says: 'To claim that a
person is alienated is to claim that his relatmsdmething else has certain features which result
in avoidable discontent or loss of satisfactionagknan 1965, 132). And Kenneth Keniston
remarks: 'Most usages of "alienation” share tharaption that some relationship or connection
that once existed, that is "natural”, desirable,good has been lost' (Keniston 1965, 452).
Alienation arises as a result of something ands itlways alienation or estrangement from
something. In order to establish a certain degfg@ecision, | present an historical perspective

on alienation in 1.1. followed by some definitioasd terminological distinctions in 1.2.

1.1. An historical overview of the concept

The term "alienation" is relatively of recent oridgiut the concept of alienation is of considerable
antiquity. As a concept, according to Erich Fromtnfound its early expression in Western
thought in the Old Testament's story of the goldahand its discussion by the Hebrew prophets
as idolatry: 'The essence of what the prophets'iclatry” is not that man worships many Gods
instead of only one. It is that the idols are Wegk of man's own hands -- they are things, and
man bows down and worships things, worships thatiwhe has created himself. He transfers to

the things of his creation the attributes of hisdife, and instead of experiencing himself as the
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creating person, he is in touch with himself onjytbe worship of the idol. He has become
estranged from his own life forces ... and is incto with himself only in the indirect way of
submission to the life frozen in the idols' (From®61, 44). Long after the prophets, Ludwig
Feuerbach was also to arrive at the analogous wsinal regarding God as the creation of man,
which leads to man's duality through the self-edbsation of himself as God.

Lichtheim argues that the concept of 'alienatian be traced back to the writings of
Plotinus (204-70 A.D.), the founder of Neoplatonjswhose doctrine of emanation assumed a
procession from an ultimate undefinable sourcermcple to a multiplicity of finite beings: the
undivided One unfolds into its various manifestasiooy a downward process linking the
supersensible Being with a hierarchy of lower sphand ultimately with the world of nature
and material existence, matter being the loweglestd the universe and the antithesis to the
One' (Lichtheim 1968, 264). Neoplatonism, which waginally hostile to Christianity, did exert
a great influence on Christian patristics and endavelopment of speculative philosophy in the
feudal society both in Muslim and Christian coussri

In the Judaeo-Christian theology, man is said teehzeen 'alienated from God' or ‘fallen
from Grace'. The Messianic mission consists, afrarh salvaging souls for the Kingdom of
Heaven, in rescuing man from this self-alienatibhus Meszaros points to 'alienation' in the
New Testament where Paul the Apostle in the Epistihe Ephesians says: "Remember ... that
ye were without Christ, being aliens from the commealth of Israel, and strangers from the
covenant of promise, having no hope and without aithe world: but now in Christ Jesus ye
who sometimes were far off are made neigh by thedlof Christ".... Christianity thus in its
universality, announces the imaginary solution afmlan self-alienation in the form of "the
mystery of Christ" ' (Meszaros 1970, 28). From Emglish translation of the New Testament text
used by Meszaros, it is not clear whether he @rigathetermor theconceptto this point. Tronn
Overend uses the Greek texts to settle the quesfidre Greek terms used here are:
"appallotrioomai” and ‘politeia” which are cognates for "I am being alienated from"
("appallotriomai”) "the citizen body" ("politeia”)t can be concluded, then, tte¥rm "alienation”
goes back to the New Testament, while¢beceptback further, to the Old Testament' (Overend
1974-5, 306).



The claim that the concept reaches back only toQle Testament is questionable,
because during this period there were other cidtwi@ch were highly developed with their own
views on man and his place in the world. Adam Sdsabf the opinion that the ancestry of the
concept reaches our remote past. He writes: 'Todayhave at our disposal solid historical
material which takes the origin of the concept ledreation even further back [than the Biblical
story of the golden calf]. If the theory of alielwait has become fashionable today, then it is a
fashion which goes back to the views not of oundfathers but of our remote ancestors. Not
only "habent sua fata libellibut also habent sua fata idedeEven Western culture has not been
rigorously examined in this respect and new petspgecare opening up which reveal analogous
conceptions in Buddhism, Islam and the classicabpbphies of China, India, etc.' (Schaff 1980,
24).

Analogous to the Biblical account of man's aliemratirom God, we find a theory of
alienation in the ancient Greek philosopher anédrgst Empedocles whose idea of man's fall
from the Golden Age and the cyclical historical elepment leading to his repossession of the
original state are of some conceptual significai8snecada. 4 B.C. to 65 A.D.) adapted and
gave an account of the theory of the Golden Ageclwhie conceived to have existed before the
sophistication of civilisation. He depicted thig/lic state of nature where human beings were
not corrupted by the institution of private progeahd the greed for it. In the Golden Age people
were innocent and happy, living a simple and loVifgy In Seneca's formulations the social
institutions, governments and laws are a resulhah's estrangement from his state of nature.
Seneca's glorification of the primordial stateypth an important role in the works of Grotius,
Locke, Hume and Rousseau.

In the scholastic literature and the developmenChbfistian theology, St. Augustine's
book De Civitate Dei(City of God) had immense influence throughout fieldle Ages. St.
Augustine developed the Christian conception ofldvbistory comprehended fatalistically, as
pre-ordained by God. He counterposed his 'City ofl'Gthe universal rule of the church, to
Civitas terrenathe City of Earth, the sinful, secular state.tbleght that the miseries which men
suffer at the hands of government and slavery waeeto the corruption of human nature (see

also Markus 1964, 90-93). His theology in turn lmeedan important source for the Lutheran
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interpretation of Christianity and therewith forettGerman Protestant tradition, which in the
nineteenth century was secularised in the philosaphwritings of Hegel and Feuerbach'
(Lichtheim 1968, 264).

In the present context, | shall briefly mention theaning of the word "alienation’ which
we come across in the theological literature, $ygmy the estrangement of 'sinful' man from
God. Paul speaking of the Gentiles says: 'Theydarkened in their understanding, alienated
from the life of God because of the ignorance than them, due to their hardness of heart'
(cited in Schacht 1980, 15). The meaning of 'alied from' in the passage refers clearly to be
separated or cut off from the life of God. Cal\dommenting on another text of Paul says: '[The]
spiritual death is nothing else than the alienatbthe soul from God' (ibid., 16). The Pauline
view of the Incarnation as Christ emptying himsdélthe divine properties was expressed in the
Greek verbekenosertin the Latin Vulgate translated asginanivi). Luther employed the term as
hat sich selbst gedussdfiterally 'emptied' himself) which led directlp Hegel's use of the
noun Entausserung In Feuerbach and MarEntausserungbears the same meanings as
Entfremdung(see Lichtheim 1968, 264). Cottiers sums up theepnhof Kenosis succinctly:
'‘According to this theory, in incarnation divinititself becomes limited, undergoes an
amputation. The attribute of immutability is rencad. God ceases to be God. The name of the
theory derives from the passage in the epistleh&o Rhilippians, where Paul uses the verb
ekenosenHegel's God i&enosisan act of emptying oneself in an exteriorizatittnms kenosiss
not limited to the individual Christ, however, $tgeneralised’ (cited in Schaff 1980, 25).

Among the major influences which shaped Marx's ephof alienation, besides the
German romanticists, was Jean-Jacques Rousseduledste considerable space to Feuerbach
and Hegel in the present study, | will briefly ppashere the problem of alienation in Rousseau's
political philosophy. The prime objective of this to come to those ideas which have a close
connection with Marx's development of the concépe theological accounts mentioned above
show the pedigree of alienation to Marx's theorgywemotely. However, in the political and
social philosophy of Rousseau the complex probléralienation and dehumanisation appears
with striking intensity. Meszaros writes: 'His iméince was instantaneous and lasting, against a

background of increasing social contradictions ahéconomic development which turned the
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promise of the industrial revolution into the nigltare of "the dark Satanic mills". Thus the
themes of alienation so early and forcefully takprby Rousseau were already "in the air" -- as
if bellowing straight out of the chimneys of thoSatanic mills -- and through whatever
metamorphoses remained with us ever since' (Mes2£&86, 253). Rousseau's exposition of his
social doctrine, no doubt, is the predecessor gielteand Marx's theories of alienation.

It is more appropriate to see Rousseau's viewdienadion in a general context rather
than as a specific theory of alienation. Rousséauthe theorists of natural rights, recognised
the concept of social contract, using the terneraiion’ like the transfer of one's rights in a
juridical sense. The Polish philosopher BronislaacEo observes: 'Rousseau uses this [the
word alienation] in the etymological sense andha tontext traditionally established in the
theory of law: "alienation" for him was the actrefinquishing or sale which might pertain either
to things or to specific human rights, an act whiested, among others, at the foundation of the
social contract' (cited in Schaff 1980, 27). InsthRousseau's use of the term in the sense of
'transfer’ is as in Grotius. But he rejects thewas propounded by Grotius on the possibility of
man alienating his rights to a sovereign. Libertgswnot subject to sale or transfer. In his
Discourse on the Origins of Inequalitye criticises Pufendorf for the view that we mayedt
ourselves of our liberty in favour of other persojust as we transfer our property by contract.
Rousseau writes: 'Besides, the right of properipdenly a convention of human institution,
men may dispose of what they possess as they plaatsthis is not the case with essential gifts
of nature, such as life and liberty, which everynna permitted to enjoy, and of which it is at
least doubtful whether any have a right to divesihiselves' (Rousseau 1973, 95). To alienate
one's property does not involve any degradatiohpluhe alienation of our liberty 'we degrade
our being' (ibid., 95).

But it should be noted that the prime target of $&@au's argument is the individual
sovereign who cannot claim the liberty of the peo@chacht observes that 'Rousseau is not
arguing that there arao circumstances under which sovereign authority aweeself may
properly be alienated. On the contrary, he considach alienation to be "vain and meaningless"
unlessthis authority is transferred tocammunity(rather than an individual), in which all are on

an equal footing. And he maintains not only thathsalienations possible in this case, but also
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that it is a condition of the very existence ofcemenunity’ (Schacht 1971, 19). In this way 'each
man giving himself to all, gives himself to nobody;he gains an equivalent for everything he
loses, and an increase of force for the presenvaifowhat he has' (Rousseau 1973, 174). It
means that the individual has not contracted hinmaelof his natural liberty. As the civil power
and responsibility reside in the community, theividlial by his contract places himself under
the control of the sovereign, his action means dht he, like other person, places himself
under the control of himself and his fellow citizen

Rousseau in his criticism of man's present exigteneews his relation to nature, in
particular, as one of alienation. Man in his primatural state, according to Rousseau, depends
upon the products of nature, and he satisfies ¢gsls1 without encroaching upon the interests of
others. Man in this phase is neither good nor biedhas a free will, because his will is affected
by no other social considerations or relations pkbes own needs.

In the natural state man's free will is not infedgoy his dependence upon nature. But the
problem arises as soon as man develops his dependeon other people. It leads to complex
organisations and institutions within society. Undleese conditions, division of labour and
private property develop. Under the changed simatmarked social differentiation appears.
Amour proprei.e. egoistic self-love, replacamour de soiThe development of human faculties
and their practical application leads to satistatbf egoistic interests and needs: 'It now became
the interest of men to appear what they really were To be and to seem became two totally
different things; and from this distinction sprangolent pomp and cheating trickery, with all the
numerous vices that go in their train. On the oth&nd, free and independent as men were
before, they were now, in consequence of a mutttglof new wants, brought into subjection, as
it were, to all nature, and particularly to one thweo, and each became in some degree a slave
even in becoming the master of other men' (Rous&8ad3, 86). Jealousy, vile propensity to
injure one another, rivalry and competition arigesatiable ambition ... not so much from real
want as from the desire to surpass others' leadsstrret jealousy, which is the more dangerous,
as it puts on the mask of benevolence, to carrgatst with greater security' (ibid., 87). Rivalry
and competition lead to conflicting interests. Rem#i declares: 'All these evils were the first

effects of property, and the inseparable attendainggowing inequality’ (ibid., 87). Marx in his
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early writings develops his criticism of the cap#t society and the inherent problem of
alienation in it by focusing on egoistic man ane froblem of competition. The imprint of
Rousseau's ideas is conspicuous.

The good that exists in the state of nature, acegrtb Rousseau, is vitiated by human
civilisation. This, in fact, is the synthesising&lin Rousseau's system. The opening sentences of
his Emile read: 'God makes all things good; man meddles thi#in and they become evil. He
confuses and confounds time, place, and naturalittons ... he will have nothing as nature
made it, not even man himself, who must learn hep like a saddle-horse, and be shaped to his
master's taste like the trees in his garden ' (Baaus 1970, 5; see also Meszaros 1970, 53-61).
The departure of man from nature and the creatidnsosocial institutions enslaves and debases
man. The human civilisation destroys the originabdness of man. (Marx also takes up the
theme of man's alienation in relation to naturehi@ Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts
which | discuss in chapter 5.)

But this condemnation of the evils of society dneslead Rousseau to advocate a return
to a state of pristine existence. He offered calittary perspectives on most issues and he can
be easily interpreted as defending contradictositipms. Regarding the present problem facing
man today in its acute form is the conflict betwebka individual and the society. Rousseau
suggests that by transferring or alienating autihdd the community, the individual is totally
transformed. 'These clauses [of the social corntraciperly understood, may be reduced to one -
- the total alienation of each associate, togetién all his rights, to the whole community'
(Rousseau 1973, 174). In this context, Rousseas thee term ‘'alienation’ in the sense of
detachment, but that does not convey all the mganivolved. Schacht comments: 'Rousseau is
not completely clear about what is involved instlalienation, and precisely what is to be
alienated.... In some cases it may be construgdeirsense of "transferred to the community";
while in others it may be understood in the serfs&ramounced before the community”. For
certain rights (e.g. that of punishing wrongdoarsdy be transferred to the community; but
"natural liberty" can only be renounced beforéribusseau has both things in mind, on different
occasions' (Schacht 1971, 19-20).



In fact, Rousseau's discussion of alienation mdwegond the mere detachment or
transfer of rights; it involves the full integratiof social totality of the community. From this
viewpoint, man's debt to the community is far geeabecause from now on his rights, morality
and his status as a man are consequences of his d@enember of the totality, the body politic.
As Joachim Israel puts it: 'It is from this totglthat the individual then obtains his life and his
being. This in turn will lead to the substitutiohos physical and independent existence for a
partial and moral existence. Those who dare togdam individual will take away man's power
in order to endow him with those powers which he aae only when co-operating with other
people’ (Israel 1971, 21). In the transformatiothefindividual in the body politic, man becomes
a social creature with a social conscience; heisnore led by his egoistic and individualistic
competitive drives at the cost of others. The eitiavho has a genuine concern for the welfare of
all replaces the private person, the individuajectb

Meszaros offers a fairly judicious opinion on Raess contribution in these words:
'Rousseau’s great dilemma was that while he pitgabithe social contradictions as the root of
alienation, he could not suggest any realistic dieseto them. His great educational utopias --
put forward in the name and force of a categorioakal ought -- were meant as counter-
examples to a reality whose contradictions he caolchelp retaining and idealising. For he was
forced to admit that within the framework of hisiain the sacredness of private property was the
ultimate foundation of civilised life itself.... T in the end in the utopian counter-examples the
remedy to alienation was restricted to pruning“theesses" of the prevailing trends, in the name
of an idealised "middle condition” which, set agaithe dynamic power of the unfolding

capitalist development, had to remaimaral postulaté (Meszaros 1986, 255).

Hegel's philosophy was decisive for Marx's thednalgenation. The meaning given to
the term 'alienation' by Marx in the sense of &giement’ or 'detachment’ owes a great deal to its
Hegelian source. It was Hegel who for the firsteaimsedEntfremdungand Entausserung as
explicit philosophical terms systematically in eenomenology @pirit. But there is a theory
of alienation (under the name Bbsitivita) already in Hegel's early writings that are cdkecas
the Theologische Jugendschriftefhis period extends from 1790 to 1800 when Hégedl to
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formulate his philosophy on religious basis. (Asdifferent developmental stages in Hegel's
philosophy, see Marcuse 1941, 28-29.)

In this period, Hegel regards the 'positive’ faiftChristianity as a pillar of despotism and
oppression, compared with the non-positive religimf antiquity, which were religions of
freedom and human dignity. Hegel's concept of paiyitis best described by Hegel himself: 'A
positive faith is a system of religious proposigomhich are true for us because they have been
presented to us by an authority which we cannait flo the concept implies a system of religious
propositions or truths which must be held to beéhsundependently of our own opinions, and
which even if no man has ever perceived them aed &no man has ever considered them to
be truths, nevertheless remain truths. These tiathften said to be the objective truths and
what is required of them is that they should nowdnee objective truths, truths for us' (cited in
Lukacs 1975, 18; see also Marcuse 1941, 35). Hesiiyaty means the imposition of authority;
where the moral choice of the subject is negated.largely due to this critique of positivity by
Hegel in his early writings that his philosophyseen as potentially radical, but his 'vaunting of a
kind of scientific positivity later disposes him¢onservatism' (Gouldner 1980, 178).

Positive religion, in Hegel's view, was the chiefrdiie to the liberation of man. In his
critique of religion, Hegel observed that ‘'the emivity of the deity increased in direct
proportion to the increase in the corruption aravesty of man, and this objectivity is in reality
no more than a revelation, a manifestation of fpsit of the age ... The spirit of the age was
revealed in the objectivity of its God when ..wiaés introduced into a world alien to us, in a
realm in which we had no share, where we couldacquire a place through our activity, but at
most by begging or conjuring our way in; it wasage when man was a Non-ego and his God
was another Non-ego.... In such an age the Dedgsshll its subjectivity and becomes nothing
but object; and the inversion of all moral preceptgasily and logically justified by theory....
This is the system of every Church' (cited in Lika®75, 69). In the writings of Hegel's early
period, we find a materialist critique of religiowhich was subsequently developed by
Feuerbach, Strauss and Marx.

In his theological expositions in the early phadegel was trying to find an answer as to

why the relation between the individual and theestioes not fulfil his capacities. He regarded

11



the state rather as an alienated and alienatstgution. Marcuse observes: 'Hegel defined this
state with the same categories as those of eightexmtury liberalism: the state rests on the
consent of individuals ... The individual, as opgubsto the state, possesses the inalienable rights
of man, and with these the state power can underinsamstances interfere, not even if such
interference may be in the individual's own intetesHere is nothing of that moral and
metaphysical exaltation of the state which we ent&uin Hegel's later works' (Marcuse 1941,
32-33).

The concept of positivity, as Lukacs points outtaors the seeds of a problem which
'will prove central to the later developments of tialectic: viz. the problem he was later to
designate by the termeXternalisatiol (Entdusserungand which, in the context of his later,
much more comprehensive and systematic ideas, insritae entire problem of the nature of
objects Gegenstandlichkgiin thought, nature and in history. We need renuadselves that in
his later philosophy the whole of nature is conedias an externalisation of mind, of spirit'
(Lukacs 1975, 74). In his later writings, Hegel ipsgto analyse work as a process of
externalisationEntdusserung Out of his studies of classical economy, Hegehes to conclude
that 'work not only makes man human ... it not ardyses the vast and complex array of social
processes to come into being, it also makes thé&wbdman into an "alienated"”, "externalised",
world. The old concept of "positivity" had placedme-sided emphasis on the dead, alien aspects
of social institutions. In the concept of "extersation", however, we find enshrined Hegel's
conviction that the world of economics which dom@saman and which utterly controls the life
of the individual, is nevertheless the product annhimself. It is in this duality that the truly
seminal nature of "externalisation” is to be foulid., 333; see also Schacht 1971, 25-37;
Israel 1971, 26-29; Marcuse 1941, 34-35).

Hegel's philosophy, like the philosophy of any otimportant thinker, can be understood
in its cultural and historical settings. The spiectioncept ofEntausserungan be distinguished
from Entfremdungn traditions of the church going back to Luthedam Schaff points out that
'the difference between these concepts is not elegr in Hegel, and in Marx, who in his later
writings used the concepts interchangeably, ibst tompletely'. Schaff continue&enosisor

Entausserungs the consequence of the Divine Spirit going "ofititself", of an incarnation
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which entails the abandonment of divine properiresavour of human ones. The Hegelian
concept of the absolute idea going out of itsell aonstituting material reality which is the
exteriorization andEntausserungf this idea, vividly reminds us of the theolodidactrine of
Kenosistransplanted to a historical-cosmic level' (Sci®&B0, 25).

The main thrust of Hegel's theological writings, m&ntioned above, was against
Christianity. It stands in sharp contrast to hiedaviews on the role of religion. Lukacs in his
classic studyrhe Young Hegelrites: 'We may ... give our conclusion whichhattin his youth
Hegel conceives of Christianity as the religiorthe "private individual”, of the bourgeois, as the
religion of the loss of human liberty, of the millda-long despotism and enslavement of
mankind. Such ideas place Hegel firmly in the m@agesn of Enlightenment thought." Lukacs
qualifies this conclusion with the remark that 'Hegever took his attacks on Christianity as far
as the great English and French thinkers. Hisgergtiof Christianity never reaches the point of
materialist atheism. Quite the reverse, the cordnisfwork here is religious. His aim is to
discover the social prerequisites for a return frmeligion of despotism and enslavement to a
religion of freedom on the model of antiquity’ (lads 1975, 9). The notion that religion was
instrumental in man's alienation from his true matbelongs to Ludwig Feuerbach. It was
Feuerbach's transformation of theology into antblagy which started the secularisation of an
originally theological concept. This process reacie critical development in Marx&conomic

and Philosophic Manuscripts.

1.2. Definitions and Distinctions: Alienation, Entfremdung and

Entausserung

In this section, | intend to clarify the meanindgte terms used to denote the concept which can
roughly be translated in English as 'alienatiors.the terms and words have a varied history of
their usage and interpretations, | think it will thelpful to point out some possible distinctions at

this stage in the present work.
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| begin with the term ‘'alienation’. To define itshi@ be only a tentative effort at a very
general level. Gajo Petrovich writes: 'The termefation’ (estrangement) has very many
different meanings in everyday life, in scienced &anphilosophy; most of them can be regarded
as modifications of one broad meaning which is sstgg by the etymology and morphology of
the word -- the meaning in which alienation (orr@asgement) is the act, through which
something or somebody, becomes (or has become) (aliestrange) to something or somebody,
else’ (in Edwards 1967, vol. 1, 76). It makes thea difficult for the social theorists to proceed
with any commonly accepted criterion in the uséhef term 'alienation’. Peter C. Ludz, in view
of the problem, suggests: The popularity, the edrate accessibility and the generality of the
term must always be limited if the demands of ddienrigour are not to be sacrificed. This
dilemma is increased by the fact that, within tbeia sciences, the term and the concept do not
convey one specific meaning. Indeed, one can questhether "alienation” is a concept at all’
(in Geyer and Schweitzer 1976, 4). But the vastyaof opinions around the concept, according
to Ludz, is not the plausible ground to elimindte toncept from the humanities as advocated by
some researchers, like W. Kaufmann and P. Nawafteng others.

Etymologically, the term 'alienation’ is derivedrr the Latin nouralienatig; its verb is
alienere (to make something into another's, to removeake taway). The Latin terralienatio
has a threefold meaning which has come to be repied in English by 'alienation’. First, in the
legal sphere, it shows connection with legal progper rights by transfer or sale to another.
Seneca used the term in this legal sense (see witkd 967, 299). Secondly, in the medico-
psychological sphere it meant mental derangemeimisanity @lienatio mentiy etc.,. Thirdly, in
the interpersonal sphere it meant a personal dgpa@ estrangement from other men, or from
his country or God. (For a brief summary of thésee spheres, see Schacht 1971, 10-13).

The German ternEntfremdungcorresponds to the Latin nowatiénatic and the English
‘alienation’. The term has been in use since tlglldiAges. In GrimmaNorterbuchof 1862, the
meaning of thentfremdens given asfremd macherberaubennehmenentledigeh etc., which
can be translated as 'to make alien, to rob, te, takstrip of'. The literal meanings of the German
Entfremdungand the English ‘alienation’ are also similar. Butlike the English term,

Entfremdunglid not have a standard usage in connection Wwéltdeliberate and legal transfer of
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property to another; but it did refer to a chan§@wnership in the sense of robing or taking a
thing from its owner. By the end of the last centthe term no longer appeared in German
dictionaries. Its reappearance, later in recenésinis primarily in connection with interpersonal
estrangement. Instead Bhtfremdunganother ternVerdusserungvas used in legal transactions
regarding transfer of property to another. Hegelsu$ in hisPhilosophy of Rightn the legal
meaning of transfer.

An another term used by Hegel Entausserungwhich is variously translated as
‘alienation’, 'surrender’ (of property), or 'reniation’, and 'abdication’, etc., (Lobkowicz 1967,
299). It was used earlier by Fichte and Hegel'sofi#eowes much to the Fichtean influence.

However, in Hegel the termBntfremdungand Entausserunghave different meanings.
Since Marx has used them interchangeably, it iereésd to pay attention to their difference in
Hegel. Marcella D'Abbeiro writes:

'‘After Marx (and in Marx himself) the concepts dntausserungand 'Entfremdung
were considered as perfectly equivalent. The Hhalimanslation generally adopted is
"alienazioné&. In Hegel, on the other hand, these two concepésdifferent. We should not
equate them, as many translators have dondEntalisserunty ("Verdusserrun9 and
"Entfremdunyy, and especially the first two, were not employ®dHegel in an unequivocal
sense, to denote a well-defined and precise concépintfremdunt) and ‘entfremdeh always
had the negative meaning of "secession", "estraagem'Entausseruny "entausserhand the
rarer 'Verausserunghad the meaning of "renunciation”, which coulduaice either a negative or
a positive sense'’ (cited in Schaff 1980, 29).

Richard Schacht has also emphasised the differéamcthe meaning of the term
‘alienation’ in Hegel, although he uses a diffetgpblogy of these meanings. He writes: 'One
cannot meaningfully speak of "Hegel's concept adnation”, simpliciter, because he uses the
term in two different ways. At times he uses iteer to a separation or discordant relation, such
as might obtain between the individual and theaatibstance, or (as "self-alienation”) between
one's actual condition and essential nature..albt® uses it to refer to a surrender or sacrdice
particularity and wilfulness, in connection with ethovercoming of alienation, and the
reattainment of unity' (Schacht 1980, 43-44).
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Despite these differences of interpretation, asaBdbserves, both Hegel and Marx have
'distinguishedEntausserung"making something alien" by renunciation or tf@nsof rights)
from Entfremdung("becoming alien") both in the sense that the iBp&eis) alienates itself
when "going out of itself" to constitute the masénvorld and in the sense that man becomes
alien in relation to his own nature or being --f-sdilenation. The emphasis on the objective
character of alienation in Hegel's concept is paldrly important from the point of view of
Marxist analysis: what matters is not that man ectibjely experiences his relation to reality as
alienness, but that this reality, in effect, beceragen in respect to man. This is an important
conclusion which counterposes the subjective canckplienation appearing in existentialism
not only to Marx's but also to Hegel's theory e¢dtion’ (Schaff 1980, 29-30).

When speaking of alienation, Marx employs, as noeetil above, the terniEntfremdung
andEntausserungnterchangeably. Chris Arthur argues that somélpros associated with these
terms in Marx and his translators ‘flow from a agrtcondensation in the employment of the
expressions themselves' (Arthur 1980, 13). Thezdhaee key terms:

(1) Entfremdungestrangement; alienation.

(2) Entausserungalienation (of property); parting with; relingbi®ent, externalisation.

(3) Vergegenstandlichungbijectification.

Regarding the first two terms which can be traeslaas ‘alienation’, we have three
concepts: (a) estrangement; (b) alienation of gnypto another; and (c) externalisation. The
translators have adopted different solutions to témeninological complexity. For instance,
Milligan (1974) and Benton (1974) rend&ntfremdung estrangement an@&ntdusserung
alienation (or externalisation) whereas Easton@uddat (1967) and McLellan (1974) translate
Entfremdung:alienation, ancentausserungexternalisation. Bottomore renders both terms as
alienation (or estrangement) 'since Marx (unlikegéle does not make a systematic distinction
between them' (Bottomore 1963, xix). We can alsamtior her Miller (translator of Hegel's
Phenomenology of Spiyiand Livingstone (translator of Lukac3se Young HegeWwho have
translatedEntfemdung alienation andentausserungexternalisation. And it is despite the fact

that Lukacs says in the last chapteTbé Young Hegel
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'In themselves there is nothing novel about thensdEntdausserungand Entfremdung
They are simply German translations of the Enghsind "alienation”. This was used in works of
economic theory to betoken the sale of a commoditg, in works on natural law to refer to the
loss of an aboriginal freedom, the handing-overlggnation of freedom to the society which
came into being as a result of social contractloBbphically, the ternEntdusserungvas first
used, to the best of my knowledge, by Fichte foorvhit meant both that the positing of an
object implied an externalisation or alienatiortle# subject and that the object was to be thought
of as an "externalised" act of reason' (Lukacs 1938).

The important point is that Marx does make a disitbim between objectification
(Vergegenstandlichungand alienation Entausserung Marx's philosophical anthropology
stresses man's activity and work. Peter Ludz wrlfescording to Marx, human activity ideally
includes both an externalisation into an objdentéusserungand a reappropriation of that
object, i.e. an objectificationVergegenstandlichung This unity is broken. Objectification
becomes alienation; man is no longer able to reegpjate the object of his work. The world of
objects stands alien to him, although he himsedfdraated it. Work is no longer activity but has
become forced labour' (in Geyer and Schweitzer 1996 Marx's theory of alienation
(Entfremduny occupying a central place in his thought adde#self to this phenomenon and

its supersession.
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CHAPTER 2

RELIGIOUS ALIENATION: FEUERBACH AND MARX

In this chapter, after a brief introduction to Margarly works as an essential background to the
discussion on Feuerbach and his influence on Mapxesent the main tenets of Feuerbach's
philosophy in 2.2. While crediting Feuerbach fos great achievements, Marx, on a number of
issues held adverse judgements and critical res@ngarom early on about Feuerbach's work. In
2.3. and 2.4. | set out Feuerbach's concept of humature, man as species-being and man as a
communal being. These ideas have a direct influencklarx’'s theory of man as enunciated in
theEPM. In 2.5. | discuss the impact of Feuerbachiangsiibhy, especially his transformational
criticism of Hegelian philosophy which Marx inhexit from Feuerbach. A gradual shift in
Marx's position regarding Feuerbach is shown by di®ving awareness that Feuerbachian
‘contemplative’ philosophy does not provide anyusmh in concrete terms to overcome
alienation in the specific conditions of the calmtasocial order. To seek the cause of human
alienation only in religion is not enough. Marx neswon to the study of concrete factors of social
life, in the sphere of politics and economics, it fthe causes of alienation. | conclude this

chapter with Marx's critique of Feuerbach in himfausTheses on Feuerbach.

2.1. The concept of alienation in the Young Hegelia n movement

Although the notion of alienation received an egtsh elaboration in HegeRhenomenology of
Spirit (published in 1807), it attracted no special ditenand the term gained hardly any
currency. After Hegel's death in 1831, however ghisosophy for a decade saw an immense rise
in its influence in Germany. 'Few figures in moddmstory," writes William Brazill, ‘have
exercised an influence as pervasive and as pubzlogplex as Hegel's, few have exercised so
profound an ascendancy over the minds of genesabbimtellectuals.... For those who chose to
consider themselves his disciples in Germany inl#@0s and 1840s, Hegel's influence was a
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direct and specific experience. They accepted thsters views totally and were content to
develop their own ideas within the framework pr@ddoy his philosophy' (Brazill 1970, 29).
Hegel's remarks that 'a party shows itself to mtovious when it splits in two parties.... What
appears to be an unfortunate dissension withinrgy mareally a proof of its success' (cited in
Brazill 1970, 27). This also proved true in theeca$ the Hegelian movement. The Hegelians
split in conservative and radical groups. The raldigvere called the Left Hegelians or the Young
Hegelians that included in their members David &$a Bruno Bauer, Arnold Ruge, Edgar
Bauer, Max Stirner, Freidrich Theodor Vischer adlvas young Karl Marx and Frederick
Engels. Among the most prominent figures were Lgdeuerbach, David Strauss and Bruno
Bauer who were often grouped together as a Lefiehtry trio. However, Feuerbach did not
identify his views with those of the other two (ftetails, see Toews 1985, 327).

Although the main thrust of the atheistic humanishthe Young Hegelians was the
criticism of religion, there was more at stake thagrely the questions of religious dogma. In the
nineteenth-century Germany the question of religibelief had taken on an inherently social
and political dimension that became increasinglgantent during the social and political unrest
of the 1830s and 1840s. Hegel had tried to recerEiiristianity with his philosophic system.
The conservative Hegelians argued that Christidoityned a vital part of the Hegelian system.
The Left Hegelians fiercely contested this claimd ameld that Christianity could not be
reconciled with philosophic truth.

Under the Young Hegelians the Hebraic-Christianlititenal duality of God and man
became the immediate target of the attack. Thenfanonism of God and man implicit in
Hegelian philosophy was used to buttress the tdotribicism. Robert Tucker writes: The
fundamental theme around which the movement ofghbtevolved was formulated by Strauss
as the unity of the divine and human natures. if@a was, of course, Hegelian in inspiration. It
was implicit in Hegel's dynamic monism of God andmrmEven the Young Hegelian watchword
“criticism" of which Bruno Bauer was the princigalthor, derived easily from Hegel's picture of
knowledge as a progressive puncturing of illusidauer interpreted this to mean the evolution
of critical consciousness via the progressive exposf dogma, and saw it as the principal task

of the critical consciousness to express the Qadidn and show man to be the real Deity'
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(Tucker 1972, 73-74). One of the important ideathia connection related to the self-alienation
and self-estrangement of man.

In 1835, David Strausslsfe of Jesusvas published. Strauss explained that Christianity
recognised that God is Man. The significance of historical Jesus is that he introduced this
idea, and then this idea in the gospels was cliaitge myths and spurious miracles. Bruno
Bauer held that the gospels reflected the expezieidhe early Church in the Roman Empire
where individual's self-consciousness faced indaloiét powers before which he felt helpless, so
that eventually he sought refuge in his inwardreass thus his being was alienated from the
world (see also, Engels, '‘Bruno Bauer and Earlysithnity' in Marx and Engels 1972, 173-82).
Accordingly, alienation arises from a split in ngaobnsciousness and the illusion that not only
is there something existing apart from and indepahef man's consciousness, but that he
himself is dependent on his creation. Religion, Bawer, is a division in consciousness where
religious beliefs become opposed to consciousnessseparate power, and they perpetuate this
alienation in mythological and miraculous form.was within this intellectual climate that
Feuerbach appears on the scene.

In 1841 Ludwig Feuerbachissence of Christianityinravelling religion as the alienation
of human traits was published. So far the use @tém 'alienation’ in the writings of the Young
Hegelians had been closely associated with tr@dbeal sphere.

The elaboration of the concept of alienation redchelimax in theManuscriptsof 1844
which Karl Marx had jotted down during his sojoumn France. These were discovered and
published for the first time in full by the Instieuof Marxism-Leninism in 1932 &conomic and
Philosophic Manuscripts of 184&EPM). The present-day wide use of the term in soc@nees
is closely related to the publication of tBM. Now the concept "alienation’, as Lichtheim puts
it, 'shed the metaphysical aura that it had stilhined in Feuerbach and assumed a historical
character. Alienation was no longer held to be iehtin man's "being in the world", but rather
in his being in a particular historical world, tludt'alienated labour" ' (Lichtheim 1968, 264).

Apart from Marxian tradition, the theme of aliematiis found in the works of other
sociologists as well. However, the concept of @temn in Max Weber and Georg Simmel is
different from that of Marx's. (For details, seeald 1971, chapter 5; Sartre 1982, 153-220.)
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Even though the concept 'alienation’ appeared wfifferent names in Marx's mature writings, it
was forgotten after Marx. Consequently, we do mad fany significance of the concept in the
works of Engels, Plekhanov, Kautsky, Labriola, lenilrotsky or Luxemburg. The only
exception is Lukacs who in hidistory and ClassConsciousnes$1923) was able to make
alienation and the related concept of reificatiomportant categories in Marxism without
knowing about the existence of tE#°M at that time. His concept of reification is toage
extent similar to Marx's account of alienation e EPM. There is good reason to believe that
his views on reification owe a great deal to Ge®igmel's discussion of the effects of division
of labour on the workers (see Parkinson 1977, 56-57

The importance of th&PM in the formation of Marx's social theory, the icue of
society which subjected workers to dehumanising:gse of exploitation is generally agreed
upon. We see Marx using the categories of Hegaliatectical philosophy and those of the
classical political economy to offer his first aysé of capitalism and the place of worker in it.
The concept of alienation was an important parttha$ analysis. Even though there were
limitations in the conceptual structure and languag political economy, Hegel's philosophy
provided Marx with the concept in its idealist fommich he transformed into a materialist and
critical one. It is worth emphasising that Marxt@ncept of alienation should not be viewed
within a strictly philosophical framework becausa advocated a break with the philosophical
tradition which had hitherto only explained alieoat

After the publication of th&PM, Eric Fromm and Herbert Marcuse, among othersg gav
a sympathetic interpretation to the concept ofnalimn in Marx. Besides, the concept found its
exponents in the existentialist philosophy -- althio in a different sense -- of Heidegger and
Sartre. In addition to popularising the term 'aigon’, theEPM drew attention to Hegel's
discussion of alienation in tighenomenologto which Marx had attached great importance.

The place ofEPM in the totality of Marx's thought, both in relatido his early
development and the later works as well as higiogldboth to Hegel and Feuerbach raises a
number of complex questions. The young and matusexMiebate in the last few decades
leading to the notion of "Two Marxs' is one of thelanumber of critics have argued that the

original and humanist Marx is found only in his Igawritings, and that especially the theory of
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alienation in theEPM is the cornerstone of his early philosophy. Ondtteer side of the scale,
Althusser offered his thesis of an 'epistemologimalak’ when Marx ushered in his mature and
scientific theories ofCapital, and that alienation in his later works ‘appeasy warely, and
where it does it is either used ironically, or wéldifferent conceptual content' (Althusser 1979,
249). There are also the upholders of continuigsit in Marx. However, the advocacy of
continuity aspect should not be used to blur tlstirdition between the early and later works of
Marx. A lot of academic literature has grown upnduthese issues. However, as my present
study deals with the concept of alienation in Matkiought between the years 1843 and 1844,
the above questions which are not of direct conagithnot detain us.

In the remainder of this chapter, | set out theégsioiphy of Feuerbach. His materialist and
anthropological perspective on how different systeof belief can come to oppress human
beings has left its trace in the thought of divergeteenth- and twentieth century thinkers such
as Marx, Nietzsche, Freud, Buber, Heidegger antté&Savlarx's concept of human nature, man
as Gattungsweseralienation and the inversion of Hegelian phildsppan only be understood

within the context of Feuerbach's leading philoscglhideas.

2.2. Feuerbach's impact on the Young Hegelian moveme  nt

Feuerbach's influence on the development of thenyadegelian movement started with the
publication in 1839 of a long essdypwards a Critique of Hegel's PhilosopHy dealt for the
first time with the themes that formed the coréisfthought in the coming years. The task that
Feuerbach set for himself was to show that thereerttistory of religious and speculative
philosophic thought was a history of the developmeh alienated form of human self-
consciousness. He demonstrated the 'rational ngrsticof Hegelian philosophy, and the
contradictory and tautological nature of his systmd method. In this systematic rejection of
Hegelianism, observes Zawar Hanfi in his Introductio The Fiery Brook:Selected Writings of
Ludwig Feuerbachthat Feuerbach shows 'the two most charactegstadities of Hegelianism

are also two of its most questionable aspects +etliance on speculation and its drive towards
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system' (Feuerbach 1972, 10; for more on Hegebgeamion of speculation and system, see
ibid., 10-13). Feuerbach expressed his ideas mglad naturalism, humanism and sensualism for
the first time which he elaborated in his subsetuanks.

In 1841 Marx obtained his doctoral degree. In ti@e year, Feuerbach's most influential
book The Essence of Christianityas published. (In his accompanying letter toghblisher, he
had suggested a more provocative tiitique of Unreason) It was followed by his
Preliminary Theses on the Reform of Philosogh842) and thérinciples of the Philosophy of
the Future (1843). These works had an immense impact on ltlegophical scene in Germany.
Feuerbach appeared a Prometheus who had daredalenge and rob the Gods of their
treasured secrets. David Strauss, who himself hadet a furore with his radical book on Jesus,
wrote: 'Today, and perhaps for some time to coime field belongs to him. His theory is the
truth of the age' (cited in Kamenka 1970, 15). §heat popularity enjoyed by Feuerbach was
due to the fact that in the eyes of his contempesdre 'had put materialist anthropology in place
of religious idealism, who had shown that God waslenin the image of man, that thought was a
function of being, that man had feelings and stgei as well as consciousness and that nature
confronted man as an independent force, as antolgehallenge’ (Kamenka 1970, 16).

In his early writings Marx was very enthusiastioabFeuerbach. He wrote in 1842: 'To
you, speculative theologians and philosophers,ve ghis advice: free yourselves from the
concepts and prejudices of previous speculativegbdphy if you wish really to discover things
as they really are, that is if you wish to discotrer truth. And there is no other way to truth than
through the "river of fire"Keuer-bad). Feuerbach is the purgatory of the present {MEGALI,

1, 175, cited in McLellan 1980a, 97). The great actpof The Essence of Christianitg
graphically described by Engels: 'With one blowpulverised the contradiction, in that without
circumlocutions it placed materialism on the thragain. Nature exists independently of all
philosophy.... Nothing exists outside nature andh,m@nd the higher beings our religious
fantasies have created are only the fantasticctefte of our own essence. The spell was broken;
the "system" was exploded and cast aside; and dh&adliction, shown to exist only in our
imagination, was dissolved. One must himself haggegenced the liberating effect of this book

to get an idea of it. Enthusiasm was general; Weelame at once Feuerbachians' (Engels 1975,
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20). The influence of the book on other Young Hegesl was quite considerable (see McLellan
1980, 95-96). Even though the book was repetitemu its literary style sometimes even high-
flown, it attracted the attention of a large publioews observes: 'With the revolutionary
simplicity of a new philosophical Copernicus, Féusmh exploded "the old metaphysical
standpoint of the absolute" by unveiling the "sBci& religion, theology, and speculative

philosophy as the self-alienation, reification, amgstification of the essential powers of the
concrete human subject, man in nature. The ultinoatetity of spirit and nature was to be found
not in the actualisation of "the self-consciousr@ssod"” in nature and humanity, but in the self-
actualisation and self-comprehension of man as &athtural and spiritual being' (Toews 1985,
340).

In spite of his critical reservations and striesin his later works, Marx in his early
writings was enthusiastic about Feuerbachian idéassinstance, he wrote ihhe Holy Family
'Feuerbach who completed and criticisddegel from Hegel's point of vielwy resolving the
metaphysicaRbsoluteSpirit into 'real man on the basis of naturevas the first to complete the
criticism of religion by sketching in a grand and masterly mannerhasic featuresof the
criticism of Hegel's speculatioand henceof all metaphysics(CW4, 139). In theEPM, he
acclaimed Feuerbach's work as 'the only writingsesHegel'?henomenologgndLogic which
contain a real theoretical revolution' (EPM, 18t Bhere was a considerable shift in Marx's
opinion about Feuerbach in his later years. Famite, in a letter to Engels in 1868, he wrote:
"The gentlemen in Germany (with the exception @otbgical reactionaries) believe Hegel's
dialectic to be a "dead dog". Feuerbach has mudtisooonscience in this respect' (CW42, 520).
[The expression 'treat like a dead dog' was fisgtduby Gotthold E. Lessing to describe the
attitude of some of his contemporaries like Mosemnbtielssohn to Spinoza's philosophy. Marx

mentions this again in the Afterward to the secGetdman edition o€apital I, 29.]

2.3. Religious anthropology
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Feuerbach imMhe Essence of Christianiggmed at revealing the Christian theology andyrelis
consciousness as the psychological and historidahication of self-alienation. According to
him the conception of the nature of God had beearga rational-conceptual form in speculative
philosophy as thees cogitansof Descartes, the substance of Spinoza, the Egacbfe and the
Absolute of Hegel. In the fourth proposition of anciples of the Philosophy of the Future
Feuerbach says: 'Thessencef the speculative philosophy is nothing other tttarationalised
realised, actualised essence of Gdtie speculative philosophy is threie, consistentrational
theology' (1972, 178). It was nothing other thae tonception of the essential nature of man
hypostatised by theology as the Divine Being. Asv&@iaHanfi construes, Feuerbach is not
interested in resolving the question as to thetemee or non-existence of God; he is 'concerned
with the content which religious consciousnessughmut its history had put into the category of
God.... Feuerbach's criticism addresses itselfh® historical forms in which the religious
consciousness has articulated its conceptions efOlvine Being. The cornerstone of his
philosophy is that the Divine being thus conceibed its genesis in the being of man: It is the
hypostatisation of man understood as a specieg'l€@auerbach 1972, 34). In fact, the question
of the existence or non-existence of God is resblwben Feuerbach explains that God is the
creation of man; it is an illusion or -- in Freuditerms -- God is the projection of man's inner
and outermost desires, dreams and values. Asighibe total reality of God, no other
explanation could have produced a more 'real' squad’, 'transcendent’ or 'immanent’ God.
Feuerbach time and again emphasises that theowigiiscussion of the nature of God is a
mystified way of thinking about man. All the religis claims about the nature and attributes of
God are, in an obscure form, only the truths aboutan beings.

Feuerbach proclaimed in the opening propositiohisfPrinciples of the Philosophgf
the Future 'The task of the modern era was the realisatimh lBumanisation of God -- the
transformation and dissolution of theology intohmapology' (ibid., 177). In the Preface to the
Principles of the Philosophy of the Fututes wrote that the task of the present booklet ‘afas
leading philosophy from the realm of "detached sbblack in the realm of embodied, living
souls; of compelling philosophy to come down framdivine and self-sufficient blissfulness in

thought and open its eyes to human misery. To ¢hid, it needs nothing more than human
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understanding and human speech. But to think, s@eakact in a genuinely human way is to be
the privilege only of future generations. At presene task is not to invent a theory of man, but
to pull man out of the mire in which he is boggedvd,’ (ibid., 175-6).

The mire in which man was sunk was primarily thdt adienation. The human
predicament of alienation in the sphere of religiaas that man had severed his own powers and
capacities and projected them into an imaginargdyeibod, whom Feuerbach defined as 'man's
relinquished ¢ntdussertgsself. 'God," explains Feuerbach, 'is the higtssdijectivity of man
abstracted from himself ... The more subjective @&pdhe more completely does man divest
himself [sick entausselirof his subjectivity' (Feuerbach 1957, 31). Byatneg God after his own
image, as Schacht points out, man has, to useeaichnguage, posited an object with his own
essential qualities in opposition to himself, andloing so has ‘relinquished' what is essential to
him (see Schacht 1971, 76). In Feuerbach's worts: personality of God is thus the means by
which man converts the qualities of his own natate the qualities of another being -- of a
being external to himself. The personality of Gedothing else than the projected personality of
man' (Feuerbach 1957, 226).

This projection of human qualities on a divine lggigonstituted an alienation of man
from his own essential nature: 'To enrich God, mmarst become poor, that God may be all, man
must become nothing' (ibid., 26). According to Fbaeh, the essence of God is nothing but the
consciousness of the human species. So far asigstian of these imaginings is concerned, men
recognise in God what they are missing in themselMeis only human misery that affords God
his birthplace' (cited in McLellan 1880a, 90).

Religion in its essentials is an extreme form ofman alienation. What religion
celebrates in man is at the same time taken aveay fim to give to an artificial subject. Man
worships these human qualities by subordinatingsklfnto his self-created super-ego, God.
Since the qualities of man and God are alike,nt@arich God only by impoverishing man. Thus
'man denies as to himself only what he attribute$sod' (Feuerbach 1957, 27). The Virgin
represents the love that the monk denies to hinaselfthe nun becomes the bride of Christ, i.e.
they substitute an unearthly love for real earlblye. 'The heavenly virgin is only a sensible

presentation of a general truth, having relatioriht® essence of religion' (ibid., 27). Religion
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alienates man from his human reality: 'Religiontigtzts from man, from the world; but it can

only abstract from the limitations, from the pherna; in short from the negative, not from the
essence, the positive, of the world and humanigyck in the very abstraction and negation it
must recover that from which it abstracts, or halgitself to abstract. And thus, in reality,

whatever religion consciously denies ... it uncamssly restores in God' (ibid., 27). Instead of
caring, loving our fellow human beings directlyhis distinct human capacity, man makes God
the eternal repository of love and care in thd filace, and only thereafter, indirectly, cares or
loves his neighbour because the Lord commandsdio so.

Feuerbach holds Spinoza in high esteem for makiod @e with nature, as a material
being who was not squatting outside space and tifaawrites: 'Spinoza hit the nail on the head
with his paradoxical proposition: God is an extehdéat is, material being. He found, at least,
for his time, the true philosophical expressiontfe materialistic tendency of the modern era; he
legitimated and sanctioned it: God himself is aamalist. Spinoza's philosophy was religion; he
himself was an amazing man. Unlike so many oth®mnoza's materialism did not stand in
contradiction to the notion of a non-material antl-enaterialist God who also quite consistently
imposes on man the duty to give himself up onhanti-materialistic heavenly tendenciesnd
concerns for God is nothing other than the archetypal &gl image of manyhat God is and
how he is, is what manughtto be or wants to be, or at least hopes to bkarfuture. But only
where theory does not belie practice, and pracdheery, is there character, truth and religion.
Spinoza is the Moses of modern free-thinkers angmadists' (Feuerbach 1972, 196).

Feuerbach incorporates Spinoza's pantheism inehigaus anthropology. 'Pantheism is
theological atheism or theological materialisreays Feuerbach, 'it the negation of theology
while itself confined to thetandpoint of theology. Thedeification of the realof that which
exists materially-- materialism, empiricism, realism and humanismor the negation of
theology is the essence of the modern era’ (iki@4;5). But Feuerbach's conception of God as
man's creation had its origin in Hegel. The spifithe Master brooded over Feuerbach's work, as
Brazill comments: 'Hegel had insisted that mangimal comprehension of the divine occurred
in human terms, that the divine was really mantdpction, his creation.' Brazill cites Hegel:

"The natural as it is explained by man -- i.e.t;inner and essential nature -- is, in general, th
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beginning of the divine." And, regarding the reprgation of the divine in the form of gods,
Hegel said: "... the human being is the womb tloaiceived them, the breast that suckled them,
and the spiritual that gave them grandeur and ypuritThus the honour of the human is
swallowed up in the honour of the divine. Men hanthe divine in and for itself, but, at the
same time, they honour it dseir deed, their product, and their existence." Fewtrbaved
much to Hegel in affirming that man created Godrfiais own spirit' (Brazill 1970, 149).

The essential difference between Hegel and Feueiibabe underlying unity of man and
God in Hegel who represents man as God in his sfaself-alienation. Feuerbach holds this
position to represent religion in a mystified forithe truth of the matter is rather reverse, as
Tucker comments: 'God is man in his state of dedfation, i.e. man in his religious life is
alienated from himself. The Hegelian God who exgreres alienation in the consciousness of
himself as finite man is a representation in revest the actual fact that Christian or, more
generally, religious man experiences alienatiothexconsciousness of himself as almighty God'
(Tucker 1972, 85). By the process of inversion,chitfreuerbach calls ‘transformational criticism'’
Hegel's key propositions are turned right way ugsmte his reservations about Hegel's
speculative philosophy, he also recognises it asldigical culmination of the metaphysical
tradition. Thus, writes Tucker further: 'instead safying with Hegel that man is God in self-
alienation, one must turn the proposition on itachand say: God is man in his self-realisation.
The Hegelian idea of God or the Absolute reflelsesactuality of man' (ibid., 85).

Christianity, the most subjective religion carrtesan extreme the contradiction of love
and faith; it qualifies love as 'Christian’ andtriess it to those who share faith in the incaroati
of God as Christ. Thus Christians 'in the certaoftthe divine nature of their emotions, the truth
and unassailableness of their subjective feeliogayerted that which to the ancients was a
theoretic problem into an immediate fact -- consgra theoretic, and in itself an open question,
into a matter of conscience, the denial of whicls wquivalent to the high treason of atheism. He
who denies the resurrection denies the resurrecfi@hrist, but he who denies the resurrection
of Christ denies Christ himself, and who denies i€hdenies God. Thus did "spiritual”
Christianity unspiritualise what was spiritual' (ffebach 1957, 136)! By making belief in its God

a law, 'faith produces in man an inward disuniodisainion with himself, and by consequence an
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outward disunion also ... faith has God out oflitseestranges God from man, it makes him an
external object' (ibid., 247-48). Man's estrangssieace usurps the place of the human essence
which should unite man with man.

With his elaborate explication of religious fetisim, it is no wonder that Feuerbach came
to regard religion as the chief source of aliema@md of human bondage. An attack on man's
pious self-delusion in itself was not enough. Is arther implications. Michael Gagern aptly
remarks: 'But all the different religious justifieans of a benign divine order, according to
Feuerbach, in the end served as justificationb®itan-made order that are both reason for and
source of the continuation of the misery. Theodys becomes sociodicy. It not only keeps man
from finding his own value and respecting the digrof his fellow man, but it bars human
progress by paralysing the incentive to work foarae within the limited range of natural
possibilities. Theodicy, like sociodicy, is the t®matisation and centralisation of unrealistic
hopes at the expense of constant and consistehktfaroa better world' (Gagern 1979, 42).

However, the main defect in Feuerbach's theoryliehation was to leave out the socio-
political aspects of the problem in his humanisigdophy. The way to overcome the human
predicament, insisted Feuerbach, was the categamnparative for man to take into himself all
the richness of the content which he had put inid G into his speculative metamorphoses. The
God-illusion must disappear. The awakening of ntramfthe religious dream will deliver him
from 'the hellish torments of contradiction' (cited Tucker 1972, 90). Both religion and
speculative philosophy throughout history have bésenmajor expression of alienated form of
human consciousness. For Feuerbach, the task ohéwé philosophy is to demystify the
speculative philosophy and lay bare the truth-ctaohreligion. The completion of this task will
lead to supersession of man's self-alienation lvould unshackle the capacities of man,
elevating him into a fully free and dignified being

Even though Marx in his early writings credits Fdaaeh with 'great achievement' for
having shown 'that philosophy is nothing else laligion rendered into thought and expounded
by thought, i.e. another form and manner of existesf the estrangement of the essence of man,;
hence equally to be condemned' (EPM, 126), yet Manot quite satisfied and feels that the task

has not yet been accomplished.

29



2.4. Feuerbach's conception of the human essence

Feuerbach in the Preface Ruinciples of the Philosophy of the Futwewed the task of the
modern era to be 'to derive the necessity of apbphy of man, that is, anthropology, from the
Philosophy of the Absolute, that is, theology, ey thus to establish a critique of human
philosophy through a critique of divine philosoplfifeuerbach 1972, 176). The reason for
making man the subject of philosophy was first fov@most to serve the cause of humanity:
"The task of the modern era was the realisationramdanisation of God -- the transformation
and dissolution of theology into anthropology' @ihi177). The word 'anthropology' was used by
Feuerbach as substitute for psychology.

Accordingly, the essential task was 'to pull mart ofithe mire', primarily that of
alienation, in which he was bogged down (ibid.,)17he human predicament of alienation in
the realm of religion where man had relinquishesl gowers into a fetish is well described by
Kamenka: '‘Man had severed from himself those povaeid capacities which were at least
potentially his; he had projected them into a Godetish. He had thus made himself a slave to
one of his creations. This is why Feuerbach sawcthigue of religion as theine qua norof
human emancipation, for in religion, he believed,Had found the "secret" or paradigm of the
process of alienation. Alienation, for Feuerbachswa form of intellectual error, a fantasy which
could be cured by showing how it arose and whate#s$ content was' (Kamenka 1970, 114). By
depriving himself of all the ideal attributes theglong to him into an imaginary being, man has
nothing of value left in him. In this man's selfegation is an 'unhappy consciousness'. Religious
man is an alienated man; he is a suffering manigiRal not only was the main instrument in
creating the dominant illusions, but it also pre&ddjustification for the consequent human
bondage and social oppression.

Feuerbach's views were in opposition to Hegel'wsiethose philosophy of the absolute
spirit was the last realisation of pure philosoplijegel did not hold that man in his

determinations embodies his universal essenceisIRHilosophy of RightHegel, for instance,
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makes the following distinction: 'In [abstract] ig what we have before us was the person: in
the sphere of morality, the subject; in the famihg family member; in civil society as a whole,
the burgher orbourgeois Here at the standpoint of needs what we haverdais is the
composite idea which we call man. Thus, this isfits¢ time, and indeed properly the only time,
to speak ofmanin this sense' (Hegel 1967, 127). This particatadi determination of man in
Hegel was criticised by Feuerbach. Karl Lowith esit ' The fact that man can be discussed in so
many different ways -- as a legal "person”, as aamsubject”, and so on -- implies that the
whole human being is referred to, although eacle fima different sense. It belongs to the very
character of man that he can be defined as thisaodeas that one, as a private person, as a
public person, as a citizen, by his social role &gdhis economic relations. Feuerbach thus
guards himself against Hegel's idea of particylarihough he does not show us how to
reintegrate the particularised humanity of the mmodmurgeois into the whole humanity of man.
This indeed could not be achieved by the humaaitatommunism of Feuerbach, by the love of
"l and thou", but only through social criticismtbie division of labour in general and of its class-
character in particular, as undertaken by Mandiith 1954, 207-8).

Feuerbach uses the word 'man’' in a generic oratioke sense. The human essence
consists in his membership in the species as aeyfiof the human species represents man's
‘essential nature' which 'has its adequate existenty in the sum total of mankind' (Feuerbach
1957, 157). The individual is only a particulartarsce of the life of the species.

The defining characteristic of man is his abilibygossess self-conscious knowledge of
his own essence, to know himself as a 'specieggbddue to consciousness man makes his
species, his essential nature, an object of hiagio There is a dialectical relation between
consciousness and its object. Wartofsky interpFetaerbach’'s view thus: 'Matreates his
essence infinitely in the process of developingl&®nsciousness with respect to his existence.
But without existence, there is no consciousnesthowt this "real” consciousness of his
existence, no self-consciousness. On the other, aitftbut self-consciousness, no man. In the
dialectic as an evolutionary process, man credtasdif as man, in the very process of coming
to self-consciousness. And this self-consciousrezgsils the consciousness of himself as

species, that is, the consciousness of himsetetical in essence with other selviesofar as
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they are self-conscious selveSelf-consciousness, in itspeciessense, is the essence of
humanity, the mark of man's separation from brii&sirtofsky 1977, 224).

It was man's essence which transcended all indalitgu all individual men, and attained
to universality. It was this element of self-comsmness which made man capable of
Wissenschalftscience). 'Where there is this higher consciosstigere is a capability of science.
Science is the cognisance of species. In pradifeale have to deal with individuals; in science,
with species. But only a being to whom his own ggedis own nature, is an object of thought,
can make the essential nature of other thingsiogben object of thought' (Feuerbach 1957, 2).

In contrast to the animal, which has limited coasshess of itself, its inner life being
one with its outer life, man has both an inner anduter life: 'The inner life of man is the life
which has relation to his species, to his genaslklistinguished from individual, nature' (ibid.,
2). In so far as man was conscious of his own éisgerature as a human being, the separation
and limitations of individual finitude were overcemiMan is himself at once | and thou; he can
put himself in the place of another, for this regghat to him his species, his essential nature,
and not merely his individuality, is an object bbtght' (ibid., 2).

Feuerbach defined human nature as Reason, Wilh#adtion: 'What, then, is the nature
of man, of which he is conscious, or what constguthe specific distinction, the proper
humanity of man? Reason, Will and Affection....wWil, to love, to think are the highest powers,
are the absolute nature of man as man, and the dfdsis existence. Man exists to think, to love,
to will' (ibid., 3). As far as the dichotomy of weirsal and particular, infinite and finite is
concerned, 'it is our task to show that the andithef divine and human is altogether illusory,
that it is nothing else than the antithesis betwdenhuman nature in general and the human
individual' (ibid., 14). At another place he reféosReason, Will and Love as the constitutive
elements of man's nature: 'Reason, Will, Love,rexepowers which man possesses, for he is
nothing without them; they are the constitutivengats of his nature, which he neither has nor
makes, the animating, determining, governing powedivine, absolute powers -- to which he
can oppose no resistance' (ibid., 3). What wapdtweer of understanding in relation to species?
Feuerbach says: 'Only by and in the understandag) rhan the power of abstraction from

himself, from his subjective being -- of exaltingmiself to general ideas and relations, of
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distinguishing the object from the impressions whitc produces on his feelings ... Religious
anthropomorphisms, therefore, are in contradictiotih the understanding; it repudiates their
application to God,; it denies them' (ibid., 35).

No doubt, the problem of religious alienation issoof the most important themes in
Feuerbach. How did the human essence become aliEhBeuerbach's answerTineEssence of
Christianity related to man's projection of God, as we have séeve, was to account for this
fetish. But in hiPreliminary Theses of the Reform of Philosofit843) he extended the concept
of alienation to German speculative philosophy.als theTheseshe argues that since Hegel's
philosophy starts and ends with the infinite, theté -- Man -- is presented as a phase in the
evolution of the Spirit: 'Speculative philosophysharned into a form, or into an attribute of the
Absolute, thedevelopmentvhich it hasdetached from timeThis detachment of development
from time is, however, truly a masterpiecespeculative arbitrarinesand the conclusive proof
of the fact that the speculative philosophers hdeae with their Absolute exactly what
theologians have done with their God who posseafieemotions of marwithout having
emotion loveswithout love and is angryvithout anger Development without time amounts to
development without development. The propositioat tfthe Absolute Being unfolds itself is,
moreover, true and rational ontyher way roundIt must, therefore, be formulated thus: Only a
being that develops and unfolds itself in time s absolute; i.e. drue and actual being'
(Feuerbach 1972, 162-3). The speculative philosaamgcealshe real source of ideas in man,
and thus it itself is an expression of alienatiarthe new philosophy finite replaces infinite: &Th
task of the true philosophy is not to cognize thfenite as the finite, but as thenAinite; i.e. as
the infinite. In other words, not to posit the fain the infinite, but to posit the infinite ingh
finite' (ibid., 159)

The complete andrue man, according to Feuerbach, was a universal bethg
universality lay in the fact that he was not anatd and egoistic individual as portrayed by
Stirner. Man's universality extended beyond hisviddial self. The point of departure of the new
philosophy is man in his relationship with the emt¢ world through the senses, and towards
other men through love and reason: 'The new piplogonakesnan together with natures the

basis of man, thexclusive universal andhighest objecbf philosophy; it makeanthropology
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together withphysiology the universal scienceArt, religion, philosophy andscienceare only
expressions or manifestations of thge being of man.. Homo sum, humani nihil a nadienum
puto -- this sentence, taken in itmiversal and highest meaning, is themotto of the new
philosophy(Feuerbach 1972, 243).

