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SUMMARY

This thesis provides an argument concerning the development of
Marx's social and political theory. The subject is divided into three
separate parts dealing respectively with the intellectual foundations of
Marx's thought, his social theory and his political theory. It is argued
in Part I that the methodology and epistemology of Marx's writings of
1843 do not constitute the foundation on which his later theory is built.
Indeed, the methodology and epistemology of the early writings are shown
to be contrary to what is implicit in Capital and other later works.

The final chapter of Part I demonstrates that the dialectical method in
Marx is not a version of Hegel's. 1In the three chapters of the second
part of the thesis is discussed the influence of Feuerbachian thought on
Marx's theory of society, the concept of 'society' in Marx and his
critique of liberal individualism, and finally, his theory of capitalist
exploitation and dehumanisation. The last two chapters, in Part III of
the thesis, explore themes of Marx's political theory; his theory of the
state as alienated power in one, and the theory of the state as a class
instrument in the other. 1In all of these chapters the relationship
between Marx's early and mature thought is discussed as it affects the
particular topic under consideration. The basic position taken in the
dissertation is that there is a significant theoretical development in
Marx's thought and that the early writings have a theoretical content

quite unlike that of the mature work.
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INTRODUCTION




Any work which attempts an argument concerning the development of
Marx's thought must first face the question of whether it is to deal with
his works chronologically or thematically, whether to begin with the
writings of the early 1840s and proceed to the works of the 1870s, or to
begin with alienation, say, and moving through a range of themes finish
with surplus value or the dictatorship of the proletariat. The procedure

employed in this dissertation is an amalgamation of both approaches.

The subject has been divided into three broad areas on a thematic
basis, and within each area the separate chapters deal with different
themes, although there is inevitably some overlap between them. The
three parts of the thesis are respectively concerned with the intellec-
tual foundations of Marx's theory, his social theory and his political
theory. Within each of the three parts and within each of the eight
chapters there has been some attempt to provide also a chronological
treatment. The chapters of Part I, for instance, deal with issues raised

in the 1843 Critique of Hegel's Philosophy of Right and the Introduction

to the Critique and their relation to Marx's treatment of the same prob-

lems in his later writings. Part II similarly treats the Paris Writings
and Part III, the transition of Marx's political theory from the Paris

Writings to The German Ideology. Each chapter contrasts an early state-

ment of an aspect of Marx's thought with a statement drawn from his

mature writings.

Recent scholarly interest in Marx has focussed on two general prob-
lems, the theoretical content of his early thought and also its intellec-
tual background, in particular its relation to the Hegelian tradition.

A number of different positions have been taken by various writers in the
critical literature, but two alternatives immediately present themselves

as influential. One argues that Marx's early thought, drawn from an



Hegelian background, constitutes the theoretical foundation upon which
his later thought is developed. The other, that Marx's early thought,
drawn from an Hegelian background, does not constitute the theoretical
foundation upon which his later thought is developed. These may be char-
acterised as the 'continuity' thesis and the 'discontinuity' thesis.

The argument to be presented here takes issue with both of these inter-

pretations of Marx's development.

The common assumption, that Marx's theory bears some relation to
Hegel's, while in a sense uncontestable, is quite misleading. It is
argued in various places below that while Marx was clearly influenced by
Hegel, and that he reacted against him, Marx's theory and method owe
nothing of significance to Hegel. ©Not only does the emphasis on the
Hegelian background of Marx's thought present an inadequate picture in
itself, it also leads to the neglect of other intellectual influences on
Marx which were in many ways more important. It will be demonstrated
that in his early writings, where Hegel's influence is almost uniformly
considered to be at its strongest, Marx's social and political theory is
heavily coloured by English political econcmy, liberal social thought and
the political doctrines of a revolutiorary democratic tradition. Hegel's

importance to Marx, on the other hand, is shown to be of a lesser order.

On the question of Marx's development, it will be suggested that
there is a continuity in Marx's thought. Many of his early concerns were
not abandoned, but formed the first exploratory attempts to grapple with
a set of problems with which Marx continued to deal and of which he con-
tinued to achieve a deeper grasp. It will also be argued, however, that
alongside this continuity of interests in Marx there is a significant
theoretical discontinuity. Marx's explanation of the democratic state,

for instance, of alienation, of class and private property, to name but a



few concepts Marx continued to use in his writing, are understood through
different theoretical frameworks at different stages of his development.
Methodological and epistemological principles are also shown to be funda-

mentally different at different times.

In his early critique of Hegel Marx outlined the idea that the
development of the political state must be conceived in terms of human
history. It is the elaboration of this idea which leads Marx to formu-
late a number of theoretical accounts of history and society, and on
which he attempted to found a theory of revolution and human emancipation.
Up to 1845 Marx seemed to be dissatisfied with the results of his
research, for he abandoned several different theories almost as soon as
they were formulated. Marx does find his intellectual feet, however,

with The German Ideology and thereafter continues to build upon the

social and political theory first outlined in that work. This thumbnail
sketch of Marx's development, which is argued in detail below, recognises
a unity of purpose in Marx's thought while at the same time suggesting
that he was more interested in attempting to understand social reality

than he was in remaining consistent with a position early stated.

It is possible to follow a single idea or cluster of ideas through
Marx's work and observe the manner in which they are developed and are
refined in his long-term treatment of them. Several chapters below do
this for many concepts in Marx. There is an obvious continuity of
thought when Marx can be observed to use the same concepts through a num-
ber of works, modifying them, extending or contracting their application,
certainly, but nevertheless continually employing them as part of his
intellectual equipment. A large and sophisticated literature, predomi-
nantly concerned with the concept of alienation, has demonstrated this

type of linear continuity of concepts in Marx. It confirms a unity of



thought in Marx which would be foolish to deny. But a unity of this
nature can coexist with a theoretical development in which there are many

points of new departure.

The concept of alienation is most suitable in demonstrating that
despite the various refinements and developments it undergoes in Marx's

thought it can be found in his writings from the Critique of Hegel's

Philosophy of Right to Capital. The development of concepts, however,

entails much more than mere changes in their content. The fact that a
concept is refined or changed in any way indicates an alteration in the
system of thought in which it resides. For concepts derive their meaning
from the theory of which they are a part. Outside of a theoretical con-
text which relates concept to concept, provides them with meaning,
ascribes them a significance and places them in a hierarchy of logical
and explanatory order, concepts can exist only as vacuous categories.
Conceptual development, then, entails modifications in the position and
function of the concept within the theory in which it is used. Conceptual

change pari passu amounts to a change in theory, to theoretical change.

This is not to say that such theoretical change will necessarily be
of a fundamental nature. Clearly, a conceptual refinement may change a
theory by making it internally consistent where it had been inconsistent
prior to the modification of a concept or group of concepts. But the
important point is that tracing the evolution of a particular concept
through the course of Marx's intellectual development, demonstrating that
he always had a place for it, without reference to the wider theoretical
context, can not itself confirm a theoretical consistency in Marx's
thought. As concepts are dependent on theories for their meaning the
continuity of isolated concepts proves little in itself. The argument of

the chapters below, that the theoretical content of Marx's thought is



different in different periods of his writing, is maintained by keeping
the question of theory as opposed to that of concept at the forefront of

discussion.

The proposition to be argued in this dissertation, that there is a
theoretical dissimilarity between Marx's early works and his mature writ-
ings, is not based on an argument that Marx entertains merely different
theories at different times. Marx's theory of surplus value, for
instance, was developed in the late 1850s. It might be argued on this

basis that Marx's writings prior to the draft Grundrisse der Kritik der

Politischen Okonomie, in which the theory was first elaborated, are 'dis-

continuous' with his writings after the Grundrisse. But such an argument
which ignored the fact that the theory of surplus value was constructed
through an application of the historical methodology first outlined in

The German Ideology would run the risk of triviality. For while The

German Ideology does not contain Marx's mature theory of exploitation the

latter could be developed only on the foundation of the former. Any
argument of discontinuity on the basis of an absence of the theory of

surplus value in The German Ideology would demonstrate little of signifi-

cance, even though the point itself may be important. The absence of an
explicit statement of the implications and applications of a theory
clearly can not be regarded as evidence for a claim that a theoretical

framework employed at one time is different to that employed at another.

The position to be developed in the following chapters holds that
from the point of view of theoretical formulation Marx's early works,

written before The German Ideology, constitute a unit of thought which

does not occupy the -same methodological, epistemological and substantive

theoretical space as his writings after The German Ideology. That is,

his writings before the formulation of historical materialism in The



German Ideology do not constitute the theoretical foundation of Marx's

mature thought. Several issues are raised by this proposition, such as
the question of the unity of the early works on the one hand and the
mature works on the other, the nature of the relation between the early
and mature works, the general problem of historical or biographical peri-

odisation and so forth.

To say that Marx's early and mature works constitute two distinct
theoretical units is not to deny that Marx's thought underwent signifi-
cant theoretical development before and also after 1845. Neither does it
deny that the early writings provide the latter with a chronological and
an intellectual foundation. For in dealing with particular problems
which arose in the early writings the later works are furnished with a
number of issues requiring resolution. The problem of the relation
between the state and civil society, for instance, discussed in detail in
the 1843 Critique, is dealt with by Marx in one form or another through-
out his work. Up to 1845 a range of possibilities are explored, and
after 1845 a number of treatments are elaborated. But the theoretical
form of these different endeavours, which focus on what is essentially a
common problem, are based on fundamentally different methodological,
epistemological and theoretical foundations in the early writings than

those employed in the mature works.

It is probably fair to say that all interpretations of Marx's
thought generally accept a descriptive differentiation between a 'young
Marx' and a 'mature Marx'. In his writings up to, say, 1846, Marx
employed an expository style which is clearly quite different from the
style of his writings after that year. It is also apparent that in the
former period words such as 'alienation' are frequently used but rela-

tively scarce thereafter. A primary concern in Marx with philosophical



issues is largely confined to his early writing, while economic analysis
occupied his attention in the writings of the later period. Upon these
differences of style, language and intellectual focus is based the short-
hand terms referring to 'early' and 'mature' writings in Marx. This
dichotomous periodisation recommends itself in being both simple and
uncontroversial. 1In itself it implies nothing about the theoretical con-
tent of Marx's work. Arguments relating to this question have to be
defended on other grounds. The eight chapters which follow attempt to

perform such a task.



PART I

FOUNDATIONS
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The three chapters which form the first part of this thesis deal
with the foundations of Marx's thought. Beginning with Marx's major

early writings, the Critique of Hegel's Philosophy of Right and the

Introduction to the Critique, it is argued that the chronological founda-

tions of Marx's work do not provide an intellectual foundation to his

later thought.

The importance of theory to Marx was always its political signifi-
cance. The first chapter begins, therefore, with a consideration of his
early theory of revolution. It shows that while Marx employs in his
early writings concepts similar to those found in his later work, they
are different in content and import than those which form his later revo-
lutionary theory. The concept of the proletariat, for instance, the
agent of revolutionary transformation, has a place in the discussion of

both the Introduction and the Communist Manifesto, but it refers to dif-

ferently conceived social entities. The notion of theory and practice is

also different in each work.

An account of Marx's analysis of civil society similarly demon-
strates that the concepts of class and property developed in the Critique
are different than the concepts of class and property elaborated in his
writings after 1845. Through a discussion of Marx's early theory of
revolution, state and society it is shown in the first chapter below that
he does not provide a methodological foundation for his mature thought in
the early writings. Indeed, it is demonstrated that Marx's early revolu-
tionary theory is based upon a method which is quite different than that

which he later employed.

This general theme is continued in the next chapter, which deals
with Marx's epistemology. A close examination of the theory of knowledge

of the Critique reveals that while Marx develops a forceful critique of
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Hegel's epistemology, he elaborates an alternative to it which neverthe-
less does not escape the general confines of idealism. The essentialist
epistemology of the Critique employs a model of reality which is non-
empirical and formalist. This contrasts sharply with the epistemology of
Capital, which is at once empirical without being empiricist. 1In Capital
a notion of essence is developed in Marx's theory of knowledge which
avoids conceptualising the phenomenal form of social relations and makes
accessible the inner relations of empirical social forces which give rise

to their phenomenal form.

It is shown in the second chapter, therefore, that Marx's mature
epistemology, which is shown to be central to his social scientific
enterprise, does not draw on his early thought, but contrasts sharply
with it. The first two chapters, then, largely stress the discontinuity
of the methodological and epistemological content of Marx's theoretical
development. This is not to say that biographically speaking Marx's
later thought did not evolve out of his early intellectual endeavours.
It shows, rather, that the theoretical content of the early intellectual
foundations of Marx's social and political theory is not the same as the
methodology and epistemology at the root of his later social and politi-

cal theory.

The argument of the third chapter is different than that of the
previous two in so far as it stresses not discontinuity but continuity.
It argues that Marx throughout his work continually rejected Hegel's dia-
lectical method. 1In considering the intellectual foundations of Marx's
social and political theory it is impossible to ignore the view, first
propounded by Engels, but also advocated by numerous modern scholars,
that Marx rescued Hegel's dialectical method from the speculative philo-

sophical system which he repudiated.
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It is shown in the final chapter of this first section of the
thesis that what is usually cited as textual evidence for the view that
Marx appropriated Hegel's dialectic and stood it on its feet, is in fact
evidence for the contrary proposition. Marx rejected Hegel's dialectic
— inverted or otherwise — at every opportunity. This is demonstrated by
an examination of Marx's treatment of Hegel's 'dialectic of negativity'

in the 1844 Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts and by Marx's discussion

elsewhere. It is also revealed that Marx's own assessment of Hegel's
method and his relation to it is totally at odds with the argument that

Marx's dialectical method was bequeathed to him by Hegel.

Apart from the methodological and epistemological concern of the
first part of this dissertation, a strong focus which emerges in these
chapters is Marx's theoretical relation to Hegel. It is shown that Hegel
was important to Marx's early development, but that he took little from
him. In his earliest writings Marx's criticisms of Hegel sometimes took
the form of an internal critique, so that he did not always escape the
influence of Hegel's thought, even though he opposed it. But as Marx
elaborated and developed his own position, and modified its original

expression, Hegel was left far behind.

Other issues too emerge in these chapters, but only to be intro-
duced. The question of Marx's use of Feuerbach's critique of Hegel, the
early conception of civil society in Marx, the theme of alienation, and
the theory of the state are all mentioned here but elaborated upon in
later chapters. The more general question of the development of Marx's
thought from his early grapplings with philosophical and social issues to
his mature critique of political economy, and the different theoretical
content of each, which is central to the discussion here, is also a part

of all the discussion which follows in later chapters.



Chapter 1

METHODOLOGY
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The question of method in Marx must inevitably lead to the further
question of Marx's materialist theory, and the question of theory in Marx
raises the question of its unity with practice. This chapter opens with
the claim that Marx's first statement of a revolutionary commitment con-
tains a strong non-materialist impetus which, assuming a correspondence
of theory and practice, suggests that Marx was in 1843 not yet committed
to materialism. There follows a comparison of the theory of proletarian

revolution stated in the Introduction to the Critique of Hegel's

Philosophy of Right on the one hand, and that of the Communist Manifesto

on the other. The comparison demonstrates that Marx's theoretical for-
mulations in the earlier work are replaced by a different conception of
the proletariat and a different analysis of proletarian revolution in the
later pamphlet. This suggests that the methodology of his early thought
is also different from the methodology which underlies Marx's mature
writings. This point is amplified in an examination which follows of the
development of the class concept in Marx's writings, and also the concept

of private property.

It has often been held that the works of the period 1843 to 1845
provide Marx's later thought with a theoretical and methodological foun-
dation. The present chapter attempts to indicate that the revolutionary
theory of Marx's early writings is based upon a different methodological

foundation than that fundamental to the theory of the Communist Manifesto,

for instance, and the works thereafter. By analysing Marx's discussion
of the relations between state and civil society and his conception of
the elements of civil society — namely class and property — in the

Critique of Hegel's Philosophy of Right, it is demonstrated that the

early works employ a different methodological model than that which is

integral to Marx's mature social and political theory.
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Several issues which are raised in this chapter are more fully
developed later in the thesis. While the present chapter touches upon
Feuerbachian materialism in Marx, a full discussion of Feuerbachian
materialism and its role in Marx's early writings is left to Chapter 4
below. Marx's early conception of civil society is similarly mentioned
in this chapter, but fully discussed in Chapter 5. There is also a brief
account of Marx's early theory of the state in the present chapter, but a
full discussion of the theory of the state as alienated social power is
conducted in Chapter 7. In that chapter there is also an account of the
development of the class concept in Marx's thought and the relevance of
this development to other aspects of his social theory. These and other
issues are referred to in the present chapter only to clarify Marx's

methodological position.

I

The conception of Marxism as a unity of theory and practice crys-
tallises exactly the close relation in Marx's thought between methodology
and epistemology on the one hand, and political perception, orientation
and objective on the other. Taking this notion a stage further, some
commentators have argued that Marx's unchanging political objective —
which might be summarised as the quest for human emancipation and liber-
ation — is at the root of a theoretical unity in Marx's thought over
time. This has led to the view in some writers that as it can be shown
that Marx was a political revolutionary and materialist in his mature
works, then evidence of revolutionary politics in the early works con-
firms their materialism also. Karl Korsch, for instance, argues for an
underlying theoretical continuity on the basis of political orientation
when he says that as early as 1842 Marx "was already a revolutionary

materialist in [the] political sense although he was still using the



16

language of Hegel's idealism".!

In this way political continuity is
seen to imply methodological continuity. In a somewhat looser manner
Iring Fetscher and also Gajo Petrovié have written that Marx's continu-

ing revolutionary political interest is the main unifying influence

through the corpus of his work.?2

While there is indeed a broad unifying political objective through
Marx's writings from the mid-1840s to the 1870s, one as general as revo-
lutionary emancipation can be conceived to have a number of different
specific meanings and can be supported from a number of quite different
positions, political and epistemological. It is not sufficient, there-
fore, in attempting to demonstrate a theoretical unity in Marx's thought,
to merely show that his aspirations to a free society and his abhorrence
of human servility form a common thread running throughout his work. It
will be shown in this chapter that although Marx's general political
objectives can be conceived as more or less uniform in his writings, the
way in which he understood the goal of revolutionary practice, and also
the way in which he saw that it could be achieved, are significantly dif-
ferent for different periods of his work. This is particularly signifi-
cant as differences in the specific content of political objective cor-
responds to different methodological and epistemological foundations in
Marx's thought. The question of epistemology will be dealt with in the
following chapter. 1In the present chapter Marx's early theory will be

discussed in terms of his methodological development.

Marx first made his revolutionary sympathies clear in a series of

letters written to the Young Hegelian Arnold Ruge, which were published

lgarl Korsch, Karl Marx, p. 173.

2Iring Fetscher, 'The Young and the 014 Marx', p. 38; Gajo
Petrovié, Marx in the Mid-twentieth Century, p. 32.
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in the Deutsch-Franzosische Jahrbucher. The third and last letter, dated

September 1843, concludes

Our programme must be: the reform of consciousness
not through dogmas but by analysing mystical con-
sciousness obscure to itself, whether it appears in
religious or political form. It will then become
plain that the world has long since dreamed of some-
thing of which it needs only to become conscious for
it to possess it in reality. It will then become
plain that our task is not to draw a sharp mental
line between past and future but to complete the
thought of the past. Lastly, it will become plain
that mankind will not begin any new work, but will
consciously bring about the completion of its old
‘work.

We are therefore in a position to sum up the
credo of our journal in a single word: the self-
clarification (critical philosophy) of the struggles
and wishes of the age. This is a task for the world
and for us. It can succeed only as the product of
united efforts. What is needed above all is a con-
fession, and nothing more than that. To obtain for-
givéeness for its sins mankind needs only to declare
them for what they are.!

Not only is this form of Marx's revolutionism "very idealistic", as
David McLellan? says, it is also rejected by Marx in 1845. 1In The German

Ideology he writes that

Since the Young Hegelians consider conceptions,
thoughts, ideas, in fact all the products of con-
sciousness, to which they attribute an independent
existence, as the real chains of men (just as the
01d Hegelians declared them the true bonds of human
society) it is evident that the Young Hegelians
have to fight only against these illusions of the
consciousness. Since, according to their fastasy,

lkarl Marx, Early Writings, p. 209. In the same letter Marx
rejects communism as a "dogmatic abstraction", ibid., p. 207. Writing in
the Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts of the following year Marx
declares his support for communism. This is actually less significant
than it first appears as the type of communism he rejects in 1843 is also
explicitly rejected in the Manuscripts.

’pavid McLellan, Karl Marx, p. 77. Referring to this letter,
George Lichtheim, The Concept of Ideology and Other Essays, P- 18, says
that Marx "was already a revolutionary, but not yet a materialist".
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the relationships of men, all their doings, their
chains and their limitations are products of their
consciousness, the Young Hegelians logically put
to men the moral postulate of exchanging their
present consciousness for human, critical or ego-
istic consciousness, and thus of removing their
limitations. This demand to change consciousness
amounts to a demand to intexpret reality in another
way, i.e., to recognise it by means of another
interpretation.1
Although Marx here mentions the Young Hegelians without referring to his
own development, the position he rejects is precisely the one outlined in

his letter to Ruge two or three years earlier.

It can be seen from the passages quoted above that Marx's general
revolutionary position is formulated in somewhat contrary terms at dif-
ferent times. That Marx's later formulation does not include an explicit
repudiation of his earlier view is immaterial to the fact that the two
positions are dissimilar in content.? As Marx's earliest revolutionary
statement takes an idealist form, it can not be taken for granted that
the symmetry between the revolutionary political perception that human
liberation requires the overthrow of an oppressive social order, and the
materialist methodological view, that the conditions of men and their
political institutions are based in social forms and relations, is the
content of a political and methodological combination in Marx's thought.
This is not to assert the absence of a political and epistemological sym-
metry in the early works, but rather to suggest that Marx's revolutionary
politics in the period up to 1845 was not tied to a materialist method-

ology and epistemology, as it was thereafter.

MESW, 1, 18-19.

’Bertell Ollman, Alienation, p. xiii, on the other hand, requires
self-conscious self-criticism to confirm discontinuity of thought in
Marx.
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The discussion below will attempt to demonstrate that the theory of

revolution in the Introduction to the Critique of Hegel's Philosophy of

Right, which is Marx's first statement of a theory of proletarian revolu-
tion, is significantly different from the revolutionary theory outlined

in the Communist Manifesto, written four years later. It will then be

argued that the methodology of the earlier writings, and the 1843

Critique of Hegel's Philosophy of Right in particular, bears little for-

mal relation to Marx's mature 'historical materialism', which forms the

methodological basis of the Communist Manifesto.

IT

The Introduction and the Communist Manifesto, published in 1844 and

1848 respectively, were written under very different circumstances, under
the guidance of different influences and for different specific purposes.

The Introduction was written with the first flush of revolutionary con-

tact, against the ideas of fellow philosophers, to introduce a theoreti-
cal critique which was never completed in publishable form of Hegel's

political philosophy. The Communist Manifesto, on the other hand, was

written under the auspices of an international revolutiorary organisation,
to present a political programme to organised labour, and in effect
heralded the revolutions which swept through Europe only weeks after it

was first printed.

These differences aside, however, both works identify the prole-
tariat as the class of revolutionary transformation. This is a stronger
similarity than the mere call for revolution, which the otherwise dis-

similar letter to Ruge of 1843 and The German Ideology share. Thus the

Introduction and the Communist Manifesto, as they both express a theory
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of proletarian revolution, encourage comparison. Jean Hyppolitel goes

so far as to say that the Introduction is "the germ" of the Communist

Manifesto, a statement which both acknowledges any superficial differ-
ences between the two works, while emphasising their essential unity.
This general position, which postulates a theoretical unity in Marx's
thought on the basis of a theory of proletarian revolution, has been
advanced by a number of writers. The theoretico-political continuity in
Marx's thought of proletarian revolution has been stressed by Donald

C. Hodges and Oscar Hammen in their separate accounts of the different
formulations over time of Marx's revolutionary theory.2 The apparent
theoretical changes which occur in Marx's writing, they argue, have to be
understood in terms of a need to develop appropriate means to mobilise
the labour movement, which, on this account, was the main object of
Marx's literary activities. From this premise it is argued that while
the theoretical core of Marx's thought remained the same, the formula-
tions through which it was presented changed because the concepts and
terminology employed from 1842, while appropriate to the German intellec-
tual and social milieu of the day, were tactically unfit for the condi-
tions Marx found in Paris during 1844.° Theoretical changes are thus

regarded to be reflections of merely tactical changes in Marx's politics.

lJean Hyppolite, Studies in Marx and Hegel, p. 122. A similar view
is that of George Lichtheim, Marxism, pp. 53-54.

’ponald Clark Hodges, 'The Unity of Marx's Thought'; Oscar J. Hammen,
'The Young Marx Reconsidered'. Neither discusses the Introduction and
the Communist Manifesto in particular, but the general question of a dis-
tinction between the Young and the 0ld Marx.

SHammen, op. cit., pp. 114-115. Hammen says that "the transforma-
tion of the 'Young Marx' into an allegedly changed product represents
little more than a shift in tactics", ibid., p. 110. Hodges, op. cit.,
p. 320, similarly says that the "significance of the divergent emphasis
in Marx's earlier and later writings has to be sought...in a difference
of strategy rather than of principle". Both authors are mainly concerned
with Marx's frequent early and scarce later use of the concept 'aliena-
tion', but their discussion has a general relevance. The same general
argument is presented by Robert Tucker, Philosophy and Myth in Karl Marx,
pp. 172-173, and Istvan Mészaros, Marx's Theory of Alienation, p. 238.
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It is possible, as Hodges and Hammen argue, that the different
mobilising capacities of distinct theoretical formulations had some
influence on the content of Marx's writing. However, the strong state-
ment of the claim in Hodges and Hammen relies upon certain erroneous
points. Conceiving developments in Marx's thought as a result of tacti-
cal changes, which, by hypothesis, are held to be subordinate to a con-
tinuing theoretically grounded political objective faced with extermal
circumstances, begs the question — which is really at issue — of the the-
oretical significance of such developments.1 To stress the mobilising
aspect of theory does not deny a priori the possibility of an evolution
of concept formation and substantive analysis in Marx's thought, it
merely minimises the theoretical significance of any new developments in
the face of an allegedly continuing theoretical and political commitment

to proletarian revolution.

Different theoretical formulations generally represent different
theorieé; if they do not it is either because the difference in formula-
tion is minor or because theoretical commitment to a semi- or extra-
theoretical objective — such as proletarian revolution — is conceived as
a part of theory itself. It is the implicit subscription to the latter
fallacy which sustains the argument of Hodges and Hammen. By placing a
primary emphasis on the mobilising aspect of Marx's theory, Hodges and
Hammen, in effect, reduce the relation between his revolutionary theory
and his revolutionary practice to a propagandist function of the former
to the latter at the level of formulation. This makes of Marx a mere

theoretical opportunist, a proposition which ignores the strong concern

!Hammen's statement, quoted in part in the note above, more fully
reads "the transformation of the 'Young Marx' into an allegedly changed
product represents little more than a shift in tactics, coinciding
chronologically with the adoption of the economic interpretation of his-
tory, elaborated in 1845". This really suggests a new theoretical
development in Marx.
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in Marx for theoretical clarity and minimises the significance of Marx's
intellectual development. However, by treating Marx's theoretical state-
ments in terms of his political concern of proletarian revolution Hodges
and Hammen add an important interpretive dimension to the study of Marx's

development, even though it may not be one that they intend.

Marx did not employ concepts and ideas only to mobilise, but pre-
ponderantly to interpret social reality. This cognitive aspect of theory
has considerable importance in the service of political objectives; and
it enjoys a political as well as an epistemological primacy over the
propagandist and mobilising aspects of theory. This is not to suggest
that Marx developed his theory as an instrumental science in the Baconian
sense that underlying the scientific enterprise is vested the possibility
of technical control. But in so far as a social theory analyses and
interprets structures and relations and explains their historical develop-
ment, it is able to inform a political movement on the limitations of its
means of action and the nature and weaknesses of the forces to which it
is opposed. 1Indeed, one measure of a social theory's strength is the
extent to which it can fulfil these requirements. It is in this sense
that Marx's social theory is politically instrumental.' This cognitive
aspect of Marx's formulations returns our attention to the significance

of theoretical development in his thought.

It is the continuing programmatic aspect of proletarian revolution
in Marx's thought which led him to discard the idealist interpretation of

history and historical change which he advocated in the Introduction to

lHarold Laski, Communism, p. 22, has said that Marx "was the first
socialist thinker to realise that it was less important to draw up a
detailed constitution of Utopia than to discuss how the road thereto may
be traversed. He was the first, also, to understand that the discovery
of the road depended upon the detailed analysis of the environment about
him".
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the Critique of Hegel's Philosophy of Right. Not only were his early

writings to become polemically and tactically inept, as Hodges and Hammen
suggest, but more important, they were inadequate to Marx's revolutionary
purposes through their failure to develop a comprehensive analysis of the

! Marx's

oppressive social order which Marx sought to see overthrown.
early revolutionary politics were based upon an idealist expectation that
revolutionary change could be achieved through the realisation of philos-
ophy, and upon a social analysis premised upon the ethical supposition
that abject poverty and degradation were necessary conditions for the
insurrectionary mobilisation of the proletariat. Marx came to abandon
these and related notions in his attempt to elaborate a theory of capi-
talist society which identified the operative variables of social

dynamics, and the social processes which provided levers of action to the

agents of social revolution.

In both the Introduction and the Communist Manifesto, the proletar-

iat is identified as the revolutionary class, as the human agency of
social transformation. Marx's conception of the proletariat in the

Introduction, however, is not the same as the one developed in the

Communist Manifesto. The basis of revolutionary emancipation is also

differently conceived in each work: it results from the realisation of

philosophy in the Introduction, while it follows from the proletariat’'s

place in the production process according to the Communist Manifesto.

Finally, Marx argues in the Communist Manifesto that proletarian revolu-

tion is to overthrow capitalism, whereas in the Introduction it is argued

that revolution is to overcome Germanic backwardness only. The theoreti-
cal significance of these differences between the two works is of major

importance in the development of Marx's thought.

lcf. Lichtheim, Marxism, p. 45.
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The proletariat of the Introduction, the "class with radical

chains", while seen as the result of industrialisation by Marx — it is
the class "of the emergent industrial movement" — is defined by him in
moral terms: the proletariat is a class "which is the dissolution of all
classes, a sphere which has a universal character because of its univer-
sal suffering...which is, in a word, the total loss of humanity".1

According to the Communist Manifesto, on the other hand, the proletariat

is understood strictly in terms of its place in the capitalist production

process and through its relation to the bourgeoisie.2

The Communist
Manifesto, of course, does not deny the degradation of the proletariat,

which is so crucial to the analysis of the Introduction; but neither does

it depict such degradation as total, nor does it account for the prole-
tariat's "universal character" — its ability to effect human liberation —
in terms of its suffering. These different conceptions of the proletar-
iat have generally been noted in the literature. What has been largely
overlooked, however, is the significance of these differences and their

implications for the development of Marx's theoretical system.

The different definitions of the proletariat, one stressing its
abject poverty and loss of humanity, the other its place in the produc-
tion process and class system, has usually been seen as a difference of

focus and empirical content. Marx's discussion in the Introduction is

concerned with the small and immature German proletariat of the early

1840s, whereas his account in the Communist Manifesto is based on an

examination of the English and French proletariats up to the middle 1840s.
In this way changes between the two works in the presentation of the con-

cept 'proletariat' have been seen as the result of differences of fact;

1Early Writings, p. 256.

2MESW, I, 119.
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differences of little or minor theoretical substance and consequence.1

While the empirical content of the Introduction is indeed less detailed

than that of the Communist Manifesto, the difference between the two

works runs much deeper than the level of fact. It will be shown that

they are different in significant theoretical ways as well.

What is most striking in a comparison of the two works is that the

proletariat of the Introduction bears less resemblance to the proletariat

of the Communist Manifesto than it does to what Marx identified in the

latter work as the lumpenproletariat. This is not merely because of the

total nature of the destitution of both the proletariat of the Introduction

and the lumpenproletariat of the Communist Manifesto, but also their pas-

sivity. 1In the Introduction Marx makes it clear that the origins of the

proletariat and its total poverty both result from social dislocation:

the proletariat is not formed by natural poverty

but by artificially produced poverty; it is formed
not from the mass of people mechanically oppressed
by the weight of society but from the mass of people
issuing from society's acute disintegration and in
particular from the dissolution of the middle class.?

In the Communist Manifesto the proletariat's origins are partly the

result of the break-up of the old society effected by the growth of

modern industry, but more importantly, its life conditions of oppression
and poverty are determined by the exploitative nature of the ongoing eco-
nomic system rather than the disintegration of the prior social system.3

While the proletariat of the Communist Manifesto is pauperised through

y

economic exploitation, a concept absent in the Introduction-, the degree

lof. for example, Ernest Mandel, The Formation of the Economic
Thought of Karl Marx, p. 23.

2EarlXWritings, p. 256.
SMESW, I, 115.

“The term 'exploitation' is mentioned, though, in the letter to
Ruge discussed above, Early Writings, p. 205.
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of pauperisation is not at its social lowest in that class, as it is in

the proletariat of the Introduction. Below the proletariat of the

Communist Manifesto is the sub-class of the lumpenproletariat, whose mem-

bers suffer abject degradation in the manner of the proletariat of the

Introduction, and, again like the proletariat of the Introduction, the

abject degradation of the lumpenproletariat results primarily from social

dislocation and disintegration.

The notion that the pauperisation of the proletariat is absolute,
indicated in the claim that it suffers "the total loss of humanity", is

maintained not only in the Introduction at a descriptive level, but

repeated and theoretically elaborated in the Economic and Philosophic

Manuscrigts.2 In The German Ideology, however, Marx draws a distinction

between the proletariat as such and the abjectively pauperised proletar-
iat, the lumpenproletariat of his later writings. 1In a polemic against
the Young Hegelian Max Stirner, who "is constant...in identifying the
proletariat with pauperism”, Marx says that
pauperism is the position only of the impoverished
proletariat, the lowest level to which the prole-
tariat sinks who has become incapable of resisting
the pressure of the bourgeoisie, and it is only the
proletarian whose whole energy has been sapped who
becomes a pauper.3
Although loosely and somewhat crudely outlined here, this is an

important development in Marx's class analysis which already mentions the

two essential characteristics of the lumpenproletariat, differentiating

11n the Communist Manifesto the lumpenproletariat is described as
"that passively rotting mass thrown off by the lowest layers of the old
society", MESW, I, 118. For an economic analysis of the lumpenproletar-
iat, cf. Cagital, vol. I, pp. 602-603. Cf. the discussion in Hal Draper,
'The Concept of the "Lumpenproletariat" in Marx and Engels’'.

2This will be discussed in detail in Chapter 6 below.
3The German Ideology, p. 220. Cf. also MESW, I, 219-220.
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it from the proletariat as it is described in Marx's mature writings.

Not only does The German Ideology distinguish between the economic pro-

files of the proletariat and the lumpenproletariat, Marx also clarifies a
discerning political point which serves to clearly distinguish the con-

cept of the proletariat in the Introduction from that of the Communist

Manifesto. Because its "whole energy has been sapped" the lumpenprole-
tariat is necessarily a passive class, available for action only on

behalf of other classes and as an instrument of other classes and social

1

forces. In the Introduction Marx describes the proletariat as a passive

element of revolution, as the material weapon in the praxis of philosophy.
The passivity of the proletariat here is the direct political correlate
of its total pauperisation. This is contrary to Marx's account of the

proletariat in the Communist Manifesto, which is not only cushioned from

the floor of economic destitution by the lumpenproletariat, but achieves
its revolutionary potential through its own practice and struggle; it

realises its own interest through its own revolutionary efforts. ?

Like the lumpenproletariat of Marx's mature thought the proletariat

of the Introduction is a totally pauperised class, passive in itself and

activated by an agency external to it, whose objective it serves. The
major difference between the early depiction of the proletariat and the

lumpenproletariat of Marx's later writings, is that in the Introduction

Marx's classic account of this process is in The Eighteenth
Brumaire of Louis Bonaparte.

2MESW, I, 115-117. Hal Draper, 'The Principle of Self-Emancipation
in Marx and Engels', argues for a contrary position. He distinguishes
between two types of proletarian revolution, one in which the proletariat
carries out its own revolution, the other in which the proletariat is
used to carry out a revolution, and notes that Marx was sensitive to the
distinction (p. 81). Draper goes on to argue, however, specifically
referring to the Introduction, that Marx never held the view that prole-
tarian revolution involves that the proletariat be used to carry out a
revolution (p. 94). Lichtheim, Marxism, p. 38, note 1, on the other
hand, maintains that in the Introduction Marx was a "German Jacobin for
whom the proletariat existed primarily as the instrument of revolution".
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the former is described as serving a revolutionary rather than a counter-.

revolutionary role, as it is in the The Eighteenth Brumaire, and is acti-

vated by philosophy rather than by a directly social force. It is the

discussion in the Introduction of the role of philosophy in proletarian

revolution which both highlights the difference between the Introduction

and the Communist Manifesto and also substantiates the claim that in the

earlier work Marx saw the proletariat as an essentially passive class.

It has been suggested by George Lichtheim, for instance, against
the tenor of assessment developed here, that the account of the relation

between philosophy and the proletariat in the Introduction remains impli-

cit in Marx's mature work and that its theoretical content "was never
repudiated, nor could it have been, for it is precisely what he meant by

the 'union of theory and practice'".1

Briefly, then, how is the unity of
theory and practice in Marx generally understood? This notion is usually
taken to mean that in the proletariat's practical discourse with adver-
sity, a theory of the social world is evolved which has an instrumental
value to the class in guiding future actions and evaluating its present
practices. These actions and practices, in their turn, affect the con-
tinuing development of revolutionary theory. The relation between theory
and practice, therefore, is reciprocal. There is one gqualification,
however; as the end of theory is practice and as the end of practice is
emancipation of labour, practice has an ultimate primacy over theory.
This does not undermine their reciprocity, though, for while revolution-
ary theory is epistemologically dependent upon reﬁolutionary practice in
this account, theory and practice nevertheless exist in a state of strong
mutual reliance in so far as the power of one depends upon the potency of

the other. This is quite unlike the relation between philosophy and the

proletariat developed in the Introduction.

ltichtheim, ibid., p. 54.
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The revolutionary potential ascribed to philosophy in the Intro-
duction derives from a particular faculty of philosophy per se, rather
than from the practice of the proletariat. It should also be noted that
the mutual reliance of theory on practice in their unity relates to the
application only of revolutionary philosophy in proletarian revolution,

and not to its development.1 Indeed, in the Introduction, philosophy is

fully external to the proletariat in its development, which removes it
entirely from the concept of the unity of theory and practice as it is
understood in the description quoted from Lichtheim above. The applica-
tion of philosophy to proletarian revolution, according to the

Introduction, is a demonstration of the unity of the theory and practice

of philosophy itself.? Marx's argument rests basically on the quasi-
Hegelian view that History is a rational process which unfolds through
the development of philosophy, for philosophy "is in the service of

3 The revolutionary significance of philosophy is internal to

history".
philosophy, rather than operative through some other faculty. The point

is emphasised by Marx when he claims that in contradistinction to theology,

it is through philosophy alone that human emancipation will ensue."

With the advent of human liberation through philosophy, Marx argues,
philosophy itself will be transcended.5 The revolutionary role of the
proletariat is introduced into Marx's discussion with the qualification
that for philosophy to transcend itself, and for man to be thereby liber-

ated from his oppression, the practice of philosophy requires a material

11 the Communist Manifesto, on the other hand, Marx makes it quite
clear that he regards the development of revolutionary theory as a conse-
quence of the proletariat, MESW, I, 134.

2Ear;y Writings, pp. 249, 251.

31bid., p. 244. Compare with The Holy Family, pp. 100-101, 110.

“Rarly Writings, p. 252.

5cf. the discussion of practical and theoretical parties, ibid.,
pp. 249-250,
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element, a material instrument, for "material force must be overthrown by

1

material force". Theory becomes such a force "once it has gripped the

masses".? The masses, then, are subordinate to theory, even though
necessary. for its realisation and transcendence. For, as Marx says in

the Introduction, "revolutions need a passive element, a material basis“s,

and it is at this juncture that he begins to refer to the proletariat,
the passive element of revolution which is gripped by philosophy and used
in its revolutionary practice as a material force. While Marx says that
"the proletariat finds its intellectual weapons in philosophy", this is
secondary to the central point that "philosophy finds its material wea-
pons in the proletariat“.k It is as an instrument of philosophy that the

proletariat is a revolutionary force, according to the Introduction, and

human emancipation is achieved through the realisation and transcendence
of philosophy. This is a progression on Marx's thought prior to the

Introduction, in which the instrument of philosophy was conceived as

criticism, and criticism through journalisms, but it is nevertheless

quite distinct from his later conception of proletarian revolution.

It can be seen, then, that Marx's German revolution of the

Introduction, unlike the proletarian revolution of the Communist

Manifesto, does not result from the development of the proletariat,

beginning in "its struggle with the bourgeoisie" and accelerated by "the

6

development of industry". Indeed, according to the Introduction revolu-

tion is to overthrow German backwardness rather than capitalism.

'Tbid., p. 251.
2_]_:_1?_i_d_'

31bid., p. 252.
*1bid., p. 257.

Scf. Richard Hunt, The Political Ideas g£ Marx and Engels, Vol. I,
p. 44.

SMESW, I, 115, 166. Cf. also ibid., pp. 213-214.
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Revolution must occur because it is needed — it is "a pressing need of
the German nation"! — and it is needed because of the German state's
inability to bring about social reform. Revolution is precipitated in
the "struggle against the German political present [which] is the struggle

2

against the past of modern nations". In the Communist Manifesto, on the

other hand, the necessary condition of the proletarian revolution is a
preceding bourgeois revolution, and the basis of revolutionary emancipa-
tion is the full development of capitalism. The industrial growth which
gives rise to the proletariat also means that the "productive forces at
the disposal of society no longer tend to the further development of the
conditions of bourgeois property...they are fettered...[and] endanger the
existence of bourgeois property".3 The revolution described in the

llu

Introduction, on the other hand, is merely against "an anachronism"  and

has a teleological if not a metaphysical basis.

Whilst elements of Marx's mature theory of proletarian revolution,

as developed in the Communist Manifesto, such as class and the growth of

modern industry, are present in the Introduction, the role they play in

the early theory is quite unlike that given to them by the later theory.

While there is class polarisation in the Introduction®, there is no class

struggle; while there is industrial development it is seen to be respon-
sible primarily for the disintegration of the old society rather than
providing the basis for the development of the new social order. Marx's

comments on industrialisation in the Introduction are hardly complete,

1Earlngritingﬁs, p. 247.

21bid. Cf. also the comments on Frederich William IV's rule, ibid.,
p. 253.

SMESw, I, 114.

l'Eaxj;lWritings, p. 247.

5n1f one class is to be the class of liberation par excellence,
then another class must be the class of overt oppression", ibid., p. 254.
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but there is some suggestion of a causal link between the "“emergent
industrial movement" and "society's acute disintegration".1 There is no

mention here, as there is in the Communist Manifesto, of the role of the

development of industry in the organisation of a revolutionary proletar-
iat, nor of the development of industry giving rise to the socialisation
of the process of production as the objective groundwork of socialist
revolution. In any event, the discussion of industrialisation in the

Introduction has more in common with the account given in the letters to

Ruge of 18432 than to the theory outlined in the Communist Manifesto.

The absence of the positive revolutionary role of industrialisation in
these works is compensated by the revolutionary role given to philosophy.
Indeed, the place of philosophy in proletarian revolution outlined in the

Introduction strongly resembles the credo of critical philosophy given in

the letter to Ruge quoted above and criticised in The German Ideolqu.3

The differences, then, between the Introduction and the Communist

Manifesto can not be reduced to just a change in the empirical content of
the conception of the proletariat, nor are they merely "minor changes in
theories and ways of presenting them" as Bertell Ollman, in another con-
text, suggests that they might be."* Rather, the differences are substan-

tial theoretical differences which raise questions of the methodological

lnThe proletariat is only beginning to appear in Germany as a
result of the emergent industrial movement...the proletariat is...formed
...from the mass of people issuing from society's acute disintegration",
Early Writings, p. 256. Cf. also ibid., p. 248.

2"

..the system of industry and commerce...will lead much faster
than the increase in the population to a rupture within existing society
which the old system cannot heal...", ibid., p. 205.

3In the Introduction Marx says "The German nation must therefore
link its dream history to its present conditions and subject not only
these conditions but also their abstract continuation to criticism",
ibid., p. 249. The place of "praxis" (p. 251) in this is the practice of
philosophy, which engages the proletariat. In Marx's earlier writings
the praxis of philosophy was through journalism.

l'Ollm:-m, Alienation, p. xiii.
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development in Marx's thought. The morally defined proletariat and the

dominating revolutionary role of philosophy in the Introduction hark back

to the 'very idealistic' theory of the letters to Ruge rather than forge

ahead to the 'materialistic' theory of the Communist Manifesto.

III
The very pronounced difference between the theory of proletarian

revolution developed in the Introduction and the theory outlined in the

Communist Manifesto suggests that there may be significant methodological

and epistemological differences also between the works of the early and

late 1840s. However, the Critique of Hegel's Philosophy of Right, writ-

ten some months before the Introduction, has been regarded by some

scholars as important in showing that Marx was at this early stage of his
development already a materialist. If this were the case Marx's early
writings would have to be seen to share a common methodology and episte-
mology with his later writings. An examination of the Critique, though,
will rewveal that its methodology is not that which is implicit in Marx's

later writings.

The importance of the Critique lies mainly in the opportunity it
gave Marx to identify his differences with Hegel and in the critical
evaluation of both Hegel's discussion of political and social institu-
tions and the Prussian political institutions themselves. As C.J. Arthur
has noted, Marx's "inversion of the relation between the state and civil
society as depicted by Hegel is of the highest importance, for it
redirected his work from the critique of politics to a close study of

1

civil society". It is this new vision in Marx which sees political

institutions in terms of the forces in civil society which has led some

lc.J. Arthur, 'Editor's Introduction' to The German Ideology,
p. 10. Cf. also Joseph O'Malley, 'Methodology in Karl Marx', p. 219.
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scholars to find evidence of materialism in the Critique. While some
writers have found earlier starting points of Marx's materialism, it is
the Critique which Marx identified in 1859 as the beginning of investiga-
tions which "led to the result that legal relations as well as forms of
state are to be grasped neither from themselves nor from the so-called
general development of the human mind, but rather have their roots in the

material conditions of life".!

While the Critique was thus an important turning point in Marx's
theoretical development, we should be careful not to see it as its con-
summation. Marx does not say in the 'Preface' that he developed the
materialist theory of history in the Critique, but merely that he began
work on the problem to which this theory is the solution. It is possible,
of course, to perceive materialist elements in the Critique. Given the
transitional nature of the work and its place in Marx's development it is
not surprising that a materialist interpretation can find textual support.
However, in any evaluation of the Critique the draft must be seen as a
whole, and any materialist elements found in it should be understood in
relation to the text as a whole. A general emphasis on social or eco-
nomic causation is not in itself sufficient demonstration that a theory

is materialist.?

lipreface to A Contribution to the Critique of Political Economy',
MESW, I, p. 503. David McLellan, The Thought of Karl Marx, p. 12, pre-
dates this by referring to an article written in January 1843 for the
Rheinische Zeitung in which "Marx laid great stress on the importance of
economic conditions as a determinant of political action". In fact the
passage in question makes no mention of economic conditions.

George Iggers, 'Introduction' to The Doctrine of Saint-Simon: An
E52051t10n, p. Xiii, points out that the Salnt—Slmonlans were concerned
with economic and social forces and looked to the interrelation of social
forces in understanding history, but their general view of history, as
the development of the moral conception of perfection, was idealist.
Similarly, the liberal historian Lord Acton "emphasise[d] repeatedly the
economic factor in history" but gave supreme importance to the causal
influence of ideas; G.E. Fasnacht, Acton's Political Philosophy: An
Analysis, p. 219, Chapter 7 and Appendix 1.
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The method employed in the Critique bears some relation to the
materialist theory of history for which Marx is known and which he out-

lined for the first time in The German Ideologxl, and while the Critique's

methodology can therefore be seen as a precursor to that which Marx
employed in later writings, it can not be regarded as identical to that
of Marx's later writings. It is often held that the Critique's impor-
tance in Marx's theoretical development lies in the fact that it clearly
articulates the view that the form of the state is the consequence of
social and economic forces and relations.? An examination of the text
suggests that this claim can not be allowed to stand without serious

qualification.

The similarity of the substantive theory of the state outlined in
the Critique to that of Marx's mature writings has been widely noted in
the literature. The discussion of bureaucracy, especially, being more
extensive in the Critique than in any of Marx's later writings, is gener-
ally held to manifest a full materialist expression in this, its earliest
theoretical exposition.3 In summary the Marxist theory of the state
bureaucracy, as it is widely understood, holds that in the social divi-
sion of labour the bureaucracy occupies a field quite distinct from
social classes and their ultimate economic concerns, and is largely moti-

vated to promote its own interests which may, at times, clash with the

1Engels was the first to coin the term 'historical materialism',
which he did, with some embarrassment in the 'Special Introduction' to
the 1892 English edition of Socialism: Utopian and Scientific, MESW, III,
103. While the term is not Marx's there is no good reason to abandon the
established practice calling the methodology he did develop 'historical
materialism'. The term is no more than a summary of his own description
of the method outlined in The German Ideology, cf. MESW, I, 29-30.

’Lucio Colletti, 'Introduction' to Karl Marx, Early Writings,
p- 45, on the other hand, says that this theory of the state pre-dates
historical materialism.

3cf., for example, Shlomo Avineri, The Social and Political Thought
of Karl Marx, pp- 48-52; Henri Lefebvre, The Sociology of Marx, Chapter 5,
especially pp. 138ff; Nicos Mouzelis, Organisation and Bureaucracy,
pp. 8-11.
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interests of the dominant class. The bureaucracy, then, has an existence
of its own and tends to autonomy. This derives from the bureaucratic
function of maintaining social order. The theory goes on to argue, how-
ever, that the social order is defined by the existing production rela-
tions of society and the property relations which arise through social
production. In satisfying its own interests in the performance of its
function the bureaucracy, therefore, maintains the existing economic
relations of society; in doing so it satisfies the general political
interests of the economically dominant class. So that while the bureau-
cracy might believe itself to be above class, it nevertheless serves the

interests of the ruling class.!

While the theory of bureaucracy in the Critique is similar to the
version described above, which is drawn from Marx's mature writings, it
differs from it in at least one important aspect. While the theory of

bureaucracy in The Eighteenth Brumaire of Louis Bonaparte and The Civil

War in France, for instance, incorporates a notion of class rule, there

is no such notion in the Critique. According to the Critique the bureau-
cracy serves only its own interests and protects only its own property.2
In the Critique, but not in the mature writings, Marx describes the
bureaucracy as the ruling class and the property it safequards in per-

forming the state functions is the state itself.?

It could be argued that this difference between the Critique and
later works, like the difference on the definition of the proletariat

between the Introduction and what followed it, is primarily empirical

IMESW, I, 463, 478, 482-483, 484-485.

2This important point, which is appreciated by Hunt, The Political
Ideas of Marx and Engels, Vol. I, p. 66, escapes Avineri, op. cit.,
pp. 23-24,

3Early Writings, pp. 108, 109.
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rather than theoretical.! Such an argument could propose that by focus-
sing on the Prussian bureaucracy Marx examined a special.case; for, as

he wrote in The German Ideology, "during the epoch of absolute monarchy

... [the state] acquired an abnormal independence...which in other coun-
tries was only transitory...[although] it has [been] maintained in

Germany until the present day".2

We will see, however, that there are
significant theoretical aspects of the analysis of bureaucracy in the
Critigue which not only suggest that its substantive theory of the state
is more or less peculiar to that work3, no matter how much superficial
resemblance it bears to later treatments, but that these peculiarities
have methodological ramifications which distinguish the work from Marx's
later materialist analyses. So that while Marx can be quoted as saying
in the Critique that the "political constitution at its highest point is
thus the constitution of private property"", it can not be assumed that
the meaning of this statement is equivalent to later statements of the
materialist method made in his mature works. It is through a critical

consideration of Marx's conception in the Critique of both 'class' and

'property' that the materialist content of the work will be assessed.

In his mature thought Marx defined class in terms of the social
relations of production. This contrasts sharply with Hegel's conception,
in which class is defined through objective spheres of service. 1In the

Philosophy of Right it is the inter-dependence and reciprocity of men in

the satisfaction of their needs which constitutes class relations.®

Hegel says that class divisions derive from "particular systems of needs,

!This is suggested by David McLellan, The Thought of Karl Marx,
p. 183.

2The German Ideology, p. 212.

3This will be discussed more fully in Chapter 7 below.

l'Er:lr;xWritings, p. 166.

5Hegel, Philosophy of Right, p. 129,
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means, and types of work relative to these needs".1

It is generally
recognised that whereas Marx differentiated between the land-holding
class and the peasantry, Hegel specified only an agricultural class com-
prising both lord and peasant; while Marx differentiated between the
class of capitalists and the proletariat, Hegel specified only a manufac-
turing class. And while Marx shared with Hegel the observation that the
state activity is functionally specific, he did not share Hegel's view
that those drawn into the state service form a distinct governing class.?

The difference between Hegel and Marx on the concept of class is thus

well drawn.? Or so it would seem.

In the Critique Marx's notion of class is much closer to Hegel's

than the one which he went on to develop in The German Ideology and later

works. It is evident in Marx's discussion of political class, for
instance, that his theoretical precepts of class analysis, while composed
as an alternative to Hegel's scheme, employs a general frame of reference
which is restricted by essentially Hegelian limitations. In rejecting
Hegel's exposition of the political role of the agricultural class as
that of representing the unity of the political state, Marx postulates

y

instead a primary role for "the class of private citizens". Use of the

concept 'class of private citizens' indicates the Hegelian nature of

'1pid., p. 131.

21pid., pp. 131-132. It is interesting to note that Marx's view of
the executive power of the state as comprising the police and the judici-
ary as well as the governmental executive is also Hegel's and acknow-
ledged by Marx in the Critique, Early Writings, p. 100, to be an idea
peculiar to Hegel, where other thinkers have treated "the administrative
and judicial arms of government as antitheses”.

3The difference between the Hegelian and Marxist theories of class
is outlined in G.D.H. Cole, Some Relations Between Political and Economic
Theory, pp. 66-67. Cole's book is largely forgotten, partly outdated,
but nonetheless highly stimulating. A treatment of Hegel's theory of
class can be found in Avineri, Hegel's Theory of the Modern State.

l'Early Writings, p. 164, and also ibid., pp. 136, 144, 146.
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Marx's class theory of 1843, The citizenry could constitute a class only
in the context of Hegel's conception of class as a functional sphere of
service, and the idea is foreign to Marx's mature model in which class is
conceived materially as a consequence of the relations of social produc-
tion. Similarly, while Marx complains that "Hegel proceeds from the

assumption that the universal class is the class of civil servants"?

, his
remarks are directed against Hegel's view of the alleged universality of
the bureaucracy and not its supposed class nature. There is nothing to
show that in the Critique Marx does not accept the bureaucracy as a
fully constituted class, a position which he later rejected. The class
component of the theory of the state bureaucracy in the Critigue, like

the conception of the class of private citizens, remains largely Hegelian

and pre-materialist.

The assumption that the class analysis of the Critique is material-
ist is encouraged, perhaps, by the brief discussion in the work which has
been identified by a number of writers as an anticipation in Marx's
thought of the 'proletariat' as the class of historical transformation.
Although he does not use the term, Marx's discusgion of "the class of
immediate labour", which he says is "not so much...a class of civil
society as...the ground on which the circles of civil society move and

"2

have their being"“, can be seen to foreshadow the discussion of the pro-

letariat in the Introduction, written just after the Critique, and also

in Marx's later work. It has been shown above that the conception of the

proletariat in the Introduction is quite unlike that of Marx's later

thought. It should also be emphasised that the concept of the class of
immediate labour does not refer to the proletariat in the sense that

Marx later came to understand the term, for it can be more readily seen

'1pid., p. 136.
21bid., pp. 146-147.
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as a category employed to demonstrate the legalistic limitations of

Hegel's class analysis, but not to initiate a materialist class model.

Shlomo Avineri! has said that Marx's discussion of the class of

immediate labour follows the Philosophy of Right 8243, in which Hegel

points out that the amassing of social wealth through demographic and
industrial expansion results in the poverty and distress of factory
labour.? 1In the next paragraph Hegel goes on to argue that an intensifi-

n3  of the pobel or

cation of poverty results in "the creation of a rabble
proletariat. In Prussia during the 1840s 'proletariat' was a term used
to signify not merely industrial workers, but a much larger social group-
ing in which dispossessed peasants and landless agricultural labourers
predominated. This group was a numerically significant section of the
population and largely ‘unincorporated', that is, without membership of
an estate and therefore outside the established order of civil society.
Marx's class of immediate labour most probably refers to the large mass
of dispossessed agricultural labourers who supported the grain export
industry, Germany's main economic activity during the period. It could
thus be said that the propertyless agricultural labourers ultimately sup-
ported German society, but because largely unincorporated they were them-
selves outside civil society and did not constitute a class in the
Hegelian sense. Marx's reference to the class of immediate labour there-
fore, flies in the face of Hegel's class model and contradicts Hegel's
description of the agricultural class as the "immediate" class which "has
Y

its capital in the natural products of the soil which it cultivates".

The significance of Marx's comments is in the fact that they point to a

!Avineri, The Social and Political Thought of Karl Marx, p. 25.

2Hegel, op. cit., pp. 149-150.
31bid., p. 150.
“Ibid., p. 131.
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social development for which the traditional legalistic concept of class
is inadequate, and specifically indicates the archaic analysis of class

in Hegel.

Marx's account of class in the Critique is not, therefore, an
endorsement of Hegel. On the contrary. In an endeavour to show that
there is full harmony and no disparity between political and civil reality
"Hegel wishes to demonstrate", as Marx says, "that the classes of civil

1

society are the political Estates". Marx entirely rejects this view for

the position that there is a fundamental "separation of political life
and civil society"z, and argues for this proposition, in part, by claim-
ing that since the French Revolution the Estates have been "transformed
into social classes, i.e. the class distinctions in civil society became
merely social differences in private life of no significance in political
1ife".?® Marx, then, rejects the archaic content of Hegel's class analy-
sis in saying that the essentially Medieval E;tate is breaking down into
merely apolitical classes of civil society.“ However, Marx's prognosis
of the development from Estate to class demonstrates the extent to which

his analysis derives from an Hegelian conception and amounts to a pre-

materialist theory of class in the Critique.

It is clear that in 1843 Marx appreciated that a change had occurred
in the reality of class and that the basis of class distinction had there-

fore changed also:

lEarly Writings, p. 144.
21pbid., p. l46.
31pigd.

“as we have seen, the bureaucracy provides an exception to this:
"The Medieval 'Estate' survived only in the bureaucracy, in which civil
and political positions are immediately identical", ibid.
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Class distinction here [in civil society] is no

longer a distinction between autonomous groups

distinguished by their needs and their work...

distinctions are [now] variable and fluid and

their principle is that of arbitrariness. The

chief criteria are those of money and education. !
But in noting the change from a rigid structure of Estate hierarchies to
a free forming order of economically determined social class Marx reveals
a theory of the emerging class situation which he later dismissed as one
of "'Vulgar' common sense"?, and shows his ambiguity and uncertainty with
the concept of 'class' itself. Money and education, while at least
partly economic criteria of class distinction imply a model of class
which is nonetheless at odds with the materialist analysis of class based
on a comprehension of a social group's relation to the means of produc-
tion. In employing the income criteria 6f class difference Marx
restricts the meaning of class to the distribution through society of
attributes which relate primarily to the individual. Not only does such
a conception of class ignore the wider context of social factors which
underlie the distribution of advantages, such as production relations, it
conceives class society as a smooth gradation of income groups rather
than a structure of social cleavage isomorphic to classes with antagonis-
tic interests. Marx's class theory in the Critique differs from his
later theory of class in so far as the former points to the distribution
of the individual attributes income and education rather than the rela-

tions of social groups to the means of production and proposes, in effect,

a stratification scheme rather than a model of class conflict.® Indeed,

11pid.

2“'Vulgar' common sense turns class differences into differences in
the size of one's purse", Karl Marx, Selected Writings in Sociology and
Social Philosophy, p. 208.

3For the difference between distributive and relational aspects of
class, the individual nature of stratum and the group nature of class, and
the notion of stratification as a smooth gradation and class implying con-~
flict, see respectively, André Béteille, 'Editor's Introduction' to Social
Inequality, p. 13; Ralf Dahrendorf, Class and Class Conflict in Industrial
Society, p. ix; T.B. Bottomore, Classes in Modern Society, pp. 25-26.
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Marx's prognosis of social differentiation over time conceives the his-
torical development as a movement from Estate to class and from class to

individual social position devoid of class determination.

Marx says that "civil society has divided within itself into class
and social position" and adds parenthetically in the same paragraph that
the "civil society of the present is the principle of individualism car-
ried to its logical conclusion".! The discussion is far from precise,
but in the context it appears that Marx sees the emergence of class out
of the politically organised Estates as only a transition to individual-
isation in which class accounts for little and social difference has to
be understood in terms of individual social position rather than class
membership. Under such conditions social "distinctions are variable and
fluid and their principle is that of arbitrariness", as we saw Marx claim
above. This position is implied by the theory of stratification based on
an income distribution criterion of social difference and quite in oppo-
sition to Marx's later theory of class, which both took account of the
individualisation of bourgeois society and held that individual existence
was largely conditioned by class position. And while in his later writ-
ings it is argued that there is an element of fluidity and arbitrariness
at the individual level, Marx also maintains that this leaves unaltered

the fundamental class reality.2

So far it has been shown that the concept of class employed in the
Critique is largely derived from the Hegelian terminology and that Marx's
own theory of social differentiation is similar to the stratification
theory of certain trends in modern empirical sociology. We have also

noted that this latter position is opposed to Marx's mature theory of

1Ear;y Writings, p. 147.