As men are self-conscious individuals, with indiwadl differences, they can also lose
sight of the species as the only standard of hupsafection. Their conception of the human
essence may become an abstract idealisation tfatlthey lack individually: "Where instead of
the consciousness of the species has been sulxtitue exclusive self-consciousness of the
individual ... Where therefore the species is notohject to him as a species, it will become
object to him as God. He supplies the absenceeofdisa of species by the idea of God ... But
this perfect being, free from the limits of the iidual is nothing else than the species, which
reveals the infinitude of its nature in this, thitais realised in infinitely numerous and various
individuals' (Feuerbach 1957, 157). The resultixig®malisation and alienation is aptly described
by John Torrance : 'Thus the human essence beatesalised, alienated, and set over against
men as an extraneous personification of the esdgmbwers that belong to the species, and
which could belong to the individual too in so &8 he is capable of living as a true "species-
being". Religion only allows him to reappropriateese powers in a distorted way, mediated
through faith in the alien will of a divine creatand judge. Sexuality and mortality, man's natural
limitations are denied by religion' (Torrance 193Q). The role of man in this artificially divided
world becomes all the more emaciated. Torranceirooes : 'But cut off from nature, man can
only fulfil his potential for love and community ian exclusive, divisive fashion amongst his
fellow believers in a world artificially sunderedtd sacred and profane, the saved and damned.
Religion thus redefines as a religious need, ad f@eGod's love, the isolated individual's need
for completion by the variety and fullness of theedes; and in satisfying this it provides
compensation for his stunted life -- which therd®comes, however, even more stunted than
before' (ibid., 50). Thus religion disunites maoni himself. The image of God which he sets
before him appears as the antithesis of man asdodientialities. Whereas God is projected as

the sum of realities, the absolutely positive, nsaseen as negative, degraded and abject entity.
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2.4.1. Man as a communal being

In declaring a new philosophy of 'humanism' orlisea Christianity’, which is to take the place
of historic religion, Feuerbach makes man the dljéadoration instead of the illusory God. As
a consequence, it will lead to a true unity of haad heart: 'Thérue unity of head and heart
does not consist in wiping out or covering up tltkiferences, but rather in the recognition that
the essential objecbf the heart is also theessential object of headr in the identity of the
object, The new philosophy, which makes the essleatid highest object of the heart -- man --
also the essential and highest object of the guglllays the foundations of a rational unity of
head and heart, of thought and life' (Feuerbacl21843).

Feuerbach saw the task of the nBildung (roughly equivalent to 'culture’, 'cultivation’,
‘education’, and ‘character-formation’) in the &tian of the individual above his subjectivity to
objective universal ideas, to the contemplatiortha world. For FeuerbaclBildung was the
expression of a vision of a future society, whée ¢ultural liberation of man will be realised. In
the spiritual context, man will achieve knowledgethaut religious illusions. From the
standpoint of the humaBildung the ethical incompleteness of individual couldttzscended
by the 'species consciousness' in the communitynef, through friendship and love. The
essential human properties, love, reason and willdcnot be understood or accounted for in
terms of a single individual; they required atstean | and a Thou. This essential unity is
expressed by Feuerbach in these words: "The single inisolation possesses in himself the
essence of man neither amaral nor athinking being. Theessencef man is contained only in
the community, theinity of man with man- a unity, however, that rests on tleality of the
distinctionbetween "I" and "You" ' (ibid., 244). For Feuerbathe 'reality’ or 'existential’ duality
of the other, and not merely the otherness of Itheonstitutes a necessary condition for
consciousness. As Wartofsky says: ‘It must be éolagically or existentially independefhou
This existential duality is the real, not the megrepparent or confused, condition of
consciousness. And because it is sense perceptain'dives” us the knowledge of existent
"others", it is not merely the conditional but #&sential prerequisite and basis for consciousness
itself, and therefore also the basis for the dgwmlent of self-consciousness' (Wartofsky 1977,

207; see also ibid., 34-36). Man shapes himselfusmatrstands himself only through his relation
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to other men. 'Theue dialectic,’ Feuerbach says, hot a monologue of the solitary thinkeith
himself; it is adialogue between "I" and "YoyFeuerbach 1972, 244). In this connection, Robert
Tucker is right to suggest that 'Feuerbach's uyideridea here is that the religious man, and his
spokesmen the theologian and speculative philospphe fundamentally self-centred,
concerned with the self in the form of diviaéer egq whereas what man should have before
him is not an illusory "other" in God but a realdaliving "other" in the other human being....
Self-divided religious man, once awakened fromdheam, would recover his lost humanity in
the "communism" of the I-Thou relation, in the yrof man with man' (Tucker 1972, 90-91).

'Only community constitutes humanity,' Feuerbadisits, and the individual becomes a
participant in the community through 'the consciass that théhoubelongs to the perfection of
I, that men are required to constitute humanity’ éAeach 1957, 158, 155). The process of
human self-actualisation and self-knowledge wassiptes as a collective act of an 'we' rather
than 'I'. The actualisation of human essence wagassible in a single historical individual. In
his Towards a Critique oHegel's Philosophyeuerbach had quoted approvingly from Goethe's
correspondence with Schiller: 'Only all men takegether cognize nature, and only all men
taken together live human nature' (Feuerbach 1362,

Feuerbach's insistence on man being a species;baingpmmunal being, was an
important corrective to the epistemological indisatism of Cartesian tradition. It led directly to
Marx's conception of man as a social being. | disddarx's conception of man as social being in

chapter 5.

2.5. Human activity and alienation

The idea of human creativity and activity adumlataby Feuerbach, despite its cumbersome
theological trappings, has been seen by some cotatoen to be of some conceptual
significance in the rise of Marxism. Feuerbach \edwabour as self-realising activity of man
which makes him a free individual. Man basicallgraative being enjoys his creativity in his
productive activity. 'The idea of activity, of makj, of creation, is in itself a divine idea; it is

therefore unhesitatingly applied to God. In acyivitan feels himself free, unlimited, happy; in
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passivity, limited, oppressed, unhappy. Activityhs positive sense of one's personality. And the
happiest, the most blissful activity is that whishproductive. To read is delightful, reading is
passive activity; but to produce what is worthyb read is more delightful still. Hence this
attribute of the species -- productive activityis-assigned to God; that is, realised and made
objective as divine activity' (Feuerbach 1957, 28J- But man's creativity and 'making [which]
is a genuine human idea' (ibid., 220), are progedgtéo omnipotent creative being which
consequently deprives human beings of their raaisand fulfilment in their human capacity.
Theologians, the custodians of religious consciessnassert that all emanates from God. 'The
guestion how did God create? is an indirect dobbt he will create the world. It was this
guestion which brought man to atheism, materialisaturalism'. But 'to theology, which looks
with one eye at heaven and with the other at e#rifhighly unsatisfactory' to reflect on the
actual things (ibid., 219, 220). 'Religion has nwoygcal conception of the world; it has no
interest in a natural explanation' (ibid., 219).tWithstanding the religious explanation of the
origin of 'all things' it is an empirical fact thavery particular thing arises in a natural ways i
something determinate, and as such it has a errdetate cause. It was not God, but carbon that
produced the diamond; a given salt owes its origot, to God, but to the combination of a
particular acid with a particular base' (ibid., 218

In this state of man's alienation characterisedth®y projections of his essence and
creativity into God, according to Feuerbach's argoin man's human potentialities remain
unfulfilled and emaciated. The necessary step in'srself-actualisation is to break the shackles
of God-illusion as well as of the speculative pbdphy, 'the last rational mainstay of theology'
(Feuerbach 1972, 168). But only a theoretical dettn of these illusions is not enough.
Feuerbach looks at the present as 'the necessaipgipoint of history' in which man had
eventually come to the realisation that 'the cansmess of God is nothing else than the
consciousness of the species; that man can anddshase himself above the limits of his
individuality, ... that there is no other essendaclw man can think, dream of, imagine, feel,
believe in, wish for, love and adore as tiesolute than the essence of human nature itself
[including external nature ... Nature belongs te #ssence of man] (Feuerbach 1957, 270).

Philosophy was no longer a rationalised versiorCbfistian consciousness, but rather it had
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become a destroyer of the illusions which alienatexh from himself. The return of man to
himself, and the reappropriation of human natur@amhéhat by establishing the new cultural
order, man would affirm his human essence, anavitiis

In the new cultural order, the relationship of thelividual to universal will be
transformed by creative labour. Toews elucidafBse 'notion that salvation was a free gift of
grace passively received was a part of the olds@tan order. "Culture overcomes the limits of
sensuous consciousness and life by real actiigierbach stated. The successful creation of an
earthly heaven required that the relationship ef itidividual to the universal be transformed
from the passive relationship of prayer to thevactine of creative labour. Commitment to the
fulfilment of one's humanity through creative labovas based on the destruction of the wish-
fulfilling illusions of Christianity, on an acceptee of the limited "conditionality" of a world in
which every effect had a natural cause and evenyraguired a corresponding operation for its
fulfilment. The undeluded man of the post-Christeaa would transform his "attainable wishes"
into "objects of real activity" ' (Towes 1985, 35&e also Wartofsky 1977, 321-40).

It was left to Marx to show that a change in coosshess alone is not sufficient to bring
about the realisation of 'positive humanism'. Feudtbach the 'reform of consciousness' by
exposure of the religious illusions was the mairgkteof the new philosophy. Marx
acknowledging the Feuerbachian contribution wratethe Contribution to the Critique of
Hegel's Philosophy of Law: Introductiofifrhe immediategask of philosophywhich is at the
service of history, once thieoly form of human self-estrangement has been unmasked, is t
unmask self-estrangement in imholy forms Thus the criticism of heaven turns into the
criticism of the earth, theriticism of religion into the criticism of law and thecriticism of
theologyinto the criticism of politics (CW3, 176). This brings us to the Marxian crigqaf
Feuerbach in the development of his critical sotimory and the place of the concept of

alienation in Marx's early works.

2.6. Marx's Feuerbachian metaphysics
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So far in this chapter | have concentrated maiplyruFeuerbach's conception of human essence
and religious self-alienation. In 2.6. | presentr¥k critique of Feuerbach which we find in his
early writings. This critique and the evaluationFaguerbach by Marx has a direct bearing on the
evolution of Marxian concept of alienation. In 2I7discuss the divergence of views between
Marx and Feuerbach, and the gradual shift in Maposition regarding Feuerbachian
philosophy which becomes evident in fiseses on Feuerbach

During the years 1843-45, Marx was strongly inflcesh by Feuerbach. In his writings
from this period, especially tHePM the influence of Feuerbach is conspicuous. H.BoAdinds
that 'the Marxist rejection of religion, theologydametaphysics, and the Marxist account of what
they are, arose from Feuerbach's treatment of dhee gheme' (Acton 1955, 115). No doubt,
Feuerbach'®reliminary Theses for the ReformRifilosophyandPrinciples of the Philosophy of
the Futurewere of great significance for Marx; these hadhisiwords, 'in principle overthrown
the old dialectic and philosophy' (EPM, 125)

During this period, Marx credited Feuerbach witingehe liberator from the bondage of
the Hegelian system. 'Feuerbach's great achieveriviark says 'is: (1) the proof that philosophy
is nothing else but religion rendered into thoughtl expounded by thought, i.e. another form
and manner of existence of the estrangement ofeisence of man; hence equally to be
condemned; (2) the establishmentirole materialismand ofreal scienceby making the social
relationship of "man to man" the basic principlettué theory; (3) his opposing to the negation of
the negation, which claims to be the absolute pesithe self-supporting positive, positively
based on itself' (EPM, 126).

One of the earliest writings which shows a stronfijuence of Feuerbach is Marx's
unfinished manuscript d€ontribution to the Critique of Hegel's PhilosopbiyRight(1843). It is
a paragraph by paragraph commentary on Hegel's téete the immediate influence of
Feuerbach'Shesesis obvious. For instance, Hegel's paragraph 2@8sceThe actual Idea is
mind, which, sundering itself into the two ideahspes of its concept, family and civil society,
enters upon its finite phase, but it does so omlgrder to raise above its ideality and become
explicit as infinite actual mind. It is therefore these ideal spheres that the actual Idea assigns

the material of this, its finite actuality, viz. tman beings as a mass, in such a way that the
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function assigned to any given individual is vigilbhediated by circumstances, his caprice and
personal choice of his station in life' (Hegel 19682). Marx views it as Hegel's 'pantheistic
mysticism' where family and civil society are coneel as the spheres of the concept of the state.
He comments in terminology taken over from Feuenlisdkheses'The idea is made the subject
and theactual relation of family and civil society to the stai® conceived as itsnternal
imaginary activity. Family and civil society are the prenssef the state; they are the genuinely
active elements, but in speculative philosophygbiare inverted. When the idea is made the
subject, however, the real subjects, namely, sediety, family, "circumstances, caprice, etc."”,
becomeunreal objective elements of the idea with a changedifstgmce’ (CW3, 7, 8). In this
guotation Hegel has been criticised for reversimg proper relation of subject and object, by
making the idea or the state the cause insteachefeffect. This makes specific use of
Feuerbach's critique of speculative philosophyheTtheses'We need only turn thpredicate
into subjectand thus asubjectinto object and principle -- that is, onlyreversespeculative
philosophy. In this way, we have the unconcealede pand untarnished truth' (Feuerbach 1972,
154).

One result of the liberating effect of Feuerbaclgatique of Hegelian system upon Marx
was that instead of looking at Hegel and Hegelmanis enchanted veneration, Marx was able to
look back upon Hegel's philosophy critically, adlvees recognising it as a definite stage in the
development of human thought. Tine German ldeologyhe and Engels brushed aside Hegel's
Weltgeistas a metaphysical spectre and described theedatadll climate of Germany at the
'‘decomposition of the Hegelian system' as the tifiputrescence of the absolute spirit' (Marx &
Engels 1976, 33). The role of Feuerbach in breattiegspell of Hegelian influence on the mind
of the young Marx was crucial.

But it is important to bear in mind that Feuerbadaverthrow of the Hegelian system was
no more than the inversion of the key propositiaris Hegel by what Feuerbach calls
‘transformational criticism'. This can be explained a quotation from thélheseswhere
Feuerbach, regarding the essence of man, says: difbet, crystal-clear, and undeceptive
identification of the essence of manwith man cannot be effected through a positive apptoach

it can only be derived from the Hegelian philosoplyitsnegation it can only beapprehended
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at all if it is apprehendeds the total negationf speculative philosophy, although it is theth
of this philosophy. It is true that everything ientained in Hegel's philosophy, but always
together with itsiegation its opposité (Feuerbach 1972, 157).

That Feuerbach had shown the truth-value of Hegsha to Marx, although it was
concealed in its mystified and inverted form, hascenctly been described by Robert Tucker: 'In
one sense he overthrew Hegelianism, in anothemtiteaned it. He grounded it in the human
psyche. This was the implication of his contentibat "Metaphysics is esoteric psychology".
What Hegel represents as taking place in the inaagirealm ofGeist it said in effect, is actually
taking place in the real world dlensch Hegel's self-alienated God is the mystified @ottof a
religious man -- real man suffering estrangemeamfrhimself on the foundation of nature'
(Tucker 1972, 96). The 'real theoretical revolutiwhich Marx (EPM, 18) imputed to Feuerbach
consisted in his separating the earthly realitgnah from the fantasies of the subjective thought -
- world of Hegelian philosophy. There were not tworlds, but only one, the real material
world. 'The world of Hegelian philosophical cons@oess," summarises Tucker, 'in which spirit
is alienated from itself and striving to transcdsdalienation, is nothing but a fantasy-reflection
a mystical representation of the condition of m@arihie real world. The fantasy corresponds to
something quite real. The hard empirical, objectaet of life in earthly reality is the fact of
man's estrangement from himself. Hegelianism, i waly invert it and substitute "man" for
"God" or spirit gives you the truth. It is a revda of truth by way of a code that the method of
transformational criticism enables us to decip{iascker 1972, 96-97).

Marx's idea of the humanisation and the naturatisadf man in theePM is based on an
argument of Feuerbach ithe Essence of Christianitwhere he says: 'In the object which he
contemplates, therefore, man becomes acquaintédhimitself; consciousness of the objective is
the self-consciousness of man. We know the marhéyobject, by his conception of what is
external to himself; in it his nature becomes enigdéhis object is his manifested nature, his true
objectiveega... Even the objects which are the most remote fmean, because they are objects
to him and to the extent to which they are so,ravelations of human nature' (Feuerbach 1957,
5). He writes further in the same context: "Theohlie to man is his own nature. The power of

the object over him is therefore the power of hismaature. Thus the power of the object of
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feeling is the power of feeling itself; the powdrtbe object of intellect is the power of the

intellect itself; the power of the object of thelvis the power of the will itself' (ibid. 5).

2.7. Divergent views of Marx and Feuerbach

For a short period Marx seems to have agreed wdhefbachian view that a change in
consciousness was sufficient to ensure the realisaf positive humanism. 'Our whole object,’
Marx wrote to Ruge in 1843, 'can only be -- adse ¢he case in Feuerbach's criticism of religion
-- to give religious and philosophical questions torm corresponding to man who has become
conscious of himself. Hence, our motto must beorrafof consciousness not through dogmas,
but by analysing the mystical consciousness thanistelligible to itself, whether it manifests
itself in a religious or a political form' (CW3, 4}

But in the Contribution to the Critique of Hegel's Philosopby Law: Introduction
written within a few months of the letter cited abpMarx comes to reject Feuerbach's view, for
its assuming that reform of consciousness is all fineeded: 'The basis of irreligious criticism
is: Man makes religionreligion does not make man.... But man is norabsbeing encamped
outside the world. Man is the world of man, thetestgociety. This state, this society, produce
religion, aninverted world consciousnedsecause they are averted world'(CW3, 175).

As the source of religious alienation lies in arvdrted world', it requires more than a
change of attitude to overcome this form of ali@mratThe immediatéask ofphilosophywhich
is at the service of history, once thely formof human self-estrangement has been unmasked, is
to unmask self-estrangement in usholy forms Thus the criticism of heaven turns into the
criticism of the earth, theriticism of religion into the criticism of law and thecriticism of
theology into the criticism of politics (ibid., 176). The existence of religious illusgonvas
warranted by the existing state of affairs. Can deeaway with the religious illusions by a
changed mental attitude or the consciousness wfttheeality? Marx writes: "To abolish religion
as the illusory happiness of the people is to dehtheir real happiness. The demand to give up

illusions about the existing state of affairs is lemand to give up a state of affaivkich needs
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illusions The criticism of religion is therefori@ embryo the criticism of theale of tearsthe
halo of which is religion’ (ibid., 176).

Marx's Critique of Hegel's Philosophy of Rigfrot to be mixed with hi€ritique of
Hegel's Philosophy of Right: Introductipns Marx's own personal dialogue with Hegel.Hist
Marx applies clearly the Feuerbachian transfornmati@riticism. Marx became convinced of the
topicality of Hegel as Feuerbach had demonstradedelianism for him now represented a real
configuration of man's existence which had begiressed in a confused way. The truth-value
of Hegel's philosophy had to be explored furtheeudtbach had definitely provided the
necessary method to that end.

Between 1843 and 1846 Feuerbach consistently haldanly sensuous being, that is,
concrete, individual, existing being, was ‘'re®Man alone is theeality," exclaims Feuerbach, ‘the
subjectof reason It is man who thinks, not the ego, not reasoff..the motto of the old
philosophy was: "The rational alone is the true asal", the motto of the new philosophy is:
"The humanalone is thdrue andreal”, for the human alone is the rationalan is the measure
of reasoh (Feuerbach 1972, 239-40). The Feuerbachian peethiat only the concrete and
sensuous was real was reconstructed by Marx aBéB:1he defined productive activity as
'making' rather than 'feeling' and 'desiring'. Tealistinguishes Marx's approach to the Hegelian
concrete universal from that of Feuerbach's thide: was able to reconstruct the Hegelian
concrete universal in social and historical terengpal that always eluded Feuerbach. Feuerbach
was well aware that the complete actualisationumh&n potentialities in the totality of sensuous
relationships required a transformation of objextsocial and political conditions, but he
remained vague and abstract in his analysis gbthetical transformations that will bring an end
to sensual poverty and sensual repression’ (TO2&'s, B66).

On several occasions Marx reproaches Feuerbachbdorg purely ‘contemplative’,
concerned with interpretation and giving no guidae action. After absorbing Feuerbach's
‘demystification' of Hegelianism, Marx draws hisrowonclusions. The solution to the world of
human alienation did not lie, as he saw it, in agdanother philosophical interpretation but a
practical programme of action to change the woldwas the revolutionary imperative of

changing the world: 'The world of phenomena haviegn shown to be a world of human
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alienation, the Marxian revolutionary imperativekashape as a call to end human alienation by
changing the world. It now said that the world imigh man is everywhere estranged from
himself and exists only as "non-man" ought to la@sformed into a new world of humanism in
which alienation would be overcome and man woulldise his nature as man' (Tucker 1972,
100).

The criticism of religion by Feuerbach as the nmsning of human alienation was
acknowledged by Marx in his early writings. For ewde, in the opening sentence of
Contribution to the Critique of Hegel's Philosopby Law: Introduction he declares: 'For
Germany theriticism of religionis in the main complete, and criticism of religisrthe premise
of all criticism' (CW3, 175). Having assimilated uegbachian criticism of religion, Marx
embarked upon the criticism of Feuerbach, espgdal version of materialism. But the atheistic
criticism of religion by Feuerbach was not the miagportant one. Eric Thier is one of the few
scholars who has pointed out that Feuerbach'ssinéie upon Marx did not rest upon his atheism,
because Marx was well acquainted both with thedhbof the French Enlightenment and of the
Left Hegelians' criticism of religion, but rath@n his own emotional feelings for nature and man
(see Schmidt 1971, 22). Marx's solution to the huadagenation was different from Feuerbachian
solution of the criticism of religion by means birtking and even advocacy of a new religion to
fight against the old religion. For Marx the phersran of alienation was not confined to
religious consciousness; it extended to virtuallyspheres of human existence under the present
socio-political order.

In 1845 Marx jotted down his most frequently quofadd often misunderstoo@heses
on Feuerbachwhich were published by Engels after Marx's de¥#hitten in an epigrammatic
form, they largely recapitulate points Marx had mad his earlier writings. Feuerbach and
earlier materialists come under a sharp attack hie first Thesis for taking a passive,
contemplative view of nature and not comprehendsegsuous, practical, human activity:
'Feuerbach wants sensuous objects, really distioot conceptual objects, but he does not
conceive human activity itself as objective activitn Das Wesen des Christenthynise
therefore regards the theoretical attitude as tig genuinely human attitude ... Hence he does

not grasp the significance of "revolutionary", pféctical-critical”, activity' (CW5, 3).

44



Marx's criticism is correct so far as there is nohearent theory of activity in Feuerbach.
But, as David McLellan remarks, it 'is not quitstjto Feuerbach, for it blames him for not doing
what he never set out to do' (McLellan 1980a, 1Ime central motif in Feuerbach's
philosophical development throughout his life hasb the religious problem. He was not a
revolutionary figure. But he was not averse toitlea of practical activity when the situation was
ripe for it. The following quotation from hiBas Wesen der Religignwritten in the year of
revolutionary upheavals of 1848 testifies to ftwk not only "believe" in a better life, but also
"will* it, and will it not in an isolated way, bulvith our united strength, then we will also
"create" a better life and at least remove thegyrbeart-rending injustices and evils that cry to
heaven from which mankind has up till now suffergkhd this can only happen, according to
Feuerbach] where an oppressed mass or majorityseppimeir justified egoism to that of an
exclusive, nation or caste, where classes or what®ns out of the despised darkness of the
proletariat step forward through their victory otlee increasing obscurity of a patrician minority
into the light of historical celebrity' (cited inddellan 1980a, 115).

Marx repeats his criticism of Feuerbach's theoryradigious alienation in the fourth
Thesisand its inability to resolve the human dilemmauérbach starts out from the fact of
religious self-estrangement, of the duplicatiorthad world into a religious world and a secular
one. His work consists in resolving the religiousri into its secular basis. But that the secular
basis lifts off from itself and establishes itsa$f an independent realm in the clouds can only be
explained by the inner strife and intrinsic conicéatiness of this secular basis. The latter must,
therefore, itself be both understood in its conttamh and revolutionised in practice. Thus, for
instance, once the earthly family is discoverelddhe secret of the holy family, the former must
then itself be destroyed in theory and in prac(ic§Vs, 4).

This thesis, together with the sixth and seventimtains the cardinal points of Marx's
criticism of Feuerbach's theory of religion. Compgrthe respective views of Marx and
Feuerbach, Sidney Hook comments: 'Feuerbach haul fthe essence of religion in the human
feelings of dependence upon the external forcéseohatural and social world, and had declared
the chief agencies of the processes of compensatguession for emotional frustration to be

ritual, mythology and theology ... But as an explaon of religious thought and behaviour,
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Feuerbach's theory is inadequate because it isalbetract. It leaves totally unexplained the
historical diversity in religious phenomena’ (Hd®62, 291). For Marx religion is not born of a
natural, tragic split within the human heart, biather due to objective social factors. 'The real
forces impelling men to find satisfaction in somesainy empire where they enjoy the
uncontested power denied them in this life arenmextely psychological but social. The source of
religion is to be sought in the antagonisms betw#mnway men actually produce and the
traditional, social, legal and moral forms undeiiaglifthat production is carried on -- or between
the new needs generated in the course of theialsBcaxis and the old needs which give rise to,
and yet oppose, the new needs.... Religion, acogrdi Marx, is to be construed from the real
conditions of man's empirical life and not from bssence. And if these conditions are such that
they generate certain kind of emotional conflietd ¢heoretical illusions, then these illusions and
conflicts must be removed by removing that whickegirise to them' (ibid., 292).

In his essayOn the Jewish Questiofi843), Marx comes to emphasise the economic
conditions, and not religion, as the chief factohuman alienation. It is the period when Marx is
viewed by some writers to be a Feuerbachian, a disputed, among others, by Avineri. | think,
Avineri is right to point out that 'the methodoicg weaknesses of Feuerbachian philosophy
arose from its mechanistic materialistic conceptiMarx, who perceived this flaw from the very
beginning, was never a Feuerbachian who later duagainst his master. He had acknowledged
Feuerbach's achievements as well as his limitafroms the outset' (Avineri 1970, 68).

Theses on Feuerbadbrm the principal source of the Marxist doctrinke'tbe unity of
theory and practice'. 'For Marx," Peter Singetlyagmarks, 'the unity of theory and practice
meant the resolution of theoretical problems byfical activity. It is an idea which makes little
sense outside the context of a materialist transdtion of Hegel's philosophy of world history'
(Singer 1980, 31-32). 'All social life," in Marxigords, 'is essentially practical. All mysteries
which lead theory to mysticism find their rationsblution in human practice and in the
comprehension of this practice' (CW5, 5). As mdshe problems of social life are the problems
of alienation; the alienation phenomenon domind#teslife-situation of man in the world, the
key to a total solution is to change this situatmn practical action. The inhuman condition

which surrounds man can only be overthrown by nevahary praxis.
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In the eleventiThesis Marx says: 'The philosophers have omiferpretedthe world in
various ways; the point, however, isdilangeit (CW5, 8). To understand by this statement that
Marx is advocating the rejection of philosophicatiasociological analysis in favour of only the
revolutionary activity is to miss the whole poin. this oft-quoted remark, Marx, in fact, was
criticising the Young Hegelians whose 'world shattg phrases' did nothing more than
'rebaptising the world as they found it with a neet of distinctions’ (Hook 1962, 303).
Feuerbach's radical phraseology also in the like, v&ught the social changes in personal
attitudes and in his cult of love. 'For all hisktahs Sidney Hook remarks, 'about man, humanity
and communism, Feuerbach never investigated wkasdhial conditions of men were, to what
extent the qualities of humanity which he regartessential to the species” were historical, and
what programme of action his communism laid upan' ifibid., 304). In a short epigram Marx
expressed the viewpoint of his philosophy of acimmpposition to the ‘contemplative' attitude
of Hegel or Feuerbach. For Marx, philosophy wasmete theory but, rather, a practical activity.
Philosophising does not bring about any active ghan society. Philosophy must necessarily be
linked with practice as a guide to action. Phildsppan lead to action; it is not actiper se In
this connection, C.J. McFadden observes: 'When iglanspeaks of the "unity of thought and
action”, it does not intend to imply that thoughtlaaction are one and the same thing. It does
mean, however, that thought and action are insbpaumited' (McFadden 1939, 69). The new
outlook based upon the unity of theory and practmened the nucleus of Marxism. 'To
understand the world does not mean,' observes Kaisii, ‘considering it from outside, judging
it morally or explaining it scientifically; it meansociety understanding itself , an act in which
the subject changes the object by the very faatnoferstanding it. This can only come about
when the subject and object coincide, when theerdiffce between educator and educated
disappears, and when thought itself becomes dutemoary act, the self-recognition of human
existence' (Kolakowski 1981, 144).

Marx in a letter to Johann Baptist Schweitzer i63.8ommenting on ProudhoWghat is
Property? says: '‘Compared with Hegel, Feuerbach is ceytpimbr. Nevertheless, he was epoch-
making after Hegel because he lagtresson certain points which were disagreeable to the

Christian consciousness but important for the gegiof criticism, points which Hegel had left
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in mystic semi-obscurity’ (SC, 142). This short coemt of Marx is a fairly comprehensive
judgement on Feuerbach. The 'certain points' tef€euerbach’s presentation of religion as self-
alienation. In comparison to the colossal figureH&gel, Feuerbach is a small thinker who,
nonetheless contributed a great deal to clarifydigdatent meaning. In other words, it means
that Feuerbach had rightly grasped the significasfddegelian philosophy, when, for example,
he wrote: "Theculmination of modern philosophy is the Hegelian philosophiie historical
necessityand justification of the new philosophy must therefore be derivesnfracritique of
Hegel's (Feuerbach 1972, 203). Frederick Engels inLhidwig Feuerbachregards Feuerbach
compared with the other Young Hegelians like SsaBauer, Stirner to be alone of significance
as a philosopher. 'But," writes Engels, 'not ondy ghilosophy ... remain to him an impassable
barrier, an inviolable holy thing, but as a philpker, too, he stopped half-way, was a materialist
below and an idealist above. He was incapablesgfadiing of Hegel through criticism: he simply
threw him aside as useless, while he himself, coetpbavith the encyclopaedic wealth of the
Hegelian system, achieved nothing positive beyontirgid religion of love and a meagre,
impotent morality’ (Engels 1975, 42). In conclusiome can say that despite his serious
limitations, Feuerbach did raise important questijegarding the development of human beliefs
and thought. In view of his theological backgrouakd concerns, surely, it was no mean

achievement.
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CHAPTER 3

POLITICAL ALIENATION: HEGEL AND MARX

3.1. The early writings of Marx and the problem of alienation

In chapters 3 and 4, | trace the evolution of theoty of alienation in Marx's early writings
between 1843 and 1844. As Marx's ideas take shapdid critical assimilation and
transformation of the Hegelian political philosopHythink it necessary to present Hegel's
political philosophy first, followed by Marx's pakal theory. The first part of this chapter
outlines Hegel's ideas on the state and civil $pcie the second part of this chapter and chapter
4, | undertake a detailed critique of Marx's wigsnof the period. These consist of three critical
essays prior to his famowsconomic and Philosophic Manuscripts of 18&PM). First, the
main reason as to my selective choice from theyeaniitings of Marx is to explore
comprehensively the early phase of Marx's intali@cdevelopment, by concentrating on the
evolution of the concept of alienation therein. @elly, the concept of political alienation
evinced in these essays seems to have been owvenslthtby the overwhelming impact of the
EPM. I intend to underline the importance and thevatee of these essays.

The trajectory of Marx's thinking 'from criticisnf eeligion to criticism of philosophy,
from criticism of philosophy to criticism of theage; from criticism of the state to criticism of
society -- that is, from criticism of politics tariticism of political economy, which led to
criticism of private property’ (Mandel 1971, 10-1d9n best be seen unfolding itself in Marx's
conception of alienation at each stage of his #tezal development.

In the phase under review Marx's study of Hedeéshtsphilosophien 1842 and 1843
resulted in his two essays. The first one beategtitle 'Contribution to th€ritique of Hegel's
Philosophy of Right' (referred to hereafterGdique) was written in the spring and summer of
1843; however, Oizerman maintains that the essaywrdten partly in 1842 and partly in 1843
(see Oizerman 1981, 167). T@etique is Marx's commentary on Section Three of Part &'lufe
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Hegel's work that deals with the question of ttaestThe first few pages of the manuscript are
missing. These apparently must have been Marxsiatraomments on extremely important
Paragraphs 257-260 of Hegel's work on the thealetjuestion of the state.The second essay
'Introduction to a Critique dflegel's Philosophy of Right' (hereaftatroductior) was written at
the end of 1843-January 1844. Only th&oduction was published in Marx's lifetime in the
French-German Yearbooks.

The striking feature of th€ritique is that Marx while accepting the Hegelian politica
philosophy as a whole subjects it to Feuerbachimmsformational criticism. Hegel was deemed
to have revealed the reality of the state and goaieall its essentials although in a mystified
way; the task of philosophy propounded by Feuerpbashmentioned earlier, was to present
reality by inverting Hegel. Robert Tucker writestins connection. 'Since man's estrangement in
the religious life was expressed theoretically hedlogy, to which Hegel's speculative
philosophy had provided Feuerbach with an integinet key, it seemed to Marx that man's
estrangement in the political life must be refldctalbeit in a mystified form, in Hegel's
philosophy of the state' (Tucker 1972, 103).

Up to this point, when he wrote ti@ritique, Marx's theoretical and political position was
attached to what he called the ‘reform of consciess. For instance, in September 1843, in a
letter to Ruge he wrote his view of the policy loé new journal, th€rench-German Yearbooks
as the unwavering criticism of the existing ordethe name of humanity; that it should lend its
support to the political struggle for a democratystem which should encompass more than the
machinery of a political state; that it would s&ito reform the individual's consciousness not
dogmatically including the various system of commmmbut ‘wish to discover the new world by
criticism of the old" (Marx 1971b, 80). Marx emplsasl the rejection of dogmatism as part of
the new line: 'We must try and help dogmatists twleustand their own principles. Thus
communism in particular is a dogmatic abstracttbough by this | do not mean any imaginable
and possible communism but the really existing comism, that Cabet, Dezamy, etc. teach.
This communism is itself only a peculiar preseotatof the humanist principle infected by its
opposite private individualism. The abolition ofyatte property and communism are therefore

by no means identical, and it is no chance thatnsomsm has seen other socialist doctrines like
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those of Fourier, Proudhon, etc. necessarily angmsite, since it is itself only a particular one-
sided realisation of the socialist principle' (ihi@80-81).

The second article of relevance to the questiofeimg to political alienation and the
concept of social emancipation to replace politiealancipation is 'On the Jewish Question'
(mentioned hereafter &JQ), which Marx wrote during the Kreuznach periodhe autumn of
1843. The background to his knowledge regardingidund can be seen in his notebooks which
show that he had been reading Spinoza in 1841.Kktisvledge of Judaism," write Rubel and
Manale, 'later criticised in his ess&®dQ, probably stemmed from Spinoz&sactatus apart
from which Marx made two notebooks of extracts fr@pinoza's correspondence’ (Rubel &
Manale 1975, 22-23). This essay reviews Bruno Baweo articles on the question of civil and
political rights for Jews which were published earthat year. Arguing against Bauer's view that
the social emancipation of Jews was conditionalhair religious emancipation, Marx used the
occasion for a broader materialistic examinationhef problem of mankind's emancipation not
only from national, religious and political, butsalfrom economic and social oppression (see
Preface to CW3, xiv). This essay for the first tisf®ws the signs of a growing realisation on
Marx's part of the importance of material and eeoicoconditions of human life. Marx sees the
economic life in civil society and not religion #se extreme practical expression of human
alienation. He links money with private property e source of human alienation. It is
worthwhile to note that Marx, at this juncture, Haddly begun the study of political economy.

At the time of writing thdntroductionMarx's transition to the standpoint of communism
had taken place. In this essay Marx continued Hmalyais of the problem of human
emancipation. We find Marx for the first time forkating his ideas on the historical significance
of the role of proletariat as a social force whighs capable of emancipating itself from an
alienated existence as a social class and therebgniing the emancipator of mankind as a
whole. In this essay Marx reaches the conclusiomriwis of decisive importance in the Marxist
concept of the unity of theory and practice: "Theapon of criticism cannot, of course, replace
criticism by weapons, material force must be ovestim by material force; but theory also

becomes a material force as soon it has grippethtsses' (CW3, 182)
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The imprint of Hegelian philosophy in the developinef Marx's earliest political ideas,
and especially the conception of political alieoatis clear. Th&€ritique shows that Marx takes
great pains to analyse Hegel to arrive at a coaratysis of existing political situation. Marx's
political philosophy can only be meaningfully arsdg and understood within the Hegelian
system, which provides Marx not only with concepfuamework but also the conceptual tools.
In the following part, | present a brief accounthégel's political theory as it appears in his
Philosophy of Righf1821) whose Paragraphs 261-311 formed the basaix's Critique. It is
intended to be an essential background to the deggart of this chapter where | discuss Marx's

political philosophy and the issue of politicalesdation on the basis of H&itique andOJQ.

Part | HEGEL

3.2. The state and civil society in the Philosophy of Right

In part 1 of this chapter | present an overall vaHegel's theory of the state and civil society a
developed by Hegel in hiBhilosophy of Righfreferred to hereafter as tR&). The role of the
civil service, 'the universal class', is discusged.2.5. The problem of dualism between the
individual and the citizen is explained in 3.2.6.€PRis no doubt Hegel's most systematic work
on political philosophy. It contains a theory ohiedl community of modern times and the
various 'moments' of it. Before we analyse histmwali theory, | should mention some of the
difficulties which one meets in Hegel. His termiogy causes great difficulty to a beginner, and
there is no easy way to overcome it except thadartoliarise oneself with this terminology, his
conception of philosophy and logic as containedhisiworks prior to thé?’R Hegel has often
been called an 'obscure’ philosopher, and thesene justification for that. But 'the problem lies
in the fact that Hegel's philosophy is obscure oty to the dilettantes but to professional
philosophers. Also significant is the fact that wisaunclear in the philosophy of Hegel proves to

be not only excruciatingly subtle speculative distions, but also his socio-political postulates,
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and those that relate to the history of philosoptlyich are presented in comparatively popular
style and are free of dialectical "paradoxes” z&dnan 1970, 300).

The obscurity we meet in Hegel cannot be merelyced to the shortcomings of his
style. It is true that this language is complext, o Oizerman's words, ‘it must be studied and
one must become accustomed to it in order to utatetdHegel's philosophy. Nonetheless, this
distinctive language is very expressive. It presevell all the nuances of Hegel's thought ... [but]
the obscurity in Hegel's thought is not somethintemal in character. It is, if one may be
permitted to express oneself thus, something dagesignificant and, if you will, attractive'
(1970, 299-300; see also Findlay 1984, 320).

Another aspect of the problem is that the compjexibstractness and speculative
character of Hegel's social and political philospps due to its being a part of a general
philosophical system that is elaborate and abstrbe philosophy does not offer causal
explanations as to how things occur in the world,rbather as to why the world is necessarily as
it is (see Plamenatz 1980, 129). In our modern pgitical and social theory is, as Pelczynski
observes, '‘committed to logical and empirical timgkwhile Hegel, at least at first sight, appears
to have nothing but contempt for empiricism and-daitectical logic' (Pelczynski 1971, 1-2).

Some of the complexities and problems as well &sdtavest misunderstandings in
Hegel's concept of the state in tAR are 'the result of his conception of the true gguphical
method, which ought to conceptualise various fooh&iuman experience and relate them to
each other as necessarily connected. A con@&xygriff) is necessarily complex because it is a
dialectical synthesis of contrary forms of expecinHis concept of the state ... contains, in a
highly condensed way , diverse experiences, obseng intellectual influences and so on'
(ibid., 9-10). One way to remove some of the migustindings is by showing the place of the
PRin Hegel's system. THeR does not treat with the whole complex of the qaltphenomenon
of the existing society because for Hegel, as HeMarcuse points out, ‘the realm of right is but
a part of the realm of mind, namely, that part whitegel denotes as objective mind. It does not,
in short, deal with the cultural realities of argligion and philosophy, which embody the
ultimate truth for Hegel. The place that tR&k occupies in the Hegelian system makes it

impossible to regard the state, the highest reualitigin the realm of right, as the highest reality

53



within the whole system. Even Hegel's most emphdsgitication of the state cannot conceal his
definite subordination of the objective to the dosomind, of the political to the philosophical
truth' (Marcuse 1941, 178).

After these preliminary comments, we can turn t@éfe concept of ethical life -- the

family, civil society and the state being its 'mons

3.2.1. Ethical life (Sittlichkeit)

An important feature of Hegel's social philosopbiyhis concept oSittlichkat which has been
variously translated as 'ethical life', ‘objectethics’ or 'concrete ethics', etc. but no Englisindwv

is able to compensate for the original term. lthis concept which underlies Hegel's discussion
about 'ethical substance' and 'substantial ties'etymological roots are in the ter8itten
‘customs’. One of the best summaries of the thiedsy Taylor, who writes: 'Sittlichkeit' refers

to the moral obligations | have to an ongoing comityuof which | am part. These obligations
are based on established norms and uses, andstldtyi the etymological root in 'Sitten’ is
important for Hegel's use. The crucial characterist Sittlichkeitis that it enjoins us to bring
about what already is. This is a paradoxical wapufing it, but in fact the common life which
is the basis of mgittlich obligation is already there in existence. It isvirtue of its being an
ongoing affair that | have these obligations; ang fdfilment of these obligations is what
sustains it and keeps it in being. Hencé&ittlichkeit there is no gap between what ought to be
and what is, betweeBollenand Sein. With Moralitat, the opposite holds. Here we have an
obligation to realise something that does not eX¢hat ought to be contrasts with what is'
(Taylor 1987, 376).

The vital point in Hegel's espousal of his soctlalgsophy is that the norms of a society's
public life constitute the content &ittlichkeit It is Sittlichkeitalong with other cultural factors
and historical traditions, which creates the spalitbondage between the people of a state and
makes it an ethical community. The ancient Gredis amd its culture contributed to forming the
genuine or ethical communities of men. This coulty @ome about when the people identified
themselves fully with the cultural values, moratats and the social institutions of the city-

states. Greek political institutions were not sesnsomething external, superimposed from
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outside but rather as an essential part of the dwaious Greek life in polis. For Hegel the Greek
polis was the paradigm from which he derived hiscept of Sittlichkeit Taylor underlines
deftly the importance dittlich dimension of men's ethical obligations to a lalgerwhere they
have a profound identification with their societydaits institutions. But ‘'where they do not,
where what is of central importance to them lieeehere, we have what Hegel characterises as
alienation. Hegel, following in this Montesquieudaa long tradition does not believe that a free
society can be sustained without this kind of ide@ition which sustains a vitdbittlichkeit
(Taylor 1988, 125).

In fact, Hegel had become increasingly disenchawi#id the individualistic conceptions
of law and morality during his teaching period ahd. He began to form his own philosophical
views in opposition to the philosophies of Kangtie and Schelling. He found the treatment of
some important aspects of ethical, social and ipalitife in their philosophies lacking in a
proper synthesis of the ancient and modern thoutgdel's studies of the ancient Greek history,
literature and philosophy led him to view the Grgekis and its culture as a genuine expression
of Sittlichkeit The ancient Greeks are seen as the ethical pempleexcellence Inwood
elaborates the idealised view of Hegel about theetérsociety thus: 'In contrast to earlier
societies, Greek society was a humanised societyhich natural forces were felt to have been
tamed and subdued. Their gods, for example, wee lmiman form; their sculpture portrayed
human and not animal figures. The world of the &Gsewas familiar and friendly to its
inhabitants. The chaos of nature was held at bagdejal norms and institutions which were
recognisably the product of men and in which ménaehome. In contrast to the later peoples,
then, the Greeks had not yet come to regard thlogilalsnorms and institutions as alien and
oppressive or to distance themselves from themy HBated out their appointed roles without
guestion. Such, according to Hegel, was the charaxftthe Greek society when it was at its
height, and it is in this which is meant by the é&kSittlichkeit ' (Inwood 1984, 40)

The primary source of inspiration for Hegel's cqicef Sittlichkeit and the model of
political community is to be found in Platdzepublic Hegel regarded it as the work of a true
genius, expounding the essence of Greek societycaltdre. TheRepubli¢ which, in Hegel's

words 'passes proverbially as an empty ideal, ssgence but an interpretation of the nature of
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Greek ethical life' (Preface to the PR, 10). 'lmRepublicPlato displays the substance of ethical
life in its ideal beauty and truth' (PR, 124, 8185

Plato'sRepublicserved the purpose of a diagrammatic representafia state, which, to
the modern readers, may appear a community rediacédre essentials. A true community,
according to Plato's views, must be above all thiagsingle spiritual system. As against the
individual souls which have some elements of smtisparks, it is only in the community as a
working system that various organs, institutionse tclasses' that several souls combine
according to the predominant gift of each to rentieir specific service to the whole. 'And as
action springs from the mind, while the mind beceraalefinite system only in action, it follows
that every soul or self in the community is a méem of which the state or community is the
macrocosm, or that the whole visible communityhis body of which a whole connected system
of spiritual qualities is the soul. Thus the orgaion and harmony of the state at once expresses,
and guarantees by expressing, the organisationhanthony of the soul, for unfulfilled or
undisciplined capacities in the latter imply waate friction in the former. And, therefore, the
order of the state may be portrayed as a systermafl excellences, wisdom, courage,
temperance, and justice’ (cited in Baldwin 19035)59

Hegel had used about thirty years in observingsindying the contemporary relevance
of the ethical life. It appeared in his mature wahnke PR (1820), where he offered a detailed
philosophical construction of the ethical life wihiexpressed the totality of ideas, practices,
sentiments and relations of contemporary man. Afl@mpirical data and historical raw material
were used by Hegel in developing his theongitflichkeit The importance of theR lies not in
the formal structure of the philosophical argumdntsrather with the political realities. TR
in Karl Lowith's words, 'is the concrete realisatiof the abstract tendency to reconcile
philosophy with reality in all areas: political pdgophy with politics, religious philosophy with
Christendom. In both areas Hegel achieved a reltatnmn not only with reality, but also within
it, albeit "through comprehension”. At this highirgoof his effectiveness, he saw the real world
as a world "conformed to" the spirit. In returngetiPrussian Protestant State appropriated

philosophy in the person of Hegel' (LOwith 1991;46.
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The three key areas and concepts inRRadeal with right, ethical life and the state. All
three are closely connected. BRetht (right) Hegel means the whole range of norms tvhic
regulate social life. For instance, he says thaRbghthe means 'not merely what is generally
understood by the word, namely civil law, but atsorality, ethical life, and world history; these
belong just as much to our topic, because the garrengs thoughts together into a true system'
(PR, 233, Addition to § 33). Ethical lif&ittlichkei), as Pelczynski explains, 'includes the actual
conduct of men guided by those norms, and is theltref a social process of character-training
and habit-forming fostered by institutions but alsothe modern world) of critical reflection and
intellectual grasp' (Pelczynski 1984, 8).

In the character-training of man, where man becaaneshicle of Spirit or Reason, there
lies the process of a lonBildung (roughly: 'education’ or 'cultivation’), which, caeding to
Hegel, plays a vital role. This view @&ildungis in opposition to Rousseau's romantic notions
about education. For Hegdjldung is the true self-realisation of man of himselfaingh his
interaction with the objective world as it really. it makes man free: 'The final purpose of
Bildung therefore, is liberation and the struggle forighbr liberation still;Bildung is the
absolute transition from an ethical substantialibjch is immediate and natural to the one which
is intellectual and so both infinitely subjectiviedalofty enough to have attained universality of
form' (PR, 125, § 187). It 'rubs the edges off ipatar characteristics until a man conducts
himself in accordance with the nature of the thi@gnuine originality, which produces the real
thing, demands genuiri&ldung while bastard originality adopts eccentricitieieth only enter
the heads of the uneducated’' (PR, 268, AdditioB i@7; see also Taylor 1987, 366; Avineri
1972, 132).

It is through this mediation d@ildungthat man begins to distinguish within ethical lifie
two subordinate spheres, that of ‘absolute or formght' and of 'subjective morality'. In tHeR
Hegel divides the ethical lifeS(ttlichkei) in three forms of common life. These, in an aslo®y
order, are: the family, civil society and the stdtethe ethical order, these 'moments are the
ethical powers which regulate the life of the induals' (PR, 105, § 145). When viewed from the
perspective of inter-human relationships, the thmeenents of the ethical order have their own

modes. In the family, the place of the individumdetermined not as an independent person but
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as a member in a transcendent unity. The famiyisifcharacterised by particular altruism, love
and concern. But in civil society, the 'natural amonediate phase' in the ethical order of the
family is replaced by individuals coming togethermpiursuit of their individual and private needs
and their satisfactions. Universal egoism is itstidctive mark. In the economic sphere,
production and exchange of goods and services batween are carried out in one's own self-
interest. The legal system protects the intere$tshe individuals. Finally, the state, the

embodiment of universal altruism, stands at thex apb¢he ethical order.

3.2.2. The State

The discussion of the state in tAR falls into three parts. The first part deals withimmediate
actuality or structure as an individual state e tlonstitution. The second concerns its relation as
a particular state to other states -- the inteonali law. And the third deals with the wider
development of the spirit of which every individusthte is only a special phase in the world
history.

According to Hegel, the state is the highest ratibs of human community on earth; the
highest form of human life if we take into accolifé-forms as a whole. The state in its fully
realised form reconciles the fully developed indixal subjectivity and the universal. It is the
highest form of the objectification of Spirit whigh essentially free. Since man as a rational
being has the capability of making the deliberdieiae, he values freedom very highly which he
can realise only in the state. 'The state is theadity of concrete freedom. But concrete freedom
consists in this, that personal individuality arnsl particular interests not only achieve their
complete development and gain explicit recognifmrtheir right (as they do in the sphere of the
family and civil society) but, for one thing, theyso pass over of their own accord into the
interest of the universal, and, for another thitiggy know and will the universal; they ever
recognise it as their own substantive mind; thé&g th as their end and aim and are active in its
pursuit' (PR, 160, § 260).

According to Hegel, it is only as members of afocdi and social order in a community
that men come to conceive and desire freedom. dnsthte, and its various institutions the

individual is universalised. The state accords guodn and security to the individuals. Man
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achieves his social purposes and objectives witienstate. This extension of the personal into
universal does not mean that individual loses hdividual identity. It gives him freedom.
Reyburn expounds it well: 'Everything that builds & man's self and provides a field for the
powers thus constituted is a means to freedom; itandnly in the state that man can find and
fulfil his practical ends. Necessity ... is harddaad only when it is external; when that which
contains the individual and into which he passesen not to be an other but his own substance,
necessity becomes freedom -- and this is the gedbm that counts. The restraints of public
life are the articulations which the state requiresorder to attain its proper unity and
organisation, and the citizen who is consciousi®fidentity with the state is made free by them'’
(Reyburn 1921, 234-35).

Though Hegel speaks of the Spirit who to actuadind to perfect himself creates the
world, because 'without the world God is not Gaitel in Cohen 1982, 9); he also speaks of
world as existing only in and through finite mintlse human beings. Society seen in this light is
thus the product of human activity. Without humativaty there could be no society and without
society there would not have been any realisatidruman potentialities.

For Hegel the family and civil society are elemeintsa concrete and objective ethical
system, the partial variants of the whole orderly@me state is the full realisation of the idea of
Sittlichkeit the last development in a series of rational adocrders the state transcends the
partial and particular interests, and in it the ooon good of the community is realised. 'The
state is the actuality of the ethical Idea. Ittilsieal mindquathe substantial will manifest and
revealed to itself' (PR, 155, 8§ 257). The staté¢hie actuality of the substantial will which it
possesses in the particular self-consciousness thiateconsciousness had been raised to the
consciousness of its universality' (PR, 155-56)aiAgt the view that particular wills are real and
responsible for the state, this fundamental commepnhust be kept in mind that ‘the objective
will is rationality implicit or in conception, whiér it be recognised or not by individuals,
whether their whims are deliberately for it or @R, 157, 8 258). The state is, as Taylor
elucidates, 'the manifestation of substantial Wilis the community in which the full rational
will is manifest in public life. The fully realisestate reconciles the individual subjectivity and

the universal. It is concrete freedom' (Taylor 1,9838).
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Hegel's elaboration of the conception of freedonthmPR is related to man as a moral
agent who makes a rational and moral choice and is/imot swayed only by his impulses and
appetites, which Hegel calls an arbitrary will (18, 8 17). The idea of freedom operates in the
ethical sphere of rational and moral will. Hegefssthat 'if we hear it said that the definition of
freedom is the ability to do what we please, suchdga can only be taken to mean an utter
immaturity of thought, for it contains not an imidi of right, ethical life, and so forth' (PR, 27, §
15) and that 'it is only as thinking intelligentat the will is genuinely a will and free' (PR, 30,
21). The ability to do what we choose to do ratitpns possible only under an ethical order
which the state comes to embody. This rational,vafl John Plamenatz mentions, does not
emerge in the privacy of an individual mind uncaested with other minds: 'lt is the product of
life lived in society. There is therefore for Hedab there was for Plato and Rousseau) always a
close connection between the rationality of thaevindial will and the rationality of the social
and political order' (Plamenatz 1980, 219).

There is no doubt that Hegel's characterisatioth@fstate as the supreme articulation of
society has a touch of the divine in Hegel's eyaglor elaborates on this point thus: 'In order to
realise God's (Spirit's) fulfilment, man has to eota a vision of himself as part of a larger life.
And that requires that as a living being he beaitt integrated into a larger life. The state is the
real expression of that universal life which is tlecessary embodiment ... for the vision of the
Absolute. In other words, it is essential to Gqafsgress through the world that the state be'
(Taylor 1987, 366).

The Addition to § 258 oPR has caused a misconception that Hegel by thecdgdn of
the state advocated an authoritarian form of gowent. In the original German the sentence is
as follows: 'Es ist der Gang Gottes in der Welssdder Staat ist.' It has been variously translated
and interpreted into English as 'The existencénefstate is the process of God upon earth' (see
Kaufmann 1970, 36), whereas Knox in his translatemders it thus: 'The march of God in the
world, that is what the state is' (PR, 279). To fh& matter right, we can point out that the
sentence concerned was added by the posthumouws, dttiuard Gans, from the notebooks of
Hegel's students, in the 'Addition' of the PR; Hegewn edition of th&Rechtsphilosophidoes

not mention it. As Walter Kaufmann shows, a cortemtslation of the sentence is: 'It is the way
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of God with [literally: in] the world that there stld be [literally: is] the state' (Kaufmann 1970,
4). What Hegel meant to convey was that the existeof the state is in no way a matter of
coincidence but, metaphorically speaking, rathpaw of the divine plane, not a merely human
arbitrary artefact, and it is the philosopher'«ktas discover its reason, itaison d'étre John
Plamenatz mentions approvingly of an essay on thmity of the state by M. Gregoire.
According to Gregoire, Hegel was apt to call anmyhidivine which he regarded as the
manifestation of the high level of rational spifithat Hegel's calling the state divine was in his
repudiation of the views of the social contractotlis who made the state a human device.
Hegel did not view the state as a contract, terbleat will. 'We are already citizens of the state
by birth. The rational end of man is life in thatst and if there is no state there, reason at once
demands that one be founded' (PR, 242, Additidh16; see also Plamenatz 1980, 243).

Whether Hegel can be accused of advocating an wtatan, if not an outright
totalitarian, view of the state may be questiondhlethere is ample evidence of his minimising
the role of the individualis-a-visthe state. Though Hegel is not as illiberal assheometimes
presented as being, he is illiberal; he does ptayrdthe individual. He does sometimes come
very close to suggesting that, because society snakerational and moral, we ought not to
challenge established laws and conventions. Hesalswetimes speaks as if the state stood to the
citizen as God the creator stands to His creatuse. rhle insists so much that man owes
everything to the communities he belongs to, anovamall to the state, that he seems to be
suggesting, without wishing to put it into cruderds that he also owes absolute obedience'
(Plamenatz 1980, 243).

Meanwhile we must keep in view the fact that Hetfgbughout this discussion is
speaking of the Idea of the state, the ideal egseh@ and not any particular state. So far any
historical state is concerned Hegel does not hbtd be above criticism: 'The state is no work of
art; it stands on earth and so in the sphere aiagphance, and error, and bad behaviour may
disfigure it in many respects. But the ugliest afrmor a criminal, or an invalid, or a cripple, is
still always a living man. The affirmative, lifeulssists despite his defects, and it is this
affirmative factor which is our theme here' (PR92&ddition to § 258). It should also be kept in

mind that Hegel's theory of the state is not tetestrued, as indicated above, as referring to any
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existing state. Hegel's model or ideal constructibthe state can best be located inities of

the state and any existing state cannot be anythih@ mere approximation to the idea. But, as
Walter Kaufmann says, 'Hegel would distinguish lestwthe Idea of the State, which he means
when he speaks of "the State", and the many statesl us. But the idea, he claims, does not
reside in a Platonic heaven, but is present, moless distorted, in these states. The philosopher
should neither immerse himself in the descriptionl a@etailed analysis of various historical
states, nor turn his back on history to behold senmer vision: he should disentangle the
rational core from the web of history' (Kaufmanry29152-53).

So far as the historical origin of the state ineahor any particular state is concerned, to
Hegel 'all these questions are no concern of tha & the state. We are here dealing exclusively
with the philosophic science of the state, and ftbat point of view all these things are mere
appearance and therefore matters for the histeR; 156, § 258).

The state in its fully realised form reconciles thy developed individual subjectivity
and the universal. The state is the concrete freettmt that freedom from all restraints which,
at its worst, culminates in anarchy, license, aestihlity, but, rather, man's freedom to develop
his humanity and to cultivate art, religion, andiggophy. He considers the state supreme among
human institutions because he would subordinateswath institutions to the highest spiritual
pursuits and because he believes that these as@hlgoenly in "the State" ' (Kaufmann 1970,
155).

Hegel's theory of the state, as Sabine observgends upon the peculiar nature of
relationship, as Hegel surmised between the statei@il society: 'The relation is at once one of
contrast and mutual dependence. The state as ldegekived it is no utilitarian institution,
engaged in the commonplace business of providingigservices, administering the law,
performing police duties and adjusting industrial@conomic interests. All these functions
belong to civil society. The state may indeed disew regulate them as need arises, but it does
not itself perform them' (Sabine 1981, 598). Wherée civil society depends upon the state for
supervision and moral leadership, the state itspends upon the civil society for

accomplishing the moral purposes it embodies.
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3.2.3. The state as an organic whole

The state, in Hegel's view, is the realisationational necessity, of the Idea, which gives unity
and harmony to family and civil society. It does ®p virtue of its being an organism. 'This
organism is the development of the Idea to itsed#fiices and their objective actuality. Hence
these different members are the various powerbeftate with their functions and spheres of
action ... Throughout this process the universalntams its identity, since it is itself the
presupposition of its own production. This organisnthe constitution of the state' (PR, 164, §
269).

In the PR, Hegel clearly distinguishes between 'civil societyd 'the state'. The former
which | discuss in 3.2.4., is, according to Hegédp a kind of state, and not merely as an aspect
of the state. It is, as Pelczynski sums up, 'theleno state conceived as a system of public
authorities and autonomous public bodies existinfutther the private interests of individuals,
or their more or less organised groups, to prdtest legal rights of person, property, contract,
and so on, and to enforce their mutual obligatid®st it is also a network of spontaneous,
private relations established within the framewaofkthe law by individuals pursuing their
particular ("the system of needs"), which Hegel stiders to be an essential aspect of "civil
society" ' (Pelczynski 1971, 10). All the activétiand institutions which transcend ‘civil society’
come within the ambit of 'the state' that is 'tlieely political state and its constitution' (PEG3,

8§ 267).

The state in its 'political' sense (not as the lofethe state) is composed of interdependent
parts. An essential function of the state is tontzan the internal relations among its various
parts. Hegel views these parts of the politicabargm as harmonious elements of a totality. In
the constitutional structure of the state Hegelgassmonarchy the central place. The monarch
'as the will with the ultimate decision' holds theique position: 'In the crown, the different
powers are bound into an individual unity whictihigs at once the apex and basis of the whole,
i.e. of constitutional monarchy' (PR, 176, 8 248;d critique of Hegelian position, see Reyburn
1921, 242-44). Hegel's concept of constitutionaharchy is far removed from the absolutist and
the despotic tradition. 'The development of thetesteo constitutional monarchy is the

achievement of the modern world' (PR, 176, § 278)s system is necessarily an historical
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evolution of a given society. The constitution loé tstate cannot be imposed from without; nor is
it ever 'made’. It grows or evolves. Hegel says$ tha constitution of any given nation depends
in general on the character and development dfelisconsciousness'; he says further that 'the
proposal to give a constitution -- even more @sleational in content -- to a natioa priori
would be a happy thought overlooking precisely fhator in a constitution which makes it more
than arens rationis Hence every nation has the constitution apprggtiait and suitable for it,
(PR, 179, 8§ 274). As regards the system of conistital monarchy, it cannot be 'imposad
priori on any given society; rather it is an outgrowthaaf’hole sub-structure of institutions and
mores and any attempt to impose the form of a ¢atishal monarchy on a society as yet unripe
for it is doomed to failure' (Avineri 1972, 185)ebel emphasises the necessity of historical
change or more appropriately the historical evoluas a pre-requisite for political development.
‘The advance from one state of affairs to anothérainquil in appearance and unnoticed. In this
way a constitution changes over a long periodroétinto something quite different from what it
was originally' (PR, 291, Addition to § 298).

Various component parts of the state are broudiut fiocus through its constitution,
showing the government as a complex whole. HughbRey clarifies this point: The
constitution is realised in the government. It lgotgh the government that the natural
differences which arise in the community are brdumdck in unity, and "those general aims of
the whole which rise above the function of the fgrand of civil society" are carried out in the
lower spheres. To this end the government must lsenaplex whole, with various aspects
depending on the main functions which it has tdfquer, but not divided into parts entirely
independent of one another' (Reyburn 1921, 239toslingly, Hegel rejects the traditional
theory of the separation of powers. Though he isgia the element of truth which it contains as
'the guarantee of public freedom' and the developmithe essential moments of difference, of
rationality realised (PR, 175, § 272), but he points that it side-std® essential unity of the
state. 'In one way or the other we must be ablegard the parts as articulations of whole in
them. They do not merely comprise a mechanicakryseach speaks with the authority of the
whole. The legislature enacts laws for and in tam& of the whole state; the judiciary defines

them by the same authority; and the executive @atbehalf of the same common will. These
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powers do not act each for itself; they stand ffier whole, and run back into it' (Reyburn 1921,
240).

Hegel's concept of the organic unity of the statsuees that powers used by different
institutions do not conflict with one another; atieey do not interfere with the function of
integration in the whole: 'The powers of the stdten, must certainly be distinguished, but each
of them must build itself inwardly into a whole aceohtain in itself the other moments. When we
speak of the distinct activities of these powers,must not slip into the monstrous error of so
interpreting their distinction as to suppose thathe power should subsist independently in
abstraction from the others' (PR, 286, Additior§t@72). Therefore, when Hegel speaks of the
state as articulated like an organism into itsedéht members (PR, 164, § 269) he does not have
any division of powers in view which could operate checks and balances upon one another.
Hegel says: 'The constitution is rational in so & the state inwardly differentiates and
determines its activity in accordance with the ratf the concept. The result of this is that each
of these powers is in itself the totality of thensbtution, because each contains the other
moments and has been effective in itself, and Isecdéioe moments, being expressions of the
differentiation of the concept, simply abide initheeality and constitute nothing but a single
individual whole' (PR, 174, § 272). This means tifierent powers within the state are not self-
subsistent and that they do not vie with each otherhold a contrary view would imply an
infringement of the basic principle of the orgaaraty of the state. "This view implies," explains
Hegel, 'that the attitude adopted by each powéndathers is hostile and apprehensive, as if the
others were evils, and that their function is tqp@ge one another and as a result of this
counterpoise to effect an equilibrium on the wholgt, never a living unity' (PR, 175). The result
of the powers becoming self-subsistent within tteesis that 'the destruction of the state is
forthwith afait accompli (PR, 175, § 72).

The principle of the organic unity as being ceninaHegelian theory of state has been
emphasised by Charles Taylor: 'The state as a comyrambodying reason has to be lived as an
organic whole; it cannot be seen simply as an gggien of its elements, be these groups or

individuals. For in this case it cannot be livedity/citizens as the locus of a large life with
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which they identify. Hegel argues strenuously agfathe type of constitution or constitutional
provision which is based on the atomistic or contposew of the state' (Taylor 1987, 439).

The place of individuals in this political state a&s organic unity can be mentioned here.
Hegel was able to see the role of the individualelation to the guilds, corporations, the estates
and classes; without these larger associationalctsties individuals were small atoms.
According to Hegel the individual citizens were ribe primary constituents of the state. As
individual citizens they should participate in tiairs of the state through their membership of
corporations and estates. 'The individual must beedlated” through a long series of
corporations and associations before he arrivaweafinal dignity of citizenship in the state’
(Sabine 1981, 599). The relationship of individt@lhis corporation, church or community,
according to the Hegelian view, provides the bésmisa full realisation of his individuality. The
individual who joins a corporation or is co-optegldne, gains a measure of economic security,
because the corporation protects its members dgparsicular contingencies'. It also provides
him with vocational training and education neceggaiconducting the affairs of the corporation
(see PR, 153, § 252). Heiman elaborates well: 'Meigelividual, in his capacity as a corporation
member has learned to assess his interests botioragzally and, gradually, politically....
According to Hegel, once the individual has recegdithe full extent of his own interests he
becomes aware of the fact that the protection $ &forded in the actions taken by the public
authority of the state which had legitimised hispowation. The hostility to and alienation from
the state which the individual may have harbouredilleviated by his corporate existence.
Ultimately the immediacy of the group, the contadth his "fellows” and the sharing in the
management of his corporation provides the foundabf patriotism and political loyalty'
(Heiman 1971, 128).

Hegel has no reservations that the whole is pdatst parts; that the parts can exist so
that the whole may posit as such. The French Hagghilosopher Jean Hyppolite puts it thus:
"The truly political state is an emergent over ahdve the everyday life of the individuals; it is
their unity, their rationale; within this unity ale are they what they ought to be, namely,

conscious of themselves as the general will whiad precedence in law over all particular
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desires, just as the principle of unity in an oigamis prior to the organs in which it is embodied
and through which it maintains itself' (Hyppolite6b, 109; see also Russell 1961, 711-12).

3.2.4. Civil society (burgerliche Gesellschaft)

Hegel's discussion of civil society in tiRR and the distinction he made between civil society
and the state greatly influenced the theoreticaiac of young Marx. In the subsequent history

of political thought, Hegel's contribution has pedvto be a source of inspiration to many
theorists.

In 1962, Manfred Riedel argued that Hegel's sefaraif civil society from the state
effected a conceptual revolution. It had made amlbreak with traditional political thought:
'What Hegel, with the term civil society, raisedthe consciousness of his time was nothing less
than the result of the modern revolution, the refea depoliticized society through the
centralisation of politics in the princely or thevolutionary state, and the shift of its point of
gravity to the economy, a change which this so@etyerienced simultaneously in the industrial
Revolution and which found an expression in "pcditi or "national economy”. It was in this
process within the European society that its "mpalit and "social" conditions were first
separated, conditions which before then, in thesital world of old politics, meant one and the
same thing -- "communitas civilis sive politica"s &homas Aquinas or "civil or political
society", as John Locke put it' (cited in Pelczyri€84, 3-4).

Riedel points out that the phrakeinonia politikefirst used by Aristotle, was translated
associetas civiliswhich became along with its synonyisitas andres publica a general term
for an independent political entity or the statewhs in explicit contrast to the family or
householdgocietas domestigaln classical political theory some sectionsha population were
excluded from being members of thes publicaor societas civilis These have included at
different times slaves, serfs, artisans, domestizvamts, women and children. Slaves, for
instance, were excluded from the membership ofspdiut they could be members of the
household dikog. Aristotle wrote: 'But a state is something mtivan investment; its purpose is

not merely to provide a living but to make a lifet is worth living otherwise a state might be
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made up of slaves or animals, and that is impassii#cause slaves and animals are not free
agents and do not participate in the well-beingigtatle 1974, 119).

The terms 'political' and 'civil' were used as gestynonymous by late philosophers and
writers like Aquinas, Bodin, Hobbes, Spinoza, Loek®l Kant. But Hegel's division of ethical
life in family, civil society and the state put and to the traditional dichotomy.

Hegel develops his theory of civil society when coamity is seen from the point of view
of classical political economy. He takes into actothe historical developments within the
sphere of private interests in a complex modernldvorhe works of the British political
economists like Adam Smith and James Steuart dmel @ighteenth-century thinkers who had
visualised society as a universe of ‘economic méregre everyone pursued his own self-interest,
formed the basis of Hegelian theory. The politieabnomists’ model of the free market is
evident in Hegel's definition of civil society: \@li society -- an association of members as self-
subsistent individuals in a universality which, &dese of their self-subsistence, is only abstract.
Their association is brought about by their nebgighe legal system -- the means to security of
person and property -- and by an external orgdaisdbr attaining their particular and common
interests' (PR, 110, § 157).

Hegel was well aware of the economic structurehefihdustrial society and the role of
labour in the production. 'Alone among the Germailopophers of his age,' writes Avineri,
'Hegel realised the prime importance of the econaphere in political, religious and cultural
life and tried to unravel the connection betweerathe later would call "civil society" and
political life' (Avineri 1972, 5).

Hegel had experienced three major political evantss life. First, in his early life, it was
the French Revolution. As a grown-up man, he sagv ahcendancy of Napoleon and the
extension of his empire, and finally, there were Brussian wars of liberation. These events, as
Lowith remarks, also determined the changes irpbigical thought: from a radical criticism of
the existing order, through a recognition of Napaleto the justification of the Prussian
bureaucratic state (see Lowith 1991, 241). With ¢b#éapse of the Napoleonic empire, the
youthful illusions of Hegel had given way to a memmbre view of bourgeois society. Recalling

the later period of Hegel's life, Lukacs commeritat t'it is characteristic of Hegel that his
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philosophical justification of the "estates" (icé.the class structure of civil society) becomes le
ideological, and much closer to a grasp of sogehaterial foundations' (Lukacs 1975, 234).

In civil society relations between individuals,garsuance of their economic interests are
not as members of family, nor as member of anycatldommunity but exclusively as men. It is
a sphere where men are related to each other esrdehrights. Hegel says: 'A man counts as a
man in virtue of his humanity alone, not becausdasha Jew, Catholic, Protestant, German,
ltalian, etc.' (PR, 134, § 209). Civil society appeto be an iniquitous system governed by the
rule of nature, the predominance of the strong, #red rule of force. 'Civil society is the
battlefield where everyone's individual privateemgst meets everyone else's' (PR, 189, § 289).
The dominant concern in relationship with otherexpressed thus: 'In civil society each member
is his own end, everything else is nothing to hBat except in contact with others he cannot
attain the whole compass of his ends, and ther¢fm®e others are the means to the end of the
particular member' (PR, 267, Addition to § 182).

Within the economic sphere, civil society standsifiversal egoism. Hegel calls it the
positive creation of individualism, the 'achievermehthe modern world' (PR, 266, Addition to 8
182). Drawing a distinction between the principleiil society as a sphere of universal egoism
which exists in every society and its fully deveddpinstitutionalisation into a distinct and
differentiated social sphere, Avineri observes titais the latter which is typical of modern
societies, where individual self-interest receiVegitimization and is emancipated from the
religious and ethico-political considerations whightil then had hampered the free play of
individual interests to their full extent' (Avinetb72, 142).

But in the economic exchange which takes placeivih society to meet the needs of
individuals a system of interdependence is creatsdividuals can meet their needs by co-
operation with others. They indirectly satisfy theeds and promote the interests of others. It
leads to a system of interdependence and the ameafi a large framework of rules and
institutions defining and protecting the legal tgybf person, property, contract and so on. 'In the
course of actual attainment of selfish ends ...rethss formed a system of complete
interdependence, wherein the livelihood, happireess legal status of one man is interwoven

with the livelihood, happiness, and rights of &n this system, individual happiness, etc.,
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depend, and only in this connected system aredhtalised and secured. This system may be
prima facieregarded as external state, the state based ah theestate as the Understanding
envisages it' (PR, 123, 8 183). To characterisg sbciety in the passage as 'the external state’,
'the state based on need' and 'the state as therstexading envisages it', etc., Hegel in fact
means that, while civil society is a state, busione of inferior types when seen in relation to
and contrasted with the state. Hegel's descripbibgivil society in this way, as Pelczynski
observes, is that 'there is another, more adegunatke of conceiving the state. The complex of
activities, attitudes, rules and institutions whioke up "civil society" is only one aspect of the
political and social life "abstracted” from a widecher or more "concrete" system of a process
of formal, abstract thinking which Hegel calls tinederstanding' (Pelczynski 1971, 10). Thus it
is apparent that even though civil society precédesstate, it is in fact dependent upon the state
for its existence and preservation (see PR, 266itida to §8182).

The basis of civil society is the system of ne€llsese needs are mediated through
human work and effort. Reyburn writes: 'Naturalemt$ are seldom found in a condition fit to
fulfil our needs, and must be transformed by humgency. Work is a spiritualizing of nature,
the infusion of purpose into a soulless materiat] the adaptation of it to rational needs. But
labour is more than a means ... man is not a baeated with a fixed number of impulses and
desires, a definite empty space to be filled, H®le life is organic; and the satisfaction of one
need itself creates others. Labour itself becomeseal in his life, and by it he not only satisfies
original wants but also finds a mode of expressammactivity, which is essential to his character
and freedom' (Reyburn 1921, 217-18; see also P&R2928 196).

Human needs multiply through the mediation of huradour and effort. In this process
of interaction, to satisfy their own needs, mem alsed the work and co-operation of others. In
this way, they enter into exchange. We can distsilgbuman needs from those of the animal. In
the case of the latter, the ways and means ofysagsheeds are restricted in scope. But man, on
the contrary, despite his limitations and restiasi, evinces his transcendence and universality
by multiplying his needs and the means of satigfytitrem. This multiplication in civil society

goes orad infinitum
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Hegel regards the increasing multiplication andaagetermination of needs to reflect
the increasing liberation of mankind from 'the&tnatural necessity of need' (PR, 128, § 194).
This view is opposed to the idealisation of thatéstof nature’ by Rousseau as a model of an
equilibrium between man and his needs and betwe®mah consciousness and nature. The
decadence and evil involved in human civilisatianRousseau's eyes is seen by Hegel as an
essential part of the development of spirit. Hegyglues against Rousseau's view: 'This view
takes no account of the moment of liberation isidnto work ... Apart from this, it is false,
because to be confined to mere physical needscasasul their direct satisfaction would simply
be the condition in which the mental is plungedhe natural and so would be one of savagery
and unfreedom, while freedom itself is to be foumdy in the reflection of mind into itself, in
mind's distinction from nature, and in the reflek mind in nature' (PR, 128, § 194; for a
comparative account of Hegel's and Marx's viewluman need and egoism, see Berry 1989).

There are no limits to human needs. The satisfaaifoa need leads to the creation of a
new need. At the same time, it is the creationesf meed which pushes human society to the
endless pursuit of commodities. One noticeable egumsnce of it in civil society is that
'particularised needs and all the various waysabisfying these are themselves divided and
multiplied and so in turn become proximate endsabstract needs' (PR, 127, § 191).

In capitalist economy the demand of 'abstract rfiesdsrofit is consciously furthered by
producers. Everything is subordinated to the puduprofit-making; and since the key to profit
lies in commodity production, the production foofir becomes an end itself: "What the English
call "comfort" is something inexhaustible and ilitable. [Others can discover to you that what
you take to be] comfort at any stage is discomfamt] these discoveries never come to an end.
Hence the need for greater comfort does not exacitg within you directly; it is suggested to
you by those who hope to make a profit from itsatiom' (PR, 269, Addition to § 191). Our
present-day society is a witness to the starktyealiever-growing consumption of commodities
and the creation of new needs pushed by the fafo@sirket economy.

When civil society is seen only in its economic egh the natural inequalities between
individuals, according to Hegel, find their fullogge. In a state of unimpeded activity, civil

society expands in industry and in population. Hegelains how this leads to accumulation of
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wealth in the hands of a few and poverty for theksos: 'The amassing of wealth is intensified
by generalising (a) the linkage of men by theirdsgeand (b) the methods of preparing and
distributing the means to satisfy these needs, usecat is from this double process of
generalisation that the largest profits are derivéts is one side of the picture. The other s&de i
the subdivision and restriction of particular job$is results in the dependence and distress of
the class tied to work of that sort, and theseragatail inability to feel and enjoy the broader
freedoms and especially the intellectual benefitsil society' (PR, 149-50, § 243). This is a
clear statement of the effects of an intensificatad the division of labour and increasing
subdivision of jobs on the working people. They dreth materially and spiritually
impoverished. When reduced to this condition, thesenan beings utterly atomised and
alienated from society, lose their sense of salpeet, the sense of right and wrong. They can no
longer identify themselves with the whole commumaityl thus they become a rabble of paupers.

Hegel provides one of the most perceptive insightdshe dialectical nature of the
emergence of poverty. He stresses many times hleagrowth of poverty in bourgeois society
goes along with the concentration of wealth inva fends. Avineri expounds the dilemma of the
poor in civil society: 'The main problem of the pa®that while they cannot attain that which is
considered as the minimum in their particular sycithey nevertheless have the felt need to
achieve this level. Civil society thus succeedmternalising its norms about consumption into
the consciousness of its members even while itnable to satisfy these norms. This is
exacerbated because civil society continuouslygeeiuces goods which the masses cannot buy
because of their lack of purchasing power. Thusepggwecomes a dialectical concept; it is the
expression of tension between the needs created/ibgociety and its inability to satisfy them’
(Avineri 1972, 149).

In outlining the main characteristics of civil setyi (PR, 88 201-207), Hegel argues for
the articulation of civil society into classes ooma appropriately, estateStandg, an older term
which he uses. In their work relations and thesgatiion of needs men are dependent upon
others. It leads to the division of labour. Hegakes the origin of social differentiation, to the
social division of labour: The infinitely complexgriss-cross, movements of reciprocal

production and exchange, and the equally infiniteltiplicity of means employed, become
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crystallised, owing to the universality inherenttireir content, and distinguished into general
groups. As a result, the entire complex is builtinp particular systems of needs, means, and
types of work relative to these needs, modes a$faation and of theoretical and practical
education, i.e. into systems, to one or other atkwlindividuals are assigned -- in other words,
into class-divisions' (PR, 130-31, § 201).

For Hegel the integration of every individual withcivil society to a social class is
necessary. It is through this mediation that a snpately individual existence becomes part of a
larger whole. 'When we say that a man must be mébody", we mean that he should belong to
some specific social class, since to be somebo@ya® have substantive being. A man with no
class is a mere private individual and his univéysé not actualised' (PR, 271, Addition to 8
207). Class membership defines the way in whiclaa attualises himself, becoming ‘'something
definite, i.e. something specifically particuladseAccording to Hegel, this represents 'the
disposition to make oneself a member of one ofnleenents of civil society by one's own act,
through one's energy, industry, and skill, to mamtoneself in this position, and to fend for
oneself only through this process of mediating eliewith the universal, while in this way
gaining recognition both in one's own eyes andhéndyes of others' (PR, 132, § 207).

Hegel's analysis of the role of social classesvit society and Marx's critique of some
aspects of it needs to be differentiated. Avindiseyves in this connection: 'For Marx, classes
are aggregates formed by types of social labooked together by the common relationship of
their members to the means of production, seekingpléical articulation for their socio-
economic interests. The class nature of politicalgr is a sin against the state's presumed claim
to express the universal as against the partisataend egoism of civil society. For Hegel, the
institutionalisation of class relationships inte tpolitical structure is the way through which the
atomism of civil society becomes integrated intcoanprehensive totality. The different classes
represent to Hegel not only modes of productiom,nbodes of consciousness which are relevant
to a society differentiated in its structure acaogdto the criteria of Hegel's general system.
While for Marx classes represent a division of labthat has to be overcome, for Hegel they

stand for the integration of this regrettable damsinto a meaningful whole' (Avineri 1972, 104).
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Hegel (PR, 131, § 202) singles out three classa&ks:the substantialor immediate
[agricultural] class; (b) theeflectingor formal [or business] class; and finally, (cg tmiversal
class [the class of civil servants]. The classivil servants, whom Hegel calls the 'universal
class' identifies itself with the interests of thWaole community. Marx, while rejecting this
description of civil servants, retains the cona® universal class. He suggests for the firsétim
in the Introductionthat it is the proletariat which has the attrilsuté a universal class ( see 4.3.
below). Hegel uses the concept of the class of sarvants in a wider sense than Marx's use of it
in a more restricted sense of bureaucracy (highadeycivil servants). For instance, Hegel
regards the university teachers in the Prusside s&civil servants who could hardly be called
bureaucrats. In the following discussion, this Ivitestinction in the respective views of Hegel

and Marx should be kept in mind.

3.2.5. The universal class
In the exposition of his theory of social classethePR, Hegel attaches great importance to the
official governing class, the class of civil sertanwithin the constitutional framework of the
state or more appropriately 'the state of estateg',role of monarch and the estates in the
legislative process is actualised through the usalewill and the universal insight of civil
servants. Hegel looks at professional civil senasean absolutely necessary institution. This
class is a near bond between the particularismwvdfsociety and the universality of the state.
Within the political integration of the state arigktmaintenance of the internal relations among
its various parts, this class, in Hegel's viewnsends the sphere of the private interests; it has
solely the interests of the community as its sphere

In the present structure of society, according egél, only the class of civil servants
fulfils the conditions of universality as a clasBhe universal class [the class of civil servants]
has for its task the universal interests of the momty. It must therefore be relieved from direct
labour to supply its needs, either by having peuvaieans or by receiving an allowance from the
state which claims its industry, with the resulittpublic interest finds its satisfaction in itsiko
for the universal' (PR, 132, § 205).
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When Hegel wrote thBR, many public offices were still venal. There waspmoper civil
service in England in existence. The situationiaif service in Prussia was relatively better than
in England where corruption was quite common. "Bheiness of the state is in the hands of
individuals. But their authority to conduct its @fs is based not on their birth but on their
objective qualities. Ability, skill, character, delong to a man in his particular capacity.... ¢&en
an office may not be saleable or hereditary. ImEeaseats in parliament were formerly saleable,
and in the English army commissions up to a certik are saleable to this day. This saleability
of office, however, was and is still connected viith medieval constitution of certain states, and
such constitutions are nowadays gradually disappgdPR, 287-88, Addition to § 277).

The aim of making the civil service a career isirtorease the chances of maximum
independence from the private interests and fulliciion to the profession. Only the civil
service unlike any other class or group in theestdentifies itself totally with the life of theéate
and public affairs. The ‘civil servants and the rbers of the executive constitute the greater part
of the middle class' (PR, 193, § 297). And the rediass prominent in educational attainment
and politically conscious 'is also the pillar oktktate in so far as honesty and intelligence are
concerned' (PR, 291, Addition to § 297). Even tlioatyil servants belong to the middle class,
Hegel argues that their qualification to join theilcservice should be by merit alone. Hegel
emphasises this point: '‘Between an individual aisdoffice there is no immediate natural link.
Hence individuals are not appointed to office otcaant of their birth or native personal gifts.
The objective factor in their appointment is knowledge and pradf ability. Such proof
guarantees that the state will get what it requisd since it is the sole condition of
appointment, it also guarantees to every citizenctiiance of joining the class of civil servants'
(PR, 190, § 291).

The civil servants come to represent the insiglt &iil of the universal interest. These
characteristics, however, are not the propertyefindividual civil servants; these are because of
the organisation and the hierarchical structurg¢hef system. For Hegel, the civil servants are
impartial towards the private and social interegitsch they regulate. According to Sabine, the
civil service in a special sense in Hegel's viespresents the general will and the "reason” of

society, in contrast with acquisitive self-interest special and partial interests, and is the
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guardian of the whole public interest' (Sabine 19811). The universalistic character of the civil
service being an essential part of the modern gatet due to the property-oriented criteria of
civil society. The particular activities and agesxiof the state, according to Hegel, are its
essential moments: 'The individual functionaried agents are attached to their office not on the
strength of their immediate personality, but ontytbe strength of their universal and objective
gualities. Hence it is in an external and contingeay that these offices are linked with
particular persons, and therefore the functionspowiers of the state cannot be private property'
(PR, 179, § 277).

Victor Perez-Diaz aptly comments on Hegel's notioh the universality of the
bureaucrats: 'They are universal, not becauseedfrtbgative” universality of their wants, as was
the case of the slave in tilhenomenology.. but because of the "positive" universalityndfat
they already have, the state itself. They are het "unhappy consciousness” which feels
estranged from its own product and the totalitytred world, and which looks for realisation
either in the realm of beyond or in the revolutionOn the contrary, they are a self-satisfied
consciousness which understands and accepts the agts world' (Perez-Diaz 1978, 11). The
organisation of the civil service is grounded isteact hierarchy which defines the system of
relations and specialisation. 'Hierarchical submation, specialisation and co-ordination make
possible the overcoming of the particular wills anterests of the political actors which are,
nevertheless, still there' (ibid., 12).

A total identification with the state and the imisien in the public affairs can create the
feeling among the members of the civil service thay themselves are 'owning' the state. Hegel
was aware of this danger: 'The opposite extrenee Knight errant, so far as the services of the
state goes, would be an official who clung to hiice purely and simply to make a living
without any real sense of duty and so without @& right to go on holding it' (PR, 191, § 294).
But Hegel suggested that by developing the midlisscto which the civil service belongs, the
state can develop other independent organisatioth€@rporations to operate as effective brakes
on the excessive power of the civil servants:dit be done only by giving authority to spheres of

particular interests, which are relatively indepemtdd and by appointing an army of officials
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whose personal arbitrariness is broken against auttorised bodies’ (PR, 291, Addition to §
298).

In the functioning of the modern state and civitisty Hegel's theory of the official
governing class fulfils the integrative role asamgan in a larger organism of the whole state. It
embodies, in Avineri's words, 'not only a reflentiof the functional needs of a complex and
differentiated society, but also represents aqerédiof the claims of civil society to absolute and

paramount power' (Avineri 1972, 160-61).

3.2.6. The duality of man
This problem in political philosophy is relatedttw relation between civil society and the state,
which creates the division of man into private wndiual (ourger, bourgeoisas distinct from
citizen (itoyen). The first clear statement of the duality of meaivil society is contained in the
writings of Rousseau. According to him, a man imilcsociety is not a whole man. He is a
private individual in civil society but a citizen the state. The problematic relationship of civil
society to the state is the cause of this bifuocati

For Hegel, this division of man into a private mersand a citizen was in a sense
unavoidable. Man is both a member of civil sociabd a citizen of the state. As it was not
feasible to overcome this duality, the solution wasreate a balance between these two aspects
of his existence: 'Both individualities are the gaffhis man cares for himself and for his family,
works, signs contracts, etc., and at the sameheraso labours for the universal and has it as an
end. From the first viewpoint, he is calleb@urgeois from the seconditoyen’(Realphilosophie
I, 249).

The classical model of a harmonious life in Hegeyss was, no doubt, the Greek polis.
The dilemma of Hegel's generation was 'how to comlbbhe fullness of moral autonomy, with
the recovery of that community, whose public lifasvexpressive of its members and whose
paradigm realisation in history was the Greek p@liaylor 1987, 365). But it would not be true
to postulate as some observers have done that Megelooking to the polis as a paradigm for
resurrection. Avineri rightly rejects this. He vest 'Yet for all of Hegel's praise for the polis, h

always remained fully conscious of the reasonst$adecline and there is never any intimation in
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his writings that he might consider a renascencean€ient republicanism possible....
Nevertheless, the dream of a kind of political ctinee that would cater not only to man as an
individual but as a social being always remainethwiegel. The problem for him was how to
reach such a synthesis within the conditions ofrttuelern world' (Avineri 1972, 33; see also
Pelczynski 1971, 6).

We can mention two tendencies which have shaphdidualism in European culture as
against communal and collectivist thinking and thede of living. First of all, the modern
European culture with its particular emphasis om phivate rights of individualgis-a-visthe
state had evolved under the influence of Romandagvthe doctrines of natural law. Unlike the
individual's identification with the community as the Greek polis, the legitimate private rights
of individuals and group interests have been tHesrdafeature of the European culture.
Secondly, there is the social role of ChristianfAgcording to Hegel, Christianity had also deep
effect on European culture, especially 'after it Hmeen developed by the Reformation and
secularised by the Enlightenment. Under its infagemen came to regard themselves as moral
agents, acknowledging no higher authority thanrtbein conscience or reason. Hegel calls the
first tendency "particularity" and the second "sdbivity"; the two together constitute the
peculiarly modern and European phenomenon of iddalism' (Pelczynski 1971, 7).

Unlike individualism, a dominant cultural force nmodern age, the Greek polis presented
a different set of values and priorities in the pdlitic for its citizens. There the citizens had
the will of the general or universal in an immediand substantial way. The distinction of
private and public did not exist. As Hegel sayhis is the beautiful happy liberty of the Greeks,
which has been and is admired so much. The pes@ethe same time split up into citizens as
well as constituting th@ne individual, the government. It inter-relates witkelf alone. The
same will is the individual and the universal. ienation of the particularity of the will is its
immediate preservation ... There is no protest:heveryone knows himself immediately as
universal, i.e. he gives up his particularity witlhdknowing it as such, as a self, an essence’
(Realphilosophie [l 250). In the contemporary world any such idecdifion is unknown.
According to Hegel, the French revolution failed&ese it could not suppress the citizen and the

private individual or to absorb them completelyitruly political state.
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In contrast to the Greek polity, we have the maafesociety which is not an ethical
community. It was the Roman world in its last dalgswas the expression of the 'unhappy
consciousness' because of the frustrated attenfptiseocindividual to attain harmony and a
complete consciousness of self. Here we have & sbagiety of self-seeking individuals, of
masters and slaves who have no moral bonds toveacs other. The separation of private and
civic life, of 'concern for the particular and cemnc for what is general' is complete. The
individual," writes Hyppolite, 'separated himsetirh the city and withdrew into himself, to his
private property, his private labour, his own fnéand limited domain. He came to consider the
state as an external force a-form of alienationas Hegel and Marx later expressed it. The
counterpart to this experience of political aliématwas one of religious alienation because the
private individual, having lost the meaning of life the polis, could only flee from his own
limited conception of life to take refuge in anretd nature protected beyond himself' (Hyppolite
1969, 110).

The modern civil society, however, is not quiteatomistic as the Roman world. The
political mechanism of the state as the apex okttheal order and the controlled mechanism of
civil society accomplishes the synthesis, underctvhaccording to Hegel, the "abstract’' freedom
of individuals as envisaged by Rousseau is maderete’. The rights of the individuals in
regard to their personal interests and the subgdhoices, on the one hand, and the altruistic
service for the common good, on the other hand,aaheeved in the ethical order. How the
differing roles as an individual bourgeois and titezen find in a rational synthesis in modern
state is aptly described by Pelczynski. "Taison d'étreof civil society and the justification of
civil freedom is the private interest and subjeetohoice of the individuabourgeoiswhich,
mediated through a system of economic and soclatiors as well as laws, institutions and
authorities, promotes the interest of the ethicahmunity only indirectly and in the last resort.
The raison d'étreof political community and the justification of lgecal liberty is the good of
the ethical community itself, the common good oe thublic interest, which the fully self-
conscious and self-determined citizen promotestéoown sake. In so doing he actualises his
own deepest freedom and realises his nature nqilysias a particular but as a universal,

communal being' (Pelczynski 1984, 76).
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Since Hegel wrote thePR there have been momentous developments in the
transformation of the ‘civil society' into a matwagpitalist economic system. The functioning of
modern capitalist system has self-regulatory meshanfor adjustment and change in the sphere
of market economy. This social order in Hegel'shmmi produces much better results than the
regulations of the ancient regime. The modern stateording to Hegel, has 'prodigious strength
and depth because it allows the principle of subj@¢ to progress to its culmination in the
extreme of self-subsistent personal particulaatyd yet at the same time brings it back to the
substantive unity and so maintains this unity i@ gninciples of subjectivity itself' (PR, 161, 8§

260). In Part 2, we will look at Marx's critique ldegelian political philosophy.

Part 2 MARX

3.3. The premises of political alienation in the Cr  itique

In his first major theoretical work, th@ritique, Marx's point of departure is HegePR Marx
uses the concepts of 'civil societylifgerliche Gesellschafor 'property’ like Hegel did to begin
with but giving these a significantly new contenthis commentary. Marx's use of the term
'burgerliche Gesellschafin his early writings, for instance, as the editof theEPM point out,
means two things: '(1) in a broader sense, theagsmnsystem of society independent of the
historical stage of its development, the sum-tofaiaterial relations which determine political
institutions and ideology, and (2) in the narrowsse the material relations of bourgeois society
(later on, that society as a whole), of capitali@g®M 190, note 39).

In the Critique, Marx undertakes a searching and critical anglysissibly with a view to
his own self-clarification, of the philosophicalepnises of the Hegelian philosophy. But ‘it is
from Hegel's political philosophy that Marx worksmards the root of the Hegelian system -- and
not the other way round. Marx starts with the squititical implications of Hegel's philosophy

and only then proceeds to a review of the Hegedigstem as a whole' (Avineri 1970, 13; cf.
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Barbalet 1983, 116-18). In ti@ritique Marx while remaining within the Hegelian systemkes

an extensive use of the Feuerbachian transformatigthod. 'In this extraordinary text,’ the
French philosopher Michel Henry writes, 'of unliedt philosophical import ... [there is] the
initial working out of a thought which simultaneusuccumbs to Hegelianism and makes a
radical break with it and with the principles whickince ancient Greece, have dominated
Western philosophy' (Henry 1983, 17). However, we that Marx's arguments advanced in the
Critique come to be superseded in his later works (seei BOKL, 215, 216). One of the chief
concerns of Marx was to expose the state as ortheofunholy forms' of human alienation.
Hegel's speculative philosophy had been used bgrbaah to expose man's estrangement in the
religious life; Marx's textual analysis of tiR was the exploration of the state as a sphere of
alienated human life. Here, for the first time, Maleals adequately with the phenomenon of
alienation and offers a political solution to owaree it.

As Marx's formulations of the state, civil socieliyd property are essentially within the
orbit of Hegelian philosophical presuppositions,istnecessary to analyse these within the
particular context of their original usage. Avineminds us about this: ‘It can be shown that all
the main achievements, as well as dilemmas, of Mdater theory (like the abolition of private
property, of alienation, and of the state) originat this work [i.e. theCritique]. Marx's use of
these terms is meaningless if divorced from theifipecontext in which he employs them, as
well as from the manner and method of their appbea(Avineri 1970, 3). Hegel had written in
the Preface to thER 'Whatever happens, every individual is a chilchisf time; so philosophy
too is its own time apprehended in thought. ltustjas absurd to fancy that a philosophy can
transcend its contemporary world as it is to fati@t an individual can overleap his own age,
jump over Rhodes' (PR, 11). Marx's working withive tHegelian system is understandable in
view of the impact of Hegel on the philosophicalvament after his death. Ti@&ritique shows
that 'the distinctive patterns in Marx's later thbuhad already taken shape when he attacked
Hegel in this work' (Avineri 1970, 13).

By inverting Hegel in the manner of Feuerbach, Msek out to turn Hegel's speculative
philosophy 'upside down'. Whereas Feuerbach hadtbeetask in putting the predicate in place

of the subject and vice versa, in unconcealingthin of the Hegelian philosophy, Marx goes
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farther than that. He, unlike Feuerbach, 'findsl@gel's mystification of actual reality, notably of
the state, not only a speculative-theological bisb aa political conception. Marx did not
specifically consider the question of the theolabipremises of Hegel's idealism apparently
because this had been done by Feuerbach. It is mmaca important therefore to show that
Hegel's speculative constructions reflect a defirsbcial reality and a very definite attitude
towards it' (Oizerman 1981, 169; see also Berkill@01-202). In Hegel's philosophy, the
individual, the real object, appeared as a merdigaie of an abstraction: 'Hegel transforms the
predicates, the objects, into independent entibes,divorced from their actual independence,
their subject. Subsequently the actual subjectaspes a result, whereas one must start from the
actual subject and look at its objectification' (@W23). Marx points the way to re-identify the
true subject, the acting individual, living in theal’, 'material’ world.

Within the political sphere, Hegel regarded civtiety as a manifestation of the state.
But Marx rejects this and shows that the truth liesthe reverse order: the state being a
manifestation, an outgrowth, of civil society. Heerts the Hegelian concept of ‘'monarchy’ with
'‘democracy’, where, according to Marx, 'each mcitual fact only an element of the whole demos
[people]'. Marx writes further: 'Hegel starts frahe state and makes man the subjectified state;
democracy starts from man and makes the statetig@anan. Just as it is not religion which
creates man but man who creates religion, soribighe constitution which creates the people
but the people which creates the constitution' (CR€3.

The dualism of the private individual and the @tz of the civil society and the state in
Hegelian political philosophy, needed to be resdlvEhe essential point in this respect which
Marx made was that political state was not an et@maf the Idea but rather the product of the
concrete subject, the man in society. The real dvizrinot to be inferred from the study of the
ideal; it is the ideal which has to be understosdhe historical outcome of the real. 'The truly
concrete subject, the bearer of predicatesnas as social beingyho belongs to what Hegel
called bourgeois society, and the state, which Heggiakenly took for the subject, as Idea, is in
fact a predicate of man's social nature. The Id@areality, the product of man's social activity
- appears in Hegel as the authentic subject wreshlts in "a mystery which degenerates into

mystification” as Marx puts it' (Hyppolite 1969, 2)1 In Hegel's account, the state is not only
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presented as severed from the life of the indivglua civil society, but as logically prior to
individual. Only as a moment in the march of unsatifreedom, embodied in the state, does the
individual come to have any significance. The statecultural complex, rather than the
individual, is the bearer of history.

The mystery of the Idea, an outright mystificatinrHegel whereby the state becomes the
phenomenon of the Idea within the civil societythie constitutional monarchy, the bureaucracy
and the two chambers is substituted for the agtioftman in making history (see Hyppolite
1969, 112). The role of the actual subject is stutetl for the predicate: 'Hegel everywhere
makes the idea the subject and turns the propegdtual subject ... into a predicate. It is always
on the side of the predicate that the developnast place' (CW3, 11). We can illustrate this
point from thePR 'The patriotic sentiment acquires its specificalétermined content from the
various members of the organism of the state. @itganism is the development of the Idea to its
differences and their objective actuality. Hencesthdifferent members are the various powers
of the state with their functions and spheres dioac by means of which the universal
continually engenders itself, and engenders itseld necessary way because their specific
character is fixed by the nature of the conceptoliphout this process the universal maintains
its identity, since it is itself the presuppositiof its own production. This organism is the
constitution of the state' (PR, 164, § 269). Taitbk view which ascribes organic features to the
state by analogy may be accepted. But when Hegelepds to show what sort of organism it is
or what specific form the state should have, heoduces a content foreign to its concept; he
then fails to conceptualise it adequately’ (Hyppeali969, 112).

In his comments on 'this organism in the develogroémhe Idea to its differences’ (PR,
164, § 269), Marx explains that Hegel does not get the organism of the state is the
development of the state into distinct aspectsthaat objective actuality: 'The genuine thought
is this: the development of the state or the maitconstitution into distinct aspects and their
actuality is arorganic development. Thactual distinct aspectsr various facets of the political
constitution are the premise, the subject. The ipa¢el is their characterisation asganic
Instead of this, the idea is made the subject, theddistinct aspects and their actuality are

conceived as the idea's development and producresb, on the contrary, the idea has to be
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developed from the actual distinct aspects. Tharmogis just thddea of the distinct aspects
their ideal definition. Here, however, the idegpoken of as a subject, which develops itself into
its distinct aspects' (CW3, 12).

Marx has shown in detail the logico-pantheistic tifigation consisting of reducing the
real, empirical facts to the Idea which is declai@the the substance and cause. Hegel 'does not
develop his thinking from the object, but expoutits object in accordance with a thinking that
is cut and dried -- already formed and fixed in #fistract sphere of logic' (CW3, 14). Hegel's
use of empirical facts is to support the categasidsis logic. 'Not the logic of the matter," Marx
says pithily, 'but the matter of logic is the plkibphical element. The logic does not serve to
prove the state, but the state to prove the |¢GM/3, 18).

Thus, Hegel, according to Marx, had committed hifrteethe view that the phenomenal
world always had the idea hidden behind it: 'Thevgesion of the subjective into the objective
and of the objective into the subjective is a counemce of Hegel's wanting to write the
biography of abstract substance, of the Idea, mastlgity, etc. thus having to appear as the
activity and result of something else, and of hanting to make the human essence operate on
its own, as an imaginary individuality, instead iofits actual humanexistence' (CW3, 39).
According to Marx, Hegel had invested empiricallitgawith a philosophical halo and the
impression of it as 'somethimgysticalandprofound (CW3, 39). By appealing to the Idea, Hegel
avoids the real issues. Consequently, 'the Ide&hwdhould have been a criterion for judging
reality, turns out to be a mere rationalisationisThypostasis leads to a quietistic acceptance of
socio-political situation as it is, and elevatesoatemporary phase of history arbitrarily into a
philosophical criterion' (Avineri 1970, 14). Maris very critical of Hegel's lack of concern for
empirical material for the deductions he arrivesnathe PR Hyppolite remarks: 'Even though
Hegel brings an empirical material, and a rich anthat, to the "idea mill", one has to admit that
he finds in it what suits his deductions, constmigtempirical events in the formulas of the
dialectic' (Hyppolite 1969, 113-14). The Hegeliagstification of reality, especially of the state,
according to Marx, couched in speculative consionet reflects a very definite social reality.
For Marx, the transformative method, to use Avisaich expression, is 'the cipher which would
enable him to decode the hidden truth in Hegekmdht' (Avineri 1970, 14). Marx makes

84



extensive use of this method in tl@&itique of the Hegelian ideas regarding monarchy,

sovereignty and general consciousness.

3.4. The state and alienation

There is a gradual development in the conceptiehation in Marx's early writings, especially in
his analysis of the nature of the modern state.ifithgence of Hegelian political philosophy has
a clear imprint on his writings. At this point, hegards the state as the guardian of the general
interest of society, and law as the personificabbneason and freedom. In his ‘'Leading Article
in No. 179 ofKdlnischeZeitung (July 1842), Marx says that modern philosopbgKk on the
state as the great organism, in which legal, marad, political freedom must be realised, and in
which the individual citizen in obeying the lawstbe state only obeys the natural laws of his
own reason, of human reason’' (CWI, 202). But Margsdnot ignore the fact that in holding the
concept of the state as the realisation of ratimeadom, the actual functioning of the sate is the
standard, because 'a state that is not the reafisaitrational freedom is a bad state' (CWI, 200).
The emergence of modern state's 'centre of grawiég discovered by modern philosophy.
'Immediately before and after the time of Copersigueat discovery of the true solar system, the
law of the gravitation of state was discoveredpitg gravity was found in the state itself. The
various European governments tried, in the supalfigay of first practical attempts, to apply
this result in order to establish a system of éoguiim of states. Earlier, however, Machiavelli
and Campanella and later Hobbes and Spinoza, Hugbu§ right down to Rousseau, Fichte
and Hegel, began to regard the state through hweyes and to deduce its natural laws from
reason and experience, and not from theology. Ird@ag, they were as little deterred as
Copernicus was by the fact that Joshua bade thstaund still over Gideon and the moon in the
valley of Ajalon’ (CWI, 201).

At this stage the problem of the state is a mattegreat concern to Marx. He criticises
the views that decline of the Graeco-Roman stats due to the decline of the old religions.

Marx holds that the facts were in reverse orderrevtiee downfall of these states resulted in the
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demise of their respective religions. The classiRalme provides an example of this: The
Epicurean, Stoic or Sceptic philosophies were #higions of cultured Romans when Rome had
reached the zenith of its development. That withdbwnfall of the ancient states their religions
also disappeared requires no further explanatmnthfe "true religion" of the ancients was the
cult of "their nationality”, of their "state". It @ not the downfall of the ancient religions that
caused the downfall of the ancient states, budthenfall of the ancient states that caused the
downfall of the old religions' (CWI, 189).

However, Marx begins to emphasise increasinglyettternal pressures upon the actions
of the state. In his article 'Justification of tBerrespondent from the Mosel' written in January
1843, Marx remarks: 'In investigating the situaticoncerning the state one is all too easily
tempted to overlook the objective nature of thewmstances and to explain everything by the
will of the persons concerned. However, there amstances which determine the actions of
private persons and individual authorities’ (CWA7B Compared to his articles in tR@einische
Zeitung theCritigue shows Marx's wide new horizons in setting forth #genda for his political
analysis. This is well summarised by Lucio Colletit this point in his evolution, what strikes
us most forcibly is that while Marx has not yetlméd his later materialist conception of history
he already possesses a very mature theory of golnd the state. Th@ritique, after all,
contains a clear statement of the dependence ofttte upon society, a critical analysis of
parliamentarism accompanied by a counter theorypagular delegation, and a perspective
showing the need for ultimate supersession of thage stself. Politically speaking, mature
Marxism would have little to add to this' (citedliavin 1989, 39).

Hegel's state appeared as an emanation of thedtlear than of the social and historical
forces which create and condition its existencerxyian the contrary, declares: 'Family and civil
society are the premises of the state; they argeneinely active elements, but in speculative
philosophy things are inverted' (CW3, 8). AccordingHegel, family and civil society as well as
the state representing the universal interestsnatiely constitute a dialectical unity, the vehicle
of concrete freedom (see PR, 160, 8 260). But witthis identity, Hegel keeps a sharp
distinction: ‘family and civil society are concetvasspheres of the concept the state, namely,

as the spheres dfs finite phase as itsfiniteness It is the state whicldividesitself into them,
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which presupposeshem’ (CW3, 7). Thus we see that the differendevéen the state and its
finite sphere is expressed as an alienation withi unity, as a contradiction between the
outward necessity and immanent goals (see Oizel®@h, 171-72).

Hegel kept the state outside the sphere of aliemaliecause he saw the alienated spheres
of the state (family and civil society) as the uetrstate. It was the break up of the medieval
estates $tande that the civil society in its modern form emergiesthis industrial world, which,
as Jean Hyppolite says, is 'characterised by théicioof private interests, the struggle of all
against all, and at the same time there appearsdldern state as the formal principle of unity in
this society of private men. It is in this formality that the real essence of man is self-alienated
(Hyppolite 1969, 118). Commenting on Paragraph @7The PR, Marx writes that Hegel's
‘nonsense comes in because Hegel takes statedimend activities in abstract isolation, and
the particular individual in antithesis to them. fdegets ... that the functions and activitiesha t
state are human functions ... that state functietts,are nothing but modes of being and modes
of action of the social qualities of men' (CW3, 22).

According to Marx, Hegel was right to acknowledbe separation of civil society from
the state, but his assertion of their reconcilratio the state is untenable. 'In Hegel's system,’
writes Ralph Miliband, 'the "contradiction” betweéme state and society is resolved in the
supposed representation in the state of societyessmheaning and reality; the alienation of the
individual from the state, the contradiction betwewan as a private member of civil society,
concerned with his own private interests, and eisizen of the state finds resolution in the state
as the expression of society's ultimate realityBottomore 1979, 131). Marx rejects this as only
a mystification and explains that the contradiciof civil society and the state are not imaginary
but real. 'Indeed, the political alienation whittentails is the central fact of modern, bourgeois
society, since man's political significance is dbtd from his real private condition, while it is
in fact this condition which determines him as aialobeing, all other determinations appear to
him as external and inessential' (ibid. 131). Msays that 'theeal human beings theprivate
individual of the present-day state constitution' (CW3, 81).

The suggested resolution of the contradiction igefidy the mediation of the monarch,

the civil service, and the legislature, in the int side of the constitution is mere illusory.

87



According to Marx, the Hegelian state is not abpugate interests. It is in fact subordinate to
the interests of private property. Marx writes abthe landed property as private propeyéy
excellencewvhere 'primogeniture is merely tlegternalappearance of thianer nature of landed
property' (CW3, 98). Hegel had represented primibgenas the power of political state over
private property; the state determining the priyatperty. Marx questions this formulation and
asks instead: What is the power of political stawer private property? His answer is: The
power of private propertytself, its essence brought into existence. Wheahains for the
political state in contrast with this essence? Thsion that the state determines, when it is
being determined’' (CW3, 100).

Marx, in contrast to Hegel, conceptualises theesést a product of the self-alienation of
family and civil society, as a result of the deysient of their inherent contradiction. He
demystifies the concept of state. But, at thisestdarx takes an abstract view of the substance
of the modern state and its predecessor, the festdé, which he describes as 'completed
estrangement’, because its basis is the serfnfineeuman. The Middle Ages were the democracy
of unfreedom. Marx assumes that in the feudal steiee was a unity of the people and the state:
'In the Middle Ages the life of the nation and ttie of the state are identical. Man is the actual
principle of the state -- butnfreeman. It is thus thelemocracy of unfreedom estrangement
carried to completion. The abstract reflected hasits belongs only to the modern world. The
Middle Ages are the period @fctual dualism; modern times, one abstractdualism' (CW3,
32). In the recent period, Marx says, the statéesyhas developed to the pointmdrticular
actuality alongside the actual life of the peopglee( CW3, 33).

The creation of a genuinely political state belot@gthe modern era: 'The abstraction of
the state as suclbelongs only to modern times, because the abstmact private life belongs
only to modern times. The abstraction of gwditical stateis a modern product’' (CW3, 32). This
is an explanation of the development of the abspalitical state, which had little effect on the
life of its citizens. Marx shows this from the pesty and legal relations that were virtually the
same in North America and Prussia even though twaistitutionalforms were different. The

actual content of the state does not reside ircomstitution. Marx comments that Hegel is right
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to say that the political state is the constitutioe. the material state is not political: 'What
obtains here is merely an external identity, ameitgation of changing forms' (CW3, 31).

No doubt, one of the most difficult problems in tietional life has been the evolution of
the political state, the constitution. It developedcording to Marx, as universal reason over
against the other spheres, as ulterior to them.tBaitparticular spheres have not reconciled
themselves to this historical task of new accomrtiodaThe essential task is to put an end to
the separation of particular spheres from the ipalistates: 'Up till now thpolitical constitution
has been theeligious spherg thereligion of national life, the heaven of its generality ove
against thesarthly existencef its actuality. The political sphere has beendhly state sphere in
the state, the only sphere in which the conteweltas the form has been species-content, the
truly general; but in such a way that at the saime,tbecause this sphere has confronted the
others, its content has also become formal andcpkt' (CW3, 31). In the present state, the
state power confronts the people as an alien amdd¢endental force. While the 'democracy of
unfreedom' (CW3, 32) of the Middle Ages is no langeere, the phenomenon of alienation
stays, and assumes new forms. The institution afarahy and the bureaucratisation of the state
are two obvious examples of the alienation. Théofahg sub-section is devoted to Marx's

critique of bureaucracy.

3.4.1. Bureaucracy as the theological spirit of the state

Hegel had put a high value on the role of the @eilvice in the functioning of the modern state.
It was the real 'governing power" within the modstate. According to Marx, Hegel has given
‘an empirical description of the bureaucracy, pat it is in actual fact, and partly as it isitsn
own estimation' (CW3, 45; for later references twelaucracy in Marx's writings, see Avineri
1970, 48-52). Marx's discussion of bureaucracy gmess his first attempt to provide a
sociological definition of state power (see McLelB970, 152; Avineri 1970, 48; cf. Perez-Diaz
1978, 2-5). Under the impact of the Napoleonic e later of the Prussian reformism, Hegel
assigned the role of the ancient feudal nobilityhte present-day bureaucracy, the soul of the
present state. Marx subjects the Hegelian notiona penetrating and forceful criticism. He

regards the bureaucracy as the institutionaliseldogiiment of political alienation, based on the
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illusion that the state realises human universatatism, centralism, and bureaucratism simply
organise, centralise, and institutionalise socral political alienation. Administration and the
civil service exercise no communal or universalction but, rather, express particular and
determined reality and interests. Those who admeintbe affairs of state administer the affairs
of a dominant class that has "confused" its busingth the total social interest' (Axelos 1976,
97). Hegel in his attempt 'to construct a formatestunity, had created a further alienation: man's
being, which was alienated in monarchy, was nowewere alienated in the growing power of
the executive, the bureaucracy' (McLellan 1970)153

Marx views bureaucracy as distorting the naturdhef state which is determined by
society's division into groups or corporations, ihguvtheir own specific private interests. Marx
says: 'Hegel starts from tlseparationof the "state" and "civil" society, from particulmterests
and the "intrinsically and explicitly general”; amtleed bureaucracy is based on #@paration
... Hegel expounds no content for the bureauctaayonly some general features of its “formal”
organisation; and indeed the bureaucracy is ordyfdhmalismof a content which lies outside
itself. The corporations are the materialism of the bureaucracy, and buraaycis the
spiritualismof the corporation' (CW3, 45). It is true thattive past bureaucracy took the side of
the monarchy in the fight against the corporatiand the estates. But once the state emerges
victorious and the civil society is freed from tberporations, the bureaucracy tries to restore
them for its own perpetuation, thus creating whdtad helped to destroy (see Hyppolite 1969,
119). The bureaucratic centralisation has not yaay done away with the antithesis between
the interests of various social groups: 'The sapidt svhich creates the corporation in society
creates the bureaucracy in the state. Hence, tdwekain the spirit of the corporation is an attack
on the spirit of the bureaucracy; and if earliee thureaucracy combated the existence of the
corporations in order to make room for its own #ise, so now it tries forcibly to keep them in
existence in order to preserve the spirit of thgamtions, which is its own spirit' (CW3, 45).

The development of administration and the bureaycdrathe modern state is indicative
of the exacerbated political alienation. The buceacy allocates to itself a particular, closed
society within the state. The bureaucracy as '$tatealism' transforms the 'state as formalism’,

intending to be the 'state consciousness’, thie 'stdl’ and the 'state power'. 'Since this "state
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formalism" constitutes itself as an actual powed #@self becomes its own material content, it
goes without saying that the "bureaucracy"” is a wfepractical illusions, or the "illusions of the
state". The bureaucratic spirit is a Jesuiticagotbgical spirit through and through. The
bureaucrats are the Jesuits and theologians daftéihe. The bureaucracyler'epublique prétre
(CW3, 46). Like the theologians who have the 'kremlge' to decode the secrets of god or
religions, the bureaucrats become the jealous aheois of statecraft, by creating special myths
and symbols which sanctify and mystify their pasiti In a bureaucracy, 'the affairs of the state
are made into a private patrimony and presentetigooutsiders as a mystique. The apparent
idealism of bureaucracy's dedication to the geneedl-being of society is nothing but a mask
for its own coarse, materialistic ends' (Avineri70923). The bureaucracy arrogates to itself 'the
ultimate purpose of the state' (CW3, 47), thustifigng its own ends with those of the state.
Marx is one of the first thinkers to see the pratdeof modern bureaucracy. The
sociological significance of his analysis of burg@gy, as Avineri says, lies in his insistence that
bureaucratic structures do not automatically réffeevailing social power relations but pervert
and disfigure them: 'Bureaucracy is the image efgtevailing social order distorted by its claim
to universality' (Avineri 1970, 51). Marx says: 8bureaucracy is the imaginary state alongside
the real state -- the spiritualism of the statfit].has the state, the spiritual essence of $pcie
its possession, as ifwivate property The general spirit of the bureaucracy is sieeref the
mystery, preserved within itself, by the hierareimg against the outside world by being a closed
corporation. Avowed political spirit, as also pwitl-mindedness, therefore appear to the
bureaucracy aseasonagainst its mystery. Hencauthority is the basis of its knowledge, and
the deification of authority is itsonviction Within the bureaucracy itself, howevepiritualism
becomescrass materialisnthe materialism of passive obedience, of faitrauthority, of the
mechanismof fixed and formalistic behaviour, and of fixpdnciples, views and traditions. In
the case of the individual bureaucrat, the stajectibe turns into his private objective, into a
chasing after higher postshe making of a career.. The bureaucrat must, therefore, deal with
the actual state jesuistically, whether this jasyis conscious or unconscious' (CW3, 47).
Although the bureaucracy seemingly serves the lpasigoses of the state, in reality it is

hostile to it: 'The actual purpose of the statedfuge appears to the bureaucracy as an objective
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hostileto the state. The spirit of the bureaucracy is"tbemal state spirit" [Hegel's expression:
N.K.]. The bureaucracy therefore turns the "foristake spirit" or thectual spiritlessness of the
state into a categorical imperative. The bureayctakes itself to be the ultimate purpose of the
state.... State objectives are transformed inteatives of the department, and department
objectives into objectives of the state' (CW3, 46).

By converting itself from a means to an end, thelgof state, as far as bureaucracy is
concerned, become opposed to any definite conidm.purposes of bureaucracy become the
purposes of the state in the hands of bureaudirathie bureaucracy,’ says Marx, 'the identity of
state interest and particular private aim is eshbt in such a way that tretate interest
becomes patrticular private aim over against other private aims..r.the bureaucrat the world
is a mere object to be manipulated by him' (CW3, 48

The alienation involved in the functioning of theodern state is epitomised by the
functioning of the civil service. Marx observeshélstate only continues to exist as various fixed
bureaucratic minds, bound together in subordinasiod passive obediencactual knowledge
seems devoid of content, just as actual life sed@asl; for this imaginary knowledge and this
imaginary life are taken for the real thing' (CWA3). Here in this situation the bureaucracy is
shown to be autonomous, separate and alienated tfremactual life of the individuals in the
society. Marx's condemnation of the modern poljttesvoid of content applies to "all institutions
as oppressive realities empty of life and meanigything which is in essence universal
becomes, when it is particularised, alienated drehating' (Axelos 1976, 105). Marx in his
extremely perceptive criticism in ti@ritique of what exists has the main objective of preparing
for the future society. He concludes that the wawholishing the bureaucracy lies in whereby
the general interest actually becomes the partidukzrest (see CW3, 48-49). According to
Marx, the antithesis between power and the peaplech is characteristic of the oppressive
state, is inseparable from the bureaucratic sysWithin the oppressive state the interests of

private property, constitute the actual basis efdyistem.

3.4.2. Democracy versus monarchy
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Marx views Hegel's idea of the state as an orgamism valid formulation in its essentials. It
underlines the state as an integrated unity. Batithitself is not enough. The idea of organism
can equally be applied to every form of organistmcannot be confined only to the political
sphere. Marx says: 'No bridge has been huiereby one could pass from the general idea of
organism to the specific idea of the organismhefdtate or the political constitutiorand no
such bridge can ever be built' (CW3, 14).

Hegel deduces from the idea of the state as omgathie state sovereignty, which he
identifies with a single individual, the monarcledsPR, 181, § 279). Marx criticises Hegel's
propositions as arbitrary. He comments on the trapgsitions of Hegel thus: 'Sovereignty, the
ideality of the state, exists as person, as "stibje@bviously, as many persons, many subjects,
since no single person absorbs in himself the gpbepersonality, nor any single subject the
subjectivity. What sort of state idealism wouldtth& which, instead of being the actual self-
consciousness of the citizens, the collective sbtlie state, were to lmme personpnesubject?
... Hegel is concerned to present the monarcheardle "god-man”, as theectual incarnationof
the Idea' (CW3, 24). Hegel's deductions are aptijwrsarised by Hyppolite, who writes:
'‘Certainly, he sees that to some extent sovereigetyngs to the nation as a whole -- to the
people -- but having made the people merely a nesdli@pearance of the Idea, he is obliged to
introduce the Idea in its own right as the negabbrthis first appearance; thus he comes to a
strange conclusion, namely, that the Idea shouldresent as an individual, hence thenarch
The Idea should be realised without mediation &€tof nature, for in the mass of individuals it
has only a mediated presence, hdma@ditarymonarchy' (Hyppolite 1969, 114). In other words,
the hereditary monarchy follows of necessity frome ttoncept of the state; the sovereignty
identified in the person of the monarch. Marx regethis sophistry and formulates the real
alternative thus: 'Sovereignty of the monarch eeseignty of the people -- that is the question’
(CW3, 172). However, despite the mystical reverenmb&h Hegel accords to the monarchy, it
plays a minor role as compared with the part plaggdthe civil service in his theory of
constitutionalism (see Sabine 1981, 602).

Marx explains that Hegel could have avoided theicgdn of state to one person if he

had started from the concrete and the real subfecif the actual state were not the people. The
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state is an abstraction. The people alone is whabncrete' (CW3, 28). In this criticism the
Feuerbachian influence is also obvious: 'If Hegal ket out from real as the basis of the state he
would not have found it necessary to transformdfage in a mystical fashion into a subject....
Subjectivity is a characteristic of the subject;spaality a characteristic of the person. Instelad o
conceiving them as predicates of their subjectsgeH@ives the predicates an independent
existence and subsequently transforms them in &éical$ashion into their subjects.... So in this
case sovereignty, the essential feature of the,sigttreated to begin with as an independent
entity, is objectified fergegenstandlicht Then, of course, this objective entity has todme a
subject again. This subject then appears, howeasgea, self-incarnation of sovereignty; whereas
sovereignty is nothing but the objectified mindloé subjects of the state' (CW3, 23, 24).

Hegel's rational monarchy is viewed by Marx as tleerse of rational or truly free,
because 'in monarchy one part determines the dkarat the whole' (CW3, 29). Monarchy
represents a state divided against itself jushasclass represents man divided against himself.
Marx rejects Hegel's view that in the constitutiom@narchy the state interests coincide with the
interests of the people and explains that peoplst roarry out the universal endeavour of the
state. It is not enough to substitute a republicadaonstitutional monarchy; there have to be
changes not merely in the form but also in the @antThe real issue is the need for a state
'where the nation itself is a matter of generalceon; in this case it is a question of the will,
which finds its true presence as species-will anlthe self-conscious will of the nation' (CW3,
65). According to Marx, the sovereignty for Hegeists in the monarch, and as such it excludes
any possibility of the sovereignty which can repwsthe people, 'for it is implied in the concept
of sovereignty that sovereignty cannot have a doudistence, still less one which is
contradictory’ (CW3, 28). Therefore when Hegel reerg the sovereignty of the people as
opposed to theovereignty of the monarch he does not have idantieanings of the concept.
To Hegel the sovereignty of the people essentsdjgifies ‘one of the confused notions based on
the wild idea of the "people”. Taken without its maoch and the articulation of the whole which
is the indispensable and direct concomitant of namna the people is a formless mass and no
longer a state' (PR, 182-83, Remarks to 8§ 279)s Thia clear manifestation of the idealistic

mystification of the political realities, an expsém of the political alienation which comes under
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a sharp criticism of Marx. As the sovereignty of timonarch is nothing more than a
constitutional fiction, an illusion, the real questaccording to Marx is whether the sovereignty
of the monarch or the sovereignty of the peopleth&salternative is clear, we may ask if both of
these can co-exist.