2cf. The German Ideology, pp. 69-70, and also Selected Writings in
Sociology and Social Philosophy, p. 208.
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class. Marx's divergence from class theory in the Critique is partly a
consequence of his uncertainty as to how far the class concept can be
stretched when it retains an Hegelian form. It is only when the Hegelian
class concept ceased to dominate Marx's thought that he was able to
develop his own characteristic understanding of the class nature of bour-
geois society and ceased to see civil society as composed of merely
"isolated monads", to use a term he employed in the essay On the Jewish
Question. As it is used in the Critique the concept 'class' denotes an
objective sphere of service and presupposes a functional definition of
class.! As the structural prerequisites of class defined in these terms
were breaking down at the time of Marx's writing the Critique, and as
this was the only concept of class available to him, Marx's projection of
the social developments taking place at the time had to be described
through a declassed terminology. Marx's vacillation on the usefulness
of class analysis is clear in his statement that

...whether an individual remains in a class or not

depends partly on his work, partly on chance. The

class itself is now no more than a superficial

determination of the individual, for it is neither

implicit in his work, nor does it present itself to

him as an objective community, organised according

to established laws and standing in a fixed relation-

ship to him. It is rather the case that he has no

real relation to his substantive activity, to his

real class.?
Marx obviously accepts that the concept of class refers to an objective
community based on substantive activity of a particular service nature.

As this reality of class has lost its legal and political sustenance,

class can only be a superficial determination of the individual and this

lstanislaw Ossowski, Class Structure in the Social Consciousness,
Chapter 4, provides a discussion of the functional definition of class,
which unfortunately does not mention Hegel.

2garly Writings, p. 147.
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means that the individual has no real relation to his 'real' class. That
is to say that the class concept, as it is understood here, bears no
relation to the class reality. A different class concept would define

the class reality differently.

It will be clear from this discussion of class that Marx's ideas in
the Critique are still being formed; he has not yet developed his own
conceptions and in commenting on Hegel accepts Hegel's terms of reference.
We have also seen that Marx's theory and methodology of class in the
Critique could not easily be called 'materialist'. What is true of class
in this regard is equally true of the state. Let us return to the quasi-

methodological claims through which materialism is attributed to the

Critigue.

Iv

It is from the general statement of man's social nature and the
determining influence of social and economic forces on political struc-
tures and conditions, rather than from any particular theory of class or
state bureaucracy, that evidence of the Critique's materialism can best
be drawn. In the earliest pages of the Critique Marx takes issue with
Hegel's idealism and appears to develop an alternative model of material
determination. Marx complains that Hegel attempts "to provide the polit-
ical constitution with a relationship to the abstract Idea and to estab-
lish it as a link in the life-history of the Idea — an obvious mystifica-
tion"!, and also that Hegel tends "to dissolve the existing political

2

determinations into abstract ideas"”. Marx's own view, on the other

hand, is that

'1bid., pp. 69-70.
2Ipid., p. 73.



46

The family and civil society are the precondi-

tions of the state; they are the true agents;

but in speculative philosophy it is the reverse. !
In the words of the well used phrase, Marx stands Hegel on his feet; and
he does so by claiming that the human condition is determined not by Mind

2

but Matter. Hegel forgets, says Marx, that "the affairs of state are

nothing but the modes of action and existence of the social qualities of
men".? It is, no doubt, the appearance of statements of this kind in the
Critique which has led Shlomo Avineri, for instance, to conclude that
Marx "must thus be considered a materialist at this period, and the
dichotomy between a young, ‘humanistic’, 'idealist' Marx gi§7§73i§_an
older, ‘'determinist’, 'materialist' Marx has no foundation whatsoever in

the Marxian texts themselves"."

Avineri's is a very strong claim. Not
only does it assert the materialism of the Critique, it implies that Marx

went on to do no more than refine the materialist method he first

employed in 1843.

The 'materialism' Marx used in his critique of Hegel is an applica-
tion of Ludwig Feuerbach's 'transformative method'. This latter
basically consists of reversing the primacy Hegel attributed to the Idea
or Spirit over Man and Nature, so that for Feuerbach Mind is a function
of Natural Man. Feuerbach's critique of Hegel amounts to his pointing
out that Man, the proper subject of both history and philosophy, has been

turned by Hegel into a mere Predicate. The transformative method

l11bid., p. 62.

2Hegel did not deny the fact of social and economic forces, he
assumed that these were merely the mechanisms through which the World
Spirit operated.

3Early Writings, p. 78.

l'1-\vineri, The Social and Political Thought of Karl Marx, pp. 38-39.
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reverses and corrects what it conceives to be a conceptual inversion. !
Avineri acknowledges the Feuerbachian nature of the Critique's
materialismz, but fails to explore or appreciate its implications for an

understanding of Marx's methodological development.

While it is legitimate to describe Marx's employment of a negoti-
ated transformative method in the Critique as a version of materialism,
it is at best question begging and in fact erroneous to go on to maintain
that this materjalism is a genuine uniform element in the entire corpus
of Marx's thought, as Avineri does. It ignores the real and significant
differences between the Feuerbachian inspired materialism of the Critique
and Marx's own version of historical materialism which he later developed.
It also ignores the limitations of the Critique's materialism which were

criticised and corrected in Marx's work after 1845.3

Although the Critique may be described as having a materialist ele-
ment, this is an insufficient ground from which to contest the dichotomy
between Marx's thought in his early work and his mature thought. In the
latter the materialist methodology does not assume merely man's social
essence, social causation or even that "the economic sphere ultimately
determines politics"", to mention a few phrases which have been used to
typify the Critique's materialism. Marx's mature materialism assumes
rather that there is a "connection of the social and political structure

with production"s, as he puts it in The German Ideology. In 1847 Marx

lnye need only turn the predicate into the subject and thus as sub-
ject into object and principle — that is, only reverse speculative
philosophy. In this way we have the unconcealed, pure and untarnished
truth", Ludwig Feuerbach, 'Preliminary Theses on the Reform of
Philosophy', p. 154. For Marx's discussion of the subject/predicate mix
in Hegel, cf. Early Writings, p. 80.

2avineri, op. cit., p. 38.
3This is explored in Chapter 4 below.
“Avineri, op. cit., p. 38.

SPhe German Ideology, p. 36.
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described his materialist methodology more fully when he argued that the
process of production is at the heart of social relations and that the
specific character of different societies can be attributed to differ-
ences in the means of production employed in different societies.! His-
torical materialism, then, argues that social and political relations
undergo change in correspondence to changes in the productive forces and
relations operating in the economic base of society; that the means of
production engender particular social relations of production and that
these set the limits to the form and relations of society and polity and
have some causal connection with them. The major difference between the
materialism of the Critigue and Marx's later writings is that the latter
specifies the production activity and its material concomitants as the

determinant of social forms and relations, in the former there is no such

notion.

Not only is the conceptual content of Marx's early materialism dif-
ferent from historical materialism, the theoretical function of each is
also different. The materialism of the Critique is confined to the
application of a somewhat mechanical method which has very little value
beyond it providing a critique of Hegel's philosophy. It is a philosoph-
ical method rather than a scientific methodology of empirical signifi-
cance; it makes a general point of principle rather than providing an
understanding of particular societies, their structure and development.
It looks very like a part of what Marx later described as "a general
historico-philosophical theory, the supreme virtue of which consists in

being super—historical".2 Marx's mature materialism , on the other

1cf. 'Wage Labour and Capital', MESW, I, 159-160; The Poverty of
Philosophy, pp. 95-96; 'Preface to A Contribution...', MESW, I, 503-504.

2Marx to the Editorial Board of the 'Otechestvenniye Zapiski',
November 1877, Selected Correspondence, p. 313. The difference between
'method' and 'methodology' is appreciated by Joachim Israel, 'Remarks
Concerning Some Problems of Marxist Class Theory', p. 12.
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hand, is more properly a scientific methodology through which

Empirical observation must in each separate

instance bring out empirically, and without any

mystification and speculation, the connection

of the social and political structure with pro-

duction. !
Marx's application of the materialist method in the Critigue has none of
this empirical tracing of political relations to the means and manner of
material production, and is able to go no further than recognise in broad
and general terms that the political constitution has a social basis.

The relation postulated in the Critique between society and polity is

quite unlike that assumed in Marx's mature materialist methodology.

This last point will be substantiated by a consideration of the

claim made in the Critique that

...the political state cannot exist without the

natural basis of the family and the artificial

basis of civil society.2
The reference here to the family and to the difference between the natu-
ral basis of the family and the artificial basis of civil society has the
character of a criticism of Hegel rather than an analysis of the politi-
cal state in materialist terminology. Marx is arguing against Hegel's

w3 j5 gufficient to

contention that "the natural principle of the family
explain the representation of landed proprietors in the Prussian legis-
lature. Hegel's position is that the inheritance of landed property,

which is carried through the family by primogeniture, provides a natural

basis of political entitlement. Contrary to this Marx says that birth,

and therefore the family, can only provide one with individual existence

l?he German Ideology, p. 36.

2Early Writings, p. 63.

3phi losophy of Right, p. 199, quoted by Marx, Early Writings,
p. 173.
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and constitute one as a natural individual, whereas "political determina-
tions such as the legislature, etc., are social products, born of society

and not of the natural individual”.!

Marx's materialism in the Critique
takes him no further than the claim that it is social convention — "the
artificial basis of civil society" — which ascribes political entitlement
to the landed family, and not "the natural principle of the family"
itself. There is here no materialist analysis of these conventions and

2 1t is

Marx accounts for them by falling back on contract assumptions.
the social basis of the family as an institution and not the relations

of social production which constitutes Marx's early 'materialist method-

ology"'.

It is perhaps in his discussion of primogeniture and in his cri-
tique of Hegel's postulations on the matter that Marx most seems to
employ a materialist methodology based on the primacy of economic factors.
For it is in the analysis and critique of primogeniture that Marx deve-
lops an account of private property which strikingly resembles that found
in his later historical materialism, but which on examination reveals the
particular nature of his early materialism:

Whereas according to Hegel primogeniture represents
the power of the political state over private prop-
erty, it is in fact the power of abstract private
property over the political state. He makes the
cause into the effect and the effect into the cause,
the determining factor into the determined and
vice-versa.?

This statement concludes a paragraph which opens with a comment on the

observation that for Hegel "primogeniture is merely an exigency of
g

'Ibid., p. 174.

. A particular birth can become the birth of a peer or a king
only by virtue of general agreement”, ibid.

31bid., p. 167.
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politics" in so far as the political need for social representation in
the legislature is met by the entitled Estate of land-owners and that the
mechanism by which the Estate is maintained and perpetuated is primo-
geniture. This runs parallel to Hegel's more directly central view that
the state embodies a General Interest from which derives the various
Particular Interests of civil society. Marx's response to Hegel's claim
that primogeniture is a consequence of a political cause is the counter-
claim that "In reality primogeniture is a consequence of private property
in the strict sense, private property petrified, private property (quand
gémg) at the point of its greatest autonomy and sharpest definition".!
An examination of the notion of 'private property' emploved in the
Critique reveals that Marx's discussion is largely an internal philo-
sophical critique of Hegel which, while bearing some resemblance to the

concept found in his mature writingz, can not be regarded as an applica-

tion or instance of historical materialism.

Marx amplifies his notion of private property when he says that

The 'inalienability' of private property implies the
'alienability' of the universal freedom of the will
and of ethical life. Property is no longer mine in
so far as 'I put my will into it'; it is truer to
say that my will only exists 'in so far as it exists
in the property'. My will does not possess, it is
possessed.

The distinguishing feature, therefore, of private property is that the
owner exists exclusively in terms of it. This is similar to what emerges

in the discussion of exchange in Capital, where Marx says that "persons

l1pid.

2Shlomo Avineri, 'The Hegelian Origins of Marx's Political Thought’,
Pp. 9-11, compares the early and later conceptions of 'private property',
without discussing the methodological differences between them.

3Early Writings, p. 196. This is contrary to Hegel's view in which
the unlimited right of the will to dispose of an object defines private
property.
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exist for one another merely as representatives of, and, therefore, as
owners of, commodities...we shall find, in general, that the characters
who appear on the economic stage are but the personifications of the

! fThe difference between the

economic relations that exist between them".
Critique and Marx's later writing, however, is that in the latter private
property is seen as a product of the labour of producers or as synonymous
with capital — it is understood in a materialist fashion, in terms of
productionz; in the Critique private property is the object of any rela-
tionship between an individual or group and a faculty to which he or it
has exclusive access understood in political and moral terms based on

'needs'.?

The conception of 'private property' in the Critique is not only
different from the conception of 'private property' in, say, Capital, it
is also contradictory to it. Because "the dependence [of business] upon
the government treasury has a high ethical content" the wealth of busi-
ness can not be regarded as "true private property...[for] it is condi-
tioned by its connections with the wealth of the whole society, with

* This point is not merely an

property conceived as social property".
empirical one about the dependence of Prussian industry and business on

the Zollverein and other means of government support, for in the case of

private property par excellence "the nerves connecting it to society are

severed and its isolation from civil society is assured"®, so that theo-

retically speaking capital and commodities are precluded from the

'capital, I, 89.

2Tn the 1844 Manuscripts, for instance, Marx defines the subjective
essence of private property as labour, and in the Communist Manifesto
private property is synonymous with capital.

3c£. the discussion in Early Writings, p. 166.
“1bid., pp. 170, 166.
SIbid., p. 166.
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category of private property as it is understood in the Critique, for

they require social production for their existence and embody a 'social

1

substance', labour. Private property in the Critique is, therefore,

'private' in the liberal sense of being free of the 'public' sphere in

its formation or consequence. In any event, Marx's early conception of
'private property' is informed by different principles than those deve-
loped in the later writings premised on the historical materialist

methodology.

While 'private property' has in one sense a much more limited
application in the Critique than in the mature writings, in another sense

its scope is much wider:

When we meet primogeniture in its classical form,
i.e. among the Germanic peoples, we also encounter
the constitution of private property. Private
property is the universal category, the universal
bond of the state. Even the general functions
appear to be privately owned, the property of
either a corporation or a class.

The various forms of trade and business are
here the private property of particular corpora-
tions. Offices at court, powers of jurisdiction,
etc., are the private property of particular
classes. The different provinces are the private
property of particular princes, etc. Service for
one's country is the private property of the ruler.
Spirit is the private property of the clergy. Any
activities I carry out in the course of my duty
are the private property of someone else, just as
my rights are the private property of someone else.
Sovereignty, in this case nationality, is the pri-
vate property of the Emperor.2

One can not avoid noticing Marx's irony in all of this, an irony which
comes from extending Hegel's own general definition of private property

to a whole range of particular cases in order to expose the internal

1cf. 'Wage Labour and Capital', MESW, I, 160; and 'Wages, Price
and Profit', MESW, II, 49.

2Earl;zﬁWritings, p- 178.
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contradiction of Hegel's account of primogeniture and the state. But
Marx's ironical and critical phrasing coincides with his acceptance of
the formal definition of private property as an object to which an indi-
vidual or group has exclusive right of access and disposal. If private
property is "the universal category" — a category applicable to all
things, including the state — the state could not embody the General
Interest, as Hegel says it does, for "even the general functions [of the

state] appear to be privately owned".

When Marx says that "primogeniture represents...the power of

abstract private property over the political state"!

, he is not advancing
a materialist proposition but extending the point he had earlier made
concerning the bureaucracy. We have already seen that he argues that the
bureaucracy, conceptualised as the universal class by Hegel, uses the
state as its private property in the satisfaction of its own particular
interests. "Primogeniture", Marx says, "is merely the particular form of
the general relationship obtaining between private property and the

political state".?

This general relationship is one in which the various
functions of the state serve particular interests as the property of
those interests and that these interests, in their turn, direct the 'will!
of the functionaries themselves. "Primogeniture is the political meaning
of private property", Marx continues, "private property in its political
significance, i.e. in its universal significance. Here then, the consti-

"3  The landed Estate,

tution is the constitution of private property.
which is maintained through primogeniture, is best suited to the legis-

lative function not because of its incorrupﬁabflity, as Hegel argues;

rather it performs the legislative function because that function is its

l1pid., p. 167.
21pid., p. 177.
31bid.
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private property and it is its private property because private landed
property bestows a political significance and role. The constitution is
the private property of the Entitled Estate. The péwer of private prop-
erty over the state exists in the absence of a General Interest in the
state. Political processes are not understood here in terms of the
material processes of production in society, but in terms of the multi-

farious interest groups which hold functional positions in the state.

In formulating his critique of Hegel Marx develops a critique of
the political state. His comments on primogeniture and the state can be
interpreted as meaning both that the constitution is the property of the
landed Estate and that the landed Estate defends its landed property in
and through the constitution. This latter interpretation is not foremost
in the Critique, but is certainly implied in it and is similar to the

position Marx articulated during 1842 in Anekdota and Rheinische Zeitung

articles which condemned the advantage provided by certain laws to sec-
tional interests.! These comments on the legal sanctions of material
interests do not appear as a recognition of economic determination in
political life, but are part of a critique of the political state based
on very different premises. Unlike his mature writings, in which the
state was condemned as a force of class oppression, the overthrow of
which was the necessary condition of human liberation, Marx argues in the
Critique (and the earlier essays) that laws such as these and the satis-
faction of such interests are contrary to the true nature of the state

which, as a rational organism, is capable of raising the true essence of

licomments on the Latest Prussian Censorship Instruction', in
Loyd Easton and Kurt Guddat (eds.), Writings of the Young Marx on
Philosophy and Society; 'Proceedings on the Sixth Rhenish Parliament:
Third Article', in David McLellan (ed.), Karl Marx: Early Texts.
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man to its full station.! Marx's critique of Hegel, in David McLellan's
words, is that his enterprise "was based on subjective conceptions that
were at variance with empirical reality“z, and his critique of the state
is that the idealist vision of its potential is not yet realised. This
raises the whole question of Marx's epistemology in the Critique, which

will be discussed in the next chapter.

It will be clear from this chapter that Marx's early theory of
revolution, state and society, his early conceptions of the proletariat,
class and private property, indicate a methodology which is at variance
with his later historical materialist methodology on which is founded a
different social and political theory employing different conceptions of

the proletariat, class and private property.

let, Early Writings, pp. 128-129, 185-186. Cf. also Auguste Cornu,
The Origins of Marxian Thought, p. 78; Louis Dupré, The Philosophical
Foundations 2£_Marxism, pp. 106-107; Arthur McGovern, 'The Young Marx on
the State', p. 444.

2pavid McLellan, Marx Before Marxism, p. 144; see the same author's
Karl Marx, p. 69.




Chapter 2

EPISTEMOLOGY




58

The examination of the Critique and the Introduction conducted in

the previous chapter has revealed that Marx's early thought is signifi-
cantly distinct in many respects from his mature thought. It has also
been shown that they are theoretically discontinuous in the sense that
his early and mature thought can not cohabit a single intellectual space
without contradiction. In particular we have seen that the theory of

proletarian revolution in the Introduction contains not only a very dif-

ferent social analysis to the theory of proletarian revolution developed

in the Communist Manifesto, but also that the two have very different

conceptions of the unity of theory and practice — one based on an appre-
ciation of philosophy's potency which is denied by the other. It has
also been shown that the method employed in the Critique is not 'material-
ist' in the sense of Marx's later materialism and that these dissimilar
methods are related to quite distinct, indeed competing conceptions of
class and property. Assuming the symmetry of political perception, ori-
entation and objective on the one hand, and methodology and epistemology
on the other, which was noted near the beginning of the previous chapter,
it would follow that there is little likelihood of Marx's early writings
providing the epistemological foundation of his mature thought. It will
be shown in this chapter that Marx's epistemology in the Critique is more
readily classified as idealist than materialist, and that Marx repudiated

this epistemology in his mature writings.

While it is demonstrated below that the epistemoloyy which Marx
employs in the Critique is utterly unlike that found in his later writ-
ings, it is also noted that they manifest a verbal similarity in so far
as both assume a distinction between 'essence' and 'appearance' and both
assume that knowledge of reality is located in the conceptualisation of

'essence’'.
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The first part of this chapter attempts to elucidate the idealist
essentialism of Marx's early epistemology and the second part, the natu-
ralist or scientific nature of his mature essentialist epistemology. In
the final section of the chapter is an argument attempting to demonstrate
that contrary to some evaluations Marx's mature essentialism is indeed

scientific.

A crucial characteristic, which distinguishes Marx's science, is
its critical dimension. In his scientific analysis of capitalism Marx
both criticises capitalism intellectually and furnishes a revolutionary
political movement with cogéaﬁ@ve elements necessary for an insurrection-
ary strategy against capital;;m. Marx's early idealist epistemology too
is of a critical nature. But as it is in substance so it is in this
regard quite dissimilar to the mature epistemology. These differences

between the essentialism of the Critique on the one hand, and Capital on

the other, are also hinted at in the present chapter.

It will be attempted below to demonstrate over all that the episte-
mology of the Critigue does not and could not furnish Marx's mature
thought with an epistemological foundation, and that the epistemology

employed in his later writings is not to be found in the Critique.

i
It is through Marx's notion of 'true democracy' and its attendant
concepts that the Critique's epistemology can be most readily discerned,
for it is in this notion that his assumptions concerning the intellectual

conditions of knowledge most clearly operate.

We saw above that Marx accepted, with Hegel, that the state is a
rational organism. His difference with Hegel on this matter concerns the

question of the state's democratic element:
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The direct participation of all individuals in
deliberating and deciding on political matters

of general concern is, according to Hegel,
'tantamount to a proposal to put the democratic
element without any rational form into the organ-
ism of the state, although it is only in virtue

of the possession of such a form that the state

is an organism at all'. That is to say that where
the state organism is purely formal, the demo-
cratic element can enter into it only as a formal
element. However, the democratic element should
rather be the real element which confers a rational
form on the organism of the state as a whole. If
on the other hand it enters the organism or formal-
ism of the state as a 'particular' element, its
'rational form' will be nothing more than an emas-
culation, an accommodation, denying its own partic-
ular nature, i.e. it will function purely as a
formal principle.1

For Marx, but not for Hegel, the democratic element is the element of
'reality' in the state, without which the state denies its own nature,
denies its rational form. Implicit in Marx's claim that the reality of
the rational state is its democratic element is the further claim that
undemocratic states, while not devoid of empirical existence, are never-
theless 'unreal' in so far as they lack a democratic element, for such
states lack also a rational form. It is precisely in terms of their
incompleteness in this regard, in their absence of democracy, that Marx
describes the state when it takes the monarchic or the republican form.?
Indeed, it is on this basis that Marx contrasts "the political state"
with "the real state", the former being deficient of the rational form
which is manifest in the latter.? As an existing state may be less than

‘real’, so may existing democracy be less than ‘'true'. The political

state, as it is understood in Marx's terminology, is able to attain no

1Early Writings, pp. 185-186; emphasis added.
2Ibid., pp. 87, 89.

3The 'real state' is also called the 'material state' and the
'unpolitical state'; the 'political state’', the 'constitutional state',
ibid., pp. 90, 119, 120, 129.
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more than a 'formal democracy', as opposed to 'real democracy'. Formal
democracy is characterised by the fact that under its regime man leads a
merely legal rather than a fully human existence.! The condition for
existence of 'the real state', on the other hand, is 'true democracy', in
which "the constitution [is] founded on its true ground: real human
beings and the real people; not merely implicitly and in essence, but in
existence and in reality".2 The principlé}defect of the modern age,
according to Marx, and this point summaéises and unifies his comments on
the state and democracy, is the separation of man from his objective
essence.’ This condition of estrangement is sanctioned, according to
Marx, in Hegel's refusal to acknowledge that the reality of the state as

the rational organism is in its true democracy.

The full force of Marx's account of the state of true democracy
relies upon a distinction between man's condition of alienated legal
existence and the associated 'existing' structure of the state on the one
hand, and the 'reality' of man's human existence in the rational state on
the other. For Marx assumes that what exists, or appears to exist, may
be neither real nor true. Marx also assumes, and this is crucial to his
argument, that 'reality' is immanent in 'existence', that existing condi-
tions — undemocratic and without rationality though they are — neverthe-
less contain unrealised 'reality'. For Marx argues that while the objec-
tive essence of man is denied its full expression when the state takes a

purely political form, it nevertheless abides in man as a dormant or

l1pid., p. 88; cf. also pp. 143-144.

21bid., p. 87. Marx seldom refers to "true democracy" (p. 88), but
"democracy", although it is clear from the context when he is talking
about formal or true democracy.

3uthe modern age...isolates the objective essence of man, treating
it as something purely external and material. It does not treat the con-
tent of man as his true reality", ibid., p. 148.
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unrealised determinant.! The potential for reality, therefore, is in
existence itself. Marx says, for instance, that the contradiction
between civil society and the state which is manifest in the merely par-
tial participation in the state "symbolise([s] the demand that this con-
tradiction be resolved”.? The transformation of existence into reality,
according to these tenets, is the result of a progressive unfolding of
the essence inherent in man and inherent in the state as constituted by
the people in true democracy. In differentiating existence and reality
Marx is not postulating, therefore, an ideal reality of a normative
nature which is independent of empirical existence and which functions
as an external principle of moral criticism. 'Existence' and 'reality'
are for Marx but distinct phases in the state's development as the
rational organism. In the state's phase of pre-historical existence, in
its political form, the universality proper to it is absent. At this
stage man's essence is suppressed in legal or political existence. In
the real state, on the other hand, man's essence is realised with true

democracy; the state then is a truly universal and rational organism.

The concept 'true democracy' serves three purposes in the Critique.
Firstly, in demonstrating that the political state is not the real state
it acts as a cfitical measure which is held against Hegel's idea of the
state. While Hegel attempts to prove that the constitutional monarchy,
the political state, represents the fulfilment of the ideal of the
rational state Marx shows the exact opposite; that which Hegel applauds
Marx proclaims illusory. The idealist vision is not yet realised. This
raises the second purpose. By showing that the real state is one of true

democracy Marx constructs the theoretical base from which he is able to

v . the real subject, man, remains the same and does not forfeit
his identity in the various determinations of his being", ibid., p. 149.

21bid., p. 131; emphasis in original.
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engage the Prussian state in a revolutionary polemic. It is in the

letters published in the Deutsch-Franzosische Jahrbucher, written during

and just after the drafting of the Critique, rather than in the Critique

itself, that this polemic is conducted. But its theoretical basis is in
the Critique, and as Marx regards Hegel's idealfisﬁ%horoughly Prussian,

At

his Critigue of Hegel's Philosophy of Right serves as an implicit critique
of the Prussian state. Marx does not criticise the existing (Prussian)
state for moral default and he does not appeal to such principles as
equality and justice. Rather, he arques that a state which censors,
promulgates tendentious laws and in other ways restricts the full parti-
cipation of the people in the state is inevitably doomed. In the pro-
gressive unfolding of man's inherent essence the Prussian state, there-
fore, will be democratised out of existence into reality. Finally, the
concept 'true democracy' signifies an epistemological position. As
'reality' is not the same as 'existence', but merely immanent in it,
knowledge of reality, of what is true, can not be acquired from experi-
ence. This is because one can experience only what exists. Experience
can not give rise to knowledge of the real state, for "in the modern
world the idea of the state can appear only in the abstraction of the
'merely political state'".! In order to claim knowledge of the real
state, in order to know what is true and therefore what is not true about
existence, Marx requires the concept 'true democracy'. Marx's commitment
to democracy in the Critique is as much an epistemological stance as a

revolutionary political one.

These three functions of 'true democracy' are closely interrelated
and it is therefore difficult, in particular, to separate the epistemo-

logical from the other aspects of the notion. Even more than his polemic

'1pid., p. 183.
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against the Prussian state Marx's epistemology is implicit rather than
clearly stated in the Critique. Its strands have to be extracted from
the text and reconstructed ab extra. Let us recapitulate briefly. Marx
argues that the truth of the state's reality cannot be known from experi-
ence of the existing state, for the idea of the real state can not be
obtained from the abstraction of the political state. Marx also main-
tains that reality is immanent in existence. It is from this latter
point that Marx is able to surmount the difficulties presented by the
former. The empirical reality of man's essence, although denied its full
expression in the political state, provides Marx with evidence of the
full nature of reality. The involvement of individuals in offices of the
political state, says Marx, indicates an essential quality in the incum-
bent. He goes on to criticise Hegel for contending that such offices
have only an external and contingent link with the particular individuals
engaged in state activity. Hegel forgets, continues Marx,

...that particular individuality is a human func-

tion and that the activities and agencies of the

state are likewise human functions; he forgets

that the essence of the 'particular person' is not

his beard and blood and abstract Physis, but his

social quality, and that the affairs of state are

nothing but the modes of action and existence of
the social qualities of men. } :

It is in this sense that the "political state is the mirror of truth

2 Instead of

which reflects the disparate moments of the concrete state".
abstracting from the political state Marx develops his idea of the real
state by projecting from man's essence. Rather than starting with the
political state to arrive at a conception of the real state Marx claims

the empirical reality of man's essential sociality from which the facul-

ties of state derive.

11bid., pp. 77-78; emphasis in original.

21bid., p. 176; emphasis in original. "Concrete state" means here
'‘real state'.
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But in proving his conception of the real state Marx is no more
prepared to abstract from the empirical reality of man's essence than he
is prepared to abstract from the political state in which man's essence
is evident. While Marx finds evidence for the truth of the real state in
man's sociality — it is the mirror of truth when expressed in offices of
state — the proof of man's sociality is in democracy and democracy is the
form of the real state. Any apparent confusion in all of this results
from the close interdependence of true democracy, the real state and
man's essential sociality, any one of which must be understood in terms
of the other two. What is clear, however, and what must resolve any con-
fusion, is the epistemological primacy of the concept 'true democracy’
over the concepts 'real state' and 'man's essence'. Democracy is Marx's
guarantee of truth, including the truth of man's essence; it is also,
therefore, the foundation of his kno@ledge of the state and man. He says
that "all forms of the state...are untrue to the extent that they are not

! And when discussing the real state, in which "the people is

democracy”.
itself the universal concern", Marx is "thus concerned with a will which

can achieve its true existence as species-will only in the self-conscious

2 Marx's position, then, can be summarised thus: It

will of the people”.
is the self-conscious will of the people which is denied in the political
state, as the full participation of the people is there prevented. The
universality of the real state is constituted in the people's self-
conscious will, the true existence of which is found only in the real
state, and the truth of its existence can be known only in democracy.

Marx's commitment to democracy is therefore a commitment to epistemologi-

cal guarantees.

'1bid., p. 89.
21bid., pp. 128-129; emphasis added.
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Marx's commitment to democracy as a guarantee of truth is not
unique to the Critique. The same principle is found in his article 'On a

Proposed Divorce Law', published in the Rheinische Zeitung of December

1842, where it is claimed that "The guarantee... [that law express] reli-
able knowledge and universal insight...will be present only when law is
the conscious expression of the will of the people, created with and

through it !

Here, as in the Critique, the assumption which informs
Marx's assertion is that given the opportunity of full participation in
the state the people consciously express a will which is rational.? It
can be confirmed that this is also Marx's position in the Critique by
recalling that when quoting from that work above we saw Marx hold that
the condition or state of true democracy, in which popular will is con-
sciously expressed, "confers a rational form on the organism of the state
as a whole". This is the final card in Marx's epistemological pack. The
truth of democracy and the rationality of the state are connected
through the essential sociality of man when fully expressed in self-
conscious popular will. In summary: Democracy guarantees true knowledge
of man and the state because man's essential sociality ensures a self-
conscious popular will, expressed and proved in democracy, which is
rational. The rationality of popular will, in turn, ensures the reality
of the state as a rational organism. This reality of rationality in

democracy, for Marx, is the final state in the development or evolution

of the state organism.

This returns the discussion to where it began, to Marx's q@gredent
\ /
/

\__
with Hegel that the state is the rational organism and, implicitly, to

Marx's contention that the contemporary separation of man from his

lpaston and Guddat (eds.), Writings of the Young Marx on
Philosophy and Society, p. 141.

20f. Richard Hunt, Political Ideas of Marx and Engels, Vol. 1,
p. 40.
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objective essence is sanctioned in Hegel's failure to acknowledge that
the reality of the state as the rational organism is in true democracy.
In the course of making this full circle, as it were, 'true democracy's'
epistemological role in confirming the truth of man's nature and the
state's reality as the rational organigm has been outlined to some degree.
Before going on to a fuller discussion of the Critique's idealist episte-
mology it is necessary to say something further of the nature of Marx's

criticisms of Hegel.

While the dialectic of historical development in the Critigue
shares the essential rationality of Hegel's dialectic, Marx is critical
of Hegel for constructing a rationality of logical, not human, develop-
ment. Marx argues that for Hegel the generative force of rational
development lies outside man and that man's institutions are merely pro-
duced by and subject to the logical development of Absolute Spirit, of
the Idea.! Marx goes on to argue that this basic flaw in Hegel's account
results from his treating man as a predicate of universal determination
rather than as its subject.2 The Feuerbachian critique of Hegel allows
Marx to propose a Feuerbachian alternative to him:

Hegel proceeds from the state and conceives of man

as the subjectivised stdte; democracy proceeds

from man and conceives of the state as objectified

man.
Rational universality — which finds its expression in the true state —
is created not in the "determinations of the Idea", according to Marx,
but through the self-determination of "man's real universality", which is

essentially inherent in man and has a pre-historical form in existing

1Cf., for example, Early Writings, pp. 63, 73, 98.
21bid., p. 80.

31bid., p. 87. This is immediately followed by a statement of the
Feuerbachian critique of religion.
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institutions in so far as they are "modes of man's social existence".!

Marx shares with Hegel a conception of the state's universality and its
determination in the development of the rational. But whereas Hegel sees
man as predicated through this development, that is subject to it exter-
nally, Marx sees this rationality as the subject of man's self-
development, as the progressive unfolding of man's objective essence.
Once again we see Marx arrive at his own position in the Critique
through an internal critique of Hegel.2 Louis Dupré, for instance, is
therefore correct to point out that while the dialectic both in Marx and
Hegel are essentially rational they are also essentially different;
Marx's is the dialectic of man as an empirical flesh and blood being,

3 But it

whereas in Hegel the dialectical development is of the Idea.
would be misleading if we assumed on this basis that Marx's internal

critique of Hegel had led him out of the mire of idealism.

11bid., p. 99; second emphasis added.

’Marx's internal critique of Hegel includes more than his applica-
tion of the Feuerbachian subject~predicate inversion. An important but
almost totally ignored aspect of the Critique is an elaboration of a
revolutionary interpretation of Rousseau's political theory, in opposi-
tion to the interpretation of Rousseau implicit in Hegel's Philosophy of
Right. It is inappropriate to discuss this here, but the following
points, which would be central to such a discussion, may be mentioned.

A significant aspect of Hegel's philosophy of the state is an elaboration
of Rousseau's notion that man's essence is in the idea of freedom, which
is expressed in the state. Marx's critique of Hegel can be read as an
interpretation of Rousseau's Social Contract which stresses the revolu-
tionary implications of primary or direct democracy, namely, that any
state which is not a congress or union of people in an expression of the
General Will is not an expression of a free rational will. Marx's dis-
cussion of whether "all, as individuals" should share in deliberating and
deciding on political matters of general concern (Early Writings,

pp. 185-195) shows that he is much more sensible to Rousseau's distinc-
tion between the General Will and the Will of All than is Hegel.

I am encouraged to find support for this interpretation in Colletti,
From Rousseau to Lenin, pp. 185-187. The importance of Rousseau to Hegel
and Marx is mentioned in both Hunt, Political Ideas of Marx and Engels,
and Eugene Kamenka, Ethical Foundations of Marxism; the latter is more
helpful than the former, although it is discussed slightly more by the
former. David McLellan, Karl Marx, p. 12, note 1, sees striking paral-
lels between Marx and Rousseau, but with respect to one of Marx's school
essays and Emile. He does mention, though, that "during the summer of
1843 Marx...immersed himself in the political theories of...Rousseau"
among others, ibid., p. 73.

dLouis Dupré, Philosophical Foundations of Marxism, pp. 92-93.
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It is true that ontologically, on the level of what there is,
Marx's discussion seems to imply a rejection of idealism, a rejection of
the view that ultimate and determining reality is the reality of ideas.
Indeed, Marx is strongly critical of the fact that in Hegel's formulation

Reality is not deemed to be itself but another

reality instead. The ordinary empirical world

is not governed by its own mind but by a mind

alien to it; by contrast the existence corre-

sponding to the real Idea is not a reality

generated out of itself, but is just the ordi-

nary empirical world.!
Marx's complaint here is that Hegel denies that reality is generated in
the empirical world through the realisation of man's essence, an essence
which in its empirical existence in political institutions demonstrates
man's potential to attain rational universality. For Hegel, Marx says,
argues that the 'reality' of 'existence' derives from the Idea which is
alien to the ordinary empirical world, and thus Hegel conceptualises

'reality' as an epiphenomenon of what Marx regards to be the basis of

reality.

Marx therefore criticises Hegel's idealism in so far as it derives
reality from the Idea, from a source other than empirical existence. But
we should not assume from this that Marx wishes to identify extant exis-
tence with 'reality' as universal rationality. On the contrary. Marx's
wider point is that man's sociality in its rational form exists empiri-
cally only in the final phase of man's development in the state of true
democracy, and that this rationality is not expressed in the institutions
of the political state, even though man's sociality is evident in them.
In the political state, Marx argues, man's sociality is not rational, as

it is in the real state. So that while man — as a being of sociality -

1Early Writings, p. 62.
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may exist empirically in both the political state and the state of true
democracy, his empirical existence has the status of 'reality' only in

the latter.!

There is no suggestion in this statement of Marx's existence-
reality dualism that he accepts an idealist ontology. There is no neces-
sary succour for idealism in Marx's argument that man's sociality exists
empirically but not in a rational form at a stage of development prior to

its rational existence in the real state of true democracy. There is an

idealism, though, in Marx's epistemology.

We say that the Critique's epistemology is idealist because Marx's
knowledge of man's rationality in the real state and his knowledge of its
absence in the political state derives from the concept 'true democracy',
a concept which has no empirical reference and which acquires its meaning
from a conception of the real state which, it will be suggested, presents
itself as an idea only. There are two issues in this matter; that Marx's
knowledge of man's rationality and of the real state is a knowledge with-
out empirical reference and secondly, that the basis of Marx's knowledge
of the empirical essence of man's sociality — which is the mirror of

truth for the real state — is idealist.

According to Marx man's essentially social existence is not equiva-
lent to man's reality in the state of rational universality, and know-
ledge of man's rationality can not be acquired by abstracting from man's
condition in the political state, for rationality is absent from the
political state. The political state can provide evidence of man's
sociality in so far as political institutions are modes of man's social
existence, but the rational content of sociality is evident only in the

state of true democracy, in the real state. Marx, quite correctly,

'Marx, of course, is critical of Hegel's generous ascription of
rationality to empirical existence, for the political state is rational
to Hegel. Cf. Early Writings, p. 63.
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dismisses the possibility of obtaining a conception of the real state
through an abstraction of the existing political state. There is no pur-
pose, then, in looking for an empirical reference to Marx's knowledge of

man's rationality and the real state.

What is the basis of Marx's knowledge of the empirical essence of
man's sociality? We have already seen Marx argue that the real state
evolves out of the empirical nature of man as a social being, through the
realisation of man's essence, and it has been briefly shown that Marx's
knowledge of man's rationality and of the real state is without direct
empirical reference. The characteristics of the real state, by defini-
tion, are its universality and its rationality. This is uncontestable
for both Hegel and Marx. Marx differs with Hegel, however, on the ques-
tion of the state's basis. Eor Marx it is in the dialectic of man's
development rather than in the dialectical evolution of the Idea. The
only human féculty which might give rise to the state's universality is
sociality, for full sociality is universal. It has already been noted
that Marx's proof of the empirical nature of man as a social being is in
the rational universality of man in the real state. Such a proof must be
largely logical and could be presented in the form of a syllogism arguing
that full sociality is universal, the state's universality is rational,
therefore man's universality in the real state is rational. But the real
state is an empirical possibility by hypothesis only, the hypothesis of
the rationality of the state in true democracy. It follows, therefore,
that the essential essence of man as a social being has an empirical
existence by hypothesis only. Marx's knowledge of the empirical essence
of man's sociality is derived from his idea of the state of true demo-

cracy.
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What Marx has rejected on the ontological level he accepts on the
epistemological. Epistemologically, at least, Marx retains the idea of
the state as an ideal conception, for knowledge of the real state is
devoid of existing empirical referents. The determination of Marx's
knowledge of reality is the concept of true democracy. Unlike Hegel's
idea of the real state Marx's is a fully democratic state, Marx has
democratised the idea of the state. However, the underpinnings of the
Critique's idealist epistemology seem not to be Hegelian, for textual
formulations suggest that Marx goes beyond Hegel back to Plato's doctrine

of ideas.

Certain passages in the Critique suggest that Marx's model of true
democracy bears some relation to the historical example of classical
Greek antiquity.1 While this reference in Marx's conception of the real
state to a Greek past has been noted in the literature, the Platonic com-
plexion of the idea of democracy described by Marx, which is central to
his epistemology, has gone unnoticed. Yet what could be more Platonic
than Marx's claim that

it goes without saying that all forms of the state

have democracy for their truth and that they are
untrue to the extent that they are not democracy.2

In his doctrine of ideas Plato distinguishes between the 'Form' or essen-
tial nature of a thing and particular instances of that thing. Only the
Form or Idea is real; its particular manifestation or existence imper-

fectly represents reality and is, to that extent, unreal.® Knowledge of

1Ibid., pp- 91, 98, 113. Hunt, Political Ideas of Marx and Engels,
Vol. I, pp. 82-84, makes this point strongly. A more sustained discus-
sion which argues for the same proposition is Horst Mewes, 'On the Concept
of Politics in the Early Work of Karl Marx'.

2Early Writings, p. 89.

3plato outlines his theory of ideas in The Republic, Chapter 35,
and in 'Phaedo', Portrait of Socrates, pp. 165ff.
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a thing is sound only so long as it refers to its Form. Marx's concept
of true democracy bears a strong resemblance, therefore, to a Platonic
Form. But it is in his qualification of its Platonism that Marx most
clearly suggests a conscious debt to Plato. Marx says that

democracy is the essence of all political constitu-

tions...it is related to other forms of constitution

as a genus to its various species, only here the

genus itself comes into existence and hence mani-

fests itself as a particular species in relation to

the other species whose existence does not correspond

to the generic essence. !
The insertion of the words "only here" after describing democracy as the
essence of all political constitutions which is related to particular
constitutions as a general form to its particular manifestations, indi-
cates that this formulation differs from what might otherwise be under-
stood by the formulation as it is usually presented. The qualification
"only here" is taken to indicate that not all that is ordinarily entailed
in a stated position here applies. The need to say "only here" is the
need to differentiate between two versions of a position and the phrase
itself implies the author's debt to the usually understood version, from
which he departs. Whereas in Plato's doctrine of ideas reality as the
Form can not attain a particular existence, Marx contends that under cer-
tain specified conditions, namely when rationality is the expression of
man's species-will, true democracy as reality "comes into existence".
By specifying the peculiar attribute of true democracy in this way Marx,
in effect, acknowledges a debt to Platonic epistemology in which know-

ledge of reality and particular existence derives from the Form of a

thing.?

lEarly Writings, p. 88; emphasis added.

’Herbert Marcuse, Reason and Revolution, p. 271, on the other hand,
regards Marx's epistemology as Hegelian.
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It is the Platonic background of the Critique's epistemology which

gives sense to Marx's critical comments on Hegel's concept formation.

When he [Hegel] deals with the idea which is to
acquire reality in the sovereign, he does not have
in mind the real idea of the executive, the execu-
tive conceived as an idea; he thinks instead of
the subject of the absolute idea which exists
bodily in the sovereign

and, Marx says a little further on, Hegel's speculative mystery results

from

the fact that a concept (existence, etc.) is viewed
abstractly, that it is not treated as semething
autonomous but as an abstraction from something
else... [Hegel's confusion could have been avoided]
partly with autonomous abstractions (of course, not
abstractions from something else, but ultimately,

] 1
self-abstractions).

Here we have in Marx a notion of the real idea which does not result
from an abstraction of existence but from autonomous or self-abstraction.
Marx's epistemology shares with Plato's doctrine of ideas the proposition
that an intelligible reality may be without reference to empirical exis-

tence and that it take the form of the idea.

This underpinning epistemology of the Critique is implicit in
other, related writings and is a contributing element in the general
theoretical stance which Marx developed in this early period. It has
been shown that while Marx's epistemology is idealist his dialectic of
development insists that reality is implicit in existence. And, as we
have seen, this is where he departs from both Hegel and Plato. Marx's
knowledge of man and the state is based on the 'real' idea of the state

of true democracy, but the reality which he knows through this idea is

1Early Writings, pp. 154, 156; emphasis added. A very different
critique of Hegel's concept formation is developed in The Holy Family,
pp. 68Bff.
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immanent in existence. Marx differs with Hegel in so far as he does not
regard all existence as real or rational and differs with Plato in so far
as he maintains that under certain conditions reality may be manifest in

! Marx's combination of these views

a particular empirical existence.
allows him to proclaim that the praxis of criticism, which was briefly
discussed in Chapter 1 above, apprehends the truth of autonomous, self-
abstracted concepts and is instrumental in the realisation of this truth
in existence as rational reality. These views incorporating an idealist
epistemology were diffuse through Marx's thought from the late 1830s to
at least 1843. 1In his notebooks on Epicurian philosophy begun in 1839,
which were preparatory to his doctoral thesis (submitted in 1841) Marx
wrote that it "is criticism which measures individual existence against

essence, particular actuality against the Idea".?

In his letter to Ruge
of September 1843, in which he declared the programme of "the reform of
consciousness", Marx says that

Reason has always existed, but not always in a

rational form. Hence the critic can take his cue

from every existing form of theoretical and prac-

tical consciousness and from this ideal and final

goal implicit in the actual forms of existing

reality he can deduce a true reality.3
We can see from this that the epistemology of the Critique is not a new
departure into a 'materialist' epistemology, but rather the culmination

of an earlier development. Marx abandoned the Critique's epistemology in

his construction of a materialist epistemology.

In it not possible here to retrace the steps in Marx's thought

which took him from the theory of knowledge implicit in the Critique to

!Marx says that democracy "is the first true unity of the particu-
lar and the universal", Early Writings, p. 88B.

2Easton and Guddat, op. cit., pp. 61-62.
3Early Writings, p. 208.
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the epistemology employed in the later writings.1 We will be able to do
no more than briefly indicate that Marx's mature epistemology amounts to
a rejection of the early idealist epistemology. It contradicts the
Critique's epistemology by denying the conflation of concepts and reality
and by recognising that concepts are the products of existing conditions
and not autonomous self-abstractions. The difference between the
Critique's epistemology and the epistemology of the writings after The

German Ideology, where Marx first developed the rudiments of his material-

ism and its epistemology, is particularly sharp when their similarities
are considered. There is in all of Marx's reflections on the foundations
of knowledge a continuing rejection of the positivist-empiricist account
of knowledge, which claims that sense~experience and perception is a
sufficient ground for knowledge, and a continuing critique of Hegel's
view that one can conceptualise reality in abstracting from existence.
However, the content of the apparently continuing themes in the mature

writings is contrary to the Critique's version.

II

In his unpublished Introduction? Marx criticises a procedure of

concept formation which points to those aspects of Hegel's conceptualisa-

tion criticised in 1843: in abstracting from "the real and concrete ele-

ments" Hegel "attenuates meaningful images to abstract definitions".?®

1Lloyd Easton, 'Alienation and Empiricism in Marx's Thought', out-
lines the evolution of Marx's theory of knowledge, but from a very dif-
ferent point of view than the one developed here.

2The 'Introduction' to A Contribution to the Critique of Political

Economy was written in 1857. According to the 'Preface' to A Contribu-
tion..., the 'Introduction' was not published because it "anticipate [d]
results which still have to be substantiated", é.Contribution..., p. 19.
The 'Introduction' has been published as an appendix to the A Contribution...

since the American edition of 1904 and since 1939 as the first part of
the collection of manuscripts published under the title Grundrisse.

sé_Contribution..., pp. 205, 206.
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But Marx's alternative to Hegel is not now the one he proposed in the
Critique. He specifically denies the possibility of self-abstracting
concepts, concepts which are "a product of the idea which evolves spon-
taneously and whose thinking proceeds outside and above perception and

1

imagination". Whereas in the Critique knowledge of reality is conceived

to derive from such self-abstracting concepts, in the Introduction Marx

maintains the contrary. Taking exchange-value as an example when dis-
cussing how "thinking assimilates the concrete and reproduces it as a
concrete mental category"z, Marx shows that the conditions of existence
of a concept could not be more different from the conditions of existence
of the things to which a concept refers. 1In doing this he demonstrates

the fallacy of conflating reality and concepts of reality.

In the Introduction Marx rejects the positivist-empiricist account

of knowledge, as he did in the Critigue. "The concrete concept is con-
crete because it is a synthesis of many definitions...[it] leads from

abstract definitions by way of reasoning to the reproduction of the con-

crete situation...as a concrete mental category."3 Knowledge of reality,
according to Marx, is attained by reason rather than by the mere recep-
tion of sense-data. But the reasoning referred to here is not the rea-
soning employed in the Critique which deduces a real essence in existence
which mere abstraction from existing conditions would be blind to.
Neither is it the reason of rationalism for which reflective reason is

the foundation of certainty in knowledge." Marx's position is that the

1Ibid., p. 207. Cf. also the comments in Engels, Anti-Dﬁhring,
p. llé6.

2é_Contribution..., p. 206.

*Ipid.; emphasis added.

“George Lichtheim, The Concept of Ideology, p. 18, on the contrary,
points to "the rationalist principle which Marx shared with Hegel:
namely, the belief that cognition gives access to universal truths not
present in immediate experience".
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concepts which provide a knowledge of reality cannot be attained through
the passive reception of sensation because not all that constitutes
reality can be appreciated through direct sensation, for the sensuous
world is "the product of industry and of the state of society...it is an
historical product".1 The historical dimension of reality is the dimen-
sion of man's practical activity in which he relates to others under
existing and given conditions. Knowledge of these elements of reality is
only possible, therefore, when the "conceptual entity...is a product of
the thinking intellect".? Reason is necessary in Marx's mature episte-
mology to apprehend in thought the empirical conditions of the sensuous

world which aré not directly evident in sensation.

Reason plays a part in Marx's accoun; of the attainment of know-
ledge because realit;kgs here not a static phenomenon to be passively
received through sensatiohs{ but an historical movement of active beings
which can be known only by actively constructing a conception of reality.
In his mature materialist epistemology Marx argues that knowledge of
reality is produced, with the instruments of reason, by the knower.

This contrasts with the account in the Critique where knowledge is avail-
able to the knower through his being privy to self-abstracting concepts.
Reality itself is of an essentially historical nature in Marx's mature
thought so that it can not be 'fixed' by concepts such as 'true demo-
cracy', for concepts of reality, and therefore knowledge of reality, are
ultimately the products of existing empirical conditions.® Marx's mature
epistemology is fully materialist in maintaining both that reality is

located in material existence and that knowledge of reality is a product

of material existence.

!The German Ideology, p. 57. Marx criticises Feuerbach for leaving
the historical dimension out of his materialism; cf. ibid., pp. 59-60.

zé_Contribution..., p. 207; emphasis added.

3Ibid., p. 210; The Poverty of Philosophy, pp. 91-92, 95.
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Central to Marx's language of analysis in both his early and mature
thought is the distinction he draws between a thing's appearance and its
essence. This verbal continuity cuts across the theoretical discontinu-
ity discussed above, but in no way diminishes its veracity. The signifi-
cance and meaning of the appearance/essence distinction in the Critique
is entirely different to that of the mature writings. An elaboration of
this difference will further confirm the theoretical discontinuity
between Marx's early and mature thought. After indicating above that
Marx's mature epistemology amounts to a rejection of the early epistemol-
ogy an account of the appearance/essence distinction will fill out the
wider theoretical context of the early and mature epistemologies and

detail the specific differences between them.

To point to the essential! is to indicate the determinate aspect of
reality, to isolate what ultimately defines a thing and distinguishes it
from others. 1In specifying an essence one has already distinguished
between the peculiar characteristic quality and the incidental, peripheral
and more variable aspects of a thing which, while important in determining
its particular appearance or manifestation, are less crucial to its
course of development and its relations with others. Given this general
statement there are at least two senses in which the concept of essence
can be conceived. One regards essence as a reality which truly exists,
as a level of reality lying behind the reality of phenomenal form, behind
the manifestation of appearance. In this sense essence is thus perceived
as a level of real existence lying behind visible appearances, as a mode
of being superior to the being of appearance. This idealist or meta-
physical conception of essence, while primarily ontological, generally

entails a self-conscious critical dimension, for it relates to the facts

'a useful, although not entirely reliable discussion is Marcuse,
'The Concept of Essence', in his Negations.
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of appearance by positing an alternative reality which reveals the defi-
ciencies of existence which is imperfect when measured against the essen-
tial reality. This critical aspect of essence serves to emphasis its
idealism. Its classic statement is Platonic, discussed above in relation
to Marx's conception of 'true democracy'. The other manner of conceiving
essence is naturalist and scientific. Here essence is discerned through
an analysis of reality which reveals the true nature of appearance. It
relates to the facts by bringing out their hidden internal logic, by
specifying the nature of existence. It does not posit two realms of
reality but conceptualises what exists in a way intended to bring out the
truth of reality, to reveal in reality what is not apparent to direct
experience and superficial reflection. 1In this sense essence is con-
ceived epistemologically rather than ontologically, as a knowledge of

reality as opposed to a being of reality.

In the Critique Marx shares with idealism the characteristic of
conceiving essences in predominantly ontological terms. He refers to
man's "objective essence", which is said to be isolated in the modern age,
and also to the essence of all constitutions as democracy. He talks of
"essence and true realisation" in the same breath, implying that essence
is a particular state of being which constitutes a fully realised reality
as opposed to an 'existing' reality and he distinguishes between "existing

! Marx has been shown to assert that the

reality" and "true reality".
state and democracy can exist under conditions of being which are respec-
tively not real or true. But it has been argued that while Marx develops
an existence-reality dualism he avoids a thoroughly idealist ontology

which maintains that there are two distinct levels of reality. He does

this by arguing, in effect, for an evolutionary ontology which proposes

1Early Writings, pp. 148, 88, 150, 208.
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that reality develops out of existence, that essence can be immanent,

but unrealised, in existence .

It is possible that Marx's arguments for what is called here an
'evolutionary ontology' are fallacious under certain interpretations and
that his 'existence-reality' dualism could be stated in such a way as to
render it formally equivalent to a 'two realities' dualism. However,
such a reading of Marx would ignore the fine details of his position and
the precise way in which he distinguishes it from Hegel's. Without dis-
cussing this further it should be clear that the characterisation
advanced here is designed to render Marx's thought in a consistent form.
There are ambiguities in the Critigue and at times Marx appears to lean
more toward an idealist rather than a naturalist ontology. However, in
spite of these ambiguities — which are only natural in a working draft
which explores the limits of Hegelian philosophy and at the same time
tentatively puts an alternative view — the Critique overall does have a
general unifying theoretical completeness and it is that which the dis-

cussion has attempted to capture.

In contradistinction to idealist ontology, then, Marx does not pro-
pose that there are two distinct levels of reality. He argues rather
that man's essence as sociality, for instance, exists empirically but not
in a rational form at a stage of development prior to its rational exis-
tence in the real state of true democracy. This means that for Marx in
the Critique the essence which is ultimately real already exists prior to
its full realisation; indeed, the form of existence is itself a conse-
quence of the unrealised form of man's essence. Marx's conception of
essence, therefore, is in some ways similar to the conception of essence
in both idealism and naturalism. In common with idealism Marx holds the

view that a thing's essence is the condition of its being. But unlike
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the idealist conception and in common with the naturalist conception of
essence Marx assumes that the essence of a thing is included in its
appearance. But this is only in so far as it is implicit in 'non-real!
or 'pre-real' existence, and it therefore remains a special ontological
rather than an epistemological claim in the Critique. 1In naturalism, on
the other hand, essence\is included in appearance in the sense that the
concept of appearance as experience of reality is incorporated in the
concept of essence as knowledge of reality. Marx's conception of an
ontological essence is relevant to his epistemology only in the sense
that intellectual apprehension of the objective essence constitutes know-

ledge of reality.1 It has already been shown that this bears no relation

! The position is more complicated than it is stated here. 1In his
Principles of the Philosophy of the Future, published in 1843, Feuerbach's
naturalism ontologically includes essence in appearance, but in a differ-
ent way to Marx. 1In 842 of his Principles Feuerbach says that the
"distinction between essence and appearance...does not mean that there
are two different realms or worlds...rather, this distinction is internal
to sensuousness itself", Principles of the Philosophy of the Future,

p. 232.

Feuerbach supports this claim with a discussion of botanic classifica-
tion and therefore suggests that 'essence' is a nominal summary of sense
experience with classes of objects and, therefore, epistemological in
its meaning. Earlier discussion, however, in §27 of the Principles,
shows that essence is epistemological only in so far as intellectual
apprehension of an objective essence provides knowledge of reality. For
he argues that being is inseparable from things, that essence is posited
in being and, therefore, being and essence are identical. Essence is
included in appearance. But under certain conditions, "in abnormal and
unfortunate cases...man's essence is not where his being is", ibid.,
pP. 215. This is not exactly Marx's position in the Critique, where the
separation of man from his essence is not the condition of particular
'cases', but is the human condition subject to specific cases. Feuer-
bach's ontological essence is devoid of Marx's evolutionary aspect in
which essence, though isolated from man, is immanent in man's being and
nevertheless determining in political institutions and their development.
Marx's critique of ontological essentialism in The German Ideology,
although phrased as only a rejection of Feuerbach, indicates a rejection
of his own similar position held in the Critique. This rejection of
Feuerbach and Feuerbachian inspired ontological essentialism makes the
language of essence distasteful to Marx in The German Ideology, even
though he develops an epistemological essentialism in that work. Cf. the
critique of Feuerbach in The German Ideology, p. 55; the note by Engels
(ibid., p. 675), suggests that he rather than Marx penned the critique of
Feuerbach's essentialism, although Engels may well have got the idea from
Marx's 6th Theses of Feuerbach, which makes the same point.
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to his mature epistemology. This, then, is the content of Marx's concep-

tion of essence in the Critigue.

The appearance/essence distinction is also an important part of the
language of Capital, but the concept of essence is given a markedly dif-
ferent meaning in that work than Marx gave it in the Critique. The mean-
ing of 'essence' in Marx's mature thought can be demonstrated in the
juxtaposition of two brief passages from Capital:

all science would be superfluous if the outward

appearance and the essence of things directly
coincided

and

a scientific analysis of competition is not pos-

sible, before we have a conception of the inner

nature of capital, just as the apparent motions

of the heavenly bodies are not intelligible to any

pbut him, who is acquainted with their real motions,

motions which are not directly perceptible by the

senses.
In Capital 'egsence' refers to a knowledge of reality rather than to a
level of reality; and not just to knowledge but to scientific knowledge,
a knowledge which is not directly sensual although fully empirical. In
his mature thought the concept of essence is fundamental to Marx's

materialist epistemology and to his model of science; it refers to a

particular conceptualisation of reality.

The notion of essence developed in Capital is most obvious when it
is deployed against the conception of reality in so-called 'vulgar
economy', which Marx alleges lacks an understanding of essences. The
famous thumbnail sketch of vulgar economy in the 'Afterword to the Second
German Edition of Capital' stresses its ideological and apologetic

nature, describes it in temporal terms as the post-Ricardian schools

1Cagital, I1I, p. 817; Capital, I, p. 300.



84

which emerged after 1830 and explains it through an historico-
sociological account of the development of capitalist relations of pro-
duction and the rise of the proletariat as a political force. ! Although
this sketch has a strong polemical thrust and compresses a number of
ideas into a succinct and elegant argument, it suffers certain inadequa-
cies. Not the least of these is that it does not fairly represent Marx's
view of the history and development of economic thought and in particular
it does not clearly articulate his key and crucial criticism of vulgar

economy .

The fundamental character of vulgar economy is not its location in
time nor its ideological function. In the unfinished fourth volume of

Capital — posthumously published as Theories of Surplus Value — we find

Marx's acclamation of the post-Ricardian Anglican clergyman Richard Jones,
who "marks a substantial advance on Ricardo, in his historical explana-

tion as well as in the economic details".?

Marx's description of Jones
is contrary to that which would be implied by the thumbnail sketch out-
lined above, but Marx is not concerned to force Jones into the die of

vulgar economy cast in the 'Afterword'. What places Jones outside the

camp of his vulgar contemporaries in Marx's estimation "is that he

emphasises that the essential feature of capital is its socially deter-

mined form, and that he reduces the whole difference between the capital-

3 Marx does not

ist and other modes of production to this distinct form".
praise Jones because they agree that capital is a socially determined
form. Indeed, to construe Marx's praise of classical political economy

to be the result of a satisfaction obtained from agreement on this matter

would be to misunderstand Marx's critique of the classical tradition and

1Cagital, I, pp. 24-25.
ZTheories of Surplus value, III, p. 402.

3Ibid., p. 424; emphasis added.
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his departure from it. What Marx praises above all else in classical
bourgeois economy is the fact that it employs essentialist conceptions,
and it is this which allows Marx to distinguish Jones from vulgar economy.
In a note which explicitly makes this point Marx draws the distinction
between "that economy which...has investigated the real relations of pro-
duction in bourgeois society,...[and] vulgar economy, which deals with

appearances only".1

The defining characteristic of vulgar economy, therefore, is in its
concept formation, in its notion of economic knowledge, in its propensity
to conceptualise appearances rather than essential or real relations.
There are numerous citations available to substantiate that this is
Marx's primary criterion for identifying vulgar economy. He says, for
instance, that vulgar economy "sticks to appearances in opposition to the
law which regulates and explains them" and that it operates from the
"everyday conceptions of the actual agents of production, and...arranges

2 That these characteristics are the

them in a certain rational order".
obverse of scientific economy as such and not merely confined to an
apologetic historical development is clear from Marx's description of
Adam Smith's scientific default as the employment of a conception of
reality which "takes the external phenomena of life, as they seem and
appear and merely describes, catalogues, recounts and arranges them under
formal definitions...[and thus] expresses the apparent connections with-

3

out any internal relation". Smith, according to Marx, wrote as a

scientific bourgeois economist, not as a hired prize-fighter or shallow

1CaEital, I, p. 85, note 1.

2Cagital, I, p. 291; Capital, III, p. 830. A metaphor of the dif-
ference between scientific and vulgar economy can be found in the
Critique, Early Writings, pp. 158-159.

3Theories gf_Surplus value, II, p. 165.
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syncretistl, but when his work is less than scientific it is because his

concepts merely reflect appearance.

Marx's critique of vulgar economy, therefore, implies that the
distinction between a thing's appearance and its essence, as it is drawn
in CaEital, refers to two distinct forms of knowledge, to two different
general conceptions of reality. The distinction, then, must be conceived
as epistemological and not ontological. In what follows the precise
meaning of Marx's mature essentialism will be outlined, and the content
of 'essence', as it is conceived in Capital, will be clarified. A cen-
tral issue raised by Marx's mature conception of essence,lwhich will also
be discussed below, is the seeming paradox of an epistemology which both
rejects concepts formed in the direct experience of reality and claims to
be materialist. In the following section of this chapter the question
which has already been raised of the relation between Marx's mature

essentialism and science will be discussed.

It has been shown that Marx's persisting criticism of what he calls
‘vulgar economy' is that it conceptualises the external phenomena of
economic life and in systematising and interpreting these builds a par-
ticular model of reality which is incomplete or otherwise defective in
terms of his essentialist canons. Marx's own procedure begins with the
premise that the scientific enterprise is possible only when the surface
phenomena have been penetrated or bypassed, for "in their appearance
things often represent themselves in inverted form" and an "exact analy-
sis of the process[es of reality], therefore, demands that we should, for

a time disregard all phenomena that hide the play of its inner

lrhese are the terms Marx used to describe what he sees as two dif-
ferent groupings of vulgar economists, Capital, I, 25. The latter is
not necessarily an apologist, cf. Marx's comments on J.S. Mill, ibid.,
p. 572, note 1.
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mechanism".1

This is not a claim on Marx's part that appearance is
necessarily false, but merely an assertion that the basis of a full

understanding of social reality can not be attained through an apprehen-

sion of its directly perceivable manifestations.

Marx does not doubt the reality of appearance, but argues that
knowledge of reality can not rely upon categories of appearance. Under
some interpretations, however, there is a suggestion that Marx holds that
appearance itself "is merely a delusion”?, implying that he dismisses
appearance as a mystification or illusion and therefore regards it as
false or somehow unreal. Such a view has not recognised the highly
important distinction Marx draws between 'phenomena' on the one hand and
‘phenomenal categories' on the other. When Hyppolite says that "the
bourgeois economist deals with the phenomenon“3 he is not following Marx,
as he believes, who maintains, on the contrary, that the bourgeois, or
rather vulgar economist deals with conceptions of the phenomenon, deals
with phenomenal categories. This difference between a phenomenon and a
phenomenal category is crucial. Categories of phenomena may be quite
misleading in their presentation of reality, as Marx says, but he does
not go on to adversely reflect on the status of phenomena as the constit-

uent elements of reality.

By 'phenomenal categories' Marx means the particular conceptions of
the world which appear in the direct experience of reality; that is,
categories which are generated in practical activity and employed in the
everyday behaviour and thought of the practitioners themselves. Marx's

point that phenomenal categories are inadequate to understand reality and,

capital, I, pp. 503, 530.

2jean Hyppolite, Studies on Marx and Hegel, p. 137. Henri Lefebvre,
Sociology of Marx, p. 62, understands this better.

392, cit. Marx's formulations sometimes fudge the distinction,
such as when he says, for instance, that vulgar economy "on principle
worships appearances only", Capital, I, p. 504. Nonetheless, the dis-
tinction is amply clear in Capital.
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under certain conditions, present a false conception of reality, can
perhaps best be made clear by referring to his discussion of commodity
fetishism. Marx argues that to the direct producers of commodities "the
relations connecting the labour of one individual with that of the rest
appear, not as direct social relations between individuals at work, but

as what they really are, material relations between persons and social

relations between things“.1

Marx does not deny that the commodity
appears as it really is, for in the social act of exchange the product of
labour acquires a characteristic which makes it commensurate with others
as an article of trade. However, this conception of the commodity,

formed in the direct experience of commodity production, is both enig-

matic and woefully misleading, according to Marx.

To form a conception of commodities on the basis of their appear-
ance, Marx argues, would be to give credence to the false view that the
particular properties of commodities derive from their being as physical
objects. Indeed, the conception of commodities as objects which "appear
as independent beings endowed with life and entering into relation both

with one another and the human race"?

is not only in itself fantastic, he
continues, but denies the fact that the conditions under which commodi-
ties qua commodities exist is "the peculiar social character of the

labour that produces them". 3

The social character of the labour expended
in commodity production is not apparent to the labourers themselves
because of the very nature of commodity production, under which social
contact between producers is visible to them only in the act of exchang-

ing their products. For in production for exchange, that is, in commod-

ity production, the labour of society is mediated through the market so

'capital, I, p. 78; emphasis added.

21bid., p. 77.
3Ibid.
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that the relations connecting the individual labourers does not become a
part of their direct experience. Marx's argument, therefore, is that it
is in the nature of commodity production to give rise to phenomenal cate-
gories which misrepresent reality; that under capitalist relations of
production the categories which arise in practical activity will not
reveal the reality of which phenomena are a part. This is a comment
about the epistemological consequences of capitalist social relationsl,

and not a comment on the reality or otherwise of appearance.

Given the unreliability of phenomenal categories for providing a
conception of reality Marx begins to construct conceptions of its inter-
nal logic or relations which are not apparent to the senses, the know-
ledge of which he regards as an adequate and correct knowledge of reality,
by differentiating between what a commodity, for instance, "appears, at

B Marx

first sight...[and what] analysis shows that it is, in reality".
conceives the essence of reality by "analysing" and "criticising" phe-
nomenal categories — to use the words that he repeatedly employs when
describing his essentialist procedure. While Marx's knowledge of capi-
talism's essential nature is the consequence of his applying critical
reason to categories of appearance it is not a deductive business of
drawing conclusions from pre-given premises or a priori axioms, nor is
it a nomenological exercise of understanding the world by establishing
the meaning of terms. Marx's analysis and critique of categories of
appearance is rather the result of his ascertaining what is the case in
the empirical sense, with regard to entities and the relations between

them, as opposed to what merely appears to be the case. A discussion of

Marx's critique of the categories 'wages' or 'value and price of labour'

1Compare Marx's comments on the invisibility of capitalist exploi-
tation in everyday categories with his comments on the stark visibility
of exploitation under serfdom, Cagitgi, I, pp. 82, 314-315, 505, 533.

2Cagital, I, p. 76.
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as "categories for the phenomenal forms of essential relations"! will
establish what he means by 'essence', how he arrives at a conception of
essence, its function within his intellectual programme and its status as

an instance of the scientific enterprise.
After opening with the remark that

On the surface of bourgeois society the wage of

the labourer appears as the price of labour, a

certain quantity of money that is paid for a cer-

tain quantity of labour?
and noting that this appearance gives rise to the conception of wages as
the value and price of labour as a commodity, Marx immediately makes the
simple points of reason that such a conception is tautological, absurd
and inconsistent with received theory. Tautological because as the value
of a commodity, in this case labour, is determined by the quantity of
social labour expended in its production, the value of a day's labour
would be equivalent to the quantity of the day's labour it contained. A
proposition as meaningless as it is circular. Absurd because for labour
to be sold on the market as a commodity it must have an objective exis-
tence independent of the labourer, which is ridiculous. And contradictory
because the classical labour theory of value holds both that equivalents
exchange and that capital is a residue of objectified labour retained by
the purchaser of labour after production. If the labourer receives the
full value of his labour — as he must if his wages are the value of his
labour — then the basis of capitalist production described by classical
political economy vanishes, for there is nothing left to transform into

capital. If, on the other hand, the labourer receives less than the

value of his labour, then equivalents do not exchange and the labour

lcapital, I, p. 503. Marx's critique is conducted in Capital, I,
Chapter 19.

21pid., p. 501; emphasis added.
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theory of value is thereby faulted.! Each of these points are acknow-
ledged by Marx in footnotes to be known to classical political economy,
but because the latter "borrowed from everyday life the category 'price
of labour' without further criticism" it was led into "inextricable con-

fusion and contradiction™. ?

Marx's criticism of the concept 'price of labour' begins with a
reassessment of the situation described by the phenomenal category, which
leads him then to conceptualise it differently. "That which comes
directly face to face with the possessor of money on the market", says
Marx, "is in fact not labour, but the labourer. What the latter sells is
his labour—power."3 This is a subtle but highly significant point.

Marx says that classical political economy came close to this formulation
as a result of its own analysis without being conscious of it because it
stuck to the category 'value of labour' for wages. It realised, says
Marx, that as with other commodities the value of the commodity sold by
the labourer to the capitalist is determined by its cost of production.
The issue for classical political economy then became "what is the cost
of production — of the labourer, i.e., the cost of producing or reproduc-
ing the labourer himself?"" 1In an earlier chapter of Capital Marx had
already argued that the means of subsistence necessary for the mainte-
nance of the labourer is that required to ensure his capacity for labour,
his labour—power.5 It is the value of labour-power which is paid to the

labourer by the capitalist in the form of wages and it is labour-power

'1bid., pp. 501-502.
Ibid., pp. 503, 504.
319;9,, p. 503.
*Ibid., p. 504.

SThis is not merely biological subsistence, but subsistence under-
stood historically and morally and includes the cost of training and
education as well as the maintenance of the labourer's family, cf.
Capital, I, pp. 167-169.
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which is offered by the labourer for sale as a commodity. "What econo-
mists therefore call value of labour, is in fact the value of labour-

power, as it exists in the personality of the labourer, which is as dif-
ferent from its function, labour, as a machine is from the work it per-

forms."1

Although Marx's dispute with political economy on this matter
is conceptual he has not left the realm of fact, his interest is in pro-

viding categories adequate to take full cognisance of the facts.

Turning now to the question of how his reformulation of wages as
the value of labour-power affects wider considerations Marx reasons,
through an arithmetic example, that the labourer can produce the value of
his own labour-power in a time less than the full working-day. As the
labourer expends labour-power purchased by the capitalist for the entire
working-day, the value it produces is greater than its own value, for
"the value it produces depends, not on its own value, but on the length

of time it is in action".2

Marx makes the further point that whilst the
value of labour-power paid to the worker as his daily wage is produced in
a portion only of the working-day, it appears as the value or price of
labour for the entire working-day, a working-day which, therefore,
includes a portion of unpaid labour. "The wage-form thus extinguishes
every trace of the division of the working-day into necessary labour and
surplus-labour, into paid and unpaid labour. All labour appears as paid
labour."3 Marx's argument, then, is that the money relation of wage-
labour conceals the unrequited labour and the concept of wages as the

value of labour obscures the real relation between the wage-labourer and

the purchaser of his labour-power. Thus he is able to form a conception

'capital, I, p. 504.
2CaEital, I, p. 505.
31bid.
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of essential or real relations which, he says, are "beyond the cognisance
of the ordinary mind"!, by criticising and analysing categories of phe-

nomenal forms.

Marx arrives at his conception of essential relations by consider-
ing the logical flaws in phenomenal categories, by re-assessing the fac-
tual situation of which they attempt to take account, by conceptualising
that situation with more adequate categqories and by generally attempting
to discover what is the case as opposed to what merely appears or seems
to be the case. In doing this he argues that the phenomenal category,
‘value of labour', for instance, is false in so far as it "makes the
actual relation [of wage-labour] invisible, and, indeed, shows the direct

opposite of that relation".?

Marx, therefore, rejects sensualist epis-
temologies which employ phenomenal categories, categories of the

directly perceivable manifestation of phenomena, on the grounds that they
do not provide the basis for an accurate knowledge of social reality.

His own epistemology entails that an adequate knowledge of reality is
attained by reason rather than sense-experience. Whilst his method of
apprehending reality both rejects the sensualism of empiricists and
retains reasoning normally associated with rationalists Marx's mature
epistemology must still be regarded as fully empirical in that his criti-
cism and analysis of phenomenal categories never departs from the realm

of fact and attempts to grasp the factual relations necessary for the

understanding of social reality.

The essence which Marx discovers, knowledge of which is not avail-
able to those who take appearance at face value, is the set of relations

crucial to the workings of the social system under consideration and

'1bid., p. 506.
21bid., p. 505.
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which determine its primary characteristics. Conceptions of these rela-
tions, therefore, provides knowledge of social reality. It is these
essential or real relations which are held to be responsible for the con-
tent of direct experience of reality as it appears in phenomenal form and
also those categories of phenomenal forms which "appear directly and
spontaneously as current modes of thought".1 Marx's essentialist analy-
sis therefore specifies the material conditions necessary for the experi-
ence described by phenomenal categories and also the conditions which
make possible the phenomenal categories themselves. On his own account
Marx is in a position to argue that his analysis of the "true relation of
things" — which, as they are relations not discoverable by experience
must, he says, "be discovered by science"? — reveals not only real rela-
tions but also the ideological function of phenomenal categories, cate-
gories which form "the basis of all the juridical notions of both
labourer and capitalist, of all the mystifications of the capitalist mode
of production, of all its illusions as to liberty, of all the apologetic

shifts of the vulgar economists". ?

Marx's purpose in establishing know-
ledge of essential relations is not only to discover the real situation
and conceptualise it adequately, which is the classical task of science,
but, as the obscuration in phenomenal categories is a natural consequence
of the direct experience of capitalist production, his purpose is to also
provide the basis of a critique of the social system which masks the
reality of its own operation. Before evaluating Marx's mature essential-

ism as scientific procedure it is necessary to consider further its

critical aspects.

'1bid., p. 507.
2Ibid.
31pid., pp. 505-506.
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Quite unlike the role ascribed to criticism in the Critique and its
cognate writings, the critical dimension of Marx's mature epistemology
has a largely intellectual and not a directly practical importance. Marx
has no illusions in Capital regarding the ability of a knowledge of capi-
talist relations of commodity production to undo commodity fetishism and
the wage-form. Indeed, he observes with an irony appropriate in dispel-

ling such an unlikely prospect that

The recent scientific discovery, that the products

of labour, so far as they are values, are but mate-
rial expressions of the human labour spent in their
production, marks, indeed, an epoch in the history of
the development of the human race, but, by no means,
dissipates the mist through which the social charac-
ter of labour appears to us as an objective character
of the products themselves...just as...after the dis-
covery by science of the component gases of air, the
atmosphere itself remained unaltered.!

The abolition of social forms requires social and political action, not

scientific inquiry:

The life-process of society, which is based on the
process of material production, does not strip off
its mystical veil until it is treated as production
by freely associated men, and is consciously regu-
lated by them in accordance with a settled plan.
This, however, demands for society a certain material
ground-work or set of conditions of existence which
in their turn are the spontaneous product of a long
and painful process of development.2

ltbid., p. 79.

2Ipid., p. 84. Herbert Marcuse has a different conception of Marx's
mature essentialism which assumes that for Marx 'essence' is a reality
rather than a way of conceptualising reality and that its critical aspect
points to a defect in or potential of reality, rather than to a defective
knowledge of reality acquired through categories of phenomenal forms.
Marcuse says that 'essence', for Marx, "is conceivable only as the essence
of a particular 'appearance', whose factual form is viewed with regard to
what it is in itself and what it could be (but is not in fact)", Negations,
p. 74. It is true that given his conception of the essential features of
capitalism as its internal relations Marx would be able to hazard a con-
ception of the future society emerging out of capitalism. Indeed, Marx
says that capitalism "engenders the material conditions and the social
forms necessary for an economical reconstruction of society", MESW, II, 75.
But the essence of capitalism — even in an ontological and historical
sense — remains for Marx a capitalist and not a socialist essence.
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Where a scientific conception of essence does have a practical relevance,
though, is in defining the relations which are the necessary conditions
of the social system and, therefore, those relations upon which action
has the consequence of significantly changing society.1 It is in this
sense that the critical potential of Marx's essentialism has political

consequences.

Marx's materialist conception of history can be understood — as he
understood it — as a set of propositions at the core of which is the
thesis that the essential feature of a social system is the manner of
production which it manifests. The difference between societies, accord-
ing to this thesis, is to be located essentially in the specific manner

of production found in and employed by di fferent societies.?

This position provides Marx with the basis of a critique of a view
common to political economy and non-revolutionary programmes of social
reform and re-construction. Marx derides "the banality of those econo-
mists who proclaim production as an eternal truth, and confine history to
the domain of distribution".? For, while he concurs that all societies
must produce in order to live, Marx maintains that the manner or mode of
production is specific to each social system and that it is this funda-
mentally historical nature of production which marks the difference

between different historical societies."”

lu1n order to seek a revolution...you must assume an overall view-
point, take up a synthetic method, define the essence of a given society,
and reject that essence." Raymond Aron, Main Currents in Sociological
Thought, Vol. 1, p. 12.

2cf, capital, I, pp. 85-86, note; Capital, III, pp. 791-792.
3§_Contribution..., p. 202.

“Marx raises this point as an objection to classical political eco-
nomy on numerous occasions, although he did say that "the analysis carried
out by the classical economists themselves nevertheless paves the way for
the refutation of this conception", Theories gg.Surplus value, III, p. 501.
The radical liberal economist Arnold Toynbee also argued that classical
bolitical economy erred on this matter, but his own critique of it was
that economic laws "express, for the most part, facts of human nature,
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As he regards production relations as the essential relations of
economié life Marx also argues that it is erroneous to conceive distribu-
tion as an independent variable; distribution has to be seen, rather, as
dependent upon production. "Any distribution whatever of the means of
consumption is only a consequence of the distribution of the conditions
of production themselves. The latter distribution, however, is a feature
of the mode of production itself."! The significance of these comments
concerning the historical nature of production and the evaluation of dis-
tribution as a variable dependent upon production are not confined to
economic considerations alone, as they have a programmatic corollary of
political importance. Herein lies the critical dimension of Marx's epis-

temological essentialism in Capital.

Although Marx does not name John Stuart Mill specifically in his
discussion of the economists of distribution, he would have been familiar
with the latter's statement that "the laws and conditions of the Produc-
tion of wealth partake of the character of physical truths" whereas "the

2 Marx

Distribution of wealth...is a matter of human institution solely".
regarded this type of claim as not only false in itself but politically
objectionable in so far as it implied the view — which situates Mill as
a precursor of Fabian socialism — that "Society can subject the distribu-

3 When this same view

tion of wealth to whatever rules it thinks best".
appeared in the 1875 Programme of the German Workers' Party Marx felt

compelled to write that

(cont.) which is capablé of modification by self-conscious human
endeavour", Toynbee's Industrial Revolution, p. 22, Marx's critique of
this type of position is outlined below.

l'Critique of the Gotha Programme', MESW, III, 19. Cf. also A
Contribution..., pp- 200-202.

235.8. Mill, Principles of Political Economy, pp. 199, 200.
31pid., p. 201.
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Vulgar socialism...has taken over from the bourgeois

economists the consideration and treatment of dis-

tribution as independent of the mode of production

and hence the presentation of socialism as turning

principally on distribution.!
Contrary to vulgar economy and vulgar socialism Marx believes that the
distribution system is not so readily amenable to engineering and that
endeavours for social change in general and socialism in particular are
bound to fail if they confine themselves to challenging the system of
distribution.? His essentialist conception of capitalism as an histori-
cal mode of production leads Marx to argue that it is only through the
overthrow of capitalist production that the relations between the class
of capital and the class of wage-labour can be abrogated and that nothing
short of the overthrow of capitalism itself could lead to the emancipa-

tion of labour, could lead to socialism. This conclusion ultimately

derives from Marx's epistemological essentialism.

IIIX

Up to this stage Marx's own view of his essentialist procedure has
been taken at its face-value, and without discussion or dispute his
aspiration to the estate of science has been allowed to stand as he
asserted it. The claim that Marx's work is scientific has been accepted
by Bertell Ollman and Paul Thomas, for example, but with the qualifica-
tion tha£ it is scientific in Marx's own sense of the term only.3 We will
now consider whether this qualification is necessary. Three general fea-

tures of science which are often held to ban Marx from its province are

IMESW, ITII. 20.

2Phis is argued from a non-Marxist position in Richard Titmuss,
Income Distribution and Social Change, and in Frank Parkin, Class
Inequality and Political Order, especially Chapter 4.

3Bertell Ollman, Alienation, p. 66; Paul Thomas, 'Marx and Science',
p. 1l4.
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its formulation of permanent, universally valid general laws, its adher-
ence to the fact-value distinction and its rejection of essentialism; all
of which are contrary to Marx's own position. This has led to the sug-
gestion, made by Thomas, but by no means confined to him, that Marx
described his work as scientific "for the sake of the favourable connota-
tions of the word science".! Aan appraisal of the general features of
science as they affect Marx will clarify whether Marx's profession of

science has a basis stronger than one of self-acclamation and propaganda.

Marx explicitly rejected the building of general universally valid
laws on a number of occasions; he regarded it as the pursuit of "formulas”
belonging to "historico-philosophical theory" rather than to science.?
His reason for rejecting such laws, though, was not because of an in
principle objection to laws as such, but to laws which spanned historical
epochs, as did the laws of 'science' proposed by Comte and Proudhon, for
example, who drew adverse comment from Marx for this reason. Marx's
point against universal laws is that they ignore the fact that fundamen-
tally different laws are to be deduced from the workings'of different
historical societies. We have already seen that he regards his essen-
tialist method as one which uncovers "the inner mechanism" of capitalist
society and discovers the "law([s] which regulate and explain" phenom.ena.3
Marx did not feel inhibited, therefore, in describing as his "ultimate
aim" in Capital "to lay bare the economic law of motion of modern
society"." Indeed, a number of economic laws are positively stated in
Capital. Marx describes the theory of surplus-value, for example, as the

"absolute law of this [capitalist] mode of production", and refers to

lThomas, op. cit., p. 18.

2The Poverty of Philosophy, p. 110; Selected Correspondence, p. 313.
Cf, also Thomas, oOp. cit., pp. 7, 8, 10-11l.

Sct. pp. 87 (note 1) and 85 (note 2) above.
*Capital, I, p. 20.
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"the general law of capitalist accumulation”.®

The third part of the
third volume of Capital elucidates what Marx calls "The Law of the
Tendency of the Rate of Profit to Fall". This is a tendential law
because the conditions of its working may not be present under certain
circumstances and under others may function as off-setting factors. Many
biological laws, for instance, are couched with similar qualifications.
Marx's laws of capitalism, like scientific law as it is ordinarily under-
stood, can be expressed algebraically and may be true or false. That the
former are not universal but applicable only to a particular society, is
a reflection of Marx's conception of the subject matter referred to by
the laws and not a scientific default of the laws themselves. Marx's
rejection of universal laws points to his disagreement with others who
claim to be developing a science of society, on the question of the scope
of laws and the considerations going into their formulation. It is dif-

ficult to see why a rejection of universal laws on these grounds could

itself lead to a disqualification from the scientific community.

If a necessary condition of science is the discovery of regular
patterns of relations which can be expressed in such a way as to indicate
the necessary factors and variables, their causal linkages and the out-
come of their operation, then Marx's work is scientific on this criterion.
However, the view that scientific laws operate independently of human
will, that is, objectively, could be regarded as a sufficient condition
of science which is absent in Marx's work; for Marx's view of the role of
human agency in social change could be held to undermine the importance
he appears to give to scientific laws. A fair statement both of Marx's
position and of the nature of scientific law will show that such an
objection to Marx's claim of engaging in a scientific enterprise is with-

out foundation.

l1pid., p. 580, Chapter 25.
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It is true, as Thomas says, that the "scientistic view of...a world
with its own immutable laws which merely human agency is powerless to

deflect...has no place in Marx's writings".1

However, the significance
of this observation for our discussion can be evaluated only if two fur-
ther points are considered. Firstly, most people do experience the world
as one governed by external and immutable laws. Marx was aware of this
and his own formulation of the laws of capitalism took account of the
fact and explained it., Secondly, it is arguable that a well constructed
science of society — and not merely Marx's social theory — has no place
for the view that social change results from the working of scientific
laws independent of human agency. The regulation of human behaviour by
the operation of scientifically discovered economic laws imposes a
strict conformity on the actions of men, according to Marx. He talks of
the "immanent laws of capitalist production” which are "felt by each
individual capitalist, as external coercive laws", and says that the
"advance of capitalist production develops a working-class, which by
education, tradition, habit, looks upon the conditions of that mode of

2

production as self-evident laws of Nature". This is quite compatible

with the fact that none of the laws he describes are immutable, for any

single law of capitalism "is modified in its working by many circum-

3

stances". Human action might modify the working of an economic law; but

in recognising this Marx makes it quite clear that he has only certain
types of action in mind. He reminds us that men can not make history
"just as they please", although they may mistake the imperatives of law-

y

bound social relations for their own private motives. And certain

YThomas, op. cit., p. 14.

?capital, I, pp. 555, 689.

3Ibid., p. 603.

Y1 The Eighteenth Brumaire of Louis Bonaparte', MESW, I, 389, 421,
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endeavours are condemned to failure because the economic form of society
allows no possibility of success.' Actions which change economic laws,
in Marx's view, are those which make use of the opportunities made avail-
able to them by the working of those laws.? So that while Marx conceives
economic laws as subject to modification through human intervention, he
also maintains that they function independently of the will or intention

of individuals, who are, indeed, subject to the working of these laws.®

The proposition that historical and social change, according to
Marx, is the result of human action rather than the unfolding of scienti-
fic laws is misunderstood if it is interpreted to imply that Marx thereby
denies the veracity of scientific laws and the validity of forxmulating
them. No scientific law — on any acceptable account of science — ever
directs the subject matter it refers to, and can only explain the forces
of which it takes cognisance. Marx's rejection of evolutionary laws
which entail a necessary inevitability of sequences of events is the
rejection of a false 'science', which can quite appropriately be regarded
as metaphysical.“ Scientific laws never have an inevitability of their
own. Physical laws, it is true, do appear to have an autonomous and
irrefutable determination, and because physical laws are often regarded
as the archetypical scientific law, it is sometimes assumed that a neces-

sary feature of scientific law is that it specify an inevitable course of

1Cagital, I, p. 86, note.

2Cf., for instance, the passage from Herr Vogt in Boris Nicolaievsky
and Otto Maenchen-Helfen, Karl Marx: Man and Fighter, p. 129.

31t should be said that Marx's law construction was primarily for
the economic realm, not social. Karl Korsch notes that for Marx there is
"a scale of phenomena which become in proportion to their increasing
distance from the economic foundation, less and less accessible to a
strictly scientific investigation". Karl Marx, p. 234. Marx is, though,
able to use economic knowledge in making penetrating remarks concerning
religion (Capital, I, pp. 83-84), French peasant conservatism (MESW, I,
478-480) and so forth.

“Cf. Thomas, op. cit., p. 11; George Lichtheim, 'On the Interpre-
tation of Marx's Thought', pp. 14-15.
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events. But the apparent inevitability of physical laws is a consequence
of the remarkable stability of matter and its invariant properties. This
is a quality of the subject dealt with by physical laws, not a feature of
scientific law as such. The inevitability of matter is merely repre-

sented by the laws which explain physical qualities and forces.

Like physical laws, Marx's economic laws are designed to morpho-
logically represent the things they explain. As the subject of these
laws is the economic relations and forces of material production engaged
in by human actors, any statement of the laws of capitalism can say ho
more than is the case. In Marx's view it is the case that economic rela-
tions are the result of relations between social classes and the laws of
capitalism he outlines merely explain these relations as they work them-
selves out in the process of production and capital formation. The out-
come of the struggle between the classes is a matter for the future, in
Marx's view. Prophecy, not science, divines the future; and prophetic
claims are beyond the scope of Marx's intentions.! That Marx perceived
social and historical change as a consequence of human action and agency
can not, therefore, be construed as a reluctance or inability on his part
to develop scientific laws which explain the economic structure of capi-

talism and its relations.

The question of objectivity in science, which has now been answered
so far as Marx's appreciation of the role of human agency in social
development is concerned, is related to what has too often been regarded
as another necessary element of science, namely the fact-value distinc-

tion; a distinction which is denied by Marx. 2

1The more secular property of prediction is sometimes held to be a
necessary feature of scientific laws. For an interesting argument to
the contrary, cf. N.R. Hanson, 'On the Symmetry Between Explanation and
Prediction'.

2cf. Thomas, op. cit., p. 9.
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Marx's position on this issue actually serves to put him in line with
current views of science, rather than disqualify him from its realm.
Although the distinction between facts and values is, of course, a useful
one, their radical separation is currently acknowledged to be unfeasible.
It is not only now generally admitted that the social sciences are not
and perhaps can not be entirely value-free, but it is increasingly being
accepted as tenable to argue that values enter into the 'objectivity' of
science, including physical science.! Marx's rejection of the fact-value
distinction need not, therefore, be conceived as a barrier to his work

being described as scientific.

It is, though, in its critical dimension that the legitimacy of
Marx's science qua science has been most strongly questioned by the dis-
tinction between fact and value. This is because Marx's critique of
capitalism and his advocacy of communism are ethico-political and not
scientific interests, it has been claimed. It is not to be denied that
Marx's work was largely inspired by political motives. Any view of him
which does not take stock of the importance to his writings of his par-
ticipation in the labour and revolutionary movements will be grossly mis-
leading. But Marx's socialist politics are quite distinct from his
critical analysis of capitalismz, which is not to say that they are
separated from it in practice. It has already been shown that in his
critique of political economy and the categories of phenomenal forms Marx
constructs concepts of the essential or real relations of capitalism.

Marx uses these discoveries in his critique of capitalism and in his

lFor a succinct argument to this effect, cf. G.J. Stack, 'Value and
Facts'. On value in social science, cf. I.L. Horowitz (ed.), The New
Sociologz, Chapters }3 and 14.

2Thorstein Veﬁli , 'The Socialist Economics of Karl Marx', p. 285,
note. This is simifar to Marx's own protest, 'Marginal Notes on Wagner',
p. 42. Cf. also the general discussion of the concept 'scientific social-
ism'" in Z.A. Jordan, Evolution gf'Dialectical Materialism, Chapter 13.
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endeavours to quide the political movement against capitalism, but, to
paraphrase David Hume, it can not be said that Marx's work is not scien-
tific because it is of anti-capitalist consequence.1 One can not help
feeling that those hostile to the political content of Marx's thought
feel compelled, on that basis, to deny that it has also a scientific
element.? We can not ignore that Marx's critique of capitalist society
gives a characteristic stamp to his science, but it in no way detracts
from the genuinely scientific flavour of his work. The instrumentalist
vein is fairly strong in the history of science, and the early scientists
were no less scientific for feeling themselves to be engaged in a
struggle with nature in their discovery of its laws. Similarly, Marx's
commitment to the value of communism can not be used to show that his

work is less than scientific.

What, then, of essentialism and science. To the extent that
'essence' has a place in the positivist and empiricist vocabulary, it
refers to summary statements of accumulated sense-experience. The notion
of an essence — indeed, any concept — which can not be defined in terms
of perceptual categories, is unacceptable to the positivist-empiricist
tradition. It was shown above that Marx rejected this tradition and
worked with essentialist categories which 'go beyond appearances', in
Capital. On this basis it could be argued that Marx has rejected legiti-
mate science and that his own version of science is spurious. Zbigniew

Jordan, for one, suggests that Marx's mature essentialism is not

luqhere is no method of reasoning more common, and yet more blame-
able, than, in philosophical disputes, to endeavour the refutation of any
hypothesis, by a pretence of its dangerous consequences to religion and
morality. When an opinion leads to absurdities, it is certainly false;
but it is not certain that an opinion is false, because of its dangerous
consequence", David Hume, Enquiries Concerning Human Understanding,
p. 96.

2¢cf. Louis Boudin, Theoretical System of Karl Marx, p- 11. This is
not to say that some friendly to Marx's thought also want to deny its
scientific nature, cf. Tom Bottomore, Marxist Sociology, Chapter 3.
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scientific. He argues that "it is clearly a metaphysical rather than a
methodological doctrine... [which explains] the social and historical

process...by the operation of reified concepts".1

The reified concepts
are those Marx uses when referring to what he calls the essential or real

relations of capitalism, concepts such as 'productive forces', 'relations

of production' and so on.

Marx's essentialist categories are metaphysical, according to
Jordan, in so far as "they are distinguishable from each other in thought
only, not in fact. Consequently, they have no distinct denotata in social
reality which can be found separate from one another and which provide

"2 Jordan's own characteri-

the concepts with an empirical significance.
sation of science is any theory containing statements which do not "go
beyond what can be observed or empirically ascertained"” and which are

"based on observable facts".?

An empirical statement is, therefore,
understood as an observation statement. And yet the test which Jordan
applies to Marx's mature essentialism is precisely one which science,
including physical science, is itself bound to fail. The 'mass' of
matter and its 'specific gravity', for instance, can not be observed, any
more than can the 'bonds' of atoms or molecular 'valency'. These are
'abstract' categories constructed by physicists and chemists for under-
standing the reality of matter which can not be directly observed, and
which are "distinguishable from each other in thought only". The most

powerful empirical statements of science, in terms of what they explain,

are not observation statements.‘ Enough has already been said about

1Jordan, op. cit., p. 309.
2Ipid., p. 310.
31bid., pp. 301, 302.

“For an argument that Jordan's type of positivism retards the deve-
lopment of social science, cf. David Willer and Murray Webster, 'Theo-
retical Concepts and Observables'.
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Marx's essentialism to obviate a rehearsal of the argument that it both
goes beyond experience, sensation and the directly observable and yet
remains empirical. The function of 'relations of production', for
instance, in Marx's theory, is analogous to, say, 'molecular valency' in

chemistry.

It is not the intention of this argument to propose that essential-
ism per se is not metaphysical, but that Marx's mature essentialism is
not. The difference between metaphysical and naturalist essentialism was
outlined early in this chapter. It will also be obvious that there is a
fundamental difference between a positivist essentialism — permitting
summary observation statements — and Marx's. The fact that science
employs non-observation empirical statements, which bear a strong resem-
blance to Marx's categories for the essential relations of capitalism,
encourages the view that Marx's version of essentialism is quite consis-
tent with science and may be a part of it. The contrast between "every-
day conceptions" and the essentialist conceptions of science drawn by
Marx, has been similarly made by John Passmore.'! Passmore approvingly
paraphrases Karl Popper when he says that "scientific explanation pro-
ceeds from the familiar to the unfamiliar"?, and to make his point gives
the example of an everyday account of a vase being broken, an account
which refers to the vase's being made of fragile porcelain and the hard-
ness of the floor. This is contrasted with a scientific explanation of
the same event, which talks of molecular structure and forces. In terms
of the everyday account the breaking of the vase is perfectly intelli-
gible; but science, Passmore says, begins by taking as unintelligible

what seems already to be satisfactorily clear. It is the scientific

1E.g. Capital, III, p. 830; MESW, II, 54. The Passmore article is

'Explanation in Everyday Life, in Science and in History"'.

’passmore, op. cit., p. 26.
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account which appears unintelligible to the standards of everyday con-

cepts.1

The similarity between this statement of scientific explanation
and the account it renders of events and the description of Marx's essen-
tialist procedure given above will require no further comment. Passmore

recognises that Marx does for history what the physicist does for the

vase. 2

While the positivist statement of what constitutes science has the
effect of invalidating the claim that Marx's work is scientific, a more
general and accurate account of science presents no such barrier. What
is unacceptable to a scientific view of the world is the essentialism of
Marx's early thought which denies the status of 'reality' to certain
existences. Marx's mature epistemology accepts no such stricture,
although his use of terms such as 'essence' do carry connotations which
may give rise to confusion concerning his intentions and the significance
of his analysis. 1In accepting that Marx's mature essentialism is scien-
tific, and scientific not merely in his own terms, two factors which are
responsible for the unique character of his science need to be kept in
focus. The first is that it is an intentionally critical science. With
the discovery of the real relations of capitalist production Marx dis-
covers the material conditions which engender the ideology of the age,
that is, the phenomenal categories which in everyday parlance account for
the direct experience of life and labour and render innocuous what Marx
shows to be unequal relations of exploitation. In Marx's science of
society is his critique of capitalism. Secondly, Marx was not primarily
a scientist, he was above all a revolutionary intellectual and leader of
a European-wide labour movement. Marx's science was developed in the

service of his revolutionary aspirations; in order to change the world he

'1pid., p. 25.
21bid., p. 30.
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had to interpret it operatively, understand it scientifically. Thus one
can not say merely that Marx's work is scientific. While it is scien-
tific in the full sense of the word it is more than that, for it is a
critical science which is an integral part of a wider revolutionary

framework.

The course of this chapter has ranged wide. Beginning with an
examination of the epistemology of Marx's 1843 Critique and concluding
with the scientific nature of his essentialism in Cagital, we have dis-
cussed the different conceptions of the conditions of knowledge held by
Marx at different times in his writings. By examining the different con-
ceptions of essence employed in his writing of the 1830s on the one hand
and the 1860s on the other, it has been possible to show that Marx's
epistemology in the former period is quite distinct from, indeed contra-
dictory to that of the latter. BAn early idealist epistemology was
replaced with a materialist epistemology; the one metaphysical, the other
scientific. To conclude on a negative note it can be said that Marx's
early writing does not provide the epistemological foundation of his
mature thought; more positively, Marx's epistemology developed from an
internal critique of German idealism to an expression of empirical

science recruited to revolutionary ends.



Chapter 3
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Any consideration of method in Marx inevitably leads to the ques-
tion of 'dialectics', and thus to the relation between Marx and Hegel.
The purpose of this chapter is to investigate Marx's methodological debt

to Hegel.

A number of views concerning the relation between Marx and Hegel
have been expressed in the scholarly literature. Robert Tucker, for
instance, has argued that Marx was an Hegelian in the strongest sense:

Marx founded Marxism in an outburst of Hegelizing.

He considered himself to be engaged in no more than

a momentous act of translation of the already dis-

covered truth about the world from the language of

idealism into that of materialism.
According to this account the only difference between Marx and Hegel is
that the former merely translated into another language the thought of
the latter. Karl Korsch, on the other hand, has claimed that the lin-
guistic similarities between Marx and Hegel constitute only an "apparent
'Hegelianism'", and that apart from certain modes of expression Hegel is
absent in Marx.2 A third view, more widely held than others, claims that
Marx and Hegel employ what is virtually the same method, that while Marx
was not an Hegelian doctrinally nor philosophically his method is never-
theless essentially the same as Hegel's. A typical statement of this

view is Bertell Ollman's, which claims both that it is doubtful whether

Marx "ever agreed with any of Hegel's theories" and also that Marx never

made a "break with Hegel". This is because Marx's method — "the form in
which...subject matter is considered" — was "bequeathed to him by
Hegel“.3

lRobert Tucker, Philosophy and Myth in Karl Marx, p. 123.

2karl Korsch, Karl Marx, pp. 64-65.
SBertell Ollman, Alienation, pp. 36-37.
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This last argument, which was first formulated by Marx's collabora-
tor Frederick Engels, is the most meaningful and influential form of
Hegelising Marx. It not only contains an implicit critique of the view
that Marx was in some substantial sense an Hegelian and accounts for any
linguistic similarity between Marx and Hegel — in particular the former's
use of the term 'dialectics', but is also suggestive for an.historical
understanding of Marx's thought. In claiming that Marx owes a method-
ological debt to Hegel the dialectical method in Marx can be seen as a
consequence of Marx's early contact with Hegelian thought and the source

of a continuing Hegelian influence.!

While the argument, that Marx developed a 'dialectical' method in
the 1840s from Hegel and continued to employ it thereafter, has wide cur-
rency in the literature and an obvious appeal it fails on two fundamental
grounds. If it is to be a meaningful concept 'method' will entail a pro-
cedure through which knowledge is attained. On this understanding the
claim that Marx's method is Hegel's can not be sustained. What is often
regarded as a methodological similarity between Marx and Hegel is no more
than a facet of Marx's intellectual history, namely that in developing
his method Marx confronted Hegel, was inspired by him and reacted against
him. It will be argued in this chapter that Marx and Hegel employ dis-
similar methodologies and that claims to the contrary are based firstly
upon an inadequate conception of method which, secondly, leads to the
false inference that Hegel's influence on Marx's intellectual development

is at the core of methodological similarities between them.

liouis Dupré, The Philosophical Foundations gf'Marxism, p. 87, for
instance, says that "the Critique is one of the most important writings
in the development of Marx's thought. 1In this first personal confronta-
tion with Hegelianism, Marx decided to accept its method and to reject
its content. This decision was to determine the entire future of Marxist
philosophy." Cf. also A. James Gregor, 'Marx, Feuerbach and the Reform
of the Hegelian Dialectic', p. 66.
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Through a discussion of the origins in Engels of the view that Marx
rescued the dialectical method from Hegel, an examination of Marx's
alleged appropriation of the Hegelian dialectic in 1844, an inquiry into
Marx's own views on his supposed inversion of Hegel and, finally, a
brief account of the relation between the dialectical methods of Marx and
Hegel, it will be shown that there is no support for the proposition that

Marx's method, in Ollman's phrase, was "bequeathed to him by Hegel".

I

The argument that Marxism has a significant Hegelian element is not
a new one, of course.! In its methodological version it was first clearly
formulated by Engels, and its acceptance by Lenin ensured that it became
axiomatic to the thought of the Communist political movement. Broadly,
Engels and Lenin claim firstly, that Marxism is a consequence of Hegelian
thoughtz, and secondly, that the dialectical method of Marx is Hegel's
method stripped of its mysticism. It was Engels' opinion, for instance,
that not only did Hegel's method "serve as a point of origin"3 for
Marxism, nor merely that Hegelian philosophy pointed "the way out of the

labyrinth of systems to real positive knowledge of the world"", but that

lcf., e.g., Engels' critical comments on Paul Barth, Hegel's
Philosophy of History and the Hegelians up to Marx and Hartmann, in cor-
respondence to Schmidt, August 5, 1890, October 27, 1890, November 1,
1891; and to Mehring, July 14, 1893, in Selected Correspondence, pp. 415,
424, 438-439, 459.

2qhis view is also represented in the scholarly literature. Shlomo
Avineri, for instance, says that "Marx's materialist Weltanschauung can
...be called one of the dialectical consequences of Hegel's speculative
philosophy”, The Social and Political Thought of Karl Marx, p. 6.

3Frederick Engels, 'Karl Marx, A Contribution to the Critique of
Political Economy', in Karl Marx, é'cghtribution...,_ﬁl 224. In Anti-
Dﬁhring Engels comments that the "perception of the fundamental contra-
diction in German idealism led necessarily back to materialism", Anti-
Dihring, p. 35.

“Frederick Engels, 'Ludwig Feuerbach and the End of Classical
German Philosophy', MESW, III, 342,
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Hegel's "conception of history was a direct theoretical pre-condition of
the new materialist outlook".! similarly, Lenin's well known formula
describes Marxism as "the legitimate successor of the best that was
created by humanity in the nineteenth century in the shape of German
Philosophy, English Political Economy and French Socialism". Lenin goes
on to say that not only are these the "sources of Marxism", but that they

2

are "at the same time its component parts". Elsewhere Lenin has written

that Marx's dialectical treatment in Capital "has taken everything valu-

able in Hegel and developed it further". >

The analysis in Engels and Lenin of the relation between Marx and
Hegel can be seen as a precursor to the argument of modern scholars who
perceive Marx's method in terms of its alleged Hegelian origins and
nature. It will be useful, therefore, to briefly state Engels' position,
as his authoritative claims on the matter have probably encouraged
scholars to be less penetrating in their commentary on Marx's method
than might have been the case had Engels' views not coincided with their
own opinions. Indeed, the bare bones of Engels' argument has hardly been

added to by recent proponents of the view that Marx's method is Hegelian.

Engels summarised what he saw as Hegel's strength and weakness in

his pamphlet Socialism: Utopian and Scientific when he wrote that "Hegel

had freed history from metaphysics — he had made it dialectic; but his

lEngels, 'Karl Marx, é_Contribution...H p. 224. Engels similarly says
that "Without German philosophy...particularly that of Hegel, German
scientific socialism...would never have come into being", The Peasant War
in Germany, p. 32. Compare with Marx's comment that "Materialism is the
natural-born son of Great Britain", The Holy Family, p. 150; emphasis in
original.

2v.I1. Lenin, Selected Works in Three Volumes, Vol. 1, p. 66.

3v.1. Lenin, Philosophical Notebooks (being Collected Works, Vol.
38), p. 319. Lenin urges "the systematic study of Hegelian dialectics
from a materialist standpoint", Selected Works ig_Three Volumes, Vol. 3,
p. 672,
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1

conception of history was essentially idealistic". This was repeated

by Engels on numerous occasions. It is his contention that while "the
exceptional historical sense underlying Hegel's manner of reasoning"2
meant that "Truth...was in the hands of Hegel no longer an aggregate of
finished dogmatic statements...[as] all successive historical systems are
only transitory stages in the endless course of development of human

w3

society"®, Hegel was not able to say as much himself "with such explicit-

ness", even though these points "are a necessary conclusion from his

"5

method"." This is because in its "existing form the Hegelian method is

encased in an idealist shroud which inhibits it from being any more than

6

"the self-development of the concept". This is to say that while the

Hegelian system appreciated "for the first time the whole world, natural,
historical, intellectual...[as] a continuous whole“7, the contents of the
world and its processes were for Hegel "only the realized picture of the
'Idea', existing somewhere from eternity before the world was"e, rather
than the idea or conception of the world merely thought images of actual
things and processes. Engels immediately adds that this "way of thinking

turned everything upside down, and completely reversed the actual connec-

tion of things in the world".

The dialectical method which Hegel developed was not in itself
flawed, according to Engels, for dialectics “"comprehends things and their

representations, in their essential connection, concatenation, motion,

'MESW, III, 132.
2vkarl Marx, A Contribution...', p. 224.
SMESW, III, 339.
*1bid., p. 340.

StKarl Marx, A Contribution...', p. 223; emphasis in original.

®MEWS, III, 361.
’anti-Dihring, p. 34.
81bid., pp. 34-35.
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origin, and ending"l; and this, he argues, Hegel's dialectic does.
However, the form in which Hegel's dialectic appears is conditioned by
the system in which it operates, and the Hegelian system, being idealist,
impinges on the method so as to render it impotent.2 From this perspec-
tive, then, the need is "to rescue conscious dialectics from German ideal-
ist philosophy and apply it in the materialist conception of nature and

3

history". It was Marx who saved the essence of Hegel's dialectic,

according to Engels, by

extracting from the Hegelian logic the nucleus con-

taining Hegel's real discoveries in this field, and

of establishing the dialectical method, divested of

its idealist wrappings, in the simple form in which

it became the only correct mode of conceptual

evolution. "
In removing its idealist wrappings Marx was able to change the form of
the Hegelian dialectic, in Engels' account, and liberate this method from

the contradictions imposed upon it and from which it suffered within

Hegel's system.

In summary, the Engelian view offers three propositions: Firstly,
the dialectical method is one which comprehends the essential connection
and movement of things; secondly, -this method reaches its highest deve-
lopment in Hegel, although the idealist nature of Hegel's system pre-
vented the method from achieving its full potential. Finally, Marx stood

Hegel ‘on his feet' as it were, by extracting the nucleus of Hegel's

ltpid., p. 33.

2gngels says that "the whole dogmatic content of the Hegelian sys-
tem is declared to be an absolute truth, in contradiction to his dialec-
tical method, which dissolves all dogmatism. Thus the revolutionary
side is smothered beneath the overgrowth of the conservative side.”
Later Engels goes on to say that "Hegel was not simply put aside. On the
contrary, one started from his revolutionary side, ...£from the dialecti-
cal method", 'Ludwig Feuerbach...', MESW, III, pp. 340,36l.

3Anti-Duhring, p. 15.

“'Karl Marx, é_Contribution...', pp. 224-225.
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method, freeing it of its idealist incumbency and establishing it in a
materialist framework. Engels does not seem to say when Marx performed

his rescue operation, but it is suggested in Ludwig Feuerbach and the End

of Classical German Philosophy that it took place in the 1840s.

IT

Marx's Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts — which were written in

1844, first published in Russian and then in their original German in
1927 and 1932 respectively, and discussed only since the 1950s — provide
the Hegelisation of Marx with what is generally seen as a sustaining
text. 1In an extensive section of the third manuscript Marx seems to dis-
cuss the Hegelian dialectic and philosophy in a manner which largely
conforms to the treatment Engels later outlined, described above. Louis
Dupré's comments summarise the position nicely:

In the Manuscripts, Marx has entirely abandoned

Hegel's speculative Logic...At the same time, the

Manuscripts show a definite return to Hegel...Marx

has finally discerned what can be retained from

Hegel's philosophy: henceforth he confidently

employs the dialectical method without being

inhibited by Hegel's idealism.®

This is different from Engels' earlier statement only in that it clearly

gives a specific date for Marx's first rescue of 'Hegel's real discoveries'.

It will be arqgued here that while Marx does pay a debt of gratitude

to Hegel in the Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts he owes nothing to

Hegel's method. The importance of Hegel to Marx's argument of the
Manuscripts is that the historical development of man, first outlined by
English political economy and repeated by Hegel, but in an inverted form,

is enriched by the notion of transcendence developed by Hegel but absent

!pupré, The Philosophical Foundations of Marxism, p. 134.
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in political economy. Also, Hegel's concepts, because they are alienated
conceptions, provide Marx with an insight into the alienating process
itself. Rather than modify in the Manuscripts Hegel's dialectic Marx
pronounces that it is irretrievably bound to Hegel's idealist philosophy,
which he rejects. 1In recognising that Marx rejects Hegel's dialectic in
the 1844 Manuscripts, we are led to reappraise the particular character

of his debt to Hegel.

It is perhaps Marx's core argument in the Manuscripts, that man's
essential nature is revealed in his activity, in producing, in labour,
which has led some scholars to the view that Marx adapted Hegel's dialec-
tic. For Marx says that it is Hegel who "grasps labour as the essence of
man", even though he does so in a limited and one-sided way, for the
"only labour which Hegel knows and recognises is abstractly mental
labour".! Thus Marx sees in Hegel both positive and negative aspects.
While Hegel shows real insight, according to Marx, in appreciating the
basis of man's condition, and also, therefore, the basis of history, the
abstract and inverted form of Hegel's revelation depreciates its true
value. Thus Marx says that Hegel "has only found the abstract, logical,
speculative expression for the movement of history; and this historical
process is not yet the real history of man".? Nevertheless, Marx accepts

that Hegel has conceptualised the movement of history, even though this

movement in its Hegelian representation is inverted and abstract.

It is the concept of the movement of histcry in Hegel's dialectic
of negativity which has been at the basis of the opinion that Marx owes a

methodological debt to Hegel, a view encouraged by Marx's statement that

lRkarl Marx, Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts, pp. 140, 141.
Marx's reading of Hegel's view of labour is contested by McLellan, Marx
Before Marxism, p. 254, and Dupré, op. cit., pp. 135-136.

2Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts, p. 136.
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The outstanding thing in Hegel's Phenomonology and
its final outcome — that is, the dialectic of nega-
tivity as the moving and generating principle — is
thus first that Hegel conceives the self-genesis

of man as a process, conceives objectification as
loss of the object, as alienation and as transcen-
dence of this alienation; that he thus grasps the
essence of labour and comprehends objective man —
true, because real man — as the outcome of man's
own labour.’

Here Marx pays homage to Hegel for the two conceptions which are conven-
tionally seen as the key elements of Marx's theoretical framework — the
self-genesis of man through his own labour and the historical process as

developing out of and generated through a dialectical process.

The interpretation is inadequate which sees the discussion of
Hegel's dialectic of negativity quoted above as proof of Marx's appre-
hension of the Hegelian method. Such an interpretation fails to pay
serious attention to the fact that the content of the alleged debt to
Hegel had in the Manuscripts already been developed in Marx's discussion
of the English political economists in general and Adam Smith in partic-
ular. This suggests that Marx's historical model does not rely on a
reading of Hegel, although it may have been confirmed by such a reading.2
Also, a close examination of the text reveals that Marx has little regard
for Hegel's method — inverted or otherwise — but that he saw, rather,
some importance in an element of Hegel's teleology. A development of
these considerations tends to undermine the view that Marx inverted and

rescued Hegel's dialectical method in 1844.

It is important to remember that in the first, second and early

sections of the third Manuscripts Marx developed the 'inverted Hegelian'

l1pid., p. 140.

2George Lichtheim, Marxism, p. 41, has claimed that while the
notion of a logic of social development can be found in the Scottish
historians, the notion that history is the self creation of man came
only from Hegel.
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notions of the self-genesis of man in labour, and history as the process
of such a development, through a discussion not of Hegel, but of English
political economy. Marx relies on the analysis outlined by political
economy for the formulation of these propositions and constructs his

argument without recourse to Hegel.

In the opening section of the first manuscript, 'Wages of Labour',
which is virtually a paraphrase of passages from Smith's Wealth of
Nations, Marx says that the "political economist tells us that everything
is bought with labour and that capital is nothing but accumulated labour;
but at the same time he tells us that the worker, far from being able to

1

buy anything, must sell himself and his human identity". Political

economy, therefore, "conceives objectification as loss of the object“.2
Still basing his discussion on an explication of English politica; eco-
nomy Marx develops the notion of the dialectic of negativity as the

moving and generating principle — the comprehension of objective man as
the outcome of man's own labour: "The worker produces capital, capital

produces him — hence he produces himself, and man as worker, as a COm-~

3

modity, is the product of this entire cycle". and history is precisely

the development of man in these terms:

The distinction between capital and land, between
profit and rent, and between both and wages, and
industry, and agriculture, and immovable and movable
private property — this distinction is not an inher-
ently essential one, put a historical distinction,

a fixed moment in the formation and develogment of
the antithesis between capital and labour.

lgconomic and Philosophic Manuscripts, p. 29.
21pid., p. 140.
31bid., p. 79.

“1pid., p. 82.
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Well might Marx remark that "Hegel's standpoint is that of modern politi-
cal economy"l, for what he celebrates later in the Manuscripts as Hegel's
discoveries, are earlier shown to be found in a political economy which

predates Hegel.

Marx's comments on the relations of labour and capital, drawn from
political economy, suggest that the conception of history as class
struggle finds its expression already in the 1844 Manuscrigts.2 Some
scholars have argued that this conception of historical development is
itself evidence of Hegel's influence on Marx. By maintaining that
Hegel's doctrine of contradiction is part of a view of the development of
history through the struggle of opposites Max Eastman, for instance, has
claimed that Marx's notion of history as class struggle and conflict is
but a version of Hegel's dialectic of negativity, or, as G.D.H. Cole has

3

put it, Marx's method is "built...upon Hegel's". The appearance of an

early form of Marx's class conflict model in the Economic and Philosophic

Manuscripts might be taken as corroboration of such an interpretation of
Hegel's influence on Marx. However, Marx's discussion of class and the
conflict between classes derives wholly from a discussion and critique of
political economy. This is not totally unrelated to Hegel, though, as
Marx's critique of political economy's conception of the antagonism

between classes bears some relation to Hegel's philosophy.

The "antagonistic struggle between capitalist and worker"" is
brought to our attention in the very first sentence of the Manuscrigts,

where Marx discusses the determination of wages. There are at least

l1pid., p. 140.
2This proposition will be critically appraised in Chapter 5 below.

3gastman cited in Irving Zeitlin, Marxism: A Re-Examination,
p. 11; G.D.H. Cole, The Meaning of Marxism, p. 272.

“Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts, p. 23.
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twenty other references in the text to classes, their emergence and
development, and the struggle between them. We should note that the con-
ception of class employed here by Marx is Smithian, and the class struggle
is conceived only as a consequence of historical development, rather than
as a source of historical change, as it is in Marx's later thought.

Marx's single objection to political economy's treatment of class is that
the latter, while recognising the fact of class struggle, has an inade-

quate view of its basis or nature and no conception of its transcendence.

Marx argues that "labour, the subjective essence of private prop-
erty as exclusion of property, and capital, objective labour as exclusion
of labour, constitute private property as its developed state of contra-
diction — hence a dynamic relationship moving inexorably to its resolu-
tion".! Contrary to this prognosis is that of political economy, where
"the way in which these two aspects [of private property] in the form of
two persons [labourer and capitalist] leap at each other's throats is...
a contingent event, and hence only to be explained by reference to exter-

nal factors".2

Marx believes that political economy's inability to com-
prehend the contradiction inherent in private property and to foresee the
resolution or transcendence of this contradiction derives from its

uncritical attitude to private property. Marx's own critique of private

property is taken from the Hegelian concept of 'estrangement'.

While political economy endowed Marx with the theoretical framework
of his model of history, it had no conception of man's future. Political
economy satisfactorily developed the theme of man's self-genesis through

labour, but in lacking a conception of man's essential or species nature

1Ibid., p. 92. The antagonism described here has little resem-—
blance to Marx's later model of class struggle, and is resolved not by
one class defeating the other but by the development of the property form.

21pid., p. 114.
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it has no understanding of the "estrangement inherent in the nature of
labour“l, and therefore no comprehension of the annulment of labour's
estrangement in transcending private property.2 It is in his critique of
private property, his contemplation of man's future in the transcendence

of estrangement that Marx turned from political economy to Hegel.

We have already seen that Marx believes that the "outstanding thing

in Hegel's Phenomenology...is the dialectic of negativity as the moving and

generating principle... [which] Hegel conceives...as alienation and as

transcendence of alienation".?

This is crucial to Marx precisely
because Hegel postulates that the estrangement of man's essence — which
is how Marx, though not Hegel, conceived private propertyl+ — is merely
the stage of history prior to the transcendence of man's estrangement.
Political economy, being devoid of such a vision, is thereby deficient in
Marx's view. This is not to say that the critique of private property
which Marx employs is already developed in Hegel, on the contrary, but

that the Hegelian system has at least a concept of transcendence which is

lacking in political economy.

What then is the precise nature of 'Hegel's real discoveries' which
Marx rescued in the 1844 Manuscripts? Firstly, it is important to repeat
that Marx has little sympathy for the actual content of Hegel's critical
thought. Hegel's conception of man, man's estrangement and its transcen-
dence are fraught with serious difficulties, according to Marx, largely
because concepts are regarded by Hegel as ultimate realities. Thus the

"annulment of alienation" in Hegel's account is regarded by Marx as

11bid., p. 68.

2The theory of alienation and man's essential nature will be dis-
cussed in later chapters.

3Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts, p. 140.

l'Only in the 1844 Manuscripts, not in his later writings.
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"nothing but an abstract, empty annulment of that empty abstraction —

1

the negation of the negation". Similarly, Marx thought that "the

settling of accounts with [the] Hegelian dialectic"?

was important not
primarily because of any hidden value in the method. He believed,
rather, that the old dialectic had to be overthrown in order to avoid

remaining "wholly within the confines of the Hegelian Logic".3

Marx's own critique of Hegel's dialectic begins with Feuerbach's
achievements, which he highly regards. Feuerbach, however, erroneously
"conceives the negation of the negation only as a contradiction of
philosophy with itself — as the philosophy which affirms theology (the
transcendence, etc.) after having denied it, and which it therefore
affirms in opposition to itself"." This is a reference to Hegel's
account of religion as the estrangement of the human essence and the
transcendence of this alienation as the critique of religion, i.e.
theology. Later in the manuscript Marx amplifies his remark on Feuer-
bach's inadequate criticism when he says that Hegel's merely apparent

criticism "has to be grasped in more general terms". >

Marx means by this
that if one generalises the form of man's estrangement to include, say,
the state and private property, an application of Hegel's method would

reveal its weakness by showing that it merely resulted in a critique of

the state and a critique of private property as the annulment of aliena-

lEconomic and Philosophic Manuscripts, p. 153.

21pid., p. 20.

31bid., p. 133. On the previous page Marx comments that German
criticism suffers from "a completely uncritical attitude to the method of
criticizing" and has failed to pose for itself the "really vital question:
how do we now stand as regards the Hegelian dialectic?" It has mistakenly
been suggested that this is Marx's question; cf. Herbert Marcuse, 'The
Foundation of Historical Materialism', Studies ig_Critical Philosophy,
p. 41.

“Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts, p. 135; emphasis in original.

5Ibid., p. 149.
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tion, as the transcendence of man's estrangement in the state and private
property. This is a contradiction not simply of philosophy with itself,

but one of a wider significance.

In effect Marx makes three charges against Hegel's dialectic: it
does not work, or at least it does not do what it claims it can do; it is
idealist; and, it is apologetic. First, Hegel's dialectic of negativity
does not achieve a genuine transcendence of alienation, for it is no more
than "a superseding in thought, which leaves its object standing in the
real world”.! Second, in postulating the transcendence of alienation in
the critique of the object of alienation, Hegel's method takes as the
object of alienation not the genuine object of alienation itself, but the
thought of that object, what Marx calls the "thought entity" — which, of
course, ig_transcended with its critique.2 In demonstrating that Hegel's
dialectic of negativity is operable only if it takes the 'thought entity’
as the object of alienation, Marx has shown that Hegel's method itself —
and not merely Hegel's system — generates idealist conceptions. It is
for this reason that Hegel therefore "stands in opposition both to the
real thing and to...the unphilosophical conceptions of this thing"s,
which is to say that Hegel's dialectic is not merely in contradiction with
itself, but also in contradiction with reality and knowledge of reality.
Finally, in creating the illusion of transcending alienation, while leav-
ing the object of estrangement standing in the real world, Hegel is

effecting an accommodation with the object of estrangement. This, Marx

says, is "the lie" of Hegel's principle, the root of "his merely apparent

'1pid., p. 151.
21bid.
31pid.
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criticism".! Thus, with Hegel's dialectic the act of superseding also

entails a preservation and affirmation of what is allegedly transcended.

It will be abundantly clear from this that Marx has little regard
for Hegel's 'critical' method. This does not contradict conventional
expectations, of course, but is a part of them. What is particularly
important though, is Marx's argument that the dialectic of negativity in
Hegel necessarily conceives the object of alienation as the 'thought
object', for this indicates that Marx regards the Hegelian method as

2

inherently idealist — a wview contrary to Engels’. Marx makes this quite

explicit in The Holy Family, written during the following year, when he

says that the generation of idealist conceptions "constitutes the essen-
tial character of Hegel's method".® When Marx says in the Manuscripts,
therefore, that he will "lay hold of the positive aspects of the Hegelian

dialectic""

he is not referring to an inversion and rescue of Hegel's
dialectical method, which is without evidence in the work. Marx's debt

to Hegel is of an entirely different order.