Marx says that Hegel admits a sovereignty of thepfeeas antithetical to that of the
monarch, but this is not a question of one ands#me sovereignty, as mentioned above, but 'two
entirely contradictory concepts of sovereigritie one a sovereignty such as can come to @xist i
amonarch the other such as can come to exist onlype@ple.lt is the same with the question:
"Is God sovereign, or is man?" one of the two iuatruth, even if an existing untruth' (CW3,
28). A state in which the sovereignty does notdesn the people is not a true, rational state, but
an abstraction. It is on this principle that Maralds democracy and not monarchy, as the
people's state self-determination: 'Democracyesginus Constitution. Monarchy is one species
and a poor one at that. Democracy is content amd. fiMlonarchy issupposedo be only a form,
but it falsifies the content' (CW3, 29).

Marx's initial treatment of democracy derives frws critique of Hegel's advocacy of
monarchy, a consummate expression of man's pél@itanation. For Marx the question of
democracy in the rational state is not of periphgignificance; it is rather the actual constituent
of its rational form. This can be seen, to begithwiegel's view in th&®R where he says: 'To
hold that every single person should share in dedifing and deciding on political matters of
general concern on the ground that all individ@as members of the state, that its concerns are
their concerns, and that it is their right that wisadone should be done with their knowledge
and volition, is tantamount to a proposal to pet democratic element without any rational form
into the organism of the state, although it isimue of possession of such a form that the state i
an organism at all' (PR, 200, Remarks to § 308yxNile accepting Hegel's notion of the state
as a rational organism, holds a diametrically défe view with regard to the state's democratic
element. Marx says: 'According to Hegel the dirpatticipation of all in deliberating and
deciding on the general affairs of the state inetutthedemocraticelementwvithout any rational
form into the state organism which is a state orgarsshaly by virtue of such a form", i.e. the

democratic element can be embodied only deral element in a state organism which is
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merely the formalism of the state. The democral&nent must rather be the actual element
which gives to itself itsational form in the state organisis a wholeBut if on the other hand

it enters the organism or formalism of the state gsarticular* element, then what is meant by
the "rational form" of its being is a drill, an aromodation, a form in which the democratic
element does not display the specific featuressafiature; or what is meant is that it only enters
as aformal principle' (CW3, 115-16).

A comparison of the respective views of Hegel arahMon the democratic element in
the state leads to important conclusions. In Mtr& democratic element in the state, has in fact
been made a criterion, a definite principle of 'teality’ of the state. It entails by implicatidmat
while the reality of the rational state lies in d@smocratic element, a non-democratic state even
though not without physical existence is 'unreal'.

A state which lacks the democratic element, whethéakes the monarchical or the
republican form, according to Marx, is an incomepleftate. Marx puts together both the
monarchy and the republic 'as a merely particubamfof state' (CW3, 30). Marx repeatedly
stresses the pre-requisite principle of democraoy.him, democracy is the corner-stone and 'the
essence of all state constitutignsecause 'it goes without saying that all formhstate have
democracyor their truth and that they are therefore untruthag are not democracy' (CW3, 30,
31). At this stage Marx's concept of the state du@ssignify a break with idealism; he still
views the state as the realm of freedom (see Omerh®81, 173-74). Therefore he views only
the democracy in contrast to other forms as repteggethe self-determination of the people: 'In
democracy the constitution, the law, the statdfjtsesofar as it is a political constitution, isly
the self-determination of the people, and a pderccontent of the people' (CW3, 31).

Hegel had assigned to the political sphere thedégkitting the idea of the universal into
practice but as Marx says, 'political life in th@dern sense is the scholasticism of the national
life' (CW3, 31); this task was not possible to anptish. To contrast a monarchy with a republic
may only obscure the fact that both these formgafernment have failed to overcome the
alienation between the general and the univerSiinarchyis the perfect expression of this
alienation. Theepublicis the negation of this alienation within its ogphere' (CW3, 31). Thus,

for example, within the republican system the chegey between various economic interests
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increases (see Avineri 1970, 19). The way to oveecdhis alienation within the modern
political state was through 'true democracy' whidiscuss in 3.4.4. Of course, the conception of
democracy in th€ritique is by no means a clear one. Nevertheless, welwramarise the main
features of Marx's sketchy and transitional ideas.

First, in the creation of a truly human society,rkls.conception of man who is the sole
subject of political process, is humanistic: 'Denagy is the solvediddle of all constitutions.
Here, not merelymplicitly and in essence bekisting in reality, the constitution is constantly
brought back to its actual basis, tietual human beinghe actuapeople and established as the
people's own work' (CW3, 29). In a democracy 'daas not exist for the law but the law for
man -- it is shuman manifestatigrwhereas in other forms of state man lsgal manifestation
That is the fundamental distinction of democra€yM3, 30).

Secondly, for the young Marx the goal of humandmists the free society -- the universal
kingdom of ends. Hegel had reduced man to thesstidta predicate who was to be the subject of
history. Marx reverses these roles; man becomedbesubject with society as his predicate.

Thirdly, Marx's conception, as McLellan points oi#,in some sense socialistic: 'lt is
plain that, like Hegel, he considered the aim tah@erealisation of an essence. But instead of the
realisation of the Idea, Marx envisaged the rettinaof man's species-being' (McLellan 1970,
150-51).

For the creation of the social conditions which ldoproduce a free society Marx was to
struggle for the next forty years. 'In the intensif the struggle,” comments Eugene Kamenka
(1972, 30-31), 'he never again turned to ask what"tealm of freedom" might mean. That
problem, he thought, he had solved before the gleugegan. From 1844 onward Marx's primary
interest was not in the nature of freedom, buthe tlevelopments by which it would come

about.'

3.4.3. Individual's alienation
The Critique, as an internal discussion of Hegelian philosoglopitains Marx's critical insights
on political alienation. These insights are maiphylosophical, where Marx attempts to refute

philosophy with philosophy, and when seen in tight] they are also an attempt to understand

97



social and political reality. The criticism of Hege this work also leads Marx to his subsequent
criticism of bourgeois economists and their prepagitions. However, it is fairly correct to
postulate that in Marx's later writings the 'maunestion is not how to understand reality, but
how to bring it to its own perfection' (Dupre 1963). In theCritique Marx achieves his aim of
self-clarification on issues which appear in mooaarete form in his writings which follow the
Critique. In a way theCritique prepares the theoretical ground for his systemstticly of
alienation in th&ePM. The phenomenon of alienation in the politicaleseh as discussed above,
is pivotal in the whole exposition. Marx offers &ehis earliest solutions to overcome the
alienation.

The Critique follows the Feuerbachian model in a number of wiaysxposing man's
alienation. We can recall from our earlier discasef Feuerbach's view, according to which the
alienated man is a divided man living two livesean the fantasy world of religion and the other
in the real world. Marx finds the predicament o# ttitizen of a modern state in his divided self
as a '‘communal beingsémeinwesgnwhere he participates in the communal life of $pecies
and as a private person in the civil society whikeeshuman existence is tephere of egoisnor
economicwar of all against all In the modern world, man finds himself pursuing égoistic
ends, his communal being having little scope oivagt Man's 'self-realisation as a member of
the political community is a spurious, empty, purérmal self-realisation, just as in the
religious fantasy he obtains at most a pseudosag#ain of himself' (Tucker 1972, 104).

Marx portrays the characteristics of the humanvinldial in the present society in a
passage, which is striking for its incisiveness aladity. He writes: 'The present-day estate of
society Stand der Sozietaalready shows its difference from the earlieatsof civil society in
that it does not hold the individual as it formedigl as something communal, as a community,
but that is partly accident, partly the work, adosn of the individual which does, or does not,
keep him in his estate, astatewhich is itself only arexternalquality @usserliche Bestimmuhpg
of the individual, being neither inherent in hibdar nor standing to him in fixed relationships as
an objective community organised according to rigigs.... For just as civil society is separated
from political society, so civil society has withitself become divided intestateand social

position, however, many relations may occur betwteem. The principle of the civil estate or of
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civil society isenjoymentand thecapacity to enjoyln his political significance the member of
civil society frees himself from his estate, higetrcivil position; it is only here that he acquires
importance as Auman beingor that his quality as member of the state, ag@akbeing, appears
as his human quality. For all his other qualitiasthe civil societyappear inessentialo the
human being, the individual, agternalqualities which indeed are necessary for his et in
the whole, i.e. as a link with the whole, but linkat he can just as well throw away
again.[Present-day civil society is the realisadgple ofindividualism the individual existence

is the final goal; activity, work, content, etceanere means.'] Comparing the position of human
individual in the Middle Ages with that of the madeage, Marx adds further: 'Not only is the
estatebased on theeparationof society as the prevailing law; it separatesttman being from
his general essence, it turns him into an animet ih directly identical with its function. The
Middle Ages are the animal history of human sogigs/zoology. The modern eraiyilisation,
makes the opposite mistake. It separatesotijectiveessence of the human being from him as
something merelgxternal material. It does not accept the content of th@adn being as his true
reality' (CW3, 80-81).

In the passage Marx does not use the teEngiusserung and Verausserung but, as
Meszaros points out, Marx's 'insistence on theisdin of society” (Trennungder Sozietd)
and on the merely "external determination of thdividual" ("Ausserliche Bestimmung des
Individuums), with their direct reference to the "divorcemfin from his objective being"%ie
trennt das gegenstandliche Wesen des Menscherhrthin the age of "civilisation" -- i.e. in
modern capitalist society -- take him near to thsi®d concept of his later analysis' (Meszaros
1970, 69). In the passage the reference to thertedity of labour' as regards the individual
(‘activity, labour and content’) becomes the cémtaint of focus in Marx's elaboration of the
theory of alienation in thEPM. In theCritique, 'this phenomenon is considered basically from a
legal-institutional standpoint. Accordingly, capigan is characterised as "the consistent
realisation of the principle ahdividualism ("das durchgefihrte Prinzip des Individualisrfjus
whereas in Marx's later works this "principle oflimdualism” is put in its proper perspective: it
is analysed as a manifestatidaterminedby the alienation of labour as one of the principal

aspects of labour's self-alienation’ (ibid. 70).

99



In the Critique man's alienation is seen as a consequence oivised between the state
and the civil society: 'Civil society and state agparated. Hence the citizen of the state is also
separated from the citizen as the member of codlety. He must therefore effecfundamental
divisionwith himself.... The separation of civil societydapolitical state necessarily appears as a
separation of theolitical citizen, the citizen of the state, from civil setyi, from his own, actual,
empirical reality, for as an idealist of the sthte isquite another beinga different distinct,
opposed being' (CW3, 77-78). Marx refutes Hegebsvvthat there is no tension between the
private sphere of civil society and the public ocial sphere of the state. Marx maintains that
man is estranged from the state in his individifal The alienation of the individual expressed
in the system of political representation, where tépresentation of the legislative function is
carried on by particular bodies, because it is ipedg the participation of civil society in the
political state througldelegatesthat is theexpressionof their separation and of their merely
dualistic unity' (CW3, 119) .

3.4.4. Political disalienation through 'true democr  acy'

In the Critique Marx resolves the contradiction between the staté civil society and the
individual's alienation as a consequence of ihenftamework of direct or ‘true democracy'. In its
essentials it is a political programme to realisenan freedom from political alienation. The
concept of 'true democracy' is not presented ass#tiye alternative to the existing political
arrangements of the modern political state, becausecritical commentary like th@ritique, a
systematic working out of a positive solution wagdnd the scope of the essay.

Michael Levin suggests that in ti@ritique we have a ‘criticism of idealism from the
standpoint of a materialism that still remainedxpiained. The negative groundwork for Marx's
theory of the state has now been completed. Thstigueof positive designations still remained
unanswered' (Levin 1989, 38).

In theCritique, the meaning which Marx attributes to the word deracy are to be found
in the Enlightenment tradition, and also as useddwe leaders of the French Revolution. The
problem of political alienation, in th€ritique is resolved through the institution of the direct

democracy: 'The state exists only as ploditical state The totality of the political state is the
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legislature To take part in the legislature is thereforeaketpart in the political state ... Hence,
that civil society should penetrate tlegislativepowerin the massif possiblein its entirety that
actual civil society wishes to substitute itself the fictitious civil society of the legislative
power, that is merely the striving of civil socigtygive itselfpolitical being or to makeolitical
beingits actual being' (CW3, 118). Direct participationthe legislative function of individuals
removes the alienation which exists by virtue @ tbpresentation of the legislative functions of
particular bodies, because the participation ofl Geciety in the political state through the
delegates is, as cited above, the expression iofsyearation and dualistic unity.

Marx regards the sphere of political state as mifliy different from that of the
democratic state; in the former man is alienatedewh the latter he is not. This distinction is a
crucial one in understanding Marx's views in overow alienation in th€ritique. This is well
exemplified in Marx's discussion of democracy andnarchy, where Marx argues for the
establishment ofrue democracyMarx writes: 'In democracy the political statehigh stands
alongside this content and distinguishes itselfnfig is itself merely a particular content and a
particularform of existencef the people. In monarchy, for example, thisipalar, the political
constitution, has the significance of tlgeneral that dominates and determines everything
particular. In democracy the state as particulaméely particular; as general, it is the truly
general, i.e. not something determinate in distmcfrom the other content. The French have
recently interpreted this as meaning that in tremalcracy theolitical state is annihilatedThis
is correct insofar as the political stafiea political state, as constitution, no longer pageeshe
whole' (CW3, 30).

The main problem of the political state in contnagh the democratic state, is related to
its inability to allow a full development of mannder the political state, individual is relegated
to an insignificant position and left to an atongisxistence in civil society. 'The atomism into
which civil society plunges in its political act li@vs necessarily from the fact that the
community, the communal being in which the indiatlexists, is civil society separated from
the state' (CW3, 79). But this situation is remddie the democratic state, where, according to
Marx, the condition of man's full human existensemet. Democracy, according to Marx, is

founded on real human beings and real people; reselgnimplicitly and in essence, but in
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existence and in reality (see CW3, 29). Insteach afivided life and divided essence, in a
condition of alienation in the political state, m@&alises his essential unity within the democratic
state; the democratic state embracing all sphefelifeo So far as the republican state is
concerned, democracy is merely formal in it butairdemocratic state form and content are
unified. 'In democracy thabstract state has ceased to be the dominant factor. Thggs
between monarchy and republic is itself still augtyle within the abstract state. Thelitical
republic is democracy within the abstract statenfolhe abstract state form of democracy is
therefore republic' (CW3, 31).

How can the alienation of man be overcome? It ssitide, according to Marx's views, to
attain full human freedom within a fully developgtdte, as a rational organism which overcomes
the alienating division between the political stated civil society, and where the alienating
division in man's own essence is overcome by airfitdigration in the new democratic society.
The suppressed human subject reduced to a meneagieeth Hegelian political philosophy can
attain his full stature by reclaiming his statusarkl envisages the method of revolution which
effects a change in the mode of social consciogsraesl that in turns has bearing on the nature
of social relations and the social structure. Theiad content of this revolution, as Avineri
mentions, lies in the premise that human societypismerely a given datum but an outcome of
human agency: 'As society is a predicate, it dalishe activity of the human subject; what was
formally within the realm of necessity will becontiee province of freedom. This revolution
assumes that man and his social activity are odetla same. Man, according to Marx, is the
totality of his social connections, hence emaneigatociety is identical with the emancipated
self. This self is called by Marx "man's communaing" (das kommunistische Wesen des
Menschepor "socialised man'spzialisierteMensch' (Avineri 1970, 33).

Thus, it is obvious that the notion of 'communeaingy’ for Marx provides a standard to
gauge the present political institutions as wellaasriterion for the coming new society. The
modern society characterised by individualism figli the concept of man as a social being.
Under individualism the social relations of man dmisl activity are subordinated to the private
ends which dominate his existence. 'Contemporary sociality is the realised principle of

individualism; the individual existence is the goattivity, work, content, etc. are mere means'
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(CW3, 81). There is no possibility of the emergeota socialised 'model’ of man in the present-
day society, dominated by individualism. To efféoe radical democratisation of society as a
solution to overcome alienation in tt@ritique is deemed feasible only through a political
mechanism: the electoral reform. 'Elections arecthef political interest," writes Marx 'of actual
civil society. Civil society haseally raised itself to abstraction from itself, political being, as
its true, general, essential mode of being onlyelections unlimited both in respect of the
franchise and the right to be elected. But the detigm of this abstraction is at the same time the
transcendence of this abstraction. In actuallytpasits political existenceas itstrue existence,
civil society has simultaneously posited its ciekistence, in distinction from its political
existence, agmessential and the fall of one side of the division carreish it the fall of the
other, its oppositeElectoral reformwithin the abstract political state is therefore ttemand of
its dissolution but also for thelissolution of civil societfCW3, 121).

Thus, according to Marx's view in th@ritique, the politicisation of the civil society
through electoral reform breaks down the dichotarhyolitical and civil life. In this process
both the political state and civil society are se@nded dufhol) and the democratic state takes
shape. In other words, thufhebungof political state is reached in Marx's concepttafe’ or
'real democracy' through the universal suffragaeTdemocracy is for Marx, as Avineri says, the
'state of society in which the individual is no ¢@m juxtaposed against society' (Avineri 1970,
34). The alienation between the individual andgbétical community or the political structure
is overcome by resolving the dichotomy betweeneth@istic interests of individuals in the civil
society and the social character of the politidal Marx uses the term ‘communal being' for the
first time here: The atomism into which civil seti plunges in itspolitical act follows
necessarily from the fact that the communitgefheinwesgn the communal beingdés
kommunistische Wesein which the individual exists, is civil societgparated from the state, or
thatpolitical stateis anabstractionfrom it' (CW3, 79). Marx's choice of the wo@kmeinwesen
as Avineri says, has significant connotationamgans both commonwealth in the dual sense of
res publicaand republic in the narrow meaning, as well as'snemmmon, universalistic nature
and "commune". The word can be predicated on bwhbody politic and the individual, and as

such it suggests forcefully Marx's idea of an indgd human being who has overcome the
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dichotomy between the public and the private ¢aifineri 1970, 34-35; for Ferdinand Tonnies's
well-known distinction betweeGemeinschafandGesellschaftsee Coser 1980, 169-71).

From our discussion it is obvious that Marx at gtege considers alienation primarily as
political and not the economic one. Accordinglye tlesolution of the political alienation is seen
in the political sphere whereby the universal mgfé ushers in the true democracy. Marx's
argument for de-alienation here, has certain retmmb to Hegel's view, even though they
cannot be regarded identical. Both Marx and HegeWwwthe state as an agency of human
emancipation. For Hegel the state is subject taribging force of the universality of the Idea,
while Marx regards the democratic state accompighthe true social nature of man. As
mentioned earlier, in th€ritique Marx argues for the development of the democstate, the
abolition of the non-democratic state being a nemgsstep in this process. David McLellan
commenting on Marx's idea on the universal suffragees: "Thus Marx arrives here at the same
conclusion as in his discussion of "true democrabgmocracy implied universal suffrage, and
universal suffrage would lead to the dissolutionttué state’ (McLellan 1970, 163). Possibly,
McLellan has in mind the non-democratic state, moidthe state as such. Any claim that Marx's
call for democracy and universal suffrage amoudelis demand for the abolition of state (see
O'Malley 1970, ixiii) is not correct. In th€ritique Marx's concept of the state, like Hegel's, is
that of an organic state; the state in this sesgelitically organised society. Unlike his later
writings, Marx in theCritique does not argue for the abolition of the statswh but only for
the abolition of the non-democratic state. 'Truenderacy' in this way does not mean the
abolition of the state but the universalizationitofin this connection, political state has to be
distinguished from the organic state. 'The politstate,’ in Barbalet's words, 'although claiming
universality for itself exists as a particular ingion separate from civil society. Man's existenc
in the political state is divided from his existenio civil society, and his essence is therefore
similarly divided. This is the basis of man's afiBan, according to th€ritique' (Barbalet 1983,
123). On the other hand, democracy representsrdingoto Marx, ‘the true unity of the general
and the particular' (CW3, 123). In true democrdey state is really universal, embracing all of
society: 'In democracy the state as particular ésety particular; as general, it is truly general,

i.e. not something determinate in distinction frtbra other contents' (CW3, 30).
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The political solution to alienation in th@ritique is seen in the universal suffrage in the
democratic state which gives all the members aof siciety a political existence, and thereby
eliminating the 'political' as a separate catedeege Giddens 1971, 6). Soon after writing this in
the Critique, Marx rejects this notion in thimtroduction where he describes it as a 'utopian
dream ... the partial, the merely political revauatwhich leaves the pillars of the house standing'
(CW3, 184). As the very existence of state is apression of man's alienation, there is no
possibility of overcoming this alienation within ethstate. 'The solution Marx found lies,
dialectically, beyond the state. The effort to imsathe state's universal postulates makes the stat
itself superfluous; hence it will lrufgehobenRepublicanism is just an imperfect, formal way of
overcoming alienation. Since it abolishes aliematidthin the sphere of alienation, it cannot be
Marx's ultimate goal' (Avineri 1970, 38). Marx'sieetion of the position of th€ritique is
pronounced in his polemical article of 1844 'CatidMarginal Notes on the article "The King of
Prussia and Social Reform by a Prussian” '. Masciilees the organic conception of the state:
'From the political point of view, thetateand thesystem o$ocietyare not two different things.
The state is the system of society' (CW3, 197). b&sis of the state, according to Mar, is ‘on
the contradiction between public and private lde,the contradiction between general interests
and private interests’ (CW3, 198). He points oué¢ tbractical limitations of political
understanding to overcome the source of socialsnésee CW3, 203-204). There is a decided
shift in Marx's notion of overcoming alienation ims writings after 1843. For instance, he
analyses the phenomenon of worker's alienatiorithenarticle mentioned above, which is not
confined only to the political sphere: 'But tbemmunityfrom which the worker issolatedis a
community the character and scope of which is qdiféerent from that of thepolitical
community. The community from which the worker s®lated byhis own labouris life itself,
physical and mental life, human morality, humanivigt human enjoyment, human nature.
Human naturas thetrue communityf men. The disastrous isolation from this esséntature is
incomparably more universal, more intolerable, mdreadful, and more contradictory, than
isolation from the political community. Hence, tdbe abolition of this isolation -- and even a
partial reaction to it, anprisingagainst it -- is just as much more infiniteragnis more infinite

than thecitizen andhuman lifemore infinite tharpolitical life' (CW3, 204-205).
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In 1843, Marx arrives at the important concluswhpse details are not fully worked out,
that the solution to human alienation lay in fghebungof the state. In th€ritique, his search
for a revolutionary theory leads him to his econoiand historical studies. There are differing
views whether Marx in his intellectual developmaentthis point when he wrote tt@ritique
moves from radical democracy to socialism. Georgdntheim is of the opinion that Marx's
'standpoint is that of a typical radical democréttlee period: not a socialist, let alone a
communist. The socialist critique of bourgeois stycientered his horizon only after he had
removed to Paris in 1843 (Lichtheim 1982, 38). BAwineri holds a different opinion. He
writes: 'A close inspection of what Marx really dan the Critique about the nature of "true
democracy" makes it extremely difficult to sust#irs notion. It can be shown clearly that what
Marx terms "democracy" is not fundamentally diffsrefrom what he will later call
"communism”, and that in any case this "democrayased on "man's communist essence". It
also follows that the decisive transition in Marxigellectual development was not from radical
democracy to communism, any more than it was frdealism to materialism.... Th@ritique
contains ample material to show that Marx envisagds843 a society based on the abolition of
private property and the disappearance of the .s@tefly, the Communist Manifestas
immanent in theritique of Hegel'sPhilosophy of Right{Avineri 1970, 34).

Avineri's argument is in line with his general tiseshich emphasises the continuity
aspect of Marx's thought both in his early and meatwritings, but this position cannot be
defended on the point under discussion. Théque despite its prefatory analysis of the state is
not complete. In fact in all his early writings Wiscover a great deal of discrepancy between the
objective content of the philosophical conceptidarx was formulating and their form which
he borrowed from Hegel and Feuerbach. For instadeex and Engels in their joint workhe
German ldeologywritten between 1845 and 1846, formulated the riadist conception of
history and the theory of surplus value, parted mamy with the old materialism to settle scores
with their erstwhile philosophical conscience. inly Anthony Giddens offers a differentiated
and balanced view when he says: 'lt cannot be ddubiat theCritique embodies notions which
Marx did not subsequently relinquish. Indeed, ip@ies the key to the understanding of the

theory of the state, and of the possibility of @solition, and thus the conceptions contained
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within it underlie the whole of Marx's mature wnigjs' (Giddens 1971, 7). The next important
article OJQ restates the dichotomy between the state and swalety but the solution towards

human emancipation from alienation is no longeigbbin the democratic state.

3.5. Political emancipation and the question of ali  enation

In OJQ Marx reviews Bruno Bauer's two articles on the i§avguestion. Bruno Bauer was his
former philosophy teacher and mentor from BerliheTgeneral theme of Marx's essay is to
contrast political emancipation as distinct frommtain emancipation, and show that political
emancipation is not sufficient to overcome aliemratiMarx deals with the problem within the
structure of the modern capitalistic society whaudaism plays a definite historical role in the
development and growth of capitalism. The solutorthe question of Jewish emancipation is
tackled at both social and political planes. Theclaris of great importance in the development
of Marx's notion of alienation; Marx begins to loakthe economic life, and not religion, as the
principal form of human alienation. Berki stresias importance of the article in these words:
'Marx's exposure of the world of the fragmented anrbeing culminates in his classic criticism
of capitalism, which is castigated for its polifichortcomings irf0JQ (in many ways the most
incisive political tract ever written by Marx), for its psychologiedfects in theManuscriptsand
for its exploitative character in the whole subsguMarxian literary output' (Berki 1971, 216).
The question of Jewish emancipation in the writingeminent Jewish philosophers is
characterised by two main trends, some emphadisagniversalistic dimension of the question
within the universal, human emancipation and histdrdevelopments, others seeing the
problem within its particularistic perspective. Magsos elucidates the point rather well when he
says: 'Only those Jewish philosophers could achi&ee comprehensiveness and degree of
universality that characterise the systems of ISgimoza and Marx who were able to grasp the
issue of the Jewish emancipation in its paradodeallity, as inextricably intertwined with the
historical development of mankind. Many otherspfrMoses Hess to Martin Buber, because of

the particularistic character of their perspectivesr, in other words, because of their inabitdy
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emancipate themselves from "Jewish narrownessrrilated their views in terms of second
rate, provincialistic Utopias' (Meszaros 1970, 2)-7

The discussion of alienation IDJQ assumes a central place merely due to the fatt tha
the concept provides a converging point of varisasio-economic and political problems and
only the notion of alienation could be assignedhsaicole within Marx's conceptual framework.
As in the Critique, the starting point in Marx's argument is the gpfe of bellum omnium
contra omnesoperative in civil society, the separation of atand civil society, and the
consequent bifurcation of a man into the ‘citieitbyer) and the 'bourgeois’, the terms already
popularised by Hegel in hBR Man is expected to live up to universal critenghe state, but
within civil society his existence is dominated tig egoistic needs and interests. This duality
separates man from the community, from himself atieger men. According to Marx, these
considerations extend to every aspect of civilsyciMarx uses a number of terms to explicate

various aspects of alienation in specific contemtsivil society, such agtennung 'Spaltung
'‘Absconderung ‘verderberi 'sich selbt verlieren veraussern 'sich isolleren und auf sich
zurlckziehen ‘ausserlich Macheh ‘alle Gattungsbande des Menschen zerreissand die
Menschenwelt in eine Welt atomistischer Individaefibsen' etc. (se&Verke 1374-77).

Bruno Bauer had argued in response to the Jewswahted religious emancipation that
this was not possible without political emancipatiblistorically, the Jews had been outsiders in
European Christian society for centuries. They waeems of political discrimination. The only
exceptions in the European history where they leshtaccorded full rights are to be found, first,
in Spain under the Muslim rule and later on in@toman Empire. In France they were granted
full citizenship rights by Napoleon but Germany v&sw in following this process. With the
industrial expansion and the growth of commercth@early forties, in which the Jews played a
significant part, the demand for the political tiglof the Jews was again resumed. The juridical
status of Jews prior to the establishment ofkheserreichvaried from one German state to the
other. It was the legislation of the North Germasdé&ration in 1869, which abolished all
restrictions and disqualifications based on religiaffiliation. It was later extended to the whole

empire. Thus the Jews became full and equal ciireGermany.
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In 1840s Bruno Bauer took a stand against the ceymgar religious freedom for the
Jews. He argued that the Jews by their religiostusiveness had deliberately cut themselves off
from the mainstream of society in which they livadheir religion, according to Bauer's view,
was instrumental in preventing them for full pagation in the affairs of the state. If the Jews
were interested in full citizenship of a moderriaiaél state, then they must first get rid of their
antiquated religion and join in the common strugglethe establishing of a free and rational
state. Any appeal to the Germans to help secureighés for the Jews while the German
themselves were politically unfree, was a bad efat This situation of different or conflicting
interests is expressed by Sidney Hook in these svéFtle Christians to whom the Jews appealed
for support were either religious or not. If theyere not religious, their interest was in
liberalising the entire state in the name of hunyamot in the name of a few chosen people.
Why should these free-minded Christians aid thesJawetaining their own religious movement
when the Jews refused to aid them in their radstialggles against the state which was the
source of alldiscrimination? But if the Christians to whom thews appealed were themselves
religious, then the Jews were asking them to sdeetheir religious prejudices while clinging
all the more tenaciously to their own. As genuiregi§tians theynustbelieve that their religion
is the true religion. Else why should they be Grars? But if they must believe this, then they
are consistent in excluding from Christian socitd those who have a different religion. In
asking them to grant the Jews the same rights @nssenjoyed, the Jews were asking them to
cease being Christians. But the Jews were notngillo cease being Jews. This was a peculiar
asymmetrical logic and ethics' (Hook 1962, 101-102)

The solution to the Jewish problem lay, accordiagBauer, in solving the religious
problem. It meant first of all renouncing the Jtaias a religion in the doctrinal sphere and the
destruction of the Christian state in its politic@here. This will create the necessary pre-
requisites for the emancipation of the Jews aloitly thie rest of the society.

Marx criticises Bauer's ideas on the Jewish quediiopointing out that Bauer's solution
is the abolition of religion; the critique of thewish question is the answer to the Jewish
guestion: 'The most rigid form of opposition betweabe Jew and the Christian is tfedigious

opposition. How is an opposition resolved? By mgkirimpossible. How is religiouspposition
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made impossible? Byabolishing religion (CW3, 147). This incumbent civic, political
emancipation of the Jews, as of any other peoplgdde realised above all by the abolition of
religion. Marx admirably sums up Bauer's positi@auer therefore demands, on the one hand,
that the Jew should renounce Judaism, and thatindhik general should renounce religion, in
order to achieve civic emancipation. On the otleerdy he quite consistently regards the political
abolition of religion as the abolition of religias such. The state which presupposes religion is
not yet a true, real state' (CW3, 149). Marx showed Bauer's formulations and solutions did
not go far enough; and that Bauer had convertegtbblem of the emancipation of the Jews
into a purely religious issue, as if the oppress@mwhich they were being subjected was rooted
in Judaism. Religion was not the cause but thecetif social oppression.

Marx, however, does not defend the validity ofgielus ideas. He, unlike Bauer, rejects
the notion that the secularisation of the stasufficient to free man from social oppression and
servitude. The root of this servitude is not religg alienation but political alienation: 'We no
longer regard religion as theause, but only as themanifestationof secular narrowness.
Therefore we explain the religious limitations bétfree citizens by their secular limitations. We
do not assert that they must overcome their relgjinarrowness in order to get rid of their
secular restrictions, we assert that they will ogare their religious narrowness once they get rid
of their secular restrictions. We do not turn sacguestions into theological questions. We turn
theological questions into secular ones.... Thestije of the elation of political emancipation
to religion becomes for us the question of thedation of political emancipation to human
emancipation(CW3, 151).

Marx and Bauer, however, do not offer two oppositenutually exclusive explanations
on all points on the Jewish question. Marx in faedits Bauer for offering a new form to the
problematic of religious emancipation of the Jeafter giving a critical analysis of the previous
formulations and solutions of the question' and Wizen Bauer ‘analyses the religious opposition
between Judaism and Christianity, he elucidategs$isence of the Christian state ... in a style of
writing that is as precise as it is pithy and viges' (CW3, 147).

Bauer had criticised only the Christian state whatbod in the way of the political

emancipation of the Jews. In other words, hisaisitn did not extend to the state as such; only to
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the Christian state. In view of this, he was noealo see the connection between political
emancipation and human emancipation. In advocatihgthe political emancipation, Bauer had
not realised that political emancipation embodiedhienation similar to the religious alienation
which he had criticised. Marx in this context shawat the abolition of religion from political
sphere, as in the United States of America anddératoes not do away with the religiosity.

The limitations of political emancipation, accorglito Marx, are evident from the fact
that the state can free itself from a restrictidee religion, without its citizens being reallye
(see CW3, 152). In fact, the existence of religiwas presupposed, as was the existence of
private property by its abolition as a property Ification for the right to elect. 'The state
abolishes, in its way, distinctions birth, social rank education, occupatignwhen it declares
that ... [these] ar@on-political distinctions ... Far from abolishing thessal distinctions, the
state only exists on the presupposition of theistexnce' (CW3, 153). The state 'feels itself to be
a political stateand asserts itaniversality only in opposition to these elements of its being'
(CW3, 153).

The inevitable result of this was that man's ddmééng was profoundly divided. In this
situation, man's social being was fulfilled in @estract sphere of the state, whereas his material
conditions of life remain unchanged: 'The perfediitigal state is, by its nature, maspecies-
life, asopposedo his material life. All the preconditions of $hegoistic life continue to exist in
civil society outsidehe sphere of the state, but as qualities of &iell Where the political state
has attained its true development, man -- not onthought, in consciousness, but in reality, in
life -- leads a twofold life, a heavenly and antlelgrlife: life in the political communityin which
he considers himself @@mmunal beingand life incivil society,in which he acts aprivate
individual, regards other men as means, degrades himselfainteeans, and becomes the
plaything of alien powers' (CW3, 153-54).

Marx does not reject or denigrate political emaatign, which is valuable and
important: 'Political emancipation is, of courseyig step forward. True, it is not the final form
of human emancipation within the hitherto existimgrid order' (CW3, 155). Political
democracy could be called Christian because in i iman who is regarded sovereign and

supreme, but unfortunately it also meant 'man & umcivilised, unsocial form, man in his
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fortuitous experience, man just as he is, man dsmbkeéeen corrupted by the whole organisation
of our society, who has lost himself, been aliethatnd handed over to the rule of inhuman
conditions and elements -- in short, man who isy®itareal species-being. That which is a
creation of fantasy, a dream, a postulate of Gangy, i.e. the sovereignty of man -- but man as
an alien being different from the real man -- beeenm democracy tangible reality, present
existence, and secular principle’ (CW3, 159).

Coming to the question of religious alienation iwilcsociety, Marx points out that the
separation of the state from religion and econoriliesated the state from religion, but that did
not liberate the man. Religion was not the caugbetiuality of man in civil society but rather it
was the dichotomy of man in civil society which pedl the flourishing of religion. Instead of
being the spirit of the state, religion became gprit of civil society, the spirit of egoism and
division: 'Religion is no longer the spirit of teate in which man behaves ... as a species being,
in community with other men. Religion has beconedksence divil society of the sphere of
egoism,bellum omnium contra omnek is no longer the essence of tt@mmunitybut of its
difference It has become the expression of maeigarationfrom his community, from himself
and from other men -- as it wasiginally' (CW3, 155). [In German: 'Sie ist nicht mehr das
Wesen derGemeinschaftsondern das Wesen demterschieds Sie ist zum Ausdruck der
Trennung des Menschen von seinefdemeinwesenvon sick und den anderen Menschen
geworden -- was sigrspringlichwar' MEGA | 1, 586.]

Marx investigates the abstract nature of the palitstate and the consequent dualism
which it creates in the life of its citizens. Thedern political state which came into existence as
a result of the political revolution, dissolvingufialism, an organisation of national life, did not
raise 'property or labour to the level of socianeénts; on the contrary, it completed their
separation from the state as a whole and congitiltem as discrete societies within society'
(CW3, 165). Thus the political state was to creatmity lacking in feudalism, by setting free 'the
political spirit, which had been, as it were, spiit, partitioned and dispersed in the various blind
alleys of feudal society. It gathered the dispersads of the political spirit ... and established
as the sphere of the community, theneralconcern of the nation, ideally independent of ¢hos

particular elements of civil life' (CW3, 166). But the trathen from feudalism to bourgeois

112



society did not bring about human emancipationnééeman was not freed from religion, he
received religious freedom. He was not freed froropprty, he received freedom to own
property. He was not freed from the egoism of bessn he received freedom to engage in
business' (CW3, 167).

Marx does not give any detailed account of hisarotf human emancipation in place of
political emancipation. Political emancipation isfided thus: 'Die politische Emanzipation ist
die Reduktion des Menschen, einerseits auf dasgiidt der burgerlichen Gesellschaft, auf das
egoistische unabhangigmdividuum, andererseits auf detaatsbirger auf die moralische
Person' (MEGA |, 1, 599). It shows that politicah@ncipation confirms the dichotomy of man.
"The purpose of human emancipation,’ Kolakowsktasti'is to bring it about that the collective,
generic character of human life is real life, satthociety itself takes on a collective character
and coincides with the life of the state' (Kolak&w4981, 126). The solution to political
alienation lies in the transcendence of the statéch means that man has to repossess the social
power that has been externalised in political fngtins. Marx's notion of human emancipation
which is quite utopian and abstract at this stagestulated thus: 'Only when the real, individual
man re-absorbs in himself the abstract citizen, asdndividual human being has become a
species-beingn his everyday life, in his particular work, ana his particular situation, only
when man has recognised and organisedfbisé's propresJown powers] asocial forces, and
consequently no longer separates social power fiomself in the shape gfolitical power, only
then will the human emancipation have been accamgd’' (CW3, 168). Marx in this exposition
of man's actual dichotomous existence has founaluien in an imaginary unity, described in
very abstract terms. The liberation of man froneradition in the state, unlike his liberation from
religion, will require a real social religion.

The separation of the modern state from religiod aoonomics is, no doubt, a great
achievement but, according to Marx, this also shtvessevere limitation of the modern state
when we distinguish between political and humanrenpation: 'Thedecompositiorof man into
Jew and citizen, Protestant and citizen, religimas and citizen, is neither a deception directed
against citizenhood, nor it is a circumvention of politicemancipation, it ispolitical

emancipation itselfthe political method of emancipating oneself from religion' (CW35). The
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contradictions in which any follower of any parfi@ureligion meets 'in relation to his citizenship
is only one aspect of the universal secular coittiad between the political state and civil
society' (CW3, 159-60). The emancipation of the emadstate from religion does not emancipate

man from religion.

3.6. Money, the alienated essence of man's life

The second part 00JQ deals with Bauer's essaie Fahigkeit der heutigen Juden und
Christen. freit zu werdénThe question of Jewish emancipation, accordinBduer, was to be
resolved by freeing of the Jews from the Jewisligisl. Whereas the Christians had to
emancipate themselves from their religion as anating power, the Jews had to go farther than
that. Beside making a break with their religiore flews had to break with the task of completing
their religion, that is Christianity, a developmemtich had remained alien to them. Bauer's
suggested solution was in the complete seculasisadf the German state which would not
recognise any religious denomination.

Marx does regard political emancipation resultimgnf the negation of the role of
religion in the state to be the solution. He cisiés Bauer once again for transforming the
guestion of Jewish emancipation into a purely relig question: 'The theological problem as to
whether the Jew or the Christian has the bettespact of salvation is repeated here in the
enlightened form: which of them imore capable oémancipation No longer is the question
asked: Is it Judaism or Christianity that makesaa rfinee? On the contrary, the question is now:
Which makes man freer, the negation of Judaisrh@ngegation of Christianity' (CW3, 168)?

The political question of emancipation, accordingMarx, could not be reduced to the
problem of religion. Here Marx takes a differentpegach which places religion within its
specific sociological role in the society, a thewtdch Marx had touched on earlier in the first
part of theOJQ.

In contrast to Bauer, Marx breaks with the theatagformulation of the question. 'For

us, the question of the Jew's capacity for ematioipdecomes the question: What particular
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social element has to be overcome in order to abolistido® For us the present-day Jew's
capacity for emancipation is the relation of Jushaie the emancipation of the modern world.
This relation necessarily results from the spegasition of Judaism in the contemporary
enslaved world' (CW3, 169). In fact, this 'spegalsition’ of Judaism in the contemporary
European society, with its mighty financial powsrnot a result of the activities of the Sabbath
Jew, as Bauer surmises, but rather of the 'actucaldly Jew', theéveryday Jetw(ibid., 169).

Marx makes it clear that the problem of human aliem can be overcome only when a
fundamental re-organisation of civil society is @oplished, and when th&ufhebungof the
state in this process becomes an essential pactlling for an organisation of society which
would abolish the preconditions upon which moneg anmmerce exists, Marx calls for the
abolition of the preconditions of egoistic man, dioated by needs and private interests. The
‘Jewish spirit' (that is, commerce) merely reflettte life of civil society. To be engaged in
huckstering and self-interest is realising the msseof civil society. 'An organisation of society
which would abolish the preconditions for huckstgri and therefore the possibility of
huckstering, would make the Jew impossible. Higji@lis consciousness would be dissipated
like a thin haze in the real, vital air of socieBn the other hand, if the Jew recognises that this
practical nature of his is futile and works to abolish ig &xtricates himself from the previous
development and works ftwuman emancipatioas such and turns against the supreme practical
expression of human self-estrangement' (CW3, 170).

Turning to the religious aspect of the Jewish qaoasMarx argues that it is nothing more
than a facade of selfish interests. Marx definesdbcular basis of Judaism as 'practical need,
self-interest’ (CW3, 169). 'What is the worldlyigebn of the JewHuckstering What is his
worldly God?Money... Emancipation frorhucksteringandmoney consequently from practical,
real Judaism, would be the self-emancipation oftiooe’ (CW3, 170).

According to Marx, the monotheism of the Jew, isra@ality the polytheism of many
needs: Practical needegoism is the principle of civil society, and as suclp@gs in a pure
form as soon as civil society has given birth te plolitical state. The god gfactical need and
self-interesis money(CW3, 172).
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For the first time Marx comes to emphasise theadaale of money as the alienated
essence of man's life, and thus he rejects thei@osif the Young Hegelians, including that of
Feuerbach and Bauer, who see religion as the &digrfaiman essence. It is Marx's hypothesis
that the modern commercial world has enslaved nmain&nd the supreme practical expression of
this self-alienation is money. In this essay Maleady extends the notion of alienation to the
economic sphere, even though Marx's understandieganomics is not deep or extensive. We
should also mention here the influence of an ebyayloses Hess entitled 'On the Essence of
Money' which he had written for th@erman-French Yearbook&ut, owing to the financial
difficulties, the publication of the journal came tn end after its first number. As a
consequence, the essay by Hess remained unpublisiedery likely that Marx as editor of the
German-French YearbookBad read the article before writing tl@JQ. There are many
similarities between Hess's article and Ma@3Q which cannot be merely coincidental. For
example, Hess wrote of the influence of his artigh®n others: 'The best recent writings on the
essence of money have ideas that | developedisthiiat money is for the practical world what
God is for the theoretical world, that it const#isitthe alienation of the idea of social value, in
silver or alloy from the Catholic point of view, or paper money from the Protestant point of
view. In other words, money is simply the inorgasyenbol of our present social production that
has broken free from our rational control and tfeeedominates us' (cited in McLellan 1980a,
154). Hess in his essay extends Feuerbach's idesigrbus alienation to the sphere of economic
and social life. (For more on this article, see Flitdn 1980a, 155; for details on the relationship
of Hess and Marx, see Kaegi 1965.) Marx followsselg Hess's arguments on money as an
alienating power and the question of the Jewishs@ian relationship. The philosophical
categories 'particular’ and 'universal' are ngtreminent inOJQ as they are in th€ritique; they
are replaced by concrete category of 'money' inetteggesis of alienation. In the civil society
(‘Judaism), dominated by practical needs and egoism, masélye secularised god: ‘Money is
the jealous god of Israel, in face of which no otped may exist. Money degrades all the gods of
man -- and turns them into commodities. Money s timiversal self-establishedlue of all
things. It has therefore robbed the whole worldeth the world of man and nature -- of its

specific value. Money is the estranged essenceaofsiwork and man's existence, and this alien
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essence dominates him, and he worships it' (CW3). Jlh German: 'Das Geld ist das derm
Menschen entfremdete Wesen seiner Arbeit und se&seins, und dies fremde Wesen
beherrscht ihn, und er betet es an' MEGA |, 1,1603.

Marx in this article uses the words Jew and Judaisntheir figurative sense of
commerce, usury and huckstering, etc., which, invag, are anti-semetic. David McLellan is
right to point out that 'Judentury the German word for Judaism, had the derivatiaaning of
"commerce", and it is this meaning which is uppestria Marx's mind throughout the article.
"Judaism” has very little religious, and still lesial, content for Marx and it would be little
exaggeration to say that this latter part of Marg\gew is an extended pun at Bauer's expense'
(McLellan 1972, 184).

The Jew had already emancipated himself in a padctiewish way, 'not only because he
has acquired financial power, but also becauseutr him and also apart from himpneyhas
become a world power and the practical Jewishtspas become the practical spirit of the
Christian nations' (CW3, 170). The divine god ugdes a metamorphosis, appearing in his
secular form: "The god of the Jews has become agsed and has become the god of the world.
The bill of exchange is the real god of the Jews Biod is only an illusory bill of exchange'
(CW3, 172). Marx approvingly cites Bauer frade Judenfragevho had written: 'The Jew, who
in Vienna, for example, is only tolerated, deteresirthe fate of the whole Empire by his
financial power. The Jew, who may have no rightthensmallest German state, decides the fate
of Europe. While corporations and guilds refuseatbmit Jews, or have not yet adopted a
favourable attitude towards them, the audacityndtistry mocks at the obstinacy of the medieval
institutions' and also that 'a fictitious state affairs when in theory the Jew is deprived of
political rights, whereas in practice he has immego@wer and exerts his political povesr gros
although it is curtailecen détail' (Bauer). Marx comments that 'the contradictiont t&eists
between the practical political power of the Jewvd dms political rights is the contradiction
between politics and the power of money in gené&itthough theoretically the former is superior
to the latter, in actual fact politics has becolmederf of financial power' (CW3, 170, 171).

Marx explains the tenacity of the Jew not by higgien but 'by the human basis of his

religion’, which is, practical need and egoism. Mar his conclusion underlines the idea of
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alienated labour, whose details he was to devalop 1 theEPM. He proclaims: 'Selling is the

practical aspect of alienation' [Die Verausserwsigdie Praxis der Entausserung.] (CW3, 174).
As under the restraining influence of religion, nm@uld objectify his essential nature only by
turning it into an alien and fantastic being,wuler the sway of egoistic need he could act
practically and produce objects by making his atgtiand his products subservient to an alien

substance -- money.
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CHAPTER 4

SACRED AND NON-SACRED FORMS OF
ALIENATION

In this chapter | shall discuss the problem ofgielis alienation and the emergence of proletariat
as an emancipating class which appeatninoduction an important study of the period in
Marx's intellectual development. This essay writiethe end of 1843-January 1844 is one of the
most piquant pieces which Marx ever wrote. As tama indicates, thmtroductionwas part of
Marx's plan to rewrite the&Critique. OJQ had already elaborated some of the themes. The
Introductionis the first writing where Marx arrived at the adef communism as that form of
communal organisation which truly fulfilled the hamnature as a species-being. His conversion
to communism 'took place only after he became caed that the economic life in civil society
is the prime locus of human self-alienation' (Tuck®872, 107). Now, Marx rejects the political
solution to alienation which he had proposed inG@hiéique. The proletariat as a class that is to
effect the revolutionary transformations, is mem¢id for its historical role. The task of
philosophy Marx defines as a radical criticismrajri-sacred' forms and manifestations of self-
alienation.

TheIntroductioncan be seen as a summary of the previous poshigidsy Marx on the
religious, philosophical, political and revolutiogahemes. McLellan is of the opinion that 'all
the elements of the article are contained in thatitfDe of Hegel's Philosophy of Right", though
there is quite a new emphasis on the proletariaitase emancipator of society' (McLellan 1972,
185). But Louis Dupre (1966) views the evolution Mfrx's ideas in demonstrably new
directions. There is, no doubt, that many featofé¢keIntroductionare traceable in th@ritique,
but the new emphasis on the proletariat is of a@dnmentally new dimension in Marx's political
theory. The essay begins with a critique of religgmd goes on to the critique of German politics
and the prospects of a proletarian revolution. Tusmmary arrangement of the themes is a

veritable reflection of the developmental phaseMarx himself, as mentioned before, 'from
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criticism of religion to criticism of philosophyrdm criticism of philosophy to criticism of the
state; from criticism of the state to criticism sfciety -- that is, from criticism of politics to
criticism of political economy, which led to criigtn of private property’ (Mandel 1971, 10-11;

see also McLellan 1972, 184-85). Now, we can torhis critique of religion.

4.1. Religion as an extreme form of alienation

For Marx religion is primordially an active form @feological alienation, where inverted world-
consciousness and mystification become the esbketgiaents of the alienative process. Marx's
writings show that he hardly ever thought it worttie to discuss theological formulations or
religious dogmas. The question of religious consemess for Marx was a matter of little interest.
Karl Lowith writes: 'By advancing towards the aiim of man's material conditions, Marx does
not simply leave behind the criticism of religiontlvather assumes it on a new level; for though,
on the basis of the social-political world, religiss but a false consciousness, the question has
still to be answered: Why did this real world dtddvelop an inadequate consciousness? If we
assume with Feuerbach that the religious worlchig a self-projection of the human world, one
has to ask: Why does the latter project the firgt ereate a religious superstructure?... It is not
enough to state with Feuerbach that religion isreatn of man, this statement has to be
gualified by the further insight that religion iset consciousness tiiat man who has not yet
returned from his self-lienation and found himsaifhome in his worldly conditions' (Lowith
1949, 48, 49).

Marx's approach to religion in his early thinkingncbe seen in his letter of November
1842 to Arnold Ruge, where he says that 'religiboutd be criticised in the framework of
criticism of political conditions rather than thaolitical conditions should be criticised in the
framework of religion ... for religion in itself iwithout content, it owes its being not to heaven
but to the earth, and with the abolition of distdrtreality, of which it is theheory it will
collapse of itself' (CW1, 394-95). If religion igtivout any contenthen the whole problematic of

religion can be reduced to a particular mode ofipots and as such it is always a reflection of
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the material historical developments. Anti-Dihring, Engels writes: "All religion, however, is
nothing but the fantastic reflection in men's mimdghose external forces which control their
daily life, a reflection in which the terrestriadrtes assume the form of supernatural forces. In
the beginnings of history it was the forces of matwhich were so reflected and which in the
course of further evolution underwent the most ricdehiand varied personifications among the
various peoples.... But it is not long before, digeside with the forces of nature, social forces
begin to be active -- forces which confront mare@sallyalien and at first equally inexplicable,
dominating him with the same apparent natural regeas the forces of nature themselves'
(Engels 1978, 382-83). In this lucid expositiongEls points to the roots of religion in the early
phase ofhistorical development of mankind. At this stage thrimitive man comes to the
realisation of his helplessness when he is fackde with the gigantic and mighty forces of
nature. His effort to appease these, leads to fvennature worship. But at a later stage under
the antagonistic class society, the exploited ekssf society face to face with the social
oppression, and in their helplessness give birthnm foster religion, the belief in a better life
hereafter, the alleged reward for suffering onregsee Foreword to Marx & Engels 1972, 8).

In this connection, Kostas Axelos, the French M&treif Argumentsgroup, sums up the
Marxian position: 'Being the expression of impoteand alienation, religion in turn, in its own
modality, alienates man from his life and from éssential forces. Far from being some kind of
index of the strength of human being, religion cemabout only owing to man's weakness, his
frustrations, his dissatisfactions, his alienatidn.abstraction from concrete conditions, religion
is a product of the alienation of man on the lenfeboth practice and theory. Mystery, far from
implying a truth of its own, veils the truth of téy and masks its own mystification' (Axelos
1976, 160). Within the sphere of developed prodectorces under the institutionalized private
ownership, 'religion begins to express the ali@matf man in relation to the products of his
labour as the imaginary satisfaction of unsatisfesl drives. The nondevelopment of productive
forces determines the genesis of religion, and ltiey development determines its subsequent
"evolution” ' (ibid., 159-160).

At the time of writing thdntroductionMarx's conversion to the stand-point of theorética

communism takes place. In the beginning of theyedsa excellently summarises his views on
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religion. Marx is referring to the philosophicalitjue of religion and the religious alienation
accomplished by the Young Hegelians from Straudsetgerbach when he says: 'For Germany,
the criticism of religion is in the main completnd criticism of religion is the premise of all
criticism' (CW3, 175). There are possibly two ma@asons for Marx's viewing of religious
criticism as the premise of all criticism. Firgtligion stood in the way of any political change in
Germany by its adamant support of the Prussiae.sttaneant that any change in the political
sphere was possible when the powerful support lifisa to thestatus quowas removed.
Secondly, religiorper serepresented the most extreme form of alienatiod,itawas at this point
that secularisation had to start; religion wasgh®tal point for the criticism of other forms of
alienation (see McLellan 1972, 185).

Marx succinctly summarises the accomplishment afeFgach's religious philosophy:
"The profane existence of error is discreditedratiseheavenly oratio pro aris et foc[speech for
the altars and hearths] has been disproved. Man, ladked for a superhuman being in the
fantastic reality of heaven and found nothing tharethereflectionof himself, will no longer be
disposed to find out but theemblanceof himself, only an inhuman being, where he sewi®
must seek his true reality’' (CW3, 175). ReligionMarx's view, was 'the self-consciousness and
self-esteem of man who has either not yet foundséifror has already lost himself again' (CW3,
175). The intellectual climate in which the youncam lived was dominated by the Young
Hegelians' atheistic critique of religion. In thedgmnning, he shared their view-point, but 'he
became disenchanted with their war of words. Whaenwially turned Marx against
philosophical forms of atheism, as he understo@inthwas their failure to grasp the fact that
religion has a justificatory function which resigtsilosophical critique' (Myers 1981, 317).

A recurrent theme in Marx's criticism is the trarefational characteristic of religion.
The social structure in the first place provides Itlasis for the inverted world of religion because
it is in itself an inverted world. In this he diflefrom Feuerbach. Marx does not simply reduce
religious elements to any more fundamental eleménite basis of irreligious criticism i84an
makes religionreligion does not make man.... Buanis no abstract being encamped outside
the world. Man ighe world of manthe state, society. This state, this societydpce religion,

aninverted world-consciousnedsecause they are averted world (CW3, 175).
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Marx in his evaluation of religion uses a serieslloiminating metaphors to show the
place of religion in an inverted world: 'Religios the general theory of that world, its
encyclopaedic compendium, its logic in a populaimmfoits spiritualisticpoint d'honneur its
enthusiasm, its moral sanction, its solemn compiimiés universal source of consolation and
justification. It is thefantastic realisatiorof thehuman essendeecause the human essence has
no true reality' (CW3, 175). Religion, on the oramdi, expresses the real social distress, and on
the other, it seeks to justify the social opprassidhe struggle against religion is therefore
indirectly a fight againsthe world of which religion is the spirituadroma Religiousdistress is
at the same time thegressionof real distress and also thetestagainst real distress. Religion
is the sigh of the oppressed creature, the heast lnéartless world, just as it is the spirit of
spiritless conditions. It is thepium of the people' (CW3, 175). Presumably, Marx thaubht
taking drugs like opium helped to bring about adittan of illusions and hallucinations, it also
proved as a palliative, a consolatory refuge frdra heartlessness and hardships of the real
world. Religion for Marx is a medium of social dions. An alienated and alienating human
existence calls for these illusions. The need tiese illusions is not illusory; it is real. Marx in
his much later workCapital, describes religious world as 'a reflex of thel rgarld’ (Marx
1977, 83).

Marx's description of religion in thimtroduction has sometimes been seen to contain a
positive evaluation of religion. However, this viesan be attributed to a perfunctory
understanding of Marx's ideas. McLellan in his lhddarxismand Religion rightly says that if
it was so, then it was an extremely backhanded Gomapt: 'Religion may well represent
humanity's feeble aspirations under adverse cirtamoss, but the whole tenor of the passage is
that religion is metaphysically and sociologicattisguided and that its disappearance is the pre-
condition for any radical amelioration of sociahddions' (McLellan 1987, 13).

The way to overcome religious consciousness istorr through the changing of the
conditions which provide a material base to inwkrtmnsciousness in society. 'A strictly
materialistic critique of religion consists neitherpure and simple rejection (Bauer) nor in mere
humanisation (Feuerbach) but in the positive pagtulto create conditions which deprive

religion of all its source and motivation. The greal criticism of the existing society can alone
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supersede religious criticism' (Lowith 1949, 49¢ligous persecution and coercion as a political
tool only serve to strengthen the chains of retigidhe critique of religion, accordingly,
addresses itself to the issues in the world whiddyce and keep religion. The editorsMyirx
and Engels: On Religiopoint out that 'Marx and Engels most resolutelyalsced the attempts
of the anarchists and Blanquists, Duhring and sthemuse coercive methods against religion....
They proved that the prohibition and persecutiometifjion can only intensify religious feeling.
On the other hand, Marxism, contrary to bourgediseiam with its abstract ideological
propaganda and its narrow culturalism, shows taion cannot be eliminated until the social
and political conditions which foster it are abbbg' (Marx & Engels 1972, 9). The illusory
consolation of religion cannot be remedied by #raaval of religion: 'To abolish religion as the
illusory happiness of the people is to demand theal happiness. The demand to give up
illusions about the existing state of affairs is lemand to give up a state of affairs which needs
illusions The criticism of religion is therefoia embryo the criticism of vale of teathehalo of
which is religion' (CW3, 176).

Marx in thelntroduction makes it abundantly clear that the criticism digren is not a
goal in itself. The criticism of religion is onlym@emise for every other kind of criticism; it istn
more than that. The real aim in the exposure ofiicel is not that it tears up the imaginary
flowers camouflaging the alienated life of the pgeput rather that the people 'shake off the
chain and pluck the living flower' (CW3, 176). # essential, therefore, that the criticism of
religion becomes a criticism of politics: 'The tagkistory, therefore, once theorld beyond the
truth has disappeared, is to establish tiueh of this world The immediatéask of philosophy
which is at the service of history, once thely form of human self-alienation has been
unmasked, is to unmask self-alienation inutdoly forms Thus the criticism of heaven turns
into the criticism of the earth, theziticism of religioninto thecriticism of lawand thecriticism
of theologyinto thecriticism of politics (CW3, 176).

In these formulations, Marx went beyond the Youregeélians like D.F. Strauss, Bruno
Bauer, Max Stirner, and Feuerbach, who criticiseghghing by making everything a matter of
religious representation. 'The total dominationjteg Axelos, 'was presupposed, and religious

concepts dominated all realities and all ideasthed, after first interpreting everything in a
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religious and theological way, these critical cstiwould attack that very domination as a
usurpation of the true and natural life of man. yriaanted to free man from their religious
bonds. And yet, since they are the ones who vieavedything through religion, their negation of
what held man in chains remained ideologically icalf abstract, theological in an

antitheological form, and simply long-winded' (Aggl1976, 161).

Marx's critique of religion, on the other hand, dses on the world from which it takes
shape, and it is this malaise of alienation whieleds to be extirpated. He gives a materialist
explanation to the religious consciousness. 'Mardentakes a critique of reality as it is and of
the ideology that corresponds to it, a critiquet tvauld end by compelling the practical and
revolutionary transformation of everything in egiste. The battle is engaged not in the name of
"philosophic truth” but in order to supersede ai®mn on a practical level and free both
productive forces and men’ (ibid., 161).

Marx, in his early theory of alienation, views gatin as a fantasy of the alienated man.
'Religion rests on a want, a defect, a limitatibsmtruth resides in practice, though religionliise
as religion, possesses no practice, just as it doebave a history of its own. Since practice, of
which religion is always the sublimation, did naintain real truth, religion has been only the
alienated expression of a real alienation andpafse, has contributed to the continuance of that
alienation. Marx does not recognise any formative laasic role for religion.... There is not even
any question of the "divine" or the "sacred"; thase but products of the alienation of religious
imagination, which is itself a by-product of alié®a material production' (ibid., 165). In Marx's
estimation, religion being a phenomenon of secgndiaportance merited no independent
criticism. In his later works, the element of cladsology becomes his major concern.

Some writers have characterised Marxism as a ogljgand also have questioned Marx's
atheism. Robert Tucker, for instance, writes: 'Télegious essence of Marxism is superficially
obscured by Marx's rejection of the traditionalgieins. This took the form of a repudiation of
"religion" as such and espousal of "atheism". Maatheism, however, meant only a negation of
the transmundane God of traditional Western ratigio did not mean the denial of a supreme
being.... Thus his atheism was a positive religipugposition. It rules out considerations of

Marxism as a religious system of thought only ifthaMarx, we equate the traditional religions
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with religion as such' (Tucker 1972, 22; see alediRy 1961, 160). According to this approach
Marxism is to be analysed as a religious systenhiwithe Judaeo-Christian tradition, and as
such it can be assimilated in theology. Eberhartydliin his bookGod as the Mystergf the
World advocates this: 'The Marxist critique of religioould much more easily be accepted by
theology than that of Feuerbach, if the latter wawe presupposed by the former. Certainly one
can integrate critically the specific interest o&uM's critique of religion into theology -- and in
some ways it must be done. But that is the curiasition anyway, so that there is scarcely too
little being done along these lines theologicdllyingel 1983, 341, footnote 43).

The positions taken by Tucker and Jiingel concerhlagk's atheism in fact confuse the
issue. Our point of departure in this matter ist thMdarx viewed religion, without any
reservations, as a medium of social illusions, @ad all the religious belief claims were false.
Marx was a thoroughgoing atheist. In his writingsni the earliest to the latest, there is no
indication, explicit or implicit, admitting the estence of God. Marx absolutely rejects any idea
of a transcendent God or a personal God (i.e. @atie human form); therefore any religious
belief claims like God becoming a human being duman being becoming God, etc. are false
and nonsensical linguistic aberrations and theyatking more than that. Marx's atheism cannot
be reconciled with religious and theological prgsgtions. The loud exclamations about God
from the authoritarian pulpits cannot bring intoirige which is anon-being Turner rightly
suggests: 'lt simply will not do, as some Christapologists maintain, that Marx was only a
relative atheist, that he rejected only the Godased by the Christians of his day, that this God
(primarily the God of the nineteenth-century ortbwd.utheran establishments) is not the God of
contemporary Christianity, or that as others sugdes hostility to theism may have no purchase
on that contemporary Christianity. Marx rejected oaly particular forms of theism but also any
reference whatever to a transcendent reality’ @ui991, 322; see also Lobkowicz 1967, 303-
35).

According to Marx, the history of the world is thesation of man through his labour,
which is explicable solely with reference to manhweut the mediation of a divine being. In the
EPM, for instance, Marx writes: 'But since for the igtist man theentire so-called history of the

world is nothing but the creation of man through huneayour, nothing but the emergence of
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nature for man, so he has the visible, irrefut@éef of hisbirth through himself, of higenesis
Since thereal existenceof man and nature -- since man has become for asatme being of
nature, and nature for man as the being of maméesme practical, sensuous, perceptible -- the
guestion about aalien being, about a being above nature and man -- aigaashich implies
the admission of the unreality of nature and of mamas become impossible in practice' (EPM
100). This pronouncement leaves little room for atiyer interpretation of Marx except that
there is no room for God in this world or anywhelse outside it.

Marx's discussion of religion in tHatroduction shows that he was well acquainted with
the Western religions and their various traditidnsO0JQ and thelntroduction Marx, no doubt,
has the contemporary dogmatic Lutheranism in Geynrahis view, but he writes about religion
in general and therein his rejection of it is absal For him atheism, asnegation of Godvas

inseparable from humanism which postulatesthistence of mathrough this negation.

4.2. The emergence of the proletariat and human ema  ncipation

In the history of ideas, Marx is not the first tkém to use the term 'proletariat’ or the notiorit of
in the sense of a class. In @dtique the discussion of proletariat takes place in cotioe with
Hegel's class analysis. Marx does not use the terohetariat’ here. Hegel in theR sees a
harmonious bond between civil society and the stiateugh the mediating function of the
estates. Marx rejects this view forcefully: 'In deéising civil society as civil estate, Hegel has
declared the distinctions of estate in civil socitet benon-olitical distinctions, and civil and
political life to be heterogeneous' (CW3, 76). Magjects this view of the separation of political
and civil society. He reinforces his argument bylaking the role played by the French
revolution which ‘completed the transformationtod political into social estates, or changed the
differences of estatef civil society into meresocial differences, into differences of civil life
which are without significance in political lifab{d. 80). According to Marx, the medieval estate
which Hegel uses in his class analysis is an apa@dm. Historically the change of political

estates into estates of civil society had takenepldpart from bureaucracy, where the estate in
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the medieval sense continues, and 'where civil poldical positions are directly identical
(CW3, 80), no such identity of civil and politicabsition of a person exists in the present
society.

Marx enunciates his nascent views on 'the estathreft labour' which anticipates his
discussion of 'proletariat’ in tHatroductiona few months later. Marx writes: 'Only one thisg i
characteristic, namely, th&ck of propertyand theestate of directabour, of concrete labour,
form not so much an estate of civil society asghtmind upon which its circles rest and move'
(ibid., 80).

In fact, Hegel in Paragraph 243 of tAR mentions that when civil society is unimpeded
in its activity, it leads to internal expansiongopulation and industry. This paves the way for the
accumulation of wealth by some, but it also netets the subdivisions and restrictions of
particular jobs; 'this results in the dependena# distress of the class tied to work of that sort,
and these again entail inability to feel and enjbg broader freedoms and especially the
intellectual benefits of civil society' (PR, 149;59243). In the next paragraph Hegel expresses
his views as to how the fall of standard of livioiga large mass of people below the subsistence
level results in 'the creation of a rabble of paspéR, 150, § 245). Marx's discussion of the
class of direct labour follows Paragraph 243 of BR Avineri emphasises the immense
importance of the concept in Marx thus: 'The "clagoncrete labour” is not just a marginal
phenomenon of modern society. Its existence istmelition for the functioning of civil society;
hence an understanding of modern society presuppaseanalysis of the condition of the
working class. Here, in 1843, the nucleus for Malké work is already clearly visible' (Avineri
1970, 26).

It is most likely that Marx's 'class of direct labbrefers to the large number of
dispossessed agricultural labourers. The main @tmup of the Germans at this time was
agriculture. Agricultural products were the mainpest followed by craftsmen's products.
Germany divided in thirty-six states presentedaaxistructure which was as uncomplicated as its
economic life. The German historian Golo Mann dées the classes of German society as
follows: 'There were the "nobility", the "middle agls”, and the "people". Nobles were

landowners and held privileged positions in theyaonthe civil service. The middle class was
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composed of members of the academic and liberdiegsmns middle-rank civil servants,
merchants, successful promoters of home indusamestownsmen who had bought land. The
rest were "the people" -- peasants, artisans aad&smen, soldiers and journeymen, who began
but only in the forties -- to be called "proletausd ' (Mann 1974, 92-93). The most significant
changes in the traditional way of life of the Genmavere taking place with the advent of the
railway (for the effect of railways on the Germaatss, see Thomson 1973, 181-82). The large
number of dispossessed peasants and landlesslagaktlabourers were on the increase. Being
‘'unincorporated’ in an estate, they did not corepgiglass in the established order of the society.
They were vital to the function of civil societyutothey themselves remained outside the
integrating structure of civil society. In his atés on 'Debate on the Law on Thefts of Wood' in
October 1842, Marx discusses the situation of thrial poor against the privileged classes. At
this stage Marx thinks in traditional terms of 'th@or'. He writes: 'We ... demand for the poor,
politically and socially propertyless many what tearned and would-be learned servility of so-
called historians has discovered to be the trulgdpher's stone for turning every sordid claim
into the pure gold of right. We demand for the pacustomary rightand indeed one which is
not of a local character but is a customary righthe poor of all countries. We go still further
and maintain that a customary right by its veryuratcanonly be a right of this lowest,
propertyless and elemental mass' (CWI, 230).

After the preliminary paragraphs on religion, Marx the Introduction discusses the
contemporary German politics and the possibilibésa revolution arising from the inherent
contradictions of the situation. Here Marx for tfist time in his writings assigns a specific
historic mission to the proletariat -- to carry dbe social revolution which will emancipate
humanity from the self-alienation of the presens®nce. This idea of proletariat is a milestone
in Marx's intellectual development. In the thearatiframework of his social criticism, the
dialectics of social revolution becomes easy tolarpthrough the vehicle of this change, the
proletariat. Marx sees the proletariat as the igsibanifestation of the self-alienation of man in
the present world. 'The image of self-alienated &wity turned into an image of the proletariat as
the living, breathing, suffering expression of s®lénated humanity, and also itsbellious

expression -- alienated man in rebellion againstdoindition' (Tucker 1972, 113). In the same
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context Avineri suggests that 'the proletariat, Marx, is not just an historical phenomenon: its
suffering and dehumanisation are, according to Marparadigm for the human condition at
large. It is not the proletarians’ concrete condsiof life but their relation to an anthropologica
determination of man which primarily interests Mg#vineri 1970, 52).

Marx makes a special case of the backwardness mh&w as compared to England and
France. Germany is said to have achieved in thouglphilosophy, what others did in practice.
Even the big past revolutionary event, the Refoimnatwhich influenced the later developments
in the Europe, was theoretical, the brain-childaainonk. What is the significance of Luther's
theoretical revolution? What is the contributiontbé Protestantism in freeing man from the
shackles of blind faith? Luther 'shattered faithauthority because he restored the authority of
faith’, and 'turned priests into laymen becauseuheed laymen into priests' and who freed body
from the chains of outer religiosity to enchain rsameart in the inner religiosity (CW3, 182).
Marx exposes the anachronistic nature of Germamgsent condition thus: 'If one wanted to
proceed from thetatus qudtself in Germany, even in the only appropriate/wae. negatively,
the result will still be aranachronism Even the negation of our political present iseality
already covered with dust in the historical lumbmsm of modern nations.... If | negate the
German state of affairs in 1843, then accordinipéoFrench computation of time, | am hardly in
the year 1789, and still less in the focus of thesent' (CW3, 176). The internal political
situation in Germany needs radical measures.nbinger enough to criticise the situation, but
rather to make criticism an instrument of changanifervently advances his ideas on the role
of social criticism. He writes: 'In the struggleasagst those conditions criticism is no passion of
the head, it is the head of passion. It is nohads it is a weapon. Its object is @semywhich it
wants not to refute but texterminate For the spirit of those conditions is refutedCriticism
does not need to make things clear to itself agrdsgthis subject-matter, for it has already dealt
with it. Criticism appears no longer aseamd in itself but only as aneans(CW3, 177).

In Germany the theoretical aspect of the radicélcam, for instance, having been
accomplished in the sphere of religion demandeeésalute positive abolition of religion. This
criticism of religion ends with the evident trutmat it is man who is the highest being for man,

hence the categorical imperative to overthrow thaseditions which degrade and enslave man
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in the fantasy world of religion, pushing him irethbyss of human alienation. Marx advances
the view that social criticism becomes a dynamidemal force in its radical theoretical form
when it meets the aspirations of the masses: "Téapon of criticism cannot, of course, replace
criticism by weapons, material force must be overtm by material force; but theory also
becomes a material force as soon as it has grighgethasses. Theory is capable of gripping the
masses as soon as it demonstrattdhrominemand it demonstratesd hominemas soon as it
becomes radical. To be radical is to grasp theabtite matter' (CW3, 182).

How can Germany achieve a revolution which whilenglating the backwardness of
Germany will accomplish emancipation which is nagreby political? This is the crux of the
matter and Marx deals with it in his usual optimcsisaind candid manner. Marx asks: 'Can
Germany attain a practiéela hauteur des principege. arevolutionwhich will raise it not only
to theofficial level of the modern nations but to theight of humanityvhich will be the near
future of those nations' (CW3, 182)? Why only theri@ans will raise to the height of humanity,
Marx does not explain. Perhaps the only credentialshis end, in Marx's mind, are their
philosophical achievements in the contemporary &e. way forward, according to Marx, will
be through the social revolution brought about lsyaas whose particular interests coincide with
the universal interests of the whole society. Matrxoduces the question in the denouement of
the article thus: 'Where, then, is the positivesgmbty of a German emancipation'? This is his
answer: 'In the formation of a class witidical chains a class of civil society, which is not a
class of civil society, an estate which is the dlisson of all estates, a sphere which has a
universal character by its universal suffering al@ims noparticular right because nparticular
wrong butwrong generallyis perpetrated against it; which can no longeokevahistorical but
only ahumantitle; which does not stand in any one-sided hasis to the consequences but in an
all-round antithesis to the premises of the Gerrmstate; a sphere, finally, which cannot
emancipate itself without emancipating itself fraat other sphere of society and thereby
emancipating all other spheres of society, whichaiword, is thecomplete los©f man and
hence can win itself only through themplete rewinning of mafhis dissolution of society as a
particular estate is th@oletariat (CW3, 186).
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In the Introductionthe idea of proletarian revolution is introduced the first time as a
means to human emancipation in distinction from elyepolitical emancipation as in the
Critique. Political emancipation is only partial whereasmam emancipation implies the
existence of a class which dissolves the old warder. A partial and merely a political
revolution's inability to overcome the social ahéinn is due to the fact that it leaves the pillars
of the house standing (see CW3, 184). In other syoadpolitical revolution which turns the
scales of power in favour of a new class within eélxesting social framework, does not end the
alienation of the proletariat. Marx remarks in hiticle 'Critical Marginal Notes on the Article
by a Prussian' (published in August 1844) thatdtade and the system of society are not two
different things in dealing with the problem of pausm as asserted by 'a Prussian'. Marx says:
"The state -- contrary to what the Prussian demahtis King -- will neversee in the stateand
the system ofociety the source ofocial maladiesWhere political parties exist, each party
seeks the root adveryevil in the fact that instead of itself an oppasparty stands at thesim of
the state Even radical and revolutionary politicians sele& toot of the evil not in thessential
nature of the state, but in a definitgate form which they wish to replace bydifferent state
form' (CW3, 197). Consequently, there is no wondethe causes of pauperism are seen
differently. Marx says further: 'On the other hakRdgland explainpauperismas due to thead
will of the poor just as the King of Prussia explains it by threChristian feelings of the rich,
and just as the Convention explained it by shspect counter-revolutionary mentality of the
property-ownersTherefore England punishes the poor, the Kingraé$la admonishes the rich,
and the Convention cuts off the heads of the ptgmevners' (CW3, 197-98).

Basically 'a partial revolution means that a classancipates itself but only by
establishing its domination over other classessdndoing it makes the others believe that it
struggles not for itself but for society as a whaokat its goals are universal goals' (Henry 1983,
67). This illusory universality, however, disappearth the victory of the proletariat. Only the
proletariat fulfils this historic, and universaitstole as a class which ends the class rule and
class domination. 'By proclaiming thdissolution of the hitherto existing world ordéne
proletariat merely states tisecret of its owrexistencefor it is in factthe dissolution of that

world order. By demanding theegationof private propertythe proletariat merely raises to the
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rank of aprinciple of societywhat society has made the principle of fhreletariat, what,
without its own co-operation, is already incorpethtnit as a negative result of society' (CW3,
187).

In this way, human emancipation is realised when pholetariat achieves its social
emancipation by th&ufhebungpf private property as the basis of social lifed #he dissolution
of the existing capitalist order. In the prolettisiasocialist revolution the status and task of
philosophy undergoes a radical change, and itseslitself: 'As philosophy finds itmaterial
weapons in the proletariat, so the proletariatdindspiritual weapons in philosophy. And once
the lightning of thought has squarely struck thigenuous soil of the people the emancipation of
the Germansinto human beingsvill take place’ (CW3, 187). The negation of phdphy in the
old sense of the term becomes the start of a fuedtaity new philosophical outlook:
'Philosophy cannot be made a reality without theliabn of the proletariat, the proletariat
cannot be abolished without philosophy being madeeality’ (CW3, 187). Thus Marx
reformulates his concept of the unity of theory amnactice, of head and heart. The proletariat,
being the heart accomplishes the historic taskuofidn emancipation which had hitherto been
confined to the realm of philosophy, the head, toaileby it abolishes philosophy as a separate

sphere.

4.3. The proletariat as the universal class

In the Introduction Marx associates the Hegelian notion of the usaMy of a class with the
proletariat. He finds in the proletariat the ‘'umsad character' which Hegel identifies, as we have
seen, with the civil sevice. In ti@&ritique Marx shows that bureaucracy as Hegel assertsres
represent universality, but rather a usurpationtainder the pretext of serving the general
interests of the community. (For a discussion afegal and particular interests in Marx, see
Elster 1985, 482-86.)

We can trace a decisive shift in Marx's positiortha Introduction from that of in the

Critique where he regards the whole of civil society as ¢lass of citizens able to become
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universal in the democratic state. He arrives &t ¢bnclusion in refuting Hegel's assumptions
regarding the class of civil servants. He shows thegel's identity of the bureaucracy with
universality is unrealistic: 'Hegel starts from @amreal antithesis and therefore achieves only an
imaginary identity which is in truth again a comwicory identity. The bureaucracy is just such an
identity' (CW3, 48). The civil society and statarfgedistinctly separate, the civil and political
positions of the individual are also separate astingt. What is his option, then? Marx replies:
'Hence, in order to behave asawtual citizen of the statand to attain political significance and
effectiveness, he must step out of his civil rgaldisregard it, and withdraw from his whole
organisation into his individuality ... the citizenust discard his estate, civil society, tteil
estate... for it is thisestatewhich stands between thmdividual and thepolitical staté (CW3,
77, 78). The claim for the civil service as thewvemsal class being untenable, Marx in the
Critique identifies the democratic state with universatitie to universalization of franchise in it:
'Civil society hasreally raised itself to abstraction from itself, pmlitical being as its true,
general, essential mode of being onlyelactions unlimitedoth in respect of the franchise and
the right to be elected' (CW3, 121). The demoa#bs of civil society eventually results in its
ultimate dissolution, because the completion of thbstraction is at the same time the
transcendence of this abstraction. In fact, Mamough the election as 'thectual relation of
actual civil society to theivil societyof the kgislature to the epresentativeelement(CW3,
121), envisaged 'that any future development wasggt involve a recovery by man of the
social dimension that had been lost ever sincd-teach Revolution levelled all citizens in the
political state and thus accentuated the individoabf bourgeois society' (McLellan 1972, 164).
But, in thelntroductionthis theoretical position is no longer upheld bgrkl However,
he does retain the concept of universality whiclatebutes to the proletariat. There is emphasis
on proletariat's revolutionary nature as a clasghvis not a class of civil society but a class
which is destined to dissolve all classes. The ensality of the proletariat cannot be a
consequence of the universalization of civil sgcmt the democratisation of the state. Both the
state and civil society are viewed as the instrusi@h human alienation now. The alienation
suffered by the proletariat cannot be explained ahyaccount of alienation in terms of the

division between state and civil society, betwedizen and bourgeoisB{irger), because the
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proletariat stands outside this division. The do@golution can only be carried out by a class
whose particular interests come to represent aitdmeigse the general interests of society as a
whole.

The proletariat has a universal character, becaluge universal suffering and alienation.
'Marx was now deeply convinced," writes Tuckemtthlienation was no mere figment of Hegel's
philosophical imagination, but a massive fact @il tée throughout modern society. There were,
in particular, masses of alienated men in everyreeof industry where wretched proletarians
slaved themselves on the altar of the worldly gbde visible signs of their unrest, of the
proletariat's incipient rebellion against its cdmatis, were merely the surface symptoms of
dehumanised man's revolt against his dehumanisafiircker 1972, 118). This state of
alienation could be overcome by overthrowing theiadocorder which had made man alienated
human being. In this the proletariat accomplishgstie socialist revolution not merely the
particular interests of its class but the univergalitual needs of man to overcome his self-
alienation. Marx posits the proletariat with unsaity because proletariat is, as cited earlier, ‘a
sphere which has a universal character by its vsaVesuffering and claims nmarticular right
because nparticular wrongbutwrong generallyis perpetrated against it' (CW3, 186). The true
emancipation from oppression means when both tpeesped and the oppressors, both victims
of the systemic role in different ways, are libethtThis can be brought about by a class which
can liberate itself through liberating all the slas of society. The dissolution of an alienated
society is the secret and historic mission of thass.

It is important to bear in mind that for Marx theiversality of the proletariat does not
involve anya priori absoluteness as such. Avineri elucidates it cehcidf Hegel's "universal
class" hypostatizes a given historical phenomema a self-fulfilling trans-historical norm,
Marx uses it differently. For Marx the term wilkedys be open to the dialectical dynamics of the
historical process. He does not invest any oneschath the attributes of universality: for him
every generation, every historical situation givee to a class which aspires to be the subject of
society's general consciousness. Historical devedmps actually allow this class for a time to

represent thees publica society at large, but after a while, with changeshe distribution of
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social forces and in general conditions, this cl&muniversality no longer accords with the
interests of society as a whole' (Avineri 1970,58J-

Marx formulates his views on the 'universality o€lass' in its historical setting for the
first time in thelntroduction 'No class of civil society can play this role kout arousing a
moment of enthusiasm in itself and in the massespment in which it fraternises and merges
with society in general, becomes confused withnid & perceived and acknowledged as its
general representativea moment in which its demands and rights arey ttheé rights and
demands of society itself; a moment in which itrigy the social head and the social heart. Only
in the name of the general rights of society cparéicular class lay claim to general domination.
For the storming of this emancipatory position, drahce for the political exploitation of all
spheres of society in the interests of its own spheevolutionary energy and intellectual self-
confidence are not sufficient.... No more has astate the breadth of soul that identifies itself,
even for a moment, with the soul of the nation,dkrius that inspires material force to political
violence, or that revolutionary audacity which fi;mat the adversary the defiant wortlsrm
nothing and | should be everythif@WwWa3, 184-85, 185). Ithe German Ideologglso Marx and
Engels explain further: 'For each new class whidis fiself in the place of one ruling before it is
compelled, merely in order to carry through its ino present its interest as the common
interest of all the members of society, that igrexsed in ideal form: it has to give its ideas the
form of universality. The class making a revolutioomes forward from the very start, if only
because it is opposed t@lass not as a class but as the representative of tiodevof society, as
the whole mass of society confronting the one gutitass' (Marx & Engels 1976, 68-69).

The dichotomy between the general and the partieggears in its acute form, according
to Marx, with the emergence of the proletariat. Téesion between the two '‘can be overcome
only by the simultaneous abolition of the prolettas a separate class and the disappearance of
class differences in general. Marx does not posulee abolition of class antagonisms because
any economic mechanism points in that direction. &donomic analysis precedes his dictum
about the abolition of classes; they will be abiw@id @Gufgehobeh because historical
development has brought the tension between thergleand the particular to a point of no
return’ (Avineri 1970, 59).
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In theIntroductionMarx is still under the influence of Feuerbachémhropologism. For
Marx the task of the socialist revolution primgiig to put an end to alienation and to implement
humanism. The task of the emancipation of Germarseen to proceed from the standpoint of
the theory which proclaims man to be the highestdoéor man. For instance, in a letter to
Feuerbach from Paris on August 11, commenting arefach's important philosophical works,
he writes: 'In these writings you have providedl -don't know whether intentionally -- a
philosophical basis for socialism and the Commasrtistve immediately understood them in this
way. The unity of man with man, which is based ba teal differences between men, the
concept of the human species brought down fronnéaeen of abstraction to the real earth, what
is this but the concept sbciety (CW3, 354)! For Feuerbach, the humanistic tas&sraabstract
form. In thelntroduction Marx advocates the revolutionary path which tha@gtariat, both as
subject and the protagonist of imminent revolutionGermany is to take in fulfilling the
humanistic tasks. Even though Marx has not yet eaiut the materialist conception of history,
he clearly has a developed political theory -- tiied proletarian revolution and the historic role
of the proletariat.

The location for the proletarian revolution, acaogito Marx, is destined to be Germany.
The reason for this belief is that Germany presentsncentration of all the contradictions of the
modern world together with those of feudalism. Twlesh a particular form of oppression in
Germany will mean the abolition of all oppressiard ahe general emancipation of mankind'
(Kolakowski 1981, 130) from alienation and humagrdeéation. 'lt is not theadical revolution,
not the general humanemancipation which is a utopian dream for Germdny, rather the
partial, amerelypolitical revolution which leaves the pillars dfet house standing' (CW3, 184),
and that 'in Germany universal emancipation is ¢baditio sine qua norof any partial
emancipation' (CW3, 186). According to Marx, theasmipation of Germany is only possible
from its existing Middle Ages in the political speewhen emancipation is achieved ‘from the
partial victories over the Middle Ages as well' (CW3, 187).

The proletariat in Germany which Marx describesassa result of the rising industrial
development' (CW3, 186). The overall impact of istdial development on the ‘'modern politico-

social reality' is briefly mentioned (see CW3, 17B)e growing poverty in the proletariat is not
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attributable to the growth in its numbers. The @it mechanism of the modern industrial
society reveals its all-embracing alienative impdatie to this, the proletarized producer is
himself a product of alienating economic procesanidoes not characterise the proletariat's
poverty as natural to it but rather artificiallyogiuced: 'For it is not theaturally arisingpoor but
the artificially impoverished not the human masses mechanically oppressedebygrdvity of
society but the masses resulting from thiastic dissolutionof society, mainly of the middle
estate, that form the proletariat, although it iwious that gradually the naturally arising poor
and the Christian-Germanic serfs also join its sar(lCW3, 186-87). The need for human
emancipation is determined by the development dkrig requirements, because 'revolutions
require gpassiveelement, anaterial basis’, and if theory can be realised in the pet@n it can
only do so 'insofar as it is the realisation of tleeds of the people' (CW3, 183). This forms the
nucleus of the class which will effect the soctales/olution and put an end to human alienation.
Marx emphatically adheres to his humanist appraacthe coming socialist revolution that
proceeds from the standpoint of the theory whidtlaims man to be the highest being for man.

The great originality shown by Marx in his articiegsheGerman-French Yearbooks of
enormous importance. Marx has clearly come to kat dupersession of alienation cannot be
sought in partial politics alone because politic#self is a partial aspect of the social realByt
the articles show certain limitations as well. Mmes writes: "The opposition between
"partiality” and "universality" is grasped in itather abstract generality and only one of its
aspects is concretised, negatively, in Marx's tmjacof "political partiality" as a possible
candidate for bringing about the supersession iehalion. Its positive counterpart remains
unspecified as a geneqabstulate of "universalityand thus assumes the character of a "Sollen”
[ought]’ (Meszaros 1970, 75).

Marx at this juncture does not explore the fundaadesphere of economics, and his
references to political economy are general angheciBc, despite his intuitive insight that 'the
relation of the industry, of the world of wealth general, to the political world is a major
problem of modern times' (CW3, 179). Marx's unsgadi assessment of the contradictions of
capitalism is evident here when he says: 'Wherhasptoblem in France and England is:

Political economyor therule of society over wealthin Germany it isNational economyr the
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mastery of the private property over nationality France and England, then, it is a case of
abolishing monopoly that has proceeded to its dastsequences; in Germany it is a case of
proceeding to the last consequences of monopoW/3CL79). However, within a few months,
Marx in his EPM makes a definite theoretical advance on his pusvigosition, by 'radically
superseding the "political partiality" of his owmientation and the limitations of a conceptual
framework that characterised his development inphliase of "revolutionary democratism" '
(Meszaros 1970, 75-76).

From our discussion it clearly emerges that Maratdvance from revolutionary
democracy to communism and his ideas on proletamat the proletarian revolution as he
presents these in thetroductionare not merely an elaboration on his previouslyg kews. His
ideas can be seen as gaining new ground and tkah#oretical development of Marx does not
happen due to any 'epistemological break' ushenmgew problematic as maintained by Louis
Althusser (see Althusser 1976, 151-61). His ideprofetarian revolution in thimtroduction for
instance, is formulated in general terms which vgoes substantial modification in form and
content in his later writings. But the basic prpies he formulated about the socialist revolution
and the leading role of the proletariat as theaamtalyst in creating the new world, free from
alienation remain the corner-stone of his socialopbphy throughout his life. Regarding this
period in Marx's intellectual development, Boricdlaievsky and Otto Maenchen-Helfen rightly
observe: 'Philosophy had emerged into economicsthétend of the road taken by political
radicalism in its criticism of the irrational Prues state lay communism, the abolition of private
property, the proletarian revolution' (1976, 75heThitherto philosophical conception of

alienation is given a thorough socio-economic cainite theEPM.
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CHAPTER 5

ECONOMIC ALIENATION

5.1. Introduction: Marx's encounter with political e conomy

The importance of th&PM was briefly mentioned before. In this chapterdcdiss the central
theme of Marx's critique of political economy arne telaboration of his theory of alienation in
the EPM. Frederick Engels's article 'Outlines of a Crigqof Political Economy' (1843), which
was published in th&erman-French Yearbookdrew Marx's attention to the study of political
economy. This article was highly praised by Marmd]ing it later in 1859 in his 'Preface to The
Critique of Political Economy' as the 'brilliantezkh on the criticism of the economic categories'
(SW1, 364). Marx took notes from it. Maximilien Ralb explains the main purpose of Marx's
studies of political economy: 'Reading EngeBglineshad made him see that it was not enough
to criticise Hegel's political philosophy in order work out, with mere negation of the state as
one's point of departure, that radical theory dfiety which might "grip” the working-masses
and make them aware of the need for a social r&éealuhat would put an end to their
alienation.... It was therefore with the well-defth purpose of finding an answer to these
guestions that Marx set himself to study the "amgt@f bourgeois society" as this was to be
found in the writings of the great economists'q@itn Mandel 1971, 27). In addition to German
philosophers and socialist writers Marx concenttatgensively at the end of 1843 and during
the early part of 1844 on the study of the classigsolitical economy. He made copious reading
notes from de Boisguillbert, Eugene Buret, Lord dendale, John Law, Friedrich List,
MacCulloch, James Mill, Oslander, Ricardo, Say,UbgSkarbek and Adam Smith.

The first result of his studies were tBEM. 'In them, Marx sought to show the dialectical
break within economic life itself, the inescapabtmtradictions which made its continuance or
free development within the same "form" impossible.sought to do so by submitting the entire

structure of contemporary political economy, ittegaries and its fundamental laws, to the most
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searching philosophical criticism' (Kamenka 197@Q). 4t involved the development of a new
approach in the analysis of the skeletal structfrdahe bourgeois-capitalist world. It was
decidedly more than just a mere change of emplfrasis'bourgeois society' in Hegel's sense to
the 'system of needs'. While depicting the mateeiations of production as the skeletal structure
of the present society, this approach, suggestsldarith, 'also includes the much broader and
more questionable thesis of the fundamental impodaf the material conditions of life as the
determinant of all other aspects which eventuaifgtallises in the vulgar Marxist thesis of the
so-called "real base" as the foundation on whidtregharises a superstructure that is to be
interpreted as purely ideological' (Lowith 1982).68bviously, Karl Lowith's remarks in this
regard are directed against the dogmatic econoistorftal materialism in the history of the
development of Marxism. (For an overview of thigrre, see Anderson 1976, 1-23, see also
Lukacs 1982b, 24-25 for the suppression of thediegaof Marx and Lenin under Stalin.)

The EPM are more than an economic study. Marx analysesdpéalist economy and
arrives at philosophical conclusions which relate¢hte role of labour and of material production
in the development of the individual and societyaasvhole. Karl Korsch contrasts Marx's
present position against the views he had heldeead radical critique of bourgeois society can
no longer start from "any" form of theoretical araptical consciousness whatever, as Marx
thought as late as 1843. It must start from theiqaar forms of consciousness which have
found their scientific expression in the politiemonomy of the bourgeois society. Consequently
the critique of political economy is theoreticadipd practically the first priority. Yet even this
deeper and more radical version of Marx's revohaiy critique of society never ceases to be a
critique of thewholeof bourgeois society and sdl of its forms of consciousness' (Korsch 1970,
74-75).

Much has been written about the place of BRM in Marx, and the reinterpretation of
Marxism since their publication in 1932. The yousmgd old Marx controversy is due to the
EPM. In the never-ending polemics between the yourgraature Marx's respective disputants,
Karl Léwith's remarks are germane when he saysttigat/ital impulse' in the result of economic
critique is the critique of self-alienation in M&»early writings. He writes: '[It] does not imply

that the young Marx can be completely separatech fitee mature Marx, and the latter handed
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over to the "Marxists" while the former is assigriedhe bourgeois philosophy. On the contrary,
Marx's early writings are and remain fundamentaneto Capital, and if the first chapter of
Volume | of Capital is a "result”, the vital impulse that producedc@n still be found in a
discussion in th&®heinische Zeitungf 1842' (L6with 1982, 69).

In his economic ideas, Marx's concern continudsetthe social questions, especially the
guestion of human freedom. In tB®M Marx identifies alienation as a radical loss efefdom in
capitalism, because it negates the basic postutdtggenuine human productivity. The basic
theme and 'the original form of Marx's critical bsé of the capitalist process of production is a
critique of the bourgeois world as a whole in tewh#&s human self-alienation. This bourgeois-
capitalist world represents for Marx, as a Hegelfarrational” reality, a human world which is
inhuman, a perverted human world' (ibid., 69).

The importance of thEPM can be assessed for a number of reasons. Thessgarded
by some as a rough draft of Karl Marx's first imigation of political economy and its theoretical
presuppositions whose final versionGapital. Kolakowski says: ‘It would, of course, be quite
wrong to imagine that the Paris Manuscripts contha entire gist ofCapital, yet they are in
effect the first draft of the book that Marx wemt writing all his life, and of whiclCapital is the
final version. There are, moreover, sound reasongraintaining that the final version is a
development of its predecessor and not a depairome it. The Manuscripts, it is true, do not
mention the theory of value and surplus value, Wiscregarded as the corner-stone of "mature”
Marxism. But the specifically Marxist theory of ual, with the distinction between abstract and
concrete labour and the recognition of the labarcd as a commodity, is nothing but the
definitive version of the theory of alienated labdolakowski 1981, 132-33).

The preface to th&PM reveals the plans of an ambitious project coveangroad
critique of capitalist society. Marx intended toublish the criticism of law, ethics, politics, gtc
in a series of distinct, independent pamphlets, aftetwards try in a special work to present
them again as a connected whole showing the itémeship of the separate parts, and lastly
attempt a critique of the speculative elaboratibthat material' (EPM, 17). As we know, Marx

never got beyond one aspect of his plan, the astiof political economy for the rest of his life.
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To have accomplished all his intended work, as cukiusly as he was wont to, he needed a
Noah's life.

The EPM show that Marx first approached the economic moisl as a philosopher
steeped in Feuerbach and Hegel. Ernest Mandetisatan his remarks that Marx while broadly
accepting Feuerbach's materialist criticism of Hiegtarted 'to criticise Feuerbach on the basis of
Hegel, because Hegel's contribution added a hist@ocial dimension to anthropology that was
lacking in Feuerbach. Thus thEPM presents us with a fascinating "encounter" between
philosophy and political economy, a source botla efew awareness and of a contradiction for
Marx, and a source of problems and disputes faehleho study his work today' (Mandel 1971,
154). Marx gives to the philosophical concept eérztion a complete socio-economic content.
Marx had taken from Feuerbach the concept of aéehand dehumanised man. But Marx had
already in thelntroduction begun to identify the problem of alienation in ip®litical
connections, and held it to be the glory of theneh Revolution that it had raised man to the
level of a free man. 'In doing this, however, waldfiourselves gliding into a quite new context,’
writes Paul Kaegi, 'one in which the problems asbtipal, or at least social. Alienated man is
suddenly no longer the individual attached to &i@ls or speculative dream world but the
member of an imperfect society who is lacking inhéd human dignity. Man in a dehumanised
world has now become man in a dehumanised so¢i&tgtegi 1965, 194-95, cited in Mandel
1971, 29). This dehumanised society becomes tmeapyi focus of attention for Marx in the
EPM. He arrives at the conclusion that this societyimch man is dehumanised is due to the
fact that labour in this society is alienated labdune focal point in which labour is held both by
Hegel and the economists and Marx's synthesisiang thspective views is aptly described by
Mandel: 'Marx found it all the easier to reduceistycand social man to labour because Hegel
had already described labour as the essential aforeiman praxis. When he then studies the
classical economists, Marx found that they madedalthe ultimate source of value. The
synthesis occurred in a flash, the two ideas wenebined, and we have the impression of really
being present at this discovery when we examinexilaegading notes' (Mandel 1971, 29).

The EPM are mainly an economic study, but they also cars@aiundamental critique of

Hegel'sPhenomenologyMarx's analysis of political economy, the roldaifour, the problem of
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alienated labour are connected with matters of rgénghilosophical import. Avineri also
highlights this point: 'Marx formed his ideas omeahtion through confrontation with Hegel's
views onEntfremdungin the PhenomenologyMarx's discussion is thus related to issues of
general philosophical significance, and the momgtéd idea of alienated labour is meaningful
only within this wider context. Marx's critique tife way in which Hegel handled the question of
alienation restates Marx's general critique ofgduphical idealism, and the Marxian version of
materialism emerges from this discussion of alienatMarx's views on alienation and his
materialism are thus inseparable’ (Avineri 1970). ¥arcuse characterises tl&#PM as 'a
philosophical critique and foundation for politicatonomy in the sense of a theory of a
revolution'. Marx's critique of political economy iphilosophical in that its fundamental
categories 'develop out of a critical confrontatiath the categories of Hegelian philosophy (i.e.
labour, objectification, alienation, sublation, peoty' (Marcuse 1973, 3, 4).

Marx's principal aim in the study of political e@ny was not directed towards finding
the mechanisms regulating supply or demand, therm@ting of prices or the allocation of
resources, but 'to analyse how the working actwitpeople is regulated in a capitalist economy.
The subject of the analysis is a determined sosialcture, a particular culture, namely
commodity-capitalism, a social form of economy ihieh the relations among people are not
regulated directly, but through things' (Perima2,9Introduction’ xi). The Russian economist
Professor Issak lllich Rubin (who fell a victim tioe Stalinist purges) explains that all the basic
concepts of political economy (value, money, cappeofit, rent, wages, etc.) have a material
character: 'Marx showed that under each of thehidden a definite social production relation
which in the commodity economy is realised onlytlgh things and gives things a determined,
objectively-social character, a "determination @fnf” (more precisely: a social form), as Marx
often put it." Consequently, 'the specific chanacfeeconomic theory as a science which deals
with the commodity capitalist economy lies pregisil the fact that it deals with production
relations which acquire material forms' (Rubin 1943, 47). But it should be kept in mind that
the pivotal point in Marx's analysis of politicat@omy's key concepts isan 'His wholetour
de forcein the Paris Manuscripts as Kamenka says, 'is to proclaim that politeabnomy

cannot be an ethically neutral study of so-call@oi€ctive” relations between non-human beings
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or laws.... The fundamental categories of politeadnomy, Marx insists, are not labour, capital,
profits, rents, land. The fundamental category snmman and his human activities. These
activities cannot be abstracted from man; they nigstseen as integral expressions of his
humanity' (Kamenka 1972, 71). This concern with raad his creative activity is not merely the

prime concern of Marx in his early works but it /@ns central to Marx in all his theoretical and

historical works throughout his life. In sectior25] examine Marx's view on human nature as
developed in thEPM.

5.2. The concept of human nature in the EPM

The whole argument of economic alienation and uggessession in thEPM is conceptualised
within the framework of a general theory of maraaspecies beingsattungswesenAlienation
here is 'presented as a form of unfreedom thabofnbefall those who possess consciousness.
No animal is liable to alienation -- because naraatiis capable of rationally choosing its mode
of existence. The theory of alienation, in shatraoted in humanist assumptions regarding the
potential freedom and constitutive role of humamge in the creation and control of social
processes' (Soper 1986, 37-38). Marx's concept arf @s a teleological being capable of
actualising his distinctly human potentialitiesabgh his activity forms the core of his world-
view. The Marxian approach to man is presented kyelKamenka: 'The presupposition and the
true end of ethics, of philosophy, of all human activitigs, the free human being. Man is
potentially the only subject in a world of objectd anything that turns him into an object,
subordinates him to powers outside himself, is inAn. To Marx, as to so many other
eighteenth- and nineteenth-century European rajitdare was something especially monstrous
about an alleged type of self-abasement, abousithation in which man fell slave to things or
institutions that he had himself created, to huritaces severed from humanity, the situation in
which man humiliated himself before an idol of bisn making' (Kamenka 1970, 11-12).

Marx's critique of the account of human nature givgy the political economists,

therefore, is a necessary follow-up of his conagphan. According to Marx, political economy
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starts with the visible appearance, the actual meve of property is expressed in general,
abstract formulas which it later takes for lawst Budoes not explain how they arise from the
very nature of private property, thus it in factyotakes for granted what it is supposed to explain
(EPM 62; hereatfter the references from EPM arecatdd by the page number only).

In the EPM Marx for the first time laid out his premises retjag man which formed the
basis of his emerging critical social and econatiméory. 'Moving from man in general to man as
modified in particular historical periods, he dedd detailed socio-scientific concepts and
theories which allowed him to engage in very speekplanations and predictions. Yet it is only
Marx's grasp of the special characteristics of imageneral that allow him to avoid the problem
of relativism that are raised by his studies ofc#pehistorical formations' (Walton and Gamble
1979, 1). It is quite true, as Iring Fetscher sy Marx was mainly concerned with the
conditions and possibilities for the transformatadrcapitalist society, and not with anthropology
or the philosophy of man: 'Nevertheless, both i éarlier writings (before 1848) and in his
mature works (such aSrundrisse der Kritik der politischen Okongnii857-58, andCapital,
1867), he time and again indicated that his wagegiBc concept of man, distinct from that of
his "teachers" Hegel and Feuerbach although cantpielements of both.... His "critique of
political economy” developed his theory of systeamatructure of the capitalistic mode of
production, but the underlying concept of man remediessentially the same' (Fetscher 1973,
443).

In fact, we can see in Marx's concept of man angit to integrate the radical humanism
of Fichte and Hegel and the naturalism of Feuerb&ithte and Hegel had taken the right
standpoint by making man the centre of universehasibry as a process of man's self-creation.
What Marx found objectionable in this was the ides@tion of man with his consciousness and
the movement of history in terms of its independdiatlectical movement. Consciousness,
according to Mar, is a quality of human nature antithe other way round. The human history
was not the work of the absolute spirit but of élstual, sensuous human being.

In comparison with the 'idealistic' and 'specukdtiviews of Fichte and Hegel regarding
man and his history, Feuerbach's naturalism, acuptd Marx, avoided the idealist mistake and

was more satisfactory. Feuerbach emphasised nesgstally sensuous nature, recognised man
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as a part of the natural world, and asserted thgreral basis of all human knowledge. But, as
Marx says later in hiFheses on Feuerbadi845) that Feuerbach starting from the fact of
religious self-alienation (which duplicates the {danto an imaginary and a real one), 'resolves
the religious essence into the essence of marthBugssence of man is no abstraction inherent in
each single individual. In its reality it is thesemble of the social relationSixth Thesis on
Feuerbach (CW5, 4). The contemplative materialism, ‘that nsaterialism which does not
comprehend sensuousness as practical activitgeisdantemplation of single individuals and of
civil society’ Ninth Thesis on FeuerbaclW5, 5). This contemplative and static view ofrma
and nature in Feuerbach is aptly described by BRi&tekh: 'Feuerbach's naturalism was static
and unhistorical, and did not recognise that batture and man were constantly evolving. It
took a passive and "contemplative" view of man dittinot stress man's power to create both
himself and nature. A view of man was thereforedede Marx seems to have thought, that
satisfied two conditions. First, it must combine tralid humanistic insights of Fichte and Hegel
and the naturalistic and empirical orientation eti€rbach. Secondly, it must combine them not
mechanically but dialectically ... What Marx meavds that it must be a view of man in which
humanism and naturalism interpenetrate, so thatribt merely humanistiand naturalistic but
humanistic in its naturalism and naturalistic ;mmhumanism' (Parekh 1975, 38).

In view of this task, Marx discusses his concepinain in theEPM within the broader
context of alienation. Alienation comes to représbe phenomenon alienating man's activity,
depriving and disappropriating him of his essentiaing. For Marx, labour is the source of
human historical life, man's self-genesis but labdlorough its material production, its
objectification, is not the realisation of man bwtther the loss of that realisation. The
development of the means of production and theymtddty of labour, observes Shinkoruk, led
to accumulation of material goods and resourcdsuman society throughout history as social
wealth grew as a means of man's social developntut:this process was realised through
alienation of material goods from the direct pragigahrough the exploitation of man by man in
conditions of private property and class antagonidfith the rise and consolidation of private
property, the human mode of life activity, i.e.daip, took on an inhuman form for the majority

of mankind, and became an alienated form of agtivitin labour, as it has figured in working
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people's life activity for thousand of years, thentan individual has not, in many cases, affirmed
his human essence, the essence of a creator, bilteocontrary had alienated it' (Shinkoruk

1988, 154). This process of alienation sees thecadegradation of human being in the capitalist
society which reduces him into a commodity himséifle imposing the product of his labour as

an external, alien power over him. In this situatithe conditions of man's existence clearly
separate him from his essential function of sedadwity.

In hisHuman Nature: the Marxian Viewernon Venable writes: 'Marx and Engels were
reluctant, on the whole, to do much talking abonafi". They were happier speaking of "men".
Man, human nature in general, was too little ofthimg in particular to satisfy their predilection
for the actual, the concrete, the living, the réafnable 1966, 3). There is no mention, however,
of theEPM in Venable's otherwise outstanding book compl@tet944, even though tHePM,
with an unmistakable imprint of Feuerbach's antblogical view of man, were available to him
in the Gesamtausgabe.

In theEPM man's present existence is described as a violaficman as a species-being.
Marx uses criteria which seem to be normative. (Rerethical dimension of Marx's thought, see
Stojanovic 1973, 137-55; Kamenka 1970b and 1978R). & the Norwegian writer Lars Roar
Langslet suggests, Marx's view of man can be didvide two aspects: the descriptive or
empirical, which describes the distinctive chanacfeman as it manifests itself in all phases of
the history; and the normative or utopian aspedthvbescribes 'the total man' who will emerge
in the coming society. But these two aspects cahaatlearly set apart from each other as the
'total man' is equivalent to the total realisatadrthe potentialities found in the ‘empirical man
(see Langslet 1963, 110). It is, however, essettdiaeep in mind that man's history is not only
the history of the transformation of nature bydrisative activity; it also is the history of hidfse
creation. In the words of Gajo Petrovic, if manegmot want to cease being man, he can never
interrupt the process of self-creation. This mahas man can never be completely finished, that
he is not man when he lives only in the presentiartie contemplation of the past, but only in
so far as he in the present realises his futuren Iidaman if he realises his historically created
human possibilities' (in Bottomore 1981, 27). Thenre, it is for this reason that 'Marx's turn to

praxis follows from this in the sense that his @pton of man cannot remain a mere
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conception, but is also a criticism of alienatechmadno does not realise his human possibilities
and a humanistic programme of struggle for humasndarx's conception of man can thus not
be separated from his humanistic theory of aliemagind de-alienation’ (ibid., 28).

Marx's basic proposition regarding man is that nsaa part of nature. It is only the
viewing of man in this specific perspective that @em analyse Marx's characterisation of man in
his general and specific human attributes, i.e. aga natural being and man as a human natural
being. This makes it easy for us to appreciate Mavgrceptive discussion of the alienation of
human powers. This means that we have no otherureets decide what is human and what is
alienated human activity than having man as béiegneasure of himself. In 5.2.1. and 5.2.2. |

examine Marx's views in tHePM on man as a natural being and as a species being.

5.2.1. Man as a natural being
Man, according to Marx, is 'directly matural being In his capacity as a natural being and a
living natural being, he has 'natural powers, italvers' which make him distinctly as anotlve
natural being' (135). Marx's description will besgao understand if we keep in mind his
classification of natural beings in three clasdésst, there are the inanimate natural beings,
which have neither life nor consciousness. Sectrate are the living natural beings without
consciousness, like plants, etc. Third, there ataral beings having both life and consciousness;
animals and humans comprise this class. But 'Marsés of the term "natural being” is not
consistent. Sometimes he refers to all three kiofdbeing as natural beings; sometimes he
confines the term to the last two. Sometimes ad@ncall the last two "living natural beings"
and by implication the first, non-living naturalibgs' (Parekh 1975, 40).

In the characterisation of a natural being, Margsusvo key terms 'powerK(aft) and
'need’ Bedurfnig. In the case of man, as a biological, naturahdpethese terms can be used
primarily in Marx's conception of human nature iengral. However, the needs and powers of
men at any particular stage in history primarilfleet the prevalent mode of production in the
social and economic spheres. It is due to this tfzat there is no immutable human nature for
Marx. We can distinguish man's natural powers aadts/from his species powers and wants.

Man shares the former ones with other living beibgsthe latter are exclusively possessed by
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man. The species powers or potentialities that Imubgngs possess are unique to the human
species. 'Different forms of society facilitate thetualisation of these potentialities in varying
degrees. Those human potentialities whose fullegtadsation Marx thought most desirable
were those that he considered unique to the humiagd® (Conway 1987, 30). Only the species-
powers make man distinctly human as compared wiéhrest of the animal world. Bertell
Ollman emphasises the importance of the distinchetween these powers: 'This distinction
between natural and species man is the generakgcognised foundation on which Marx erects
his entire conception of human nature' (Ollman 196).

What does Marx mean by 'natural powers'? He obiyalses not draw up a list of these
powers, but he gives a general indication of th@geat he calls 'natural power' in one place is
also called an 'animal function' or 'physical neaaddther places. Even though these terms, as
Ollman explains, are not exact equivalents, theydwosely related: ‘Animal functions are the
processes that living creatures undergo and thenacthey undertake in order to stay alive,
while physical needs are the desires they feethferobjects and actions required to keep them
alive and functioning. With certain qualificationswe could say that natural powers are similar
to animal functions and the relation between bdtthem and physical needs is similar to the
relation between power and need’ (ibid., 79).

According to Marx, man as a living natural beingerelowed with natural powers, vital
powers, which make him an active natural beingeSEhforces exist in him as tendencies and
abilities -- asinstincts(Triebg. On the other hand, as a natural, corporeal,userss objective
being he is a&uffering conditioned and limited creature, like animalsl atants. That is to say,
the objectsof his instincts exist outside of him, as objeotdependent of him; yet these objects
areobjectsthat heneeds- essential objects, indispensable to the mataifies and confirmation
of his essential powers' (135). What Marx meansh& man as a natural, sensuous being
expresses himself through his activity, his labdurs ‘through labour that man reproduces the
world of nature such that it appears as his worklaa reality. Man realises his essence in nature
and nature realises its essence in man. Both dbeough the objectification of labour' (Kain
1983, 268). It amounts to say that 'consistentrahsun or humanism' as being 'distinct from

both idealism and materialism’, in reality congétu'the unifying truth of both' (135). This can be
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described as Marx's conception of his 'positive &oism'. Kate Soper explains it succinctly:
'‘According to this "humanism”, human beings aegural beings-- actively or "subjectively”
natural in so far as they possess vital forcesoweps, and "objectively” natural in so far, like
plants or animals, they depend on a nature outs&taselves for the expression of their essential
powers. It is not, therefore, tlaet of positingheir essential powers as is the subject of diiena

... the subjectivity of the process resides in¢hessential powers in their objective existence, in
the objective production that is "man’'s" naturetSale of himself", his existence as an objective,
natural being' (Soper 1986, 35).

In a literal sense, the term 'power' as used byMzan be substituted for other ordinary
equivalents like 'faculty’, 'ability’, and capagiwtc. But in that case one misses the real mganin
of Marx's use of the term. Power also means thenpiality and the possibility of becoming
more, in changed circumstances, from what it ajraad'As elements in Marx's conception of
reality, powers are related to their own futurarieras well as to other entities in the present. As
with everything else, Marx sees them in the proadsshange and, through a study of their
organic law, knows in a general way what they dr@nging into. At each stage their progress
can be charted by the evidence of the individisMdils and achievements. The standard from
which judgements are made in Marx’'s conception lzdtveonstitutes proper fulfilment for these
powers, which is that state when the ends he takée inherent in them have been attained'
(Ollman 1971, 77). Marx in his explication of powesnd needs, contends that every natural
being endeavours to realise its powers. For Mpoweérs' are not only the capacities but also the
'impulses’, which are the inherent dynamism ohtumal being. Every natural being aspires to
realise its powers and it suffers when it is frat&d in its struggle.

The philosophical concept of need which Marx depslm theEPM and inThe German
Ideology(co-author Engels) lies at the root of most ofdhiginal contributions made by Marx in
the realm of economic theories. Even though 'softlee problems are not taken up again in the
later works, at least not in a systematic mannédre@ are presented in his mature writings with
various modified interpretations' (Heller 1976, .4Bkcording to Marx's view, man endowed
with natural powers and faculties has definite miehtifiable needs. 'For Marx, "need" refers to

the desire one feels for something, usually somgtiihich is not immediately available.... For
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Marx, man not only has needs but he also feels tAémy exist in him as felt drives, as wants.
The link between objective state and the subjecteegnition of it, which is fixed in Marx's use
of "need", makes "drive" and "want" practically spyms for "need" in Marxism' (Ollman 1971,
77-78; for more on this, see Heller 1976, chayldter 1985, 68-74).

Man needs specific objects appropriate to his aatpowers and drives. Historically
speaking, for men to engage in any activity, thst ftonditions which had to be met to sustain
their living were to meet their vital, human need®. satisfy these, men created means of
producing their material life, as self-creativerigs, the makers of their own history. The process
of satisfying needs by means of appropriate tontsiastruments of production leads to the rise
of new needs. The creation and satisfaction oflfamaan need leads to the creation of another
need and this process is endless. When man createsools to satisfy his needs, the need for
new tools is itself a new human need, as well asattt of creating new needs. The term ‘history'
means the record of man's activity in actual lif&us 'history is not only the story of the
satisfaction of human needs but also the storyheir temergence and development' (Avineri
1970, 79). Man's history is an incessant strugglenan with his material environment, a
struggle which shapes and re-shapes his nature.

Man needs specific objects appropriate to his ahpwwers and needs. As Heller says:
‘The orientation of needs towards objects alsotpdim theactive character of needs. Needs are
simultaneously passions and capacities (the passidncapacity to appropriate the object) and
thuscapacities are themselves negiieller 1976, 41-42). Due to the fact that ‘tgects that
satisfy his needs lie outside him, he is by hig/veture an outgoing, active and striving being,
driven by his impulses and needs to explore andipukaie the external world' (Parekh 1975,
43). Objectification Yergegenstandlichupgs the process of making an object, through agtivi
Men can only actualise their powers and their idgasealising through them a concrete object
that embodies and expresses these powers and {debsin this way is it possible for raw
material to be constituted into an object satigfyspecific needs. Because the object is an
embodiment, realisation, and expression of power ideas and because it satisfies needs,
mirrors, the human essence' (Kain 1983, 269). 8palty human senses come about in the

process of objectification. Man's growing conscimss of his needs is not a 'mechanistic,
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automatic response of the human consciousnessrilymmeaterial stimuli. Man's consciousness
of his needs is a product of his historical develept and attests to the cultural values of
preceding generations' (Avineri 1970, 79).

Since ‘'passion is the essential force of man etieaflg bent on its object Die
Leidenschaft, die passion ist die nach seinem Gatged energisch strebende Wesenskraft des
Menschehy man therefore by nature is 'a passionate bdigig’' leidenschaftsliches Weden
because he suffers and feels that he does so (B8B)g a striving being, he tries to obtain
objects for his needs, running the risk of failwkich brings him face to face with pain and
remorse; he is a suffering being. 'To d@nsuousthat is, to be really existing, means to be an
object of sense, to be sensuousbject, and thus to have sensuous objects outsidself --
objects of one's sensuousness. To be sensuousuab(136).

Marx says that the concept of abjective beinghecessarily implieanother beingvhich
is the object of that objective being. This relationship is exgged as need, e.g. 'hunger is a
naturalneed it therefore needs @ature outside itself, ambjectoutside itself, in order to satisfy
itself, to be stilled' (135). However, reciprocallgeobjecthas the objective being fds object
'As soon as | have an object, this object has maroobject’ (136). It amounts to say that the
relation between an object and human objectivegoerrates a bond of mutual dependence or
subjectionper se thus the object of need and need itself aredntarected. Agnes Heller writes:
"The objects "bring about" the needs, and the néedg about the objects. The need and its

objects are "moments"”, "sides" of one and the seongplex.... Naturally, the "object" of need is
not restricted in its meaning [to] the objectivity material things. The world in its totality is an
objective world; every social relation, every sbpeoduct is the objectivatiorObjektivatior} of
man' (Heller 1976, 40). When seen in this lightjeotive relations are not restricted to the
human realm only; they extend to non-human objestswell, which, obviously preclude
consciousness. Marx explains this by the existibgeaive relation between the sun and the
plant: 'The sun is thebjectof the plant -- an indispensable object to it,feamng its life -- just

as the plant is an object of the sun, beingxgressiorof the life-awakening power of the sun, of
the sun'sobjective essential power' (135). The plant needs the sunitfogrowth and its

realisation; thus the sun is the object of the plenreturn, the plant is also sun's object.
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Marx emphasises that every sensuous or natura Ibais its nature outside itself. If it did
not, it would not be a natural being; hence it wiohe only a non-being. Sensuousness is the
relationship between a natural being and an object.Marx, to be sensuous means to be
conditioned by and to be dependent upon objecisit®hre also sensuous and sensuousness also
includes activities like 'feeling, thinking, obsery, experiencing, wanting, acting, loving', in
short, almost any essential relation to an independbject (93). ‘A being which does not have
its nature outside itself is notreatural being, and plays no part in the system of natiireeing
which has no object outside itself is not an oliyecbeing. A being which is not itself an object
for some third being has no being for alsject i.e. it is not objectively related. Its beingnet
objective. A non-objective being is maon-being ['Ein ungegenstandliches Wesen ist ein
Unwesefj (135). It evidently means that only objectivergs really exist; a non-objective being,
that is not an object of sense, is a non-bethgnfesel, 'a product of mere thought (i.e. of mere
imagination), an abstraction' (136). For instar@ged, angels and other mysterious 'essences' are
by definition non-natural beings, therefore theyrdi exist; these are merely the creatures of
human fantasy. Allen Wood explains: 'Marx's forsmaim is to show that Hegel's favoured
attitude toward external, sensible objects, thetud# which treats them as phenomenal
manifestations of the knowing mind, is an aliena#dude, a symptom of an alienated mode of
life." To show the falsity of this view 'Marx muatso attack the Hegelian idea that ultimate
reality is an all-embracing divine mind or spinthich recognises every finite object as the
appearance of its own creative power and by theogmeition cancels or supersedes the
"externality” or "otherness" of its objects....Nfarx shows that everything which exists is an
"objective being", that a "non-objective" beingaision-being”, then he has shown that there is no
such thing as Hegel's cosmic spirit' (Wood 1985)16

Secondly, as Meszaros explains that having ondlerenautside itself, expresses the
mode of existence of every natural being; it imbymeans specific about man: Thus if someone
wants to identifyexternalisationwith human alienatior(as Hegel did, for instance) he can only
do this by confounding the whole with one spegqpiget of it. Consequently "objectification" and
"externalisation” are relevant to alienation onigafar as they take place in esmumanform'’
(Meszaros 1970, 169).

154



The distinction between animals and man in BieM is meant to show the human
gualities of man which distinguish him from all ethnatural beings, above all the animals,
which come closest to him. Marx's discussion of rbgndistinguishing man from animal, as
Hegel and Feuerbach had done before, was to thecelitferences and highlight the species
character of man. (For more on this theme, seeE1€85, 62-68; see also Fetscher 1973, 443-
47; Oizerman 1988, 39-55).

According to Marx the essence of a being is distaide by looking at its life activity.
Drawing the distinction between the activity anddarction in man and animal, Marx writes:
"The animal is immediately one with its life actjvilt does not distinguish itself from it. It s
life activity. Man makes his life activity itself the objectlag will and of his determination with
which he directly merges. Conscious life activitytthguishes man immediately from animal life
activity' (68). In the sphere of production manais'‘conscious species being', he produces
intentionally. 'Admittedly, animals also produce.But an animal only produces what it
immediately needs for itself or its young. It prods one-sidedly, whilst man produces
universally. It produces only under the dominatmihimmediate physical need, whilst man
produces even when he is free from physical neddaty truly produces in freedom therefrom'
(68-69). However, these distinctive characteristiceian are peculiar to man in his capacity as 'a
conscious species-being, i.e. as a being thasttlkatspecies as its own essential being, or that h
treats itself as a species-being’ (68). But ast@ralabeing, who has not reached the human level
yet, he is like an animal, whose labour is his gsecharacter; he is not a self-aware natural
being. As a natural being, man is like an animaé ‘with its life activity' (68). He produces only
to secure his immediate physical needs. Withoudtcsglsciousness and intellectual abilities, he
forms objects without any standard of beauty. M&bsur in this context is a constrained and
restrictive activity; it is mere energy used &isfy human needs, having very little in common
with human productive activity. Only the human lg=snin pursuing their 'genuinely human

functions' (66) are capable of creative work incadance with the laws of beauty.

5.2.2. Man as a species being
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In 5.2.1. | have presented a general outline ofXaconcept of man as a natural being. But,
according to Marx, man is not merely a naturahbehe at the same time ishamannatural
being. This means that basically man has the wpbditive with and for himself, made possible
by the fact of his social life. In 5.2.2. we willdk closely at Marx's notion of man as a species
being.

Marx expresses his idea of man by speaking of nsaa species-being who has unique
and distinctly human qualities. In Marx's words, e a being for himselffiir sich selbst
seiendes WesgnTherefore he is apecies beingGattungswesen and has to confirm and
manifest himself as such both in his being andignkmowing' (136). According to Marx the
essence of a living natural being is ascertainbpléooking at its life activity, the way it lives:
"The whole character of a species -- its speciasacher -- is contained in the character of its Iif
activity' (68). The distinctive character of humbeing is therefore found in his productive
activity. 'It is in his work," writes Marx, 'uporhe objective world, therefore that man really
proves himself to be apecies-beingThis production is his active species-life. Thgbuhis
production nature appears Bs work and reality. The object of labour is, theref the
objectification of man's species-liféor he duplicates himself not only, as in conssizess,
intellectually, but also actively, in reality, atiderefore he sees himself in a world that he has
created' (69). Man self-conscious of himself asirafividual, conscious of others manifests
himself through his activity and his goal-settidg.cording to Marx, man in his nature and his
activity is social. Man's consciousness itself oaial product and it remains so as long as men
will continue to exist. The notion that man is sbdiy nature, and that man can live a human life
only by realising his social nature is of cardimaportance in understanding Marx. As man is
social by nature, he can develop his true naturgiorsociety.