Marx does not 'invert' Hegel's method so that he might apply a
reworked form of it himself, rather Hegel's dialectic is a particular
datum about the world which Marx draws on in constructing his own picture
of reality and the possibilities he sees that reality implying. The two
uses of Hegel could not be more different. Marx's position is that
Hegel's concepts, in being subject to alienation thereby reveal something
of its nature. He says that "Hegel's positive achievement here, in his

speculative logic, is that the determinate concepts, the universal fixed

'Ibid., p. 149; emphasis in original.

2This difference between Marx and Engels can be detected in their
respective writings from as early as 1842; cf. the discussion in Lucio
Colletti, From Rousseau to Lenin, pp. 115-117.

3The Holy Family, p. 71.

*Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts, p. 151.
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thought-forms...are a necessary result of the general estrangement of the

1 . . .
The discussion in

human essence and therefore also of human thought".
the few remaining pages of the manuscript which follow this passage is
rather more obscure than anything else in the work. What is clear, how-
ever, is that Marx sees Hegel's dialectic as a consequence of estrange-
ment and also, because of a peculiarity in Hegel's concepts, a consequence
which itself indicates something about estrangement as a real historical
process. Hegel's dialectic, therefore, "is the estranged insight into the
real objectification of man"; but Marx emphasises that it is an "insight

expressed within the estrangement“2 as opposed to a well formed represen-

tation freely expressed.

Marx's account of Hegel's concept formation is almost incomprehend-
ably obscure except for a short passage in which he feels the need "to
talk a human language" and desist from Teutonic philosophysing. He says

there that

the abstract thinker learns in his intuition of
nature that the entities which he thought to create
from nothing, from pure abstraction — the entities
he believed he was producing in the divine dialec-
tic as pure products of the labour of thought for-
ever weaving in itself and never looking outward —
are nothing else but abstractions from characteris-
tics of nature.®

Marx's expression here is both technical and allusive., 'Intuition' means
to be aware through the senses”’, the 'abstract thinker' in general is
Hegel in particular, and 'nature' — as it is used in the Manuscripts — is

the external condition of reality for man, the fact of his objectivity.

Nature, in Marx's parlance, satisfies man's needs and therefore both

'Ibid., pp. 153-154.

’Ibid., p. 151.

‘Ibid., p. 156.

“Ibid., p. 154, editorial note.
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confirms his essential powers and is the condition of their development. !
Man's relation with nature is therefore correlative with the estrangement
of his essential powers. The importance Marx places on Hegel's concepts

as "abstractions from characteristics of nature" is the same as the

importance a meteorologist places on weather vanes.

Marx's interest in Hegel in the Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts

is not primarily methodological. He objects to Hegel's method for being
a merely apparent criticism and argues that the idealist operation of the
method prevents genuine criticism in Hegel. What Marx does celebrate in
Hegel is the latter's recognition of the positive side of labour, the
return of man to himself, although in Hegel this is upside down. But
because Hegel's concepts are themselves products of alienation a study of
Hegel, like a study of alienated labour, allows Marx to draw conclusions
about the real process of estrangement and its transcendence. This is
neither a point of method nor a utilisation of Hegel's treatment. Marx
had earlier in the Manuscripts made similar claims with regard to politi-
cal economy, namely that it is an intellectual consequence of the move-
ment of private property and thereby informative on the nature of private

property.2

ITI
Even if it can be shown that Marx did not adopt an inversion of
Hegel's method in 1844, that is no proof that he did not do so at a later
date. Scholars have been able to support a case that Marx did extract a
rational kernel from Hegel's dialectic in the development of his own
method by drawing on certain phrases from his correspondence and from the

famous 'Afterword to the Second German Edition of Capital'. They have,

'1pid., pp. 144-145.
21pid., p. 87.
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no doubt, been encouraged to argue that the essential characteristics of
Marx's method are the same as Hegel's by Marx's own description of his
method as 'dialectic', and by claims such as the one in the 'Afterword'
that Hegel was "the first to present its [the dialectic's] general form

! statements like

of working in a comprehensive and conscious manner".
this do strongly suggest a common method in Hegel and Marx. This view of
their relation, however, is not supported by the numerous but brief com-
ments scattered through Marx's work when they are read in their full con-
text. His remarks do, though, shed some light on the nature of Marx's
alleged Hegelism. 2Zbigniew Jordan has commented that the consensus
communis that Marx derived his dialectic from Hegel includes Marx him-

self.? The burden of the next few pages will be to show that Marx's

position is not that straightforward.

In three separate pieces of correspondence covering eighteen years
Marx comments favourably, but with serious qualification, on Hegel's dia-
lectic in much the same vein as we have already seen him do in the
'Afterword'. 1In a letter to Engels he refers to "what is rational in the
method which Hegel discovered but at the same time enveloped in mysti-
cism", to Kugelmann he writes that "Hegel's dialectics is the basic form
of all dialectics, but only after it has been stripped of its mystical
form", and to Dietzgen that the "correct laws of the dialectic are

% In the first and

already included in Hegel albeit in mystical form".
last of these letters Marx also says that he would like to write a

treatise on dialectics based on Hegel's discoveries. 1In the absence of

1CaEital, I, p. 29. Marx's praise is not without qualification,
for immediately prior to this statement he talks of the "mystification
which dialectic suffers in Hegel's hands".

2z.A. Jordan, The Evolution of Dialectical Materialism, p. 91.

SMarx and Engels, Selected Correspondence, pp. 100, 199; guotation
in Hook, From Hegel to Marx, p. 6l1. The letters are dated January 14,
1858, March 6, 1868 and 1876 respectively.
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this work, which was never written!, we have to rely on Marx's less than
precise summary comments to reconstruct the general form of the dialectic,
developed but mystified by Hegel. One might reasonably expect that the
'Afterword', which was written in 1873, would have provided Marx with an
opportunity to at least sketch an outline of his dialectics, especially
as he there claims to be discussing his difference with Hegel on the
matter. What he left, however, in the only discussion of the subject

published in his lifetime, is very incomplete and unsatisfactory.

Marx differentiates between the 'mystified form' of the dialectic
and its 'rational form' on two basic grounds. In a manner which resembles

his treatment in the Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts and also in The

Critique of Hegel's Philosophy of Right of 1843, Marx makes the political

point that in Hegel the dialectic "seemed to transfiqure and to glorify
the existing state of things". 1In its rational form, he continues, the

2 1t is also

dialectic is "in its essence critical and revolutionary".
clear that Marx regards the two different forms of dialectic as present-
ing two different versions of "the existing state of things". 1In its
mystified form the dialectic presents the human thought process as "the
demiurgos of the real world", whereas in Marx the material historical
conditions of social existence are primarily responsible for the 'state
of things’'. The mystified and rational forms of the dialectic are thus
polar opposites, although it is not clear from this what is its 'general

form', which, Marx says, is "standing on its head" in Hegel.3 Marx's

reference to the fact that dialectics "regards every historically

1Jordan, op. cit., p. 79, says for lack of interest at least as
much as lack of time.

2CaEital, I, p. 29. The rest of the quotations in this paragraph
are from the same source.

3The 'general form' of dialectics can not be seen to include both
the 'mystical' and the 'rational' forms because Marx says that the
'mystical' form is an inversion of the 'general' form.
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developed social form as in fluid movement, and therefore takes into
account its transient nature not less than its momentary existence",
although incomplete, can be interpreted as a statement of his conception
of the general form of dialectics. On this account the general form of
the dialectic is on its head in Hegel because the causal chain is from
ideas to material conditions rather than the other way around. All of
this affords poor evidence for the claim that there is a significant

similarity in method between Marx and Hegel.

The proposition that things have to be understood in their connec-
tion and movement, which we take to be a summary statement of the general
form of dialectics, is rather less than a method. A method, being the
manner in which subject matter is considered, must at least imply a pro-
cedure through which knowledge is attained. The notion of connection
and movement is itself too imprecise to be described as a method,
although it clearly has methodological relevance. At this level it could
be argued that Marx's method bore some relation to Hegel's in that they
share a common element, the notion of connection and movement. But this
would be merely drawing attention to a fact of Marx's intellectual his-
toryl, rather than pointing to a significant methodological similarity
between Marx and Hegel. The methodological relevance of the notion of
connection and movement is that a method could be founded upon it; it is
an idea that could be developed into a method. The actual development
Hegel gave this notion was, of course, wholly unsatisfactory to Marx.
Marx's comment on the dissimilarity between his own method and Hegel's in

the 1857 'Introduction to A Contribution to the Critique of Political

Economy' is quite illuminating. When explaining that production and

consumption generate one another and that production, from the standpoint

!There is no need to doubt that Marx might have been subjectively
'fired' by Hegel, as he was by many thinkers.
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of the raw material is consumption and that consumption, from the stand-
point of need is production, Marx derisively says that "[a]fter this,
nothing is simpler for an Hegelian than to assume that production and
consumption are identical".! Marx is here not referring to the differ-
ence between his and Hegel's ontology, metaphysics or theory of causa-
tion, but to precisely the application of the general form of dialectics
— the connection and movement of things. This reference is doubly
interesting because it was written when Marx, according to some scholarsz,

was most influenced by Hegel's method.

It has already been mentioned above that the argument for the
Hegelisation of Marx's method at least partly depends on the type of
separation between the Hegelian system and its dialectical method which

Engels draws in his Ludwig Feuerbach and the End of Classical German

Philosophz.3 Such a separation is necessary if Marx is to be able to
rescue the method from the system, for an extraction of the method would
only be possible if method and system were fundamentally discrete theo-
retical entities. Marx's own discussion, however, suggests that he sees
no easy separation between system and method, but assumes that a method
and its application is intricately bound to the system in which it is
employed. Why else would Marx follow the claim that his "dialectical
method is not only different from the Hegelian, but is its direct
opposite"“ with a brief outline of what he regards as Hegel's system,

which is contrasted with a summary of his own view of the causal relation

!A Contribution..., p. 199. This is light stuff compared with
Marx's comments in The Poverty of Philosophy where he also discusses
Hegel's method in relation to pSIitical economy. See, for example, the
comments on The Poverty of Philosophy, p. 93.

2See, for example, David McLellan, 'Introduction' to D. McLellan
(ed.), Karl Marx: The Grundrisse, pp. 12-13,

SMESw, III, p. 342.
l+Cagital, I, p. 29.
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between world and mind, showing that they are direct opposites. It is
because Marx's and Hegel's 'systems' are opposites that their methods are
not only different but direct opposites. We will return to the question
of the relation between method and system below and so will not dwell on
it here. What has been shown at this point is that in the 'Afterword',

as in the 1844 Manuscripts and The Holy Family, Marx strongly implies

that method and system are bound in a way that Engels denies.

The argument so far makes it clear that the general form of the
dialectic, which is mystified and inverted in Hegel, is actually less
than a method and that its application in Marx — showing the connection
and movement of things — is actually different than it is in Hegel.1 It
has also been shown that Marx believes that his dialectical method is
intricately tied to his theory of social conditions and social change
and therefore not only different from Hegel's but its opposite. In
reviewing French, German and Russian notices of his work — again in the
'Afterword' — Marx further discusses his dialectical method, notes that
"the method employed in 'Das Kapital' has been little understood"?, and
clarifies its nature and implicitly points to his view of its relation

with Hegel.

It is the Russian notice which most pleases Marx as an able appre-
ciation of his method and subject. Whereas the other two are summarily
dismissed he discusses the Russian review seriously and quotes from it at
length in doing so. The review differentiates between the method of

inquiry and the method of

!Jordan, op. cit., p. 91, says that when Marx spoke of the mysti-
fying side of Hegel's dialectic he "did not necessarily mean its ideal-
istic presuppositions but simply the fact that one really does not
know to what it applies, which elements it relates, and, consequently,
how it operates".

2Cagital, I, p. 26.
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presentation, a distinction Marx himself accepts.1 Marx's method of
inquiry, according to the unnamed Russian reviewer, is "severely realis-
tic" while his method of presentation is "German-dialectical... [in] the
bad sense of the word".? Marx does not dissent from this assessment, he
merely apologises for his method of presentation and insists that his

method of inquiry is dialectical in the good sense of the word.

Marx says that the apparently idealistic presentation in Capital
results from the particular description of the subject-matter, through
which it "may appear as if we had before us a mere a priori construc-
tion".? He does not elaborate at this point but immediately goes on to
make the famous statement, discussed above, that his "dialectical method
is not only different from the Hegelian, but is its direct opposite".

At the very beginning of the 'Afterword', however, Marx comments that the
major difficulty with Capital has been that of style. The alterations
for the second edition had largely been "the clearer arrangement of the
book", and, Marx adds, the textual changes "were often purely stylistic.
They occur throughout the book. Nevertheless I find now...that several
parts of the German original stand in need of rather thorough remoulding,
other parts require rather heavy stylistic editing...But there was no
time for that."® The method of presentation of the first edition of
Capital was unsatisfactory to Marx, and it is still in need of improve-

ment in the second edition. It is the German-dialectical presentatic.: in

the bad sense of the word that Marx wanted to eliminate from Capital.

lugf course the method of presentation must differ in form from
that of inquiry." Capital, I, p. 28.

2Cagital, I, p. 27.
*1bid., p. 28.
“1pbid., pp. 22, 22-23.
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As to his method of inquiry, Marx is satisfied to quote the Russian

review as an adequate summary of that:

Marx only troubles himself about one thing: to show,

by rigid scientific investigation, the necessity of

successive determinate orders of social conditions,

and to establish, as impartially as possible, the

facts that serve him for fundamental starting points.1
For Marx every social order has its own laws of development, which must
be discovered by "the confrontation and the comparison of a fact, not
with ideas, but with another fact".? On the basis of this procedure and
the discovery of these laws Marx is able to prove "both the necessity of
the present order of things, and the necessity of another order into

which the first must inevitably pass over".®

According to this review,
then, Marx employs an empirically based scientific method with which he
is able to show the nature of capitalist development and its ultimate
breakup. Of this description Marx asks "what else is he picturing but
the dialectic method?"" Sidney Hook has commented that Marx "made no
distinction between the dialectic method, as he understood it, and scien-

5

tific method as applied to the historical and cultural sciences". It is

the dialectic method, as Marx understood it, which Hegel had contemptu-
ously called "the abstract, non-philosophical method of the sciences".®
We should note that in the 'Preface' to the first edition of Capital Marx

discusses questions of method without once needing to employ the term

'‘dialectic', he prefers instead the word 'scientific’'.

'1bid., p. 27.
21bid.
31bid.

“Ibid., p. 28.

5Sidney Hook, Reason, Social Myths and Democracy, p. 256,
note 1.

®cited Jordan, op. cit., p. 89.
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While Marx chooses to call his method of inquiry dialectic he shows
that it bears no relation to Hegel's method of the same name, although we
have seen that he also wanted to say that he was 'inspired' in some way
by Hegel's general form of dialectics — but even in this Marx's manner of
applying the general form is quite at odds with Hegel.1 Marx's method of
inquiry is scientific, in his own account and in the assessment of others.
The difference between Marx's science and bourgeois science is the for-
mer's critical thrust, pretensions of which do appear in Hegel but their
abject failure was the subject of Marx's devastating condemnation in his
works from 1843 to 1846.2 It will be clear by now that the conventional
view of the relation between Marx's method and Hegel's is not supported
by Marx himself. We will see that Marx's sympathy for Hegel lies in an

altogether different direction.

Hegel is referred to at least eleven times in the first and third
volumes of Capital. Most of these are what might be called 'drawing
room' references; paraphrases and quotations which support or illustrate
a point which is essentially independent of Hegel's general outlook, or
could have been made by Marx without recourse to Hegel. A footnote para-
phrasing Hegel's statement that even bad and crazy things can be sup-
ported by reason following Marx's comment on the subterfuge and rational-
isation of an English businessman is a fairly typical example of this type
of reference.’ Marx also refers to Hegel disapprovingly — in order to

make a satirical comment against his obscure style, or to ridicule his

1Korsch, op. EEE" p. 64, says that Marx started "from Hegel's
idealistic philosophy and even preserved the term 'Dialectic' as a com-
prehensive name for the several new principles which [he] worked out and
applied in the process of [his] scientific investigation".

’These include the 1843 Critique, Economic and Philosophic Manu-
scripts, The Holy Family and The German Ideology.

3CaEital, I, p. 250, note 2.
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account of the development of private landed property.1 Indeed,
Benedetto Croce has suggested that Marx's Hegelian phraseology is not
evidence of Hegel's influence on Marx, but rather evidence of Marx's
irony against Hegel.2 Of the references to Hegel which have any method-
ological or theoretical relevance one is a quotation in a series of quo-
tations from other authors all making the same point, another is a quota-
tion from Hegel on property rights concerning the product of labour, and
another states that it was Hegel who discovered the law "that merely
quantitative differences beyond a certain point pass into qualitative

changes".3

Only the last of these could remotely be used to support
Engels' position on the source of Marx's method, and in the context it

does not.

The significance of Marx's references to Hegel is only indirectly
related to the relevance of Hegel to Marx. The frequent citation of Hegel
in the pages of Capital means little in itself and is similar, in fact,
to the almost as frequent reference to Aristotle, for example, who is
also subject to drawing room, critical and methodologico-theoretical
comment. Actually, Marx mentions and discusses countless thinkers. His
profound scholarship and erudition come across very strongly in Capital,

a work which draws on innumerable sources." Marx's synthesising

!Capital, III, pp. 48, 615-616, note 26.

ZuThere is the Hegelian phraseology beloved of Marx, of which the
tradition is now lost, and which, even within that tradition he adapted
with a freedom that at times seems not to lack an element of mockery",
Benedetto Croce, Historical Materialism and the Economics of Karl Marx,
P. 49.

‘capital, I, pp. 94, note 1; 165, note 2; 292. Cf. also Marx's
almost hyperbolic statement against one of Hegel's dialectical laws in
'Revolution in China and Europe', On Colonialism, p. 15.

*This is partly the result of Marx's keenness to pay tribute to and
acknowledge those thinkers, no matter how obscure, who first stated a
position which he went on to develop and integrate into a larger economic
and social theory. See Engels' comments in the 'Preface to the Third
German Edition of Capital', Capital, I, pp. 33-34.
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intellect and encyclopaedic knowledge lend themselves to a style of dis-
course which is undoubtedly at least a part of his 'method of presenta-
tion' in Capital suggestive of Hegel. It is precisely this quality

which Marx resembles in Hegel that the former so strongly admires in the

1

latter. And it is this aspect of Hegel, the exemplar of learning and

intellectual culture, for which Marx is prepared to break a lance.

In the 'Afterword' Marx says that

just as I was working at the first volume of 'Das

Kapital', it was the good pleasure of the peevish,

arrogant, mediocre EPIGONE who now talk large in

cultured Germany, to treat Hegel...as a 'dead dog'.

I therefore openly avowed myself the pupil of that

mighty thinker, and even here and there, in the

chapter on the theory of value, coquetted with

modes of expression peculiar to him. 2
It is clear from this that Marx's commitment to Hegel derives not from
any sympathy with his ideas or method, but from a pique against German
philistinism which treats Hegel with disdain. The passage gquoted above is
full of irony. Marx talks of 'cultured Germany' after describing, a few
pages earlier, German professors of political economy as "prudent, prac-
tical business folk", "most superficial", and "mere schoolboys, imitators
and followers, petty retailers and hawkers in the service of the great

3 When Hegel was still popular in Germany

foreign wholesale concern".
Marx heaped scorn on him, when he is derided or ignored by the inferior
German thinkers of the day Marx "openly avowed" himself "the pupil of

that mighty thinker". This is the first time that Marx makes a direct

reference to Hegel since he wrote The Poverty of Philosophy twenty-six

years before, when he treated "that mighty thinker" with open ridicule.

lsee Marx's letter to Engels, July 7, 1866; Selected Correspondence,
p. 180.

2Cagital, I, p. 29.
’Ibid., p. 25.
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He can now, in 1873, praise Hegel at no cost to himself: it is made
clear that he accepts nothing from Hegel, that he criticised the myssti-
fying side of Hegelian dialectic nearly thirty years before!, and is suf-
ficiently imprecise about the general form of dialectic and its rational

kernel to avoid any methodological commitment to Hegel.

Iv

It has been suggested above that Marx's dialectical method is
intricately bound up in his theory of social conditions and social
change, and it is this that makes his method not only different from
Hegel's but its direct opposite. It was also suggested that the tight
relation between system and method means that the proposition claiming an
essential similarity in the methods of Marx and Hegel is unintelligible.
While these views do not enjoy a wide currency in the literature they are
not without some support. Louis Althusser, for instance, has recently
argued that the celebrated 'inversion' of the Hegelian dialectic by Marx
in the construction of the latter's own method is only metaphorically
meaningful.2 Althusser goes on to show that not only are the terms

employed by the Hegelian dialectic different "in nature and sense" from

l1pid., P. 29. It is unlikely that this is a reference to Marx's
essay on Hegel's dialectic in the 1844 Manuscripts, as David McLellan,
Marx Before Marxism, p. 276, suggests; nor to the draft notes of the
Critique of Hegel's Philosophy of Right, as Avineri, The Social and
Political Thought of Karl Marx, p. 40, claims. This last suggestion is
shared with David Riazanov, although he is not quoted by Avineri; cf.
Joseph O'Malley, 'Editor's Introduction' to Marx's Critique, pp. xi-xii
and footnotes. 1In referring to the work of thirty years before Marx is
probably thinking of The Holy Family, written with Engels and published
in February 1845. Marx made use of the 1844 Manuscripts is drafting his
part of the joint work. Hegel is caustically criticised in The Holy
Family and a Young Hegelian reaction against Marx and Engels was strong;
cf. the editor's notes, The Holy Family, pp. 249-250, According to
Nicolaievsky and Maenchen-Helfen, Karl Marx: Man and Fighter, p. 102,
and David McLellan, Karl Marx, p. 135, the work did not attract a wide
readership.

2Louis Althusser, For Marx, pp. 89-94.
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the Marxian, but that the relation between the terms in the different
dialectic is similarly different.! Although Althusser acknowledges no
precursors, the position for which he argues has been ably stated by

Herbert Marcuse and Z.A. Jordan. In Reason and Revolution, Marcuse

points out that Marxian theory moves in a different totality than Hegel's
philosophy and that "this difference indicates the decisive difference

between Hegel's and Marx's dialectics". He goes on to explain that

For Hegel, the totality was the totality of reason,
a closed ontological system, finally identical with
the rational system of history. Hegel's dialectical
process was thus a universal ontological one in
which history was patterned on the metaphysical
process of being. Marx, on the other hand, detached
dialectic from this ontological base. In his work,
the negativity of reality becomes a historical con-
dition which cannot be hypostatized as a metaphysi-
cal state of affairs. In other words, it becomes a
social condition, associated with a particular
historical form of society.2

In much the same vein Jordan argues that the "theories of Hegel and Marx
differ entirely in their universe of discourse and the relations obtain-
ing among the individuals which make up their respective universe", and

in moving specifically on to the question of method says that they "also
differ widely in their procedure of discovering regularities and of test-

3

ing their hypotheses". Because Marx's theory of history and society is

quite different from Hegel's philosophy of universal absolutes the

'1pid., pp. 109-113. Althusser says that "Marx did not retain the
terms of the Hegelian model of society and 'invert' them. He substituted
other, only distantly related terms for them. Furthermore, he overhauled
the connexion which had previously ruled over the terms. For Marx,
both terms and relations changed in nature and sense." Ibid., p. 109.

2Herbert Marcuse, Reason and Revolution, p. 314.

3Jordan, op. cit., p. 89. Jordan goes on to say "Their respective
theoretical frameworks are entirely dissimilar; they are constructed on
the basis of mutually exclusive assumptions and by means of utterly dif-
ferent rules of procedure".
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dialectic method in each is also quite different. Indeed, it could not

be otherwise.

Not only is it a mistake to assume that there is some essential
similarity in the methods of Marx and Hegel, an error in coming to grips
with the facts of the matter; it is also unintelligible to do so, a
failure of reason. The dissimilarity of dialectics in Marx and Hegel
confirms the truth of Sidney Hook's commonplace, but all too often
ignored recognition that the "]ife of a method lies in its application.
Oonly in application can its meaning be truly grasped."1 As the applica-
tion of a method is the unfolding of a theoryz, then it would indeed be
odd if two theories as different in conception, construction and purpose
as those of Marx and Hegel had any important methodological points in

commort .

!From Hegel to Marx, p. 6l. This is similar to A. Koyré's claim
that "one is tempted to apply to methodology Napoleon's famous comment on
strategy: its principles are very simple; it is the application that
counts", cited in Barry Hindess, ‘Models and Masks', p. 238.

2Simply stated, methodology is a constituent feature of any theo-
retical standpoint. Different statements of this position have been
defended by Bernard Crick, In Defence of Politics, pp. 190-198, and
Charles Taylor, 'Neutrality in Political Science'.
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Several key issues concerning the development of Marx's theory of
society are dealt with in the chapters of Part II. The theory of alien-
ation in Marx, his analysis of capitalist society and his conception of
communism may be mentioned as important questions which are discussed
over the following chapters. The three chapters below deal respectively
with the influence of Feuerbach's thought on Marx's work, his critique of
liberal social atomism and his analysis of the capitalist labour process

and cognate issues.

It is shown in Chapter 4 that the theory of alienation in the

Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts significantly derives from Feuer-

bach's general theory of alienation, and also that this is subjected to

a serious critique in The German Ideology. Marx's early theory of alien-

ation, it is argued in Chapter 5, shares with liberal theory some funda-
mental presuppositions concerning the asocial character of civil society.
In Chapter 6 it is demonstrated that the empirical cqﬁggnt of Marx's
early alienation theory is adequate to the explanatioﬁ of an early stage
of capitalist development only, and can not properly be regarded as an
analysis and critique of the capitalist mode of production in general.

It is also shown in this chapter that in Capital Marx developed an alter-
native theory of alienation which replaced the earlier theory. The
mature theory of alienation provides an analysis of capitalist exploita-

tion and dehumanisation in general.

The analysis of capitalist society in Marx's early writings is
based on a philosophico-anthropological conception of society as man's
essential being, which contrasts sharply with his more directly socio-
logical conception of society, found in the mature writings. The
Feuerbachian origins of Marx's early social theory are discussed in

Chapter 4, and its formal content is outlined in Chapter 5. The early
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theory of society assumes that as man's essential social nature is
alienated from him in civil society, the individual relations of persons
are asocial, and that man becomes a social being only with the transcen-
dence of civil society, with the advant of communism. It is argued in
Chapter 5 that while Marx's early social theory is devoid of sociological
content, he develops in Capital a sociological analysis of alienated
individual relations which also furnishes a sociological critique of
liberal social atomism. Marx's earlier social theory is predominantly a

normative critique of liberalism.

The conception of society in Marx's early writings entails that
social relations are possible only in communism, and that before the
attainment of communism man is a merely asocial being. 1In a discussion
in Chapter 5 of Marx's early theory of communist society it is argued
that in his early writings Marx does not regard the attainment of commun-
ism as a consequence of the social process of class struggle, but argues
instead that it is achieved through the resolution of an ontological con-
tradiction intermal to private property. The Feuerbachian background of
this position is hinted at in Chapter 4, where Marx's later repudiation
of it, and the emergence of his class analysis is discussed. The concep-
tion of communism in Marx's mature thought is briefly outlined in
Chapter 6, where the different accounts of the transcendence of alien-

ation in the early and mature theories are outlined.

The conception of class in Marx's early and mature thought, his
theoretical relation to Adam Smith, and other themes also recur through

the three chapters below.

It is argued in Chapter 4 that in his writings up to and including

the Theses on Feuerbach, Marx's critique of Feuerbach took the form of an

attempt to make consistent Feuerbachian naturalism, which formed the core
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* of his own thought up to The German Ideology. : Marx developed in The °

German Ideology a total critique of Feuerbach, based on his awareness of

the contradictions inherent in Feuerbachian naturalism, which had been
made clear to him in his elaboration and advocacy of it. In his repudia-
tion of Feuerbachian materialism Marx outlines for the first time a

statement of historical materialism.

The different critiques of liberal individualism in Marx's early
and mature social thought are discussed in Chapter 5. It is argued that
in his early writings Marx's model of civil society is similar to the
liberal view that society is extermal to the individual. Marx's early
critique of liberalism takes the form of a normative argument which
claims that while man's existence in civil society is atomistic, man will
éttain a fully social being in communism. In his mature writings, on the
other hand, the individualism of capitalist society is shown to operate
through social causes and that even in his alienation man's relations
with others are essentially social. A different critique of liberal

individualism follows from Marx's mature social theory.

Marx's theory of exploitation and dehumanisation is discussed in
Chapter 6. It is argued that while the concept of alienation continues
to play an important role throughout Marx's intellectual development, the
theoretical framework in which it functions in the early writings is
entirely different to that elaborated in the mature works. The early
theory of alienation is not merely limited to an empirical explanation
of an early stage of capitalist development only, but from the point of
view of the mature theory it presents a false analysis of capitalist

exploitation and of the production of commodities in the labour process.
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FEUERBACH
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In tracing the development of Marx's social and political theory up
to 1846, when his materialist theory of history was clearly stated for

the first time in The German Ideology, the ambiguous importance of Ludwig

Feuerbach presents itself. The Feuerbachian influence on Marx during the
period 1843 to 1845 is self evident. Its significance, however, is

entirely subject to interpretation.

The importance to Marx of Feuerbach's 'transformative method' in

the former's Critique of Hegel's Philosophy of Right, which was discussed

in an earlier chapter, enjoys almost universal recognition in the litera-

ture. The Feuerbachism of the Critique is continued in the Introduction

to that work published in 1844. There are also numerous acknowledgments
by Marx and much secondary documentation of Feuerbach's importance to the

terminology and formulations of the Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts.1

The influence of Feuerbach on Marx's thought seems to end with The German
Ideology, a work in which Marx and Engels subject Feuerbach to an exten-
sive theoretical attack and develop their own revolutionary "practical
materialism” which is at once a critique of and an alternative to

Feuerbach's "contemplative materialism".?2

Several questions are posed by this sketch of Marx's relation to
Feuerbach. Initially it must be asked whether Marx's use of Feuerbach is
merely political, as claimed by Istvdn Mésziros and Karl Korsch?, for
instance, or theoretical. If Marx was in some sense a theoretical

Feuerbachian his repudiation of Feuerbach in The German Ideology raises

lcf., e.g., A. James Gregor, 'Marx, Feuerbach and the Reform of the
Hegelian Dialectic', pp. 72-74, and David McLellan, The Young Hegelians
and Karl Marx, pp. 107-110.

2The German Ideology, p. 57.

31stvan Mészaros, Marx's Theory gf'Alienation, p- 234; Karl Korsch,
Karl Marx, pp. 173-174.
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another question. Louis Althusserl, for instance, has argued that The

German Ideology constitutes a significantly new theoretical departure in

Marx's thought in contradistinction to a prior Feuerbachian position.
David McLellan, on the other hand, says that it was through an adaptation

of Feuerbach's materialism that Marx formulated his own historical

2

materialism. Similarly, Eugene Kamenka has said that throughout his

life Marx employed a conception of man which is "entirely in the

3

Feuerbachian spirit and consciously derived from his work™. On these

accounts the critique of Feuerbach in The German Ideology can be inter-

preted as a quasi-political matter internal to the Young Hegelian move-
ment which did not significantly affect an enduring theoretical influence

of Feuerbach on Marx.

In addition to the Feuerbachian influence a further unifying fea-
ture on Marx's work up to 1845 is the continuing elaboration of a theory

of alienation in the writings from the Critique up to The Holy Family.

Although the term 'alienation' is not used in the Critique, the descrip-
tion of the dualism between state and civil society to which modern man
is allegedly subjected is clearly an account of the alienated condition,

one which is evocatively developed in On the Jewish Question, where it is

explicitly described in terms of alienation. Marx's analysis of the

alienated condition is elaborated further in the Introduction, and a more

sophisticated version still is developed in the 1844 Manuscripts.

Whether Marx continued to employ the theory of alienation after 1845 is a

liouis Althusser, For Marx.

0p. cit., p. 112,

3Eugene Kamenka, The Philosophy of Ludwig Feuerbach, p. 119. Cf.
also Sidney Hook, From Hegel to Marx, p. 272.
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matter of interpretation, but he does seem to disclaim it in The German

Ideologz.1

The question of alienation theory in Marx, indeed, the question of
his theoretical development in the widest sense up to at least 1846, can
not be fully considered without reference to Feuerbach. Not only is
Marx's concept of alienation and his Feuerbachism contemporaneously
developed and renounced, but a theoretical relation between Marx and
Feuerbach is sufficiently apparent to invite exploration. Marx's critique
of Hegel and his nascent materialism, which are developed in this period,
as well as his theory of alienation, can be traced back to Feuerbach's
writing on the same themes. His contact with Feuerbach and various
acknowledgments of appreciation leave no doubt as to Feuerbach's influ-
ence on Marx. The present chapter will attempt to ascertain the nature

of that influence and its significance in Marx's development.

It will be argued below that in his writing up to 1846 Marx finds
Feuerbach to be both an important political ally against those Young
Hegelians who attempt to elaborate a 'left' Hegelian position and also
that Marx's own theorising during this period leans heavily on the intel-
lectual content of Feuerbach's thought. In using Feuerbach's theories
for his own purposes, it will be argued, Marx carries Feuverbachian thought
to its limits, and in confronting it with tasks to which it is not equal,
he is led to resolve certain tensions in Feuerbach's conception of man
and nature in such a way as to construct a critique of Feuerbach and is

led to the development of an alternative theory. 1In examining Marx's use

lthese take the form of sarcastic allusions to the Young Hegelian
usage. In the Communist Manifesto, written in the following year, the
repudiation is more explicit, cf. MESW, I, p. 131. But see also the
novel interpretation of this by Shlomo Avineri, The Social and Political
Thought of Karl Marx, p. 123.
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of Feuerbach's materialism and related theory we will be able to trace
the genesis and development of Marx's own theory of historical material-

ism.

I

The argument, that Marx's relation to Feuerbach is predominantly
political rather than theoretical, has some currency in the literature.
Karl Korsch, for instance, supports such a position by saying that Marx,
unlike Engels, arrived at his materialism independently of Feuerbach's
critique of philosophical and theological idealism "by a much longer road
through a study of Democritus and Epicurus, of the materialists of the
17th and 18th centuries, and finally through a detailed critical revision
of the whole idealist philosophy of Hegel".1 On this account Marx's
relation with Feuerbach must have been political, for the developmeﬁt of
Marx's materialist theory had begun prior to the time of Feuerbach's
influence on him. Whilst Korsch is mistaken in dating Marx's materialism
from the period of his doctoral thesis, as we argued in Chapter 1 above,
he does in effect correct Engels' suggestion that Marx fell under
Feuerbach's spell in 1841 with the publication of the latter's The

Essence 9£Christianity.2 Although some writers® still claim that

Feuerbach's influence on Marx began in that year or with that book, Franz

Mehring's classic biography corrected "the trick which Engels' memory

"I'.

played him"', and David McLellan has shown that it was Bruno Bauer rather

than Feuerbach who exercised an intellectual influence on Marx during

lkorsch, op. cit., p. 172.

2prederick Engels, 'Ludwig Feuerbach and the End of Classical
German Philosophy', MESW, III, p. 344.

3g.G. Gregor, Op. cit., p. 68; Robert Tucker, Philosophy and Myth
in Karl Marx, pp. 80, 95.

“Pranz Mehring, Karl Marx, p. 52. Cf. also Zbigniew Jordan, The
Evolution of Historical Materialism, pp. 18-19.
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this early period.1 However, Korsch fails to acknowledge that Marx's
"detailed critical revision of the whole idealistic philosophy of Hegel"

was not attempted until after he had read Feuerbach's Preliminary Theses

for the Reform of Philosophy. Marx makes extensive use of this work in

his Critique of Hegel's Philosophy of Right. It is also from about this

time that Marx's political alliance with Feuerbach begins. The political
and theoretical relations between Marx and Feuerbach are not so easily

separated, as we will demonstrate below.

Marx's relation with Feuerbach has its pre-history in the relation
between Marx and Bauer. Marx's career in political journalism began in
early 1842 when the prospect of a university post was closed to him
through Bauer's dismissal from Bonn Unive'rsity.2 Marx had finished his
doctorate on Bauer's insistence with the hope that he would join Bauer at
Bonn University where they would collaborate on atheistic writing.

After Bauer's dismissal the two did in fact work together briefly until
Bauer moved to Berlin. From July 1842 Marx was drawn into the organisa-

tion of the Rheinische Zeitung, a journal of liberal reform, and was

appointed its editor in mid-October. From the time of his first involve-
ment with the paper Marx found himself to be in increasing disagreement
with the Berlin Young Hegelians, known as the Freien, led by Bauer's
brother, Edgar. And by the end of November Marx's break with the
Berliners was complete. Marx's differences with the Bauer brotheré and
their group were both political and theoretical. The outlandish behavi-
our of the Berliners and their uncompromising attacks on liberal initia-
tives for reform were inimical to good relations with the progressive

movement being mounted by the Rhineland bourgeoisie, which Marx supported.

McLellan, op. cit., p. 72.

2For a detailed treatment of this period see David McLellan, Karl
Marx, pp. 40-61.
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Theoretically, the Berliners were attempting to work out 'revolutionary'
principles derived from Hegel, to further develop Hegel's ideas; Marx, on
the other hand, regarded such projects poorly and was himself attempting
to develop a total critique of Hegel. ! The articles which Marx wrote for

the Rheinische Zeitung show no trace of Feuerbach's influence, and the

unsigned article which appeared in the Anekdota proclaiming that "there
is no other road...to truth and freedom except that leading through the
stream of fire [the Feuer-bach]. Feuerbach is the purgatory of the

"2

present times"“, which has been widely attributed to Marx, was probably

not written by him. ?

The absence of Feuerbach's influence on Marx at this time does not
mean that they had nothing in common. Marx shared with Feuerbach an
interest in criticising Hegel and Hegelism. As early as 1839 Feuerbach

published Towards a Critique of Hegel's Philosophy in the Hallische

Jahrbucher fur Wissenschaft und Kunst, which arqgued, among other things,

that Hegel's philosophy is tautological to the extent that it assumes the
conclusion it claims to prove, namely, an identity of ideality and
reality, an identity which eliminates reality in favour of the ideal."
Also, the hostility between Marx and the Berliners has its parallel in
the hostility of the Berliners to Feuerbach's attack on speculative
philosophy.5 This is all the more interesting for the fact that in 1841

Marx, Bauer and Feuerbach had together planned to found a theological-

lror a contrary view cf. Tucker, op. cit., p. 96.

ZvLuther as Arbiter between Strauss and Feuerbach', in Loyd Easton
and Kurt Guddat (ed.), Writings of the Young Marx on Philosophy and

Society, p. 95.

3cf. McLellan, Karl Marx, p. 67, note 3. This same statement is
made, but with a little reservation, in his earlier Marx Before Marxisnm,
p. 142, note 18.

“English translation in Zawar Hanfi (ed.), The Fiery Brook:
Selected Writings of Ludwig Feuerbach, pp. 53-96.

SJohn Maguire, Marx's Paris Writings, p. 3.




153

philosophical review.! Feuerbach went through the same change in his
relation with Bauer as did Marx. The basis for an alliance between Marx
and Feuerbach, therefore, was well established during 1842. It was con-
solidated in early 1843. Marx had intended to write a systematic cri-
tique of Hegel's political philosophy for about a year before he drafted
the Critigue between March and August 1843, but it was not until he had

read Feuerbach's Preliminary Theses on the Reform of Philosophy, pub-

2

lished in February 1843, that he was able to do so. The lynch-pin of

the Critique is the method developed in Feuerbach's Preliminary Theses.

Feuerbach's Theses can be summarised in four basic points which
find expression in Marx's writing of the time. Firstly, Feuerbach cor-
rects Hegel's speculative jidealism by "turn[ing] the predicate into the
subject", thus establishing "the true relationship of thought to being...
Being is the subject, thought the predicate.“3 He advocates the negation
or transcendence of philosophy, for the "philosopher must take into the
text of philosophy that aspect of man which does not philosophise, but,
rather, is opposed to philosophy. ..Philosophy has to begin...with its own

antithesis; i.e., with non-philosophy.““

This second point is a neces-
sary precondition to a third, which is an assertion of the primacy of man:
"All speculation...outside of or even above man, is speculation without

5 Finally, Feuerbach

unity, necessity, substance, ground, and reality".
argues that the transcendence of philosophy and the realisation of man

can be accomplished only through a Franco-German unity. "The true

IMcLellan, Karl Marx, p. 42.

21pid., pp. 67-68; Louis Dupré, The Philosophical Foundations of
Marxism, p. 85.

3peuerbach, 'Preliminary Theses on the Reform of Philosophy', in
Hanfi (ed.), op. cit., PP- 154, 168,

“Ibid., p. l64.
S1bid., p. 172.
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philosopher who is identical with life and man must be of Franco-German

lll

parentage. While Marx's Critique emphasises only Feuerbach's method of

criticising Hegel's logic, his Introduction, written but months later,

proposes the entire Feuerbachian programme summarised in these four

points.

The Introduction is not without its criticisms of Feuerbach, as we

shall see shortly, but in posing an alternative programme to the Berlin
Young Hegelians and their attempts to propagate a 'revolutionary' elabo-
ration of Hegel — they fail "to realise that previous philosophy itself
belongs to this world and is its complement"2 — Marx mobilises a set of
notions against them derived from Feuerbach. Marx's attack on Bauer and

his group is repeated in The Holy Family. Here the themes of negating

philosophy, Feuerbachian humanism and the need for a Franco-German unity,

3

which first appeared in the Introduction”, are again asserted." The

Bauer group is subjected to criticism again in The German Ideology, but

this time Feuerbach does not provide the battering rams; he is viewed
from across the battle field and counted as merely another representative

> Marx's

of modern German philosophy along with Bauer and Max Stirner.
political use of Feuerbach, therefore, ranges from 1843 to 18456, and

abruptly ends with a theoretical critique of him the following year.

Actually, Marx's political and theoretical differences with Feuer-

bach pre-date the critique mounted in The German Ideology, but up to 1845

l1pid., p. 165.

’Marx, 'Critique of Hegel's Philosophy of Right. Introduction’',
Early Writings, p. 250. L

31bid., pp. 250, 251, 257.
“The Holy Family, pp. 109-110, 147.

SThe German Ideology, p. 19. It should be said that even here
Feuerbach is defended against Bauer.

®Mészdros, op. cit., pp. 234-237, says that Marx had only a verbal
debt to Feuerbach by 1844 and had no political use for him thereafter.
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Marx's critical development of Feuerbach's theory forms the basis of his
opposition to the Young Hegelians. While Marx was never a mere follower
of Feuerbach!, he did share with him a common starting point, utilised
his critique of Hegel and adopted the programme outlined in the

Preliminary Theses. The major difference between Marx's Introduction and

Feuerbach's Theses is already suggested in an acclamatory letter Marx
wrote immediately after his first reading of Feuerbach's essay:

I approve of Feuerbach's aphorisms, except for one

point: he directs himself too much to nature and

too little to politics. But it is politics which

happens to be the only link through which contem-

porary philosophy can pecome true.? '
To Feuerbach's humanism, to his pleas for a transcendence of philosophy
and a Franco-German alliance, Marx adds the political dimension when he
jidentifies the proletariat as the agent of social revolution. Marx
attempts to bring Feuerbach himself round to accept the necessity of a
critique of politics, but fails to do so.? This did not lead Marx to

pelieve that the Feuerbachian programme should be abandoned, however, for

in the Introduction it is described as "the prerequisite of all criti-

cism"*, and is similarly depicted in The HolzﬁFami;X,s

while Marx and Feuerbach disagreed on the question of political
action, Marx's political use of Feuerbach was premised on the assumption
that in Feuerbach's writings are "given — I do not know whether con-

sciously or not — a philosophical foundation to socialism, and we

lGeorge Plekhanov, Fundamental Problems gf_Marxism, pp. 26-43,
argues that Marx was a mere follower of Feuerbach.

2yarx to Arnold Ruge, March 13, 1843; quoted in Avineri, op. cit.,
p. 10.

3¢f. Mészaros, op. cit., pp. 234ff; McLellan, Karl Marx, p. 78.
“op. cit., p. 243.
SThe Holy Family, pp. 109-110, 147.
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communists at once have understood your works in this sense". !

It is,
therefore, difficult to sustain the claim that in using Feuerbach in his
struggle against the Bauer group Marx owed no intellectual debt to
Feuerbach, for the political use of Feuerbach is based on an appreciation
of the theoretical content of his thought. Marx's Feuerbachian refer-
ences, then, can not properly be summarised as no more than terminologi-
cal, for the political weapons which Marx used against the Young Hegelians
were at this time based on a particularly sympathetic understanding of
Feuerbach's theory. Nor can the influence of Feuerbach's thought on Marx

be said to end in 1844, when it was made clear to Marx that Feuerbach

would not contribute to the Deutsch-Franzosische Jahrbﬁcherz, for the

main Feuerbachian elements of the Introduction are rehearsed in The Holy

Family of 1845.

After recognising that Marx's political use of Feuerbach in his
polemic against Bauer and his group entails an apprehension of Feuerbach's
humanist programme, albeit supplemented with the political dimension of
proletarian practice, it is crucial to also recognise that during this
same period Marx develops some positive criticisms of Feuerbach. To
avoid confusion and paradox in attempting to understand what is clearly a
complex theoretical relationship between Marx and Feuerbach, it is essen-
tial that the precise nature of Marx's criticisms of Feuerbach be identi-
fied. Precision here is also important for an understanding of the
development of historical materialism. The difficulty arises because the

criticisms in the aphoristic Theses on Feuerbach, written in the spring

IMarx to Feuerbach, August 1844; quoted in Mészaros, op. cit., p.
235, and a slightly different version in McLellan, Karl Marx, p. 124,

2peuerbach regarded Marx and Ruge too impatient for action and held
that "the time was not yet ripe for a transition from theory to practice,
for the theory had still to be perfected", McLellan, Karl Marx, p. 78.
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of 1845, are often regarded as a drawing together and summary of points
made against Feuerbach during the period from 1843, and also as the basis
of the argument which when elaborated becomes the first part of The

German Ideology. 1In this latter work Marx's full length critique of

Feuerbach is the obverse side of his theory of historical materialism.
If both of these views of the Theses are true it follows that the theory

of historical materialism was merely enunciated in The German Ideology

but developed in the writings of 1843 to 1845. This interpretation of
the Theses generates a serious paradox, however. It maintains that
Marx's historical materialist repudiation of Feuerbach, elaborated in

The German Ideology, but already formulated in the Theses which draw on

earlier criticisms of Feuerbach, was developed at the same time as and
co-existed with Marx's incorporation of Feuerbach's theory when polemi-
cally engaging the Young Hegelians. This paradox is resolved when it is
demonstrated that, firstly, Marx's critique of Feuerbach during the
period of his accepting Feuerbach's programme, which is indeed summarised

in the Theses on Feuerbach, is a critique of Feuerbach only in so far as

it attempts to make Feuerbachism consistent with itself. Secondly, the
main points against Feuerbach which when positively stated amount to the

exposition of historical materialism found in The German Ideology are

absent in the Theses gx_l_Feuerbach.1

II

The eleven Theses on Feuerbach make three broad criticisms of

Feuerbach which can also be found variously in the Introduction, in the

Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts and, to a lesser degree, in The Holy

'ror a contrary view, cf. Althusser, op. cit., p. 34; Maurice
Godelier, Rationality and Irrationality in Economics, pp. 115, 118,
note 18; Mclellan, Karl Marx, p. 140.
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Family. The first three Theses make the point that materialism up to and
including Feuerbach has ignored the practical side of man. ﬁarx very
briefly indicates how materialism is better able to account for knowledge
and historical change by incorporating into its system the concept of
'practice'. The second general point relates to the social nature of
man. In the Theses IV to VII various aspects of Feuerbach's default in
this area are noted. These two points, of practice and society, are brought
together in a third criticism which faces materialism with the conse-
quences of realising that social life is itself practical. The details
and ramifications of this are rendered in the Theses VIII to XI. The
particulars of these criticisms of Feuerbach can be made clear by examin-
ing Marx's comments on these matters in his writing up to the Theses on

Feuerbach.

The factor of practice or Eraxis, which remained an essential part
of Marx's mature theory of history, was noted to be crucial in itself and

absent in Feuerbach when Marx first read the Preliminary Theses on the

Reform 9_§_Philosoph_y.1 The need for praxis is affirmed in the Introduc-

tion, man is described as essentially a consciously active being in the

Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts, and in The Holy Family it is

observed that ideas "cannot carry out anything at all. 1In order to carry
out ideas men are needed who can exert practical force."? And yet, when

Marx paraphrases Feuerbach in the Introduction by saying that "Man makes

religion, religion does not make man" 3, he acknowledges that Feuerbach
does indeed appreciate, in a sense, that man is not merely a product of

circumstances but also active in making them. More significantly, Marx

lMarx's letter to Ruge, quoted in Avineri, op. cit., p. 10.

2EaxizWritings, p. 251; Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts,
p. 71; The Holy Family, p. 140.

Sparly Writings, p. 244.
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seems to suggest that Feuerbach's humanism, and especially his demand for
the negation of philosophy, implies that man has an active side.
Although Feuerbach is not specifically mentioned in this context in the

Introduction, Marx's comments on what he ironically calls the "practical

political party" are pertinent. The practical party, says Marx, is
"right to demand the negation of philosophy", but such a demand can be
achieved only when philosophy is first realised, and the realisation of

1

philosophy is possible only "through practice [Praxisl". Marx's criti-

cism that Feuerbach's materialism is defective in failing to recognise
that man's sensuousness exists as "human sensuous activity, practice"2
is not primarily concerned to chide him for ignoring practice. Marx's
complaint, rather, is that Feuerbach has not sufficiently drawn out the
implications of his theory of man as a sensuous being, a theory which

leads, Marx claims, to the recognition that man is an active, practical

being.

Marx's argument that Feuerbach's humanism, and especially the
observation that man is a sensuous being, implies that man has a practi-
cal nature, takes three different but related forms or stages. One of
these is that there is a practical imperative in intention. We have
already seen Marx argue that the intention to negate philosophy can be
approximated only through practice. Marx returns to this question in the

Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts when he says that "the resolution of

the theoretical antitheses is only possible in a practical way".3 The
view that Feuerbach's programme engenders or requires a practical impera-

tive is not a consequence of Marx attempting to apply a moral and external

l1bid., pp. 249, 250, 251.
2vTheses on Feuerbach, I', MESW, I, p. 13.

3Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts, p. 102.




160

principle to Feuerbach's humanism, such as one claiming that a person
must act upon what he believes. On the contrary, it follows from a prin-
ciple internal to Feuerbach's anthropology. The practical resolution of
theoretical antitheses is possible, Marx continues, only "by virtue of

the practical energy of man".!

This is the second form of the argument
that man is an active being, the sensuous nature of man anthropologically

entails that man is by nature active.

The argument that it is in man's nature to be practical because it
is in man's nature to be sensuous is taken directly from Feuerbach. Marx

says that

Man as an objective, sensuous being is therefore a
suffering being — and because he feels what he suf-
fers, a passionate being. Passion is the essential
force of man energetically bent on its object.?
It is because man suffers that he is active. The idea that suffering is

a middle link in a chain of sensuous man and his activeness had already

been suggested in the Introduction, where religious suffering is dis-

cussed.?® In the Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts the argument is much

more general when it is explained that man's capacity for suffering is

4 nbd

directly related to his sensuous nature. "To be sensuous is to suffer

because the objects and forces external to man in nature which stimulate
his senses also provide for the satisfaction of his needs. This senti-
ment is Feuerbach's: "A being without suffering is nothing but a being

6

without sensuousness, without matter". While suffering, and especially

l1bid.
21bid., p. 146.
3Early Writings, p. 244.

“Cf. Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts, pp. 99, 144-145.

SEconomic and Philosophic Manuscripts, p. 146.

6'Preliminary Theses on the Reform of Philosophy', in Hanfi (ed.),
op. cit., p. 163.
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suffering through attempting to satisfy needs, somehow proves man's sen-
suousness, it is in the satisfaction of man's needs, and especially his
species needs, that man is active.! Marx develops this point by rigor-
ously applying Feuerbach's notion of man as an essentially natural and
sensuous being. The principle of praxis is not unknown to Feuerbach, and
he argues that it is a consequence of sensuous existence when he says
that all reality exists in space and time, "the primary criteria of

praxis".2

Feuerbach, however, does not so closely tie his concept of
praxis to human sensuousness. Marx, on the other hand, holds that

Feuerbach's conception of man's sensuousness entails human praxis, that

a developed Feuerbachian anthropology is an anthropology of praxis.

There is a third form of argument employed by Marx which criticises
Feuerbach for not developing the notion of man as a practical being but
at the same time suggests that this notion is inherent in Feuerbachism.
Marx's position is that it is in uniting the materialist doctrine of
objective sensuousness with the idealist doctrine of man's mental activ-
ity that the concept of man as a sensuously active or practical being
emerges. Marx's treatment of Feuerbach in relation to this issue is on

the surface contradictory. 1In The Holy Family he says that "the old

antithesis between spiritualism and materialism has been...overcome once
and for all by Feuerbach"s, whereas it is denied in the first Thesis on
Feuerbach that Feuerbach's materialism has incorporated idealism's dis-

y

covery of man's "active side". The resolution of this paradox is found

in the Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts where Marx concludes that

man "is an active natural being" after developing the Feuerbachian themes

!Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts, pp. 102-104.

2'Preliminary Theses...', op. cit., p. 162.
3The Holy Family, p. 11l1.

“'1Theses on Feuerbach, I', MESW, I, p. 13.
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of man as a species through his consciousness of others and of man as an
objective sensuous being.1 "Here we see how consistent naturalism or
humanism distinguishes itself both from jidealism and materialism, consti-
tuting at the same time the unifying truth of both."? It is "consistent
naturalism" which, in unifying the truth of materialism and idealism,
shows man to be a practical being. Feuerbach himself is inconsistent,
according to Marx, in so far as there remains in his writing a vestige of
jidealism.’ The neglect in Feuerbach of man's practical activity as a
constituent part of sensuous reality is not merely criticised by Marx.

He argues that it is only through the further development of the pro-
gramme of humanist naturalism, which Feuerbach established, that such a
concept can be advanced. Marx's comments, in effect, amount to the claim
that while Feuerbach himself does not grasp the relevance of man's prac-
tical activity, the concept is nevertheless integral to Feuerbachian

theory.

In his third Thesis gg_Feuerbach Marx employs what is the revised,

corrected and consistent Feuerbachian principle of man as a practically
active being to show that society is a unified whole rather than a dual-
ist arrangement in which the source of historical change would be exter-
nal to the circumstances of men."' This consideration raises the question
of man's social nature, and this issue is central to Marx's second

general criticism of Feuerbach.

The criticisms of Feuerbach in the Theses IV to VII are widely

regarded as an attempt to confront Feuerbach's philosophical anthropology

lgconomic and Philosophic Manuscripts, p. 144.

2Ibid.; emphasis added.
3cf. Hook, op. cit., pp. 279-28l.

%1 Theses on Feuerbach, III', MESW, I, pp. 13-14. Cf. also The Holy
Family, p. 153.
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with a materialist sociology.1 The evidence for this view in the Theses
themselves is rather slender, however. Apart from the general impression
created by the claims that Feuerbach's treatment of man is deficient in
that it does not sufficiently recognise that he is a social being, there
is little indication in the Theses that Marx has a 'sociological' vision
of man. Marx does, of course, assert that man's human essence "is the
ensemble of social relations"z, and that religious alienation must "be
explained by the self-cleavage and self-contradictoriness of [its] secu-

lar basis".®

It will become obvious, though, that these propositions are
not quivalent to Marx's conception of social man developed in The German
Ideology, where it is argued that man's social nature is explicable in
terms of his material production." This is a qualitatively different

category from that of "practical, human-sensuous activity"s, announced in

the fifth Thesis on Feuerbach and apparently invoked to serve the same

function as the former, namely, to account for the basis of man's social
relations. While the discussion in the fourth Thesis, of what is
required to explain religion, can be regarded as parallel to the account

in The German Ideology, stating that the "phantoms formed in the human

brain are also, necessarily, sublimates of [man's] material life-process,
which is empirically verifiable and bound to material premises“s, the
absence of anything but the general and non-empirical categories of self-

cleavage and self-contradiction prevent us from seeing the two as anything

like equivalents. The argument that the Theses do not comprise a summary

1Cf., e.g., Hook, op. cit., p. 293; Joachim Israel, Alienation,
pP. 56; George Lichtheim, Marxism, p. 42.

2vPheses on Feuerbach, VI', MESW, I, p. 14.
31 Theses on Feuerbach, IV', MESW, I, p. 14.

l'Cf., e.g., The German Ideology, p. 32.

St Theses on Feuerbach, V', MESW, I, p. 14.

®The German Ideology, p. 38.
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of The German Ideology will be taken up later in the chapter, at this

point it is intended to indicate no more than that the materialist soci-
ology, first developed in the latter work, is not particularly indicated

in the former.

The argument that Marx's discussion of man's social nature in his
criticisms of Feuerbach in the Theses is devoid of a 'materialist’ con-
tent does not itself deny that he develops a sociological critique of
philosophical anthropology. But an ambiguity in the term 'society' and
the special meaning Marx gives to the concept in his writings prior to

The German Ideology, a discussion of which is developed more fully in the

next chapter, does raise the question of whether there is anything that
can be regarded as sociological in these Theses. What will be argued
here is that Marx's criticisms of Feuerbach's conception of man do not
constitute a radical departure from philosophical anthropology, but, like
the criticisms of the first three Theses, attempt to make consistent and
develop further an essentially Feuerbachian notion of man's 'social'

essence.

A prima facie case that Marx not only developed a sociological
critique of Feuerbach in his Theses, but also that this critique was begun

soon after his reading Feuerbach's Preliminary Theses on the Reform of

Philosophy, could be argued by showing the similarity between Marx's

seventh Thesis and certain passages in the Introduction. Marx claims in

his Theses that Feuerbach "does not see that the 'religious sentiment’

is itself a social product, and that the abstract individual whom he

1

analyses belongs in reality to a particular form of society". A similar

passage in the Introduction stating that "man is no abstract being

l'Theses on Feuerbach, VII', MESW, I, p. 14.
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squatting outside the world. Man is the world of man, state, society"l,

has also been regarded in the secondary literature as a sociological
critique of Feuerbach's anthropology of religion.2 And yet it is prob-
able that Marx was not criticising Feuerbach at all in this latter pas-
sage. A little later in the Introduction, when Marx returns to the
question of abstracted treatments of man, his target is explicitly Hegel,
not Feuerbach. The discussion there of "the German conception of the
modern state, which abstracts from the real man, was only possible
because and in so far as the modern state itself abstracts from real

man" 3

is reminiscent of the Critique. Before going further into Marx's
criticisms in the Critique of Hegel's abstraction of man, in order to
show its relevance for an understanding of the Theses, let us briefly

consider the notion of 'society' as it is used by Marx in his writings of

this period.

One meaning of the term 'society' is the anthropological notion of
society as man's “species-life itself"", as Marx expresses it in his

essay On the Jewish Question, written just before the Introduction and

published with it. This conception is not part of a sociological argqu-
ment about man's condition, but one concerned with the-question of the
nature of man's human essence. It is precisely this anthropological

meaning which is ascribed to Feuerbach when his great achievements are

listed by Marx in the Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts: "Feuerbach

also makes the social relationship 'of man to man' the basic principle of

S

the theory". This social relationship is that derived from man's

'Early Writings, p. 244.

2cf., e.g., Dupré, op. cit., p. 113; Israel, op. cit., p. 32.
SEarly Writings, p. 250.

“Easton and Guddat (eds.), op. cit., p. 237.

SEconomic and Philosophic Manuscripts, p. 135.
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'species~being' in which self-consciousness is the source of man's
natural communicative sociality. It is possible, therefore, to see the

assertion of the Introduction, that man is not an abstract being outside

the world but a social being, as an affirmation of the Feuerbachian
critique of Hegel's conception of man as a predicate of mind. There is

no need to assume that Marx's considerations of society in the seventh

Thesis on Feuerbach departs from this conception of man's social nature

in the anthropological sense.

As we saw in Chapter 2 above Marx criticises Hegel in the Critique
for not regarding man as a being of essential sociality in an anthropo-
logical sense, for the social qualities of man's nature are expressed,
even though in an alienated form, in the political state, according to
Marx. Whereas Hegel regards the state as an entity quite extermal to
man's nature, Marx contends that the political offices of the state,
whilst not an expression of man's full universality, for the political
state is not rational, are nonetheless a function of human sociality
under particular conditions. It is this critique of Hegel which seems

to inform the discussion in the Introduction, referred to above, of the

abstraction of real man in the German conception of the modern state. A

perfectly coherent interpretation of the seventh Thesis on Feuerbach can

show that Marx is there making comments against Feuerbach which are simi-
lar to those he made against Hegel in the Critique. While in the Critique
the state is regarded as a "mode of man's social existence as the reali-
sation and objectification of his essence"!, the religious sentiment is
analogously conceived as a social product in the Thesis. This is to say

that not only is religion an aspect of man's alienated condition, as

Feuerbach correctly shows, but, as Marx maintains, that religion is a

1EarlyﬁWriting§, p. 99. Marx no doubt got this notion from Feuer-
bach, compare ibid., p. 78, with 'Preliminary Theses...', P. 172.
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phenomenon which reveals something of the state of man's essential nature
in a wider sense. Feuerbach, in seeing the alienation of individual men,
ignores the fact, stressed by Marx, that the general condition of man's

species-nature under religious alienation implies that all men "belong in

reality to a particular form of society“1

, or, as he more graphically
puts it in the Critique, the "modern age...isolates the objective essence

of man, treating it as something purely external and material™.?