Marx uses the terrbattungswesein the EPM to describe human nature in the broader
context of alienation. The term has been translagedspecies-being’ or 'species essence'. The
place of the concept of species-being in Marx ie oh extreme complexity. There is also a
considerable divergence of opinion among variougeva about the place of the concept in
Marx's thought as a whole. In this connection, \ea examine two opinions. Bertell Ollman
regards the distinction between natural powerschwhihave cited before, to be 'the generally
unrecognised foundation on which Marx erects hisreerconception of human nature' (Ollman
1971, 76). Richard J. Bernstein while acceptingcetral place of the concept of species-being
in Marx's early thought, suggests that Marx regdtén his later works. He writes: 'Marx's early
use of the concept of "species-being" and his sjesd criticism of this concept is a typical
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instance of his own progressive dialectical develept in which he negates, affirms and passes
beyond an early stage in his thinking. Marx rehegvily on this concept in his writings during
the early 1840s. Species being is man's true @l m#ure and it becomes fully manifest only
when human alienation is overcome. Already in 184%is sixth thesis of Feuerbach, Marx is
critical of this concept.... Marx is not only casing Feuerbach, he is also criticising himself'
(Bernstein 1972, 66).

The term itself is derived from Hegel, and the @picof man as a species-being, as
described in chapter 2, was developed by Feuerlbémivever, it needs to be added that Marx's
use of the term 'species-being' is comprehensihle after having grasped the meanings of the
notion 'species' in Feuerbach. In fact, the tenpecies-being’ was the current philosophical
phraseology of the age. Adam Schaff views this ggwlogy as one of the notable influences in
the study of Marx's thought in these words: 'Tlsigarticularly true of the "phraseology” (as
Marx called it) that he took from the current pBidphical vocabulary -- not necessarily lock,
stock, and barrel but at any rate with much ofsgmantic paraphernalia: without appreciating
these liabilities, much, and sometimes all, ofsaase of the problem is lost. To Feuerbach -- as
to Marx after him -- the question of human essemas inseparable from man's relationship with
other men, his membership of the spec¢iiesno sapiens- and consequently inseparable from
the fact that man is, as the jargon of the timeitpat species being' (Schaff 1970, 79). Feuerbach,
as mentioned before, saw the essential charaatesfsian in the unity of man with other man,
in the I-Thou relationship in the sphere of lovel &nendship. This was to emphasise the social
aspect of man, despite the formal limitations ef doctrine and its linguistic peculiarity.

In addition, we can say that for Feuerbach, 'sgeogng’ is man's true or ideal nature,
which man has as an essential characteristic, Eadtlae intrinsic potential, once he finds his
way out of the labyrinth of alienation into whichkligion has thrown him. From this we can
surmise that the very concept of alienation preegpp a vision or ideal of man and that is what
he can become when he is able to develop and msetuas potentialities freely and creatively.
Feuerbach employs the term to designate a consaesipeculiar only to man, whereby man is
also cognisant of being a member of the same speltigfact these views, which Feuerbach
articulates, are based upon the commonly held fbeliethe eighteenth century that self-
consciousness is man's distinctive characterigtie. term used by Feuerbach can be shown to
have the double meaning of essential characteastiwell as the basic potentiality. In t6EM
Marx ‘'apparently adopts both meanings of the Feofibn term in uncritical fashion'
(Rockmore 1980, 37).
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The question whether Marx abandons the use ofdheept in his later writings can best
be explained by disentangling the term 'speciesgbé&iom the concept. How far can we accept
that theSixth Thesis on Feuerbagnovides us sufficient evidence to conclude tharicomes
to reject the concept of human nature in his lteught? As a first step in our attempt to clarify
the concept, we should look at the full text of 8igth Thesiwhich reads: 'Feuerbach resolves
the essence of religion into the essencenaih (das menschliche WegeBut the essence of man
is no abstraction inherent in each single individlraits reality it is the ensemble of the social
relations. Feuerbach, who does not enter uportieigm of this real essence, is hence obliged:

1. To abstract from the historical process andetiind the religious sentiment by itself,
and to presuppose an abstragselated-- human individual.

2. Essence, therefore, can be regarded only agiéspeas an inner, mute, general
character which unites the many individuials natural way(CWS5, 4). The German expression
Marx uses to describe what has been translatdéieagsssence of man' or ‘human naturelas '
menschliche Wesen

Marx criticises Feuerbach for failing to grasp thia¢ essence of man in the concrete
historical terms of man's 'sensuous practice',thathis use of 'species existence' is only as an
abstract term. Wartofsky argues that this criticisngorrect in the sense that Feuerbach did not
grasp the historical praxis in the politico-histat terms of Marx's conception of praxis:
'Nonetheless, it is clear that Feuerbach did tlwhKspecies existence" in terms of a historical
process, at the level of the historical phenomemolaf human consciousness. That is to say, he
dealt in detail with the modes of reflectionconsciousnessf characteristic human experiences.
It may be said that where Marx and Engels were redadi.e. in historical political-economic
terms), Feuerbach was abstract; but that whererbacte was concrete (i.e. in the psychology
and phenomenology of conscious experience), MadkEamgels remained abstract' (Wartofsky
1977, 225).

The Australian writer Wal Suchting in his commemgtan theSixth Thesisargues that
Marx at this juncture arrives at a new theoretmaiht in his description of the human essence.
The second and third 'sentences state a view osuthject of human "essence", first negatively,
and then positively. Negatively Marx rejects albastialist theories, that is, all theories about
human beings, society, history which begin fromrabgerisations of the intrinsic nature of the
individuals, whether such natures are conceivad tthnscendental (for example Christian) or in
naturalistic (for example Hobbesian) terms: whetbenceived of as subject to change, the
guestion concerns the fixing on the individualstlas theoretically primary element... [In the
third sentence the view of man as ensemble of humlations is put positively by Marx.] In
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such a conception, which was to be given clear Idpugent and made the basis of his later
work, individuals are to be regarded not as thgimror constituting basis of their relations but
rather as the "bearers" of those relations' (SngHitb79, 19).

The line of thought such as that of Suchting's, Wiest advanced by the French
philosopher Louis Althusser which had a big impacta whole range of issues within Marxism.
Althusser regards 1845 to be the year of Marx'stepiological rupture, when, according to
Althusser, 'Marx broke radically with every thedhat based history and politics on an essence
of man'... [The rupture with every philosophicattanpology and humanism] 'means that Marx
rejected the problematic of the earlier philosophyg adopted a new problematic in one and the
same act. The earlier idealist ("bourgeois”) plufdsy depended in all its domains and
arguments ... on a problematic lmiman nature(or the essence of man) ... By rejecting the
essence of man as his theoretical basis, Marxtegjeithe whole of this organic system of
postulates. He drove the philosophical categoriethe subject of empiricism of theideal
essenceetc., from all the domains in which they had bsapreme' (Althusser 1979, 227, 228;
for a comprehensive review of Althusser's viewsthrir political context, see Elliott 1987,
especially Chapter 2 and Callinicos 1978; as to wAlthusser reacted against 'Marxist
humanism', see Althusser's comments to the Engliglon of For Marx, 1979, 9-15). | can only
very briefly mention that there has much been amitbn Althusserian formulations in Marxist
philosophy, and Althusser's struggle against teiggon of Marxism only to ‘humanism' at the
hands of revisionists of France. Althusser sawddweger of Catholic influence, represented by
Calvez, Bigo, Rubel and Cornu growing within FrerMhrxists. Roger Garaudy, the eminent
philosopher of the French Communist Party in P& spectives de 1'homn(@959) had made
friendly overtures towards existentialists, phenonategists and Christians, offering a
'humanistic' interpretation of Marxism. (For thehgrical meanings of the terms 'humanism' and
‘anti-humanism’ in recent French philosophy, sqee84986, 11-12.) One should take note of the
fact that Althusser's, what has come to be caleti-humanism’, was in fact a political and
ideological struggle emphasising the scientific rabter of Marxism against the 'Hegelian
Marxism', ‘historicism', and 'empiricism'. It istivin this position that Althusser's rejection oé th
postulates of the human nature in Marxism shouldvaduated.

In this study, there is little space for a detaithsicussion on the conflicting claims for
and against the concept of human nature in Mahdsight as a whole. However, we should
mention that one of the recent exponents of theirmoed existence of the concept of human
nature in Marx's later writings is Norman GeraspwihisMarx and Human Nature: Refutation
of a Legendrigorously scrutinises th8ixth ThesisWhile dealing with the views of a wide
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variety of writers who have come to argue agaimstgresence of the concept of human nature in
Marx's post-1845 writings, Geras writes: 'Most,ublo not all, of these arguments obviously go
beyond a concern with the meaning of the sixthishesing the latter in support of a more far-
reaching claim about the development of Marx's ¢finbuln so far as this is so, one should note
that it is the claim's generality, emphasised endhoted passages [of these writers], that gives it
its point. No one could be startled if the argursemere only that Marx disputed or forsook some
conceptions of a universal human nature. There tmbghroom even then for controversy over
particulars, but it would be a quite different kinflcontention, consistent with the recognition
that a concept of human nature still finds its plac his mature theory of history' (Geras 1983,
51).

After a fairly comprehensive analysis, Geras agiat the conclusion that the views
which reject the concept of human nature in Matrrat845 are not correct. He argues that the
terms das menschliche Wesamd 'human nature’ can be interchanged withe'ssence of man'.
Of course, there is the possibility of other intetptions of theSixth Thesis 'but further
proposals will not affect the main contours of #ngument. It is enough if it has been shown that
there are ... plausible ways of reading the thiesighich no denial of human nature is involved'
(ibid., 54). There is certainly a justified crigon of Marx's use of the term especially in &M,
where, according to Richard Bernstein, Marx malkespecial attempt to analyse and justify this
crucial concept. But Bernstein's drastic postutatizat 'by the time Marx wrot€apital, he was
quite explicit about the abandonment of specieag@nd its replacement by the concept of
class' (Bernstein 1972, 68-69) cannot be defen@iech Rockmore, in fact, makes it a point to
emphasise that in thgixth Thesisvhere Marx objects that the essence of man ishstraction
inherent in each individual; it is in reality thesemble of social relations; and that the absehce o
the term 'species-being' in later writings is noffisient to substantiate the claim that Marx
rejects the concept after 1845. Tom Rockmore wrigdghough Marx did in fact abandon the
term "species-being”, it seems questionable thatcwd relinquish the concept for which it
stands. To be sure, Marx quickly unburdens himskthe idea that consciousness is in itself a
distinguishing human trait. This should not be ssipg, since it would have been inconsistent
to champion a theory of false consciousness, ag Maes inThe German ldeologynd put such
faith in individual awareness. Indeed, in the sawmk Marx notes that it is not in fact
consciousness which distinguishes man from animals, the production of the means of
subsistence. But it is important to emphasise ithdbes not therefore follow that Marx rejects
the idea that there is a distinguishing human cteristic. Rather, in effect, it is to substituteeo
such criterion for another' (Rockmore 1980, 37-38).
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Now to return to our discussion in the early womks, see that Marx uses the idea of it in
1843 in theCritique as 'man's communal being' against individualism.the EPM Marx
emphasises the social aspect of man by the contepecies-being. The social ‘'mode of human
existence cannot be derived from man's existen@s agomistic or individualistic creature, but
presupposes his reciprocal trans-subjective agtemitd orientation' (Avineri 1970, 87). Marx
uses the term to define man, and distinguish homfthe animal. 'Marx was struck by the fact,'
writes Parekh, ‘that unlike the animal, man hasege consciousness, the consciousness of
being a man like other men, a member of a spearetshe felt that this difference could be best
conceptualised in terms of the Feuerbachian nai@pecies-being. Evidently he found the term
very useful, and he used it on every conceivabt&sion during his Feuerbachian period, and
derived a number of terms from it that are noteddund in Feuerbach' (Parekh 1975, 47). The
new terms which Marx uses are species-life, spex@sity, species-powers, species-
consciousness, species-objectivity, species-actspadies-spirit, etc. In his later writings, Marx
gives up the use of the term but he retains theegnby using the new term 'social being'
instead.

In the EPM, Marx alludes to the species-character of humastexce in these words:
'Man is a species-being, not only because in meaetnd in theory he adopts the species (his own
as well as those of other beings) as his obje¢t;-land this is only another way of expressing it
-- also because he treats himself asmiaersaland therefore a free being' (67). This is onéhef t
clearest definitions of species-being. It means mhan has the capacity to make his species as
well as that of other beings an object of his canmness, will and practical concern. Man
‘combines in himself both the subjective and objectspects of activity, so the historical
enrichment of his specific singular nature is espesl in the extent to which he is capable,
through his endeavours, of humanising the resthef énvironment. Man as such becomes
specific inasmuch that his activity becomesversal... theuniversalin man is exactly what is
specificin him and in his attitude to the world, becausis only in the crucible of activity that
things of nature interact at human level' (lvan684, 82-83).

Man's species-powers establish his relationshigh widture, including other human
beings as part of nature. In developing this therh¢he type of social relationships, and a
standard to gauge the level at which human sodiat/ reached, Marx mentions the direct
species-relationship of man to woman (but in thige,ave should also include the species-
relationship of woman to man): 'The direct, natuaald necessary relation of person to person is
therelation of man to womarin thisnatural species-relationship man's relationship to natsire i
immediately his relation to man, just as his relatto man is immediately his relationship to
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nature -- his owmatural destination. In this relationship, therefore sensuously manifested
reduced to an observalfigct, the extent to which the human essence has becatuee to man,

or to which nature to him has become the humamessaf man. From this relationship, one can
therefore judge man's whole level of developmerdnfthe character of this relationship follows
how muchmanas aspecies-beingasman has come to be himself and to comprehend himself;
the relation of man to woman is the mastural relationof human being to human being. It
therefore reveals the extent to which maatiral behaviour has beconmeiman or the extent to
which thehumanessence in him has becomeaural essence ... the extent to which he in his
individual existence is at the same time a socahdy (89). Even though man and woman
relationship is a natural power, it also typifie®st truly the species-being of his nature.
Gattungsweseris also the ideal fulfilment of man as man. Byeasting the narrow egoistic
limitations of individual, man becomes more and enbuman. This process of humanisation is
aptly described by Parekh: 'Humanised sense istherowvords a "cultivated"”, "refined"”, or
"cultured” sense, a sense that has incorporatédnwiself all the relevant achievements of the
human species and that relates to its object noglynbecause of its ability to serve a raw human
need but “for its own sake", that is, because efkihnd of object it is. A cultured man, a man of
humanised sense, is for Marx a free man, a man @soemancipated his senses from the
tyranny of nature and turned them into organs yregpressing his human powers' (Parekh 1975,
56).

For the unfolding of the senses to their humanllexesre they appropriate the object
adequately, it is essential that the object mustHeeen humanised. It means that the relation
between the subject and the object is one of dialanteraction, where the subject develops his
senses with the humanising of objects. This recglronteraction taking place through the
medium of human labour is excellently expressedPhiip J. Kain: '[Object] must have been
transformed by human labour such that man has tifigelchimself in it. At the same time, the
significance of the object can go no further thaani® subjective capacity to perceive it -- Marx
says there is no music for a non-musical ear. nhses too must have been developed. They are
developed in part by the development of the objegtthe response with a new object (e.g. an
original development in art or technology) can sii@me in the subject, and in part the senses are
developed by being exercises in the process ofuotmih and perception of objects.... The
subject is developed by employing and objectifyitsgpowers and ideas. The object comes into
being through the subject's productive activity aimeugh his capacity to perceive the object’
(Kain 1983, 270).
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In the context of man's humanising of nature thhobgs labour, Marx sees industry in
relation to the essence of man. For Marx, induisyryvhich he means man's products as well as
his tools used in the process of production, is thben book ofmnan's essential powerghe
perceptibly existing humarpsychology (96). The whole complex of industry shows the
materialised productive powers of human beings lthrough the medium of industry that man
humanises and harnesses external nature. The haatianiof external nature increases powers
of man; it also develops his species-beilmglustryis theactual, historical relationship of nature
... to man. If, therefore, industry is conceivedhasexotericrevelation of man'sssential powers
we also gain an understanding of themanessence of nature or thatural essence of man'
(97). The relation of industry with man had hitleeleen viewed, 'only in an external relation of
utility' and not seen 'in its conception with magssential being97). The dependence of man's
social developments, according to this view, igéar determined by the advance of productive
forces. Marx says: 'Only through developed industrgloes the ontological essence of human
passion come into being, in its totality as welirags humanity; the science of man is therefore
itself a product of man's own practical activid9). All history is the history of the extension o
man's species-powers through his productive agtaltng with pervasive alienation, and at the
same time it is also the history of the preparatboniversal reconciliation and reappropriation
of man's essential powers: 'We have before usltfjextified essential poweos man in the form
of sensuous, alien, useful objects the form of estrangement, displayedomdinary material
industry [which can be conceived either as a part of tlestegal movement, or that movement
can be conceived agparticular part of industry, since all human activity hitleeldeen labour --
that is, industry -- activity estranged from it$e{®7). The labour objectifies the species-life of
man. Through man's efforts over the ages, a marereagironment appears before man. The
history in this perspective is only the world ofjedis, the creation of man: 'All history is the
history of preparing and developinmar' to become the object sensuougonsciousness and
turning the requirements of "man as man" into @eds. History itself is eeal part ofnatural
history -- of nature developing into man' (98). Man, aa@ete sensuous being, is a part of nature.
‘The human nature of man,' elaborates Axelos, ésgas the action by which nature becomes
man, and this nature is the source of those esseokjective forces that push him toward his
own externalisation; man is from the beginning turad and socially active being that seeks to
satisfy the totality of its needs through labouneTorigin of man is nature, his nature is human;
the Nature with which he is always involved is afaaocial, and its becoming is historical.
(Cosmic) Nature and (human) nature, (social) tepmiand (historical) becoming are therefore
inseparably bound and manifest themselves froméhgbeginning' (Axelos 1976, 219).
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In theEPM, the term 'nature’ is used in three senses. Exstrnal nature is the sensuous
world external to man, nature as opposed to mamhitnsense, according to Marx, 'nature is
man'sinorganicbody-- nature, that is, insofar as it is not itself ambody' (67). Second, nature
in the sense of human nature, as m@agtungsweserMarx says: 'The nature that develops in
human history -- the genesis of human society m&n'sreal nature; hence nature as it develops
through industry, even though in astrangedorm, is trueanthropologicalnature’ (98). Third,
here nature is as general, external nature; theahurature forming a part of it. Marx describes
the relation between man and nature thus: 'Maas on nature -- means that nature is asly,
with which he must remain in continuous interchatide is not to die. That man's physical and
spiritual life is linked to nature means simplyttinature is linked to itself, for man is a part of
nature' (67-68).

This notion of the unity of man and nature in Maxdifferent from that of Feuerbach. In
his natural philosophy Marx went beyond Feuerbaath ‘took up a clear position against the
traditional separation of nature and society thatidfbach had not overcome, and always
considered the problem of nature predominantly fribra standpoint of its interaction with
society' (Lukacs 1982b, 5; see also Levine 19751)11n Feuerbach the idea of the unity of man
and nature 'related only to the romantically tragused fact that man arose out of nature, and not
to man's socio-historically mediated unity with urat in industry.... Feuerbach's man does not
emerge as an independent productive force but resmaobund to pre-human nature....
Feuerbach's anthropological accentuation of maopp®sed to the rest of nature was always
abstract. Nature as a whole was for Feuerbach historical, homogeneous substratum, while
the essence of the Marxist critique was the disgoluof this homogeneity into a dialectic of
Subject and Object' (Schmidt 1971, 27). In Marx, ttegelian ‘world spirit' in his world-creating
activity when shorn of its idealistic trappingspaprs to be the human being. 'Marx accepted the
idealist view that the world is mediated througé subject. He considered however that he could
bring home the full significance of this idea bysing what was the true pathos of "creation" as
presented by philosophers from Kant to Hegel: tleator of the objective world is the socio-
historical life-process of human beings' (ibid.; 28, see also Tucker 1972, 130-32).

In the EPM, Marx views nature not only as the totality of @ikt exists but also as a
constituent part of human practice. It is for tresson that he puts special stress on man and
nature connection. 'Butature too, taken abstractly, for itself -- nature fixedisolation from
man -- isnothingfor man' (145). Marx's view of nature, as Jeanptype argues is 'that nature
insofar as it ifor mancannot be detached from hsiman significanceThere does not exist
nature, without human significance, artien man. There is only naturat the human level
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neither objective nor subjective -- nature produbgdnan, that is to say, seen, touched, tasted,
worked upon, and transformed by a living being' @ptylite 1969, 98). This view anyhow does
not deny the existence or minimise the importanéenature's development before or
independently of man. Marx argues for example, tjatgnosy (the scientific study of the
development of the earth) shows that the eartiWsldement has been a result of the process of
self-generation. This dissolves the mythical exataoms of the 'Creation’ which as 'an idea [is]
very difficult to dislodge from popular consciousse(99). It also means that untransformed
nature for man is not a nullity, it is definitelpreething for man. But in Marx's concept of
nature, the primary focus continues to be on mahhas labour. Alfred Schmidt points to this:
"The sensuous world and finite men in their exgsBocial setting (the essence and appearance at
the same time) are the only qualities taken intcoant by Marxist theory. At bottom, there
existed for Marx only "man and his labour on thee @ide, nature and its materials on the
other".... As long as nature remains unworked @éasnomically valueless, or rather, to be more
precise, has a purely potential value which awigstsealisation' (Schmidt 1971, 29-30). In the
EPM, we find Marx holding the view that, 'as far agdioary experience goes, immediate
untransformed nature for the most part disappeknmegl ago in history. Guided by developing
needs, industry has transformed nature and cotestitit into objects for-us. Our senses have
been transformed in the same process' (Kain 1988, Zhe development of an object leads to a
corresponding development of the subject. Bothothject and the subject in their mutuality are
constituted socially and historically as well aghbare constitutive of each other. But where
‘either the natural or the subjective side has be®n developed, a meaningful object is not
constituted' (ibid., 273).

The humanisation of nature in history has been rs@guence of man's acting in co-
operation with others of his species. Marx's usehef term 'species-being' in tlEPM, in a
significant way refers to man in that 'human beihgse a capacity unique to the members of
human species for empathising and co-operating Vellow members of the species. Like
Feuerbach, Marx believed that the possession byahumeings of this potential had important
ethical implications. It implied that compassionr the suffering of others and conscious co-
operation with others were more human attitudes Hadfish indifference and hostility to others'
(Conway 1987, 33; see also Mahowald 1972-3, 475-Tb¢ essence of human nature is not
egoism but sociality i.e. the ensemble of humaatieis. This, unlike egoism, is not abstract
quality which is inherent in the single individuéilcan only exist in the relations of individuals
with each other and for each other. Thus sociegffitis nothing else but man in his social
relations. Egoism and Hobbesi@#ellum omnium contra omneaccording to Marx, are not
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essentially human characteristics. Marx emphayicdiscribes both the social character of man's
species-being and the social character of hisigctiving Fetscher finds the importance of co-
operation and the socially transmitted traditiohBuman inventions in material production to be
the condition of human existence: 'Society does deselop out of individual human beings
coming together and concluding a social contratti9oaynchronous with human man. From his
very first beginning man is a social being, and kivel of society he lives in determines the
degree of humanisation he is capable of, his pqweasits, and satisfactions' (Fetscher 1973,
448). However, there are very many limitations oants internal nature. Marx sums up man's
dilemma pithily: 'Neither nature objectively nortage subjectively is directly given in a form
adequate to theumanbeing' (136). But the development of countless grsvand potentialities
of individuals can take place only in conjunctioithwothers. In a humanised way there is no
clash between individual and social interests.

5.3. The theory of political economy and alienation

In the EPM Marx presents his analysis of the nature and fonictg of the capitalistic economy
for the first time. Before thEPM, the economic factor in Marx does not appear @escesive one
in the socio-political relations, even though wedfithat Marx had begun to realise the
importance of economic relations when he was warkintheRheinische ZeitundHis articles in
the German-French Yearbookeeveal his growing awareness that the abolitionpo¥ate
property was an essential condition to de-alienaéind was also a positive content to human
emancipation. Prior to thEPM, as Meszaros points out, Marx 'did not realiseftimlamental
ontological importance of the spherepsbductionwhich appeared in his writings in the form of
rather generic references to "need38durfnissgin general. Consequently, Marx was unable to
grasp in a comprehensive way the complex hieraoftie various kinds and forms of human
activity: their reciprocainterrelationswithin astructuredwhole' (Meszaros 1970, 80)

But at this stage in Marx's life, as Lukacs poiots, there is 'a tendency towards the
increasing concretization of forms and relationshigtc. of social existence, which reached a
philosophical turning-point precisely in his economritings. These tendencies find their first

adequate expression in tB®M, since it is not the least aspect of the pathkangaoriginality of
these texts that for the first time in the histofyphilosophy the categories of economics appear
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as those of the production and reproduction of hufife, and hence make it possible to depict
social existence ontologically on a materialistifa¥et the economic centre of Marx's ontology
in no way means that his view of the world is "emmist" ' (Lukacs 1982b, 4-5).

In theEPM, Marx's economic studies lead him to the critiqtipolitical economy within
the ontological principles of social being. Manxticises the main suppositions of political
economy in terms of its own theory of value anddgscription of production and distribution of
wealth. Beside this, Marx criticises its conceptodman.

Marx in the Preface to thePM claims that his results have been attained by mefa
wholly empirical analysis based on a conscientwitgcal study of political economy. Marx here
seems to have meant two things, as John Torrartieesu 'First, he had used the works of the
classical economists as a source of empirical géisations and theoretical hypotheses, of an
empirical kind, about economic life. He had "cialily " separated these from mere speculation in
order to get an account of how the capitalist systerked. But secondly, he had used the same
sources as evidence for a generalized accountvef'palitical economy'interpretedcapitalism,
and therefore also the type of human society irclvitibelonged. And here he critically isolated
crucial limitations in the assumptions with whidteteconomists had approached and classified
their data. He did not necessarily regard thesetdtions as invalidating their findings or
hypotheses. The assumptions built into the categaf political economy were, in Marx's view,
also present in the meanings by which economiands lived' (Torrance 1977, 67).

Marx finds the utter inadequacy of the 'abstrad¢tethulas' of political economy which
are presented as laws. The economic generalisagodsarbitrary assumptions remain less than
laws. 'To abstract economic meanings alone an@rsgdise them in isolation was an inevitably
one-sided approach. It was rather like abstraciregything blue from nature in order to create a
science of blueness. How important the economy niiglhin society, and however differentiated
and specialised its roles and institutions migltoioee, it remained part of a social system which
affected it at every moment' (ibid., 67). This gogan be explained by looking at political
economy's view of the proletarians. Marx writesgties without saying that tipgoletarian i.e.
the man who being without capital and rent, livasefy by labour, and by a one-sided, abstract
labour, is considered by political economy onlyaaworker. Political economy can therefore
advance the proposition that the proletarian, #timesas any horse, must get as much as will
enable him to work. It does not consider him whenidinot working, as a human being; but
leaves such consideration to criminal law, to dagteo religion, to the statistical tables, to
politics and to the poor-house overseer' (28).dans that the questions which arise as a result of
the assumptions of political economy cannot be ansgvwith the help of the same assumptions.
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To find an answer, it is imperative to 'rise abdive level of political economy' (28), and place
these assumptions in the broader social contexergleen in this light the question we have to
ask becomes: 'What in the evolution of mankindches meaning of this reduction of the greater
part of mankind to abstract labour' (28)?

After quoting extensively from the classical ecom&is) Marx criticises classical political
economy for starting from the visible appearante, &ctual movement of private property,
without explaining the cause or the 'essence’ighf@ property. Marx writes: 'Political economy
starts with the fact of private property; it doet explain it to us. It expresses in general, alostr
formulas thematerial process through which private property actuallyses, and these formulas
it then takes fotaws It does notomprehendhese laws, i.e. it does not demonstrate how they
arise from the very nature of private property.itit@l economy throws no light on the cause of
the division between labour and capital, and betwespital and land. When, for example, it
defines the relationship of wages to profit, itdakhe interest of the capitalists to be the uligma
cause, i.e. it takes for granted what it is supgdseexplain' (62). Marx's own approach in the
EPM, in Mandel's words, ‘following the logic of a agite of private property and capitalism, and
not of a general exposition of the laws of develeptrof the capitalist mode of production ... [is]
an analysis of th@overty caused by private property, rather than ... anyaisaof thewealth
caused by commodity production [which had beenstaging point of all the classical works of
political economy, and was the one which Marx wiasself to adopt irCapital]' (Mandel 1971,
30-31).

Marx shows that the political economy's assumpti@t the conditions of the production
of capitalism can be attributed to all forms of m@wmy is incorrect. The political economists
begin with the premise of the exchange economy tardexistence of private property. The
egoistic ends, profit-making, and competition aeersas the natural attributes of man; but, in
fact, 'the only wheels which political economy setsnotion aregreedand thewvar amongst the
greedy -- competition (62). Marx shows that the formation of an exclearegonomy, for
instance, is the outcome of a historical procesiscapitalism is a historically determined system
of production. Every economic phenomenon is sinmgitasly always a social phenomenon, and
the prevalence of a particular type of economyyppeses a definite form of society. So far as
the institution of private property is concernedisi not the result of any operation of law of
nature, in reality it is the essence of estrangduwbur (man's essence is labour and estranged
labour is the essence of private property).

Another fallacious supposition of economists issfmeak of 'capital’, ‘commodities’,
'‘prices’, and so on, as if these exist independehtuman mediation. Consider the place of a
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worker under capitalism. 'The worker exists as akeooonly when he exist®r himselfas
capital; and he exists as capital only when soapgtal existsfor him. The existence of capital is
his existence, hifife; as it determines the tenor of his life in a marnndifferent to him' (75). In
the concrete examples where political economy darethice things to economic abstractions,
these cease to have any significance: 'Politicaheay, therefore, does not recognise the
unemployed worker, the working man so far as hgéap to be outside his labour relationship.
The rascal, swindler, beggar, the unemployed, tdr@iag, wretched and criminal workingman --
these ardigures that do not existor political economybut only for other eyes, those of the
doctor, the judge, the grave-digger, and bum-lbaiifc.; such figures are spectres outside its
domain' (76).

The workers are treated as objects by politicalneony. It is symptomatic of the
suppositions of political economy that ‘the ecorstsntreat workers as "costs" to the capitalists,
and hence as equivalent to any other sort of dapif@enditure. Political economy declares it to
be irrelevant that the real "objects" of analysis men in society. It is for this reason that the
economists are able to obscure what is in facinsitr to their interpretation of the capitalist
mode of production: that capitalism is founded uporlass division between proletariat, or
working class, on the one hand, and bourgeoisieapitalist class, on the other. These classes
are in endemic conflict as regards the distributbithe fruits of industrial production' (Giddens
1971, 10). At the start of his analysis of politie@onomy, Marx points out the antagonistic
struggle between the worker and the capitalists Hmtagonism becomes apparent in the direct
relation between the worker's wages and the cegtisgbrofit: Wagesare determined through the
antagonistic struggle between capitalist and workéctory goes necessarily to the capitalist’
(21).

The contradiction between profit and wages detezmthe trend in the latter's reduction
to the level of minimum subsistence. The politieabnomy asserts the harmony of labour and
capital, but in fact it 'knows the worker only asvarking animal -- as a beast reduced to the
strictest bodily needs' (29). The division of labmcreases the productive power of labour and it
leads to the increase in wealth in the societyjtbddes not make the life of the worker easier for
that reason: "Whilst labour brings about the acdatimn of capital and with this the increasing
prosperity of society, it renders the worker evemrendependent upon the capitalist, leads him
into a competition of a new intensity, and drivé® Into the headlong rush of over-production,
with its subsequent corresponding slump' (27).

Citing the economists (who use the phrases likehilte out one's labour’, 'to lend one's
labour at interest’, 'to work in other's plac®, lire out the materials of labour’, 'to lend the
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materials of labour at interest', and 'to make mstheork in one's place' etc.), Marx says: 'Politica
economy considers labour in the abstract as a;thabgur is a commodity. If the price is high,
then the commodity is in great demand, if the pisdew, then the commodity is in great supply:
the price of labour as a commodity must fall lowed lower' (32).

The worker has become a commodity, like any otberrnodity. When he is in excess of
the market demand, his price sinks. 'The politmanomist tells us that everything is bought
with labour and that capital is nothing but accusted labour; but at the same time he tells us
that the worker, far from being able to buy everygh must sell himself and his humanity' (26).
As the worker in the capitalist mode of productiwith its ever-increasing division of labour
finds himself reduced to a machine, his labour,Hig vital activity, with all its natural, spirial
and social diversity, increasingly confronts himaasalien property.

By means of the political economist's line of argumt Marx shows the paradoxical
nature and results of the abstracted laws of paliteconomy. According to the political
economist, the interests of worker are never opgpts¢he interest of society, but 'society always
and necessarily stands opposed to the interesieoivorker' (27). The worker sinks to the level
of a commodity, his misery standing in inverse tieteship to the size and power of his
production. On the side of capital, the necessasylt of competition is the concentration of
capital in a few hands and the growth in powerhef tapitalists, the workers experience their
ruin, impoverishment and the overlordship of thpitadists. The political economist recognises
that 'it is solely through labour that man enhantesvalue of the products of nature, whilst
labour is man's active possession, according teah®e political economy the landowner and the
capitalist, who qua landowner and capitalist areetyeprivileged and idle gods, are everywhere
superior to the worker and lay down the law to K26).

Marx's analysis of society based on private prgpémt the stage of commodity-
production, according to Kamenka, is 'the firstsien of what is undoubtedly Marx's best-
known contribution to intellectual endeavour....th¢ very beginning of his venture into political
economy, Marx has thus satisfied the requiremenkssodialectical critique of civil society: he
has shown to his own satisfaction that civil socige. political economy) is necessarily, by its
very essence, self-contradictory, working by itsnolgic toward inevitable break-up and
collapse. But Marx wants to go further than thi® Wants to display the basic ground of the
"contradictions" in political economy. This grourdnnot be displayed, or even understood, if
we remain within the abstracted laws of politicabeomy' (Kamenka 1972, 73).

Marx's starting point in his critique of politicadconomy and the phenomenon of
alienated labour is in sharp contrast to the ecastomho assumes in the form of a fact, of an
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event, what he is supposed to deduce -- namelynéicessary relationship between the two
things -- between, for example, division of labamd exchange. Thus the theologian explains
the origin of evil by the fall of man; that is, hesumes as a fact, in historical form, what has to
be explained'; Marx starts 'from antualeconomic fact' (63). The fact of contemporary teai
economy, according to Mar, is the impoverishmdrihe producers of wealth, on the one hand,
and the assimilation of the worker to his produstaacommodity, on the other hand. 'The
separation between the worker and the product ofatiour," in the words of Giddens, 'is not,
however, simply a matter of the expropriation obd® which rightfully belong to the worker.
The main point of Marx's discussion is that, in ita{gsm, the material objects which are
produced become treated on par with the worker élims just as they are, on a purely
theoretical level, in the discipline of politicat@omy' (Giddens 1971, 11). This process of
production and alienation is described thus by Marke worker becomes all the poorer the
more wealth he produces, the more his productieneases in power and size. The worker
becomes an ever cheaper commodity the more come®dti¢ creates. Thaevaluationof the
world of men is in direct proportion to thacreasing valueof the world of things. Labour
produces not only commodities: it produces itsald she worker as aommodity-- and this at
the same rate at which it produces commoditieeiretal' (63). In the next section we turn to the
central problem of private property in Marx's theof alienation.

5.4. Private property and the alienated labour

In the EPM, Marx introduces labour for the first time as tbentral category of his social
ontology which retains this eminence in his thougintthe rest of his life. As a general concept,
human labour is the activity that defines humaa ilielf. It is through labour that man comes to
realise higGattungsweserit is a distinctive human activity. Labour canuelerstood in its most
restricted sense and rudimentary form as the migabbetween man and nature. Marx sketches
the fundamental basis of man's production of hifrtbebugh labour in th€apital ‘Labour is,

in the first place, a process in which both man Bature participate, and in which man of his
own accord starts, regulates, and controls therrahte-actions between himself and Nature. He
opposes himself to Nature as one of her own forgetsing in motion arms and legs, head and

hands, the natural forces of his body, in ordeappropriate Nature's productions in a form
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adapted to his own wants. By thus acting on theraat world and changing it, he at the same
time changes his own nature. He develops his slinth@owers and compels them to act in
obedience to his sway' (Marx 1977, 173). It me&as 'the transformation of the working subject
-- the genuine humanisation of man -- is the neargsentological consequence of this objective
facticity of labour ... [It] is the mastery of camsusness over mere biological instinct. Labour ...
signals a leap in this development. Not only dogagptation pass from the instinctual to the
conscious, but it develops as an "adaptation"nmuoistances that are not created by nature, but
are self-selected, self-created' (Lukacs 1980c43p,

The development of labour is a historical procésdour appears in different forms in
different types of historical developments and iffedent socio-economic formations. Under the
capitalist mode of production the products of laboan be bought and sold as commodities.
This mode of production is distinguishable from firevious modes, and the primitive mode.
Marx says: 'An immeasurable interval of time sef@rshe state of things in which a man brings
his labour-power to market for sale as a commofhtyn that in which human labour was still in
its first instinctive stage. We pre-suppose labioua form that stamps it as exclusively human'
(Marx 1977, 173-74).

The fundamental ontological significance of humalnolur in Marx is not limited to the
production of mere means of subsistence. The ptv#uactivity determines mode of life of the
people: '‘By producing their means of subsistence are indirectly producing their material
life.... This mode of production must not be coesatl simply as being the reproduction of the
physical existence of the individuals. Rather itaigdefinite form of expressing their life, a
definite mode of lifeon their part. As individuals express their lig®, they are. What they are,
therefore, coincides with their production, boththmvhat they produce and witthow they
produce. Hence what individuals are depends onnthterial conditions of their production'
(Marx & Engels 1976, 37).

But how is the human productive activity insteaahformed in an alienated activity, the
alienated labour? According to Marx, the answer thalse sought in the social structure of the
existing society. IrGrundrisse writes Marx: 'Whenever we speak of productiornthwhat is
meant is always production at a definite stageaziad development -- production by social
individuals. It might seem, therefore, that in arttetalk about production at all we must either
pursue the process of historic development thratgyklifferent phases, or declare beforehand
that we are dealing with a specific historic epatith as e.g. modern bourgeois production,
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which is indeed our particular theme.... All protioie is appropriation of nature on the part of
the individual within and through a specific forrhsociety' (Marx 1973, 85, 87).

Marx specifically focuses on capitalist economyd ats basic premises in thePM.
Under the sub-title of 'Estranged Labour' (theetglven by the editors of tHePM) in the first
Manuscript, Marx basing his analysis on the work®ther political economists, sums up the
main points of his findings so far under the sostalicture of capitalism (as he witnesses it in the
first half of the nineteenth century): 'We havega®ded from the premises of political economy.
We have accepted its language and its laws. Weippesed private property, the separation of
labour, capital and land, and of wages, profit @pital and rent of land -- likewise division of
labour, competition, the concept of exchange-vadtie, On the basis of political economy itself,
in its own words, we have shown that the workeksito the level of a commodity and becomes
indeed the most wretched of commodities; that thetahedness of the worker is in inverse
proportion to the power and magnitude of his proidug that the necessary result of competition
is the accumulation of capital in a few hands, #ndg the restoration of monopoly in a more
terrible form; and that finally the distinction lagten capitalist and land rentier, like that between
the tiller of the soil and the factory worker, gipaars and that the whole of society must fall
apart into the two classes -- thpertyownersand the propertylesgorkers (61-62).

By analysing the facts of economic life on the basithe uncriticised presuppositions of
political economy, Marx shows the all-pervasive miraenon of alienation. In his critique of
alienated labour in the present society, his vieasm to rest on a set of normative standards
concerning a desirable, non-alienated, and creddiveur. For Marx, the basic 'conception of
labour is that man "objectifies" himself, which medhat through creative activity man, by using
his capacities in working up raw materials, transf® them into objects. Accordingly, these
objects reflect his abilities' (Israel 1971, 37utBvery objectification\{ergegenstandlichungs
not an expression or actualisation of the distuatyi human potentialities. Joachim Israel states
this point clearly that, for Marx, 'work is creagiv(1) if man makes "his activity itself an object
of his will and consciousness”, (2) if man througbrk can express his capabilities in a
comprehensive way, (3) if through work he can esprkis social nature, (4) if work is not
simply a means for maintaining man's subsisteneeifiit is not purely instrumental’ (ibid., 39).
In the capitalist mode of production, the socidhtiens, especially the property relations and
their consequences thereof, are matters of cortoeltarx. He sees the productive activity of
individuals under capitalism turned into an ali@rm&process, separating the individual from his
creative power, his 'life-activity'. The three cdimmhs which Marx shows are instrumental in
bringing about the alienation are ‘first, the fa€tprivate property and especially, of private
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ownership of the means of production; second, tieegss of the division of labour, which in
turn is a consequence of the development of "pribeidorces”, particularly of technology and
the use of machines. The third condition is thah&n labour is changed into a commodity on
par with all other commodities. For that reasomol& is subordinated to the market-laws of
capitalist society. The latter condition is partloé process which Marx i@apital subsequently
calls "fetishism of commodities" ' (ibid., 40-41).

An analysis of private property should lead oneas& about the form of labour which
creates it. According to the standpoint of politeeonomy, any labour, labour in general, creates
goods, capital and private property. Marx rejectinig view explains that private property and
everything related to it is not created by labaurgeneral but by alienated labour: "Through
estranged, alienated laboutentfremdeteentausserte Arbé)t then, the worker produces the
relationship to this labour of a man alien to laband standing outside it. The relationship of the
worker to labour creates the relation to it of dapitalist (or whatever one chooses to call the
master of labour)Private propertyis thus the product, the result, the necessargemrence, of
alienated labouyrof the external relation of the worker to natarel to himself' (71-72).

What is the relation between private property alehated labour? The answer to this
guestion is of great importance to Marx's theonalnated labour. Contrary to the notions of
political economists, Marx regards private propemniyt as the product of labour but of alienated
labour. Private property being a product of aliedalabour also creates further alienation. It
accelerates and deepens the alienative process witbiety. Marx says: 'True, it is as a result of
the movement of private propertyat we have obtained the conceptatiEnated labour(of
alienated lif¢ in political economy. But on analysis of this cept it becomes clear that though
private property appears to be the reason, theecafisalienated labour, it is rather its
consequence, just as the gods aniginally not the cause but the effect of man's intellectual
confusion. Later this relationship becomes reciafd@?2).

It is of vital importance to comprehend that whillarx views private property as the
product of alienated labour, it is also 'tmeansby which labour alienates itself, tihealisation
of this alienation (72). We find a clue to the direction of his tigbti when he writes soon
afterwards: 'For when one speaks of private prgpeme thinks of dealing with something
external to man. When one speaks of labour, ordirextly dealing with man himself' (73).
Applying this formulation to pre-capitalist societywe see property, e.g. landed property, in
reality, as an external condition of labour's tion, but in capitalist society, the main form of
property, paradigmatically, is capital, as a stirealue, internally related to the value-creating
labour.
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The relation of cause and effect between privatepgnty and alienated labour is
elaborated well by Chris Arthur: 'The relation efuse and consequence is grasped here from the
point of view of the being-in-process of the tdtaliather than as an external conjunction of
antecedent and consequent. Abstract alienatedratod self-expanding value, capital, stand in
an internal relation which structures the wholecapitalist society in such a way that its
reproduction depends on the constant reflectioprotess of these moments into each other. To
prioritise labour is not to deny the reality of tajy but its effectivity as the proximate moment
in the worker's self-estrangement does not preWsmtx from grasping it as the mediating
moment in labour's self-alienation, posited by latitself as its own otherness' (Arthur 1983, 11,
see also Kamenka 1972, 82-83).

To assume that private property historically i©ptd labour is 'to ignore the antagonistic
character of this economic relation and to bloekwray to an analysis of itgigins. But Marx's
task was to clarify the origins of private property question which bourgeois economists
ignored. Of course, he could not provide an eximnaeisinswer to the question in a short piece
about alienated labour, but he does most defintiedww the main conclusion concerning the
origination of private property from alienated labo(Oizerman 1981, 235). However, Chris
Arthur makes a valid point when he emphasisestifpadiving priority to labour over property
Marx is not posing it as historically antecedent taiher as ontologically more fundamental in
the social totality established by their dialectithe elements of relationship may well exist
separately before entering on this dialectic. Prtgpmay well have established itself originally in
the manner projected by Rousseau in his seconoutise (at least as plausible as anything in
Locke, Smith, and company), imposing itself by #oand fraud. It is essential then to bear in
mind that when Marx speaks of labour as the bakigriwate property, this results from an
analysis ofmodern private property, property held as capital, andre particularly, means of
production held as capital' (Arthur 1983, 11; skse dorrance 1977, 70). What the alienation of
labour implies in its manifold aspects will be eoqgd in the following section.

5.5. The alienation of labour

The theory of the alienation of labour stands @ntr theEPM. Marx addresses himself to the
guestion as to why the phenomenon of alienatiovgues the objective world which man

creates. Alienation is conceived as a social pmocescurring under certain social conditions.
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Ollman writes: 'The theory of alienation is the f@&trconstruct in which Marx displays the
devastating effect of capitalist production on hanb&ings, on their physical and mental states
and on the social processes of which they areta@antred on the acting individual, it is Marx's
way of seeing his contemporaries and their conustita set of forms for comprehending their
interaction) as well as what he sees there (théenbmpoured into these forms). Brought under
the same rubric are the links between one maradtigity and products, his fellows, inanimate
nature and the species' (Ollman 1971, 131). Olleaphasises the internal relations between
various factors of Marx's subject matter of ali@raias an organic whole; the factors being the
facets of the composite whole. He writes furtheerhaps the most significant form into which
the theory of alienation is cast ... is the intéme#ation it underscores between the present and
the future. Alienation can only be understood asaihsence of unalienation, each state serving as
a point of reference for the other. And, for Mamalienation is the life man leads in
communism’ (ibid., 131-32; Marx's view of communigngiven in chapter 6 below).

Alienation under the capitalist mode of productiancording to Marx, does not manifest
itself only in the case of the workers but alsotle case of the owners of the means of
production. All classes of modern society fall undee sway of this inhuman power. Individuals
experience alienation in different ways dependinglee class to which they belong. But in the
case of the workers especially the abominatiorienation strikes in its acute form.

Starting with a discussion of political economy'ssamptions, Marx lays bare the
mechanism of private property in its present forirtss part of theEPM is, no doubt, the best
organised treatment on the theory of alienatiore Tdur broad relations under the alienation
phenomenon, covering the human existence, aredss:un

(i) man's relation to the product of his labour;

(i) man's relation to his own productive activity;

(iif) man's alienation from his own species; and

(iv) the alienation of man from other fellow men. the following sub-sections of 5.5.
each of the above aspects of alienation will berexed.

5.5.1. Man's relation to the product of his labour
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By subjecting the basic presuppositions of politmeonomy, Marx, in fact, is searching for an
answer as to why the worker who produces richespeverished, dehumanised and alienated in
the capitalist society. The worker's productionmare commodities at the same time involves
the process whereby the worker becomes a cheap editynhimself. This discussion by Marx
clearly relates to the conditions of worker under tapitalist mode of industrial production. 'The
devaluationof the world of men is in direct proportion to timereasing valueof the world of
things' (63). The labour process, in addition te groduction of commodities also 'produces

itself, and the worker ascammodity{63).

For Marx, production in itself cannot be said tmstitute product's alienation. The mere
fact that labour becomes an object, having an eateexistence does not amount to the
alienation of worker in his product. The necesseondition in this regard, which creates
alienated product is the fact that 'it existgside himindependently, as something alien to him,
and that it becomes a power on its own confrontimg (64). The relation between productive
activity and product here manifests itself cleathe alienation of the worker from his product is
due to the fact that productive activity in thesfimstance is alienated activity.

Under capitalism, according to Marx, productiveiatt is not one of human fulfilment
and realisation, but as inherently unpleasant, amuws, and soul-destroying, bound to the sole
goal of the capitalist owners of the means of potida -- the maximising of profit (with the
minimum of the cost of production. Under capitafisdde of production, as Schacht comments,
the 'product ceases to be the objective embodimietite individual's own personality and the
distinctive expression of his creative powers anterests. On the contrary, it is not all
distinctive, and has no relation to his personaityl interests. He does not choose to make it, but
rather is directed to do so. He does not even @&loos to make it; he is compelled to suppress
all individuality in the course of its productioAnd when its production is finished, it is not his
to do with [it] as he pleases. In reality, it neisehis product at all; he is merely the instrument of
its production. In a word, it igliento him' (Schacht 1971, 93).

The alienated product in relation to the workersdoet represent a passive relation; it is
an active and independent power over the workerxMaplicitly states: This fact expresses
merely that the object which labour produces, r=dpct, confronts it asomething alienas a
power independenidf the producer. The product of labour is labotwol has been embodied in
an object, which has become material: it isdabgectificationof labour. ['Das Produkt der arbeit
ist die Arbeit, die sich in einem Gegenstand fixigachlich gemacht hat, es ist die
Vergegenstandlichungler Arbeit'.] Labour's realisation is its objeicttion. Under these
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economic conditions, this realisation of labour equs adoss of realisationfor the workers;
objectification asloss of the object and bondage to #ppropriation asstrangementas
alienatior (63).

These formulations are the first detailed exposited Marx's theory of alienation in
economic sphere of human activity. It becomes eé#sieus to see the ramifications of alienated
labour, if we have an overview of Marx's conceptiaifour. Labour, according to Marx, is a
specific human, creative activity which shapes raad man's world. It is through labour that
man realises his nature, h@@attungswesenMan, as McLellan puts it 'forms and develops
himself by working on and transforming the worldsde him in co-operation with his fellow
men. In this progressive interchange between mantla@ world, it is man's nature to be in
control of this process, to be the initiator, tlhdject in which the process originates' (McLellan
1970, 218). Man creates a world of objects thrdugiwork. But this moulding and transforming
of nature by man in Marx's theory also includesalaaostitutions through which the process of
production is regulated and controlled.

The process of objectification through which therken realises his potential as a
producer, is basically a question of labour andemalt production of things. The basic process in
all societies continues to be objectification. Bans that in order to satisfy his needs man makes
conscious attempt to create objects. Carol C. Geludidates this clearly: 'According to Marx,
objectification is a two-sided process in whichimdividual through labour forms objects in the
image of his or her needs and in doing so, trans$dnim or herself. This model presupposes a
distinction between the agent or subject of thevitgtand the object, but one in which the
activity itself establishes an interrelation betwethe two terms. Thus the activity of
objectification is one in which the subject's aityiconstitutes objects as what they are; thab is t
say, objects are not merely given to or discovénethe subject, but rather are made objects by
the subject's activity. Objects are therefore darisd or given meaning by subjects’ (Gould
1978, 41).

However, the labour of worker is objectified only@n there is an external material for
the application of labour. In this regard, writesdt "The worker can create nothing without
nature,without thesensuous external worldt is the material on which his labour is readisa
which it is active, from which and by means of whit produces' (64). Thus it is through the
mediation of production that the unity of man aradune is established. It is just in his work
upon the objective world, therefore, that man yephoves himself to be species-beingThis
production is his active species-life. Through tp®duction, nature appears hs and his
reality. The object of labour is therefore tiigectification of man's species-lifier he duplicates
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himself not only, as in consciousness, intelledyudlut also actively, in reality, and therefore he
sees himself in a world that he has created' (69).

Under the present conditions of capitalistic modepmduction and exchange, the
objectification of things is accomplished throudieration, and the product of labour appears as
alien objects to the worker. The worker becomegraasit of the object. The world of things
dominates the world of man. Drawing a parallel wighigion, Marx says: 'lt is the same in
religion. The more man puts into God, the lessetti@ims in himself. The worker puts his life into
the object; but now his life no longer belongs tm but to the object. Hence, the greater this
activity, the more the worker lacks objects.... Bhienationof the worker in his product means
not only that his labour becomes an objectesternalexistence, but that it existatside him
independently, as something alien to him, and itheécomes a power on its own confronting
him. It means that the life which he has conferoedthe object confronts him as something
hostile and alien’ (64).

In the capitalistic market, according to Marx, sbaelations between persons become
transformed into relations between commodities. Bhsis of commodity-structure ‘is that a
relation between people takes on the character diiiry and thus acquires a "phantom
objectivity", an autonomy that seems so strictiforaal and all-embracing as to conceal every
trace of its fundamental nature: the relation betwpeople' (Lukacs 1971, 83). The difference
between a product and commodity is well put by Aoaclsrael: 'A product becomes a
commodity only when it has been related to othedpcts, e.g. when it can be exchanged against
the other product. This exchange relationship antjtied in the exchange-value of a product'
(Israel 1971, 41-42). Under the capitalistic systéme main characteristic of the product is its
transformation into commodity. Karl Léwith pointauutothat commodity form as alienation
phenomenon, beside the products, also extendsmruieing: 'The economic expression of
human alienation is the "commodity" as represergabif the saleable character of all objects of
the modern world. The commodity in Marx's sensesdu# signify one particular type of object
among others; instead, for him the commodity emémthe basic ontological character of all our
objects, their "commodity form". The commodity foron structure characterises the alienation
both of things and of human individuality' (Lowi#®82, 76; see also Lukacs 1971, section 1
'Reification and the Consciousness of the Proktapp. 83-92).

The worker in modern society, according to Marxfoiced to sell his working capacity.
Man, the creator of the world of objects himselt@®es a servant of his objects. Under this
inversion of roles, man stripped of his human pewdrecomes, according to Marx, an
abstraction, the 'abstract individual'. The marpsdaworld becomes man's master, directing and
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conditioning the mode of his being. His 'creatiwtiaty also appears to be merely a means of
preservation of physical existence. The concepiiehation thus presupposes an essential image
of man as object-creator and it is the attainméniis image that is being frustrated in existing
society. This image of man is not created by mat@onditionsper se Rather it is the faculty
which enables man to master his material conditigAsineri 1970, 106). Man's working
capacity is no longer a part of his human powergkvhe can use to realise his personality or his
human needs. 'His working capacity, being transéainmto a thing, a commodity to be bought
and sold, is no longer experienced as his life-poMee consequence is that the worker becomes
alien to his own activity and alien to the produicés produces' (Israel 1971, 43). According to
Marx, 'the more the worker produces, the less Badaonsume; the more values he creates, the
more valueless, the more unworthy he becomes' Y8&gn Marx says that the worker becomes
all the poorer the more wealth he produces, theerh@ production increases in power and size,
he in fact expounds his views on the existing etycas he observes and experiences, and the
production relations in relation to the worker &s actual economic fact' (63). For Marx the
meaning of the poverty of the worker, however, eatebeyond its strictly economic sense. The
wider implications of poverty cover the entiretyf tos life. The worker is also impoverished
mentally and spiritually as a consequence of tbhdyrction process.

Up to this point, we have discussed Marx's ideasutlwvorker's relationship to the
objects of his labour within alienation. Next, Maaxalyses and defines the phenomenon of
alienation inherent in the very activity of prodoctitself, in the worker's labour itself.

5.5.2. Man's relation to his productive activity

The second characteristic of alienation under ahgpih, according to Marx, is essentially that of
worker's alienation in his productive activity. V8hould bear in mind that productive activity
(labour) in Marx is pre-eminently a manifestatidnrhaman existence, of the human history. As
man is a self-creative being, he while acting upature generates himself, he creates history.
Marx writes emphatically thath'e entire so-called history of the woikinothing but the creation
of man through human labour, nothing but the emergd/Nerden of nature for man' (100; for
more on the teleological category of labour in Ma®e Lukacs 1980c). But productive activity
in the social relations of capitalist society ihenently alienated. It is described as 'active
alienation, the alienation of activity, the actwivf alienation' (66), because if the product of

labour is alienated then the productive activitysimalso be alienated. Marx asks: 'What, then,
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constitutes the alienation of labour'? and theersfthe reply as follows: 'First, the fact that the
labour isexternalto the worker, i.e. it does not belong to hisiigic nature; that in his work,
therefore, he does not affirm himself but deniesdalf ... His labour is therefore not voluntary,
but coerced; it i$orced labour It is therefore not the satisfaction of a neéds merely aneans

to satisfy needs external to it. Its alien chaaeimerges clearly in the fact that as soon as no
physical or other compulsion exists, labour is stadhlike the plague. External labour, labour in
which man alienates himself, is a labour of setfri$@e, of mortification' (66). In this
formulation of labour as an activity which deniesnhan his essential being, Marx's point of
reference is man as species being. Man's alienfitban his essential being is his self-alienation.
But a consciousness of alienation is not esseftialthe worker. Allen Wood states this
precisely: 'Alienation, as Marx conceives of ithmt fundamentally a matter of consciousness or
of how people in fact feel about themselves orrtlnees. Alienation is rather a state of objective
unfulfilment, of the frustration of really existinguman needs and potentialities.... Marx's real
ground for believing that people in capitalist gbgiare alienated is not that they are conscious of
being alienated, but rather the objective existerigetentialities for human fulfilment that must
be frustrated as long as the capitalist mode oflywtion prevails’ (Wood 1981, 55-56). In
describing the productive activity under capitalistmere labour only fulfils the external needs of
man's essential being, Marx is describing an ewgssitate of affairs where the nexus between
productive activity and man's powers is at a vewy level of achievement.

Marx occasionally refers to 'alienated labour'ste/e labour'. The position of labouis-
a-vis capital is described superblyhe labour prices of the various kinds of workdrsvg much
wider differences than the profits in the variouarthes in which capital is applieth labour
all the natural, spiritual, and social variety nflividual activity is manifested and is variously
rewarded, whilst dead capital always keeps the gaswe and is indifferent taeal individual
activity. In general, we should observe that insth@ases where worker and capitalist equally
suffer, the worker suffers in his very existendes tapitalist in the profit on his dead mammon'
(22-23). Within the sphere of production, the relatof alienation does not involve only the
worker and his labour; it also includes the thiergon who is the master of worker and his

activity. Here 'the external character of labourtfee worker appears in the fact that it is not his
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own, but someone else's, that it does not belogno that in it he belongs, not to himself, but

to another'. Marx drawing a parallel with religiomhere the human activity belongs to another,
continues: 'Just as in religion, the spontaneotisitgcof the human imagination, of the human

brain and the human heart, operates on the individdependently of him -- that is, operates as
an alien, divine or diabolical activity -- so istlworker's activity not his spontaneous activity. |

belongs to another; it is the loss of his self) (66

In this formulation, according to Richard SchacMarx's primary concern is the
disassociation of labour from worker's interest gaisonality; 'but because his thinking is
dominated by the model of théerdusserungf labour, he tends to regard the submission of
labour to the direction of another man as the remsgsand sufficient condition of its alienation
from the worker' (Schacht 1971, 99). Schacht csiie this position of Marx and regards the
submission of labour to the direction of anotherchldoes not entail disassociation. He offers
the examples of a cameraman in a film studio aedriember of an orchestra, who have to work
necessarily under the direction of another perbahjn both cases the direction by another does
not preclude self-realisation. These examples abitly those of an independent farmer or shop
owner, which Schacht offers do not negate the géneimciples of alienated labour in Marx.
Schacht in his otherwise excellent exposition, $akearrow and one-sided view of the vitiating
impact of the third person's mediation. We cansotpe from the fact that in all these cases all
the productive activities are conditioned and dedcby the prevalent mode and relations of
production.

It should be clear that for Marx there is a digdive demarcation between productive
activity as 'manifestation of life' Lébensausserung) and as ‘alienation of life'
(Lebensentausserupgn his ‘Comments on James Mill' (written in trst half of the 1844),
Marx discusses the mediating role of productivévagtbetween the worker and his production
both in the non-alienative and alienated forms. Wetes: 'My work would be afree
manifestation of lifehence arenjoyment of lifePresupposing private property, my work is an
alienation of life for | work in order to live in order to obtain for myself thmeansof life. My
work is not my life. Secondly, thespecific natureof my individuality, therefore, would be

affirmed in my labour, since the latter would be affirmation of myindividual life. Labour
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therefore would bdrue, active property Presupposing private property, my individualigy i
alienated to such a degree that thdsivity is insteadhateful to me, atorment and rather the
semblanceof an activity. Hence, too, it is onlyfarced activity and one imposed on me only
through anexternalfortuitous neednot through aninner, essential one(CW3, 228; see also
Meszaros 1970, 91-92). The result is that man feeésonly in his animal functions, like eating,
drinking and procreating, etc. His human functians reduced to the level of animal. But this
reversal of man's human and animal functions doss nmean that eating, drinking and
procreating, etc. are not genuine human functibhese become animal functions when they are
'taken abstractly, separated from the sphere aftaéir human activity and turned into sole and
ultimate ends' (66).

We have presented Marx's analysis of alienatiotwm of its major aspects. These can
now be summarised. First, it is the relation of waker to the products of his labour. Here the
product is for the worker as an alien object exseng power over him. This power is at the same
time, according to Marx, the relation to the sensuexternal world, to the objects of nature, as
an alien world inimically opposed to him. Secondllys the worker's alienation in relation to the
productive activity within the labour process. Matg&scribes it concisely: 'This relation is the
relation of the worker to his own activity as aiealactivity not belonging to him; it is activitga
suffering, strength as weakness, begetting as enadisig), the worker'swn physical and mental
energy, his personal life -- for what is life butigity? -- as an activity which is turned against
him, independent of him and not belonging to h®&T)( This is worker's self-alienation (or self-

estrangement as in Milligan's translation).

5.5.3. Man's alienation from his species

The third and fourth aspects of alienation, i.erkeds alienation from his species being and
from other fellow men are deduced from the two fes ones which we have seen above. In
5.5.3. | consider only the third aspect, followsdtbe fourth one in 5.5.4. Marx's discussion of
man's alienation from his species or genus is lostated to Feuerbach's use of the termihe
Essence of Christianitwhich we have discussed in chapter 2. Marx's gginof man as a

species being has also been analysed above.
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Even though the influence of Feuerbach, we maylrenadefining the term 'species’ in
theEPM is obvious, but in Marx there is substantially neamtent added to it. Anthony Giddens
remarks in this context: 'But the import of what daays is quite different. Many secondary
accounts of Marx's analysis of alienation in thd48lanuscripts though assimilating Marx's
position to that of Feuerbach, give Marx's posittomore "utopian” connotation than in fact it
has. Marx uses Feuerbachian terms in holding tlzat i1 a "universal producer”, in contrast to
the animals, who only produce "partially" and imiied contexts established by the instinctual
components of their biological make-up: but hislgsia is far more concrete and specific than
this terminology suggests' (Giddens 1971, 13; mekamenka 1972, 76).

The two characteristics which Marx attributes tonmas a species-being are self-
consciousness and universality. He writes: '‘Maa species-being, not only because in practice
and in theory he adopts the species (his own dsawehose of other things) as his object, but --
and this is only another way of expressing it sodbecause he treats himself as the actual, living
species; because he treats himself asn&ersal and therefore a free being' (67). Man's
universality expresses itself through the fact thatcan appropriate the whole of inorganic
nature. As discussed earlier, in contrast to anwwtdath cannot distinguish itself from its life
activity, man 'makes his life activity itself théject of his will and of his consciousness. He has
conscious life activity' (68). Man produces not enthe immediate physical needs, but rather
produces truly when his life activity is free and@omous.

However, under capitalism, there is the negatiothe$e human traits. As man's labour is
estranged, he loses his relation to his specisfiumanity. The alienation of man from himself,
his species-being and nature means that man hialisosssential relation to his being and that
his 'life-activity' in its estranged form becomesnare means to his physical existence. Man's
consciousness of his species is 'transformed bgregment in such a way that species [-life]
becomes for him a means' (69). This means thatthpecifically human potentialities which
make an individual a member of the human speciesire unrealised, and thereby ‘the unique
configuration of relations which distinguishes thelividual as a human being has been
transformed into something quite different by tleefprmance of capitalist labour' (Ollman 1971,
151).
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Marx's discussion of alienation of man from hisaesg, in fact, presents a far deeper
appraisal of the malaise of alienation than in salienation in relation to his product or
productive activity. This relation, in fact, is datively different from other relations which we
have discussed. This aspect of 'alienation can bee rolearly grasped if we consider it a
reformulation of man's alienation in his work, puotland other men, viewed now from the angle
of the individual's membership in the species'd(ibi51). Thus, alienated labour beside
alienating man from the nature outside him alseraies him from his own species; 'in tearing
away from man the object of his production [i.ee tbjectification of man's species-life: N.K.],
therefore, estranged labour tears from himshpiscies-life his real objectivity as a member of the
species and transforms his advantage over animalshie disadvantage that his inorganic body,
nature, is taken away from him' (69). Labour, tlie-activity' of man is his essence. For Marx,
'the productive activity is the life of the speci@S8). But under the estranged labour, the human
individual is deprived of the objects he produosbjch results in his being deprived of his
objective species-life (see also McLellan 1972,)22here is a close relation between species
alienation and social alienation. The propositibattman's species nature is estranged in fact
means that one man is estranged from the otheraksodthat each of them is estranged from

man's essential nature.

5 5.4. Man's relation to fellow men

This brings us to the fourth aspect of alienatitie: alienation from the fellow human beings. It
is an immediate consequence of man's alienatian fre product of his labour, from his life-
activity, and from his species being. Marx says$ie"estrangement of man, and in fact every
relationship in which man [stands] to himself, éalised and expressed only in the relationship
in which a man stands to other men. Hence withénrétationship of estranged labour each man
views the other in accordance with the standardtla@delationship in which he finds himself as
a worker' (70). The alienation from other fellownme an important form of alienation in Marx,
but as Schacht points out Marx uses the term ai@m from other men' in the present

connection rather infrequently: 'To grasp his megnitherefore, one must rely largely upon
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passages he does not use it, but discusses theseanoé relation of men to each other' (Schacht
1971, 102; see also ibid., 103-104).

In the overall discussion of alienated labour, Matarts with the concepts that are
derived from the economic structure and the endirfacts of capitalist society. The whole
complex of relationships under the alienated lalbiswscrutinised to show 'how the concept of
estranged, alienated labour must express and prieéselhin real life' (70). The social alienation
involved in the product and productive activity yides the point for Marx's elaboration. If the
product of labour does not belong to the worked #rthis product confronts him as an alien
power, then to whom does it belong? Likewise, & #orker's productive activity (labour) does
not belong to the worker, and it is instead a dweractivity, to whom, then does it belong? It is
apparent that it belongs to a being other thamibr&er, which cannot be the gods or nature. The
magnificent buildings raised in the service of gadght appear as belonging to gods. 'However,
the gods on their own were not the lords of labddo. more wasnature And what a
contradiction it would be if, the more man subjaghihature by his labour, and more the miracles
of the gods were rendered superfluous by the neisadf industry, the more man were to
renounce the joy of production and the enjoymerthefproduct to please these powers' (70). It
follows from this that this alien power is no othming except man ‘in whose service labour is
done and for whose benefit the product of labopravided' (70).

In these formulations, Marx apparently envisagesnation as inherent in the social
relations of capitalist society. In hiSJQ Marx had declared the endemic egoism to be the
distinctive feature of civil society. The civil dety (capitalist society) is the sphere of egoisim,
bellum omnium contra omneghe society as such in sight of the politicalremist, according
to Mar, 'is civil society in which every individug a totality of needs and only exists for the
other person, as the other exists for him, insafaeach becomes a means for the other (113).
The chief concern of egoistic man is his self-iaser Self-interest 'makes every man see in other
men not theealisationof his own freedom, but the barrier to it' (CW83). Capitalism fosters
egoism and rivalry towards the fellow human beirigse alienation from other men in Marx 'is
to be understood as involving a complete absenéalofv feelings, an estimation of others as of

no more positive significance than that of meangexsonal ends, and an antagonism based on a
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feeling of rivalry and the anticipation of attemghteounterexploitation. It is grounded in a
self-centeredness which attends only to privateaathge, and in a self-conception which
excludes any idea of sociality’ (Schacht 1971, 104)

Under the capitalist mode of production, the prachfoman's labour and the activity of
production becoming alien and hostile to the workerans that 'someone else is master of this
object, someone who is alien, hostile, powerfut] amdependent of him' (71). The alienation of
man from himself and from nature also expresse its the relation with other people. It is in
Marx's expression a 'practical’ medium through Wwratenation takes place. Through alienated
labour, man creates not only the estranged relatidnis products or the productive activity as
the alien and hostile powers over him; 'he alsateethe relationship in which other men stand
to his production and to his product, and the i@hship in which he stands to these other men.
Just as he creates his own production as the losssaeality, as his punishment; his own
product as a loss, as a product not belongingrg &0 he creates the domination of the person
who does not produce over production and over tlwelyet' (71). Thus worker's activity
becomes estranged from himself; he also confera thm stranger, the master of the product an

activity which is not his own.

5.5.5. Alienation under capitalism

The relations under capital are the facets of ahgis powers. The capitalist is the embodiment
of capital and its power. In this society one clappropriates which another class produces,
because wage-labour, a basic social relation atategb society, according to Marx, is a direct

result of alienated labour, and alienated labodir@ct cause of private property. As the social
power of private property relationships increased develops, so is there an inflection in

egoistic, asocial and alienated existence of thek@voFor Marx a man's labour is truly his own

only when it is spontaneous and a free self-dickeigtivity, reflecting his personality and free

will. But the wag-labour, as imposed and forcedolabstands opposed to the worker. In his
'‘Comments on Mill' (1844), Marx enumerates thedeihg elements contained in wage-labour:

‘(1) estrangement and fortuitous connection betwabour and the subject who labours; (2)

estrangement and fortuitous connection betweenulabod the object of labour; (3) that the
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worker's role is determined by social needs whichwyever, are alien to him and a compulsion to
which he submits out of egoistic need and necessityl which have for him only the
significance of a means of satisfying his dire ngast as for them he exists only as a slave of
their needs; (4) that to the worker the maintenasidas individual existence appears to be the
purposeof his activity and what he actually does is relgdr by him only as a means; that he
carries on his life's activity in order to earn meafsubsistencCW3, 220).

Marx explicitly locates alienation as being theywmot of capitalist society. | quote again
from his above-cited article, where Marx says: Say thatman is estranged from himself,
therefore, is the same thing as saying thastuetyof this estranged man is a caricature of his
real communityof his true species-life, that his activity tHere appears to him as a torment, his
own creation as an alien power, his wealth as pgvire essential bondinking him with other
men as an unessential bond, and separation frorellogsr men, on the other hand, as his true
mode of existence' (CW3, 217). From the ongoingideson, it might appear that the whole
discussion under capitalism revolves round thegamtigtic economic structure. But the fourfold
alienation in the means of production, as descrédsale, is not confined only to the economic
sphere. It includes all production because prodadtn general involves all the spheres of man's
life or is 'the reality of man' (91). It is for ghreason that Marx regards religion, family, state,
law, morality, science, art, etc. only particulanaes of production which fall under the general
law of private property. Production, ithe German ldeologyis explained not merely as the
reproduction of the physical individuals, but 'extht is a definite form of activity of these
individuals, a definite form of expressing thefejia definite mode of life on their part' (Marx &
Engels 1976, 37; CW5, 31-32). In view of this, ve cay that under capitalistic system all such
expressions of life are various aspects of maresnation by virtue of their internal relation to
private property and the pervasive fetishism of cwdities.

Marx firmly believed that capitalism thwarted théstthctively human potentialities.
'‘Capitalism is directed not towards satisfying ham@eeds but towards reproducing value,
increased by appropriated surplus-value' (Schlesid§50, 181; for details on Marx's general
theory of the collapse of capitalism, see ibid8-87). The human predicament under capitalism

is described well by Conway: 'Private ownershiptlté means of production, production for
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profit, and wage-labourer all militate against huantiging. The condition to which human beings
are reduced under capitalism as a result of itstdative economic institutions preventing the
actualisation of the distinctively human potentia was called by Maralienation or self-
estrangementin capitalism, human beings are estranged froar thuman essence' (Conway
1987, 34). For Marx, the phenomenon of alienat®mat due to any intellectual error, whose
remedy lay in correcting the error. Alienation, actng to Marx, is an objective fact of
individual's life. But it also has its subjectivepact. It lies in the consciousness of society,
especially its ideology. It also has its 'subjeetimanifestations in the thoughts and feelings of
those who suffer from it. A human being who is Ueab live a human life is hardly going to be
able to sustain either a sense that life has mgaria sense of self-worth, unless by resorting to
illusions about his or her condition that hide theh from him- or herself. Pre-eminent among
such illusions is religious faith' (ibid., 35).

Political economy is also a manifestation of idgual consciousness of society, an
expression of the alienation of capitalist sociedyineri expresses the Marxian view thus:
'Political economy thus, according to Marx, idedtadly reflects alienated life, as indicated by
its insistence that its concepts have objectivéplogical reality and attain a validity external to
the specific human relations whose organisationakyples it tries to express and systematise.
Alienation is created in capitalist society not the production of commodities but by the
transformation of this production, according to ificdl economy, from objectified human
activity into "objective" laws which independentiggulate human activity. The human subject
becomes the object of his own products, and the lafwpolitical economy are only an ultimate
and radical expression of this inverted consciossitieat makes man into a predicate of his own
products and thus mystify human activity' (Aving€870, 107-108).

Within the capitalist society, according to Martxe tproletariat is the most alienated class
by virtue of its economic function. The proletaré@n only exist as a class where the means of
production are in the hands of private ownershig basis of alienation. 'The effects of
alienation,' observes Giddens, 'are focused tlrdahg class structure, and are experienced in
concentrated fashion by the proletariat. The temsf the notion of the alienation from a general

ontological category, which is how it is used bbthHegel and Feuerbach, to a specific social
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and historical context, is the main theme of Maapproach in thdanuscripts.Marx does not
hold, however, that alienation is wholly confinedthe position of wage-labourer. The capitalist
is himself subservient to capital in the sense thatrule of private property and of money
dominates his own existence' (Giddens 1971, 14{65)ther words, in capitalist society all are
under the sway of alienation, 'from the capitalibbse life is dominated by the compulsive laws
of capital accumulation and the necessity for segeknore and more profit, to the writers and
artists who sell their creative talents to the bgghcommercial bidder.... The alienation of the
working class is the alienation of the whole sgcidte exploitative relation between capital and
labour seeps through the entire social structure '@m inhuman power" rules everything'
(Swingewood 1975, 92-93). In the next section, hsider the division of labour under
capitalistic mode of production which Marx regasgsclosely associated with the phenomenon

of alienation.

5.6. Division of labour and alienation

The concept of 'division of labour' in tlE&PM is closely related to the problem of alienation.
Unlike the common use of the term as at presentx®laoncept of it as with private property is
rather at a high level of philosophical sophistmat | have analysed and elaborated Marx's
views on man as a total being, with uniquely hurpatentialities whose realisation is essential
for human flourishing. But this vision of man isgaged in the productive process whereby the
subject and object appear in their inverted retestndp to each other: the product becomes man's
master, and man, the producer of the object bec@neasbject-less being. 'These two aspects,’
says Avineri 'are not self-contradictory, since irthiaterdependence is established by the
transformative method. Once the objects cease théebjects of human activity and become
independent beings, subjects unto themselves, nraseli remains devoid of objects and
realisation’ (Avineri 1970, 117).

Marx's concept of division of labour has to be apmted within the sphere of capitalistic

mode of production. The individuals engaged ingraductive activity are not geared to increase
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each other's potentialities as communal beingsy Hne instead competitors whose personal
interests through incentives like extra bonus fghtproductivity and other exploitative devices
by the owners of the means of production are gégeah variance with the growth of the
potentialities of others. But the basic presuppmsitof Marx's views here is that labour
essentially is a creative activity. Joachim Isiagtly remarks in this connection: 'In work man's
potentialities for self-realisation exist in a lateform. However, Marx conceived of self-
realisation not as an individualistic act alonasIhot only the question of an individual's giving
expression to his own capacities. Self-realisattonMarx's way of thinking, is just as much a
social activity. Man participating in the social tmtal process of production, realises by his
activities the potentialities of the whole spediesreate a world shaped according to principles
which agree with normative concepts of self-resilisa (Israel 1971, 45-46). But when human
activity becomes a coercive activity, it becomesah@nated form of activity. In the context of
his vision of man as a communal being, the divisbtabour for Marx is partly instrumental in
causing alienation of labour. It is 'the sourcehef history of man's alienated, isolated, desolated
and enslaved existence. It goes against everythimch pertains to the meaning of man. Divided
labour, labour "naturally and not voluntarily dieid’, disrupts the total content of human
existence, by severing man from his natural unalersorganic body because he has no longer
any control over the instruments of productionnrbis social body, because his own work does
not belong to him, and thus he has no means teesgghis life to others and to himself, nor to
satisfy the needs of another human life, and finalith the growth of modern capitalism and
modern monopolies and machineries, the divisionabbur cuts man off from the power to
sustain the life of his organic body, because in@v the abstract demands and forces of
production which regulate the manner in which hial\needs are or are not to be met' (Santilli
1973, 82-83).

In the EPM and in the later works lik€he German ideologyandCapital, Marx pays a
close attention to the problem of the division abdur, both in its progressive role, because it
plays a vital role in the development of productiand its damaging role, which becomes a
substantial factor in the alienation of labour. ilBles being the source of the emergence of classes

and class antagonisms, the division of labour enpisitive side has also been a booster to
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production. Marx says: 'As for tressence ahe division of labour- and of course the division
of labour had to be conceived as a major drivingddn the production of wealth as soon as
labour was recognised as tlesence of private propertyi.e. as for thestranged and alienated
form of human activity as an activity of the speeighe political economists are very vague and
self-contradictory about it' (113). IFhe German Ideologgnd Marx's later works the question of
the division of labour in relation to historical vidopment of various forms of property is
expressed with greater precision than inERM. For instance, iMhe Germarideology Marx
and Engels write. 'How far the productive forcesaohation are developed is shown most
manifestly by the degree to which the divisionabdur has been carried. Each new productive
force, insofar as it is not merely a quantitatix¢easion of productive forces already known ...
causes a further development of the division oblab In addition: 'The various stages of
development in the division of labour are just sangn different forms of property, i.e. the
existing stage in the division of labour determiatso the relations of individuals to one another
with reference to the material, instrument and pobebf labour' (Marx & Engels 1976, 38; for
tribal, ancient and feudal forms of property, 48d.i38-41; see also Acton 1955, 126).

Marx views man as a universal producer. Historycadll the major developments in
technigue and tools lead to a more complex moderaduction. It leads to further division of
labour, which reduces man to 'a one-sided beingesinmakes his occupation (e.g. farming,
working for a wage) into his main characteristiegpant, labourer). The emergence of this
particularism sets one man against another, matktiagbasic interhuman relationship one of
antagonism instead of mutuality. This means that division of labour negates man as a
universal being, shuts him up within his own parsi@lf' (Avineri 1970, 122). The division of
labour in large scale manufacturing industry mastdfethe crippling effects on individual
workers. Increased mechanical automation makeswitwker an unconscious organ of the
machine. 'Division of labour within the workshop phes the undisputed authority of the
capitalist over men, that are but parts of a meshathat belongs to him. The division of labour
within the society brings into contact independesmmodity-producers, who acknowledge no
other authority but that of competition, of the men exerted by the pressure of their mutual

interests; just as in animal kingdom, thellum omnium contra omnesore or less preserves the
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conditions of existence of every species' (Marx719836). For Marx, the division of labour as
an operative principle of economic production aesatlienation. Since Marx wro@apital, 'the
division of labour within a factory and in society large has reached new dimensions; and the
alienating effects of this division have also beeobroader, to the point of transforming the
worker into asupplemento the machine, completely subordinated to it.r&&haplain in one

of his socially most profound films, presented workthe assembly line in caricature form. Not
only is man frustrated when he becomes a cog iea groduction machine, but also in time he
begins to manifest the signs of illness, psychifomeation' (Schaff 1980, 103-104; for a
sociological study on the effects of mechanisatbproduction and specialisation of labour on
workers, see Blauner 1964). The damaging effeafliakion of labour on worker under the
modern conditions is well expressed by KolakowsKihe division of labour becomes a
fragmentation of man himself, shackled for lifepart-activities whose function of creating use-
value is of no concern to him, since the subjeciugoose of his work is not to produce useful
articles but to satisfy his own elementary needdeéd, the capitalist system prefers a stupid,
mechanised worker who has no human skills beyoiidyato perform the task imposed upon
him' (Kolakowski 1981, 286).

Marx's views on division of labour in his early tmgs are, no doubt, largely sketchy, but
they are coherent. Bertell Ollman observes in tioisnection: '‘Cast in many roles its essence
easily eludes us. The division of labour servesxMuastorically as the exit by which men leave
primitive communism, sociologically as the root sawf the division of society into classes,
economically as the fount of private property asyghologically as the means of anchoring their
distinguishing characteristics in the people ofedldnt classes. Marx's treatment of the division
of labour, therefore, is both analytic and synthdfione can call the imaginative reconstruction
of pre-history "synthetic" ' (Ollman 1971, 159-60).

In the EPM, the principal objection which Marx raises agaitist political economy is
that it is not able to prove the assertion th&ola is the essence of private property' (117)s Thi
guestion is integral to the assessment of the eatudivision of labour; a correct assessment of
it has a direct bearing on the whole problematicaleénation. Marx reproaches the leading

political economists in thEPM for failing to grasp the real nature of the digisiof labour, and
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not appreciating that this division constitutes #fienation of human activity. Marx says: 'The
division of labouris the economic expression of tkecial character of laboumwithin the
estrangement. Or, sind&bour is only an expression of human activity withineatation, of the
manifestation of life as the alienation of lifegttiivision of labouy too, is therefore nothing else
but theestranged alienated positing of human activity as rf@al activity of the speciesr as
activity of man as a species-beigiyl3).

Under capitalistic mode of production, the phenoomenf alienation reaches its peak.
Marx's concern throughout his economic studiesvamidk was the problem of human alienation
and the ideal of achieving human emancipation. éiisaordinary achievement had been to take
the ontological concept of alienation and invest ituite early in his thought -- with concrete
social and economic content. It was because al@nand freedom remained central to his
thought that the argument had to be followed tolittter end' (Kamenka 1972, 151). Marx's
critique of liberal, individualistic political ecamy, as Axelos points out, 'atomises’ man,
whereas the social, collectivistic economy of Mavguld not cut man from society: 'Marx
confronts Hegel, Smith, and Ricardo not for theppse of providing a better history of
philosophy -- and philosophy of history -- or atbetsystematic and historical exposition of
political economy, but in order to introduce phdpgical and historicatriticisminto philosophy
and economy, criticism that would lead to a newlitjgs”. Marx does not minutely trace for us
the history of the division of labour from the dawinpre-history up to modern times; instead, he
conducts a critical attack only on certain maimfsrof the division of labour in society, with
special concentration on the present misery tlsafltefrom them' (Axelos 1976, 57).

According to Marx, the division of labour, privgteoperty, and production for monetary
exchange, were the essential presuppositions éoajppearance of alienation. If alienation had to
be overcome in the present capitalist society them of the first tasks was to eliminate these
presuppositions. But the matter does not seem tesobsimple. For 'in order to abolish the
alienation of work we must overcome the divisionlaifour but this is possible only at a high
level of productive technique. The abolition ofvaie ownership, although it may lead to the

elimination of a market economy, does not by ites#rcome the social division of labour and
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thus the alienation of work. The abolition of ptawnership is a necessary but not a sufficient
condition for overcoming the alienation of worktf@ff 1980, 204).

Having cited the views of Adam Smith, J.B. Say, aamnes Mill, Marx reaches the
conclusion that all the modern political economasts in agreement that the division of labour
and the accumulation of capital mutually deterngaeh other, and they also agree that liberated
private property can accomplish a useful and cohgmsive division of labour. But their
weakness lies in their attempts to locate the wimisof labour in human nature. Marx
summarises Adam Smith's argument as follows: 'Rimiof labour bestows on labour infinite
productive capacity. It stems from tpeopensity to exchangandbarter, a specifically human
propensity which is probably not accidental butasditioned by the use of reason and speech.
The motive of those who engage in exchange ishootanitybut egoism... As the division of
labour springs from the propensity éxchange so it grows and is limited by thextent of
exchange- by the extent of the market. In advanced caomlit every man is enerchant and
society is a&commercial society(116).

But the relation between division of labour and @lseumulation of capital as enunciated
by the political economists, Meszaros points ows wot acceptable to Marx, for an acceptance
of it would mean that alienation could not be sepded in reality: 'He defines division of labour
as an economic expression that only applies tadmelitions of alienation. In Marx's view the
political economists confuse "the social characfdabour” -- an absolute condition of society --
with the division of labour. One can think of sugesting alienation precisely because it is
possible to oppose the social character of labouthé alienating historical condition of the
division of labour. According to Marx, once lifetadity ceases to be regulated on the basis of
private property and exchange, it will acquire tharacter of activity of man as a species-being’
(Meszaros 1970, 142). In this way the social chtaraaf labour will appear directly, shorn of the
alienating mediation of the division of labour.

The separation of town and country, in Marx's woaker theEPM, is regarded as of
vital importance in the division of labour. "The shamportant division of material and mental
labour is the separation of town and country. Toreradiction between town and country begins

with the transition from barbarism to civilisatidinpm tribe to state, from locality to nation, and
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runs through the whole history of civilisation teetpresent day [the Anti-Corn Law League]'
(Marx & Engels 1976, 72). I€apital Marx repeats the importance of the separation detw
town and country: 'The foundation of every divismflabour that is well developed, and brought
about by the exchange of commodities, is the sépardetween town and country. It may be
said, that the whole economic history of mankindsisnmed up in the movement of this
antithesis' (Marx 1977, 333; for a full discussardivision of labour and manufacture, see ibid.,
331-39.)

In Capital, Marx differentiates between social division obdar in society and the
division of labour between the workers, or betwdensocial and detail divisions of labour. By
the former is understood the whole complex of d#fé forms of labour which are carried on
independently of each other by private producerdvarx’'s words, it ‘arises from the exchange
between spheres of production, that are origirdifiyinct and independent of one another' (Marx
1977, 332). The latter division results from thgaorisation within the workshop. This division
in production, between capital and labour is witthia production process. Marx says that these
two forms of division of labour, while practicalgre mutually related and are similar in many
ways, are different in their origin and development

Coming back to th&PM, it seems that Marx was not able to draw a cléstindtion
between the social and detail divisions of labdBarbalet writes: 'In his discussion of the
concept "division of labour" in the writings of atal economists Marx moves from a
consideration of the social division of labour, which the products of divided labour are
exchanged socially in the market, to a considematiothe division of labour within production,
which impoverishes the worker, without being awdua he is dealing with two different kinds
of divisions of labour. The fault primarily lies thi political economy, of course, and Marx had
not yet picked it up in 1844' (Barbalet 1983, 11&)the same time, it is understandable that at
this early stage in his studies in political ecogpiarx needed a lot more work before he was

able to offer a detailed critique of political ecomy.

5.7. Money as man's alienated self and political eco  nomy
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We have seen the central role of money in the aien of man when discussing Marx's earlier
article OJQ In theEPM Marx devotes a special section of about five pagesoney as the very
essence of man's alienation. In this section | attempt only an overview of Marx's ideas,
because it is not possible to summarise his vieitrsowt losing their philosophical depth or their
literary originality (see also Meek 1973, 135).

The analysis of private property and human neediemmapitalism leads Marx to
guestion the presuppositions of political econoragcording to which the 'individuals in
capitalist economy, were formally free, that in tuatract between worker and employer a basic
bargain was made. What, then, was the mechanismmebfhea man, unbeknownst even to
himself, was alienated and enslaved? Marx foundatigver in "money". Money is the most
impersonal form of value. It is seemingly neut/lman who has a direct obligation to another,
as a serf does to a master, knows directly thecsooir power over him. But one who sells his
labour power for money may feel himself to be frébe product of the labourer can thus be
easily "abstracted” into money and, through théhnarge system, be "abstracted” from him' (Bell
1988, 361-62). In the earlier part of the third Macript Marx argues that money replaces human
gualities to quantitative values. "The need for eyis therefore the true need produced by the
economic system, and it is the only need which lgtter produces. Theguantity of money
becomes to an even greater degree its efbéetivequality. Just as it reduces everything to its
abstract form, so it reduces itself in the courfsésamwn movement tquantitativeentity. Excess
andintemperanceome to be its true norm' (101).

The process of alienation which turns the workéo & thing, as an object to be bought
and sold, also alienates the capitalist, who igideg of his personality in a different way. He is
reduced to an abstract money-power. As he becompsrsonification of this, his human
qualities are transformed into aspects of it.

The cool passion of the philosopher in the seatiomoney, in Axelos's words, turns into
a prophetic rage against a particular reality @f thified world: 'Logic and feeling take up the
battle against thees par excellence, money.... Its essence is simpdy uhiversality of its

properties, and its being can be seen as a belag@akthat is unlimited in power' (Axelos 1976,
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72-73). Marx unleashes his violent denunciatiorthef corrupting power of money by quoting
Mephistopheles in Goethd=aust:
Wenn ich sechs Hengste zahlen kann
Sind ihre Krafte nicht die meine?
Ich renne zu und bin ein rechter Mann
Als hatt ich vierundzwanzig Beine. (MEGA |, 2, 485
And soon afterwards he cites Shakespedigi®n of Athenapostrophising gold:
Thus much of this will make black white, foul fair
Wrong right, base noble, old young, coward valiant
Will lug your priests and servants from your sides
Thou common whore of mankind, that putt'st odds
Among the rout of nations. (120.)

Marx explains Goethe's passage showing the powerooky in these words: 'The extent
of the power of money is the extent of my power.négs properties are my -- the possessor's --
properties and essential powers. Thus, wlaah bndam capable ofs by no means determined
by my individuality. | am ugly, but I can buy foryself themostbeautifulof women. Therefore |
am notugly, for the effect olugliness-- its deterrent power -- is nullified by moneyatcording
to my individual characteristics, atame but money furnishes me with twenty-four feet.
Therefore | am not lame. | am bad, dishonest, upgdous, stupid; but money is honoured, and
hence its possessor. Money is the supreme goaefane its possessor is good. Money, besides,
saves me the trouble of being dishonest: | am tbereoresumed honest. | abomainless but
money is theeal brain of all things and how then should its possessdirbmless’ (120-21)?

Marx chooses two leading properties of money frdmak&speare's passage: '(1) It is the
visible divinity, the transformation of all humandanatural properties into their contraries, the
universal confounding and distorting of things: mapibilities are soldered together by it. (2) It is
the common whore, the common procurer of peoplemations. The distorting and confounding
of all human and natural qualities, the fraternisatof impossibilities -- thedivine power of
money -- lies in itscharacter as men's estranged, and alienating and self-digpapecies-

nature Money is the alienateability of mankind(121).
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In his 'Comments of James Mill', Marx regards momeythe objective essence of
alienation: 'The complete domination of the esteahthingover man has become evident in
money which is completely indifferent both to the n&uwf the material, i.e. to the specific
nature of the private property, and to the persgnalf the property owner. What was the
domination of person over person is how the gerggalination of thehing over theperson of
the product over the producer. Just as the corafefbie equivalent the value, already implied
the alienation of private property, sononeyis the sensuous, even objective existence of this
alienatiorl (CW3, 221).

The analysis of capitalistic relations of produntemd the power of money involved in it,
according to Marx, shows the inadequacies of paliteconomy and its presuppositions. It
reveals that the contradictions,” as Kamenka camsnéf political economy and of economic
life are not accidental, but necessary, resulttheffundamental presupposition on which they
rest -- that alienation of man's labour and margslygcts from man which is expressed in private
property. Until political economy grasps its owis&sce as alienated human activity, and through
the supersession of private property reunites macivities and products with man as an
undivided social and generic being, these conttiadis cannot be solved and overcome'
(Kamenka 1972, 79).

Political economy elevates the bourgeois activity umiversal activity and sees the
capitalist mode of production as the close of mstdhus political economy being a science of
man, ends up denying man: 'Under the semblanceaafgnising man, the political economy
whose principle is labour rather carries to itsiday conclusion the denial of man, since man
himself no longer stands in an external relatiorienfsion to the external substance of private
property, but has himself become this tense essehpeivate property. What was previously
being external to onesgliman's actual externalisation -- has merely becdhee act of
externalising -- the process of alienating' (84).

In the EPM Marx comes to realise that the money-system 'e=ads climax with the
capitalist mode of production, its innermost natca@not be understood in a limited historical
context but in the broadest ontological framewadrknan's development through his labour, i.e.

through the ontological self-development of labuiar the necessary intermediaries involved in
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its necessary self-alienation and reification atlederminate stage ... of its process of self-
realisation' (Meszaros 1970, 98-99). Under cagitalivhose presuppositions were the division
of labour, private property and production for miang return inevitably created alienation in its

most acute and all-pervasive form.
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CHAPTER 6

THE SUPERSESSION OF ALIENATION

6.1. The Aufhebung of private property

The subjective essence of private property, sayx ihethe beginning of the third Manuscript, is
labour. It was evidently so in the political econoof Adam Smith and his followers, which
recognises labour as its principle and which daatslook upon private property as anything
more than a condition external to man: 'lt is fhaditical economy which has to be regarded on
the one hand as a product of the maérgyand the reaimovementf private property ... as a
product of modermndustry,and on the other hand, as a force which has qguezkand glorified
the energy and development of modemiustry and made it a power in the realm of
consciousnes$s(83). Adam Smith was rightly called 'the Luthek Bolitical Economy' by
Frederick Engels. Just as Luther had attacked xierreal forms of religion represented by
Catholic priesthood, the rituals, etc. as pagan&md,instead proclaimed and made religiosity the
inner substance of man, so did Smith recogniséenntodern political economy labour as the
inner essence of private property. But this redogmidid not extend beyond its apparent
formulations because political economy at the same was caught up in the contradiction by
developing the idea of labour as the sole essefceealth and yet showing that is had
consequences inimical to man: 'Under the semblahcecognising man, the political economy
whose principle is labour rather carries to itsiday conclusion the denial of man, since man
himself no longer stands in an external relatiorienfsion to the external substance of private
property, but has himself become this tense essdrévate property' (84).

The political economists, argues Marx, 'make pavptoperty in its active form the
subject, thus simultaneously turning man into tseeace -- and at the same time turning man as
non-essentiality into the essence -- the contriaaicdf reality corresponds completely to the

contradictory being which they accept as their@ple' (85). Political economy, as Chris Arthur

201



observes, 'cannot conceptualise the matter intiaatrivay because it takes property in all factors
of production for granted. It sees labour as neuégsgaining social recognition only as the
value of its product. It sees the social synthasiachieved only through money and exchange on
the market' (Arthur 1983, 12).

In accordance with the Hegelian epistemology, Mdekmits private property into the
affirmative category of labour, on the one handl e negative category of capital, on the other
hand: 'The character of private property is exgeds/ labour, capital, and the relations between
the two' (81). Marx explains that the movement digio which these two constituents of private
property have to pass in the dialectical processlghbe taken into account.

Marx's analysis shows that private property cagrasped as a historically specific set of
relations to labour. Marx, for instance, shows tieigtionship in landed property and industrial
society thus: 'Just as landed property is the fosh of private property, with industry at first
confronting it historically merely as a special diaf property -- or, rather, as landed property's
liberated slave -- so this process repeats itaeliié scientific analysis of theubjectiveessence
of private propertylabour. Labour appears at first only agricultural labour; but then asserts
itself aslabourin general' (86).

In modern industry where, 'all wealth has becandeistrial wealth, thewealthof labour;
and industry is accomplished labour’, the private property themches a point where 'it can
complete its domination over man and become imdast general form, a world-historical power'
(86, 87).

Private property as the material, perceptible esgiom of alienated human being is at the
same time a historically necessary form of develepinteading to its negation, i.eommunism
The necessity of private property to the attainmehttcommunism lies in their dialectical
relationship, the latter transcending the formearMsays: 'lt is easy to see that the entire
revolutionary movement necessarily finds both itspgical and its theoretical basis in the
movement ofprivate property-- more precisely, in that of the economy' (91)whs in the
movement of private property, in production and stonption that man up to now had his
realisation. 'Religion, family, state, law, morgliscience, art, etc. are orpgrticular modes of

production, and fall under its general law. Theifpas transcendence gfrivate propertyas the
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appropriation ofhumanlife, is therefore the positive transcendence Ib&kenation, that is to
say, the return of man from religion, family, stadéc. to hishuman i.e. social, existence' (91).
So far as religious alienation is concerned, ituss@nly in the consciousness of man whereas
‘economic alienation is that o#al life, its transcendence therefore embraces both as(#ts

In theEPM, Marx conceives of private property as the opgositlabour. Its supersession
iS necessary to abolish the self-alienation of muat in the creation of new society, the
communist society, a partial, political revolutismich changes only the balance of power in the
existing social structure is not enough, becauskés not do away with the alienation of the
workers. Marx says explicitly: 'From the relatiof @stranged labour to private property it
follows further that the emancipation of societgnfr private property, etc. from servitude, is
expressed in thpolitical form of theemancipation of the workersot thattheir emancipation
alone is at stake, but because the emancipatiothefworkers contains universal human
emancipation -- and it contains this, because thelavof human servitude is involved in the
relation of the worker to production, and all redas of servitude are but modifications and
consequences of this relation’ (73).

In quite explicit terms Marx distinguishes betweg®ivate property which is a result of
alienated labour and the 'truly human and sociapgrty' (73). There is a commonly held view
that Marx advocated a complete abolition of privateperty. This is a profoundly erroneous
interpretation of Marx's views in th&PM. Chris Arthur is right in saying that 'Marx
distinguishes the ontological necessity of objemtfon from the historical fact that this sphere
has constituted in the shape of private propertya agorld of estrangement founded on the
alienation of labour. This means there is sometipiogitive in property, disguised by its alien
form as the power of capital, namely the wealthuwhan self-development.... It is not a question
for Marx of annulling private property and all #grks, then, but of taking possession of the
immense powerful productive forces by and for sgti@rthur 1983, 13; see also Axelos 1976,
238-39). Schacht also is of the opinion that Mawccepts Hegel's contention that property is
essential to the realisation of personality ancesirgstead its "genuine appropriation".... To be
sure, the institution of private properés it presently existss something he finds strongly
objectionable’ (Schacht 1971, 85).
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Meanwhile, we see Avineri holding a contrary opmishen he contrasts Hegel and Marx
for their respective views on the relation betwpesperty and human personality. Avineri says:
'Hegel held that property realises human persgnialitletermining itself through objectification
in the external, phenomenal world. For Hegel thitemalisation constituted realisation and
assertion precisely because all objects are ukilyamaginary and the only actuality is the
human spirit at the root of creativity and prodactiConsequently property was to Hegel human
freedom realising itself in the world of phenomeaad the lack of property prevents man from
participating in this universality. Marx's discussiof property and alienation attempts to subvert
the Hegelian identification of property and perditypaFor Marx property is not the realisation of
personality but its negation: not only are the propless alienated, but so are those who have
property. The possession of property by one persmessarily entails its non-possession by
another -- a dialectical relation totally absemnir Hegel. Consequently the problem is not the
assurance of property to all -- to Marx an inhetiempossibility and immanent contradiction --
but the abolition of all property relations as su@vineri 1970, 109). Obviously, Avineri's
interpretation seems to be at variance with Schablat it should be noted that Avineri presents
Marx's views on private property in its alienateegative form, and he does not discuss the
positive supersession of private property in th&spge. In the transcendence of private property -
- the private property being a consequence of alléshsocial labour -- man returns to social
labour and the real appropriation of human natareand through man takes place.

In Marx's later writings, there is ample evidengestipport the view that Marx does not
think of the abolition of all types of property. fFour present purpose, two quotations from two
of his later works will be sufficient. First, ithe Communist ManifestMarx and Engels say:

"The distinguishing feature of Communism is not ahelition of property generally, but
the abolition of bourgeois property....We Communisave been reproached with the desire of
abolishing the right of personally acquiring prdgeas the fruit of a man's own labour, which
property is alleged to be the groundwork of allsoeal freedom, activity and independence...

‘Do you mean the property of the petty artisan@frttie small peasant, a form of property

that preceded the bourgeois form?
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"There is no need to abolish that; the developrokmidustry has to a great extent already
destroyed it, and is still destroying it daily.

'Or do you mean modern bourgeois private property?

'‘But does wage-labour create any property for #fo®uirer? Not a bit. It creates capital,
i.e. that kind of property which exploits wage-laboand which cannot increase except upon
conditions of begetting a new supply of wage-labtmr fresh exploitation. Property, in its
present form, is based on the antagonism of cagiiiwage-labour' (SW1, 47).

In capitalist society, the dominant form of progeag capital, which is not a personal but
a social power. Here the deprivation from pers@naperty involves also the denial of individual
in his human existence. @apital Marx mentions the new form of unalienated fronpafperty:

‘What does the primitive accumulation of capitad, its historical genesis, resolve itself
into? In so far it is not immediate transformatioinslaves and serfs into wage-labourers, and
therefore a mere change of form, it only means#propriation of the immediate producers, i.e.
the dissolution of private property based on thHeolet of its owner. Private property, as the
antithesis to social, collective property, existdyovhere the means of labour and the external
conditions of labour belong to private individualsThe private property of the labourer in his
means of production is the foundation of petty stdy whether agricultural, manufacturing, or
both; petty industry, again, is an essential coowlifor the development of social production and
of the free individuality of the labourer hims¢Marx 1977, 713).

Richard Schacht offers two reasons for the commasumderstanding about private
property in Marx's writings. The first reason iatiMarx in his later writings does not focus upon
the inherently positive nature of private propebiyt rather upon its presently existing form. The
second one, 'pertains even to his early writingsthat he employs a term in this connection
which can be understood in two quite different wayisfhebung This term -- which Hegel uses
extensively -- can mean simply "abolition". Butci&n also convey the idea of elevation to a
higher form and preservation in that form. In tlatdr sense that which sufgehobenis
abolished, but only in its existing form' (Scha@B71, note 15, 85-86). Marx's use of the term

needs to be understood in the latter sense, anuh rilke former, narrow sense. For Marx, the
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oppressive and alienative form of private propemgeds to be replaced by its positive
Aufhebung

The solution to the riddle of history, the histafyhuman alienation as a consequence of
alienation of man's activity and private propersyaaconsequence of this estranged activity, lies
in the true emancipation of labour and the abalitad private property. Private property has
made human beings so one-sided that an objectrssvaduen we have possession over it. 'The
transcendence of private property is thereforectmpleteemancipatiorof all human senses and
qualities, but it is this emancipation preciselgdugse these senses and qualities have become,
subjectively and objectiveljhuman The eye has becomehamaneye, just as it®bject has
become a social, humasbject -- an object made for man by man. Tdenseshave therefore
become directly in their practi¢keoreticians They relate themselves to ttieng for the sake of
the thing, but the thing itself is abjective humamelation to itself and to man, and vice versa'
(94).

The task of effecting this change is undertakensbyialist practice. Velkjo Korac
emphasises the basic concern of Marx's conclusianwithout complete and true emancipation
of labour, people could not become human and socmild not become human society: 'The
abolition of private property and exploitation amaly the first steps in that direction; the
humanisation of labour is first immediate task ofialist practice.... Startling with the fact of
alienation, Marx showed that total estrangementdefdimanisation (in his words "the complete
loss of man") has become universal in modern sgodatusing universal suffering. Marx's aim
was trueman -- living under emancipated conditions of labowmd anot disintegrated by the
division of labour. His vision of humanity's futuveas founded on the assumption that such a
man was not only possible, but the necessary re$wdbcial development and essential to the
existence of truly human society’ (in Fromm 1967 s&e also Fromm 1961, 58-69; Perlman
1972, 18-21). This society is the communist sociatgefinite phase but not the final stage of
historical developments. In the following threetgets, we outline Marx's theory of communism

and of the 'total' man.

206



6.2. Communism: the negation of the negation

Marx in theEPM tries to show that the alienation phenomenonsdrvérious forms cannot be
remedied by political economy because of its umaitacceptance of the presuppositions of
private property as the foundation of the econdaies and the facts of economic life. Due to its
inability to see the true basis of private propéntyiauman alienation, political economy was not
able to offer any solutions to overcome alienatibtarx defines the general nature of private
property as it has arisen as a result of alienktiedur 'in its relation to truly human and social
property' (73). The question of criticising privggeperty in itself is not of prime importance so
long as human alienation which underlies it goe®cwmgnised. As mentioned before, Marx in
the EPM insists on the logical priority of alienation. Mamlas Wolfgang Jahn rightly elucidates,
is not dealing with the problem of the historicaigin of private property, but rather how it
actually appears in mode of production based oenated labour (Jahn 1957, 856; see also
Kamenka 1972, 82). For Marx the real question wastm ask ourselves: What is the origin of
the private property?, but rather: How does manedmalienate his labour? Marx says: 'We
have already gone a long way to the solution &f inoblem bytransformingthe question of the
origin of private propertyinto the question of the relation afienated labourto the course of
humanity's development. For when one speakgrivhte property one thinks of dealing with
something external to man. When one speaks of faboe is directly dealing with man himself.
This new formulation of the question already camgaits solution' (73-74). For Marx the
guestion of alienation was not merely a questioreainomic facts. His arguments regarding
communism in th&PM rely heavily on non-economic and non-sociologieams.

In the EPM Marx criticises the 'crude communism' for its dad to see the alienation
behind private property. 'Marx's point seems to é&glains Kamenka ‘that if we regard private
property purely as such we will think that the cadiction of political economy can be
overcome by converting private property into pulgioperty, whereas in truth they can only be
overcome by a thorough-going rejectlon and overognaf all aspects of alienation, including
the very concept of property and the very distorctbetween the "individual” and "society" '
(Kamenka 1972, 84).

207



We come across Marx's first extensive discussiohioitonception of communism in a
section of theEPM called 'Private Property and Communism’, and séunder remarks in
'Critique of the Hegelian Dialectic and Philosos/a Whole'. In this regard, Marx's peculiar
use of the terms '‘communism’ and 'socialism' shbeldoted. Marx at this time does not seem to
have worked out terms adequately expressing theeption of communism he was evolving.
The ambiguity of the early works gives way to psecformulations of the terms in his later
works. The editors of thEPM observe: 'In th&PM of 1844the word "socialism” is used to
denote not the development of social thought, lreitstage of society at which it has carried out a
revolutionary transformation, abolished privategandy, class antagonisms, alienation and so on.
In the same sense Marx used the expression "comsmuaguating humanism” ' (189, footnote
32; see also McLellan 1972, 237).

The discussion of communism in tHeEPM forms an essential phase in Marx's
development of the philosophical basis of communiBhe other important text in this respect is
his Critique of Gotha Programmewhich he wrote about thirty years later, in Ma§75,
criticising the programme of the German Workerg'tyPdt substantiates largely his views as
outlined in theEPM. Mar, in both texts steers clear of outlining #e@pe of the future society.
This limitation, according to Avineri, is due to k& own epistemological premises: 'Since the
future is not yet an existing reality, any discossof it reverts to philosophical idealism in
discussing objects which exist only in the conssmass of the thinking subject. Marx's
discussions of future society are therefore mostesie and refrained. He never tries to rival those
socialists whom he called utopians by construinguitéel blue-prints for a communist society,
since for him communist society will be determirmdthe specific conditions under which it is
established, and these conditions cannot be peedict advance' (Avineri 1970, 221; for a
critique of Avineri's views on socialism as expkinin theEPM and theCritique of Gotha
Programme see van den Berg 1988, 54-65; Elster 1985, 4517%®# nature of historical change
up to 1844 did not find any clear expression in ¥Mawriting. According to David McLellan it
would not be fair to say Marx had no developmeniglv of society in thd&ePM. But 'that view,

however was vague and although Marx had used Hagmhst Feuerbach to demonstrate the
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importance of man's self-creation through labohis still remained very abstract' (in Burke
1981, 118).

In the beginning of the section 'Private Propertg &ommunism' Marx shows that there
is an internal relation of antithesis between lakend capital, which has not so far been grasped
in its contradiction. When viewed within the amiut Hegelian dialectic of identity and
difference, capital and labour form a unity of oppes in which one side reproduces the other.
Labour is identified as 'the subjective essenqgariohite property as exclusion of private property'
and capital as 'objective labour as exclusion @ole’. On this basis the private property
expresses to be 'in a developed state of contradlicit demonstrates, Marx argues, the
comprehension of propertylessness and propertiieaarttithesis of labour and capital can only
be truly understood in its contradiction 'a dynaneilationship driving towards resolution' (87). It
is by looking at labour as the over-riding momemtalienated labour and private property
complex that we can establish the conditions ofstifgersession of alienation. TAafhebungpf
self-alienation, according to Marx, follows the samdialectical course as the process of
development as alienation, i.e. from the individteakthe particular, and from particular to the
universal. In this syllogism private property calesied in its objective aspect, with labour as its
essence, represents individual, capital the pdatiand communism the universal. Here Marx
defines capital in terms of labour and labour it of private property, thus capital and labour
forming the basic units of explanation. The cont®on described in th&PM, as Barbalet
points out, 'is not a class contradiction betweaholr and capital, but an ontological
contradiction internal to private property’. In &duoh, ‘the dynamic relationship moving
inexorably to its resolution is the dynamic of gauiction within private property’ (Barbalet
1983, 77).

In this relation of opposites 'the worker has thisfontune to be diving capital, and
therefore anndigentcapital, one which loses its interest, and hetsckvielihood, every moment
it is not working. Thevalue of the worker as capital rises according to demamd supply, and
physicallytoo hisexistencghislife, was and is looked upon as a supply cbenmoditylike any
other. The worker produces capital, capital produden -- hence he produces himself, and man

asworker, as acommodity is the product of this entire cycle' (75). Atdtitage, Marx does not
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make any distinction between worker, labour anadulalpower. His mentioning of the value of
the worker, should in fact be the value of the labpower, as a specific commodity, but it
cannot be called capital. In fact, two importantegaries of Marxist economic theory, wage-
labour and surplus-value are not even mentionetierePM. In view of this,EPM cannot be
regarded a mature economic work. At this juncturésrnest Mandel's words, 'Marx has only a
fragmentary grasp of the problem of an overali@sin of political economy. This criticism still
trips over a fundamental stumbling block: Marx e yet solved the problem of value and
surplus value. He has not yet grasped what wasnidtin classical theory, especially Ricardo's,
and his economic analyses inevitably suffer' (M&aid&1, 35).

The conception of communism in tl&PM is basically philosophical. The historical
development of the present time is explained amgaglace in different stages; communism
being a part of this process, and passing througgt af stages itself. This development involves
at least two main stages, which are decisive ameéssary for the dialectical unfolding of the
principles of the present society. Each stage,viimé¥i's words, 'represents a furthaufhebung
of these principles. The description of the futsoeiety becomes a posthumous analysis of the
passing of the bourgeois world: the historicity M&rx's description of communism is thus
strongly emphasised against tagoriori "systems" of the so-called utopian socialists'i(@vi
1970, 221). 'Communism,' as Marx and Engels writ&he German ldeologyis for us not a
state of affairsvhich is to be established, mteal to which reality [will] have to adjust itself. We
call communism theeal movement which abolishes the present state ofjshifihe conditions
of this movement result from the now existing preeh{(Marx & Engels 1976, 57).

Marx using the Hegelian terminology in tB®M says: 'Communism is the positive mode
as the negation of the negation, and henceatiteal phase necessary for the next stage of
historical development in the process of human @ipation and rehabilitatiorCommunisnis
the necessary form and the dynamic principle ofrtimaediate future, but communism as such is
not the goal of human development, the form of hureaciety’ (100-101). As communism
transcends private property, or negates the negatifwllows that private property is a necessity
for the attainment of communism; because privatpgnty is the manifestation of the social

labour which is totally alienated. Logically, it anes as Barbalet puts it that 'social labour is the
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point of departure for the movement towards comsmnbecause communism is the obverse of
private property and private property is the deofasocial labour. The negation of social labour

as an empirical absence is the logical pre-requafitommunism and in this sense social labour
as the negation of private property is the pointdejparture for the movement towards

communism' (Barbalet 1983, 75).

In the first place we can mention the utopian dmtidhought, where the socialists
recognise labour as the essence of property, aadhse abolition of private property only
objectively. Proudhon, for instance, advocates dhaulment of capital ‘as such’, and while
Fourier, like the Physiocrats, present agricultl@glour at least the exemplary, non-alienating
and useful type. Saint Simon, on the contrary, idlidustrial labour imbued with these
attributes and would like to see the exclusive ofléhe industrialists and a general amelioration
in worker's condition. In this vast array of padrtiasights which utopian socialists offer,
communism takes us a stage further and represbafgositive expression of annulled private
property' (87).

In the EPM Marx contrasts 'true communism' with the 'crudmemnism' of the French
utopian socialists. Communism will pass througle¢hforms: the first form, ‘crude communism'
will give way to the second form of communism whiskpolitical in nature and concentrates on
the abolition of the state, and third form is tbhthe ultimate communism. | shall examine now

Marx's views on each of these forms.

6.3. The three forms of communism

In its early primitive totalitarian egalitarianisof communist utopias which Marx classifies as
‘crude communism’, the abolition of private propesteffected through its universalization, that
is, property for all. This desire appears in a pldfform: 'on the one hand, the domination of
material property bulks so large that it wants to desewegrythingwhich is not capable of being
possessed by all @sivate property It wants to disregard talent, etc. in aitrary manner’, on

the other hand, ‘'for it the sole purpose of lifel axistence is direct, physigabssession. The
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relationship of property persists as the relatignstithe community to the world of things' (88).
This conception of communism finds its clear expi@s in the animal form of its attitude
towards women. To marriage (surely a form of exgkigprivate property), it contraposes the
community of women, in which a women becomes a canahand common property. It is
therefore clear thathis idea of the community of women gives aways#aeetof this as yet
completely crude and thoughtless communiskar (rohe und gedankenlose Kommunisgmus
This type of communism, since it negates peesonalityof man in every sphere, is but the
logical expression of private property, which s tegation. Generahvyconstituting itself as a
power is the disguise in whidreedre-establishes itself, only enotherway.... How little this
overcoming of private property is really an appraon is in fact proved by the abstract
negation of the entire world of culture and cialidn, the regression to tlh@natural simplicity

of the poor and crude man who has few needs and who has hédilgs to go beyond private
property, but has not yet even reached it' (88,s8®; also Berry, 'Need and Egoism in Marx's
Early Writings' in Cowling and Wild 1989).

This form of communism, emphasises distribution andnsumption without
understanding the mechanism of production. It reddtuman needs to the bare minimum; the
people are driven to an existence of asceticisnre Hiee only community emerging is the
community of alienated labour, and the equalitywafges paid out by the community as the
universal capitalist. 'Both sides of the relatiagpstaccording to Marx, ‘are raised to iaragined
universality, labour as the category in which every person is placed| @apital as the
acknowledged universality and power of the comnyui§@9). The plight of the wage workers,
typified by crude communism, keeps intact the ddtielements of alienation. This form of
communism 'is not an assimilation of the alienatedld but, on the contrary, an extreme form
of alienation that consists in imposing the preseondition of workers upon everybody'
(Kolakowski 1981, 140; see also Avineri 1970, 223-2

It is most likely that Marx's description of crudemmunism had especially two groups
of French communists in view, who belonged to deassociations. Engels in his article 'The
Progress of Social Reform on the Continent’, phblisinNew Moral Worldin November 1843,

mentions the rapid spread of communism in Parispnky Toulouse, and other large
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manufacturing towns. He writes: 'Various secrebeaissions followed each other, among which

the "Travailleurs Egalitaires", or Equalitarian Wiolg Men, and the Humanitarians, were the
most considerable. The Equalitarians were ratHeowgh set"”, like the Babouvists of the great

Revolution; they purposed making the world a wagkman's community, putting down every

refinement of civilisation, fine arts, etc. as essl, dangerous and aristocratic luxuries, a
prejudice necessarily arising from their total igarmce of history and political economy. The

Humanitarians were known particularly for theiraaits on marriage, family, and other similar

institutions' (CW3, 397; see also Nicolaievsky Maenchen-Helfen 1976, 85-87).

The first form of communism containing its interr@ntradictions gives way to the
second form of communism which, according to Masxstill political in nature, democratic or
despotic' and which is 'with the abolition of thats, yet still incomplete, and being still affette
by private property, i.e. by the alienation of m@®).

The reference to democratic communism by Marx, atéMlan suggests, must be the
utopian sort which was advocated by Cabet in Ratrithat time: The despotic type probably
alludes to the transitory dictatorship of the pralat advocated by the followers of Babeuf. The
second type of communism, involving the abolitidntlee state, was represented by Dezamy,
author of the famous phrase about an accountanamdregister being all that was necessary to
ensure the perfect functioning of the future comisiusociety’ (McLellan 1972, 236). In both
these forms, 'communism knows itself as the rematemn or return of man to himself, the
transcendence of human self-alienation; but sint@s not yet grasped the positive essence of
private property, and just as little thamannature of need, it remains captive to it and itddc
by it. It has, indeed, grasped its concept, butits@ssence’ (90).

The earliest forms of communism eventually leadathigher form of communism. In
September 1843, Marx had rejected communism asganaltic abstraction’, and socialism at this
time Marx regarded 'only a particular one-sidedisaton of the socialist principle’ (Marx
1971b, 80, 81). But Marx as a communist in 1844sseommunism which secures the full
actualisation of human potentialities of the indival members for the sake of the community
(see Elster 1985, 446; Conway 1987, 41). Marx'sudision of the future society was couched in

general terms since he disclaimed any intentionrding '(Comtist) recipes for the cookshops of
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the future' (cited in Bottomore 1988, 89). The pobjon of true communism as ‘positive
humanism' or the humanisation of mankind which Maresents in th&aPM deserves full
citation. Communismas the positive transcendence oprivate property as human self-
estrangementand therefore as the reabpropriation of the humanessence by and for man;
communism therefore as the complete return of mdmnbself as &ocial(i.e. human) beinga(s
eines gesellschaftlichen, d.h. menschlichen Mem¥chea return accomplished consciously and
embracing the entire wealth of previous developsemhis communism, as fully developed
naturalism, equals humanism, and as fully develop@chanism equals naturalism; it is the
genuineresolution of the conflict between man and naaud between man and man -- the true
resolution of the strife between existence and ressebetween objectification and self-
confirmation, between freedom and necessity, betw#de individual and the species.
Communism is the riddle of history solved, andnbWws itself to be this solution' (90). As the
whole history of man has only been a history adradition, man has found himself alienated from
his activity and dispossessed of his being. Asnila@ up to now has been alienated, so under
communism he will return to his human essences & society where people can employ freely
their faculties and appropriate their productshirt capacity as 'total men'.

Avineri views communism as a movement in capitadistiety, and communism as a
future organising principle of the new society ® two different modes of the same principle:
‘communism as a movement is the microcosmos ofdutommunist society' (Avineri 1970,
230). But Meszaros differentiates between commutisra political movement and communism
as an all-inclusive social practice in the futuoenenunist society: 'When communism transforms
itself into "positively self-deriving humanism" niecessarily ceases to be politics. The crucial
Marxian distinction is that between communism g®lktical movement- which is confined to
a particular historical stage of human developmeraind communism as comprehensseial
practice This second sense is referred to when Marx wiit@s "this communism, as fully
developed naturalism, equals humanism, and asdelgloped humanism equals naturalism™" '
(Meszaros 1970, 161). If we view politics as a ipéty relevant only to communism as a
political movement as Meszaros does, then we |tlawesphere of social practice extremely

vague. No doubt social practice in the future dgatan represent the totality of various spheres,
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but it is hard to imagine a social totality whetee tpolitical sphere has ceased to be of
significance.

Marx is particularly emphatic in making the recovef social character of man as an
integral part of the new society. The social relaship that unites man with nature and the
fellow human beings is a real and fundamental iceiahip, and 'it is this relationship that is
alienated from the very origin of historical devyaioent. The being of man and the nature of
things are alienated from the beginning. For manthe course of his natural development,
performs actions only as self-externalisation ilfi-gkenation. By his social labour he creates a
whole world of objects which is nevertheless foneig him, having no part in his being. Natural
drives and essential, objective forces urge huneamgs toward the object of their needs; yet this
reign of objects implies the reification of eveiyid there is. The activity of man, which by its
essence is to beatural andhuman stands as neither natural nor human in thatriticoes to be
reifying and alienated' (Axelos 1976, 219). Manlises himself only through labour, but in the
very act of self-realisation he is alienated. Batler the new society a radical change in the
character of labour, the conversion of man's prodei@ctivity into creative activity, will change
the idea of the sense of life. Hitherto "aliendtdsbur had as its consequence the idea that the
supreme goods of life were in the sphere of consimmpthe conversion of production activity
into a creative art will have as its consequeneeidilea that the true sense of existence lies in
man's active life itself and in creation' (Shinkof988, 156).

But in the new society man will recover his totalnfanity. 'The transcendence of
alienation, the return of man to his human natiordnis social essence, universal reconciliation,
this whole re-integration of man for the first tinadle to become reality -- all this means
transcending simplegocentricityand subjectivity transcending the reign of theilitarian and
egoisticneed and enjoyment' (Axelos 1976, 22). Man's imglahip to the fellow men will no
longer be based upon the egoistic self-seekingzamgpetition, but upon a conscious dependence
of individual and the social community. 'Man's tea to his fellow men,' in Avineri's words,
‘ceases to be competitive. He no longer achiesegdals at the expense of his fellow men, since
competition was the natural corollary of a worldiethconceived the quantity of its objects and

products as finite and given. In the new societynrhacomes conscious that the products are

215



human artifacts. As such their quantity is not tedibut depends upon the proper organisation of
man's creative powers' (Avineri 1970, 227).

Throughout his early writings Marx's thought ceatreund man and the nature of his
relationships. The social character of labour m nlon-alienated situation is the basic condition,
because only then the products become a directfessation of his individualityJust associety
itself producesnan as manso is societproducedby him. Activity and enjoyment, both in their
content and theimode of existencaresociat social activity andsocial enjoyment’ (91-92).
Marx presents the views on the relationship betwedividual and the society. He emphasises
that social aspects of man's existence do not adiotr his individuality: 'Above all we must
avoid postulating "society" again as an abstractigra-vis the individual. The individua the
social being His manifestations of life, even if they may ragipear in the direct form of
communal manifestations of life carried out in associatisith others -- are therefore an
expression and confirmation sbcial lifé (92-93). The mutual relation between man andetgci
also extends to nature: 'Themanaspect of nature exists only wocial man for only then does
nature exist for him ast@ondwith man-- as his existence for the other and the otlesu'stence
for him -- and as the life-element of human realiyly then does nature exist as thendation
of his ownhumanexistence. Only here has what is to him imégural existence become his
humanexistence, and nature becomes man for him. Bbagetyis the complete unity of man
with nature -- the true resurrection of nature he tconsistent naturalism of man and the
consistent humanism of nature' (92).

Under communism man's relation to nature ceasebetadetermined by objective
necessity. Man, of his control over nature, creatgects according to the law of beauty. 'The
process of human creativity,’ as Avineri says,n@s longer accompanied by alienation: the
creation of objects becomes man's specific activitylonger limited by the objective necessity
of creating for mere survival' (Avineri 1970, 2Z&e also Shinkoruk 1988, 156-57). Thus human
productive activity will create objects in a creatispirit, in pursuit of man's aesthetic needs.
Under these conditions, man enters a new stagewdlapbment of his manifold potentialities.
The products of his activity will no longer conftdmm as alien and hostile powers over him. By

the "annihilation of the alienated character of ofgective world' (141), which is the positive
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transcendence of private property, man will for fingt time in history liberate himself from the
shackles of an alienated existence. Historicallg, ltves of human beings have been under the
sway of the compulsive acquisitive drive, and cousatly their existence has been one of
alienation. But in the new society, man will acldex non-acquisitive appropriation of nature.
"The abolition of private property will lead manttee non-possessive appropriation of nature as
it is manifest through his needs and his activitg £0 the conquest of his origin, his being and
the totality of the world. He will thus be ableeater into the era of universal reconciliation and
all antagonisms between man and nature, between andnman, between subjectivity and
objectivity, between freedom and necessity, betwesality and thought will have been
abolished' (Axelos 1976, 239).