These comments of Marx relate to two points, namely that the alien-
ation of essence is not a merely individual predicament and that in the
alienation of essence man's species-nature is given a limited and partic-
ular expression. Feuerbach's conception of man's anthropologically
social essence and its alienation is such that individuals may lose their
essence under adverse circumstances. Marx's criticism of Feuerbach's
individualised essentialism amounts to the assertion that as the social
essence of man is a faculty of his species-being or species-nature —
which is also Feuerbach's point of departure — any factor which interferes
with the full expression of that nature, such as the state or religion,
affects the species as a whole and determines a general condition of man,
not merely the individual condition of particular men. For Marx man
remains a species-being under religious or political alienation, even
though his essential nature is without full expression. This is because
Marx regards religion and the state as being themselves a consequence of
man's species-being in a limited and incomplete sense. Feuerbach, on the
other hand, sees religious alienation as a complete denial of man's
species-being. These points are developed in the sixth Thesis on

Feuerbach where Marx argues that "the human essence is no abstraction

1y theses on Feuerbach, VII', MESW, I, p. 14.

2Ear;xWritings, p. 148.
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inherent in each single individual. 1In its reality it is the ensemble of

nl

the social relations. In this Marx again attempts to introduce con-

sistency into Feuerbachian thought.

Marx does not charge Feuerﬁ?ch with denying that the human essence
"is the ensemble of the social relations", but with failing to "enter
upon a criticism of this real essence".? Feuerbach's own general view,

summarised in §59 of Principles of the Philosophy of the Future, is

l

remarkably similar to Marx's critical formulation:

The single man in isolation possesses in himself

the essence of man neither as a moral nor as a

thinking being. The essence of man is contained

only in the community, in the unity of man with

man. ?
However, in not criticising or understanding fully this real essence
Feuerbach, according to Marx, perpetrates the double mistake of abstract-
ing from the historical process and thereby presupposes an abstract,
isolated individual and, secondly, of assuming that the human essence
naturally unites these individuals." The introduction of 'history' as a
counter to what appears to be a manifestation of methodological individu-
alism on Feuerbach's part, and the condemnation of Feuerbach's alleged
claim that man is united naturally, a condemnation usually associated
with the sociological repudiation of the view that man has a pre-social
nature, gives the impression that Marx is sociologically criticising
Feuergach's anthropologism. And yet these criticisms can be shown to be

quite consistent with the anthropological concept of man outlined by Marx

in his Critique of Hegel's Philosophy of Right.

!1Theses on Feuerbach, VI', MESW, I, p. 14.
SHanfi (ed.), op. cit., p. 244.
“1Theses on Feuerbach, VI', MESW, I, p. 14.
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According to Marx's early evolutionary ontology, which was described
in Chapter 2 above, man's essential nature of universal and rational
sociality attains its full potential through an historical process of
development. Prior to man's full apprehension of his essence, when man
is isolated from the full sociality of his species-being, his essence is
nonetheless immanent in his being and determinate in his institutions and
their development. In these early stages of his human development man is
isolated or alienated from the universal or rational form of his essence
even though it exists empirically in a partial form as the political
state or even as religion. The point that man exists as a species-being
even in his alienation is very important to Marx's analysis and has often
been misunderstood in the literature': it is crucial to Marx's argument
that although man may be isolated from his objective essence, from his
essence in its fully developed form, his essence exists empirically in
the partial form of alienated institutions. The historical process of
man's essential development described by Marx assumes that man's essence
is ever present but in different forms at different times. It is in the
culmination and conclusion of this historical process that man's full
essence is realised "in the community, in the unity of man with man", to

use Feuerbach's words which Marx paraphrases throughout the Economic and

Philosophic Manuscripts. It is probable that it is this historical pro-

cess to which Marx refers in the sixth Thesis gg_Feuerbach. An inter-

pretation based on this assumption shows that on the one hand Marx shares
Feuerbach's notion of the human essence as the ensemble of social rela-
tions and, on the other, that he criticises Feuerbach's misunderstanding

of this concept of social man.

1E.g., Bertell Ollman, Alienation, p. 1ll6.
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Marx's argument is that Feuerbach abstracts from the historical
process in two senses, in an ahistorical naturalism and in an individu-
alisation of man. He posits the social essence of man's species-being
ahistorically by considering that it unites men naturally without con-
sideration of the historical development which leads to the full realisa-
tion of man's species-being in a universal form. For Feuerbach the datum
of man's essential sociality, his species-being, is the self-
consciousness of man which exists here and now. Marx implies that
Feuerbach holds to a more or less idealised view of man's social essence
in so far as Feuerbach suggests that essential species-being exists only
in its full form as man's community with man, even though man is demon-
strably without full community in religion and the political state. His
conception of man's essence as species-being in communicative sociality
has no regard for the fact, postulated by Marx, that its empirical rup-
ture through religion is not a mere loss of essence, but itself an
alienated form of man's essential nature which will be surmounted in
man's historical development. Thus for Feuerbach the human essence is
"comprehended only as a 'genus'“1 whereas Marx comprehends it as a
developing and evolutionary form. Because Feuerbach regards man's
essence as an idealised reality of man rather than as an aspect of his
historical development, he regards the loss of essence as a misery which
befalls unfortunate individuals rather than as a general condition of the
human species under specific conditions:

Only in human life does it happen, but even here only
in abnormal and unfortunate cases, that being is

separated from essence; only here does it happen that
a man's essence is not where his being is.?

v pheses on Feuerbach, VI', MESW, I, p. 14.

2'Principles of the Philosophy of the Future', Hanfi (ed.), op.
cit., p. 215.
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This is the second sense in which Feuerbach abstracts from the historical

process.

What Marx appears to be doing in those Theses on Feuerbach which

argue his case for man's social nature is to reveal an inconsistency in
Feuerbach's treatment of man and correct that inconsistency‘by develop-
ing the Feuerbachian presuppositions which he regards as fundamentally
correct. His discussion in the Theses of man's practical néture and
man's social nature is a criticism of Feuerbach's actual formulations
from the point of view of Feuerbachian premises. Marx thereby develops
a consistent Feuerbachism in a way that Feuerbach failed to do. We know
that Marx at this time regarded Feuerbach as "one who has made genuine
discoveries” and as "the representative of materialism coinciding with

humanism in the theoretical domain". !

In breaking new ground for the
first time it is quite explicable that Feuerbach would have retained
vestages of the old system of thought he overthrew and would not have

been able to follow his original discoveries to all their ramifications.

In those Theses on Feuerbach discussed above Marx attempts to complete

the task Feuerbach began. This certainly constitutes a critique of

Feuerbach, but the content of the critique is decidedly Feuerbachian.

The third general criticism which Marx raises in the Theses on
Feuerbach VIII to XI, signifying that social life is itself practical and
that in being practical it is subject to change, brings together his
previous discussion of the practically active and the social nature of
man. In this criticism of Feuerbach Marx again, in effect, attempts to
strengthen the Feuerbachian programme, but in doing so introduces into it

an element of inconsistency which, when more fully developed, leads him

lgconomic and Philosophic Manuscripts, p. 134; The Holy Family,
p. 147.
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to abandon Feuerbachism itself. In arguing that "Social life is essen-
tially practical"” and that "the point...is to change" the world?, Marx
introduces into his Feuerbachian anthropology a new concept which it can
not bear. 1In developing a fully consistent Feuerbachism he paradoxically

brings out a fundamental contradiction internal to it.

The aphoristic nature of the Theses gives them a somewhat cryptic
quality, but we may be reasonably sure that when Marx refers to the "human
practice" which gives the "rational solution" to all the "mysteries which
mislead theory to mysticism"2 he is discussing the practice which is part
of the historical process leading to the full sociality of man's essence
described above, the practice in which men engage in order to overcome
their mystifying alienation. This interpretation is borne out in the
tenth Thesis where the standpoint of Marx's new materialism is said to be
that of "human society, or socialised humanity".3 "Human society" in
this context can only be the condition of unalienated man, the condition
in which his fully social essence is completely realised, especially as
it is contrasted with the standpoint of "contemplative materialism" or

the "old materialism", which is that of "civil society".“

Civil society
is the association of men who exist for each other through their intrin-
sically individual needs and interests and is by its nature, therefore,
alienated society in which men can not exist as full species-beings.

Human society or socialised humanity, then, is what Marx elsewhere

describes as communism.

Feuerbach, too, develops the notion that man is a species-being in

communism, for he says that

lypheses on Feuerbach, VIII and XI', MESW, I, p. 15.
2vTheses on Feuerbach, VIII', ibid.
31 Theses on Feuerbach, X', ibid.

“'7mheses on Feuerbach, IX and X', ibid.
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in essence what he is in the senses — he is Man or,

rather — since Feuerbach transports the essence of

Man only into his community — he is social Man,

communist.
We have already seen that Feuerbach's appreciation of man's essential
sociality is based on the assumption that there is an existing common
human condition of self-consciousness which constitutes this essence.
The condition of essential being, for Feuerbach, is achieved through love,
which is its content. ? Feuerbach, therefore, sees the achievement of
communism, the social unity of man with man, as coming about through love.
Marx, on the other hand, argues that it is achieved with practice; an
argument he develops from Feuerbachian premises. This is the point of
the eleventh Thesis, which requires that the world be changed, and this
itself is an extension of the postulation that man's alienation is a con-
dition .of partial sociality suffered by the species as a whole, an alien-
ation which is within the spectrum of man's historical evolution. Although
Marx does not specify the class nature of practice and change in the
Theses, his introduction elsewhere in writings of the period of political
class action as the agent of change brings with it the political role of
the proletariat as a class which is inevitably led to confront other
classes in achieving change. From the point of view of Feuerbach's insis-
tence that full species-being is achieved with love the class aspect of
change is inhuman; it is also inconsistent with the Feuerbachian view of
man as a species-being with a common and uniform nature, for class con-
flict is both unlovely and contrary to the concept of a shared and common
human nature. It is at this point that the Feuerbachian system refined

by Marx must begin to break down.

1'0on the "Essence of Christianity” in Relation to "The Unique and
His Property"', quoted in MESW, I, p. 536, note 22,

2cf. §33 of 'Principles of the Philosophy of the Future', Hanfi
(ed.), op. cit., pp. 225-226.
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It would be a mistake, however, to gain the impression that in the
last four Theses Marx undermines Feuerbachian thought while he attempts
to elaborate and develop it in the others. The last four Theses really
do no more than draw out the implications of those that went before them,
and the contradiction inherent in his extended Feuerbachism is not here
manifest. Neither do we want to suggest that Marx is aware of the con-
tradiction in his development of Feuerbachian thought in the Theses. In

The Holy Family, for instance, Marx says that the concept of man's con-

sciousness in English and French materialism is one in which the develop-
ment of consciousness is the result of forces external to it, and, there-
fore, is a concept of passive rather than of practical consciousness.

He then immediately goes on to argue that this form of materialism can be
used to support the case for communism.? The first point of this argu-

ment is in the ninth Thesis gg_Feuerbach. What we have deduced of the

meaning of the other Theses might suggest that the second part of the
argument would still be acceptable to Marx at the time of his writing the
Theses some five months later, namely, that although the position as
stated by Feuerbach is inadequate there is in it a germ of truth acces-
sible to a fuller development. Such a development is to be found in the

tenth and eleventh Theses.

It is clear from writings of the period that Marx entertains both
sides of the contradiction inherent in his extended Feuerbachism without
being aware of the antagonism between them. With class political action
coexists the principles of love and a common human nature. Although Marx
does not elevate love to the determining position Feuerbach gives to it,

love is listed with the five senses and other faculties as essentially

'The Holy Family, pp. 152-153.
21bid., p. 154.
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"human relations" in the Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts.1 Simi-

larly, his description of fully developed humanism and naturalism as com-
munism in "the genuine resolution of the conflict between man and nature

and between man and man" 2

, while wider than Feuerbach's notion of love,
clearly contains this Feuerbachian element.? To cite a third example,
Marx's expression of distaste for the political economists who strip "the
individual...of all determinateness so as to class him as capitalist or
worker"", while not a little odd in a book which discusses class and the
class condition at some length, can be explained by the fact that Marx
shares Feuerbach's disquiet at attempts to divide men and thereby
obstruct the possibility of love between fellow men. Here we see the
class concept and the concept of love coexisting nonetheless. Although

class struggle is described in this work®, it is not yet conceived as the

motor of communist revolution.®

In The Holy Family class struggle does appear as the mechanism for

attaining communism, or at least as the means of abolishing private prop-
erty, but even then Marx maintains the assumption of a common, a-class or
non-class human nature. The proletariat and the so-called class of

wealth suffer "the same human self-estrangement", according to Marx, even
though they experience it differently.7 There is in this the notion of a

singular, universal and essential human nature which is fundamental to

'Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts, p. 99. The role of love in
sociality is more directly Feuerbachian in Marx's manuscript notes on
James Mills' Elements of Political Economy, cf. Early Writings, p. 277.

2gconomic and Philosophic Manuscripts, p. 95; emphasis in original.

3c£. ibid., p. 131.
“Ibid., p. 119.
Scf., e.g., ibid., pp. 92, 1l4.

®Marx talks vaguely and not a little obscurely of "communist action"
which will arise out of history in the form of a developing need. CE£.
ibid., pp. 106, 115.

"The Holy Family, p. 43.
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the anthropological view of man. In The German Ideology and the writings

thereafter, where communism is fully understood as a consequence of class
upheaval, the concept of an essentialist human nature is removed. In
these writings man is defined basically in terms of his relation to the
production process and the means of production. In fact Marx now
describes the class nature of man in a manner similar to that of the

political economists who were criticised in the Economic and Philosophic

Manuscripts for precisely this reason. !

For it is largely unintelligible
to talk of an essential human species-being common to all men in the con-
text of a situation in which the individual condition is determined by

one's class location and where the major classes are mutually antagon-

istic.?

I1Y
The most complete statement of Marx's early alienation theory is

elaborated in his Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts, which fall in the

middle of what might be described as his Feuerbachian period.3 A
Feuerbachian influence is fairly self-evident in the Manuscrigts; but as
there is also in them concepts absent in Feuerbach's own writing, as Marx
goes beyond Feuerbach's own formulations and as he outlines criticisms of
Feuerbach, some scholars regard the theoretical content of the work as

y

non-Feuerbachian. Such a position gains support in the fact that many

of the themes discussed in the Manuscripts can be traced through all of

!The German Ideology, pp. 69-70.

20f. the discussion concerning the consequence of the rise of the
political working class movement on the liberal theory of human nature in
C.B. Macpherson, Democratic Theory, p. 202.

3Tt will be argued in Chapter 6 that while there is a theory of
alienation in Marx's mature work it is fundamentally different from the
theory of alienation developed in the Manuscripts.

“Lucio Colletti, 'Introduction' to Marx, Early Writings, pp. 48,
56; Mészaros, op. Cit.
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Marx's writings subsequent to his theoretical repudiation of Feuerbach.
A concern with the labour process, class relations, private property,
political economy, the emancipation of labour and communism, which

strongly emerges in the Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts, is both

absent in Feuerbach and characteristic of Marx's later work.! It will be
shown, however, that the Feuerbachian influence in the Manuscripts is not
merely verbal and apparent but theoretical and central, and that while

many of the themes discussed in the work are continuous with the content
of Marx's later writing they are accounted for with significantly differ-

ent theories.

It may appear precipitous to claim that the Manuscripts are
Feuerbachian when the intellectual sources on which Marx drew in writing
them are numerous and varied, as Ernest Mandel reminds us.? The French
economists Fugéne Buret, Constantin Pecqueur and Jean Baptiste Say and the
Swiss-German economist Wilhelm Schulz contribute to Marx's discussion of
the wretchedness of the workers' condition, for instance. The British
Classical Economists Adam Smith and David Ricardo are fundamental to
Marx's account of the relation between capital and labour. The importance

of Engels' Outlines of a Critique of Political Economy3 to Marx's own

critique of political economy should not be forgotten. In his 'Preface'

Marx describes Engels and Moses Hess as the authors of the "only original

11t is for this reason that the Manuscripts are often seen as a
'bridge' between Marx's earlier philosophical writings and his later
economic works, and also as the starting point of the later thought; cf.,
e.g., Daniel Bell, 'The Debate on Alienation', p. 201; McLellan, Karl
Marx, p. 128.

2BErnest Mandel, The Formation of the Economic Thought of Karl Marx,
p. 158.

Spublished in the Deutsch-Franzosische Jahrbucher of 1844 and
appears as an appendix to the Moscow edition of the Manuscripts. For a
discussion of the importance of Engels' essay in Marx's writing of the
Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts, cf. Maguire, op. cit., pp. 55-58.
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German works of substance in this science“.1

And yet Marx suggests that
although he has made use of many writers in drafting the Manuscripts,
their theoretical core is largely Feuerbachian, for he goes on to say
that "positive criticism as a whole...owes its true foundation to the

2 While Marx crossed out this line it was not

discoveries of Feuerbach".
because he wanted to revise his opinion, for the subsequent claim that it
"is only with Feuerbach that positive, humanistic and naturalistic criti-

cism beings" is left intacta, and repeated in the body of the text."

Feuerbach is subjected to criticism in the Economic and Philosophic

Manuscripts for the limited nature of his critique of Hegels, but these
are internal criticisms, similar in form to those of the Theses on
Feuerbach, and do not interfere, as we will see, with Marx's appropria-

tion of Feuerbach's theory of alienation in the Manuscripts.

The theory of alienation in Feuerbach is qualitatively different
from Marx's theory in so far as one accounts for religious alienation and
the other for the alienation of labour. But while Marx addresses himself
to an area of life ignored by Feuerbach he nevertheless seems to regard

the theory he develops in the Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts as an

application of Feuerbach's theory.6 We have already seen Marx comment in

the Introduction that the "criticism of religion is the prerequisite of

all criticism"; he goes on to say that

!pconomic and Philosophic Manuscripts, p. 19; emphasis in original.

Zlgig., p. 19; emphasis added.
312;2., p. 20.

“Ibid., pp. 133, 134.

Ibid., pp. 135, 149.

6Cf. also Dirk Struik, 'Marx's Economic-Philosophical Manuscripts',
pp. 292-293; Murray Wolfson, A Reappraisal of Marxian Economics, p. 27.
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It is the immediate task of philosophy...to unmask
self-estrangement in its unholy forms once the holy
form...has been unmasked. Thus the criticism of
heaven turns into the criticism of earth, the criti-
cism of religion into the criticism of law and the
criticism of theology into the criticism of politics.1

In the Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts this programme is extended,

partly under Engels' influence, to include the criticism of the political
economy, for Marx now regards alienated labour as the key to all human
servitude.? This does not nullify Feuerbach's critique of religion, but
builds upon it. Marx does argue that man's alienation in religion is
different in content from his alienation in labour and that the latter is
causally primary in so far as "its transcendence...embraces both

3

aspects", He also says, however, that formally they operate in much

"the same way"."

As religious and economic alienation are formally the
same the same formal aspects of the theory which deals with each of them

need not be different, the difference lies in the subject to which the

theory is applied.

The Feuerbachian context of the Manuscripts' theory of alienation
is evident in the particular nature of its philosophical framework. The

Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts has been described as both a

"philosophical critique of the economy" and an "empirically based

criticism".?® Ernest Mandel argues that the work is neither one nor the
other, but both.® While this is in a sense true it is also unsatisfac-

tory, for it fails to make clear the function of empirical data in Marx's

lRarly Writings, pp. 243, 244-245.

2Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts, p. 77.

31bid., p. 96.

“Ipid., pp. 69, 75.

SDupré, op. cit., p. 121; Maguire, op. cit., p. 7.
op- cit op. &1t

®Mandel, op. cit., p. 158; but cf. also Ibid., p. 154.
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critique of political economy and the particular nature of that critique.
Herbert Marcuse' formulation, quoted by Mandel, which states that

all the philosophical concepts of Marxian theory

are social and economic categories...Even Marx's

early writings are not philosophical. They

express the negation of philosophy, though they

still do so in philosophical language
offers a merely verbal solution to the question of the nature of the
Manuscripts, even though it does appear to accord with Marx's own descrip-
tion of them as a negation of philosophy, "the settling of accounts with

2

Hegelian dialectic and Hegelian philosophy as a whole". Marx's claim

that his "results have been won by means of a wholly empirical analysis

"3 also seems

based on a conscientious critical study of political economy
to be a denial of philosophy. But it is in the details of his "critical

study" that Marx's Feuerbachian philosophy is to be found.

On one level Marx's analysis is fully empirical, indeed he begins
with the facts analysed by political economy and says that he accepts its
language and laws. He does not dispute the description of empirical
reality presented by political economy, but argues that its explanation
of these facts is inadequate.“ As we saw in Chapter 2 above Marx later
rejected outright the empiricism of political economy, but here he merely
criticises it and explains its facts from the point of view of a "science

5

of man" which stresses man's "true anthropological nature". Marx's

lgerbert Marcuse, Reason and Revolution, p. 258. Marx makes a
similar claim in The German Ideology, p. 259. The philosophical nature
of the Manuscripts is stressed in Marcuse's earlier 'The Foundations of
Historical Materialism', pp. 3-10.

2pconomic and Philosophic Manuscripts, p. 20.

31bid., p. 18.
“1pid., pp. 64-65.

SIpid., pp. 104, 103. Cf. also Feuerbach, 'Preliminary Theses...',
op. cit., p. 172.



181

empiricism and his naturalistic "science" in the Economic and

Philosophical Manuscripts are directly related in being equal parts of

the Feuerbachian philosophical anthropology. For Feuerbach philosophy
begins with an empirical reality indicated by the senses, its procedure
is to organise that reality by subjecting it to '‘criticism', a criticism
or philosophy premised on the proposition that man is a natural being.1
The critique of political economy in the Manuscripts, like the critique

of politics in the Introduction, is still a "task of philosophy". Not

the speculative philosophy of Hegel, certainly, which is an autonomous
and autonomously confirming reality, but rather the naturalistic philos-

ophy of Ludwig Feuerbach.

To briefly recapitulate: In elaborating further the Feuerbachian
notion of man as a species-being Marx was able to argue that man is an
active and social being historically tending toward the full realisation
of his essence in communism. The function of the theory of alienation in
this schema is to account for the human condition in the pre-communist
stage of the evolutionary unfolding of his essence. With Feuerbach's
transformative method Marx is able to prove that man is the subject of
history. With the Feuerbachian notion of species-being he is able to
specify what is man's essential nature. The concept of 'alienation', for
both Feuerbach and Marx, is a derivative of the concept 'species-being'
in so far as the meaning of alienation can be understood only in terms of

man's @evest%d species-being. Feuerbach had shown that religion is an
intellectual and emotional creation of man which comes to operate inde-
pendently of its creators and stand over them as an oppressive force.

Stated generally, it is in alienation that man's own products acquire an

independence from him and become agents of his oppression.

lKamenka, op. cit., pp. 71, 76; Marcuse, Reason and Revolution,
pPp. 269-270.
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Religious alienation, which became alienation par excellence for

the Young Hegelians, is the alienation of consciousness. Marx argues
that man is not merely a conscious being but a practically active being.
The basic form of alienation for Marx, therefore, is the alienation of
his activity, of his labour. The difference between Marx and Feuerbach
in this is parallel to the way they each differentiate man from the

animals. 1In his 'Introduction'’ to the Essence of Christianity Feuerbach

says that "the essential difference between man and the animal...is con-

sciousness".1

Although animals do possess consciousness in the sense
that "the animal experiences itself as an individual...it does not do so
as a species".2 It is consciousness of species which Feuerbach regards
as consciousness in the full sense, for "Where there is consciousness in
this sense, there is also the capacity to produce systematic knowledge or

"3

science. Science is the consciousness of species. Marx accepts this

view when he says in the Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts that it is

"in his knowing" that man proves himself to be "not merely a natural

¥ But Marx also adds to Feuerbach's

being...[but] a human natural being".
position when he employs an extended Feuerbachism similar to that summar-

ised in the Theses gg_Feuerbach. He says that

Conscious life-activity directly distinguishes man
from animal life-activity. It is just because of
this that he is a species being.

As Feuerbach admits that animals in a sense possess consciousness Marx

admits that they too produce, but they produce one-sidedly, under the

lHanfi (ed.), op. cit., p. 97.
21pid., pp. 97-98.
31bid., p. 98.

“Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts, p. 146; emphasis in original.

SIbid., p. 71.
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compulsion of immediate physical need. Man, on the other hand, produces
universally and in freedom, and it is in this type of production,
directed by conscious life-activity, that man is proved to be a species-

being, according to Marx.!

Using a Feuerbachism largely drawn from the Preliminary Theses on

the Reform of Philosophy and the Principles of the Philosophy of the

Future Marx develops an alternative to the definition of man outlined in

Feuerbach's earlier Essence of Christianity to show that production as

conscious life-activity rather than mere consciousness is the essence of

man's species-being. It is important to notice that in the Economic and

Philosophic Manuscripts labour and production are equivalent to praxis in

the full sense as it emerges in Marx's revised Feuerbachism and that the
terms have a wider meaning than they do in Marx's later writing. In the
Manuscripts Marx says that man's involvement in institutions such as
religion, the family and the state and in cultural areas such as law,
morality, science and art is each a manner of production, and even in
being sensuous, in exercising the five senses, man labours.? While
labour and production are not narrowly confined to material objectifica-
tion ir} Capital, for instance, any more than they are in the Manuscripts,
in the former work labour is specifically understood as an activity which

augments capital.3 In the Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts the con-

cept 'labour' goes beyond this precise economic criterion in covering the
exercise of all human faculties. Any activity engendering a consequence
which may become independent of man and oppress him is a labour which may

be alienated.

1pid., pp. 71-72.
21pid., pp. 96, 101.
3ct., e.g., Capital, I, p. 477.
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In the section of the first Manuscript, however, where 'Estranged
Labour' is most thoroughly and continuously dealt with, the labour with
which Marx is concerned is the labour of material production.1 For in
his critique of political economy Marx must first confine himself to the
industrial form of labour as that is the subject of political economy.
Marx begins his discussion of alienated labour and his critique of politi-
cal economy by stating a paradox which he deduces from the premises of
political economy. He says that on the one hand

The product of labour is labour which has been con-
gealed in an object, which has become material: it

is the objectification of labour. Labour's realisa-
tion is its objectification,

while on the other hand,

In the conditions dealt with by political economy

this realisation of labour appears as loss of reality

for the workers; objectification as loss of the

object and object-bondage; appropriation as estrange-

ment, as alienation.
Marx is not contending that labour is inherently oppressive; there should
be no confusion between "objectification" and "alienation". Objectifica-
tion is merely the creation of objects, that is, production. It is cen-
tral to Marx's theory of alienation that objectification be expressive of
man's species-nature. Marx's point is that in certain circumstances,
those dealt with by political economy, the realisation of labour takes
the form of a loss of reality for the labourer. 1In production under
these conditions "the life which [the worker] has conferred on the object
confronts him as something hostile and alien".?® Marx says that political

economy does not explain this paradox and that it actually "conceals the

lpconomic and Philosophic Manuscripts, pp. 64-78.
21bid., p. 66.
31bid., p. 67.
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estrangement inherent in the nature of labour by not considering the

direct relationship between the worker (labour) and production".1

Marx identifies four basic aspects of the alienation of labour which
indicate what he regards to be the content of the relationship between
labour and production concealed by political economy. The first two
aspects relate to the loss of labour as a product and as an activity.
Marx says that in alienation neither the fruits of labour noxr the activ-
ity of labour belong to the labourer, the one appears "as an alien object
exercising power" over the labourer, while the other appears "as an alien
activity not belonging to him".? From this statically conceived loss of
objects and this dynamically conceived loss of activity in alienation
Marx deduces a third aspect of estranged labour which he conceives as a
total loss. Man's "species character" is "free, conscious activity".3
In losing the object of his production and the freedom of hHis activity in
production man is estranged from his own species-being, from his "human
being“.“ Finally, and as a consequence of his loss of human essence in

alienation, "one man is estranged from the other"®

, that is to say, each
man regards every other by the criteria of his own alienation, man is

alienated from his fellows who appear as mere means. In these different

aspects of estranged labour is the source of man's alienation.

Marx argues that not only does political economy have no familiarity
with the direct relationship between the worker and production, but that
it is also incapable of revealing the source of estranged labour. The

fact of estranged labour is known to political economy and Marx suggests

Tbid., p. 68.

1bid., pp. 69-70.

31pid., p. 71.

“1bid., p. 72; emphasis in original.

S1bid., p. 73.
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that for political economy alienated labour has its basis in the movement
of private property. Political economy is mistaken, however, for although
"private property appears...[as] the cause of alienated labour, it is
really its consequence".1 Political economy's error is in its ignoring
the whole man, for it sees man as having "no other need either of activ-
ity or of enjoyment" than those available to the wage—labourer.2 Because
it understands estranged labour as "human life and existence"g, it is
similarly led to see the division of labour as the "social character of
labour"”, which it is not.* "The examination of the division of labour...
is of extreme interest" to Marx "because [it is a] perceptibly alienated
expression of human activity and of essential human power as a species

5 1In failing to perceive the division of labour as

activity and power“.
an expression of estranged labour political economy fails to perceive the
source of estranged labour. The key fact in the relationship of the
worker to production, for Marx, is that it is an incomplete relationship,
it is divided. It is in the division of labour that man's labour is
estranged. It is in estranged labour that man is divided from nature and

it is in this division of labour, which separates man from nature, that

Marx finds the source of man's alienation.

The first and third aspects of alienation mentioned above account
for man's alienation explicitly in terms of his separation from nature.
The relation of the worker to the product of his labour is his "“relation

to the sensuous external world, to the objects of nature as an alien

6

world antagonistically opposed to him". and in being estranged from his

11919., p. 76.

21bid., pp. 109-110; cf. also ibid., p. 80.
azgig,, p. 110; emphasis in original.
“Egig,, p. 120.

>Ibid., p. 124.

61929-* p. 70.
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! Marx's

species-life man's "inorganic body, nature, is taken from him".
argument for this general position moves through two stages. He univer-
salises from the specific instance of the appropriation of some objects,
those produced on the production line, to the appropriation of all
objects, the universe of nature. He argues thus because he maintains
that nothing can be created without the sensuous external world of nature;
to have labour's products appropriated is to deprive man, therefore, of
the sensuous external world.? In losing nature in this sense, in losing
the natural objects with which man produces, man loses nature in a more
fundamental sense. As man's own species-nature is free and universal
activity in production, the appropriation of natural objects and the con-
sequent loss of nature means that his life is no longer a species-life,
for production under such circumstances can be no more than a means to
individual existence and species-life is turned, therefore, into indi-
vidual life.? Man's estranged production "transforms his advantage over
animals into the disadvantage that his inorganic body, nature, is taken

from him"."

In losing the product of his labour man loses his direct
nexus with external nature and in losing his direct nexus with external

nature man loses his species-nature.

In the Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts Marx understands the

term 'nature' in three senses.® External nature is the sensuous world
external to man, nature as opposed to man, what Marx calls "man's
inorganic body". There is also nature in the sense of human nature,

man's "species-being", his "true anthropological nature”. The content of

'Ibid., p. 72.
1bid., p. 67.
‘Ibid., p. 71.
uggig., p- 72.

ScE. Israel, op. cit., p. 77.
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nature in these two senses are connected in a third notion of nature,
which is nature in general, external nature united with human nature, for
Marx says that the link between man and nature "means simply that nature

! Man and nature are

is linked to itself, for man is a part of nature".
consummated into a single unity, however, only when man exists as full

species-being. It is in the breaking of this nexus with nature that man

is alienated.

The notion of alienation in the Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts

is dependent, therefore, upon a prior notion of man's fundamental unity
with nature under the 'social' conditions obtaining in communism.

...the human essence of nature first exists only for

social man; for only here does nature exist for him

as a bond with man...only here does nature exist as

the foundation of his own human existence. Only here

has what is to him his natural existence become his

human existence, and nature become man for him. Thus

society is the consummated oneness in substance of

man and nature — the true resurrection of nature — the

naturalism of man and the humanism of nature both

brought to fulfilment.?
Marx is encouraged by his analysis of man in nature and nature in man to
comment that with communism the natural and human sciences will both sub-
sume into a single unified science, "there will be one science" only.3

What is significant about this, apart from its bearing on Marx's theory

of alienation, is its Feuerbachian origin.

Feuerbach's conception of man entails that man is a part of nature

in a way which is similar to that described by Marx:

!Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts, p. 71.

21pid., p. 97; cf. also ibid., p. 95.

31bid., p. 103; emphasis in original.
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Nature is being that is not distinguished from exis-

tence; man is being that distinguishes itself from

existence. The being that does not distinguish is

the ground of the being that distinguishes; nature

is, therefore, the ground of man...the thinking man

[i.e., man at one with his essencel...knows himself

as the self-conscious essence of nature...!
Feuerbach also argues for a unified science "grounded in nature".? We
might add that Marx follows Feuerbach in his criticism of Hegel's 'defec-
tive' appreciation of nature. > Typically Feuerbach's position is not as
clearly worked out as Marx's, but equally typical is the obvious inspira-
tion of Feuerbach in Marx. The parallels between the two are uncontest-
able. Not only is Marx's theory of alienation formally the same as
Feuerbach's, Marx's explanation of the basis of alienation in the separa-

tion of man from nature derives from a Feuerbachian notion which holds

that man in essence is a part of nature.

Earlier it was shown that Marx's development of the Feuerbachian
conception of man as a practically-active being led him to develop the
notion of class struggle in opposition to Feuerbach's programme of human
love. Marx's development of Feuerbach's notion of nature in terms of
productive life activity similarly leads Marx to expose an inherent weak-
ness and contradiction in Feuerbach's thought. From essentially
Feuerbachian premises Marx initiates the formation of his own conception
of historical materialism. An extension of Feuerbach's naturalism into
the sphere of economic activity and the definition ofvnature in terms of
production leads Marx to initiate the transition from a Feuerbachian

materialism to his own historical materialism. We should be aware,

1'Preliminary Theses...', op. cit., p. 169. Cf. also Kamenka,
op. cit., p. 86.

21preliminary Theses...', op. cit., p. 172. Cf. also 8§54 of the
'Principles of the Philosophy of the Future', op. cit., p. 243.

3Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts, p. 137; 'Preliminary Theses
...'", op. cit., p. 164.
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however, that while the ground work for this transition is prepared in

the Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts, it is not yet completed. The

theory of alienation in that work remains Feuerbachian rather than his-

torical materialist.

Iv
The assumption that in his objective essence man is united with
nature, an assumption which permits Marx to explain alienation in the 1844
Manuscripts as the result of man's estrangement from nature, is rejected

in 1846. 1In his criticism of Feuerbach's contemplative materialism in

The German Ideology Marx illustrates his argument by saying that

the important question of the relation of man to
nature...out of which all the 'unfathomably lofty
works' on 'substance' and 'self-consciousness' were
born, crumbles of itself when we understand that

the celebrated 'unity of man with nature' has always
existed in industry and has existed in varying forms
in every epoch according to the lesser or greater
development of industry...1

These comments must be read as a criticism not only of Feuerbach but also
of Marx's own earlier account of the celebrated unity of man with nature.

According to the Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts man's nexus with

nature is broken in industrial production, whereas according to The

German Ideology there exists in industry a unity of man and nature, a

unity which the Manuscripts claim is attained only when man returns to
his objective essence in communism, when he is "social man". Two views

could not be more opposed.

In his discussion in the Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts Marx

says that industry "is the actual, historical relation of nature...to

lThe German Ideology, p. 58.
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1

man". But in man's alienation it is a relation of estrangement not

unity, for

the history of industry and the established objec-
tive existence of industry are the open book of
man's essential powers

only in the sense that

...the objectified essential powers of man in the

form of sensuous, alien, useful objects, in the form

of estrangement, displayed in ordinary material

industry...can be conceived as...activity estranged

from itself.?
The relation, then, between nature and man in industry under pre-
communist conditions is not one of unity, but the negation of unity, the
relation is one in which man loses nature. Industry proves man's essen-
tial powers, his natural powers, but only by removing them from him.
This is similar to Marx's earlier proof of man's essential being in the

political state which exists as a partial and, therefore, alienated

expression of man's species-being. We saw in the Critique of Hegel's

Philosophy of Right the historical development of man in the movement

from the political to the rational state. In the Economic and

Philosophic Manuscripts man's historical development in industry is the

movement from man's relation of estrangement from nature to man's rela-
tion of unity with nature. But while industry is conducted with estranged

labour man's relation to nature remains estranged.

The different relations in industry between man and nature, of
separation and unity, which correlate with the alienated and 'social'’

conditions of man's species-being, have no place in Capital, for instance.

'Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts, p. 103.

2Ibid., p. 102.
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The question of man being estranged from nature does not arise in that

work any more than it does in The German Ideology. While man "opposes

himself to nature" in labour, he does so "as one of her own forces". !

Labour's unity with nature in changing nature to "a form adapted to his
own wants" is "not changed by the fact that the labourer works for the
capitalist instead of for himself".? Man's relation with nature in pro-
duction is, therefore, unaffected by the form of man's own essential
nature. Indeed, Marx says in Capital that by "acting on the external
world and changing it, [man] at the same time changes his own nature".?

The fundamental differences indicated here between the analysis of man's

relationship with nature in industry found in the Economic and

Philosophic Manuscripts on the one hand, and in The German Ideology and

Capital on the other, must prevent us from accepting David McLellan's
view that Marx's sketch of industry in the Manuscripts "anticipated his

* 1In fact

later and more detailed accounts of historical materialism”.
the account of industry in historical materialism removes from the theory
of alienation outlined in the Manuscripts Marx's explanation of alien-

ation as the separation of man from nature in industrial production,

removes from it its Feuerbachian content.

It is not only the Feuerbachian inspired assumption concerning

man's relation with nature that is undermined in The German Ideology. The

largely Feuerbachian essentialist anthropological conception of man,
which is correlative with the conception of nature outlined in the 1844

Manuscripts, is also repudiated in The German Ideology. Marx argues in

the latter work that his approach methodologically entails the need to

!capital, I, p. 173.
21bid., pp. 173, 180.

31bid., p. 173.
"McLellan, Karl Marx, p. 122,
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apprehend the empirical and factual reality of man's circumstances, and
needs to posit the primacy of man's productive activities in shaping

that reality. Marx says that he begins from the premise of men in their
productive "activity and the material conditions under which they live",

! This is not

premises which can be "verified in a purely empirical way".
entirely new in Marx. The role of empiricism and the concept of 'praxis'

in the consistent Feuerbachism he had developed earlier has already been

discussed. What is new, and absent in the Theses on Feuerbach, is his

outright rejection of any essentialist conception of man. Rather than
refer to the 'species' of man Marx confines his discussion to "the real

individuals", to "living human individuals".?

He says that it is
"definite individuals who are productively active in a definite way [who]
enter into...definite social and political relations", relations which
are predominantly of a class nature.’ Marx's point is that what the
philosophers have mistakenly conceived as the 'essence of man' is really
the "sum of productive forces, capital funds and social forms of inter-
course, which every individual and generation finds in existence as some-

thing given”.“

These social forces are not here regarded as the conse-
quence of man's alienation, as they are in his Feuerbachian writings, but
the cause of estrangement.5 This reversal of the causal chain, more than

anything else, indicates that Marx has abandoned his previous essential-

ist notion of man in The German Ideology, and replaced it with a material-

ist sociology.

lThe German Ideology, p. 31l.
21pid.

3Ibid., pp. 36, 96-97.
“Egig., p. 51.

SIbid., pp. 43-44, 46, 49.
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The conception of 'history' in The German Ideology is quite differ-

ent from the one found in his writings prior to The German Ideology,

including the Theses on Feuerbach. It was argued above that Marx had

previously regarded history as an evolutionary unfolding or development

of man's essential species-nature. In The German Ideology historical

development is conceived as a process in which the development of produc-
tive forces shift the social power held by one social class to another,

! The discussion of class action in

previously subordinate social class.
historical change is completely absent of any account of an alliance

between philosophy and the proletariat, the realisation of the philosophy

of man or the transcendence of philosophy with its realisation. 1In the

Theses on Feuerbach and elsewhere Marx postulated the empirical social
relations and their historical development within a framework of the
development of man's essential nature, and social relations and history
were categorically rather than materially conceived. In The German
Ideology historical development is relative to the development of social
forces. The social forces are not seen as expressions of the form of
man's essential nature, as they are in Marx's Feuerbachian writing, but

themselves determine the conditions of relations between men.

Marx's critique of Hegel and the importance he gave to the impera-
tive for social change were derived from or sustained by the revised
Feuerbachian programme he developed. What is not available in Feuer-
bachism, and what Marx's political interpretation of Feuerbach required,
is a theory of social and historical change. The theory of social change
in Feuerbachism, to the extent that one exists, affords no possibility of
an approach which could develop a concrete and material analysis of

social forces and factors which initiate and realise historical change.

'1bid., pp. 86-87.
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The notion of man as a species-being, while sufficient for the critique
of Hegel, inhibits the development of a positive and programmatic theory
of class action in historical change. The class reality, which Marx
first began to conceptualise in his Feuerbachian writing, could have no
genuinely positive explanatory role while it was part of a Feuerbachian
theory of history. And while Feuerbachism entails a conception of social
relations, it does not lend itself to empirical investigation.1 It was
only by developing a critique of Feuerbachism, and therefore his own
earlier position, a critique which fully repudiated its theoretical core,
that Marx could begin to develop a theory of history and society which
could be recruited to the service of a political programme of proletarian
revolution. It is for this reason that Marx describes himself as a
"practical materialist"? in sharp contrast to Feuerbach and the theory of

Feuerbach which Marx had adopted and then rejected.

Marx was initially attracted to Feuerbach's thought because of its
political utility in criticising the Young Hegelians who attempted to
develop the 'revolutionary' side of Hegelian philosophy and who depreci-
ated the role of 'the masses' in political change. The strength of
Feuerbachism was demonstrated to Marx through its critique of Hegel. 1In
using Feuerbach for his own purposes Marx extended the competence of
Feuerbachian thought, but in developing it to its limits its inadequacies
were revealed to him. Marx's early acceptance of Feuerbach's programme,
which he sympathetically developed, had an enduring influence upon his
work in so far as it provided him with the concept 'praxis'. The notion
of man as a practically active being was taken from Feuerbach. But the
meaning the concept acquired in Marx's mature historical materialism,

while deriving from Feuerbach and his own extended Feuerbachism of the

1pbid., pp. 54, 102, 105.
21pid., p. 57.
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1840s, is not identical with nor does it operate in the same theoretical
framework as that of the earlier materialism. Nevertheless, the impor-
tance of Marx's development of Feuerbachian materialism to the develop-
ment of his own theory of historical materialism should be appreciated,
although David McLellan's claim that historical materialism in general
and the base/superstructure model in particular was directly derived from
Feuerbachl, has been shown above to be true only in the sense of a
literary allusion. The importance of Feuerbachism to Marx's theoretical
development is partly in the form of a negative example to which he
reacted and which provided him with the opportunity to resolve important

questions of social analysis.

Marx's critical development of Feuerbachian theory during the
period of 1843 to 1845, while of relatively short duration, amounts to a
genuine intellectual accomplishment. His subsequent critique of

'consistent' Feuerbachism in The German Ideology, a critique which forms

the basis of historical materialism, is a significant theoretical achieve-
ment. Our understanding of Marx's thought during this period can be ade-
quate only when we appreciate the nature of his relationship to Feuer-

bachian thought.

1McLellan, The Young Hegelians and Karl Marx, p. 112.
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The consequences of European capitalist development can not be
underestimated. Not only did it profoundly affect the human landscape of
habitation and labour, it also provided the impetus for socialism and
liberalism to emerge as movements of change. In sharing this common his-
torical beginning both socialism and liberalism drew their inspiration
and ideas from a common inheritance of the thought and experience of the
Enlightenment, the English Industrial Revolution and the French political
Revolution. To the extent that there is a common theme in the movements
and their doctrines it can be said that each addresses itself to the
problem of the relation of the individual to the wider society. This
question necessarily arose with the collapse of stable and definite feudal
relations wrought in the advance of capitalism. Socialism and liberalism
diverge, as different reactions to political and economic change, in their

quite different visions of man's place and role in the social world.

In its Marxist form socialism?

developed a thorough epistemological
and theoretical alternative to the liberal conception of the relation
between the individual and society. Society, according to liberal
thought, is an aggregation of autonomous individual beings for whom °'the
other' is essentially external. Society, for liberalism, therefore,
exists as an abstraction external to the individual. Marx is generally
seen to have rejected this liberal duality of the individual and society
by arguing that the individual has no attributes which are independent of
the social conditions of his existence. According to this view Marx
claims that the individual is inseparable from society, he is both soci-
ally determined and in his activity generates social consequences. Marx's

thought has been readily characterised, then, as a ‘sociological' critique

of liberal individualism.

lpor a discussion of Marx's use of the terms 'socialist' and
'communist' cf. Paul Thomas, 'Marx and Science', pp. 4-7, and Engels,
MESW, I, pp. 103-104.
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The adequacy or otherwise of this summary statement of classical
Marxism aside, it can be noted that a number of writers have recognised
that a major component of Marx's thought is his sociological critique of
atomistic liberalism. It is of particular interest that the passage fre-
quently quoted in support of this observation is the one from the Economic

and Philosophic Manuscripts which reads

What is to be avoided above all is the re-establishing
of 'Society' as an abstraction is_—_‘a;—zjﬁ the indi-
vidual. The individual is the social being. His life,
even if it may not appear in the direct form of a com-
munal life carried out together with others — is there-
fore an expression and confirmation of social life.
Man's individual and species life are not different,
however much — and this is inevitable — the mode of
existence of the individual is a more particular, or
more general mode of life of the species, or the life
of the species is a more particular or more general
individual life.!

Not every interpretation of this passage which assumes its sociological
content sees it as a critique of liberalism. Irving Zeitlin, for
instance, and also Tom Bottomore and Maximilien Rubel, suggest that this
passage demonstrates that Marx's sociology is a critique of the Comtean
or Durkheimian notion of society as a reality sui generis above the indi-
vidual.? Another interpretation of the quotation, superior to the others
in that it conveys Marx's intended meaning, is advanced by Shlomo Avineri,
who says it shows that Marx believed the full sociality of man is attain-

able only in communism. Through this meaning the quotation is devoid of

lEconomic and Philosophic Manuscripts, p. 98; emphasis in original.
This passage is read as a sociological critique of liberalism by Isaac
Balbus, 'The Concept of Interest in Pluralist and Marxian Analysis',
p. 167; Joseph O'Malley, 'Introduction' to Marx's Critique of Hegel's
Philosophy of Right, pp. xliii-xliv; Paul Walton and Andrew Gamble, From
Alienation to Surplus Value, pp. 2-3.

2Irving Zeitlin, Marxism, p. 34; T.B. Bottomore and M. Rubel,
‘Introduction' to Marx's Selected Writings, p. 33.

3shlomo Avineri, The Social and Political Thought of Karl Marx,
p. 88.
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sociological content. But the frequency with which this passage is
quoted for its sociological interpretation highlights the assumption held
by many scholars that Marx had developed a sociological theory of civil

society in his Paris Writings of the 1840s.

In his early critique of Hegel Marx implicitly challenges the
liberal view of man when he argues that man is essentially a social being.
This becomes explicit by 1844 when Marx criticises classical political
economy, a discipline which founds the architecture of the liberal tradi-
tion by advancing the general doctrine that the relations between indi-
viduals are purely external relations, market relations. In his manu-

script notes on James Mill's Elements of Political Economy Marx compares

his own position with that of political economy. He says that economics
conceives the relations between men as commercial relations. Adam Smith,
for instance, sees "Society...[as] a commercial society. Each of its
members is a merchant.” Man's essence, according to economics, says
Marx, is conceived as "the mutuality of men, in terms of exchange and
trade", so that each man is distinguished from the other in his autonomy
and they relate through an external medium of the market. ! Against this
Marx says that "the essence of man is the true community of man" and that
"by activating their own essence [men] produce, create this human commun-
ity, this social being which is no abstract, universal power standing
over against the solitary individual".? 1In contrast to the liberal con-
ception of man as an individual trader Marx postulates that man is essen-
tially a social producer. In contrast to the liberal conception of

society as a faculty external to the individual, which he enters for

1'Excerpts from James Mill's Elements of Political Economy', Early
Writings, p. 266.
21bid., p. 265.
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purposes of trade, Marx conceives society as the creation and community

of men.

There are two possible responses to liberal doctrine. One is to
argue that liberal theory fails to recognise that society can not be
reduced to its individual members and that the web of social relation-
ships is greater than the market relations of individuals. This we might
call the sociological critique of liberal individualism. Another response
might argue that liberal theory adequately describes civil society, but
refuse to accept it as a description of a necessary situation. Things
may be like this now, but need not always be thus, nor will they be.

This we can call the normative critique of liberal individualism. While
the theory of historical materialism at least includes the first of these,
it seems that Marx's early critique of liberalism is largely of the
second type. Marx says in his notes on Mill, for instance, that politi-
cal economy's conception of individual relations corresponds to "the
process of reality itself".! He goes on to say that

exchange or barter is the social species-activity, the

community, social commerce and integration of man

within private property, and for that reason it is

external, alienated species-activity...By the same

token it is the very antithesis of a social relation-
ship.

Thus the more developed and important is the power
of society within private property, the more man is
egoistic, un-social and estranged from his own essence. 2
Thus Marx holds that in alienation man's relationships are not social and

that the power of society, based on private property, confronts man as an

external force with which he has no community save that of commerce.

1bid., p. 266.

21pid., Pp. 267, 269; emphasis in original.
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Marx therefore shares with liberal political economy the description of

man in civil society as a being isolated from society.

It can be seen from the above comments that Marx's early notion of
man as a social being is not a direct sociological challenge to the image
of asocial man described by liberal political economy. Rather it assumes
that given "human" conditions, conditions in which man can realise his
"human, communal nature", man will live as a fully social being, but that
in his alienation society is lost to man and in his individuality he

exists in isolation from others. !

In his writings after 1846, with the
development of the theory of historical materialism, Marx broadens his
critique of liberalism to include the sociological dimension. Familiar-
ity with Marx's later sociological critique of liberal individualism and
the superficially similar early assertion that man is essentially a social
being has led some scholars to gloss over the dominantly normative nature
of Marx's early discussion. The transposition of Marx's later sociologi-
cal vision to his early writings amounts to a backward reading of Marx
which prevents him from speaking for himself in his formative period.
Wwhat he says is interpreted in terms of a pre-formed expectation of what
he might mean based on a reading of his later work. The actual sense of
his early writing is thereby misunderstood. The concept 'society' in
Marx's 1844 writings is not equivalent to the concept 'society' employed

in the theory of historical materialism, and the early meaning is partic-

ularly interesting for what it conveys of Marx's pre-sociological thought.

The content of Marx's early concept of 'society' will be examined
in the present chapter. It will be shown that in 1844 Marx had not
developed a theory of man which operates through purely social terms, but

that he sees civil society as merely an aggregate of isolated individuals.

'1pbid., pp. 277-278.
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It will be shown that Marx concurs with liberal political economy that

(
the relations between individuals are basically exchange relations between
isolated monads. There is no sociological alternative in the early writ-
ings to the liberal image of man in society. Marx's early critique of
liberal atomism, it will be argued, operates through a philosophico-
anthropological concept of 'society'. 'Society' in this sense is con-
ceived as man's species-life, so that Marx regards society as an attri-
bute of human nature, an attribute which is lost in the alienation of
man's essence. This particular conception of society, therefore, func-
tions as a normative principle against which civil society is measured.
The truly social situation, according to Marx, is the human community of
communism which is attained only when the power of private property,
which determines the nature of civil society, ceases to estrange man from
his real social essence. This early concept of 'society' will be con-
trasted in the discussion with the sociological concept developed in
historical materialism by Marx after rejecting the earlier notion. The
significantly different critiques of liberal individualism advanced by
Marx at different times indicates the danger inherent in assuming that
Marx's theoretical development followed a linear progression of elabora-
tion and revision. Marx's writings of 1844 must be appreciated in their

own terms to be fully understood.

I
In his writings of 1844 Marx develops an empirical account of civil

society which largely corresponds to that developed by liberal writers.

1

In his essay On the Jewish Question” Marx says that the conditions of

civil society and its constituent members are founded on the principles

!Actually written in late 1843, but published in 1844.



204

of juridical liberty and the right of property. These are described by
Marx as the right of man to be separate from his fellows and the right of
self-interest.! The implementation of these rights constitutes the full
substance of civil society, according to Marx, in that through them civil
society "appears as a framework extraneous to the individuals".? Marx,
therefore, does not challenge the empirical description of man in civil
society as a "self-sufficient monad", and in fact agrees with political
economy when he says that in civil society the "only bond which holds
[men] together is natural necessity, need and private interest, the con-
servation of their property and their egoistic persons".3 He differs
with political economy, though, on the question of how civil society is
to be regarded, and disagrees that the bonds of private interest are
social bonds. Marx rejects the view, held by political economy, that
man's individual existence in civil society is the condition of man's
essential existence, for he maintains that it is in the alienation of his
essentially social being that man's existence is individual®, for accord-
ing to Marx man is unnaturally “separated from his fellow men and from

ll5

the community"® in civil society.

While man is regarded by both Marx and liberal writers as a private
individual who confronts civil society externally Marx goes beyond
liberal thought in arguing that commercial society is no society, it is
the alienation of society from man. The liberal argument that individual

relations in civil society are social relations is contested by Marx.

1Early Writings, p. 229.
21pid., p. 230.

31bid. The notion that in civil society the individual is a "self-
sufficient monad" corresponds to Robert Paul Wolff's description of the
liberal theory of society as "a system of independent centres of con-
sciousness"”, 'Beyond Tolerance', p. 37.

“Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts, pp. 71, 73.

sEarly Writings, p. 230.
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Adam Smith, for instance, says that society exists in the social reci-
procity of exchange and in the social bond of sympathy. In a passage

from The Wealth of Nations, quoted by Marx in the Economic and Philosophic

Manuscripts, Smith argues that self-interest, or self-love, as he calls
it, is the basis of society, the basis of man's social reciprocity in

1

exchange. Marx argues that, on the contrary, Smith's claim is itself

contradictory in that it attempts to establish "society through unsocial,

particular interests".?

This position is sustained by Marx's argument
that the means of exchange, money, is esgentially the currency of self-
interest, and is therefore inherently unsocial. Exchange itself can not
be other than an unsocial relationship. Marx's discussion of money as

the agency of man's estrangement from society is developed in On the

Jewish Question, in his notes on Mill's Elements and in the Economic and

Philosophic Manuscripts.3 He argues that money facilitates individual
possession in such a way as to preclude the possibility of human social
relations. Money, says Marx, actually creates a "world of atomistic

individuals confronting each other in enmity"."

Money, and through it
exchange, is not the basis of society, but the basis of society's disso-

lution.

Smith's argument concerning the social bond of sympathy is not
directly discussed by Marx. It is argued in the former's The Theory of

Moral Sentiments, a work to which Marx does not refer. Sympathy is the

social sentiment in man which is responsible for the fellow feeling

!Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts, p. 120.

21bid., p. 124.

3Ear;y Writings, pp. 236-241, 259-265; Economic and Philosophic
Manuscripts, pp. 126-131.

“Early Writings, p. 240.
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between individuals.'® Sympathy, at the core of liberal man's social
morality, prevents injury to others in the pursuit of individual ends by
subjecting such actions to social restraint, or at least the sanction of

public opinion.2

In his discussion of self-interest in civil society
Marx implicitly reasons that self-interested action would be entirely cor-
rosive of sentiments such as sympathy. For it is precisely the natural
and human qualities, on which sympathy is based, which are confounded in
the money relation.® Marx might argue academically that even if sympathy
remained intact in civil society it would be irrelevant to and overruled
by the relations of civil society. Money creates a situation in which
individual relations operate "beyond and above man"“, man's sentiments
are extraneous to his relations so that sympathy would be without a
medium through which it could function. Marx does describe something
like sympathy when he sketches a picture of communist workmen, who, in
their association, acquire a need for society.5 But the circumstances
created in their common enterprise, where this social sentiment is
exhibited, is so removed from the relations of civil society that it is
an example of sympathy which is the exception proving Marx's rule of its

impossibility in the atomistic relations of commercially dominated inter-

course.

For Marx, as for liberal political economy, civil society is reduc-

ible to the relations of individuals, reducible to exchange relations

Ianfter Smith the concept of 'sympathy' became integrated into
liberal thought generally; cf., e.g., John Stuart Mill, Utilitarianism,
Liberty, Representative Government, pp. 29, 3l.

’Adam Smith, The Theory of Moral Sentiments, p. 120. It is inter-
esting to note that from the 1890s liberal theory has paradoxically held
that such naturally social sanctions require state support.

3Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts, p. 130.

“Early Writings, p. 260.

SEconomic and Philosophic Manuscripts, p. 115.
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between what are empirically egoistic individual beings. 1In his early
writings, then, Marx completely endorsed the eighteenth century view of
civil society as a conglomeration of individuals defined by their partic-
ular and personal interests, by their 'needs'. Marx goes beyond classi-
cal liberalism in his contention that the relations of need are non-
social relations which exclude social relations. There is no place for
social man in the empirical world Marx describes, for the basis of civil
society, individual self-interest, can not be the foundation of society
but is its negation. This theoretical proposition is given an historical
dimension in the argument that the centralisation of the state, according

to On the Jewish Question and the growth of industry according
to the Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts, in bringing about the col-

lapse of feudalism, were responsible for the destruction of society.

In his writings of 1844 Marx developed separately these two differ-
ent but related accounts of the historical emergence of the individual

bereft of social bonds. In On the Jewish Question the dissolution of

feudalism is described as a consequence of the political revolution in
which the modern, centralised state comes to monopolise the authority and
power which had been vested in the autonomous feudal institutions of
estate, corporation and guild. Feudal society was itself "directly
political", says Marx, in that the relations of individuals were hier-
archically structured on a syStem of authority and privilege which denoted

directly social relationships.1

The political revolution, by destroying
the feudal institutions which supported these relations, allowed the
"political spirit" to be "gathered together" into a single, central state

structure.? Marx described the same process eight years later when he

said that

1Early Writings, p. 232.

2Ipid., p. 233.
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The seignoral privileges of the landowners and towns

became transformed into so many attributes of the

state power, the feudal dignitaries into paid offi-

cials and the motley pattern of conflicting mediaeval

plenary powers into the regulated plan of a state

authority.1
The consequence of this political revolution was not merely to draw the
political aspects of the separate feudal institutions into a single
political institution of the modern state. The political revolution also
dissolved feudal society "into its foundation...into egoistic man".? In
destroying the political relationships of feudalism the political revolu-

tion had at the same time deprived the individual of the social bonds of

the hierarchical relationships.

An economic event parallel to the political revolution, and which
had the same consequence in the generation of asocial individuals, is

described in the Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts where Marx says

that in the historical development of the economy movable private prop-
erty, or capital, came to replace the landed property which had dominated
feudalism. The effect of this development, continues Marx, is that "the
slave of the so0il" becomes the "free worker", the hireling of capital.3
In similar terms the abolition of the "privileged éxclusivity" of feudal-~
ism, through the development of trade and industry free of the feudal

strictures, a process outlined in The Holy Family, is seen to be respon-

sible for the fact that the individual is "no longer bound to other men
even by the semblance of a common bond”"." This general argument, that
the directly social and dependent relations of feudal production become

unstuck in the development of capitalism and the individual emerged as a

YeThe Eighteenth Brumaire of Louis Bonaparte', MESW, I, p. 477.
2Early Writings, p. 233.

3Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts, p. 82; cf. also ibid.,
p. 60.

*The Holy Family, p. 137; emphasis in original.
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free, independent and isolated being, is central to Mar#'s later discus-
sion of the transition from feudalism to capitalism. 1In Marx's mature
writings, however, this argument does not carry the extra baggage of the
claim that this process is one of social dissolution. We will return to
this below. In his 1844 writings the demise of feudalism entailed that
man's existence was to become individual and asocial in the strong sense.
While the political revolution, the advent of the modern state, and the
economic revolution, the preponderance of capital over land, are differ-
ent causes they converge in their consequence — they dissolve society into
a confusion of isolated individuals and simultaneously deprive the indi-

vidual of any meaningful social contact.

Although we are arguing that Marx's Paris Writings maintain that in
commercial society the individual is an asocial being — Marx insists on
the "asocial nature of civil 1life"! — and that historically this is the
result of man's loss of feudal social relations, it is important for an
understanding of Marx's early concept of 'society' to recognise that
feudalism is not regarded as fully social in his early use of the term.

He says in On the Jewish Question that property and labour are not ele-

vated "to the level of social elements" in the feudal order, rather they
are compartmentalised into "separate societies within society".2 This
separation of the individual of labour from the individual of property
through relations of servility obstructs the full realisation of man's
social nature. But while Marx says that the individual is not a fully
social being in feudalism he makes it clear that the individual is not
entirely without social determination. 1In contrast to the relations of

commerce the feudal relations of individuals are social in being direct

licritical Notes on the Article "The King of Prussia and Social
Reform"', Early Writings, p. 412.

ZEar;z_Writing§, p. 232; emphasis in original.
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and close. What is important for Marx is that the relations of feudalism
"held in check the egoistic spirit of civil society".1 In so far as
feudal relations prevent the dominance of self interest in the intercourse
of individuals they are social relations. The interdependence of rights
and privilege and the functional relationship between political and eco-
nomic factors which did not regard the individual interest as conclusive
meant that for Marx the relations between feudal individuals were social

relations. 2

The feudal rein on self interest was its social endowment,
according to Marx, and when this went so too did society. This theme

will be developed below.

Marx's argument that the loosening of the feudal restraint on self
interest leads to the individual's loss of social relations is evident in
the contrast he draws between the feudal character of labour, with its
"seemingly social significance"”, and free labour, which has the mark "of
indifference to its content, of complete being—for—itself".3 Feudal
labour is directed by its significance for the community, labour for com=-
merce has no determination but the individual end. With the eclipse of
feudalism Marx saw that the individual's "particular activity and situa-
tion in life sank to the level of a purely individual significance".u
Marx is quite explicit that the unfettered weight of individual interest

and significance, made possible through the annulment of feudal

restraints, extinguishes all meaningful social relations.

'1bid., p. 233.

’For a discussion of the exclusion of self interest from feudal
relations, cf. Harold Laski, The Rise of European Liberalism, pp. 25-26
and passim; R.H. Tawney, Religion and the Rise of Capitalism, Chapter 1,
Part ii.

3Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts, p. 82.

I’Earlj Writings, p. 233.
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The relations of private property contain latent
within them the relations of private property as
labour, the same relations as capital, and the
mutual relation of these two to one another.
There is the production of human activity as
labour...the abstract existence of man as a mere
workman who may therefore daily fall from his
filled void into the absolute void — into his
social, and therefore actual, non-existence. On
the other hand there is the production of the
object of human activity as capital — in which
all the natural and social determinateness of the
object is extinguished; in which private property
has lost its natural and social quality.

Here Marx claims that with the collapse of feudalism labour, capital and
the relations between them become expressions of merely private interest
and as such are devoid of social content and effect. Without communal
significance labour and capital have no social quality. This assertion
is particularly interesting because the same objective situation is
described in the Grundrisse, but with a contrary evaluation. Marx says
that "private interest is itself already a socially determined interest,
which can be achieved only within the conditions laid down by society and

with the means provided by society“.2

Not only does private interest
here have social determinateness, but the relations of self interest are
seen to take place in society. The objective situation described in

these two quotations is the same, the meaning of the term 'society' is

different.

When Marx says in the Paris Writings that the relations of indi-
viduals in civil society are unsocial and that the individual is without
a social existence he is reserving the term 'society' to indicate a net-
work of organic or communal relations which imply a reciprocal nexus of

social partnership. This he contrasts to commercial relations in which

'Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts, p. 8l; emphasis added.

2Grundrisse, p. 156.
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the social bonds, in this sense, are absent. Historians might write in
this fashion to differentiate pre-industrial from industrial societies. !
Karl Polanyi, for instance, forcefully employs this usage when he says
that the dominance of the "market mechanism...result[s] in the demolition
of society", and complains that in the market economy man suffers a
"lethal injury to the institutions in which his social existence is
embodied". 2 Society in this sense is the community of human individuals
whose relations are intentional, visible and reciprocal. It is certainly
true, and this is Polanyi's point, that capitalist development does not
take existing,sécial organisation for granted, but subverts customary
society by establishing the impersqnal power of the market. If the term
'society' is confined to the description of what capitalism destroys, as
with Polanyi, or of what capitalism denies, as with Marx in his early
writing, then 'society' can be only a normative concept demonstrating

that in a market environment man is alienated from society.

When describing market society or 'civil society' Marx regards
society as a power which exists independently of the individual and out-
side him, society exists as an alien force to which the individual is
subjected. The relations of individuals under the conditions of civil
society are therefore non-social relations. Marx says in On the Jewish
Question that "in civil society...[man] is active as a private individual,

3

regards other men as means, [and] debases himself to a means”. He goes

on to say that man becomes a social being only when

1Cf., e.g., David Thomson, England in the Nineteenth Century,
p. 57, and Eric Hobsbawm, The Age of Revolution, p. 27.

2garl Polanyi, The Great Transformation, pp. 73, 157.

3Early Writings, p. 220; cf. also Economic and Philosophic
Manuscripts, p. 73.
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as an individual man has become a species-being in
his empirical life, his individual work and his
individual relationships, only when man has recog-
nised and organised his forces propres as social
forces so that social force is no longer separated
from him.!

Man has a social existence, according to this account, when he ceases to
be separated from society, and this occurs only when man's species-being
is empirically manifest, genuinely realised, rather than merely immanent
in man's nature. Man as.a species-being in this sense is man in free,

reciprocal activity with others. It was noted above that Marx regarded
the individual in feudal society as only a partially social being. This

is because the relations of feudalism are servile relations and therefore

unfree, a point well made in the Critique of Hegel's Philosophy of Right

where the Middle Ages are said to be "a democracy of unfreedom”. ?

But in
restraining private interest feudal relations retain for the individual

a social dimension.

It can be seen that there are two distinct concepts 'society'
employed in Marx's early writing. One implies that society is external
to the individual and that individual relations are therefore unsocial
relations. The other meaning of the term 'society' is 'human society’',
implying that individual relations are social relations and that man is a
social being. In Marx's early linguistic usage the individual is a
social being only when he has transcended his self-estrangement. On this

criterion the social man of 'human society' is communist man.

This argument is most clearly expressed in the Economic and

Philosophic Manuscripts. Alienation is conceived as the process through

which the individual is divorced from society, the transcendence of

'Early Writings, p. 234.
2Ipid., p. 90.
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alienation is "the return of man...to his human, i.e., social mode of

1

existence". The individual attains his social being in communism, for

communism is

the positive transcendence of private property, or

human self-estrangement...the complete return to

himself as a social (i.e., human) being.2
This postulation of man's social being is teleological rather than socio-
logical, it assumes that the individual will ultimately become a social
being after he has surpassed his non-social existence in civil society.
It is based on the premise that social relations are attributable to

human nature and explicable in philosophico-anthropological terms rather

than in empirical sociological terms.

II
Marx's discussion of the individual's social relations in human
society is conducted in the manuscript where he outlines the deyelopment
of communist theory. After describing earlier and archaic conceptions of
communism, which he criticises, Marx says that it is "easy to see" that
"the entire revolutionary movement necessarily finds both its empirical
and its theoretical basis in the movement of private property — in that

3 The argument which follows this claim

of the economy, to be precise".
explains why it is so. It is mounted in decidedly non-economic and non-

sociological terms.

The account of communism's empirical basis in the movement of pri-
vate property is designed to show that early utopian conceptions of com-

munism in the thought of Fourierian publicists such as Etienne Cabet and

'Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts, p. 96.
2Ibid., p. 95.
31bid., p. 96.




215

Francolis Villegardelle are false. They argued that communism could be
established by setting up communist settlements in opposition to an
existing reign of private property. Marx criticises such programmes for
attempting to "[tear] single phases from the historical process".1
Communism can not be founded, contends Marx, on the formation of utopian
pockets in the stream of history, as it were. He says that private prop-
erty pervades an entire historical period of man's development as it is
the material expression of alienated human life. Marx's point is that
communism can be founded only after the transcendence of private property
as an historical phase of man's development. The overcoming of private
property through communism, therefore, has its empirical basis in the
historical transcendence of private property, not in the disengagement by
particularly motivated individuals from existing private property. These

'empirical' comments are given significance and meaning in Marx's discus-

sion of the theoretical basis of the "revolutionary movement".

Marx reminds us that in the non-alienated situation the basic and
primary nature of production is in the social character of labour, for
under these conditions a person's products are "the direct embodiment of
his individuality“z, and hence man produces himself and his fellow man in

being socially productive. While this is obscurely stated in the Economic

and Philosophic Manuscripts, the same point is made with more clarity in

the notes on Mill's Elements.’ The text of the Manuscripts goes on to

say that

Likewise, however, both the material of labour and
man as the subject, are the point of departure as
well as the result of the movement (and precisely in

l1bid.
21bid.

3Early Writings, pp. 277-278.
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this fact, that they must constitute the point of

departure, lies the historical necessity of private

property).l
Again the sense of this statement is partly concealed, but it seems to
indicate that although the social character of labour is realised in com-
muism — it is "the result of the movement" — it is also connected with
the genesis of the movement — it is its "point of departure". To claim
both that social labour is the achievement of the movement towards com-
munism and that it is the point of departure of the movement is prima
facie paradoxical. The corollary of the statement that social labour is
realised in communism would seem to be that social labour is unavailable
to the process of attaining communism. Indeed, Marx says that in civil
society, the historical stage prior to communism, labour is unsocial.
However, the theoretical basis of the revolutionary movement developed by
Marx contains an account of its logic and locomotion which shows that the

paradox is merely apparent.

Firstly, the logic of the theory. Marx ties the claim that the
social character of labour is the point of departure for the movement
towards communism to the claim that private property is historically
necessary to this movement. The necessity of private property to the
attainment of communism lies in the fact that the latter is the transcen-
dence of private property only. The sequence of stages in historical
development assumed by Marx is such that communism is the historical
phase of man's human history which necessarily follows the historical
phase of private property. It can logically follow no other historical
stage. This is because in private property social labour is most fully

alienated. Private property is the material expression of alienated

!Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts, p. 97; emphasis in original.
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human life; the alienation of man in religion, the state and so forth are
merely particular aspects of the total alienation of man in material
production. 1In the transcendence of private property, of alienated
social labour, man has returned to him his social labour.! This is what
Marx means when he says that communism is

the negation of the negation, and is hence the actual

phase necessary for the next stage of historical

development in the process of human emancipation and

recovery. Communism is the necessary pattern and the

dynamic principle of the immediate future.?
Logically, then, social labour is the point of departure for the movement
towards communism because communism is the obverse of private property
and private property is the denial of social labour. The negation of
social labour as an empirical absence is the logical prerequisite of com-

munism and in this sense social labour as the negation of private prop-

erty is the point of departure for the movement towards communism.

If social labour as a negative principle, as the alienation of
social labour, is at the beginning of the historical movement towards
communism, through what process is the negation negated? This is the
question of locomotion, of dynamic. In his later writing Marx is explicit
that communism is the consequence of a proletarian victory in the class
struggle. The discussion of communism in the Manuscripts, however, is
devoid of a reference to class struggle. When Marx does mention some-
thing like the viﬁtory of one class over another, as in his account of
the "victory of the capitalist over the landowner" in the movement from
feudalism to capitalism, it is regarded as the result rather than the

cause of the "real course of development". What Marx holds to be

'Ibid., p. 96.
2Ipid., p. 106.
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responsible for this historical movement is the suppression of a previ-
ously dominant form of property by another form of property.1 We have
already seen that in his explanation of the revolutionary movement
towards communism the basic term is property, not class. Here too the
historical movement is conceived as a consequence of the movement of
property, the transcendence of private property, rather than as a conse-

quence of the class struggle.

According to Marx's argument the importance of property, and the
basis of its efficacy for historical change, is its relation to labour.
It is important to remember that for Marx private property is alienated
social labour. In his discussion of the theoretical basis of the move-
ment towards communism Marx gives no more than a hint of this dynamic
mechanism when he says that

the social character [of human labour] is the general

character of the whole movement [towards communism]:

just as society [communism] itself produces man as

man, so is society [communism] produced by him. 2
We interpret Marx to mean that man's social character, even when alien-
ated in civil society, plays a dynamic and not a merely logical role in
the revolutionary movement. The reference to "the whole movement" is to
the period which includes the historical phase of man's unsocial being in
civil society as well as his social existence in communism. When Marx
says that "society [is] produced by" man he means that the social charac-
ter of labour, although empirically absent in civil society, ultimately
produces man as a social being, ultimately produces communism. Basically
Marx is here claiming that man's social nature, his essential sociality,

even when estranged from him, is the motor of the movement towards

'Ibid., p. 85.

2Ibid., p. 97; emphasis in original.
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communism. There is slender basis for this elaboration of the above
quotation in the passage itself, but such an interpretation is supported

by various other comments made by Marx in the Manuscripts.

Marx opens his discussion of communism with an attempt to show that
there is an internal relation of antithesis between labour and capital.
He identifies labour as "the subjective essence of private property as
exclusion of property" and capital as "objective labour as exclusion of
labour". On this basis private property is seen to be in a "developed
state of contradiction" and hence, the argument continues, there is a

1 There are

"dynamic relationship moving inexorably to its resolution”.
several things to notice here. Firstly, capital is defined in terms of
labour and labour in terms of private property, so that the basic units
of explanation are labour and private property. Secondly, the contra-
diction described here is not a class contradiction between labour and
capital, but an ontological contradiction internal to private property.
Indeed, Marx says that the "active connection" is not grasped by those
comprehending only "the antithesis of labour and capital".2 Thirdly, the
dynamic relationship moving inexorably to its resolution is the dynamic
of the contradiction within private property. As private property is

estranged social labour the dynamic of the movement must derive from

alienated social labour.

The picture becomes even clearer some pages later when Marx says

that

The nature which comes to be in human history —
the genesis of human society — is man's real nature;

'1bid., p. 92. Cf. also ibid., p. 88.
2Ibid., p. 92.
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hence nature as it comes to be through industry,
even though in an_estranged form, is true anthro-

pological nature.’
In other words, even when man's essential nature is alienated from him it
is his true anthropological nature nonetheless. Earlier Marx had said
that "the history of industry and the established objective existence of
industry are the open book of man's essential powers", and earlier still,
that "[in] creating an objective world by his practical activity...man

proves himself a conscious species—being".2

Industry, and mutatis

mutandis property, demonstrate man's social nature even though it might
take an unsocial form in them. Marx's statements that it "takes actual
communist [social] action to abolish actual private property" and that

the process will be "a very severe and protracted one"’

, which, from the
perspective of his later thought, appear to be references to class
struggle, are in this context references to man's productive activity as
a species-being. Thus man's essential nature is productive of particular
consequences in its estranged form as well as in its realised form. What
is produced is human society, and this through the resolution of the con-
tradiction inherent in labour's unsocial form as it exists in private

property. For the contradiction within private property is fundamentally

the contradiction of the unsocial form of man's essential sociality.

As Marx argues that the contradiction within private property fur-
nishes its own dynamic and resolution he envisages a sort of entropic
process in reverse in which the tendency of the system is to attain a
state of society. At the centre of the system is man's social nature.

The system is dynamic when labour takes an unsocial form in private

'1bid., p. 103; emphasis in original.
21bid., pp. 102, 71.

SEconomic and Philosophic Manuscripts, p. 115.




221

property. The telos of the system is man's species existence as a social
being. The movement toward this end is a consequence of the inherent

propensity in the nature of man's labour to realise its social form.

In summary then, the concept of 'society' as human society in
Marx's early writings entails that social man is in a state of becoming
in civil society. Man is an unsocial individual in civil society and his
relationships are unsocial. Inherent in man's nature, though, is an
essential sociality. In its unsocial form the individual's labour is
manifest in private property, but within private property the empirical
unsocial form of labour is in contradiction with its essentially social
form. The resolution of this contradiction is the realisation of man's
true anthropological nature as social man. Society and social relations
are, therefore, available to the individual at the end of an historical
process and ultimately attributable to the essential faculty of human
nature postulated by Marx and explicable in philosophico-anthropological
terms. This conception of social man is clearly non-socioclogical. It
does function as a critical element in Marx's account of civil society
and provides a critique of the liberal conception of the relation
between the individual and society. But because it equates social man
with communist man and argues that man's sociality is a function of human
nature it can not be regarded as a sociological alternative to the

liberal image of man in society.

ITI
What is perhaps surprising in Marx's early conception of society is
the degree to which it shares a common formal ground with liberal
thought, even in its critique of the latter. Social man as a conceptual

entity is premised on a notion of human nature and a notion of harmonised
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community in both Marx's early thought and liberal theory. There is no
need to restate Marx's position here as it has already been adequately
outlined above. Adam Smith, as a typical representative of theoretical
liberalism, argues that the structure of society has a pre-social origin
when he accounts for the division of labour in terms of a disposition in
human nature to truck, barter and exchange.1 In a more general vein John
Stuart Mill has written that "Human beings in society have no properties
but those which are derived from, and may be resolved into, the laws of
the nature of individual men".? This tendency of thought is inherent in
the liberal conception of society as an aggregation of individuals, for
if society is a conglomeration of individual beings it must be reducible

to its individual members. >

As society is deduced from the individual in
liberal theory, the nature of society is deduced from human nature.
Marx's own account of civil society is precisely in terms of the objec-
tive condition of human nature in its self-estrangement, and his account

of human society is in terms of the full realisation of man's essential

sociality.

Analogous to Marx's premise of the social nature of communism is
the liberal premise of a harmonised community of social interest. Accord-
ing to Adam Smith, for example, human action is a consequence of self-
love. The same concept, although under a range of different names, is
found in all liberal writing where individual motivation derives from
individual interests and needs. According to liberal theory the indi-
vidual is the sole source and proprietor of his faculties and powers. As
society is understood as an aggregation of such discrete units, the basis

of human action in liberal theory is the endeavour of self to satisfy its

louoted in ibid., pp. 120-121.
2John Stuart Mill, A System of Logic, p. 573.

3Cf. L.T. Hobhouse, Liberalism, pp. 125-127.
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needs. The social relations described by liberalism are, therefore, the
set of external relations between the individual members of civil society.
As these social relations are external to the social individuals they can
be accounted for only in terms of metaphor, such as the 'invisible hand'
of the market, or through natural law metaphysics or some other basically
non-social factor. Marx writes with a measured irony in Capital that "in
accordance with the pre-established harmony of things, or under the aus-
pices of an all-shrewd providence" the self-interested individuals of
liberal theory "work together to their mutual advantage, for the common

weal and in the interest of all".!

As the social community of liberal
theory is external to the allegedly social relations of individual inter-
action, it is actually a non-social phenomenon. The common interest of
civil society is a hypothesised capacity standing above the relations of
civil society which brings order to them. It is only by introducing the
concept of a common interest into its model of society that the liberal
image of social relations between self-interested individuals can be main-
tained; such a concept is no more than what has been called a "communist
fiction".? The 'common interest' as a harmonised community of social
interest functions in the liberal explanation of civil society in much

the same way that Marx's ‘'social relations of communism' functions to

explain human society.

Marx, of course, argues against the claim in liberal political
economy that self interest gives rise to social relations by showing that,
on the contrary, self interest is responsible for the unsocial relations
of antagonism between competitors. Marx's critique of the liberal affir-

mation of the harmony of interests in civil society is contained in the

1Capital, I, p. 172,

’Hannah Arendt, The Human Condition, pp. 43-44; cf. also Ellen
Wood, Mind and Politics, pp. 152-154.
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statement, made in another context, that "[slociety is then conceived as
an abstract capitalist".1 Marx's alternative to the liberal position is
not, however, a sociology of conflict but an alternative conception of
the harmonised community of social interest. The communist fiction of
liberalism is replaced with Marx's communist fact, "the first real
coming-to-be, the realisation become real for man, of man's essence".?
The absence in liberal political economy of this type of dialectic appre-
ciation of man's immanent social essence is criticised by Marxa, but his
own 'communist fact' contains a 'social fiction' analogous to that in
liberalism. Man's essential sociality, as it is conceived by Marx, does
not derive from the individual's communal participation, it is merely
precipitated in communism while remaining a factor inherent in the indi-
vidual's human nature.' Marx's social community of communism is a con-
ception of realised human nature, it describes the situation in which man

"submit [s] himself to his true essence".?3

Thus human society is expli-
cable in terms of the properties of human nature, of the human species
and its individual members. Marx's account of human society therefore
functions through a concept which is ontologically and methodologically
prior to social relations. From the sociological point of view Marx's
communism, like liberalism's social interest, in non-social, for it is an

attribute of the individual rather than of inter-individual social

relations.

The model of social man developed in Marx's early writing is more

consistent than the liberal model it criticises in so far as its premises

!Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts, p. 77.

21bid., p. 152.
3Ibid., pp. 109-110, 119.
“Ibid., p. 98.

SThe phrase is from Maurice Godelier, Rationality and Irrationality
in Economics, p. 123.
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of human nature and human society are conceptually related. The liberal
premises of human nature and social harmony are not internally connected.
The critique of the liberal position found in Marx's alternative vision
of human nature and the community of social man acquires a compelling
force in the fact of its consistency alone. But while Marx's version of
social man is more successful than that of the political economists on
one level, they both share a common flaw. There is developed in each a
sub-social or pre-social conception of human nature; man's nature is
prior to his social being and devolves on the individual essence. 1In
liberal theoxy man's social nature is explained through the psychological
concept of a propensity to truck, barter and exchange, whereas in Marx
the philosophico-anthropological concept of an essential trans-subjective
reciprocity in man's nature accounts for the individual's social being.
Both of these concepts have a narrower range than the social concept of
an ordered interaction of individual actors, neither postulate the social

faculty as something intrinsic to social relations themselves.

The conception of society in liberalism and in Marx's early writ-
ings, as they presuppose a human nature prior to social relations, a human
nature which accounts for the social existence of the individual, must be
regarded as defective from the sociological perspective. A more adequate
depiction of society than that of either liberal theory or Marx's early
writings would recognise that society exists in its own terms, as it were,
and must be accounted for in something other than individual terms. The
properties of society, as Marx demonstrated in his mature writings, are
quite different from the properties of its individual members. Society
is irreducible to its individual members, and must, therefore, be explained
in social and not individual terms. The locus of society is in the

ordered pattern of interaction between the individual members of society
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and the social relations thereby constituted. It has been argued by Alan
Dawe, however, that our preferred conception of society is only one of
two possible sociologies.1 As well as the 'social system' perspective,

in which society is ontologically and methodologically prior to its par-~
ticipants, there is the 'social action' perspective, in which the indi-
vidual social actors create society and the operative element of social
action is the subjective dimension of the participants. On this second
conception of sociology it is arguable that the liberal and early Marxian
concepts of society are indeed sociological and that Marx's early critique

of liberalism is mutatis mutandis a sociological critique of liberalism

and not, as it was suggested above, a merely philosophic-anthropological

critique.

Indeed, Adam Smith, for instance, while arguing that society is
ultimately reducible to the individual, goes on to show that the "differ-

ence of natural talents in different individuals is not so much the cause

2

as the effect of the division of labour". Thus in their interaction

individuals create a social world which, in turn, has a causal effect on
the individuals and their relationships. This constitutes an account of
the individual condition in terms of social causation. A general state-
ment of the sociology of social action derived from liberal premises is

enunciated by John Stuart Mill:

In social phenomena the elementary facts are feelings
and actions, and the laws of these are the laws of
human nature, social facts being the results of human
acts and situations...The human beings themselves, on
the laws of whose nature the facts of history depend,
are not abstract or universal but historical human
beings, already shaped, and made what they are, by
human society.3

lalan Dawe, 'The Two Sociologies’.

2Quoted in Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts, p. 120.

3John Stuart Mill, Auguste Comte and Positivism, p. 84.
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A theory of society constituted along the lines suggested by Mill does
not resolve the difficulties of developing a liberal sociology, which can
not be gone into herel, but the pretensions of such a sociology are

clearly set out.

Marx's early model of human society can similarly be seen as an
instance of social action sociology in which the subjective and objective
elements are mediated through action, the consequence of which is "the

social fabric":

my own existence is social activity, and therefore
that which I make of myself, I make of myself for
society and with the consciousness of myself as a
social being.

My general consciousness is only the theoretical
shape of that of which the living shape is the real
community, the social fabric.?2
Perhaps even more important to our discussion than an arguable social
action sociology of human society is the concept of social causation

which some scholars have found in Marx's early discussion of civil

society.

Ernest Mandel has argued that in the Paris Manuscripts Marx explains

alienated labour as "the product of a particular form of society", namely

class society in which the commodities produced by one class are appro-

priated by another.?

He continues, however, that the manuscript then
goes on to attribute the origin of alienated labour to human nature, and

this, he says, is an "anthropological concept of alienation... [which]

1Cf., e.g., Leon Bramson, The Political Context of Sociology.

*Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts, p. 97.

3Ernest Mandel, The Formation of the Economic Thought of Karl Marx,

p. 160; emphasis in original. Mandel refers specifically to " Economic and
Philosophic Manuscripts, pp. 65-66.
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1

remains largely philosophical and speculative". The conclusion which

Mandel draws is that there is a "contradiction within the Economic and

Philosophic Manuscripts" in so far as Marx ascribes the cause of alien-

ation to both social and philosophico-anthropological determination.

This contradiction is resolved in The German Ideology, where the former

mode of causation only informs Marx's discussion.? The important point,
though, is that a sociological account of alienation is already developed

in the Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts. Marx's argument that the

class appropriation of the products of labour is generative of alienation
is a sociological account of the alienation of labour. Another facet of
the social cause of alienation is suggested by John Maguire when he says

the Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts show that the wealth created in

industrial production is the product "of human co-operation, of intelli-
gent organisation of the capacity of the species, rather than of each

3 The causal role of the division of

individual acting in isolation”.
labour in man's alienation is also an explanation of the individual's

condition in social terms.® Even before writing the Economic and

Philosopic Manuscripts Marx had stated an apparently sociological propo-

sition in On the Jewish Question with the claim that the unsocial aspect

of the individual in civil society is a consequence of "the entire organ-

> There is ample textual evidence, therefore, to

isation of our society".
support a sociological reading of Marx's early writings, even if it does

run parallel to a philosophico-anthropological interpretation.

1Mandel, op. cit., p. 16l.
21pid., p. 162.

3John Maguire, Marx's Paris Writings, p. 125. Maguire refers to
Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts, pp. 70-74.

l'Cf., e.g., Anthony Giddens, Capitalism and Modern Social Theory,
pp. 19, 23, 229,

sEarly Writings, p. 226.
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A sociological reading of Marx's early writings has been used to
show not only that alienation is a consequence of social causes, but that
the route to human society is also explained by Marx through the social
interaction between alienated individuals. 1In his discussion of Marx's
early naturalism Zbigniew Jordan, for instance, interprets "the hypothe-
sis that man 'develops his true nature only in society'" to mean that
"men acquire the means of cultivating their gifts in all directions and
of becoming ultimately free individuals" only in the social context. 'l
In their social relations prior to the attainment of communism men begin
to develop the faculties which, when fully realised, constitute the
advent of human society. This is similar to Maguire's claim that the
operative capacity of the species for co-operation in production, under
conditions of alienation, demonstrates the "potential for the creation of
new wealth", presumably in communism, which amounts to an argument for
"an empirical basis for the notion of species~-being" in Marx's 1844
Manuscrs__ﬁ-gts.2 The difficulty with this general account of a social pro-
cess which leads to communism is that it is inconsistent with the social

explanation of alienation.

As the alienated individual is man robbed of his social gifts, the
argument that alienated labour is the consequence of social causes is one
which proposes that there are social obstacles to the development of
species capacities. Thus a sociological account of the movement to com-
munism which focuses on the development of social capacities in man is
inconsistent with a sociological account of alienation, for the latter
explains the impossibility of the former, not its veracity. A socio-

logical account of the revolutionary movement, which Marx describes as

lz.A. Jordan, The Evolution of Dialectical Materialism, p. 43.

2Maguire, op. cit., p. 125.
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the negation of the negationl, would have to interpret this dialectic in
class terms such that communism was the outcome of class struggle rather
than the incremental development of the capacity in individuals for free
interaction between men. But this understanding of the movement toward
communism does not furnish evidence, empirical or otherwise, of man's
species being.2 It does not necessarily deny the notion of a human
species nature, it functions independently of such a notion or its denial,
but it removes from the explanation of the movement towards communism any
supposition concerning the development of social capacitiés in civil
society. In our earlier discussion of the movement towards communism we
interpreted Marx's claims regarding the necessity for the transcendence
of private property to imply that the contradiction which, when resolved,
gave rise to human society, was a contradiction internal to private prop-
erty itself, the content of which was the contradiction between alienated
labour's empirical unsocial form and its essentially social nature. It
was argued that Marx did not regard this contradiction as fundamentally
one between labour and capital, and that his argument constituted a
philosophical rather than a social prognosis of man's movement towards
communism. The significance of this philosophical interpretation is that
it is consistent with the sociological explanation of alienation in so
far as it proposes that alienated labour is labour which has become

estranged through private property.

!Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts, pp. 106, 114.

2Jordan, op. cit., p. 405, note 87, offers an ingenious explanation
of Marx's use of the term ‘'species' when referring to social life. He
says that Marx probably acquired the expression from Saint-Simon, who
wished to establish sociology as a generalised physiology. This account
ignores the fact that Marx's terminology is self-consciously Feuerbachian.
A physiologisation of Marx's notion of 'society' would make it no more
sociological than does its philosophical anthropology.
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Rather than there being a contradiction in the Economic and

Philosophic Manuscripts between the sociological and philosophico-

anthropological explanations of alienation, the two are quite compatible.
The basis of their consistency lies in the fact that the sociological
explanation is reducible to the explanation of alienation in philosophi-
cal terms. The passage in the Manuscripts which Mandel had quoted to
show that alienation is a consequence of social causes, the consequence
of the appropriation of the products of labour by the non-labourer, must
be supplemented with Marx's comments a little later in the same manu-
script that the relation between worker and capitalist is the result of
alienated labour and that private property, which appears as the source
of alienation, is really its consequence.1 In anticipation of this point
and in answer to it Mandel says that Marx "is not dealing here with the
problem of the historical origin of private property but rather with the
problem of its nature, of how it reappears daily in a mode of production
based on alienated labour".? Actually the passage in question can be
interpreted as a statement concerning both the historical and everyday
genesis of private property. But the important thing, which renders
Mandel's objection redundant, is that it is an account of alienation which
is based on the assumption that what is alienated is human nature. The
anthropological interpretation is reinforced by Marx's discussion of the
division of labour. While the division of labour empirically functions
as a social cause of alienation, it is primarily, Marx says, the alien-
ated form of the social character of labour.’ 1In both of these examples
the social cause of alienated labour is itself a consequence of human

nature in its alienated form.

'Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts, pp. 75-76.

2Mandel, op. cit., p. 161, note 19,

%Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts, p. 120.
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The apparent antinomy between Mandel's identification of two dis-

tinct explanations of alienation in the Economic and Philosophic

Manuscrigts and our argument that one reduces to the other, can be
resolved by a few words about historical causation in general. It is
important, in any causal explanation of historical or social events, to
differentiate between what have been called 'internal' causes or 'pre-
conditions' or the one hand, and 'external' causes or 'precipitants' on
the other.!® Roughly speaking, the precipitants or external causes are
the agents which actually give rise to the empirical occurrence of an
event or condition. The pre-conditions or internal causes, on the other
hand, are responsible for the effect, for the precise nature of the event
or condition. Applying this model of causation to Marx's explanation of
alienation in the Manuscripts it can be seen that the references to a
social cause of alienation are those which describe the precipitation of
alienation. The effectivity of the social precipitant derives from the
philosophico-anthropological pre-condition of man's species-nature. What
Mandel has isolated are merely two levels of a single explanatory model.
The social action sociology of the Manuscripts is the derivative of a
philosophical anthropology. The identification of social causes in the
Manuscripts which account for man's alienation should not lead us to
depart from the view that Marx regards the individual in civil society as

an unsocial being alienated from his social nature.

It has been argued, though, that in a description of civil society

written some four or five months after the Economic and Philosophic

Manuscripts, Marx did acknowledge that alienated individuals engage in

social relations, and therefore that in 1844 Marx disagreed with the

'Mao Tse-tung, Four Essays on Philosophy, pp. 26-28; Harry Eckstein,
'On the Etiology of Internal War', p. 124. Cf. also Qd}nton Hoare and
Geoffrey Nowell Smith (eds.), Selections from the Prison-Notebooks of
Antonio Gramsci, p. 178. '
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liberal position that the individual was external to society. Zbigniew
Jordan says that for Marx civil society is not merely an aggregation of
unrelated individuals, but rather "the totality of various social bonds"
through which individuals mutually interrelate.! Jordan substantiates

this with a quotation from The Holy Family:

it is natural necessity, the essential human proper-

ties however estranged they may seem to be, and

interest that hold the members of civil society

together.2
The sentence immediately preceding the one quoted here shows, however,
that Marx is actually reaffirming the liberal position rather than repu-
diating it, as Jordan maintains. It states that

since the need of one individual has no self-evident

meaning for another egoistic individual capable of

satisfying that need, and therefore no direct con-

nection with its satisfaction, each individual has

to create this connection; it thus becomes the inter-

mediary between the need of another and the objects

of this need.?®
This passage, of course, does not deny that individuals relate to one
another in civil society, but it does demonstrate that Marx believed that
the relations were not the result of social bonds. It is a restatement
of the liberal position that civil society is a net of relationships
between individuals defined by their personal interests and particular
needs. The point is, and Marx has not gone beyond it here, that the
relations of civil society are entirely reducible to the relations of
discrete individuals, exchange relations between egoistic individual

beings. The passage can be read as a paraphrase of Adam Smith's discus-

sion of the functional division of trades in the satisfaction of

lJordan, op. cit., p. 39; cf. also Avineri, op. cit., p. 88.

2The Holy Family, p. 142, quoted by Jordan, op. cit.

*The Holy Family, p. 142.
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individual needsl, and certainly does not advance on the depiction of

civil society in On the Jewish Question which argues that civil society

appears as a framework extraneous to the individuals
...The only bond which holds them together is natu-
ral necessity, need and private interest.?

What Marx is describing in both works is the unsocial nature of man's

relations in civil society.

IV

The two concepts 'civil society' and 'human society' are co-
existent in Marx's early writings. The latter is society in a condition
of becoming, an as yet unrealised reality in which man's relations are
fully social. The notion of human society is the critical measure against
which is held the unsocial man of civil society. The anthropological
essence of man's species-being, according to Marx's argument, is alien-
ated from him in civil society, the corollary of which is that it is only
through the transcendence of his alienation that man's species-nature is
realised. Only then does the individual exist as the social being.
Marx's account of man's anthropologically immanent social nature is

absent from The German Ideology, where it is argued that the market eco-

nomy is not the result of man's alienation, but that man's alienation is
the consequence of the market economy.3 Rather than an explanation of
society based on an anthropology of species being, we now find an account

of the condition of man in terms of social structure.

Marx introduces a new meaning of the concept 'society' into his

work when he says

'Adam Smith, The Wealth of Nations, p. 481.

2Early Writings, p. 230.

‘The German Ideology, p. 49.
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By social we understand the co-operation of several

individuals, no matter under what conditions, in what

manner and to what end. It follows from this that a

certain mode of production, or industrial stage, is

always combined with a certain mode of co-operation,

or social stage, and this mode of co-operation is

itself a 'productive force'. Further, that the

multitude of productive forces accessible to men

determines the nature of society.1
According to this definition all relations between individuals which
effect a common end are social relations. The relations between indi-
viduals who meet to satisfy merely their private interests and individual
needs through exchange are thus also social relations. Secondly, this
definition contains the proposition that the form of society is a conse-
quence of the manner in which production is conducted. This entails that
under all conditions of production, alienated or otherwise, the relations
between individual operatives are social relations; although the form of
the social relations will vary with the mode of production. Society in
this sense, with the corresponding notion of the causal primacy on the

nature of society of the mode of production, remains at the core of

Marx's methodology in all of his research after The German Ideology.? It

stands in stark contrast to the earlier philosophico-anthropological con-

ception of 'society'.

It was stated earlier in this chapter that historical materialism,
and what has just been outlined is a summary statement of historical
materialism, includes a sociological critique of liberal individualism.
That is to say historical materialism demonstrates that society can not be
reduced to its individual members and that the web of social relationships

is greater than the market relations of individuals. The question of

'1pid., p. 41.

2similar statements making the same points can be found in The
Poverty of Philosophy, p. 95, and Capital, III, pp. 791-792,
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whether the theory of historical materialism can be regarded as a socio-

logical theory is in many ways controversial.

The relationship between historical materialism and sociology has
been evaluated on many levels, although they all seem to resolve into
either political or methodological considerations. Historical materialism
has often been regarded by its advocates and detractors alike as provid-
ing an alternative scheme of interpretation to that of sociology; the one
depicted as a revolutionary ideology, the other a bourgeois ideology.1
This political squabble is almost entirely fruitless for even polemical
purposes. Joan Robinson's point, that the best defence of capitalism can
be made on the basis of Marx's analysis and that Alfred Marshall's
attempts to represent capitalism favourably can be used to show the
necessity of socialism, demonstrates the irrelevance of superficial
political asides to the resolution of theoretical questions.2 This
example from economics has a parallel in Lenin's debate with the 'legal
Marxists', showing that Marx's social theory can not be adequately
described in merely political terms. It follows that it can not be ade-
quately differentiated from other theories of society on political

grounds, either.

On the methodological plane, it has been argued that whereas his-
torical materialism has 'the mode of production' as a fundamental cate-
gory and assumes the primacy of economic structures in its analysis of
society, sociology necessarily holds the assumption that 'society' must

be distinguished from 'economy', and that only the former is its

lcf. karl Korsch, Karl Marx, pp. 17-18.

2Joan Robinson, 'Marx, Marshall and Keynes', pp. 8, 10. Cf. also
Engels' comments in Cagital, II1, p. 10, and E. Preobrazhensky, The New
Economics, p. 49.
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legitimate provihr‘.e.1 The disjunction between historical materialism

and sociology on this basis has been resolved in a number of ways. Eric
Hobsbawm has said that it is erroneous to think of historical materialism
as a sociological interpretation of history, but goes on to suggest that
historical materialism subsumes sociology.2 Another view, which recog-
nises the importance of the economic factor in historical materialism,
but is equally co{%%%}nt of the possibility of understanding the term
'sociology' to mean 'empirical social theory', holds that historical
materialism is part of a particular field of sociology, namely economic
sociology.3 While it would concede too much to eclecticism to say that
historical materialism is merely a sociological theory“, it would be no
more than sectarian to deny that its social theory is a general sociology,
not merely an economic sociology, for it has important things to say about
the sociology of knowledge, stratification theory, political sociology
and so forth.® The most intelligent consideration, then, and certainly
the fairest intellectually, is to accept that the theory of historical
materialism, while methodologically distinct from most current schools of
sociology, includes in its domain what can be generally understood as a

sociological theory.6 It then remains to identify the specific character

of an historical materialist sociology.

louis Dupré, The Philosophical Foundations of Marxism, pp. 177-178;
Herbert Marcuse, Reason and Revolution, p. 375.

2Eric Hobsbawm, 'Introduction' to Marx's Pre-Capitalist Economic
Formations, p. 17.

3ponald Clark Hodges, 'On Marx's Contribution to Economic
Sociology’.

“ John Goldthorpe, 'Class, Status and Party in Great Britain',
p. 371, remarks that Marxism loses its particular character in being
treated "as no more than an intellectual public utility".

>It should not be understood that Hodges, op. cit., denies this
last point, for he does not.

5cf. Bottomore and Rubel, op. cit., and references therein.
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It should be said at this point that not all post-classical Marxism,
i.e. self-designated Marxist interpretations of Marxism, concedes that
historical materialism contains a sociological theory.1 However, that
which does, more of less follows the perspective of Lenin's statement

that

Marx put an end to the view that society is a mechan-
ical aggregation of individuals...and was the first
to put sociology on a scientific basis by establish-
ing the concept of the economic formation of society
as the sum-total of given relations of production.2

~

The prindgiple) distinguishing feature of Marx's sociology is the emphasis
it places ©n the fundamental role of the production process for an under-
standing of the structure, and, one might add, dynamic, of society.3 As
the process of production is fundamentally the labour process, and as
labour is the value-creating activity, there is a sense in which Marx's
sociology can be said to gravitate around the concept of labour-value.

Marx himself has written that

It is always the direct relationship of the owners of
the conditions of production to the direct producers
— a relation always naturally corresponding to a
definite stage in the development of the methods of
labour and thereby its social productivity — which
reveals the innermost secret, the hidden basis of the
entire social structure."

The social structure, therefore, is understood through the relations cf

production, and these are essentially value relations, the relations of

!cf. the discussion in Bottomore, Marxist Sociology, Chapter 3.

2y.1I. Lenin, 'What the "Friends of the People" Are and How They
Fight the Social-Democrats', p. 84.

3cf., e.g., Ljubomir Zivkoki&, 'The Structure of Marxist Sociology',
pp. 108-112,

“Capital, III, p. 791.



239

the creation and appropriation of value.! It is on this foundation that
Marx, in his mature writings, differentiates between feudalism and capi-
talism, explains the emergency of individualistic society and develops a
sociological critique of liberal individualism. He shows that the indi-
vidual of commercial or capitalist society is a social being whose social
bonds are not in the relations of the market place, in human sympathy or

in species being, but in the social relations of social production.

It was shown above that in his early writings Marx conceived the
difference between feudal and capitalist labour as a difference between
labour which was directed by its significance for the community and labour
which was directed by its significance for the individual. 1In capitalism
labour and capital were held to be devoid of social content and meaning,
and the relations between individuals were regarded as unsocial relations.
The asociality of civil society was explained in terms of the individual's
untrammelled egoism, and this was seen as a consequence of the alienation
of man's social species being. In his later writings Marx differentiates
between feudalism and capitalism in terms of the nature of social produc-
tion, and rather than regarding the relations of man in civil society as
unsocial, he now says that they are merely a particular form of social
relation, different in content from the relations of feudal society. The
di fference between these two types of society, Marx argues, is the dif-
ference between a society in which production is predominantly for use
and a society in which production is for exchange. 1In Marx's later work

the relationship of individuals is explained in terms of the social

luMarx...starts from labour in its significance as the constitutive
element in human society, as the element whose development determines in
the final analysis the development of society. In his principle of value
he thus grasps the factor by whose quality and quantity, by whose organi-
sation and productive energy, social life is causally controlled", Rudolf
Hilferding, 'Bohm~-Bawerk's Criticism of Marx', p. 133.
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structure within which production takes place, rather than through a
teleological concept of human nature. Human nature and the individual's
social relations are now seen as dependent upon the structure of social
production, whereas in the early writings human nature is an independent

variable, itself consequential upon the relations between individuals.

The distinction between feudal and capitalist socicty is succinctly
expressed in the Grundrisse when Marx says that "the dissolution of the
servile relationship which binds the labourer to the soil, and to the
lord of the soil" is essentially the dissolution of "relations of produc-

! Under feudal conditions the

tion in which use-value predominates".
labour of the serf and its products is divided into that which is

directly provided to the lord of the land, and that consumed by the serf
and his family.2 In neither case is production separated from consumption
by a commercial intervention and labour, therefore, produces only use-
values. Such production requires that labour be combined with the means
of labour, "the instrument of labour is...intimately merged with living
labour"?®, and that the social relations through which it operates be close
and direct. The dissolution of labour relations productive of use-value
is therefore firstly "the historical process of divorcing the producer

*  fThe labourer is thus freed from the

from the means of production".
close and servile relations of manor and guild and from his means of pro-

duction: he emerges as the free individual of capitalist society.5 The

newly free labourer is available to be freely hired and set to work for a

1Pre-Capitalist Economic Formations, pp. 104, 105; Grundrisse,
p. 502. The former is a translated section of the latter. References to
both will be given, but the quotation will be from the fcrmer only.

’capital, I, pp. 82-83.
3Pre-—Capitalist Economic Formations, p. 108; Grundrisse, p. 505.

‘Capital, I, p. 668.

5Ibid.; cf. also Pre-Capitalist Economic Formations, p. 1l1l1;
Grundrisse, p. 507.
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wage by an independent owner of means of production. What is produced
under these new conditions is physically the same as what had previously
been produced, but, Marx says, "a new social soul has popped into its
body“l, for it is a commodity, produced not for immediate consumption by
either the labourer nor the owner of the means of labour, but a product
which exists solely to be placed on the market for sale. What is pro-

duced by free labour is not a use-value but an exchange-value.

As the basis of capitalist production is the production of exchange-

2

values rather than use-values®, so its relations are spatial rather than

direct. The production of an exchange-value or commodity is separated
from its use or consumption by the exchange relation. Exchange is a

relation between private and mutually independent proprietors who meet

3

solely to fulfil a particular transaction. Production for exchange is

N

similarly conducted between mutually independent persons. Not only is

exchange itself an interaction between independent individuals, but it

"is a major agent of this individualisation"?®

, Sso that the process is
self-reinforcing. Thus the image of the isolated atom of commercial

society, the individual bereft of social relations, does appear to be an

apposite description. But in his Introduction of 1857 Marx criticises

such a suggestion in liberal political economy, and, incidentally, his
own former view, when he says that
the epoch which produces this standpoint, namely that

of the solitary individual, is precisely the epoch of
the (as yet) most highly developed social...relations.

1CaEital, I, p. 698.
’1pid., p. 477.

%1bid., pp. 88-89, 550.
“Ibid., pp. 165, 166, 172.

5Pre-Capitalist Economic Formations, p. 96; Grundrisse, p. 496.
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Man is...not only a social animal, but an animal that
can be individualised only within society.1

Marx argues, therefore, for a very strong correspondence between the
degree of individualisation and the advanced state of social relations.
The connection between the two is implicit in the nature of exchange-

value.

Before looking at the social context let us ein;\yith the indi-
S

vidual particle. The basic unit of the capitalist mSag of production is
not the individual labourer, according to Marx, but the single commodity.2
The commodity is both a private thing, in so far as it is always in the
possession of a particular individual; and a social thing, it is produced
for another's consumption. Private labour, in the production of commodi-
ties, bestows upon them an exchange-value. In the realisation of that
value in the market place, in the sale of the commodity, the social char-
acter of private labour is confirmed. Engels catches these complex

interrelations nicely:

What are commodities? Products made in a society of
more or less separate private producers, and therefore
in the first place private products. These private
products, however, become commodities only when they
are made, not for consumption by their producers, but
for consumption by others, that is, for social consump-
tion; they enter into social consumption through
exchange. The private producers are therefore socially
interconnected, constitute a society.3

Thus the private production of commodities by individual labourers is the

social production of exchange-values for social consumption.

lé Contribution to the Critique of Political Economy, p. 189.

2Cagital, I, p. 43.
3Anti-Dihring, pp. 363-364.
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The social character of exchange-value lies in the fact that it
registers the quantity of social labour allocated to the production of a
commodity. The value relation is not a natural property pertaining to
material objects, but "something purely social".! As Marx explains in

his pamphlet on Wages, Price and Profit, the production of a commodity is

not merely the production of "an article satisfying some social want",
for the labour expended in the production of commodities "must form part

and parcel of the total sum of labour expended by society".2

And herein
is the advanced nature of the social relations of society based on
exchange-value, for the social relations of exchange-value function inde-
pendently of the will of the social actors themselves. Marx comments
that "the behaviour of men in the social process of [commodity] produc-
tion is purely atomic" and goes on to say that "their relations to each
other in production assume a material character independent of their con-

3

trol and conscious individual action". Thus exchange-value "develops a

whole network of social relations spontaneous in their growth and entirely

beyond the control of the actors"."

This spatial society contrasts
sharply with the directness of feudal social relations in which individual
labour is the consciously applied labour of the community in the produc-
tion of use-values. While commodity society is individualised it "does
not consist of individuals, but expresses the sum of interrelations, the
relations within which these individuals stand".® The structure of pro-

duction corresponds to a particular form of interrelations, which are

essentially and wholly social relations, even though they are not

lcapital, I, p. 63.

zgggﬂ, II, p. 49; emphasis in original.

3capital, I, p. 96.

“Capital, I, p. 114.

SGrundrisse, p. 265. Cf. also The Poverty of Philosophy, p. 87.
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relationships willed by the individuals themselves. Here is Marx's
sociological analysis of individualised society. What of his critique of

liberal individualism in social terms?

A crucial feature of commodity production, and a consequence of the
separation of production from consumption through exchange, is that com-
modities exist independently of men and assume a life of their own.
Exchange-values, Marx says, "vary continually, independently of the will,
foresight and action of the producers. To them, their own social action

1

takes the form of the action of objects”. Thus "production relations

are converted into entities and rendered independent in relation to the

agents of production".2

A phenomenal effect of commodity production,
therefore, is that "the relations connecting the labour of one individual
with that of the rest appear, not as direct social relations between

3 Thus

individuals at work, but as...material relations between persons".
the commodity form is not only the basis of individualised society, it is
also at the root of the view that the individual is without social rela-

tions. Marx calls this the fetishism of commodities, which was discussed

in Chapter 2 above.

It is through the fallacy of commodity fetishism that the liberal
political economists, and Marx in his early writings, reduce the social
relations of individuals to the external relations of independent and
unsocial beings. With his theory of commodity fetishism Marx socio-
logically demonstrates that social relations only appear as things under
the conditions of commodity production, in the production of exchange-

values.

lCapital, I, p. 79.
2ggpital, I1I, p. 83l.
3Capital, I, p. 78.
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More than any other single topic of 'marxological' interest the
problem of alienation in Marx's writing has occupied a central place in
discussion and scholarship since the late 1950s. 1In the elucidation of
other matters in previous chapters it has been necessary to refer to
Marx's early theory of alienation a number of times. The present chapter
is wholly concerned with Marx's theory of alienation as a theory of man
in capitalist society. The focus of the chapter will be the economic
aspects of alienation. Political alienation will be discussed in the

following chapter.

Two broad and mutually exclusive positions on the concept of alien-
ation in Marx can be identified within the critical literature. Some
have argued that although Marx developed the concept of alienation in his
early works, he abandoned it in his mature writings.l Others have held
that the concept of alienation is not only developed in the early writ-
ings, but is also central to Marx's later thought, and hence constitutes
the common thread which unifies his work.? This chapter will attempt to
resolve the controversy of whether Marx abandoned or continued to employ
the concept of alienation. It will be shown that the concept of alien-
ation, while employed by Marx throughout his work, is part of a theoreti-
cal framework in his early work which is significantly different from the

one in which it functions in the mature writings.

It will also be shown in this chapter that the theory of alienation

in the Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts is empirically verifiable for

a particular stage of capitalist development, but inadequate — indeed

implausible — as a theory of capitalism in general. Marx's own mature

llouis Althusser, For Marx; Sidney Hook, From Hegel to Marx, New
Introduction.

2Shlomo Avineri, The Social and Political Thought of Karl Marx;
Istvan Mészaros, Marx's Theory of Alienation; Bertell Ollman, Alienation.
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analysis of the differences in the conditions of labour and the division
of labour for different phases of capitalist development shows the limi-
tations of his early theory of alienation as an empirical theory of

capitalism.

The following comments, which are of necessity brief, will largely
be confined to a discussion of primary sources rather than an examination
and critique of the enormous secondary literature. Any discussion of the
latter in the space of a single chapter would be inadequate. In any case
such a discussion would be irrelevant to an attempt to demonstrate the
existence of different theories of alienation in Marx, and to show that
in his later writings Marx outlines the grounds on which the early theory

can be shown to suffer limitations.

Although Marx began to advance his early theory of alienation in

the Critique of Hegel's Philosophy of Right it is most highly developed

and most clearly outlined in the 1844 Manuscripts. Unlike other early

writings the statement of the theory of alienation in the Economic and

Philosophic Manuscripts is more directly commensurate with the mature

theory of alienation as it provides an account of the alienation of
labour. Thus in the discussion below the Manuscripts will be taken as
representative of Marx's early theory of alienation. Representative of
the mature theory of alienation will be that found in Capital. Most
accounts of Marx's mature theory of alienation have focussed on the
Grundrisse, where the term 'alienation' appears with much frequency.1

The reasons for virtually ignoring the Grundrisse in our argument are two-
fold. Firstly, we agree with Michael Evans who argued in a review of

David McLellan's work that whatever is of interest in the Grundrisse can

lpavid McLellan, 'Introduction' to The Grundrisse, and 'The
Grundrisse in the Context of Marx's Work as a Whole'; Martin Nicolaus,
"The Unknown Marx'; Iring Fetscher, 'The Young and the 0ld Marx'.
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be found in Cagitall; secondly, it is clearly more important to show that
the theory of alienation appears in a work which Marx wrote for publica-

tion, rather than in working notes which he left in a drawer.

Four basic propositions will be advanced below. It will be shown
that the concept of alienation is current throughout the entirety of
Marx's thought. Any argument for an 'epistemological break' based on an
alleged absence of the concept of alienation in Marx's mature writings
can therefore be regarded as untenable. Secondly, it will be shown that

the concept of alienation in the Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts is

part of a theory which is quite different from the theory of alienation
developed in Capital. Thus the argument of theoretical continuity errs
in failing to notice that there are two theories of alienation in Marx's
writings, one of which supersedes the other. Thirdly, it will be shown
that the empirical content of the early theory of alienation is limited
to a particular phase of capitalist development. The theory of the
Manuscripts is not a general theory of capitalism. Finally, it will be
shown that from the perspective of the mature theory of alienation the

early theory is false.

Not only is Marx's interest in the theme of alienation manifest
throughout his intellectual career. He also continued to employ the word
‘alienation' after writing the Manuscripts. It appears in the Grundrisse,

as we have already noted, and also in The Poverty of Philosophy, in A

Contribution to the Critique of Political Economy, in Capital and in the

'Michael Evans, 'Two Translations of Marx'.
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1

Theories of Surplus Value. It is used in all of these works as part of

Marx's explanation of the conditions of labour in commodity production.

Two basic facets of alienation can be differentiated in Marx's
mature usage, what Daniel Bell calls "dehumanisation" and "exploitation".2
Bell believes that Marx "glossed over" the first of these in Capital
because he was concerned with the consequence of capitalist social rela-
tions, and therefore exploitation, rather than with technology in general,
which Bell says Marx saw as the basis of dehumanisation. Actually, Marx
regards the capitalist application of technology rather than technology
neutrally conceived to be the cause of dehumanisation®, and his treatment
of the problem in the rather lengthy chapter on 'Machinery and Modern
Industry' in Capital indicates that he accorded the matter some impor-
tance. Perhaps mindful of this fact Fredy Perlman distinguishes in Marx
not dehumanisation and exploitation, but qualitative and quantitative
aspects of exploitation:

Thus when Marx speaks of the capitalist's appropri-

ation of 'surplus value' or 'surplus labour', he

refers to the quantitative aspect of exploitation,

not the qualitative aspect. Qualitatively, the

labourer alienates the entirety of his creative

power, his power to participate consciously in

shaping his material environment.
This conveys the sense of Marx's explanation, lost in Bell's account, of
both dehumanisation and exploitation in terms of capitalist production,

rather than in terms of technological development on the one hand and

capitalist development on the other.

IThe Poverty of Philosophy, p. 29; A Contribution to the Critique
of Political Economy, pp. 42-52; Capital, I, pp. 91-92, 110, 115, 170,
535-536, 547; Theories of Surplus Value, Part III, pp. 259, 276, 466-467,
502-503.

’Daniel Bell, 'The Debate on Aljenation', p. 204.
Scapital, I, pp. 398, 407, 455.

l’Fredy Perlman, 'Essay on Commodity Fetishism', p. 260 and ‘Intro-
duction' to Isaak Rubin, Essays on Marx's Theory of value, p. xxv.
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It is convenient to deal here with the general question of the dis-
tinction between 'alienation' and 'exploitation', as the comments above
may have been read to suggest that the two can be treated as equivalents,
which they can not. According to Marx alienation occurs in commodity
production only. Under such conditions the exchange relations of market
society separate production from consumption, and the product acquires a
life of its own, independent of the producer, and comes to oppress him as
an alien force. Exploitation, on the other hand, is not confined to
situations of commodity production, in Marx's account. The serf is
exploited by the feudal lord, even though he produces only use-values.
Similarly, the slave owner exploits his slave and the Oriental Despot his
peasants when no commodity is appropriated. Exploitation, for Marx, is
the appropriation of the surplus labour of one class by another class.
Only in commodity production does surplus labour take the value form.!
Thus exploitation is a category with a wider scope than the category of
alienation. All alienating relations are relations of exploitation, but
not all exploitation is alienating. A description of the relations of
commodity production — which is a description of the alienating relation-
ship — is found in both the Manuscripts and Capital, as was shown in the

previous chapter.

Marx seldom uses the term 'alienation' in Capital when he refers to
man's dehumanisation, to his loss of creative power, to the situation in
which man is mutilated, crippled, becomes a mere appendage to the

2

machine. The use of the word is generally confined in the mature writ-

ing to refer to the situation in which things, including the many

!Ccapital, I, pp. 482-483.
’Ibid., pp. 340-341, 344, 604.
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attributes of labour, become objects of exchange.1 But when he describes

"2 Marx shows how the two

the "sine qua non of capitalist production
aspects of alienation, that of capitalist exploitation and dehumanisa-
tion, are related to a single process. Marx says that before entering
the production process the worker's "own labour has already been alien-
ated" in the sale of his labour-power to the capitalist.3 The labour
power thus appropriated by the capitalist is realised in a product
belonging to the capitalist, not the labourer. Here is the process of
quantitative alienation. But, Marx continues, not only is the product of
labour consumed by the capitalist converted into commodities, it is also
converted into capital, "into means of production that command the pro-

ducers"."

Here is the alienation of the worker's creative powers, for
the "labourer therefore constaﬂtly produces material, objective wealth,
but in the form of capital, of an alien power that dominates and exploits
him".> 1In making available his labour power to the capitalist, in alien-
ating his labour power, the worker creates the means of his further
alienation by creating a force which does not belong to him but which, by
taking from him his power to control production, becomes an agent in his
exploitation. For capital is not merely a physical and technical rela-
tion, according to Marx, it is a coercive social relation which dictates
the reqgularity, intensity and magnitude of labour.® Here in Capital is

described the condition of alienation first outlined by Marx in the

Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts which corresponds to Feuerbach's

lThe Poverty of Philosophy, p. 29; A Contribution to the Critique
of Political Economy, pp. 42-43, 56-57.

’capital, I, p. 536.
3Ibid., p. 535.

“1bid.
>Ibid.

Scapital, III, pp. 814-815; 'Wage Labour and Capital', MESW, I,
p. 161.
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account of alienation, discussed in Chapter 4 above, in which alienation
is the consequence of man producing an effect which, in becoming indepen-

dent of him, comes to be a force in his oppression.

Two things have been established so far: that Marx uses the term

'alienation' in Capital as well as in the Economic and Philosophic

Manuscrigts, and furthermore, that he uses it to describe those processes
to which he refers when applying the same term in the Manuscripts. How-
ever, the appearance of the concept 'alienation' in a description of
labour's objectification as hostile phenomena can not itself prove that
the theory of alienation developed in the Manuscripts is continued in
Capital. There is no doubt that the idea of alienation is enduring in
Marx's thought. But the mere statement of a common theme in the two
works and the fact that they share a description of man's condition as
alienated, does not entail nor constitute the statement of a single
theory. What this shows, rather, is that they both account for a common
empirical situation. The question which remains is whether there is a
theoretical explanation of alienation which is common to both works. In
order to prove theoretical continuity it must be shown that the concept
of alienation is part of a common system of concepts in the two works,
and that the role of the concept of alienation in the structure of

explanation has not changed between the Economic and Philosophic

Manuscripts and Capital.

IT
There is, in fact, a large disjuncture between the theoretical
accounts of alienation in the two works. There are significantly differ-
ent conceptions in the Manuscripts on the one hand, and in Capital on the

other, of the workers' impoverishment in alienation, of the nature of the
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loss incurred in alienation and of the process by which alienation is
transcended. These differences indicate that there are two quite differ-

ent theories of alienation in Marx's work.

The first of these differences between the two works relates to the
quantitative aspect of alienation. The theory of alienation in Capital
is derived from the labour theory of value and the concomitant theory of
surplus value. In summary, these claim firstly, that the value of all
commodities, including labour power, is determined by the socially neces-
sary labour time required for their production; secondly, that the worker
is paid the full value of his labour power when he sells it to the capi-
talist; and thirdly, that when the already purchased labour power is con-
sumed in production by the capitalist it creates, in addition to its own
value, a surplus value which constitutes a nett gain to the capitalist.
While Marx had explicitly rejected the classical labour theory of value

at about the time he wrote the Economic and Philosophic Manuscriptsl,

some scholars have found a germ of the labour theory of value in the
alienation theory of the Manuscrigts.2 Nevertheless Marx's explanation
of quantitative alienation in the Manuscripts is based on a different
theoretical foundation than that of Capital, and it carries with it dif-

ferent implications.

On the assumptions of the labour theory of value, that labour
power, like all commodities, is sold at its value, and that its value is
determined by the labour time required for its production, it follows
that an increase in labour productivity, that is, a decrease in the labour

time necessary to produce a commodity, decreases the share of income going

1'Excerpts from James Mill's Elements of Political Economy', Early
Writings, p. 260.

2Perlman, 'Introduction' to Rubin, op. cit., p. xxiv; Paul Walton
and Andrew Gamble, From Alienation to Surplus Value, pp. 39-43.
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to labour and increases the part appropriated by the capitalist. In
other words the labour theory of value implies a relative impover-
ishment of the working class. Relative impoverishment is a decrease

in the share of the national income going
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to the working class as opposed to an absolute decrease in the income of
labour. Relative impoverishment may occur when the real income of labour
rises. Marx had already arrived at this conclusion by 1847.! The propo-
sition that under conditions of capitalist development the working class
suffers a relative impoverishment is assimilated into Marx's 'General Law
of Capitalist Accumulation' in Cagital.2 The concept of alienation in
its quantitative form in Capital implies the concept of the relative

impoverishment of labour.

The alienation theory of the Manuscripts entails not a relative but
an absolute impoverishment of labour. Marx argues here that an increas-
ing appropriation of labour's products requires an increasing absolute
loss to labour, for

the greater this [productive] activity, the greater
is the worker's lack of objects. Whatever the pro-

duct of his labour is, he is not...Therefore the
greater the product, the less is he himself

The worker becomes all the poorer the more wealth he
produces, the more his production increases in power
and range...With the increasing value of the world
of things proceeds in direct proportion the devalua-
tion of the world of men.®

Marx arrives at this general conclusion through two routes. The early
alienation theory has no conception of an increase in labour productivity

which results from an application of less labour time to more technology. "

l'Wage Labour and Capital', MESW, I, pp. 163-167.
2Cagital, I, Chapter 25, Sections 1 and 2.

3Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts, pp. 67, 66.

“Although the notion is not entirely foreign to the Manuscripts,
as we will see below.
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An increase of productivity is seen in the Manuscripts only as a conse-
quence of more labour being consumed in production. Marx says that
The product of labour is labour which has been con-
gealed in an object...So much does labour's realisa-
tion appear as loss of reality that the worker loses
reality to the point of starving to death...the more
objects the worker produces the fewer can he possess
... [These] consequences are contained in the defini-
tion that the worker is related to the product of his
labour as to an alien object.1
As the product of labour is congealed labour, it follows that an increase
in the volume of products created increases the loss of labour to the

labourer himself. This is an absolute, not a relative loss of labour and,

therefore, an absolute loss of the products of labour.

The second route to the concept of absolute impoverishment is in an
éxplanation of the price of labour. Whereas in Capital wages are more or
less equivalent to the value of labour power expressed in the money form,

in the Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts the price of labour is

accounted for purely in terms of the laws of supply and demand. This
comes out in Marx's discussion of the conditions which he says give rise
to the growth of capitals and revenue. The first condition states that
as capital is accumulated labour the growth of capital is in "the accumu-

lation of much labour".?

This is the argument claiming that the greater
the product the less the labourer. The other two conditions of capital
accumulation are an increase in the division of labour and an increase in
the concentration of capital, both of which are held to result in an

increase in the size of the working class.® Marx says that an intensifi-

cation of the division of labour increases the number of labourers in

!Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts, p. 66.
21bid., p. 26.
31bid., pp. 26-27.
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production and that an increase in the number of labourers intensifies
the division of labour. The concentration of capital, which is seen as
an outcome of the competition between capitals, is regarded as having the
consequence of swelling the ranks of the working class with ruined capi-
talists. What is important for our argument in all of this is that Marx
says that an increase in the size of the working class intensifies the
competition between workers and this has the effect of depressing wages

— which is tantamount to an absolute impoverishment of the working class.

The position is not quite as simple as it has been described above,
although in introducing the complicating details there will be no need to
amend our conclusions. We have already mentioned Marx's discussion of
relative impoverishment in Capital. Marx also shows that the process of
capital accumulation leads to an absolute impoverishment of the reserve
army of labour, unemployed workers who can be called upon by capital when
it requires them in production.1 There is in the Manuscripts an analo-
gous concept of "a section of the working class [which] falls into the

ranks of beggary or starvation".?

The argument of Capital is that while
the reserve army of labour is forced into an absolute impoverishment
through the accumulation of capital, productive labourers are only rela-
tively impoverished. This latter concept is not entirely unknown to the
Manuscripts. Marx does mention the possibility of wage rises, but says
that "for every wage that rises, one remains stationary and one falls".®
More significantly Marx says that "the capitalist is more than compen-
sated for the raising of wages by the reduction in the amount of labour-

nl

time"", which is clearly a reference to increases in labour productivity

lCapital, I, Chapter 25, Sections 3 and 4.

?Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts, p. 27.

31bid., p. 25.
“Ibid., p. 29.
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offsetting a rise in the price of labour by decreasing its value. Such
a proposition is part of the argument of relative impoverishment. A
little further in the same manuscript Marx quotes Wilhelm Schulz on the
relative impoverishment of labour.! Marx seems not to grasp the signifi-
cance of Schulz's remarks, however, and from them observes only that
"political economy knows the worker only as a working-animal — as a beast
reduced to the strictest bodily needs"z, thereby demonstrating that the
point has escaped him. His own comment on the reduction of labour time
in production is not even an "intuition", as Mandel had put it3, but an
idea paraphrased from Schulz, the meaning of which Marx had not grasped
in 1844 and which he failed to integrate into the theory of wages or

alienation developed in the Manuscripts.

The general thrust of the discussion of capital accumulation in the

Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts is clearly biased toward the view

that an absolute impoverishment of the working class is a necessary con-
sequence of the accumulation process. This is quite contrary to the view
expressed in Capital. The relation between the theory of wages and the
theory of alienation in the Manuscripts is not direct. But given that
all wage labour is estranged labour and that "the more objects the
[estranged labourer] produces the fewer he can possess““, it seems quite
conclusive that the Manuscripts in general and the theory of alienation

in particular imply the concept of an absolute impoverishment of labour.

Related to different treatments of the quantitative aspect of

alienation in the two works is a fundamentally different conception of

1bid., p. 32.
21bid.

SErnest Mandel, The Formation 9£ the Economic Thought of Karl Marx,
p. 32.

*Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts, p. 66.




258

its qualitative aspect, the loss of labour's creative power in alienated
production. A dual consequence of capitalist exploitation, according to
Marx in Capital, is the advent of an authority function of capital itself
and the fact that in increasing the efficiency of labour, the capitalist
division of labour and industrial form robs labour of its creativity.
Marx argues that the organisation of labour within a factory context has
its precondition in the capitalist property relation of private ownership.
Labour is necessarily subjected to the authority and rule of capital,
which dictates the actions of labour in production. That this is a
direct effect of capitalist exploitation is made quite clear by Marx
when he says that

The control exercised by the capitalist is not only

a special function, due to the nature of the social

labour-process, and peculiar to that process, but

is, at the same time, a function of the exploitation

of a social labour-process, and is consequently

rooted in the unavoidable antagonism between the

exploiter and the living and labouring raw material
he exploits.1

Under this “autocracy"2

of capital the labourer is prevented from exer-
cising any control over his productive tasks. The loss of power in
labour activity is intensified by virtue of the industrial division of
labour which, in increasing the labourer's efficiency, removes totally
the creativity of his labour and deforms him into a mere adjunct of the

machine. ?

Thus in Capital the qualitative alienation of labour is the
loss of labour's power for creative activity, the exercise of which the
labourer is capable but prevented by social restraints. This concept of

qualitative alienation therefore implies the alienation or loss of

labour's potential for creative activity.

'capital, I, p. 313.
’Ibid., p. 400.

31bid., pp. 336, 341.
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In the Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts qualitative alienation

is also conceived as a loss of potential for creative activity. 1In
alienated production man loses his capacity for creative activity, for it
"does not develop freely his physical and mental energy but mortifies

his body and ruins his mind".! The more the needs of wealth are satis-
fied the more must life and human needs be denied.? Daniel Bell is per-
fectly correct, therefore, to say that alienation in the Manuscripts is

the "failure to realise one's potential as a self".?® While the Economic

and Philosophic Manuscripts share with Capital the view that in alien-
ation man loses his potential for creative activity, there is in the
former a further dimension of qualitative alienation which has no part of
the conception of the latter. 1In the Manuscripts Marx argues that man's
loss in alienation is not only a loss of potential creativity but also an

ontological loss of self."

Marx says that the object of labour is

the objectification of man's species life: for he
duplicates himself not only, as in consciousness,
intellectually, but also actively, in reality...
In tearing away from man the object of his produc-
tion, therefore, estranged labour tears from him
his species life, his real species objectivity.5

The alienation of labour, in being the alienation of man's "real species
objectivity”, is therefore an objective loss rather than merely a loss of

the potential for creative activity. It is true that there is a sense in

which this objective alienation relates to the question of man's potential,

'Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts, p. 69.

’Ibid., p. 110.
3Bell, op. cit., p. 203. Cf. also George Lichtheim, Marxism, p. 43.

“This is denied by John O'Neill, 'The Concept of Estrangement in
the Early and Later Writings of Karl Marx', p. 77.

SEconomic and Philosophic Manuscripts, p. 72.
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for even in alienation man has the potential to attain his full species
being in the historical development of his essential nature. But
against this merely 'potentialist' interpretation Marx suggests that the
condition in which man's full essence is only a potential (rather than an
actual) reality is the condition in which the alienation of labour

i Under these circum-

"appears as a loss of reality for the workers".
stances man's objective essence itself is lost to him. It is not the
potential for creativity which man especially loses in alienation, but
rather that in alienation man has the historical possibility or potential
of acquiring his objective nature which is lost in alienation. Ernest
Mandel accepts this interpretation of the concept of alienation in the
Manuscripts, but adds that it is contradicted by another conception
developed by Marx in the same work.? Rather than being contradictory on
this point the Manuscripts are quite consistent in so far as the concept
of qualitative alienation, which entails the concept of an objective loss

to man's anthropological nature, is implied by the notion of quantitative

alienation developed at the same time by Marx.

We have already seen that the theory of exploitation or quantita-

tive alienation, in the Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts postulates

that the appropriation of products is the appropriation of objectified
labour. The more man produces the less he has. The alienation of labour
in exploitation is, therefore, a devastation of the labourer because the
"product of labour is labour which has been congealed in an object, which

¥ s labour

has become material: it is the objectification of labour”.
is "congealed" in the product of labour the labourer and his product are

objectively, indeed, ontologically linked. Marx says that the "worker

'Tbid., p. 66.
’Mandel, op. cit., pp. 161-162.

3Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts, p. 66.



261

puts his life into the object; but now his life no longer belongs to him
but to the object".1 The appropriation of the fruits of labour is,
therefore, the appropriation of the labourer's life, that is, his objec-
tive species life. It is for this reason that Marx says that the
labourer's products are torn from him when they are appropriated. It is
in the argument concerning the exploitation of labour, therefore, that
Marx first demonstrates that the concept of alienation in the Manuscripts

implies a concept of objective loss rather than a loss of potential.

The theory of exploitation which is part of Marx's mature theory of
alienation has a conception of appropriation which is different from the
one of the Manuscripts and which implies an entirely different conception
of what is lost to labour in gqualitative estrangement. The value theory
of exploitation maintains that in production the labourer does not merely
congeal his labour in the product appropriated by the capitalist, but
rather sells his labour power, his capacity for labour, to the capitalist.

As Marx says in Wages, Price and Profit,

What the working man sells is not directly his labour,

but his labouring power, the temporary disposal of

which he makes over to the capitalist.
This account is similar to the one of the Manuscripts in so far as both
maintain that the product of labour is appropriated from the worker and
that labour goes into the production of objects, or commodities. The
labourer loses control over his activity and time and is subjected to the
rule of capital in both Marx's account of the worker selling his labour
power to the capitalist and in the account of the capitalist appropriat-

ing labour. According to both the early and later theories work is not a

means of self expression and it does not directly satisfy the labourer’'s

'1bid., pp. 66-67.
MESW, II, p. 55.
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needs. But in conceiving the worker's relation to production as a tempo-
rary disposal of his capacity for labour to the capitalist, it follows

that the labourer has forsaken not his labour, which is inextricably con-
nected with the labourer, but only his potentialities for human develop-

ment.

It is through their different conceptions of the worker's relation
to production that the 1844 theory of alienation and the mature theory
differently conceive the nature of the qualitative loss to labour in
alienation. According to the Manuscripts man's creative capacity is
inherent in his objective nature, and in production man objectifies his
species life. Appropriation of the product is therefore the estrangement
of his "real species objectivity". His loss is ontological. According
to Capital and other mature writings, on the other hand, man's capacity
for labour is alienated in appropriation and what he loses, therefore, is
his potential for free creative development. The basic difference
between the two works in this is that whereas in the Manuscripts the

"worker...[is] a commodity"1

» in Capital it is labour power which is the
commodity.2 The appropriation of the commodity in the former is the

objective loss of the worker himself rather than the loss of his capacity

or potential for labour.

All theories of alienation entail a concept of the transcendence of
alienation, of the negation of alienation, for all theories contain negat-
able propositions. The concept of alienation's transcendence, or commun-

ism, implied by the theory of the Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts is

again quite different from that contained in Marx's mature theory of

alienation. 1In the Manuscripts Marx describes communism "as the real

lEconomic and Philosophic Manuscripts, p. 24; cf. ibid., p. 66.

’Capital, I, pp. 164-165.
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appropriation of the human essence by and for man". He goes on to say
that communism is "the complete return of man to himself as a social
(i.e. human) being", and that it is

the true resolution of the strife between existence

and essence, between objectification and self-

confirmation, between freedom and necessity, between

the individual and the species.1
In overcoming alienation man's nature or species character, which, after
all, is what he is alienated from, is fully and objectively realised; he
is returned to his own free and conscious activity.2 Communism is "the
first real coming-to-be, the realisation become real for man, of man's

% Thus the concept of objective loss in qualitative alienation

essence".
implies a concept of a resurrectionary transcendence of alienation in the

realisation of man's true essence.

In his mature writing§ Marx is, regrettably, reticent in describing
Y
communist society as it might be. As he quips in Capital, he prefexrs to
confine himself to "critical analysis of actual facts, instead of writing
receipts (Comtist ones?) for the cook-shops of the future"." But as the
concept of the transcendence of alienation is the concept of the negation

of alienation, the one can be inferred from the other and checked

against the obiter dicta on communism in the mature writings. Marx's

mature theory of alienation holds that a surplus created in production is
appropriated from the labourer and that the conditions of production
dominate labour and detract from the freedom and creativity of which the

labourer is potentially capable. In the transcendence of alienation,

'Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts, p. 95.

’1bid., p. 71.

31bid., p. 152.

uCaEital, I, p. 26. Engels explains why in 'The Housing Question',
cf. especially MESW, II, p. 373.
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therefore, labour controls the surplus it creates and controls the condi-
tions under which it produces it. This is roughly Marx's meaning in the

Communist Manifesto when he says that

In bourgeois society, living labour is but a means to

increase accumulated labour. In Communist society,

accumulated labour is but a means to widen, to enrich,

to promote the existence of the labourer. 1In bourgeois

society, therefore, the past dominates the present; in

Communist society, the present dominates the past.1
Under communism labour's control of the surplus it produces and of its
conditions of production is attained by "socialised man, the associated
producers, rationally regulating their interchange with nature, bringing
it under their common control, instead of being ruled by it".? This is
similar to Marx's depiction of communism in the Manuscripts. But whereas
man attains total freedom in his attainment of essence in the early con-
ception of transcended alienation, here the strife between freedom and
necessity is not truly resolved, for socialised production "nonetheless

3 While man is able to realise his

still remains a realm of necessity".
potential in creative activity after transcending his alienation,

according to Capital, his freedom is not complete in the manner of the

Manuscripts.

The mature conception of transcended alienation does not imply a
total freedom, the full termination of necessity. The realisation of
man's full potential, in his control of the surplus he produces and the
conditions of production, is a diminuation of necessity, the minimisation

of its domination over man. But it is not a situation of entirely "free

'MESW, I, p. 121.

2Cagital, III, p. 820. Cf. also The German Ideology, p. 93.

‘capital, III, p. 820.
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conscious activity" in production, as it is in the Manuscrigtsl, it is
rather "a greater reduction of time devoted to material labour in
general".2 According to Capital the transcendence of alienation is not
itself the negation of necessity, but it is the necessary condition of
such a negation. Marx says that "the true realm of freedom...can blossom
forth only with this realm of necessity as its basis".® Whereas in the
Manuscripts the act of transcending alienation is itself the negation of
necessity and the realisation of freedom, in Capital total freedom is not
realised through the mere transcendence of alienation, although the
material basis for the attainment of total freedom is achieved with the
transcendence of alienation. The difference between the two works is not
merely in the different conceptions of the transcendence of alienation,
but also in their different accounts of the process of attaining total
freedom. 1In the Manuscripts the attainment of total freedom is identical
with the transcendence of alienation. It is only the drastic reduction
of necessity rather than its negation which is equivalent to the trans-
cendence of alienation according to Capital, although the transcendence
of alienation is seen as the basis of the process through which "the true

realm of freedom" can be obtained.

The mature concept of alienation implies, therefore, a concept of
transcended alienation which is a large increment of freedom, but not the
total abrogation of necessity. This latter, according to Marx's mature
theory, is a goal attained by a process which can be set in motion only
after the transcendence of alienation has itself occurred. The early
concept of alienation, on the other hand, as it postulates an alienation

of man's essence, entails a concept of transcended alienation which, in

'Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts, p. 71.

2capital, III, p. 819.
YIbid., p. 820.
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being the return of man to his essential nature, is a full reversal of

his loss of freedom in alienation.

The foregoing discussion has shown that Marx's early concept of
alienation belongs to a system of concepts which is markedly different
from the system of concepts entailed by the mature theory of alienation.

We saw that the concept of quantitative alienation in the Economic and

Philosophic Manuscripts implies a conception of worker's impoverishment

in alienation which is contrary to that developed in Capital.1 Similarly,
the concepts of qualitative estrangement and transcended alienation
entailed by the early concept of alienation are contrary to the analogous
concepts entailed by the mature concept of alienation. Not only does the
concept of alienation belong to different syste@ﬁof concepts which
explain the alienated condition differently, but the role of the concept
of alienation in the structure of explanation is also different in the

two theories.

In the Manuscripts private property and the division of labour are
seen as a consequence of man's alienationz, whereas in Marx's mature
theory of alienation they are the causes of alienation.?® This reversal
of the chain of causation is strictly deducible from differences in the
conception of alienation. In the Manuscripts the division of labour and
private property, as partial expressions of man's essence, as expressions
of the alienation of his essence, are necessarily the result of alienation.
In the mature account of alienation man's loss of his capacities result

from dominating social relations, which when absent allow man to realise

l1ichtheim, op. cit., p. 197, is aware of this fact but not its
significance.

’Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts, pp. 75-76, 120.

3The German Ideology, p. 49; A Contribution to the Critique of
Political Economy, pp. 51-52; Capital, I, pp. 108, 340-341, 407.




267

his full potential. We must conclude, then, that while Marx's early and
mature writings both make use of a theory of alienation, the same theory
is not found throughout his work. There are, in fact, two different and
contrary theories of alienation in Marx's writing, the basic contours of

which have been outlined above.

IIT

The theory of alienation developed in the Economic and Philosophic

Manuscripts was displaced by a different theory of alienation in Marx's
mature writings, most completely elaborated in Capital, although not in
a compact and easily discernible form in the manner of the Manuscripts.
The reasons for Marx's theoretical change of course can be traced to

various sources. In Chapter 4 above the Feuerbachian background of the

early theoxry and Marx's repudiation of Feuerbach in The German Ideology

was examined. These factors provide part of the explanation. Another
important consideration which led to the development of a second theory
of alienation is in the empirical limitations of the early theory as a

theory of capitalism.

Marx identifies the historical advent of capitalism with the pro-

cess of 'primitive accumulation', "an accumulation not the result of the

1

capitalist mode of production, but its starting point”. This development

began, he says, with the usurpation of feudal property by the feudal lord

and the expropriation of the serf from the soil, thus giving rise to pri-

2

vate property and free labour. The historical starting point of this is

3

the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries. By the sixteenth century, with

lcapital, I, p. 667.
21pid., p. 685.
31bid., p. 671.
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"the creation...of a world-embracing commerce and a world-embracing

1 The

market", Marx says that the "modern history of capital"™ had begun.
capitalistic labour process, which is uniform for the entire capitalist
epoch, has two basic characteristics; firstly, "the labourer works under
the control of the capitalist™ and secondly, "the product is the property
of the capitgalist and not that of the labourer, its immediate producer".2
This model of the labour process is assimilated into the early theory of
alienation as well as iﬁto the mature theoxry. The only difference being
that in the Manuscripts Marx splits the first of these characteristics
into two aspects, the externality of labour and its forced nature.
While these characteristics of the labour process are uniform for the
whole of capitalism, Marx says in Capital that the method of production,
of which the labour process is only a single part, is historically vari-

able within the capitalist mode of production. The theory of the

Manuscripts has no such conception.

Marx divided capitalism into the historical periods of manufacture,
on the one hand, and machinofacture or modern industry, on the other; the
watershed separating them is the industrial revolution. Marx says that
the first period, "roughly speaking, extends from the middle of the 16th
to the last third of the 18th century"“, while the second became estab-

lished "only during the decade preceding 1866".°

Although this may
appear to be an all too precise periodisation, Marx does say that manu-

facture and machinofacture are " [not] separated from each other by hard

'tbid., p. 145.
21bid., p. 180.

3Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts, p. 69.

l‘CaEital, I, p. 318.
*Ibid., p. 363.
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and fast lines of demarcation".!

What is important, though, is that the
method of production in the two periods is qualitatively different. "In
manufacture, the revolution in the mode of production begins with the
labour-power, in modern industry it begins with the instruments of
labour."? According to Marx's own periodisation he wrote Capital, pub-
lished in 1867, just inside the period of modern industry, a theory of
which is developed in that work. The theory of the Manuscripts, on the
other hand, takes no cognisance of modern industry. Three elements of
the early theory of alienation are the claims of an absolute impoverish-
ment of labour, that labour is the essence of the historical subject and
that labour productivity is increased through an intensification of the
social division of labour. While each of these propositions is true, or
implies another proposition which is trues, for the period of manufacture,
they are each false for the period of modern industry, as Marx's discus-

sion in Capital demonstrates. In what follows these will be dealt with

in turn.

The majority of accounts dealing with Marx's early writings explain
his theoretical development in terms of his reaction to and relation with
other theorists, most notably Hegel and Feuerbach, in the way that previ-
ous chapters of this thesis have attempted. The theoretical climate in
which he worked obviously has some importance for the content of Marx's
own theoretical development. But the empirical nature of Marx's theoris-
ing must also be given an important place in any explanation of his

intellectual development. Running throughout Marx's early writings is an

'1pid., p. 351.
21bid.

3The proposition that the essence of man is labour is an anthropo-
logical rather than an economic claim, but it implies that the labour
process is dominated by the activities of the labourer rather than by the
instruments of labour which he uses in production.
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attempt to explain poverty theoretically, and the philosophical aspects
of his theoretical apprenticeship must be tempered, therefore, with the
recognition that Marx's initial problematic was the problem of poverty,
as Heinz Lubasz's important paper argues.l As well as the articles from

the Rheinische Zeitung, discussed by Lubasz, Marx's Paris writings

largely concern themselves with the problem of poverty. The entire

thrust of the Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts is in its attempt to

explain the absolute poverty of capitalist labour.

The discussion of alienation in the Manuscripts begins with the
contradiction between the growing wealth of society and the growing
poverty of the immediate producers of this wealth.? The facts of the
matter are uncontestable, accepted by contemporary political economy --
the Malthusians as well as their opponents — and by modern historians.
The French historian Jacques Droz opens a chapter of his book dealing
with the period in a strikingly similar fashion to Marx:

Seen from an economic point of view, society during
the first half of the nineteenth century was afflicted
with a terrible contradiction. Taken as a whole it
grew richer; the value of agricultural production,
and above all of industrial production, rose. And
yet the majority of the population grew poorer: wages
fell, and at certain times dropped steeply.3
David McLellan notes that between 1830 and 1847 the wages of the German
factory worker dropped by forty-odd percent and that "most industrial

workers lived at well below subsistence level"." Droz provides statistics

which show an overall decrease in the incomes of French, German and

'Heingz Lubasz, 'Marx's Initial Problematic: The Problem of
Poverty'.

2Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts, p. 64.

3Jacques Droz, Europe Between Revolutions, p. 62.

“David McLellan, Marx Before Marxism, p. 17.
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English workers between 1820 and 1850.1 It is Marx's intention in the

Manuscripts to explain this poverty with the theory of alienation.

The poverty of the early nineteenth century can be explained from
various points of view. It has been attributed to circumstances external
to industrialisation, such as agrarian failure. Eric Hobsbawm echoes
this position when he says that the first industrial crisis occurred only
in 18572, although Marx puts the date as early as 1825 in Capital.3
Another external cause held to be responsible for the poverty of labour
is the growth of population. Marx explicitly rejects this view in the
Manuscripts when he says that the "demand for men necessarily governs the
production of men, as of every other commodity“.“ Rather than in adverse
external circumstances Marx identifies the source of industrial poverty
as one internal to the industrial system:

when society is in a state of progress, the ruin and
impoverishment of the worker is the product of his
labour and of the wealth produced by him. The misery

results, therefore, from the essence of present-day
labour itself.?®

This is an improvement on the diagnosis proposed in the Introduction to

the Critique of Hegel's Philosophy of Right, written just a few months

before the Manuscripts, where the poverty of the proletariat is seen as

a result, not of the structure of society, but of its "acute disintegra-

tion".® 1In the Manuscripts the proletariat's poverty is a result of the

method of labour employed by society in creating its wealth.

1Droz, op. c¢it., pp. 64-65. Cf. also Eric Hobsbawm, The Age of
Revolution, pp. 205-208.

Hobsbawm, ibid., p. 168.
3Capital, I, p. 24.

“Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts, p. 24.

*Ibid., p. 30.
®Early Writings, p. 256.




272

The issue of poverty is related to a number of different factors.

In stating that there is a direct relationship between the ruin, impover-
ishment and misery of the worker and "the essence of present-day labour",
Marx confines his argument to the nature of the labour process. We shall
move onto a full discussion of the Manuscripts' conception of the labour
process shortly, but before we do it can be pointed out that the nature
of the workers' ruin discussed in the Manuscripts is a consequence of a
particular form of the labour process, pertaining to a particular phase
of capitalist development rather than to the capitalist mode of production
as such. The situation described in the Manuscripts is one in which the
"worker becomes all the poorer the more wealth he produces...[and] loses
reality to the point of starving to death".! There are two issues here,
the absolute impoverishment of labour and its mortality. The question of
absolute and relative impoverishment has been considered above, and there
is no need to go over it again here. But there is another factor, ger-
mane to the physical exhaustion and death of the labourer, which has not
yet been touched upon, and which shows that the dimensions of the workers'
misery outlined in the Manuscripts are empirically confined to a limited

historical period of capitalist development.

In Capital Marx differentiates between absolute and relative surplus
value, the one is surplus value which results from an increase in the
length of the working day, the other from an increase in the productive-
ness of labour within a fixed working day.2 The moral consequences of
absolute surplus value are "not only the deterioration of human labour-
power. .. [but] also the premature exhaustion and death of this labour-

3

power itself". Its historical context is largely confined to the period

!Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts, p. 66.

’capital, I, p. 299; cf. ibid., pp. 478-479.
3I1bid., p. 253.
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prior to the second half of the nineteenth century, when statutory limi-
tations on the length of the working day were enacted. The regulation
of the working day did not decrease the exploitation of labour, in fact
alienation was intensified with the introduction of machinery’ — which
went hand in hand with the move from the appropriation of absolute to
relative surplus value — but it did remove the abject misery of indus-
trial life. Before this Parliamentary action, which coincided with the
transition from manufacture to machinofacture, when modern machinery was
available to only a few capitalists, the conditions of labour deterio-
rated where the new methods of production were employed. The "exceptional"
profits available to the capitalist led him to " [prolong] the working day

as much as possible"2

, thus proportionately increasing the misery of
labour. But this began to cease as the use of modern machinery became
more widespread. Indeed, with the development of capitalism in the his-
toric phase of modern industry, and as a consequence of the increasing
productiveness of capital, the "natural necessity [of labour] in its
direct form has disappeared; because a historically created need has

taken the place of the mnatural one".?

In the period of modern industry
the worker is not forced to a subsistence existence and premature death,

the value of his labour power is measured in historical and socially rela-

tive terms, rather than in terms of basic and physiological needs.

The total poverty which Marx explains in the Manuscripts is that of
the period of manufacture and the transition from manufacture to modern
industry, that is a condition of poverty and misery empirically confined
to labour in a particular phase only of capitalist development. When in

1892 Engels wrote the 'Preface to the English Edition' of his The

1bid., pp. 398-399.
’Ibid., p. 383.

3Grundrisse, p. 325.
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Condition of the Working-Class in England, originally published in 1845,

he felt compelled to inform his readers that the impoverishment and
wretchedness of labour described in the book was a consequence of "the
Il1

juvenile state of capitalist exploitation"’, and that civic and welfare

conditions had improved since 1844. Similarly, in the Economic and

Philosophic Manuscripts, Marx discusses an abject poverty and physical

extinction of labour, which in the early theory of alienation he con-
ceives as the natural state of labour under capitalist production, which
is historically specific to a limited period of capitalist production.
As a general analysis of the condition of labour within the capitalist
mode of production the discussion of the Manuscripts is inadequate. The
analysis of labour's poverty in the Manuscripts is false for the period
of capitalist development which is called in Capital the period of

modern industry.

The poverty of labour discussed in the Manuscripts is conceived as
a result of the capitalist labour process. The role of labour in the
production of private property is regarded by Marx as the key to human
alienation, and the labourer's misery is seen as a direct consequence of
his alienation. It has been noted above that the difference between
absolute and relative surplus value — which marks the different qualities
of labour's poverty — can partly be attributed to whether there is an
absence 4;>presence of machinery in the production process. The differ-

v

ence between the periods of manufacture and machinofacture is also
related to this aspect of the labour process. Marx's discussion of the
labour process in the Manuscripts indicates further that his analysis is
relevant for the period of manufacture, but inadequate for the period of

modern industry.

!Frederick Engels, The Condition of the Working-Class in England,
p- 28.
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The major premise of the theory of alienation in the Economic and

Philosophic Manuscripts is the proposition that labour is the essence of

the historical subject, man. Marx celebrates Adam Smith as the Luther of
Political Economy for bringing man "within the orbit of private property,
just as in Luther he is brought within the orbit of religion"l; political
economy does this by "elevating labour to the position of its sole prin-

ciple".2

Hegel is praised for accepting the standpoint of modern politi-
cal economy, for he too "grasps labour as the essence of man — as man's
essence in the act of proving itself".? Marx's apprehension of the idea
that man is not merely a conscious being but a consciously active being
in production allowed him to make more profound the Feuerbachian concep-
tion of alienation, by arguing that the alienation of man's essence is
the alienation of his activity, of his labour. Man's estrangement in
production, therefore, "is that of real life", and when it is trans-
cended man's alienation in religion, in the state and so forth, is also
remedied.® Thus labour and the alienation of labour is at the centre of
Marx's analysis of man's condition in capitalism. By incorporating the

concept of labour as the "sole principle" into his philosophical anthro-

pology, Marx also took from Smith a particular model of the labour process.

In Capital Marx says that the basic factors of the labour process
are three-fold: man's labour itself, the subject of labour on which he

> The importance

works, and the instruments of labour with which he works.
of the last of these is that they "not only supply a standard of the

degree of development to which human labour has attained, but they are

!Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts, p. 88.

21pid., p. 81; emphasis in original.
$1bid., p. 140; emphasis in original.
“Ibid., p. 96.

5CaEital, I, p. 174.
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also indicators of the social conditions under which that labour is car-

1

ried on". According to the Manuscripts man's alienation in production

has its basis in "the essential relationship of labour", which is "the

relationship of the worker to production".2

This is a depiction of the
alienating labour process: "The direct relationship of labour to its
produce is the relationship of the worker to the objects of his produc-

It is significant that Marx here reduces the labour process to

tion".
an application of labour to the subject of labour, there is no mention of
the instruments of labour. Actually, this omission is not terribly seri-
ous if what is described is taken to be a summary of production within
the context of manufacture, for there the workman is predominant in the
labour process, the instruments of labour are subject to the labourer and
production is "dependent on the strength, skill, quickness, and sureness

Y In this sense labour

of the individual workman in handling his tools".
is the "sole principle" of production, for the labourer is the dominant
factor in the production process. Under different social conditions,
however, the instruments of labour assume a different role and the labour
process takes on a different configuration. 1In machinofacture the instru-
ments of labour dominate the labourers, and the Smithian model of the
labour process as it is understood by Marx in his early theory of alien-

ation is thereby shown to have no application for this stage of capital-

ist development.

The economic component of Marx's philosophical anthropology which

relates to the labour process indicates that Marx, following Smith — whom

Tpid., pp. 175-176.

2Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts, p. 68; emphasis in original.

31bid.

"Capital, I, p. 320.
‘Ipid., p. 398.
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he later describes as "the political economist par excellence of the

period of Manufacture"!

— was working from an empirical assumption valid
for the stage of capitalist development in which variable capital — or
living labour — was significantly dominant over constant capital — or the
instruments of production — in the labour process.2 The predominance of
labour over its instruments in production is a consequence of the organi-
sation of labour typical of the formative period of capitalist develop-~
ment, prior to the introduction of machinery as the instrument of labour.
Marx says in Capital that the organisation of co-operating labour "is the
machinery specially characteristic of the manufacturing period".3 Any
mention of machinery in the description of the labour process in the
Manuscripts would have been redundant, therefore, if we understand Marx
to have been discussing the manufacturing labour process. In the period
of modern industry, on the other hand, the machine "supersedes the work-
man" in the labour process", and its productiveness is "measured by the

5

human labour-power it replaces". Under these conditions "machinery

really plays a far more important part in the business of production than

the labour and skill of the operative".®

In failing to include the
instruments of labour as a separate category in his model of the labour

process in the Manuscripts, and by insisting on the primacy of labour in

the process of production, Marx's account of production in the early

1Ibid_., p. 329, note 4.

Marx had not developed the concepts 'constant' and 'variable' cap-
ital in the Manuscripts, but working from the vocabulary of classical
political economy refers to 'fixed' and 'circulating' capital, Economic
and Philosophic Manuscripts, p. 44. Cf. Maguire, Marx's Paris Writings,
p. 55, for a discussion of the important difference between the two sets
of categories.

*capital, I, pp. 329-330.
*1bid., p. 355.
*Ibid., p. 369.
®Ibid., p. 399.
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theory of alienation is too narrow to adequately explain the capitalist
process of labour as such. Basing his analysis on the experience of an
early stage of capitalist development Marx fallaciously reduces produc-
tion to labour and fails to develop a theoretical comprehension of the

instruments of labour and the historical variability of their importance
in the labour process. These flaws of the early theory are corrected in

the later writings.

Marx does not entirely ignore machinery in the Manuscripts, however.
He observes that
the division of labour renders [the worker] ever more
one-sided and dependent, bringing with it the compe-
tition not only of men but of machines. Since the
worker has sunk to the level of a machine, he can be
confronted by the machine as a competitor.1
Marx was made especially aware of this type of situation by the Silesian
weavers' rebellion of 1844, an advanced Luddite-type movement against
machines which, Marx says in his ygrwérts! article of that year, are the

"competitors of the workers".?

The competition between labour and
machinery is a recurring theme in Marx's writing thereafter, the replace-
ment of labour with machines being described by him as the weapon of the
capitalist in the class struggle against the worker.?® 1In the Manuscripts,

though, the confrontation between labour and the machine is a function of

the division of labour, a topic to which we shall move shortly.

Marx also refers to machinery when describing the degradation of

life in the early industrial towns:

'Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts, pp. 27-28.

2Early Writings, p. 415.
3

Cf., e.g., The Poverty of Philosophy, p. 122; Capital, I, Chapter
15, Section 5, especially pp. 407, 410-411. Cf. also Engels, Anti-
Duhring, pp. 324-325.
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Machine labour is simplified in order to make a worker
out of the human being still in the making, the com-
pletely immature human being, the child — whilst the
worker has become a neglected child. The machine
accommodates itself to the weakness of the human being
in order to make the weak human being into a machine.!

Again, this is not a general account of machinery in the labour process
of capitalist production, but a description of the introduction of
machinery for the employment of child labour in the early phase of the
industrial revolution. It is likely that a reading of Wilhelm Schulz,

Die Bewegung der Produktion and other literature informed Marx of this

English practice, for a description of it quoted from Schulz is included

in the first of the Manuscrigts.2

Marx also quotes other lengthy passages on machinery from Schulz's
book. Schulz in fact anticipates Marx's own developments; he distin-
guishes between men working through machines and men working as machines?,
a metaphor which summarises Marx's discussion in Capital." Schulz also
notes that changes in the method of production, as a result of the intro-
duction of machinery, changes the capacity of production, which in its
train carries a new prospect of stagnation and crisis.’ This is a pre-
cursor of Marx's discussion of the industrial cycle.6 It is perhaps
against this background that Auguste Cornu says that Schulz provided Marx
with the primary elements of historical materialism.’ It is true that

Marx quotes from Die Bewegung der Produktion in Capital, where he warmly

'Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts, p. 109; emphasis in original.

’Ibid., p. 33.

3Quoted in Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts, p. 33.

l+CaEital, I, Chapter 15, Section 1.

5Quoted in Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts, p. 46.

capital, I, pp. 425-427.

“Cited in Maurice Godelier, Rationality and Irrationality in
Economics, p. 114, note 12.
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recommends the book to his readers.! But no further reference is made to
Schulz in Capital nor in any other of Marx's writings except the Manu-
scripts. There is no evidence that Schulz's discussion of machinery had

a theoretical influence on Marx at the time of his writing the Manuscripts.
Marx's discussion of the dehumanising effect on labour of machinery is
clearly derived from Schulz, but, as David McLellan has said, the analy-

sis "inspired" Marx's "moral judgements".?

The theoretical analysis of
the Manuscripts was not taken from Schulz, but from the classical politi-

cal economists.

While Marx says that "the worker has sunk to the level of the

machine"?

the reduction of the worker is explained primarily in terms of
the appropriation of labour under conditions of private property, rather
than in terms of machine production. The theoretical account of the
worker's impoverishment through production of wealth by his labour is
devoid of a reference to machinery. It is relevant to mention here,
though, that when discussing the theory of the political economists Marx
says that the "[d]ivision of labour and use of machinery promote wealth

* It is not clear from the context whether Marx accepts

of production”.
this idea as his own or whether he is merely paraphrasing James Mill.

On the same page, in a paraphrase of Jean Baptiste Say, Marx drops the
reference to machinery when he says that "[wlealth — production — is
explained by division of labour and exchange". What is interesting in
this is that here and elsewhere in the Manuscripts Marx accepts the view

of early political economy that the production of wealth and increases in

productivity can be accounted for strictly in terms of the division of

1Capital, I, p. 352, note. 1.
’David McLellan, Karl Marx, p. ll6.
3Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts, p. 27.

“Ibid., p. 124.
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labour. It is evident from this that Marx's economic model of 1844 is
strictly confined to the period of manufacture rather than to the capi~

talist mode of production in general.

The concept 'division of labour' has an extremely important func-
tion in the theory of alienation in the Manuscripts. Basically Marx
argues that man is alienated through the production of wealth which is
appropriated from him. As it is the alienation of man's labour which
produces private wealth, human labour is therefore the essence of private
property. Once this had been recognised, says Marx, "the division of
labour had to be conceived as a major driving force in the production of
wealth", for the "division of labour is the expression in political
economy of the social character of labour within the estrangement".l
Here the philosophico-anthropological notion of man's alienation and the
economic notion of labour productivity are united in the concept 'division
of labour'. An increase in the division of labour increases man's alien-
ation by increasing the wealth he produces:

Whilst the division of labour raises the productive

power of labour and increases the wealth and refine-

ment of society, it impoverishes the worker and

reduces him to a machine.?
It can be seen from this that the concept of the division of labour is
central to Marx's account of the mechanism of alienation and also his
analysis of the productivity of labour. The two are directly related in
that an intensification of the division of labour, which raises the pro-
ductive power of labour and therefore the quantity of wealth appropriated

from it, intensifies labour's alienation.

'1pid., p. 120.
2Ibid., p. 30.
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The theory of alienation in the Manuscrigts entails, therefore, the
economic proposition that labour productivity is raised through an inten-
sification of the division of labour. The economic argument is not
original to Marx, of course, and he acknowledges Adam Smith as its source. }
But Marx's analysis is not merely taken over from political economy as
such, it is drawn from classical economy's explanation of manufacture. ?
Marx says in Capital that the division of labour is "the distinguishing

3

principle of manufacture". He explains that this is because in manu-

facture

[t]he quantity of [raw material] consumed in a given
time, by a given amount of labour, increases in the
same ratio as does the productive power of that
labour in consequence of its division."

The productive consumption of raw material, and, therefore, the volume of
production, is proportionate to the intensity of the division of labour.
While this is true for manufacture, when the organisation of labour is
the 'machinery' of productions, it does not hold for production under the
conditions of modern industry. When machinery is introduced into the
labour process it "sweeps away by technical means the manufacturing divi-

6

sion of labour". The manufacturing division of labour becomes redundant

under these new conditions because machinery itself is the "most powerful

7

means for increasing the productiveness of labour". The theory of

alienation advanced in the Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts, which is

'1bid., p. 123.

2Capital, I, p. 329, note 4.
‘1bid., p. 325.

*Ibid., p. 340.

Ibid., pp. 329-330.

®Ibid., p. 454.

’Ibid., p. 380.
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incompetent to deal with modern industry, is unable to explain labour's
productivity and alienation for the stage of capitalist development sub-

sequent to the period of manufacture.

In proclaiming the demise of the manufacturing division of labour
with the advent of modern industry Marx does not propose that the divi-
sion of labour disappears, for "the capitalist form of that industry
reproduces this same division of labour in a still more monstrous shape“.1
But the function of the division of labour is now altered. Rather than
directly affecting the productivity of labour, the division of labour in
modern industry merely deploys the operatives within the factory to where
they are subjected to the machines which increase their productivity.2
The division of labour remains, in Marx's analysis, an important feature
of the social structuré. In fact Marx develops in Capital a characterisa-
tion of the division of labour which corrects a confusion in Adam Smith's

writings on the subject and implicitly demonstrates the implausibility of

his own early theory of alienation.

Marx differentiates between the division of labour in general, or
the social division of labour on the one hand, and the division of labour
in particular, or the detail division of labour on the other.® wWhile the
former "arises from the exchange between spheres of production"", the
latter results from the organisation within the workshop which distrib-
utes the operatives to their separate tasks in production.5 Marx says
that the two forms of the division of labour, while practically linked

and similar in many ways, are nevertheless different "not only in degree,

'Ibid., p. 455.
Ibid., p. 396.
’Ibid., pp. 331-332.
*Ibid., p. 332.
°Ibid., pp. 332, 336.
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but also in kind".! The differences which Marx identifies are many-fold,
relating to the nature of the object exchanged, the deployment of the
means of production, and the authority relations of exchange, each of
which presents itself differently in the different types of division of
labour.? Adam Smith's discussion of the division of labour does not
recognise the differences in kind between its social and detail forms.
Marx points out that this is quite plausible. During the period of manu-
facture the detail division of labour does appear to be a replication,

in miniature and within one location, of the social division of labour
which occurs between the various industries in society at large. While
Smith was mistaken to regard the differences between the social and the
detail divisions of labour as subjective, in the mind of the observer
rather than in reality, Marx says that this is an understandable mistake. ?
The plausibility of an error is no corrective, however, and a failure to
be aware of the distinction he makes in Capital has serious ramifications

for Marx's early theory of alienation.

In the Manuscripts Marx follows Smith to a fault when he too fails
to distinguish between the social and detail divisions of labour. 1In his
discussion of the concept 'division of labour' in the writings of politi-
cal economists Marx moves from a consideration of the social division of
labour, in which the products of divided labour are exchanged socially in
the market, to a consideration of the division of labour within produc-
tion, which impoverishes the labourer, without being aware that he is
dealing with two different kinds of divisions of labour." The fault

primarily lies with political economy, of course, and Marx had not yet

l1pid., p. 334.
21pid., p. 336.
‘Ibid., p. 335.

“Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts, pp. 123-124.
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picked it up in 1844. But in duplicating Smith's lack of discrimination
in this matter the early theory of alienation is nullified from the point

of view of Marx's later correction of Smith on the division of labour.

In the Manuscripts Marx discusses the class experience in terms of
its individual members: alienating production is "the relationship of

the worker to production", "the product of labour...belongs to some other

1

man than the worker". So that when he says that the worker produces

commodities and himself as a commodityz, Marx is referring to the indi-
vidual activity of labour under the conditions of alienation. It has
already been shown above that at the centre of the Manuscripts' arqument
is the claim that each worker, in producing a commodity with his labour,
is alienated from his labour through the appropriation of the commodity.
This is the claim that in the manufacturing division of labour the indi-
vidual's alienation is a consequence of the appropriation of a commodity
he has produced with his labour. The difference between the social divi-
sion of labour and the detail division of labour described in Capital is
primarily in the fact that while products of the former are commodities,
in the latter "the detail labourer produces no commodities".?® Thus
according to Marx's position in Capital, the explanation of alienation

provided in the Manuscripts is meaningless.

As we saw above, in Capital the worker's alienation is a conse-
quence of the sale of his labour-power to the capitalist, rather than a
result of his labour — in the form of a commodity — being appropriated by
the capitalist, as it is in the Manuscripts. By focussing on the alien-

ation of labour-power as opposed to congealed labour the theory of

l1pia., pp. 68, 74; emphasis in original.
’Ibid., p. 66.
3Capital, I, p. 335.
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alienation in Capital is concerned with commodities only at a second
remove., Labour's alienation is the alienation of the capacity to labour,
it is not directly the alienation of labour itself. This is not to say
that Marx's mature theory of alienation is unconcerned with commodity
production, but that the process is much more complex than the theory of
the Manuscripts assumes. In his discussion of the detail division of
labour in manufacture Marx says that

the connexion between the detail operators in a work-

shop is due to the sale of the labour-power of

several workmen to one capitalist, who applies it as

combined labour—power.1
Here is the process of alienation. It is posterior to the labourer's
initial alienation that commodities are produced. For it is "the common

2 While

product of all the detail labourers that becomes a commodity".
the individual's alienation is a consequence of commodity production,
according to Capital, it is not the individual's own production of com-
modities which accounts for his alienation, for the individual labourer
does not produce commodities. The individual's alienation is located in

the alienation of his labour-power. This latter, in conjunction with the

labour power of others in manufacture, is productive of commodities.

The proposition that labour's productivity is raised by an intensi-~
fication of the division of labour, which Marx adapts from Smith and
incorporates into his early theory of alienation, demonstrates that the
Manuscripts contains a theory relevant for the period of manufacture
only, which is inadequate for an analysis of the capitalist mode of pro-
duction as such. In failing to differentiate between the social and

detail divisions of labour, and erroneously accepting that the latter is

'1bid., p. 336.
21pid., p. 335.
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merely a version of the former, Marx operates from an assumption concern-
ing the manufacturing labour process which he shows in Capital is without
foundation. The function of the division of labour in labour productiv-
ity aside, this last point raises a further question concerning the

theory of alienation in the Manuscripts.

The argument of Capital, that the individual labourer is not him-
self the producer of commodities, but that commodities are the product of
a collective labour power, does not relate to the question of whether the
theory of alienation in the Manuscripts is empirically valid for one
phase of capitalist development but not another. It shows, rather, that
from the perspective of Marx's later theory the early theory of alien-
ation is formally false, irrespective of any historical difference

between the stages of capitalist development.

It has been shown in this chapter that although the concept of
alienation is current throughout Marx's writings his mature account of
alienation can be regarded as belonging to a theoretical framework which

is different from that of the Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts. The

theory of alienation presented in Capital superseded the early theory for
basically two reasons. Not only is the alienation theory of the 1844
Manuscripts limited in the scope of its empirical explanation, but from
the perspective of the mature theory its formal content is false. The
conclusion to be drawn from the argument of this chapter is that while
the claim of an epistemological break around the concept of alienation in
Marx's work fails to take account of his continuing endeavour from the
1840s to the 1860s to explain alienation empirically, the presence of two

utterly different theories of alienation in the Economic and Philosophic

Manuscripts on the one hand and Capital on the other, points to an absence

of theoretical continuity in Marx's work.



PART IIT

POLITICS
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Many of the themes dealt with in earlier chapters continue to
occupy the attention of the argument of Part III. There is a continua-
tion below of the discussion initiated in earlier chapters of alienation
theory, the development of the class concept in Marx, the relation
between Marx's early theory and liberal democratic theory, and the influ-
ence of Adam Smith's thought on Marx's early writing. Some new questions
also are broached in the discussion of Marx's political theory and its
development, which is the central focus of the two final chapters of the

dissertation.

It was shown earlier that there is a marked distinction between
Marx's early and mature theories of alienation. 1In Chapter 7 it is argqued
that the early theory of alienation itself underwent several stages of

development from the Critique of Hegel's Philosophy of Right to the

Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts. During this period the conception

of the cause of alienation and the process of emancipation from it were
modified by Marx, although the theory of the state as alienated social
power is common to all of his early writings irrespective of variations
on these other matters. A dimension of alienation not discussed in
earlier chapters is outlined and evaluated in Chapter 7. It is shown
that Marx's early conception of man's alienation in the state resembles
the early liberal democratic theory of state sovereignty. The argument
that there is a connection between Marx's early theory of alienation and
classical liberalism is enhanced by the claim that the theory of the
state as alienated social power is sustained by Marx's adaptation of a
notion of social class drawn from Adam Smith. When he rejected Smith's
class model, Marx rejected also the early theory of the state and

developed an alternative to it.
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As it was shown in Chapter 6 that the economic dimension of the
early theory of alienation is not absorbed by the later theory, but is
transcended by it, so it is shown in Chapter 8 that Marx's theory of the
state as alienated social power has no place in his mature theory of the
state as a class instrument. The chapter goes on to argue that as Marx's
analysis of class relations became more sophisticated so too did his
mature theory of the state. Whereas in its first expression in The

German Ideology the mature state theory tends to assume that the capital-

ist state is the capitalist class in politics, he argues in later writings
that social classes and the political state occupy different fields of
operation. The later development of Marx's mature theory also demon-
strates that the state, as part of the social formation, plays a role in
the development of social classes, a factor which escapes his early for-

mulation of the mature political theory.

The final chapter concludes where the first chapter began, on the
influence of revolutionary theory on Marx's intellectual development. It
is shown that his political and social thought derive from conceptions of
political and social reality which are formed in the experience of, or
through a study of revolutionary upheaval. The intellectual origins in
Enlightenment and later revolutionary democratic thought of Marx's
mature theory of the state is discussed briefly and his original contri-

butions to the revolutionary tradition of political theory are noted.



Chapter 7

DEMOCRACY
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In the Critique of Hegel's Philosophy of Right Marx first clearly

formulated the view that man is alienated in civil society aud that his
alienated social power constitutes the political state. This theory of
the state, as an alienated social power which is fundamentally separated
from civil society, continued to inform Marx's discussion until it was

significantly modified in The German Ideology, written three years later

between 1845 and 1846. In the latter work the state is described as an

instrument of class rule. The political theory of The German Ideology

will be discussed in the next chapter. The present chapter is concerned

with Marx's earlier political theory.

Marx's discussion of the political state in all of his writings
prior to 1845 is largely a re-affirmation of the position first outlined
in the Critique of 1843. This fact is perhaps responsible for the ten-
dency on the part of some scholars to ignore or underplay significant
differences in other aspects of Marx's political theory which emerge
between the works of the period 1843 to 1845. A number of writers! have
regarded the Critique as a work which furnished Marx with a political
theory which continued to be the stable core of his later reflections on
political matters. Such a position ignores the exploratory and tentative
nature of Marx's thought at the time. During this early period Marx's
ideas were held with some uncertaintyz, and his research should be seen
as the endeavour to discover an adequate theoretical foundation on which
he could build a critical and revolutionary analysis of society and

politics.

lshlomo Avineri, The Social and Political Thought of Karl Marx;
Jean Hyppolite, Studies in Marx and Hegel; Tom Kemp, 'Aspects of the
Marxist Theory of the State'; Henri Lefebvre, The Sociology of Marx;
Joseph O'Malley, 'Editor's Introduction' to Marx, Critique of Hegel's
Philosophy of Right.

’Louis Dupré, The Philosophical Foundations of Marxism, p. 87.
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It will be shown in what follows that despite some verbal similari-

ties between certain passages of the Critique of Hegel's Philosophy of

Right and formulations in Marx's subsequent works, in a number of
respects the Critique is a far from reliable guide to the political theory
which emerges in Marx's writings immediately after the Critique. The
analysis of democracy, for instance, and also the means and process of
emancipation from alienation presented in the Critique are immediately

revised in On the Jewicsh Question and the Introduction to a Critigue of

Hegel's Philosophy of Right. Similarly, different accounts of the cause

of alienation are offered in the different works of the period 1843 to
1845. At the same time, however, the theory of the state as alienated

social power is continuous in all of the writings of the same period.

After discussing the development of Marx's political theory of

alienation in the writings from the Critique to the Economic and

Philosophic Manuscripts, the chapter presents an argument concerning the

theory of the state as alienated social power. This begins with a full
exposition of the theory as it is stated in Marx's writings, and then
proceeds to an evaluation of the theory in terms of its democratic affin-
ities. Finally, an explanation of Marx's transition from this theory of
the state to the theory that the state is a class instrument is advanced
through a brief discussion of the evolution of the class concept in

Marx's early writings.

The Critique can be differentiated from the works which follow it
in a number of ways, some more insightful than others. It has been said,
for instance, that whereas the Critique attempts to "refute philosophy

with philosophy", Marx's later writings bring out that "the main question



294

is not how to understand reality, but how to bring it to its own perfec-

tion".! This is an inadequate appreciation of the particular nature of

the Critique vis-a-vis the later works, and also a misunderstanding of

"the main question" to which Marx later addressed himself. While it is
true that the Critique, as an internal discussion of Hegelian philosophy,
is in that sense philosophical, Marx's other writings up to and including

The German Ideology could similarly be described as philosophical. For

they too lack the detailed concrete analysis of, say, The Poverty of

Philosophy, Wage Labour and Capital and the Communist Manifesto. In

these later pamphlets the social and economic development of capitalism
is analysed and systematised without recourse to 'philosophical' argument

in the manner of Marx's Deutsch-Franzosische Jahrbucher contributions and

the Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts. Marx's 'philosophical' dis-

course continues after the Critique.

The distinction between understanding reality, which is the alleged
focus of the Critique, and changing reality, is also less than a satis-
factory summary of the difference between the Critique and what followed.

While the subsequently written Introduction is a strongly programmatic

work, it should not be forgotten that the Critigue also offers a pro-
gramme for change in its advocacy of true democracy as a means to realise
human freedom. It should be added that when Marx wrote in 1845 that the
point is to change the world, whereas philosophers have only interpreted
it?, he was not committing himself to the view that interpretation should
cease. The necessity of an adequate and correct interpretation of the
social world is the basic premise of Marx's injunction that the world be

changed. The works after the Critique, such as the essay On the Jewish

1bid., p. 93.

2Thesis on Feuerbach, XI, MESW, I, p. 15.
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Question, the Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts and especially

CaEital, would be seriously misunderstood if it is not recognised that
they are before all else attempts to understand reality. It is Marx's
later estimation of the inadequacy of the Critique's understanding of

reality which led him to abandon the idea of publishing it.

Rather than a difference of intention it is a difference in theo-
retical content which separates the Critique from Marx's later writings.
It is significant that these differences predominantly lie in the realm
of political theory. The Critique's central categories, for instance, are
freedom and democracy, rather than the concepts of community and social-
isml, which are essential to his later thought. As a pre-communist
statement the Critique advocates neither the abolition of the state nor
private propertyz; the rejection of both is at the basis of Marx's later
normative politics. It has been suggested, though, that while the aboli-
tion of the state and private property are "explicitly formulated in sub-
sequent writings", the groundwork for this position is "prepared in the

3 The Critique can be interpreted in this way, but such a back-

Critique”.
ward reading of Marx interrupts any serious comprehension of the develop-
ment of his political thought and tends to misconstrue the theoretical
importance of the Critique to his later thought. Before tuming to a
discussion of the differences in Marx's political thought between the

Critique and the works which directly follow it, we will briefly consider

the status of the Critique in Marx's intellectual development.

The intellectual autobiography outlined in the 'Preface' to A

Contribution to the Critique of Political Economy explains that as a

lJohn Maguire, Marx's Paris Writings, p. 12.

2Dupré, op. cit., p. l06.

3O'Malley, op. cit., p. lii; cf. also Avineri, op. cit., p. 34.
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result of the collapse of the Rheinische Zeitung, of which he was editor,

Marx took the opportunity provided by unemployment to return to the study.
The Critique is clearly identified as the "first work which I undertook

to dispel the doubts assailing me". !

Its importance to Marx therefore
lies in the fact that it was the chronological beginning of his systema-
tic criticism of prevailing contemporary doctrine. The manuscript avail-

able to us today is a very rough first draft in which passages from

Hegel's Philosophy of Right are followed by Marx's commentary. The

Critique's American editor has described the draft as being uneven in
style, shifting in tone and spontaneous in its statement.? This is not
to underrate the quality of Marx's thought in the piece, but it does

indicate the rudimentary and undeveloped nature of the work.

Marx had originally intended immediately to redraft the manuscript
for publication, but this did not occur. 1Instead, he used some ideas of

the draft for his essay On the Jewish Question and wrote an Introduction

to the proposed revised draft. These were both published in the Deutsch-

Franzosische Jahrblucher in 1844 after Marx had moved from Kreuznach,

where he wrote the Critique, to Paris. In many respects these essays do
summarise parts of the earlier work. However, as we shall see below,

aspects of On the Jewish Question are quite different to the rough manu-

script from which it was drawn, and the tenor of the Introduction is

totally different from that of the Critique. Marx explains in his

'Preface' to the Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts that the style of

the draft Critique of Hegel's Philosophy of Right made it "utterly

3

unsuitable" for publication. He goes on to say that he intends to

'Marx, A Contribution to the Critique of Political Economy, p. 20.

20'Malley, op. cit., p. x.

’Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts, p. 18.
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issue instead a series of pamphlets on the critique of law, ethics,
politics and so forth. The series is to conclude with a work which was
to draw the threads of the earlier pieces together and present an over-
view of all the material.! This project, too, lapsed. It is likely that
with his residence in Paris, where he moved in socialist circles and read
a literature largely new to him — including Engels' Qutlines of a

Critique of Political Economy, published in the Jahrbucher — Marx began

to settle some of the uncertainty which had initially led him to write
the Critique and he began to rethink various positions stated in that
work. This suggests that Marx did not publish a version of the Critique
because his ideas took a new turn of development almost immediately after
he had drafted it. This rendered the Critigue an inadequate, indeed, an

impossible basis for the elaboration of his later ideas.

The tentative nature of Marx's thought during the period 1843 to
1845 is indicated in his reluctance to publish his research. In early
1845, before moving to Brussels in February, Marx signed a publisher's
contract and received an advance of 1,500 francs to produce a book

entitled A Critique of Economics and Politics, for which the Economic and

Philosophic Manuscripts was a first draft.? At about the same time he

drew up a plan of a work on the modern state which suggests that he

intended to rework the themes of the Critique of Hegel's Philosophy of

Right and On the Jewish Question.3 Neither project was carried out. In

spite of strong encouragement from Engels, Marx abandoned the contracted
book because of his dissatisfaction with the proposed rewritten Manu-

scripts of 1844." 1Instead of completing work already begun he embarked

l1pid.
’David McLellan, Karl Marx, pp. 138-139.

3The German Ideology, p. 669.

“Boris Nicolaievsky and Otto Maenchen-Helfen, Karl Marx, p. 108.
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upon an entirely new project with Engels which was, he explained in a
letter to his publisher, "to prepare the public for the point of view of
my Economics which is diametrically opposed to the previous German intel-

lectual approach".1

Whereas he had deemed his earlier writings, for one
reason or another, to be inadequate foundations on which to develop his

ideas, Marx believed that he had found his intellectual feet with The

German Ideology. When recalling this work some years later he cavalierly

dismissed the fact that it remained unpublished with the remark that he
had willingly "abandoned the manuscript to the gnawing criticisms of the
mice" as its main purpose — "self-clarification" — had been achieved. ?
But in fact Marx and Engels tried very hard to get the book to press.
They recruited friends to negotiate on their behalf and sent the manu-
script to at least eight publishers, but fear of the censor and of
financial risk prevented any of them from publishing it.? Marx's keen-

ness to have The German Ideology published clearly distinguishes it from

the Critique of 1843 and the Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts. It

also reveals something of the respective status of each work in his theo-

retical development.

It has been argued above that Marx did not publish the Critique of

Hegel's Philosophy of Right because his ideas continued to develop imme-

diately after it had been drafted. It could be said that the Critique,

more than The German Ideology, was written for its author's self-

clarification, for it showed Marx what he had yet to do. The value of

the Critique is that it allowed Marx to develop for the first time the

1Quoted in McLellan, op. cit., p. 143.

2é_Contribution to the Critique of Political Economy, p. 22. Cf.
also Engels' reminiscence in 'On the History of the Communist League',
MESW, III, p. 179.

3McLellan, op. cit., p. 151; Nicolaievsky and Maenchen-Helfen,
op. cit., p. 112,
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Feuerbachian insight that man is the subject rather than the predicate of
history. 1In his elaboration of this notion Marx saw that the history of
the state must be understood in terms of the history of man. This is a
remarkable discovery which became, as Marx said in another context, "the
guiding principle” of his later studies.! Marx's apprehension of this
insight and the particular interpretation he gave to it was without
precedent in the Hegelian Fontext from which it emerged. The implica-
tions of the discovery made in the Critique could be expected, therefore,
to be quite different from the other ideas which surrounded it at the
time of its first statement. The many changes which Marx's thought under-
went during this early period between 1843 and 1845 can be seen, there-
fore, as his endeavour to remove the heritage of old conceptions from his
new formulation, to develop an original idea into an entirely new theory

of history and politics.

IT

The theory of alienation in Marx's early writings has been dis-
cussed in previous chapters of this thesis. In Chapter 4 the Feuerbachian
background to the theory was indicated and in Chapter 6 its economic
dimension and the differences between it and the mature theory of alien-
ation were discussed. It may have been assumed from a reading of these
accounts that Marx took over the Feuerbachian conception of alienation
and merely elaborated it to serve his own polemical and theoretical pur-
poses. What emerges from a close study of Marx's thought of the period
1843 to 1845 is that the theory of alienation, which is the critical core
of these writings, undergoes significant development in the short period

of time between the Critique of Hegel's Philosophy of Right and the

1é_Contribution to the Critique of Political Economy, p. 20.




300

Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts. As the theory of alienation

changes in these writings so does Marx's evaluation both of the state's
potential as a liberating factor and of the nature of democracy. Marx's
understanding of the agency and process of human emancipation also

changes significantly during this period.

(a)

Although the concept of alienation is seldom referred to by name in
the Critique, the work constitutes Marx's first full treatment of the
problem of estrangement. The question of man's alienation pervades the
work as a whole, is fully defined in it!, and a proposal is outlined for
the rectification of the alienated condition. According to the Critique
man's alienation is a consequence of the division between the state and

civil society:

Civil society is separated from the state. It follows,
therefore, that the citizen of the state is separated
from the citizen as a member of civil society. He must
therefore divide up his own essence...The separation
of civil and political society appears necessarily as
the separation of the political citizen, the citizen of
the state, from civil society and from his own empirical
reality.2

Marx argues against Hegel's claim that there is no tension between the
private sphere of civil society and the public or social sphere of the
state by maintaining that man is indeed estranged from the state in his
private or individual life. The substance of the individual's alienation
is constituted in political representation, according to Marx, in the

representation of the legislative function by particular bodies, for

'Dupré, op. cit., p. 108, agrees that the Critique "turns on" the
concept of alienation, but goes on to say that the concept "remains unde-
fined" in the work. But the Critique as a whole is an attempt to define
the concept of alienation in use.

2Early Writings, pp. 143-144; emphasis in original.
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the fact that civil society takes part in the political
state through its deputies is the expression of the
separation and of the merely dualistic unity.l
On this basis Marx is able to propose that alienation can be overcome
through the abolition of the representative function, in the institution
of full or direct democracy in which "all as individuals...take part in

the 1egislature".2

Marx differentiates, therefore, between the political
state, in which man is alienated, and the democratic state, in which he

is not.

Marx's basic complaint against the political state in the Critique
is concerned with its failure to allow man to achieve his full nature.
The political state is not able to carry its social or communal content
beyond the merely political sphere and can not infuse itself through the

whole of society and of man's life.?

The individual is deserted by the
political state, and left to an atomistic existence in civil society.“

On the other hand the democratic state, according to Marx's argument in
the Critique, is the condition of man's fully human existence. Democracy,
Marx says, is founded on "real human beings and the real people; not
merely implicitly and in essence, but in existence and in reality".5
Rather than suffer a divided life and a divided essence, as with the
political state, all of man's aspects are realised in unity within the
democratic state. The democratic state embraces all spheres of life.