Marx clearly differentiates the historical basescoimmunism from those of utopian
communists. The account of the empirical basi©iénrhovement of private property that Etienne
Cabet and Francois Villegardelle tried to show Ippemling to certain historical forms of
community in the past opposed to private proper@gs wintenable. Marx criticises such
programme for 'tearing single phrases from theohstl process and focusing attention on them
as proofs of its historical pedigree ... By so dainsimply makes clear that by far the greatet par
of this process contradicts its own claim, and,ttat ever has existed, precisely its being ig th
pastrefutes its pretension teality' (90). Private property, according to Marx, peesdn entire
historical period of human development, becauses ithe material perceptible expression of
alienated human life' (91). Communism can be aityeahly after theAufhebungof private
property as an historical phase of man's developmEre positive transcendence of private
property under communism is therefore the positra@scendence of estrangement in all its
forms.

For Marx 'the entire movement of history, just @sactual act of genesis -- the birth act
of its empirical existence -- is, therefore, fag thinking consciousness tiemprehendednd
known process of itdbecoming (90). Thus the entire revolutionary movement,cading to
Marx, ‘finds both its empirical and its theoretitalsis in the movement pfivate property--
more precisely, in that of the economy' (91). Frdms it emerges that Marx in 1844 did not

regard the birth of new society a consequenceaéfarian victory in class struggle. There is no
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reference to class struggle in tBBM. Barbalet explains the Marxian view cogently: 'laadjy,
then, social labour is the point of departure foe tmovement towards communism because
communism is the obverse of private property angape property is the denial of social
labour.... When Marx does mention something likeeutictory of one class over another, as in his
account of the "victory of the capitalist over faeadowner" in the movement from feudalism to
capitalism, it is regarded as the result rathen tih@ cause of the "real course of development".
What Marx holds to be responsible for this histrienovement is the suppression of a
previously dominant form of property by anothemfioof property.... in [Marx's] explanation of
the revolutionary movement towards communism theco@rm is property, not class' (Barbalet
1983, 75-76).

The communistic transformation, envisaged by Maiik,unfold relationship of things to
man, not as the extensions of his personality,asumere external objects. Man will develop a
new kind of appropriation, not limited to possessiand consumption: The positive
transcendence of private property -- i.e. ffegceptibleappropriation for and by man of the
human essence and of human life, of objective roamumanachievements- should not be
conceived merely in the sense ioimediate one-sidedenjoyment merely in the sense of
possessingof having Man appropriates his total essence in a totaln@arthat is to say as
whole man. Each of hisumanrelations to the world -- seeing, hearing, smgllitasting, feeling,
thinking, observing, experiencing, wanting, actimgying -- in short, all the organs of his
individual being, like those organs which are disesocial in their form, are in theobjective
orientationor in theirorientation to the objecthe appropriation of the object; the appropriatio
of thehumanreality. Their orientation to the object is timanifestation of the human reali{@3-
94). In this passage Marx presents his concepn &lasided' and 'total' man, a humanised man.

In the following section we have a closer lookhet total' man.

6.4. The total man
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Marx's concept of 'total' man offers a historicadiyerging perspective on the development of
man. However, this concept of man is inseparable fthe history of the ideal of humanism. We
can briefly mention the idea of the universalitynoén in the Renaissance conviction that man is
a being distinguished from God and from nature isypossession of a relative and an unstable
place in the midst of all other, more stable, beifgee Baczko 1967, 167). For instance, Pico
della Mirandola (1468-1494) views the emergence plate of man only after God had
completed all things: 'But there was nothing i@ #nchetypes from which He could mould a new
sprout, nor anything in His storehouses which Hdadtbestow as a heritage upon a new son, nor
was there an empty judiciary seat where this coplator of the universe could sit.... Therefore
He took up man, a work of indeterminate form, goldcing him at the midpoint of the world'
told him that 'in conformity with thy judgement, iwshose hands | have placed thee, thou are
confined by no bounds; and thou wilt fix limits oature for thyself. | have placed thee at the
centre of the world, that from there thou mayestrenconveniently look around and see
whatsoever is in the world.... Thou, like a judgpainted for being honourable, art the moulder
and maker of thyself; thou mayest sculpt thyseti imhatever shape thou dost prefer' (Pico 1986,
4, 5). For Pico the root of man's excellence amgits lies in the fact that man is the maker of
his own nature. Man may be what he wishes to benakes himself what he chooses. The
feeling of man's autonomy and his responsibilitytfmself expressed man's self-assertion in the
Renaissance thought in place of the world-viewthefmedieval ages where man was assigned a
stable place in the hierarchical universe. AccardmBronislaw Baczko, an important aspect of
the idea of the 'universality of man in the sevente and eighteenth centuries was the
transcendence of those significant feelings of BRenaissance man. Various ideas, often
heterogeneous, crossing with each other, culminatédat optimistic notion of the universality
of man which was adopted by the philosophy andaxtbsd-view of the Enlightenment' (Baczko
1967, 167-68). Marx's concept of man is the beairdnis philosophical and cultural heritage.

For Marx the 'total' man symbolises the highesalid® man, who is united with himself,
with his fellow human beings and with nature. Aating to Milan Puracha, this concept is
important because it expresses a perspective ghrathich the existing alienation is to be

overcome: 'The existential structure of man askgaative being and as a being whose essence is
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not inherent in the abstract individual but is ofacial nature has always determined the most
general features of the mode of man's self-assertiohas always been and will always be
possible solely as an assertion of his essentigbe®) as an active and passionate relation of his
being to the world, as the acquisition and the Wgpraent of the possibilities and values that
society imparts to the individual. The self-assertof the individual occurs in an alienated form
for a long period. The active being of the indiatlus suffering, because it is exploited in
exhausting and deadening work; his social beinglisnated and thus transformed into an
uncontrollable power which opposes him and redbgedo a slave' (in Fromm 1967, 146-47).

Hitherto all human faculties have been vitiatedabgnation; the supersession of this
alienation inevitably paves the ground for a tdtaiman integration and reconciliation. All
human faculties become means of appropriating hureality. But this was not possible for
alienated man, whose sensibilities had been blupyetthe egoistic drive to possessiveness, the
sense of 'having'. The positivaifhebungof private property will lead to human emancipatio
All human senses, according to Marx, are degrageprivate property. The dealer in minerals
sees only the market value of the jewels, not theique value. In the alienated condition, all
physical and intellectual senses and human fasulee reduced to acquisitiveness and
possession, the 'sense of having'. Marx writeszdir property has made us so stupid and one-
sided that an object is onburswhen we have it ... In the placealf physical and mental senses
there has therefore come the sheer alienaticall dhese senses, the senséaving (der Sinn
des Habens The human being had to be reduced to this atesplwverty in order that he might
yield his inner wealth to the outer world' (94).€Tinanscendence of private property liberates the
human senses and man begins to see the world imggd th a human, non-acquisitive way. 'The
eye has becomelaumaneye, just as itebjecthas become a socidlumanobject -- an object
made for man by man. Tleensedave therefore become directly in their practieoreticians
They relate themselves to ttteng for the sake of the thing, but the thing itselfisobjective
humanrelation to itself and to man, and vice versa).(94

The emancipation of human senses and potentialitiésas Axelos puts it, 'show forth
all the wealth of his natural, human and socialdsedis passion will become action, and his

freedom will coincide with necessity' (Axelos 197Z813). The socialist man, as Marx portrays
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him, is the man returned to himself, complete, cams and matured within the entire wealth of
previous development. 'Man is to become "social"socialist” in the sense that he will dwell in
aesthetic communion with the humanly produced wardund him after he has arranged it
according to the laws of beauty and trained hisagro relate to each thing for the sake of the
thing. Mirroring the self-activity of the new frgetreative and perceptive man, the external
objects will confirm his essential nature insted¢anfronting him as alien and ugly denials of
himself' (Tucker 1972, 159). This is 'total' andht man, where man has become fully human.
As Parekh phrases it, this man 'is not a self-éiideing caught up in the morbid and paralysing
conflict between his flesh and spirit, or betwe&hratural and human being. He does not deny
the demands of his nature, but his behaviour isditated by them. He has humanised his
nature ... Ascetic self-denial on the one hand,iadidcriminate self-indulgence on the other, are
both alien to his way of life' (Parekh 1975, 59).

The total man is completely emancipated from thégiocais affliction of ‘other
worldliness' (for the conception of another lifegesMurray 1964, 154-68). According to Marx,
his model-man, as the Polish philosopher MarekzRaihd comments, 'is a man completely
absorbed in this world and not in "the next"; a mdro does not brood over death, but fights for
a meaningful and valuable life. Life is meaningéuld valuable only when it is lived intensely
and thoroughly, only when the human being cangedlimself during his lifetime by developing
all his human abilities and satisfying all his humreeeds.... The "total" man is a complete man,
whose self-realisation knows no bounds. He is admmndividual not separated by private
property from the "totality" of the world of culirand civilisation. The "totality" of that human
being consists in his "possession” of that totatldve- possession understood here as the fullest
possible share in the creation and enjoyment ofjtduals of culture and civilisation' (in Fromm
1967, 157-58, 159). Marx in his conception of Yfotad 'rich’ human being works out a
fascinating theory of human needs and outlinessketch of the new society in which a fully
human being is possible. Marx writes: ‘It will bees how in place of thwealthandpovertyof
political economy come theéch human beingnd the ricchumanneed. Theich human being is
simultaneously the human beingneed ofa totality of human manifestations of life -- thman

in whom his own realisation exists as an inner sgitg asneed Not onlywealth but likewise
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the povertyof man -- under the assumption of socialism -enegs in equal measurehaman
and therefore social significance’ (98-99).

According to Marx's assumption communism will produhuman beings with finer
gualities than under capitalism. The actualisabbimuman potentialities which Marx regarded
desirable were possible in the new society. Thisofepotentialities Marx calls the human
essence. Conway makes a fair assessment whenséldaymore fully these potentialities were
actualised in human beings the more fully humanthide individuals become.... In Marx's view
capitalism was an extremely dehumanised and dehismgrform of society. This was because
its central constitutive economic institutions mated against the actualisation of the
distinctively human potentialities of its individumembers. These potentialities are only able to
achieve their maximum degree of actualisation wittiie framework of a communist society'
(Conway 1987, 30). For the 'total man' societal efisilon becomes a reality where man and
society are not contraposed against each otheradeutather two different expressions of one
thing. The things and products no longer dominadifie.

The concept of a rich and total human beingstha&alistman, is perhaps the best picture
of man in our civilisation. It is the concept ofdimidual who has boundless creative potential
whose full development is possible within univeiségration of new social reality. This idea of
man, however, is not compatible with the man bdlogdp the cultural heritage whose alienated
and reified existence is conditioned by egoism,gtese of 'having' and the ideological web of

mundane and ultra-mundane illusions.
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CHAPTER 7

THE CRITIQUE OF HEGELIAN CONCEPT OF
ALIENATION

7.1. The influence of the Phenomenology on the EPM

The EPM contain a profound scrutiny of HegdPhanomenologie des Geist¥s), which Marx
regards as the true point of origin and the semfrétegelian philosophy. The last chapter of the
PG, Absolute Knowledge, is the focus of a detailescdssion, for ‘it contains the condensed
spirit of thePG, speculative dialectics, and also Hegetiasciousnessoncerning both and their
relation to one another' (131. In this chapter,Mas Habermas indicates, 'follows the strategy
of detaching the exposition of consciousness immigifestations from the framework of the
philosophy of identity. He does this in order tingrto light the elements of a critique that often
"far surpass Hegel's standpoint”, elements thatleady contained, although concealed, in the
PG (Habermas 1987, 25).

In the preface to thEPM Marx declares that a critical discussion of Hemgeldialectic
and philosophy as a whole is absolutely necesaaask not yet performed. The German thought
had the necessarytask of settling accounts betweerticism and its point of origin -- the
Hegeliandialectic and German philosophy as a whole' (19). The nimtegcomplish this task,
which form part of Marx's discussion of communisntheEPM were given the title 'Critique of
Hegelian Dialectic and Philosophy in General' loy ¢ditors of thIEGA.

Which of Hegel's works has Marx in mind when headgeof Hegelianism? Robert
Tucker suggests that the views of those who asshatéHegel'?R to be the work from which
Marx took his point of departure in the creatiorh@f system, are mistaken: 'Marx's manuscripts
... make it unmistakably plain that the inferenseeironeous, and that Hegd?& is the work
with which Marxism is immediately affiliated' (Tuek 1972, 125-26). Schacht disagrees with

this view while he accepts the importanceP@ in its own right. He writes: "Tucker is right in

223



stressing the importance of tR& in the formation of Marx's views; but his depréica of the
influence of the oPR upon Marx is unwarranted, as the example of timraeMarxian concept
of the alienation of labour shows. While the teraliéhation” occurs only in thBG, Marx's
concept of the alienation of labour clearly hasoitgin in thePR as well. And his extremely
important view that the alienation of labour andtlod self involves the direction of labour by
another man is comprehensible only in the lighteflatter work' (Schacht 1971, 81).

The influence of th@G, no doubt, is paramount in Marx's formulation of &arly theory
of alienation in general but the specific conceptalienated labour is traceable to tR&
Hegel's discussion of the alienation of properge(BPR, 52) contains tmeain element of Marx's
conception of alienated labour in tB®M. Schacht's assertion that we meet the term "agilggma
only in thePG does not seem to be correct. In fact, the tenenalion' Entausserunghas been
used on a number of places in #ig for instance, in Paragraphs 65, 66, 67, 69, 7&nd 80.

To contend that th®G or thePR or both of these, as being the only works of Hege
which have a direct bearing on tE#M, is, in my view, a tentative undertaking. Marx, for
instance in the Preface #o Contribution to the Critique of Political Econonf}859) mentions
the PR specifically for his studies of political econonmythese words:

"The first work which | undertook for a solution thfe doubts which assailed me was a
critical review of the HegeliaRhilosophy of Righta work the introduction to which appeared in
1844.... My investigation led to the result thajdkrelations as well as forms of state are to be
grasped neither from themselves nor from the sedaeneral development of the human mind,
but rather have their root in the material condsicof life, the sum total of which Hegel,
following the example of the Englishmen and Frenehrof the eighteenth century, combines
under the name of "civil society," that, howevée tnatomy of the civil society is to be sought
in political economy' (SW1, 362). It all leads teetconclusion that Marx's point of departure for
the conception of economic alienation and of aliethidabour in particular is in theR The
other works having a definite influence on &M are thePG and theScience of Logic

In the following section, | will confine the disaien to Marx's critique of Hegel's notion
of alienation and its supersession as containedgpily in theEPM. Marx discusses in detail the

closing chapter, Absolute Knowledge of AR, which, as cited earlier, ‘contains the condensed
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spirit of the PG, the relationship of thé®G to speculative dialectics, and also Hegel's
consciousnessoncerning both and their relation to one anoiti&1). In 7.2. and 7.3. | will pay

special attention to this chapter.

7.2. The critique of Hegel's conception of alienati  on

The problem of alienation, according to Marx, odespa central place in the Hegelian system.
Hegel's Encyclopadie der Philosophischen WissenschaftenGimndrisse'is in its entirety
nothing but thedisplay, the self-objectification, of thessencef the philosophic mind, and the
philosophic mind is nothing but the estranged mafdthe world thinking within its self-
estrangement -- i.e. comprehending itself absyra@tP8). HisLogik starts with pure being, that
is presented as the alienation of the absolute ileaakes its reappearance at the end of the
Logik and alienates its being as nature. 'The absollge, iabsolute knowledge, and absolute
mind or spirit (concepts which Hegel ultimately aeded as identical),” explains Oizerman, 'first
alienate their being as nature, i.e. material, thamking reality, and then overcome this self-
alienation, i.e. return to themselves in the prea@shumanity's history, which is also interpreted
as self-alienation and its transcendence' (Oizerb®81, 258). The natural result of this process
of passing through its various phases 'as the @pological, phenomenological, psychological,
ethical, artistic and religious mind is not valat ftself, until ultimately it finds itself, and #&fms
itself, asabsoluteknowledge and hence absolute, i.e. abstract, g, receiving its conscious
embodiment in the mode of existence corresponding.tFor its real mode of existence is
abstraction (128-29).

In the EPM, Marx develops his ideas on alienation by coneginty on thePG, and
within this, the Hegelian notion &ntfremdungandEntausserungMarx lays special emphasis
on thePG, as mentioned earlier, which he regards as theesai his entire philosophy. THG
undertakes 'a systematic study of those phenomeliectively desirable as manifestations of
human spirit' (Schacht 1971, 38). Raya Dunayevskagaribes Hegel's great elation at the time

of his writing thePG thus: '[T]he excitement of the actual, of the \akiof a new epoch,
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permeates the whole of tHeG. So alive is this "presence"” in the struggle, a-#&hd-death
struggle, of consciousness with the objective wondh self-consciousness, with Other, be it
between "Lordship and Bondage", or between seléconsness and its own unhappiness; so
exciting are these "Experiences of Consciousndsstorical and "absolute”, individual and
universal, all breathing the "World Spirit" whosenfe has come”, that the reader is ready to
follow Hegel upon the long, tortuous 2500-year toékNestern philosophy. We follow it from
its birthplace in Greece around 500 B.C. to italtiteedom in the Great French Revolution of
1789 to 1806, when Napoleon entered Prussia oreback just as Hegel was completing the
PhenomenolodyDunayevskaya 1982, 8; see also Torrance 1972321

The great importance Marx attaches to B@ can be explained with reference to the
extreme subjectivisation of the Hegelian philosophthe hands of the Young Hegelians, Bruno
Bauer and Max Stirner. They used @ for their purposes. It was essential for Marxetute
the views of the Young Hegelians and their phildscgl base in advancing his views on
dialectical materialism. Feuerbach had criticiseegél's concept of alienation, and paved the
way for the enormous shift from idealism to matesra in Germany in the 1840s. Marx in his
critique of Hegel's concept &ntausserungvas able to draw from Feuerbachian heritage while
he transcended the old materialism dialectically.

The second reason for Marx's emphasig€ntausserun@s the central concept in tR&
is his grasp of the economic realities of which élelgad an incomplete knowledge. Lukacs
points to this in hisThe Young Hegel Thus Marx's emphasis on "externalisation"
(Entausserunpgas the central concept of tR& and of idealist dialectics in general was not the
result of an arbitrary decision. Hegel's inspire@ss on the basis of very incomplete knowledge
of economics enabled him to see that "externatisatiEntausseruny alienation was a
fundamental fact of life anfbr that reasorhe put it in the centre of philosophy. Marx'sique
of Hegel proceeds from a more profound and accusp of theeconomic realities(Lukacs
1975, 548). Marx's critique for the first time ire@any since Hegel himself, observes Lukacs,
combines economic and philosophical perspectivésaranalysis of the problems of society and
philosophy: 'Needless to say, this functions atirmomparably higher level in Marx than in

Hegel, and this is as true of the philosophicabfathe economic aspect. Philosophically ... the
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problem is the replacement of idealist by matesiadialectics. The critique of idealism here is
based on a much greater knowledge of economicswharavailable to Hegel. Marx's economic
observations already contain a socialist critiqgithe ideas of the classics of political economy’
(ibid., 548).

For Hegel alienation is the state of consciousresst comes to know itself in the
external, objective world. In thPG, Absolute Knowledge comprehends that 'the objegtiv
standing over against a 'subjectivity' estrangexinfit is brought forth only within the self-
alienating movement of the spirit. Hegel says:sT$irmounting of the object of consciousness is
not to be taken one-sidedly to mean that the olsjectved itself as returning into the Self, but it
is to be taken more specifically to mean not ohlgt tthe object as such presented itself to the
Self as vanishing, but rather that it is the aliema(Entdusserungof self-consciousness that
posits the thinghoodd{e Dinghei} and that this alienation has not merely a negabut a
positive meaning, a meaning which is not only ferou in itself, but for self-consciousness itself.
The negative of the object, or its self-supersesbas a positive meaning for self-consciousness,
i.e. self-consciousnes&mowsthe nothingness of the object, on the one harzhuse it alienates
its own self -- for in this alienation it positséf as object or the object as itself, in virtdehe
indivisible unity ofbeing-for-itself On the other hand, this positing at the same tiamgains the
other moment, viz. that self-consciousness hasllggagpersededaufgehobenthis alienation
and objectivity too, and taken it back into itseff that it is in communion with itself iits
othernessAndersseipas such' (PG, 479).

In other words, Hegel thinks that reality is Spwitich in its quest to reach ever-higher
stages of development, creates a world of objectgp existing externally. Only at the stage of
absolute knowledge does the Spirit realise tha thorld was its own projection. Avineri
presents the gist of Hegel's views on alienationthese words: 'According to Hegel,
consciousness emancipates itself from this alienally recognising that what appears as an
external object and thus negates the sovereigragridciousness is a projection of consciousness
itself, i.e. that consciousness retains basicaif-“consciousness” in that it perceives only itsel
Objects that appear to exist outside consciousaesdn the last resort only a phenomenal

expression of consciousness. The final goal of @onsness is to arrive at this recognition: in
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Hegel's language, consciousness thus returnself ithis famous "negation of negation” -- the
negation of the existence of objects that negatesaousness -- recognises that the objects are
merely alienated, reified consciousness. When d¢onsgess takes cognisance of this
relationship, it recognises itself in its objeedi alienated otherness. As a result, there are no
cognizable objects outside consciousness itsell @ is of course the quintessence of
philosophical idealism' (Avineri 1970, 97).

The problem with Hegel's tendency towards, whatxMaalls an 'uncritical idealism’, is
his view of philosophy. Hegel speaks Bfitausserungnd itsAufhebungn philosophy, not in
real life. The identification of man with conscioess, therefore, is understandably in
consonance with Hegelian idealism. Marx strikestts falsity of Hegel's conception of
alienation which leads him to the identification ofan with self-consciousness: 'All
Entfremdungpf the human being is therefore nothing Batfremdung of self-consciousneske
Entfremdungof self-consciousness is not regarded asxaression- reflected in the realm of
knowledge and thought -- of theal Entfremdungof the human being. Instead, thetual
Entfremdung-- that which appears real -- is according tantsermost hidden nature (which is
only brought to light by philosophy) nothing buetimanifestatiorof theEntfremdungpf the real
human essence, stlf-consciousnesdhe science which comprehends this is therefated
phenomenologyAll reappropriation of the estranged objectivserxe appears, therefore as
incorporation into self-consciousness. The man vakes hold of this essential beingmerely
the self-consciousness which takes hold of objeassences. Return of the object into the self is
therefore the reappropriation of the object’ (132se also Dunayevskaya 1982, 9-10).

Marx points to a double error in Hegel's positibinst, he criticises Hegel for his colossal
subjectivism, according to which absolute self-comssness lies at the basis of all objectivity.
The economic and political alienation of man waduced to the thought of economic and
political alienation. 'When, for instance, wealstate power, etc. are understood by Hegel as
entities estranged from theimanbeing, this only happens in their form as thought§hey are
thought-entitles, and therefore merely an estramegenof pure i.e. abstract, philosophical
thinking. The whole process therefore ends withoklte knowledge. It is precisely abstract

thought from which these objects are estrangedwdncdh they confront with their presumption
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of reality.... The wholéistory of the alienation procesand the wholg@rocess of the retraction

of the alienation is therefore nothing but thistory of the productiorof the abstract (i.e.
absolute) thought -- of logical, speculative thaugte estrangementvhich therefore forms the
real interest of this alienation and of the transiesce of this alienation, is the oppositionrof
itself andfor itself, of consciousnesand self-consciousnes®f objectand subject- that is to
say, it is the opposition between abstract thinkamgl sensuous reality or real sensuousness
within thought itself' (129).

Drawing on his firmer grasp of economics than tifdlegel, Marx attacks Hegel's theory
of alienation on another point also. 'Marx's caticomments,’ writes Lukacs, 'show succinctly
how the false identification of man and self-conasness necessarily springs from a false view
of alienation in society. On the subjective sideré is the mistaken identification of man and
self-consciousness demonstrated and criticised byxMon the objective side, there is the
guestion of alienation and objectification in gexerLukacs 1975, 551). Hegel identifies
‘'objectification’ {ergegenstandlichungvith EntfremdungBecause of this in Hegel the material,
objective world is reduced to a mere predicateonfsciousness. Hence the objectification occurs
in the realm of thought. Marx sums up Hegel's viéllhe appropriation of man's essential
powers, which have become objects -- indeed, aligacts -- is thus in thérst placeonly an
appropriation occurring in consciousnessin pure thought i.e. in abstraction it is the
appropriation of these objects ta®ughtsand asmovements of though{129). Marx rejects the
view which negates the existence of the objectivedvas external to consciousness. For Marx,
there is a clear distinction between objectificatidhe premise of material existence, and
alienation, as a state of consciousness discldBangelationship between man and objects. Marx
unravels Hegel's erroneous equation inRI& 'lt is not the fact that the human beioigjectifies
himself inhumanlyin opposition to himself, but the fact that digectifies himselin distinction
from and in opposition to abstract thinking, that constitutes the posiestence of the
estrangement and the thing to be superseded' (129).

The second error pointed out by Marx, virtually,camts to the first one: the vindication
of the objective world by reducing all objectivedahumanly sensuous entities to spiritual

entitles, since only spirit (or mind) is regardesi keing the true essence of man: hiaenan
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characterof nature and of the nature created by histoman's products -- appears in the form
that they argoroductsof abstract mind and as such, therefore, phasesnaf-- thought-entitie's
(130).

Confronting Hegelian idealist theory of the annuhtnef objectivity, Marx offers the
materialist theory of objectivity. The quintessewncté¢his theory is presented by Marx as follows:
'‘Whenever real, corporeatan man with his feet firmly on the solid ground, mexhaling and
inhaling all the forces of natur@osits his real, objectiveessential powerss alien fremdg
objects of his externalisatiofiftausseruny it is not theact of positingwhich is the subject in
the process: it is the subjectivity of tbbjectiveessential powers, whose action, therefore, must
also be somethingbjective An objective being acts objectively, and he wouldt act
objectively if the objective did not reside in thery nature of his being. He only creates or posits
objects, because he is posited by objects -- becatusottom he isature In the act of positing,
therefore, this objective being does not fall frienstate of "pure activity" into ereating of the
object on the contrary, hisbjectiveproduct only confirms hisbjectiveactivity, his activity as
the activity of an objective, natural being' (134).

This is clearly a materialist critique of the idetbremises of th€G. Idealist dialectics
is accordingly seen to depict alienation in itscgpative form and thus distort the actual process
with mystifications. Hegel's reduction of man andmn's substance to self-consciousness means
that alienation of human substance is no more thanalienation of self-consciousness. The
object of consciousness is nothing else but selsciousness, and the object being only the
objectified self-consciousness: 'The issue, theeefis to surmount thebject of consciousness
Objectivityas such is regarded asestrangechuman relationship which does not correspond to
the essence of mamo self-consciousness. Theappropriationof the objective essence of man,
produced within the orbit of estrangement as somethlien, therefore denotes not only the
annulment ofestrangementbut of objectivityas well. Man, that is to say, is regarded a®m-
objective spiritual being' (132).

In contrast to Hegel, Marx regards the alienatibseif- consciousness as a reflection of
the actual alienation taking place in the soci@l. llt occurs in a concrete relationship between

man and his products. This relationship cannotllbeary as implicit in Hegel's idealism. 'For
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Marx," as Avineri says, 'human labour always prpssps a material basis, a "natural
substratum” distinct from consciousness and fromdmeffort. This, of course, is the difference
between idealism and materialism, yet the soplaigd level on which Marx confronts Hegel
reveals the extent to which he built his systemaduhe internal difficulties of Hegel's thought'
(Avineri 1970, 98; see also Lukacs 1975, 553). Marx, real man cannot be reduced to
consciousness, to self-consciousness, or to thi. Sponsciousness and self-consciousness are
attributes of human nature; human nature is natadity of self-consciousness.

Despite his stringent criticism of Hegel's one-ditless and limitations, Marx gives credit
to Hegel for some remarkable insights in B{S. ThePG, according to Marx, contains a hidden,
mystifying and uncertain criticism, which, nevettdss goes far beyond the later developments in
the expositions of his disciples. The sections ba wunhappy consciousness', the 'honest
consciousness', the struggle of the 'noble and d@s&ciousness’, contain 'in an estranged form,
the critical elements of whole spheres such agioglj the state and civil life' (130). By his grasp
of the alienation of man in society and the roleobfects which man produced through his
human capacities, in fact, belonged to him. Theseevimportant insights. Marx sums up the
positive side of th€G: 'The outstanding achievement of HegBlGand of its final outcome, the
dialectic of negativity as the moving and geneganinciple, is thus first that Hegel conceives
the self-creation of man as a process, conceivegtification as loss of the object, as alienation
and as transcendence of this alienation; that hes trasps the essence labour and
comprehends objective man -- true, because real-namnthe outcome of mamsn labour The
real, activeorientation of man to himself as a species-being only possible if he really brings
out all his species-powets(131). Here Marx accepts the impressive dialedicspirit's
actualisation of itself through positing itselftime form of objectivity as the negative of itsatida
then negating this negation. 'Marx sees in thishgpostatisation,’ Chris Arthur observes, 'of the
abstract reflection in philosophy of man's objectifion through his own labour. One should
note particularly that he praises Hegel for gragmbjectification as alienation. Since it is the
historical experience of mankind that is refledtede, Hegel's greatness consists precisely in his

granting it recognition instead of glossing ove(Arthur 1983, 14).
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Obijectification in itself, according to Marx, istnihe cause of alienation. In fact, it is the
only means which integrates man and nature. 'Marsforms nature," Jean Hyppolite elaborates,
'‘and makes it an expression of his humanity, anthéncourse of this transformation, natural
man, confirmed by the particularity of biologicated, becomes more universal in outlook; he
educates himself and cultivates his true generigragas Hegel saw in part]' (Hyppolite 1969,
82). Marx's criticism of Hegel for his identifyingbjectification' (Vergegenstéandlichungand
‘alienation' Entfemdunyy as discussed above, is because of his confubgwo. Hyppolite
writes: 'This confusion explain both the inadequa€yHegel's social analysis, its inability to
solve the problems it raises, or at least to deffectively, and the mystification of his
philosophical thought, which, instead of resultingpositive action, fulfils itself in a speculative
idealism that fails to keep its own promises. AgrKegaard said later, Hegel lifts us up to a
speculative heaven but leaves us to live in theslsoof reality’ (ibid., 81-82; cf. Arthur 1982, 18-
19; Bernstein 1972, 45-46; for a very negative ajgait of Hegel, see Karl Poppdihe Open
Society and Its Enemiegol. II).

Marx's general assessment of the Hegelian philogs@sha whole leads him to the
recognition that 'Hegel's standpoint is that of eradpolitical economy' (131). Robert Tucker
names this insight about Hegelianism in a rathamdtic language as the 'generative idea’ in
systematising Marxism (see Tucker 1972, 118-20¢ Most important consequence of it is that
it 'puts into Marx's hands the key to the unlockihg ultimate ontological secret of the "money
system", thus enabling him to embark on a compr&herelaboration of a materialist theory of
value.... It is by no means accidental that a suthistl part of these pages ©he Power of Money
had been subsequently incorporated by Marx irChigital (Meszaros 1970, 97).

Marx in his involved and often repetitious languagéurns to the recurrent theme of
Hegel's understanding the role of labour, but omithin the severe limitations of speculative
dialectics: 'He graspabour as theessenceof man -- as man's essence which stands theheest:
sees only the positive, not the negative side lmdua. Labour ignan's coming-to-be for himself
within alienation or asalienatedman. The only labour which Hegel knows and receegiis
abstractly mentallabour' (131). It means that all productive atyivand the activity of

reappropriation for Hegel is the expression of &lisospirit. As a consequence, 'he has only
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found theabstract logical, speculativeexpression for the movement of history; which o yet
thereal history of man as a given subject but onlydlseof creationthehistory of the origirof
man' (127). Thus labour represents for Hegel atspiractivity and ultimately it is an activity of
thought. It is for this reason that the alienatomeurring in this sphere turns out to be the self-
alienation of self-consciousness. But this crititisf Hegel is not quite right. Hegel, certainly
took more factors into account than merely mand&dlectual or cultural activities. The section on
the dialectic of the master and the slave, the a@edstruggle for recognition and the emerging

reversal of roles in the master-slave relationghine PR are deeply political.

7.3. The supersession of alienation in the PG

The problem created by the mystification aroundeéfegiotion of alienation, according to Marx,
leads inevitably to confusing the processes obhystvith the act of thinking; it ceases to deal
with concrete events and concerns itself only veieculations, with little or no relation to
concrete events.

For Hegel history is a permanent change. In conivék the oriental conceptions, history
for the occidentals 'is a history of the Spiritdatmough it is also self-consuming, it does not
merely return to the same form but comes forth [teda glorified”, with each successive phase
becoming, in turn, a material on which the spifitoistory of man proceeds to a new level of
fulfilment' (LOowith 1949, 54). The process of higtahrough the 'cunning of reason' which
‘'works in and behind the passions of men as tlgaints' (ibid., 55), shows the hands of God in
executing his grand plan. Gerry A. Cohen elucidétegell: 'Spirit is responsible for historical
development because historically significant oceoces are its acts, and the latter display an
intelligible progress because spirit is rationaistbry is spirit's biography. But history has not
only an agent but also a purpose or goal, namefat whe agent potentially is in the highest
grade sense and towards the realisation of whicbrisequently moves. Since spirit is the agent
of history, and its essence is freedom, freedomidba of spirit, is the purpose or goal of history
(Cohen 1982, 18; see also Taylor 1987, chapteaadiviii).
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In one of his most caustic and forceful passagesxMasails Hegel's entire theory of
'bearer’ of history, the absolute spirit and thestifigations woven round it: 'This process must
have a bearer, a subject. But the subject only some being as a result. This result -- the
subject knowing itself as absolute self-conscioasneis therefor&od,absolute Spiritthe self-
knowing and self-manifesting ideReal man and real nature become mere predicasgmbols
of this hidden, unreal man and of his unreal nat8téject and predicate are therefore related to
each other in absolute reversal smgstical subject-objeair asubjectivity reaching beyond the
object -- the absolute subjecas aprocess as subject alienatingitself and returning from
alienation into itself, but at the same time rdiragthis alienation into itself, and the subjest a
this process; a pur@gcessantevolving within itself' (142).

Thus real history is made to depend on an absheater' which can make history only in
an abstract, mystificatory way. This highlights tiremises of absolute idealism of Hegel. Such a
view of history, according to Avineri, 'leads toiefism and conservatism, and Marx brings out
the ambivalence of Hegel's political conservatiseryvclearly. Hegel does not derive his
conservatism from his reaction to contemporary tzeon this level he sometimes expresses
surprisingly radical views. His conservatism stefnmsn the ambivalence of his epistemology
which ultimately makes thought dependent on exgstimstorical reality though it denies doing
this' (Avineri 1970, 99; see also Lukacs 1975, 583-

In his Introduction to th€ontribution to the Critique of Political Econon(¥859), Marx
turns once again, to the question of the philosmgdtioundations of Hegel's idealism as a whole.
Here he also reveals his materialist theory of abjigy in contrast to Hegel's idealism: 'The
concrete concept is concrete because it is a ssiatbé many definitions, thus representing the
unity of diverse aspects. It appears, thereforee@soning as a summing up, a result, and not as
the starting-point, although it is the real poiritasigin, and thus also the point of origin of
perception and imagination. The first procedureerathtes meaningful images to abstract
definitions, the second leads from abstract deding by way of reasoning to the reproduction of
concrete situation. Hegel accordingly conceivedillbsory idea that the real world is the result
of thinking which causes its own synthesis, its a@epening and its own movement; whereas

the method of advancing from the abstract to thecie is simply the way in which thinking
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assimilates the concrete and reproduces it as @etermental category. This is, however, by no
means the process of evolution of the concretedatsglf' (Marx 1971a, 206).

Following the connection between Hegel's epistegoland its political consequences,
Marx goes on to show that theifhebungof alienation within the framework of Hegel's itiemn
is no more than a mental illusion, because Hegeinberting the actual relation between
consciousness and being sees actual human alierattbits supersession reflected in the realm
of knowledge and thought. It leaves the real wofldlienation intact: 'Hegel having posited man
as equivalent to self-consciousness, the estranigjedt -- the estranged essential reality of man -
- is nothing butonsciousnesshe thought of estrangement merely -- estrangésadstractand
therefore empty and unreal expressioegation The supersession of the alienation is therefore
likewise nothing but an abstract, empty supersassidhat empty abstraction -- timegation of
the negatioh(142).

Because of Hegel's inability to explain the rise bafurgeois economy in terms of
historical alienation, the consequence of privatenemy and capitalism, he, according to
Hyppolite, fails to provide a practical solutiondbenation: 'Thd?G is only a caricature of what
is offered by communism. Each confronts the sarsle ¢& overcoming the alienation that is the
misfortune of man. But what is the prescriptiontlie PG? Absolute Knowledge, that is, the
triumph of intellectual self-consciousnesalienation is overcome in thought but not in deed
Religion and the beyond that it proposes are cargubBy the philosophical conception of man
reflecting upon himself and the alienation of hésnlg, but in practice nothing is changeBure
speculation is unable to resolve a particular hisab problem which requires nothing else than a
historical revolution' (Hyppolite 1969, 84-85). Banh the other hand, it is not the same with
communism. In communism which 'is humanism mediatét itself through the supersession
of private property' (141), the supersession oéraltion takes place not in philosophy but
through the mediation resolving the contradictibetveen man and man, and between man and
nature. With communism, 'nature's objectivity doed simply disappear, even when it is
adequate to men, but remains something externbé appropriated' (Schmidt 1971, 71).

According to Hegel, man's political, juridical, amdvil being is his alienated being,

which, as a result of negation and subsequent segson, is not abolished but continues to
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exist, in its true form. 'Consciousness, self-cansness iat homein its other-being as such
This implies, for one thing, that consciousnespretends to be directly to be tbther of itself’
(138). It means that alienated is in fact 'the otfatself’, that is why there is no actual aliolit

of alienation. Here the subject recognises himisethe alienated being. This cognition of the
nature of alienation is presented as its supemesBor instance, the supersession of religion,
first having recognised religion to be a product s#lf-alienation, turns out to be the
establishment of religion in its true form, the Ipeophy of religion. Marx comments: 'Here is,
the root of Hegel'salse positivism, or of his merelgpparentcriticism: this is what Feuerbach
designated as the positing, negating and re-eskatgj of religion or theology, but it has to be
expressed in more general terms.... The man whodtagnised that he is leading an alienated
life in law, politics, etc. is leading his true hamlife in this alienated life as such. Self-
affirmation, self-confirmationin contradiction with itself -- in contradiction both with the
knowledge and the essential being of the objeistthus trueknowledgeandlife' (138). Thus the
Hegelian supersession Bhtausserungn the level of mere cognition, according to Masxthe
perpetuation of alienation. It does not resolve dbetradictions but rather reconciles itself with
existing reality: 'If Iknowreligion asalienatedhuman self-consciousness, then what | know in it
as religion is not my self-consciousness, but nignated self-consciousness confirmed in it. |
therefore know my self-consciousness that beloagtseélf, to its very nature, confirmed not in
religion but rather imnnihilatedandsupersededeligion' (138-39).

Marx's critique of Hegelian approach to supersesalso extends to his interpretation of
the negation and the negation of the negation.dge the negation of the negation is not the
confirmation of the true essence: 'With him theatmmp of the negation is the confirmation of
the pseudo-essence, or of the self-estranged essenits denial; or it is the denial of this
pseudo-essence as an objective being dwellingdeutsian and independent of him, and its
transformation into the subject' (139). Marx argthest in Hegel the concept of supersession is
formulated in such an ambivalent way that in thiecisuperseding 'denial and preservation' are
bound together. In Hegel's hands purely philos@hspeculation leaves the existing reality
unchallenged. Marx writes: 'Eine eigenthimliche I&dpielt daher dagufheben worin die

Verneinung und die Aufbewahrung, die Bejahung vegtnh sind. So z.B. ist in Hegels
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Rechsphilosophie das aufgeholPevatrecht = Moral, die aufgehobne Moral £amilie, die
aufgehobne Familie burgerlicher Gesellschafdie aufgehobne birgerliche Gesellschaft gleich
Staat der aufgehobne Staat Weltgeschichteln der Wirklichkeit bleiben Privatrecht, Moral,
Familie, burgerliche Gesellschaft, Staat, etc est@ur sind sie z&Momentengeworden, zu
Existenzen und Daseinswesen des Menschen, dieis@dint gelten, sich wechselseitig auflosen
und erzeugen etélomente der Bewegun@EGA |, 2, 412; for the English text, see EPMD)L3

Marx's critique of alienation does not amount teegection of Hegelian category of
supersession. On the contrary, as Oizerman obsdmeesegards it ‘as a reflection of the real
process of negation, a necessary element of whicontinuity, transformation of what existed
earlier into something that is its opposite butt theeserves and develops some of the earlier
features' (Oizerman 1981, 263). While correctingd aeworking Hegel's conception of
supersession, Marx subjects idealist dialecticsriteccism and transcends it critically, confining
his attention exclusively to Hegel's idealism. 'Mautterly ignores,' Lukacs writes, 'Schelling's
definition of "supersession”: the destruction o thnnulled determinations, their annihilation
through their elevation into the absolute. Nor doeso much as mention the Kantian variant of
agnostic antinomy. Marx regards the Hegelian diade@s the complete and definitive answer to
all the previous versions. Accordingly it is wittiet Hegelian conception that he takes issue, i.e.
with that highest form of "supersession" in whi¢te tannulled determinations are not simply
negated but also conserved at a higher level, getsassion” in which otherness is not
annihilated in the absolute but finds its existeand its relative justification respected’' (Lukacs
1975, 555).

As mentioned earlier, for Marx communism is the ifpes supersession of private
property as human self-estrangement. According aoxiMwhat Hegel achieved positively in his
dialectic within the realm of estrangement wasitisgght into the process of alienation and its
supersession, even though in an alienated formelidedjalectic can be used to show as to how
atheism superseded God to produce theoretic humaraad how communism superseded
private property, to be the vindication of real lammlife as man's possession: 'Atheism is
humanism mediated with itself through the supersassf religion, while communism is

humanism mediated with itself through the supeisas®f private property’ (141). Marx
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concludes: 'Only through the supersession of theésliation -- which is itself, however, a
necessary premise -- does positively self-derivimgnanism,positive humanism, come into
being' (141).

From the above discussion, we can conclude thatrtieal difference between Marx and
Hegel in the application of dialectics to the madsociety is that Hegel 'stays within the circle
of circles of his absolute while Marx wants to ofmert new historical perspective subsequent to
the supersession of alienation' (Arthur 1983, Marx succinctly describes the relation of
Hegel's philosophy to real history as follows: e only found thabstract logical, speculative
expression for the movement of history; which ig pet thereal history of man as a given
subject, but only thact of creationthehistory of the origirof man' (127). Here Marx makes the
point that ‘within the sphere of abstraction, Hegmiceives labour as man's actseff-genesis
(141) and its alienation, which is given under ¢ogcept of the 'absolute negativity', which 'is
nothing but theabstract emptyform of that real living act, its content can iansequence be
merely aformal content produced by abstraction from all contéi?). Within this sphere of
negation and the negation of the negation, Heggkstas an absolute what is in real history
relative only. For instance, Marx views communissrttee necessary form and dynamic principle
of the near future, but only a passing phase inhis®orical developments of human society:
‘Communism is the positive mode of the negatiothefnegation, and is hence thetual phase
necessary for the next stage of historical devetpgm. but communism as such is not the goal
of human development, the form of human socief0{101; for a comprehensive comparison of
Marxist and Hegelian dialectics, see Hunt & Swa82)9

The criticism of Hegel's dialectic in thEPM was a serious undertaking. Here Marx
‘although still at home with Hegel's concepts ardchinology, did not confine himself to internal
criticism. At the same time, he still respected élegs a great thinker and considered his
dialectic a valuable instrument for investigatiig world. He also credited Hegel with having
discovered, though in a mystificatory form, theqass of man's alienation and of its overcoming’
(McLellan 1972, 262). In 1873, after more thantthiyears, Marx included in a passage in the
preface to the second edition of tGapital, which can be seen as the essence of his critique

1844, saying that his dialectical method was ndy alifferent from Hegel's but also was its
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direct opposite: 'To Hegel, the life-process of thenan brain, i.e. the process of thinking,
which, under the name of the "Idea", he even tans$ into an independent subject, is the
demiurgos of the real world, and the real worldiy the external, phenomenal form of the
"Idea". With me, on the contrary, the ideal is moghelse than the material world reflected by the
human mind, and translated into forms of thoudW#irk 1977, 29). At this point, Marx abruptly
cuts short his explanation, in which, 'he epitomibés relation to Hegel in a single enigmatic
proposition that has baffled the critics and comtaems to this day' (Tucker 1972, 129). In the
next paragraph, Marx explicitly refers to his eqite of the Hegelian dialectic in the unpublished
EPM: 'The mystificatory side of Hegelian dialecticriticised nearly thirty years ago when it was
still the fashion.... With him it is standing os head. It must be turned right side up agaimuf y
would discover the rational kernel with the mysditisiaell.' Marx explaining the mystical form of
dialectics which became fashion in Germany, becé@usmemed to transfigure and to glorify the
existing state of things, continues: 'In its ra#ibfiorm it is a scandal and abomination to
bourgeoisdom and its doctrinaire professors, becausncludes in its comprehension and
affirmative recognition of the existing state oiindps, at the same time also, the recognition of the
negation of that state, of its inevitable breakimg, because it regards every historically
developed social form as in fluid movement, anddfwre takes into account its transient nature
not less than its momentary existence; becaustesinbthing impose upon it, and is in its essence
critical and revolutionary' (Marx 1977, 29). For Mathe dialectic is the study of the general
laws of change in nature and human history. Thedbeontradiction in things forms the basis of
the materialist dialectics. The dialectical metisegks to analyse the cause of the development of
a thing in the internal contradictions of its pastisich are interrelated and are interactive on the
things round it. It is due to the internal contddigin in every single thing that change and
development takes place. But the process of demwdap is not to be regarded as a simple
growth; it passes various and different stagesn fiasignificant and imperceptible quantitative
changes to fundamental changes, the qualitativegasa Within the domain of human history,
all forms of social organisations and instituti@me subject to the inexorable laws of dialectical

transformation.
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CHAPTER 8

CONCLUDING REMARKS

The last section of th&PM 'Critique of the Hegelian Dialectic and Philosopdsy a Whole'
adumbrated in chapter 7 brings us to the end opthsent study. My primary task throughout
this book has been to offer a close descriptivdyarsaof alienation as this concept appears in
Marx between March 1843 to August 1844. In these fiew pages, | will sum up some of the
points and conclusions in the light of our discosf Marx's theory of alienation.

The period of the present inquiry covers approxelyagighteen months of young Karl
Marx's writings. The choice of issues and probleims discussion has of necessity been
determined by the problem of alienation which is tbcal point of this study. In places, | have
presented philosophical problems in Hegel and fawtr, as well as in Marx rather sketchily
with a view to give more space to the central akéhe topic. As there was quite a lot of
material at my disposal for the inquiry, | had te belective in the presentation. Marx's
suggestion that 'the method of presentation mdigtrdn form from that of inquiry’ (Marx 1977,
28) has been an excellent guide. In this connectimndilemma of every writer as to how much
material to use and how much to leave out has ediput by Dr Johnson: 'It is impossible for
an expositor not to write too little for some, and much for others. He can only judge what is
necessary by his own experience; and how long sdevenay deliberate, will at last explain
many lines which the learned will think impossibdebe mistaken, and omit many for which the
ignorant will want his help. These are censureseiyerelative, and must be quietly endured'
(Works of Samuel Johnson, Mlew haven and London 1968, cited by Suchting 1928%8

The preceding chapters demonstrate that the ledldirgd which runs through the early
(and mature) writings is unmistakably Marx's concerth man, and his incessant effort to seek
man's emancipation from his alienated existence diiguments that this concern in his later

writings dissipates due to the problematic of hesvnscience of history cannot be accepted.
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Whatever arguments one may have for the new scig¢hisescience in itself cannot be seen in
separation from Marx's view of man and his placethie world. Marx declares his attitude
towards science and the scientist in unequivoaahde 'Science should not be an egoistic
pleasure. Those who are fortunate enough to betabieevote themselves to scientific work
should be the first to apply their knowledge in feevice of humanity' (cited in Israel 1971, vi).
Marx emphasises the historical genesis of man enTieories of Surplus-Valuthus: 'Man
comes into existence only when a certain pointeached [as the result of an earlier process
which organic life passed through]. But once mas bBmerged, he becomes the permanent
pre-condition of human history, likewise its perrean product and result, and he psge-
conditiononly as his own product and result' (Marx 19751)49he author of the history of man
is none other than man himself. The Hungarian wEtea Ancsel puts it pithily: 'The reason why
man has a history, in the true sense of the werthat they make it themselves and it does not
only happen to them as a series of changes indeperaf them' (Ancsel 1978, 8). The
development of the richness of human nature depepds the development of man as a
personality in the process of his material anditsgik activities.

In this way Marx's early articulation of 'humaniswpresses the ideal of a community of
men where individual's free and harmonious devebgns related to his relation with others.
Tom Bottomore writes in this connection: 'Marx e@akfor granted the creed of the
Enlightenment -- the innate goodness of man, hupeafectibility, the power of human reason --
but he expresses it in a new form which is infllezhby the development of industrial capitalism
and the new science of political economy. Marx&alds theproductiveman, contrasted with the
acquisitiveman' (Bottomore 1963, viii). Our discussion of Marconcept of man in chapters 5
and 6 has been an endeavour to explore this besscposition of the Marxian thought. Now,
we can recapitulate Marx's theory of alienatiorhis writings from theCritique to the EPM,
which form different phases in Marx's intellectdalvelopment in quick progression.

| begin with theCritique. The Critique is essentially Marx's critical dialogue with
Hegelian social and political philosophy. Admittedhe sententious criticism of Hegel's theories
is often abstruse and at times is in need of & tlea of direction. It was due to such factorsttha

Marx did not think it appropriate to publish t@eitique. In the Preface to tHeEPM, he mentions
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the stylistic shortcomings of it as 'the interminglof criticism directed only against speculation
with criticism of the various subjects themselwelsich made th€ritique 'utterly unsuitable' for
publication (17). Yet, despite its inadequacieg @ritique is Marx's first important work
wherein he makes an earnest beginning in his séarehcritical social theory.

The elaboration of the phenomenon of alienatiorvgumes the whole of th€ritique,
whose explicit formulation as a coherent theoryaliénation later on finds expression in the
EPM. The root-cause of alienation in tleitique is located in civil society. The political state
represents the alienated social power of civil efyciWe may recall that the theoretical
assumptions of Marx's analysis of the state antisoeiety are basically Hegelian. As mentioned
before, it was Hegel's separation of civil sociegm the state which had effected a conceptual
revolution in the traditional political thought.i®r to Hegel, the terms ‘civil society' and 'state'
were regarded as synonyms, representing sth@etas civilisin contrast to the family or
household (theocietas domestigaHegel's threefold division @ittlichkeitinto family, civil life
and the state meant the dissolution of the oldalarhny.

We have seen in considerable detail Hegel's viewshe relationship between civil
society and the state and Marx's criticism of th&sdis writings of 1843-44, Marx pays a focal
attention to the relationship between civil sociatyd the state. While he agrees much with
Hegel's views on the state, especially the divishmtween civil and political life that
distinguishes the modern society from the feuda, dlarx does not accept Hegel's account of
relationship between civil society and the state.

Marx's main point of divergence from Hegel's viewsvith regard to the civil-political
division. For Hegel this division as a contradintis resolved in the form of the modern state as
the embodiment of society's general interest, andhat reason it is deemed as standing above
particular interests. The state in this capacitggoading to Hegel, overcomes the division
between civil society and the state as well assgii¢ of individual between private person and
the citizen. Marx rejects these postulations. Hp@s that the state does not stand above the
particular interests in society; it in fact deferttie interests of property. For Marx it is the
continuing persistence of this contradiction in fhast-feudal society that is instrumental in

bringing into existence the modern state .
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In the Critique, Marx advances a purely political remedy to resdiie contradiction
between civil society and the state through 'didechocracy’ (3.4.4.). This was seen as resolving
the conflict between civil society and the statedirect democracy, all as individuals take part in
the legislature and this, according to Marx, putsad to legislature as a separate function. The
reason why Marx rejects the political state is daeits inherent inability in providing the
possibilities for man to realise his full naturesiBy an expression of the alienated social power
of civil society, political state operates withimetnarrow confines of political sphere. Therefore
its inability to advance social and communal cohterevident in its partisan nature. Marx says,
to repeat a text already cited in 3.4.4. that iithlial is left to an atomistic existence in civil
society: 'The atomism into which civil society pdes in itspolitical act follows necessarily
from the fact that the community, the communal gam which the individual exists, is civil
society separated from the state' (CW3, 79).

In contrast to political state, democratic stateetmehe conditions of man's development
in all his universality. Democracy, in Marx's vieis ,founded on the actuality of human beings as
the prime factor in history: 'Here, not meratyplicitly and in essence bakistingin reality, the
constitution is brought back to its actual badig dctual human beingthe actual peopleand
established as peoplag/n work' (CW3, 29). In this perspective, the mysafions around the
social or political system vanish and the realitytioe constitution appears as what it is, a free
product of man' (CW3, 29). The democratic statatere the necessary conditions where the
alienating division between civil society and pioll state is overcome by man's integration in a
new social system. In this context, universal sufér provides the key to solving the problem of
alienation. However, the ideas of democracy andodeatic state in th€ritique are quite vague,
and are steeped in abstractions which are not iegglaMarx, for instance, does not undertake
the task of explaining the role of government, treure of representation, or the related
problems of the control of governmental authorityder the new set of possibilities in the
democratic state. The political solution offeredeneslates only to the political alienation. Tlss i
in sharp contrast to the problem of economic atienaand its supersession as in EfeM.

However, within a few months of his espousing tldtigal solution of democracy to

overcome alienation in th€ritique Marx moves on to the view that much more is nedded
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bring about 'human emancipation'. It points to g@rsome new ground in Marx's theoretical
approach to deal with the issues. @JQ the question of political alienation comes under
revision. Marx no longer regards that the democratate through its universal suffrage can
emancipate man. He criticises Bauer for implyingt tholitical emancipation could be equated
with human emancipation.

The political rights and freedoms, no doubt, formiraportant step forward, but they are
only a political solution to alienation within alited sphere. This leaves the alienation of
individual in civil society intact, and this als@rtributes to political alienation. The actual
alienation of human essence, according to Mangdglace within civil society. The political
state and civil society do not represent the opegsiles of a single contradiction, but rathesit i
the civil society which is the principal aspecttloé contradiction. In civil society man's egoistic
life exists outside the sphere of the politicaltestand its communal content. Drawing on the
comparison with religion by analogy, Marx observasie relation of the political state to civil
society is just as spiritual as the relation ofuesato earth. The political state stands in theesam
opposition to civil society, and it prevails ovietlatter in the same way as religion prevails over
the narrowness of the secular world, i.e. by likkahaving always to acknowledge it, to restore
it, and allow itself to be dominated by it' (CW34). Marx clearly differentiates between the
cause and effect of political emancipation. Theéestpolitical activity and religion areffectsof
civil society, and any transformation in these &itably a result of the struggles within civil
society.

The emergence of a democratic political systemetbes cannot do away with the
contradictions of civil society. The achievementtaily human emancipation’ necessarily goes
beyond political emancipation (the extension ofitpxal rights). In his article 'Critical Marginal
Notes on the Article by a Prussian’, Marx says timain is more infinite than theitizen and
human lifemore infinite thanpolitical life' (CW3, 205). The problem of alienation cannot be
addressed through the merely partial, political msea

In the Introduction the proletariat is seen as instrumental to bratgput total
transformation in the prevailing system. The retiohary potential of the proletariat is

actualised through the revolutionary philosophg pilosophical world-view which rejects the
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existing world order. 'As philosophy finds iteaterial weapons in the proletariat, so the
proletariat finds itspiritual weapons in philosophy' (CW3, 187). The impactafuistrialisation
on the emergence of proletariat and the speciakpd the proletariat in the capitalist system is
described in philosophical terminology. These ihtg however, form the nucleus of later
development in the idea of the historic revolutigrmale of the proletariat by Marx after 1844.

We have seen the marked difference between thé@wwffered to overcome alienation
in the Critique and theEPM. In theCritique, unlike his later writings, Marx advocates onlg th
abolition of the non-democratic state and he adescevholeheartedly the democratic state. In
the EPM the cause of alienation is seen in the alienatiolabour. Marx propounds a solution
which strikes at the root cause of alienation. $hpersession of alienation is achieved by the
positive transcendence of private property undenmaanism. The establishment of communist
society, which advances the communal and colletitvievel is considered as an indispensable
prerequisite for the rehumanisation of egoistic lagmented man. The concept of economic
alienation in theEPM, where Marx undertakes a comprehensive analysaliehated labour
within the capitalist mode of production is in ghaontrast to his views of political alienation in
the Critique.

Along with his new ideas regarding 'human emanmpain OJQ, Marx carries further
the discussion of civil society and the state he dtarted in th€ritique. In OJQ Marx examines
the abstract nature of political state. The re-miggtion of civil society is deemed a necessary
condition for human emancipation. For the firstdifdlarx deals with the problem of religious
alienation adequately. His views on the separatiothe state and religion have deep insights.
The state of affairs where religion is not remo¥enin the sphere of public law to private law,
religion comes to represent the egoistic sphem@wifsociety. Marx also discusses the problem
of the Christian state to highlight the problems tbg religious state as anachronistic,
discriminatory and anti-democratic. A state whemelajion is elevated to the state religion, an
exclusive attitude towards other religions becomesatter of state policy. Hence it is of utmost
importance for the democratic state to consigrgia@ii to the sphere of private law like other
elements of civil society. In very clear terms Mamoclaims: 'The so-called Christian state is the

Christian negation of the state, but by no meaa9tiitical realisation of Christianity. The state
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which still professes Christianity in the form ddligion, does not yet profess it in the form
appropriate to the state, for it still has a relig attitude towards religion, that is to saysihot

the true implementation of the human basis of religion, because it sélles on theunreal
imaginaryform of this human core' (CW3, 156). On the oth@nd the democratic state, whom
Marx designates as 'the real state' (CW3, 157)s do¢ need religion to complete its political
form. In fact, a trulydemocraticstate, aratheistic state is the perfect Christian state (not the
Christian state, which acknowledges Christianity as theestaligion and adopts an exclusive
attitude towards other religions) which 'relegatdgyion to a place among the other elements of
civil society’ (CW3, 156). Thus it is evident thdgmocratic state's attitude towards religion is
dictated by no other considerations than by thenanbasis' of religion 'in @ecular human
form' (CW3, 156). It means that the democraticestliies not concern itself with the abolition of
religion as a private interest.

The vision of the future society where democratimcpss through the universal suffrage
leads to the emergence of a truly democratic statplace of a political state is no longer
regarded in theDJQ as a possible solution to overcome alienation. Tdrener difference
between the political state and the democrati@ statin theCritique is not upheld in th©JQ.
The democratic state, in fact, is the politicaltestalhe operation of political emancipation
accords only a limited emancipation; it cannot owvere man's alienation. The difference
between form and content of democratic state ahdrdypes was said in ti@ritique to be that
'in all other states other than the democratiestahestate thelaw, the constitutionis what
rules, without really ruling ... In democracy thenstitution, the law, the state itself ... is otiig
self-determination of the people, and a particalamtent of the people’ (CW3, 30-31). Thus in
the truly democratic state the form and the contastopposed to a political state (republican
states included), are the same.QdQ both the form and content of the democratic state
regarded as political, a consequence of the duafityivil society and political state. Political
emancipation, which cannot address itself to tla# peoblems of human alienation, does not
offer the solution. However, Marx at the same tim&,mentioned before, does not underscore
the importance of the political emancipation (thxéeasion of political rights), no matter how

partial and of what limited nature. Political emgation, like the property qualification for the
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suffrage is, no doubt, a step forward, but thigtigal change occurs within the existing world
order: 'The state as state annuls, for instapiceate property man declares bgolitical means
that private property iabolishedas soon as thgroperty qualificationdor the right to elect or to
be elected is abolished ... Nevertheless the galiannulment of private property not only fails
to abolish private property but even presuppo$€SWw3, 153).

The dualism between the state and civil societytiooas to be a prominent concern to
Marx in OJQ as in theCritique but the cause of human alienation is no longen seethe
dichotomy between the state and civil society. $tage, according to Marx, is a consequence of
civil society. It means that the cause of humaenaiion lies in the very nature of civil society.
Consequently, the solution to alienation is noated to political emancipation within the sphere
of political state.

In fact, the whole question of human alienation @dQ hinges on a fundamental
reorganisation of civil society. This will put amato the egoistic man driven by his private
needs and interests. This egoistic individual i8 firecondition of the state. The political
emancipation reduces man to his division in ciatisty as egoistic man and in the state as a
juridical person, a citizen. Human emancipationcbgtrast, means that the state is absorbed in
civil society, whose re-organisation sees the &baliof the state. The state ®JQ unlike its
exposition in theCritique, is not perceived as a means to human emancipation

In OJQ Marx introduces the concrete category of monesgxiplaining alienation. Money
is regarded as the cause of alienation. It is siaeged essence of man's work and existence. It
dominates him as an 'alien essence and he worgh{@3V3, 172). Marx elaborates this theme
further in theEPM. But money in th&ePM is no longer viewed as the cause of alienatiois it
only a manifestation of alienation. Money mediabedividual's life to him as well as the
existence of other people to him, thus practichdying man's qualities and appearing as 'the
other person'. In th&EPM, the roots of alienation are grounded in the alied labour operating
under conditions of private property.

To conclude our discussion, we have found that Méfiers different causes of alienation
in the Critique, OJQ and theEPM respectively. We have seen that the different eaus

alienation in these writings are not a result ahere difference in emphasis. These, in fact,
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pertain to substantive matters of conceptual digante in Marx's quest to overcome human
alienation. Marx in each of these works undertakesitical scrutiny of his earlier views and
comes with a modified version to explain the causfealienation. In a sense, all his writings
prior to theEPM pave the way for his thorough analysis of the phegnon of alienation in the
EPM. In short, the formulation of a coherent theoryabénation in theePM is the culminating
point of his previous writings. It also shows hossiduously Marx endeavoured to locate the

causes of alienation in the present society.
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