Marx warns against confusing the Republican state, in which democracy is

merely formal, with the democratic state, in which the form and content

llgig,, p. 189; emphasis in original.
21@.

3Ibid., pp. 88-89.

“1bid., p. 145.

*Ibid., p. 87.
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of democracy are unified. ! Only in the democratic state is man's alien-

ation overcome.

Marx argues, therefore, that the attainment of full human freedom
ultimately rests on the development of the state. The division between
the political state and civil society, and the alienating division in
man's own essence, is overcome only through the radical democratisation
of the political state, in which all of the separate spheres of civil
society are absorbed into a single rational organism. In the Critique,
then, Marx offers a political solution to the problem of alienation, and

the mechanism of this solution is electoral reform.

Only when civil society has achieved unrestricted
active and passive suffrage has it really raised
itself to the point of abstraction from itself, to
the Eolitical existence which constitutes its true,
universal, essential existence. But the perfection
of this abstraction is also its transcendence. By
really establishing its political existence as its
authentic existence, civil society ensures that its
civil existence, in so far as it is distinct from
its political existence, is inessential. And with
the demise of the one, the other, its opposite, col-
lapses also. Therefore, electoral reform in the
abstract political state is the equivalent to a
demand for its dissolution and this in turn implies
the dissolution of civil society.?

The politicisation of civil society, through electoral reform — the uni-
versal suffrage, breaks down the separation of political and civil life.
In do doing both civil society and the political state are transcended

and the differences between them become united into a single whole which

is the democratic state.

It will be clear from the above discussion that in the Critique

Marx conceives of alienation primarily as political rather than economic

'1bid., pp. 89-90. Maurice Godelier, Rationality and Irrationality
in Economics, p. 108, does confuse them.

2Early Writings, p. 191; emphasis in original.
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alienation, as in the Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts. The resolu-

tion to man's alienation, as we have seen, is in the democratic state,
which comes into being through the democratisation and therefore politi-
cisation of civil society. It was shown in the first two chapters of this
thesis that Marx's arguments in the Critique, regarding man's de-
alienation, bear some resemblance to Hegel's position. Both Marx and
Hegel regard the state as the agency of human emancipation. This is not
to say that their positions are identical, of course. Hegel sees the
state as subject to the moving force of universality in the Idea, whereas
Marx maintains that the rational state, in achieving its true social
nature, brings man to the perfection of his essence. But Marx's insis-
tence upon a political solution to alienation{iégunique to the Critique.
Two features of Marx's consideration in the Cfiéigue which distinguish
that work from those immediately following it are that while he is opposed
to the separation of politics from the rest of lifel, he is not opposed
to politics as such. 1In the later works he is. Secondly, unlike his
later writings the Critique does not argue for the abolition of the state,
but only for the abolition of the non-democratic state. Marx regards the

democratic state to be very much a state.

In the Critique Marx understands the concept 'the state', like
Hegel, to refer to an organic state, the state in this sense is politi-
cally organised society. The claim that "Marx's call for democracy and
universal suffrage...is equivalent to his demand for the abolition of the
state"? fails to appreciate that democracy in Marx's sense is not the
abolition of the state as such, but the universalisation of the state.

The political state, although claiming universality for itself — it

1bid., pp. 88-89.

2O'Malley, op. cit., p. 1lxiii.
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"assumes the significance of the universal"! — exists as a particular
institution separate from civil society. Man's existence in the politi-
cal state is divided from his existence in civil society, and his essence
is therefore similarly divided. This is the basis of man's alienation,
according to the Critique. Democracy, on the other hand, says Marx, "is
the first true unity of the particular and the universal”. He goes on to

say that

In democracy the state as particular is only partic-
ular, and as universal it is really universal; i.e.
it is not something determinate set off against
other contents.?

That is, in democracy the state is the whole, it is really universal,

embracing all of society and therefore all of man.

It is not even clear that Marx saw the advent of the democratic
state as implying the abolition of the political state. When commenting
on the French revolutionary view that the universality of democracy means
that the political state disappears he says that "[this] is correct in the
sense that the political state, the constitution, is no longer equivalent

to the whole".3

When this is taken in conjunction with the statement
quoted above, that "[in] democracy the state as particular is only par-
ticular", Marx appears to be saying that while the political state is no
longer the whole of the state in democracy, it may remain as a particular
institution." 1In so being, of course, it is no longer the political

state that it was. We saw Marx argue above that unrestricted suffrage,

in politicising civil society, leads to the dissolution of both civil

lEarlXAWritings, p. 88.

21pid.
$1bid.

"For another interpretation cf. McLellan, Marx Before Marxism,
p. 151.
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society and the political state. But the dissolution of the political
state seems to imply, in this context, no more than the abolition of its
pretension to a false universality, not its institutional abolition. The
reference is obscure, however, and Marx does not return to this theme
again. But what is clear is that Marx's call for democracy is a call for

the democratic state, which he considers to be the real state.

The political solution to alienation, in the call for universal
suffrage, assumes that man's essential nature is realised in the full
development of the state. Immediately after writing this in the Critique

the notion is rejected in the Introduction, where Marx describes as a

"utopian dream...the partial, merely political revolution, the revolution

which leaves the pillars of the house standing".1

The rejection of the
position of the Critique is even more thorough in Marx's 1844 polemic
against Arnold Ruge, 'Critical Notes on "The King of Prussia and Social
Reform"', published in Vorwarts! In this piece Marx describes the
organic conception of the state, in which "the state and the organisation
of society are not two different things. The state is the organisation

2

of society", as "a political point of view". He goes on to assert the

epistemological and practical limitations of politics when he says that
"political understanding is [inadequate] to the task of discovering the
source of social need"a, and that

[the] more developed and the more comprehensive is

the political understanding of a nation, the more

the proletariat will squander its energies...in

senseless, futile uprisings that will be drowned in
blood."

1Early Writings, p. 253.
’Ipid., p. 41l.

31bid., p. 417.
“Ibid., p. 418.
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Marx's break with the solution of universal suffrage after the Critique
is total. After 1843 he saw it only as a Republican and not a revolu-
tionary instrument.! Marx's attitude to politics in his later thought is

more complex, though. In the Communist Manifesto his major criticism of

2

utopian socialists is their rejection of political action. In the

Inaugural Address of the Workingmen's International Association Marx says

that "the great duty of the working classes" is to "conquer political

¥ But the proletariat's engagement in legal politics is important

power".
for its educative value, it raises the class to a social force. Marx
nevexr again proposes a political solution to the liberation of the prole-
tariat. Even the educative role of political action has the dangerous

possibility of leading to opportunism and reformism. "

In the Critique

Marx not only begins a new search for revolutionary theory, he concludes

an earlier development to which he does not return.

The difference between the democratic road to de-alienation described
in the Critigue, and the communist road first fully outlined in the

Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts, is far-reaching.”®> The differences

between the two can be simply enumerated: democracy overcomes political
alienation, communism overcomes economic alienation; democracy is the

realisation of the authentic state, communism is not the full universali-
sation of the state but its negation; democracy amounts to the citizenry,

as opposed to the bureaucracy, becoming the universal class, in communism

lcf. the remarks in 'The Class Struggles in France', MESW, I,
Pp. 222-223, 291.

2MESW, I, pp. 135, 136.
SMEsSW, II, p. 17.

“Cf. Marx's letter to Wilhelm Liebknecht, February 11, 1878,
Selected Correspondence, p. 314.

>The contrary is asserted by Avineri, op. cit., p. 34; cf. also
McLellan, op. cit., pp. 150-151.
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the proletariat is the universal class which liberates mankind through
its transcendence of economic alienation. But Marx's later position is
not reached in a quantum leap. While still in Kreuznach he wrote a
criticism of Bruno Bauer's articles on Jewish emancipation and published

it in the Jahrbucher as On the Jewish Question. This work can be seen as

a summary of the Critique, for it restates the discussion of the dichot-
omy between state and civil society, and carries the argument further.
However, to say this alone inadequately describes the relation between

the two works.

(b)

The ideas elaborated in On the Jewish Question which are taken from

the Critique are easily traced. Marx explores the abstract nature of the
political state and the consequent dualism which it generates in the
lives of its citizens in a way that is clearly a development of the
analysis begun in the Critigue.1 The historical beginning of the politi-
cal state is in the political revolution, according to Marx, a revolution
which led to the dissolution of feudalism, an "organisation of the life
of the people...[in which] property [and] labour...[were separated] from
the state as a whole and constituted...as separate societies within

society".2

The political state was to restore a unity denied in feudalism
by gathering up "the political spirit which had, as it were, been dis-
solved, dissected and dispersed in the various cul-de-sacs of feudal

% But the

society...and constitute it as the sphere of the community"”.
political revolution which brought about the political community of the

state also freed "egoistic man", who is without community, from the

lgarly Writings, pp. 219-222, 225-226.
21pid., p. 232.
31bid., p. 233.
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fetters of feudalism, and made him the foundation of the civil society on
which the political state rested: "The constitution of the political
state and the dissolution of civil society into independent individuals
...are achieved in one and the same act".! Because the political state
is separated from civil society it in fact failed to unify society, and
its universality remained a merely theoretical phenomenon: "Political
emancipation was at the same time the emancipation of civil society from

2 All of this

politics, from even the appearance of a universal content”.
can be found in one form or another in the Critiquea, but the implica-

tions Marx now draws are new ones.

The politicisation of civil society in the movement from the politi-
cal to the democratic state, which in the Critique is seen to lead to the
emancipation of man from his alienation, is regarded to be impossible in

On the Jewish Question. Marx's reasons for this are three-fold: the

politicisation of civil society is unable to lead to its dissolution,
there is no difference between the political and democratic states, and
political emancipation is a limited form of emancipation, which is not
able to overcome man's alienation. It will be seen that each of these
propositions logically follows from the preceding one. 1In On the Jewish
Question Marx says that the equality of man in the political state
derives from the fact that each person "is an equal participant in popu-

* It is on this basis that the political state can lay

lar sovereignty".
claim to its supposed universality, for it is an equal community of all

citizens. But Marx points out that the political state creates the

equality between citizens by declaring the real inequalities of civil

IM‘

zzgig,; emphasis in original.
Scf. ibid., pp. 145-148, 158.
*Ibid., p. 219.
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society "to be non-political distinctions"; indeed, its existence presup-

poses them. !

The universalisation of the suffrage is not sufficient to
abolish private property, and therefore private interest, on which civil
inequality and the political state rest. Marx does cite a situation in
which "political life attempts to suppress its presupposition, civil

society and its elements, and to constitute itself as the real, harmoni-

2 But it does so "in violent contradiction to

ous species-life of man".
the conditions of its own existence™ and "the political drama necessarily
ends up with the restoration of religion, private property and all the

elements of civil society".3

Marx holds this view becausefis %ecognising
that "the political annulment of private property does not:mé;n the abo-
lition of private property"", he recognises that an extension of politics
into civil society could not lead to the dissolution of civil society, it
must remain essentially the realm of private interest. It follows from

this that the political state and the democratic state are not fundamen-

tally different.

In the Critique the democratic state is the organic unified state
in which man's essence is whole rather than divided, as it is in the

political state. 1In On the Jewish Question Marx continues to describe

the democratic state as "the true state"’

, but he also says that it is
"the state which relegates religion to the level of other elements of

civil society“s, which is to say that it recognises religion as non-

political, but has no interest in abolishing it any more than it has an

l11pbid.

’Ibid., p. 222.
*Ibid.

*1pid., p. 219.
Ibid., p. 223.
®1bid., p. 222.



310

interest in abolishing private interest. Thus the democratic state is
the political state. In the Critique Marx differentiates between the
form and the content of democracy. The Republic, for instance, has a
democratic form, but in lacking the democratic content it remains a
political state, and on this basis is distinguished from the true demo-

cratic state. 1In On the Jewish Question the democratic content of the

state is the same as its democratic form, both are merely political and
founded upon the duvualism of civil society and political life.! Thus

according to On the Jewish Question, and in contradistinction to the

Critique, political emancipation in democracy is not able to overcome

man's alienation, which is the third point.

The key to the political theory of the Critique is the proposition
that man attains his freedom in political emancipation through the full

development of the democratic state. In On the Jewish Question Marx

argues that human freedom is not identified with the fully developed
state, and that political emancipation is an incomplete form of libera-
tion for man:

The limitations of political emancipation are immedi-

ately apparent from the fact that the state can

liberate itself from a restriction without man him-

self being truly free of it, that a state can be a

free state without man himself being a free man. 2
Marx does not deny the importance of political emancipation, for he says
that it "is certainly a big step forward"®, but he does argue that it is

of an intrinsically limited nature. It is especially relevant to his

later thought that Marx regards political emancipation as "the last form

1bid., pp. 225-226.
’Ibid., p. 218.
31bid., p. 221.
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of human emancipation within the prevailing scheme of things"l, for this
implies that full human emancipation requires the overthrow of "the pre-
vailing scheme of things", the overthrow of an order partly characterised

by the existence of the state itself.

Marx makes it clear in On the Jewish Question that nothing less

than a fundamental re-organisation of civil society is the necessary pre-
condition of human emancipation, and that the full abolition of the state
is part of such a re-organisation. In calling for "[an] organisation of
society that abolishes the basis" upon which money and commerce existz,
Marx calls for an abolition of the preconditions of egoistic man, the
individual dominated by his private needs and by private interest. As
the state finds it own precondition in egoistic man, human emancipation

requires the abolition of the state.

Only when real, individual man resumes the abstract
citizen into himself and as an individual has become
a species-being in his empirical life, his individual
work and his individual relationships, only when man
has recognised and organised his forces propres as
social forces so that social force is no longer
separated from him in the form of political force,
only then will human emancipation be completed.3

This is precisely the reverse of the process described in the Critique.
It is not the democratic state's absorption of civil society, but rather
the absorption of the state by society. It is the resumption of the
abstract citizen into the individual person, rather than an extension of
citizenship to all areas of civil society. The liberation of man is
realised in the annulment of the state; it is not a consequence of the

highest form of the state, as it is in the Critigue, but the abolition of

'1bid.

’1pid., p. 236.
31bid., p. 234.
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the highest form of the state. But it is not the abolition of the state

itself which liberates man.

In the Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts, when describing early

theories of communism, Marx criticises communism "of a political nature

still — democratic or despotic” and communism based upon "the annulment

1

of the state". On the Jewish Question repudiates the first of these and

avoids the second, for although it assumes that in his liberation man
must abolish the state, as Marx does in the Manuscriptsz, man's emancipa-
tion is not the result of the state's abolition, but a conseguence of
social emancipation. It is this latter which leads to the abolition of
the state. Marx's first full account of the agency of social emancipa-

tion is to be found in the Introduction rather than in On the Jewish

Question, but the need for social emancipation as opposed to political

emancipation is sufficiently clear in On the Jewish Question to distin-

guish the theory of alienation outlined in that work from the one of the

Critique.

(c)

It has been shown above that in the Critique Marx explains that
man's alienation is a result of the division between state and civil
society. The programme for de-alienation in the Critique is based on
this diagnosis. As well as arguing that the democratisation of civil
society leads to its ultimate dissolution, he also says that a mere
politicisation of civil society can not achieve democracy. Marx says
that for civil society to be politicised in order that it be receptive to

democracy, it is necessary that it first be changed. But Marx only

lEconomic and Philosophic Manuscripts, p. 95.

21pid., p. 96.
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vaguely points to the need for changes in civil society without saying
specifically what they might be.! Overall, and irrespective of changes
in civil society prior to its politicisation, the Critique maintains that
the full universalisation of the state is fundamentally responsible for
the emancipation of man from his alienation. The dichotomy between state

and civil society is central to the discussion of On the Jewish Question

also, but this does not mean that Marx proposes in this work that man's
alienation is a result of the bifurcation between civil and political
life.? Marx now takes the argument that the state is a consequence of
civil society to imply that the agency of man's alienation is in the

nature of civil society itself. 1In On the Jewish Question the dualism of

state and civil society is regarded as a consequence or manifestation

of man's alienation, rather than its cause, as it is in the Critique.

According to On the Jewish Question man's alienation is a conse-

quence of the nature of civil society, and emancipation from alienation
therefore requires the total transformation of civil society, which its

democratisation is incapable of achieving. On the Jewish Question dif-

fers from the Critique in the way that it identifies specific features of
civil society in its explication of the alienating condition. In the
Critique man is alienated in his particular existence and emancipated
when his essential nature becomes universal. The philosophical cate-
gories 'particular' and 'universal', while not wholly absent from On the

Jewish Question, are replaced in the explanation of alienation by con-

crete categories. Marx says that "[m]oney is the estranged essence of

man's work and existence; this alien essence dominates him and he worships

it".? 1t follows, therefore, that "[e]mancipation from haggling

1Early Writings, p. 188.

2Avineri, op. cit., p. 18, maintains the contrary.

3Early Writings, p. 239.
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[commerce] and from money...would be the self-emancipation of our age".1
The identification of money as the cause of alienation is, in a sense, a
refinement of the position adopted in the Critique. It could be argued

that the root of alienation identified by each work is the same, only the

language has changed in becoming more concrete.

While the basis of alienation in each work bears some relation to

the other, the difference between the Critigue and On the Jewish Question

is greater than their similarity in so far as the account of emancipation,

based on the conception of alienation, is in On the Jewish Question con-

trary to that of the Critique. The similarities in the concept of alien-
ation does not prevent the theory of alienation, which includes pProposi-
tions concerning man's emancipation from alienation, from being signifi-
cantly different in the two works. This is analogous to the differences

between the theory of alienation in the Economic and Philosophic

Manuscripts and that of Capital, discussed in Chapter 6 above. It was
shown there that although the concept of alienation in each work is simi-
lar, the system of concepts in which it operates is quite different in

each work.

Marx's account of the basis of alienation in the Critique, which is
generally similar to, but not specifically the same as that of On the

Jewish Question, changes again, but more significantly, in the Economic

and Philosophic Manuscripts. In a manner similar to On the Jewish

Question, Marx points to the need to appreciate "the connection between

2

this whole estrangement and the money-system". In the third Manuscript

he says that "money transforms the real essential powers of man and

'1pbid., p. 236.

2Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts, p. 65.
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nature into what are merely abstract conceits"l, for what a person is
"is by no means determined by [his] individuality"z, but by his posses-
sion of money. In man's alienation money becomes the universal bond of
society, and it alone possesses "truly creative power".3 In its opera-
tion money supersedes man's own faculties, and becomes for him "the

4

other person". Marx shows, then, that in his alienation man is domi-

nated by money, which substitutes for him. All of this has previously

been stated in On the Jewish Question. ®

The difference between the two works is that whereas in On the

Jdewish Question money is the cause of alienation, in the Economic and

Philosophic Manuscripts it is the phenomenal form of alienation. While

money is the "object of eminent possession"®

, and exalted by man in his
alienation when he himself is humbled, it is itself a consequence of

alienation. In the Manuscripts the basis of man's alienation is not in

commerce, but in labour. "Private property is thus the product, the

result, the necessary consequence, of alienated labour, of the external

relation of the worker to nature and to himself."’ Thus the causal chain

of alienation described in On the Jewish Question is reversed in the

Manuscrigts.8 The discussion of money is similar in the two works, but

its role in the explanation of man's alienation is quite different.

'1bid., p. 130.
’1bid., p. 128.
‘1bid., p. 129.
*Ibid., p. 127.

5Eag}y Writings, pp. 239-241.

®Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts, p. 127.

7Ibid., pP. 76; emphasis added.

8Dupré, op. cit., p. 129, says that this "signals a new departure
in [Marx's] thought".
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It can be seen that during a short period of time Marx advanced in

the Critique, On the Jewish Question and the Economic and Philosophic

Manuscripts three different specific causes of alienation; the division
of man's essence between the state and civil society, money and labour
respectively. In a sense each explanation is a refinement of the one
which precedes it, but it is also clear that with each modification in
the account of the basis of alienation, the theoretical formulation of
the alienated condition also changes significantly. The different con-
ceptions of the root of alienation in each work is designed to not merely
strengthen the preceding conception, but to replace it with another.

This indicates the degree to which Marx was dissatisfied with the conclu-
sions of his inquiries during this period and the relentless nature of
his research in attempting to develop the foundation of an explanation of
the human condition and of a programme of emancipation from alienation.

It has been shown above that in the Introduction to the proposed

redrafted Critique Marx forcefully rejects the political solution to
alienation proposed in the Critique. He introduces the proletariat into

a theory of human emancipation for the first time in the Introduction,

and gives it a key role in bringing about the emancipating social revolu-

tion intimated in On the Jewish Question. Some writers have argued that

apart from the new emphasis on the proletariat, all of the elements of

the Introduction "are already contained" in the Critique.1 Others have

seen the formulations of the Introduction as demonstrating that Marx's

ideas have evolved in a new direction.? Certain features of the

Introduction can be found in the Critique, but the new emphasis on the

proletariat carries with it a political theory which is fundamentally

different from that of the earlier work.

1McLellan, op. cit., p. 185.
2Dupré, op. cit., p. 112.
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(@)

A discussion of the concept 'proletariat' in the Introduction and

its difference from the concept in Marx's later writings can be found in
Chapter 1 of this thesis. Although there is no need to raise this issue
here, some related matters already discussed will be mentioned in the

brief outline of the political theory of the Introduction which follows.

In the Critique Marx introduces the concept of the proletariat,
although not the word, when arguing that a consequence of the French
Revolution was to complete the transformation of feudal estates into
social classes. The former, he says, are characterised by their politi-
cal significance, whereas the latter are distinguished by the "criteria

1

...0f money and education". A person's civil and political positions do

not coincide in modern society, therefore, as they do in feudalism, save
for members of the executive.? The principle underlying civil society,
and the division of society into classes, is fundamentally arbitrary.3
The only determinate factor which Marx can identify is that the class
which satisfies the material needs of society is constituted through its
absence of property:

The only noteworthy feature [of the fluid division of

masses] is that the absence of property and the class

of immediate labour, of concrete labour, do not so much

constitute a class of civil society as provide the

ground on which the circles of civil society move and
have their being.“

This is clearly the proletariat which Marx is to later name in the

5

Introduction. But in the Introduction it is seen to not merely exist,

1Early Writings, p. 146.
Ibid., p. 147.

JIbid., p. 146.

*Ibid., pp. 146-147.

°Cf. O'Malley, op. cit., pp. li-lii, liii; Avineri, op. cit.,
p. 57. But see also the discussion in Chapter 1 above.
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it exists to actualise philosophy in the attainment of full human emanci-

pation.1 The anticipated emancipation of man has a very different agency
in the Critique.

Shlomo Avineri has arqgued that in the Introduction the concept

'proletariat' takes on the Hegelian identity of the universal class.?

The proletariat is the class which in overcoming its particular suffer-
ings represents the general interests of society by abolishing suffering
per se and in toto. This is a position quite dissimilar to the one
adopted in the Critique, where Marx identifies the whole of civil society
as the class of private citizens which has the capacity to become the
universal class in the democratic state. Marx's arqument is directed
against Hegel's assumption that "the universal class is the class of

civil servants".?

The civil service, which Marx pejoratively calls the
bureaucracy, a word not used by Hegel“, is shown in the Critique to be a
particular class with particular interests which uses the state as its
own private property.5 Thus the universal class must be found elsewhere.
As the state and civil society are separate and as the individual's civil
and political positions are distinct, in order to attain political sig-
nificance in the political state the individual "must discard his class,
civil society, the class of private citizens; for it is precisely this

class that stands between the individual and the political state".®

This highlights the absence of universality in the political state, but

'Early Writings, pp. 251-252, 256-257.

2Avineri, op. cit., pp. 57-59; Avineri, 'Hegelian Origins of Marx's
Political Philosophy'. This position had been argued earlier by Bertrand
de Jouvenel, On Power, pp. 50-51.

3Early Writings, p. 136.

“Pierre Naville, Le Nouveau Leviathan, cited in Martin Albrow,
Bureaucracy, p. 69.

5Early Writings, pp. 107-109.

®Ibid., p. 144.
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in the democratic state it is precisely in the class of citizens that
universality resides. "What is crucial in the true state is...the capac-
ity of the universal class to be really universal, i.e. to be the class

of every citizen."!

In place of Hegel's bureaucracy, Marx identifies in
the Critique the democratic state's real universality in the class of the

citizenry, not in the proletariat as he does in the Introduction.

The notion of the universality of the class of citizens described
in the Critique does not appear in any of Marx's later works. First, the
claim that the citizenry constitutes a class, which is uncritically taken
from Hegel, is quite foreign to Marx's later usage of the term 'class'.
Second, it is a wholly different class, the proletariat, which is the

universal class in the Introduction. But much more important still is

the fact that the universality of the citizenry is meaningful only in an
etatist solution to alienation, in which the development of the state is
responsible for man's emancipation. The alienation suffered by the

proletariat described in the Introduction can not be comprehended by an

account of alienation in terms of the division between state and civil
society, between citizen and bourgeois, for the proletariat is outside of
this systemic division. Marx hints at this last point in the Critique
when he says that the class of labour "do[es] not so much constitute a
class of civil society"z, but it has no place in his explanation of man's

alienation and emancipation. In the Introduction the revolutionary

nature of the proletariat derives from the fact that it is not a class of
civil society and is a class without even political citizenship. 1Its
universality can not be a consequence of the universalisation of civil
society nor the state. It is the exclusion of the proletariat from civil

society and the political state which gives it its insurrectionary

'1bid., p. 112.
’Ibid., pp. 146-147.
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potential. The proletariat strives neither to enter civil society nor
democratise the state, but to emancipate man from both. The difference

between the Critique and the Introduction is not merely that the universal

class is different in each. The whole approach of the Critique to the
foundation of universality in the analysis of alienation and emancipation
is replaced by a significantly different series of generalisations in

the Introduction.

The notion of a universal class of citizens loses all meaning for

Marx when in On the Jewish Question he realises that the democratic state

is still the state and that a political solution to alienation is no

solution at all. But while the universality of citizenship is no more

than an illusion after the Critique of Hegel's Philosophy of Right, Marx
is aware of the political importance of citizenship and of its denial.
During the nineteenth century much political writing was motivated by the
dual fear that exclusion from the political community of the state would
lead the proletariat to rise up, and that an extension of the suffrage to
the working class would destroy liberal democracy. What was a frightful
dilemma for liberal writers was cause for Marx's optimism. He accepted
that the proletariat would "strive to obtain" citizenship where it did
not have it, and use it to advantage where it did.! In the Vorwarts!
article Marx says that isolation from the community is the root of all

rebellions?

, and in the draft plan for a work on the modern state, writ-
ten a few months later, he identifies the suffrage with "the fight for
the abolition of the state and of bourgeois society".3 But Marx also

maintains that such a fight would not lead to the emancipation of the

proletariat. In the Vorwarts! article he says that the community from

!The German Ideology, p. 237.

2Early Writings, p. 418.

3The German Ideology, p. 669.
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which the proletariat is isolated, and toward which it is led in revolu-
tion — in attaining its emancipation — is not the political community,
but the community of human nature.! The attainment of citizenship,
according to Marx, can provide no more than membership of the political
state. 1In achieving citizenship man does not achieve emancipation from
alienation, for citizenship is itself a manifestation of alienation, of
political alienation. After the Critique Marx rejected the notion that
alienation results from the representative function of political suf-
frage, but he continued to argue in subsequent writings that political
alienation is manifest in citizenship. This forms the basis of the con-

ception of the state as alienated social power.

III

While Marx constantly revised his explanation of the cause of
alienation and of its transcendence, the analysis of political democracy
remained more or less the same during the period 1843 to 1845. Marx per-
ceives that in civil socigty, where man leads an atomic existence as an
egoistic being, isolated from his fellows in the pursuit of private
interests and the satisfaction of particular needs, man loses his essen-
tial sociality, his natural faculties and powers. The theory of alien-
ation which attempts to explain how man loses his essential nature, and
how he might regain it, takes various forms in the different writings of
the period. They all acknowledge, however, that the political state is
an expression of man's alienation, that it is the political form of his
alienation. Political alienation is a special form of alienation.
Whereas the alienation of labour in its economic dimension robs man of
his true community in creating objects which are wholly independent of

him, in his political alienation man creates the state in which his

1Early Writings, pp. 418-419.
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alienated social power resides and where he exists in some form of com-
munity. In being a political community the state is only a partial com-
munity, an alienated community, but nonetheless man's existence in the
state is quite distinct from his existence in civil society where he is
devoid of community. The state as alienated social power can be charac-
terised by three fundamental features, then. As a consequence of alien-
ation it derives from or is based upon civil society. The distinct
nature of political alienation means that the state is strictly separated
from civil society. And as man's social power, which is alienated in
civil society, comes to form the political state, man's political life
takes the form of a communal life. In what follows the conception of the

state as alienated social power will be elaborated and examined.

Marx took from Feuerbach the notion that man's alienation is a con-
sequence of those things produced by men which become independent of

them. This is very clearly expressed in the Economic and Philosophic

Manuscripts when Marx says that

The alienation of the worker in his product means not

only that his labour becomes an object, an external

existence, but that it exists outside him, indepen-

dently, as something alien to him, and that it becomes

a power of its own confronting him. !
It is Marx's intention that the products of alienation be understood as
not only material objects, but also the institutional consequences of
the alienated relation. On the page before the one on which the above
sentence appears Marx describes religion as one such product, and he
might have added there, as he did later in the Manuscripts, that the

state is another consequence of man's alienated situation. This view is

also expressed in the Critique when Marx says that the state is a function

'Bconomic and Philosophic Manuscripts, p. 67.
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of the individual's social capacity and that this capacity is alienated
in the state.! Like all products of man's alienation the state is a
consequence of his situation in civil society and comes to be a factor in

his oppression.

As an alienated phenomenon the political state is conceived by Marx
as the negation of man, that is, the negation of man's human social being.
The argument that the state is both the result of alienation and an
instrument of alienation is analogous to the discussion of private prop-
erty in the Manuscripts where it is held that although private property
appears to be the cause of alienation it is really its effect, but that
once actualised it comes to be a supporting cause of man's alienation. 2
However, unlike private property the alienating magnitude of the state is
two-fold and it is in this that its special nature lies. The state func-
tions to preserve the egoism of civil society, and therefore reinforces
the economic and social alienation‘of man. In its form, on the other
hand, as the political community of man, the state itself constitutes a

second, different type of alienation, political alienation per se.

In the Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts Marx describes the

state as one of a number of "particular modes of production" which fall
under the general law of man's self-alienation.’® 'Mode of production' is
not understood here, as in Marx's later works, as the general form of
social production, but rather as the facility productive of a particular
function. The specific characteristic of the state is that it produces
the means of preserving man's alienation in civil society. This is

stated more directly and broadly when the function of the state is out-

lined in On the Jewish Question. Marx says that the political community

1Early Writings, pp. 78, 143.

2Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts, p. 76.

*Ibid., p. 96.
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is a "means for the conservation of [the] so-called rights of man". !

The rights of man are distinguished from the rights of the citizen in so
far as the former are the rights of the member of civil society only,
thus strongly differentiating them from political rights.2 The rights
extended to civil man by the state are predominantly the rights of prop-
erty, of self interest, the right to be without community.3 The state
therefore functions to preserve the primary basis of man's egoism and
alienation, according to Marx's argument. In summary, the state is an
alienating institution in the sense that it provides juridical support to
the economic and social alienation which characterises man's existence in
civil society. The state functions to maintain primary alienation, and

thus contributes to it.

In its function the political state is not the cause of primary
alienation, its contribution to man's estrangement in this respect is the
degree to which it supports alienation by legally sustaining private
interest. But in conjunction with its function, the form of the state
directly produces a secondary alienation, political alienation. Before
examining fully the nature of man's political alienation in the state it
will be necessary to consider the alienating dualism of the division

between the state and civil society.

Marx argues that alienated man suffers a fundamental division in
his life and being because as a member of civil society on the one hand,
and of the state on the other, he is forced into two distinct and con-
flicting identities which must be held simultaneously. Man's political

life, in which he exercises political rights, is conducted "in community

lEarly Writings, p. 231.

21pid., p. 228.
31pid., pp. 229-230.
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with others".!

Indeed, Marx adds that "participation in the community,
in the political community or state” is the very content of political
rights. The political community exists in conjunction with civil society,
so that while man is and regards himself to be "a communal being" in the
state, he is at the same time, as a member of civil society, "active as

a private individual".? These are not merely different spheres of man's
being, but in vital respects contradictory spheres. Civil society is the
sphere of "egoistic man, separated from his fellow men and from the com-
munity"a, whereas the state is itself community, the political community,

in which man "is considered to be a species—being"."

Thus Marx regards
alienated man as a being rendered into two contradictory parts which
exists side by side in the one person. But the political community and
civil society are not simply parallel in Marx's account, for the state
functions to serve civil society: "political life...[is] a mere means

> Man's communal life in the

whose goal is the life of civil society".
state is not only in contradiction with his life in civil society, but

subordinate to it.

The alienation of man is evidenced in and partly constituted by the
dualism of the state and civil society, the division between the citizen
and the bourgeois in the single person. Not only does the state directly
function to preserve civil society in safeguarding the rights of property
and private interest, but the form of the state itself perpetuates the
dualism, Marx explains that in the modern state man achieves political

emancipation, for the modern state is sufficiently powerful to free

'Ibid., p. 227.
1bid., p. 220.
‘Ibid., p. 230.
*Ibid., p. 220.
®Ibid., p. 23l.
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itself from religion, private property and so forth. Man is not impeded,
therefore, by his station or individual endowments from participating in
the business of the state. The modern political state, unlike the

feudal state, is the business of all the people, for the political state

is "constituted...as a concern of the whole people".1

But this is pre-
cisely the point that Marx wishes to emphasise. The state "only experi-
ences itself as a political state and asserts its universality in opposi-

2  Rather than liberate man from the forces

tion to these elements".
which oppress him the political state merely declares them to be non-
political. 1In this way it is able to provide a form of universality for
all its citizens which must exist outside, indeed, in opposition to the
tethers on man's freedom which confront him in civil society. It is the
political form of the state, which establishes itself after stepping
aside, as it were, from civil society, in which man's communal life takes
an alienated form. For the political state is incapable of fulfilling
its promise of universality. It gives man a universal existence, but
only on the basis of an atomic, isolated and non-communal existence in
civil society, which contradicts and dominates the political community.

It is the merely political form of man's community in the state that con-

stitutes his political alienation.

It has been shown that the state and civil society are not merely
separate and distinct phenomena to Marx, but opposites: the "political
state is by its nature the species-life of man in opposition to his
material life".? Because the state can not carry into effect its promise
of universality the opposition between the state and civil society is not

simply institutional but ontological. Man's real life, says Marx, is

'tbid., p. 232.
21pid., p. 219.
3Ibid., p. 220.
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conducted in civil society, in the state his political life is airy and
unactual. This view is expressed in all of his early discussions of the
state. In amplifying Marx's conception of the state as alienated social
power, it specifies what he regards to be the content of the political

state. In the Critique of Hegel's Philosophy of Right Marx says that the

political state exists "alongside the real life of the people", that in
civil society man "stands in material opposition to the state", and that
"political life is the airy life, the aetherial region of civil society".1

In On the Jewish Question it is similarly claimed that in civil society

man is "in his immediate reality"z, and that

man as he is a member of civil society is taken to
be the real man, man as distinct from citizen, since
he is man in his sensuous, individual and immediate
existence, whereas politically man is simply abstract,
artificial man, man as an allegorical, moral person.3
The proof of man's reality in civil society is precisely in the fact that
civil society is the foundation of the political state, its material pre-
supposition.“ And the unreality of man in the political state is a con-
sequence of the incomplete universality of the political community.5
The content of the political state, therefore, is man as "the imaginary

member of a fictitious sovereignty, [man] divested of his real individual

life and filled with an unreal universality“.G

'Ibid., pp. 91, 143, 146.
1bid., p. 220.
Sbid., p. 234.
*Ipbid., p. 233.

5Ibid., p. 220. 1In the 'Critical Notes on "The King of Prussia
and Social Reform"' Marx comments that "the state [is] an abstract
totality which exists only through its separation from real life and
which is unthinkable in the absence of an organised antithesis between
the universal idea and the individual existence of man", ibid.,
p- 419.

®Ibid., p. 220.
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While man's individual existence in civil society has a material
reality, in matters of public or general concern, as opposed to individual
concern, each individual serves "the political function [which is] his

1 Because the political state can not affect the

universal function".
material reality of man's alienation, which leads to his individual exis-
tence, his universality in the state must be illusive. So that in com-
munity with others, in performing the general or political function, in
the state, man is an "imaginary member of a fictitious sovereignty". The

substance of political alienation derives from the nature of this

sovereignty.

Marx describes the quality of sovereignty in the state when he says

in On the Jewish Question that

Political democracy...regards man — not just one man

but all men — as a sovereign and supreme being; but

man in his uncultivated, unsocial aspect, man in his

contingent existence, man just as he is, man as he

has been corrupted, lost to himself, sold, and

exposed to the rule of inhuman conditions and ele-

ments by the entire organisation of our society — in

a word, man who is not yet his true species—being.2
This statement serves to differentiate political democracy from the
feudal polity, in which the individual is excluded from the state, and
also from monarchy, in which sovereignty is invested in a single person.
In contrast to both of these the whole people is given sovereign authority
by the democratic constitution. But Marx's major consideration is that
the full sovereignty of man, the supreme power of man as man, which
occurs only as a manifestation of man's species-nature, is denied in

political democracy. Indeed, he says that its absence is the foundation

of political democracy, for the state imbues the whole people as a

'1bid., p. 233.
’1bid., pp. 225-226.
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sovereign force on the supposition that as individuals they will be
without sovereignty in their social alienation. It is in this sense that
Marx says that the sovereignty of man in political democracy is a merely
fictitious sovereignty. It is only in their relations in the political
community that men are sovereign. Man's true power of community is
alienated from him and invested in the political state. The sovereignty
of man in the political state is the sovereignty of citizenship, and it
is the relationship between citizens which constitutes the political com-

munity of the democratic state.

v
As the theory of the state as alienated social power has been fully
outlined, it can now be evaluated. It will be recalled from our discus-
sion of the Critique's political theory that Marx identifies the state
with citizenship. The difference between the political and the demo-
cratic states is a difference in the scope of citizenship; in the former
man is a citizen in only half of his being, in the latter it embraces his

entire being. In On the Jewish Question he similarly refers to "citizen-

ship, the political community"1

, although he rejects the claim that there
is a significant distinction between the political state and the demo-
cratic state. What is continuous, though, is that the state is conceived
as the relation between men as citizens. We shall return to this point
shortly. It has also been shown that the state, in being separated from
civil society, divides man into two, each person is both a member of the
political community and an individual non-communal member of civil society.

As a citizen in the political community man fulfils a general need which

is to be the "means for the conservation of... [the] rights of man" so

'1pbid., p. 231.
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that the citizen is "the servant of egoistic man". !

The secondary alien-
ation of man in the state — which is his social power invested in the
political community — is to preserve the primary alienation of man in
civil society. Basically, then, in his political alienation man provides
the state with a sovereign community which functions to preserve his
alienation in civil society, his egoistic being founded upon private prop-
erty and private interest. This conception of the state bears a striking

resemblance to the legal theory of democracy developed in the seventeenth

and eighteenth centuries.

In general terms this theory argues that in democracy the people as
a whole has vested its sovereign power in the legal structure of the
state, which in turn protects the interests of the people. The political
state represents itself as the embodiment of the general interest of the
whole of society. The state's legitimacy and sovereignty derives from
the participation of formally free and equal individual citizens, who
form a single and unified political community through the suffrage. 1In
surrendering their individual sovereignty to the political community the
people as a whole receive in return the secular responsibility of the
state towérds the people.2 An early statement of this view can be found

in John Locke's Second Treatise on Government where he says that

Political Power is that Power which every Man, having
in the. state of Nature, has given up into the hands of
Society, and therein to the Governours, whom the
Society hath set over itself, with this express or
tacit Trust, That it shall be imployed for their good,
and the preservation of their Property.3

11pid.

2Cf. Joseph Schumpeter, Capitalism, Socialism and Democracy,
pp. 247-248, for a brief discussion of this theory.

3John Locke, Two Treatises of Government, p. 428.
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The argument here is that man surrenders to the state a power he natu-

rally possesses, with the purpose of preserving property.

Marx's theory of the state as alienated social power is not simply
a restatement of early democratic theory, but all of the elements of the
latter are in the former. The key propositions of both theories are the
same. First, man surrenders or alienates to the political community a
power which he naturally possesses. Second, he participates in the com-
munity of the state as a free citizen, and it is from this that the state
derives its sovereignty. Third, the political community stands apart
from civil society and functions to preserve and safegquard its material
foundation, private property. Marx's theory diverges from liberal
theory, though, in having a criticial dimension. Marx regards the state,
as a product of man's essential powers which exists independently of his
material existence in civil society, to be an object or institution which
oppresses man. Thus Marx adds to the democratic theory of the state an
element of Feuerbachian humanism.’ He also argues, where neither the
democratic theorists nor Feuerbach do, that man's existence in the state
as a citizen constitutes a secondary alienation. Man's community with
others in the state, in being political, is merely partial, and in its

partiality is an unreal community.

The philosophical aspect of the theory of the political state as
alienated social power is a theory of sovereignty similar to classical
democratic theory. Unlike democratic theory, though, there is implicit
in Marx's theory a humanist critique of the state. The empirical compo-

nent of Marx's theory of the democratic state is the proposition that the

lpaniel Tarschys, Beyond the State, p. 61, makes this point with
regard to the theory of the state in the Critique without recognising
its general relevance for the theory of the state in Marx's writings up
to 1845.
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state is a system of relationships between men as citizens. This is con-
sistent with his general theory of alienation, which argues that in his
alienation man has imposed upon him particular roles. In the alienation
of his labour, for instance, man is nothing but a worker. In his politi-
cal alienation, pari passu, man is nothing but a citizen. These separate
roles, when strung together, make up the single individual, but an indi-
vidual devoid of integrity and divided into unrelated spheres of being.
To the extent that there is a sociological dimension to Marx's early
theory of the state it is the political sociology of roles. 1In his
political alienation man has imposed upon him the role of citizen. The
relationship of men in the citizenship role constitutes the state. 1In
the Critique Marx says that "the state cannot be regarded as a simple
reality, it must be viewed as an activity, as a differentiated activity".1
This is because, according to Marx, in the political state man does not

interact with others as men, but as role occupants.

Although it is not an exhaustive description, Marx's theory of
alienation can be depicted as a version of role theory.2 In arguing that
man is fragmented in the alienation of his labour and in his political
alienation, the conception of human estrangement entails that in occupy-
ing different roles man is oppressed. It thus shares with modern soci-
ology the view that "roles are a constraining force on the individual”.?
The major difference between Marx's theory of estrangement and socio-
logical role theory is that whereas Marx conceives of a situation in
which man's alienation is transcended and, therefore, of a situation in

which man occupies no roles, role theory can conceive of no such

1Early Writings, p. 71.

2cf. Eduard Urbanek, 'Roles, Masks and Characters: A Contribution
to Marx's Idea of the Social Role'.

SRalf Dahrendorf, Homo Sociologicus, p. 20.
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situation. But in other respects the two are quite similar, especially
in their focus of analysis and their analysis of institutions. It was
shown in Chapter 5 above that Marx's early theory of alienation is with-
out a sociology. 1In so far as role theory is concerned with the multi-
farious personae which man has imposed upon him by society, it focusses
on the individual's 'meshing’' of roles, which does not extend beyond the
area of mediation between the individual and society.1 In this sense
role theory has no fully sociological conception of society, it occupies
the catchment area between social psychology and sociology.2 Alienation

theory and role theory are approximate in their omissions.

More importantly, there is a similarity between Marx's theory of
alienation and modern role theory in the way they each depict institu-
tions. According to both theories institutions are constructed from the
roles occupied by men active in a particular capacity in social life.
Peter Berger and Thomas Luckmann, for instance, have said that "roles
represent the institutional order"?®; and as C. Wright Mills has put it,
"an institution is a set of roles graded in authority“." It would follow
from this that the particularly political role of citizen would consti-
tute the particularly political institution of the state. This is
exactly Marx's position when he says that the state is the relation
between men as citizens in the political community. The claim regarding
the totalised citizen relationship which constitutes the state, and the

argument concerning the democratic state's sovereignty as the community

of alienated beings, are equivalent in substance. What one says in terms

'1bid., pp. 6-7.

2ct., e.g., Patricke Johns Heine, Personality and Social Theory.

3peter Berger and Thomas Luckmann, The Social Construction of
Reality, p. 92; emphasis in original.

e Wright Mills, The Sociological Imagination, p. 38.
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of empirical role categories, the other expresses in the language of

traditional political theory.

v
The philosophical conception of the state's sovereignty is in prin-
ciple neutral on the question of social class. Role analysis, on the

other hand, need not ignore class; indeed, in The German Ideology Marx

discusses class in something like role terms. !

But the citizenship role,
as it is related to the conception of democratic sovereignty, is an
inherently non-class category. When Marx refers to the power of the
state it is also as a non-class force. Man's alienated social power, the
power of man's essential nature estranged from him, comprises state
power. The early discussion of the instrumental aspect of the state is
similarly couched in a non-class phraseology. The state preserves the
egoism of civil society, or, more concretely, preserves private property.

In all of this Marx's early formulations are quite unlike his later

theory of the state. In his works after The German Ideology Marx

describes the state in a specifically class context. On the question of

citizenship, for instance, he says in The Civil War in France that the

democratic suffrage allows the people to decide "once in three or six

years which member of the ruling class was to misrepresent [it] in

2

Parliament". The state's power is a class power, in the celebrated

words of the Communist Manifesto, "[the] executive of the modern state is

but a committee for managing the common affairs of the whole bourgeoisie".‘3

Marx argues that the state in capitalist society is a capitalist state

!The German Ideology, p. 95.

2MESW, II, p. 221.
SMESW, I, pp. 110-111.
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irrespective of which class is drawn upon in forming the government.1

And the state's function, Marx says in The German Ideology, is to "guar-

antee... [the] property and interests" of the bourgeoisie.2 For each non-
class statement in Marx's early discussion of the state, the later

account stresses the class dimension.

A consideration of the class nature of the democratic state leads
to certain modifications of Marx's early analysis. The state as alien-
ated social power is founded upon man's primary alienation in civil
society. In his mature writings Marx continues to argue that the state
has a material foundation, but not on the supposition of man's loss of
essence in civil society. The state is founded, rather, on the class
nature of society and, in particular, on the economic exploitation of
labour which is at the basis of class relations.’® This may not appear to
be fundamentally different from the early treatment of the state, for as
we saw in Chapter 6 above, the early conception of the alienation of
labour is analogous to the conception of a quantitative economic exploi-
tation of labour. But its significance can be appreciated when it is
recognised that whereas all men as citizens are alienated in the politi-
cal community, according to the early theory, in the mature theory the
state is an instrument of oppression wielded by one class against

another. In The German Ideology Marx remarks that members of the ruling

class enjoy "personal freedom" in the state." The relationship between

the proletariat and the state is seen to be of a very different order.

lyThe Chartists', Articles on Britain, p. 118; 'The Eighteenth
Brumaire of Louis Bonaparte', MESW, I, p. 436. Cf. also Engels,
‘Socialism: Utopian and Scientific', MESW, III, pp. 110-111.

2>The German Ideology, p. 79.

Scapital, III, pp. 791-792; A Contribution to the Critique of
Political Economy, p. 193.

“The German Ideology, p. 93.
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In a draft of The Civil War in France Marx says that "the state machinery

and parliamentarism are not the real life of the ruling classes, but

only the organised general organs of their domination". !

In serving one
class the state is an instrument of oppression to another. The claim
that there is a differential class experience of the state is dissimilar
to the assumption of the early theory that all are egqually alienated in
it.

The sentence guoted above raises a separate issue which can be
dealt with here. In arguing that the state is not the real life of the
ruling class, Marx indicates that the state can not be regarded as a
class 'community'. In the mature writings the state is not primarily a
relationship between citizens, but a structure of governance which serves
the interests of the ruling class in the long term. We say in the long
term because Marx argues — especially in his discussion of the Factory
Acts in Capital — that the capitalist state guarantees certain economic
interests of the working class and contravenes the short-term economic
interests of the factory owners.? He also recognises that the state and

the capitalist class sometimes meet in antagonism.3

Thus the capitalist
state is not the bourgeoisie in politics, but an instrument guaranteeing
the dominance of bourgeois production and property. Some scholars have
argued that there is a second theory of the state in Marx's mature writ-
ings which proposes that the state, rather than being an instrument of

the superordinate class, exists independently of classes and constitutes

itself as the dominant force in society.“ This is relevant to our

192 the Paris Commune, p. 156.
2Capital, I, pp. 257, 267, 279-280, 285-286, 451, 464.

3cf. e.g., MESW, I, pp. 433, 463.

*John Sanderson, An Interpretation of the Political Ideas of Marx
and Engels, pp. 64-68; John Plamenatz, German Marxism and Russian
Communism, pp. 144-150; Ralph Miliband, ‘'Marx and the State'.
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discussion because Shlomo Avineri has suggested that this second theory

is a restatement of Marx's earlier view of the state.1

The argument that there are two distinct theories of the state in
Marx's mature writing is based upon a misunderstanding. It is certainly
the case that in one context Marx refers to the state as an appendage or
instrument of the dominant economic class, and in another he refers to
the state as a force which is independent of all classes and stands above
them. But these different accounts do not assume different theories of
the state. A formal statement of the first description of the state will
show that it implies the second. To say that something, call it S, is an
instrument of something else, call that C, entails both that S be dis-
tinct from C and that S provide some functional value to C. In the dis-
cussion of Bonapartism, for instance, where Marx allegedly develops the
second theory of the state, the state still serves a class function, but
in a contradictoxry manner:

As the executive authority which has made itself an
independent power, Bonaparte feels it to be his mis-
sion to safeguard 'bourgeois order'. But the strength
of this brougeois order lies in the middle class. He
looks on himself, therefore, as the representative of
the middle class and issues decrees in this sense.
Nevertheless, he is somebody solely due to the fact
that he has broken the political power of this middle
class and daily breaks it anew. Consequently, he
looks on himself as the adversary of the political and
literary power of the middle class. But by protecting
its material power, he generates its political power
anew. The cause must accordingly be kept alive; but
the effect, where it manifests itself, must be done
away with.?

What is important here is that in maintaining social order the state

serves the material interest of the capitalist class. And this because

lavineri, The Social and Political Thought of Karl Marx, pp. 50-5l.

MESW, I, pp. 484-485.
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the social order is itself based on economic exploitation and class
domination. What has been claimed to be two theories of the state are
really two theorems of a single theory. The theory that the state in
capitalist society is a capitalist state means that the state serves the
interests of the capitalist class even though it is independent of it.
When he emphasises the independence of the state from social classes Marx
does not cease to consider it in class terms, as he did in his theory of

the state as alienated social power.

Marx's early considerations of the state as a citizenship relation,
while not central to his later discussion, do not disappear from it.
They do, though, figure in a different context than that of the early
writings in so far as the concept of class is taken into the core of
political analysis in the later works. The class concept is not absent
from Marx's early theory of politics, however, as was shown above in the

discussion of the Introduction to the Critique of Hegel's Philosophy of

Right, in which the proletarian revolution is a central category. It
remains, then, to explain this apparent anomaly of an absence of class

considerations in the early theory of the state.

The most advanced appreciation of class in Marx's early writings

can be found in the Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts. The concepts

of class struggle, the two class model and the proletariat, which are
generally understood to be the characteristically Marxist class cate-
gories, appear in the Manuscripts when any one of them may be absent or
less than clearly formulated in the other works of the period. The
Manuscripts open with the claim that it is "the antagonistic struggle
between capitalist and worker" which determines wages.1 In the section

on 'Estranged Labour' Marx says that in the modern development of the

!Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts, p. 23.
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economy "the whole of society must fall apart into two classes — the

1

property-owners and the propertyless workers". And the proletarian is

defined as "the man who, being without capital and rent, lives purely by

2

labour". While the class categories employed in Marx's mature thought

are already assembled in the Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts, the

conception of class in the latter is quite different in one fundamental

respect from that developed in The German Ideology and elaborated in

Marx's works thereafter. In the 1844 Manuscripts class is conceived
aggregatively, as a collection of individuals who merely share particular
individual attributes. The explanation of the absence of class in the

early theory of the state must begin with this point.

When discussing the relations of exploitation in the Manuscripts
Marx focuses on the individual worker and rhetorically asks to whom does

the worker's alienated activity belong; the answer is that "it belongs to

3

some other man than the worker". He goes on to explain that

Through estranged, alienated labour, then, the worker

produces the relationship to this labour of a man alien

to labour and standing outside it. The relationship

of the worker to labour engenders the relation to it

of the capitalist, or whatever one chooses to call the

master of labour.
The relation of worker to capitalist is thus described as an individual
relation between one man and the other. We know that what the worker
loses to the capitalist is a part of his essential human being and, of

necessity, this constitutes an individual loss. All individuals suffer-

ing the same individual loss comprise the working class, the individuals

'1bid., p. 64; cf. also ibid., p. 58.
21pid., p. 31.
3Ibid., p. 74; emphasis in original.

“1bid., pp. 75-76.
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who command the benefit of that loss similarly amass into the capitalist
class. The class concept of the Manuscripts assumes that empirically
class is simply reducible to its individual members. This view is not
confined to the Manuscripts. Although in other respects Marx's thought

evolved considerably from the Critique of Hegel's Philosophy of Right to

the Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts, the aggregative conception of

class, which is also to be found in the Critiguel, remains unchanged

during the period.

In terms of Marx's later thought the reduction of class to its
individual members is methodologically limiting, for it disembodies the
social dimensions of the class relation. Classes are made up of indi-
viduals, but class as a social phenomenon can not be reduced to its indi-
vidual members. Classes have an historical existence which can not be
explained in terms of the biographies of the people who comprise them,
they also have a social existence which can not be accounted for through
a knowledge of the behaviour and destiny of single persons. Rather it is
one's position in the class structure which determines individual attri-
butes, expectations and affiliations. It is "crude and naive", as Henri
Lefebvre has put it, to argue that the capitalist exploits the worker,
for it is the class of capitalists which exploits the class of workers. 2
In Marx's mature writings economic class is conceived as a function of
the mode of production. The relation between the two is located in the

labour process. Marx says in the 'Preface to A Contribution to the

Critique of Political Economy' that "Iin] the social production of their

existence, men inevitably enter into definite relations, which are inde-

pendent of their will, namely relations of production appropriate to a

lEarly Writings, p. 147.

2Lefebvre, op. cit., p. 121.
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given stage in the development of their material forces of production".1

The productive forces, the means of production and the social organisa-
tion of labour are irreducible to the individuals who occupy a place in
them. Marx makes the same point himself in Capital when he says that
"individuals are dealt with only in so far as they are the personifica-
tion of economic categories, embodiments of particular class-relations

and class interests".?

Marx's early conception of class is similar to that developed by

Adam Smith, whose account of class is drawn upon in the Economic and

Philosophic Manuscripts. At the end of the eighteenth century Smith was

one of the first thinkers to recognise the importance of the class nature
of modern societya, but as we saw in Chapter 5 above, Smith's model of
the social structure is one which builds upon individual persons, each
pursuing an individual interest motivated by an individual propensity.
Throughout the first of the 1844 Manuscripts Marx treats class in a
thoroughly Smithian fashion. He concludes from Smith that "the governing
power over labour and its products" is capital", but conceives such a
power to be purely economic. Indeed, Marx approvingly quotes Smith to
the effect that such an economic dominance is irrelevant to a political
understanding of class relations:
The person who either acquires, or succeeds to a great
fortune, does not necessarily acquire or succeed to any
political power...The power which that possession imme-
diately and directly conveys to him, is the power of
purchasing; a certain command over all the labour, or

over all the produce of labour, which is then in the
market. >

1I_\_Contribution to the Critique of Political Economy, p. 20.

’capital, I, pp. 20-21.

3cf. Alan Swingewood, 'Origins of Sociology: The Case of the
Scottish Enlightenment', p. 171.

“Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts, p. 37.

SAdam Smith, The Wealth of Nations, quoted in Economic and
Philosophic Manuscripts, p. 37.
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It is certainly true that the fact that an individual possesses capital
wealth does not imply that he enjoys a proportionate political power,
nor that he has aspirations to acquire such. When the conception of
class assumes that class can be reduced to its individual members any
assumption regarding the political consequences of economic class rela-

tions must be without foundation or sense.

In The German Ideology, where Marx conceives of class as a function

of the mode of productionl, the political dimension of class relations
becomes apparent. Marx carefully outlines the relation between the indi-
vidual and social class. First, he recognises a tendency in competition
toward the individualisation of class, and a countervailing tendency
toward class cohesion through class struggle. Marx says that " [c]ompeti-
tion separates individuals one from another...in spite of the fact that

"2

it brings them together"“, for while "they are on hostile terms with each

other as competitors" the "separate individuals form a class only insofar
as they have to carry on a common battle against another class".?
Secondly, the social consequence of class relations, Marx argues, is that
"class...achieves an independent existence over against the individuals,
so that the latter find their conditions of existence predestined, and
hence have their position in life and their personal development assigned
to them by their class, become subsumed under jen * Thus, while indi-

viduals comprise social classes, class can not be reduced to its indi-

vidual members.

IThe phrase 'mode of production' appears at least twice in the
Manuscripts, pp. 96, 107, each time with a different meaning, neither of
which coincide with the meaning given to the term in The German Ideology,
pp. 31-32.

’MESW, I, p. 63.

3The German Ideology, p. 69.
“Ibid., pp. 69-70.
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This new notion of class allows Marx to draw conclusions pertinent
to the political dimension of class which are denied by the conception of

class employed in the Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts. If class is

merely an aggregate of individuals, then an individual's ownership of
property entails no more than that he has a command over labour. The
question of the relation between class and the political state does not
arise, and to have it raised against this background is extraneous to the
issues at hand. However, if class is conceived as a phenomenon compris-—
ing more than the sum of its individual members, that is, a social entity
as opposed to a conglomeration of individuals, the question of political

power becomes a class question. This is Marx's position in The German

Ideology:

The conditions under which definite productive forces

can be applied, are the conditions of the rule of a

definite class of society, whose social power, deriv-

ing from its property, has its practical-idealistic

expression in the form of the state.!
As the conception of class develops in Marx's writings, there is an asso-
ciated development in the theory of the state. Marx's early theory of
the state as alienated social power corresponds to an individualised con-
ception of class; when he conceives of class as a function of the mode of

production and irreducible to its individual members, the state is

described as an instrument of class rule.

It has been argued in this chapter that Marx's political theory
developed gradually and piecemeal. The theory of the state as alienated

social power occupies his thought from the Critique of Hegel's Philosophy

of Right up to The German Ideology, where a different theory of the state

as a class instrument is outlined. But Marx's political and social ideas

'1bid., pp. 86-87.
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are not static or simply elaborated in this period, for he does not
merely add to or fill out a position previously stated in each new piece
of writing. 1In the Critique Marx argues that the history of the state
must be understood in terms of the history of man. The writings which
follow are the result of a restless attempt to develop this idea into a
full theory of man's oppression and liberation. The first step in this
advancement occurs when Marx drops the assumption of the Critique that
emancipation from alienation can be achieved politically, through a demo-
cratic development of the political state. He simultanecusly drops the
assumption that the cause of alienation can be located in the division
between the state and civil society, although the bifurcation of man's
individual being — which results from this division — continues to be

regarded as a feature of alienation. In On the Jewish Question Marx

begins to analyse civil society in an attempt to discover the cause of
alienation, and concludes that money is responsible for man's estrange-

ment. This notion too is abandoned in the Economic and Philosophic

Manuscrigts, where money is described as the phenomenal form of alien-
ation, and where it is argued that the root of estrangement is in the
process of labour under conditions of private property. Each new position
formulated by Marx is not merely a development of the previous one, but

an alternative to it.

On the more directly political plane, Marx has argued in On the

Jewish Question that the universality of the democratic state is illusory

and that democracy can liberate man only politically, leaving his alien-
ation in civil society unaffected and itself constituting a political

alienation. In the Introduction to the Critique of Hegel's Philosophy of

Right the proletariat, rather than the citizenry of the Critique, is

designated the universal class. A revolutionary programme of emancipation
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from the state and civil society is outlined in which human emancipation
is achieved by the insurrectionary action of the proletariat. Marx thus
discovers the relevance of class for the transcendence of estrangement.
But because his conception of class is such that it is reducible to its
individual members, Marx fails to perceive the class nature of the state.

He refines the class concept in The German Ideology and then argues that

the state is not merely man's alienated social power, a community of
citizens in the manner of early democratic theory, but rather is an
instrument of class rule. This observation initiates a new theory of the

state in Marx's work.

It can be seen that Marx's theoretical development does not simply
occur through an 'epistemological break', in which he embarks on a new
departure by apprehending a single new problematic. His development is
incremental and step by step. Marx develops a series of new positions in
sequence rather than all at once. But neither is Marx's development in
the form of a continuing elaboration of a unit of theories which persist
throughout his work, nor even throughout the works of the early period.
It has been shown that during the relatively short period of 1843 to 1845
Marx's understanding of the cause of alienation, the possible agency of
human emancipation and the theory of the state are represented by a num-
ber of different theories which are held only as long as it took him to
construct a quite different theory, which he regarded as more adequate

than the one preceding it.
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The theory of the state in The German Ideology constitutes a new

departure of Marx's political theory, for it indicates that the theory of
the state as alienated social power has been abandoned.. This new develop-
ment basically corresponds to the development of the class concept in
Marx's thought. When he argued that man's alienation is not the result
of the estrangement of an essential human nature, but of an economic
exploitation which is a function of class relations, Marx advanced the
view that the state is a social institution with the specific task of
preserving the relations of exploitation between the classes. The view
that the state is a repository of the social power alienated from man in
civil society proposes that all are equally alienated as citizens and
that the political life of the people as a whole constitutes the politi-
cal community. The absence of class from this political theory stands in
sharp contrast to Marx's later theory of the state. The critical element
of both theories implies that the state must be abolished if man is to
achieve emancipation from alienation; but the analytical content of the
later theory, in explicitly specifying the political dimension of class
relations, encourages Marx to develop a revolutionary programme dissimilar
to the one advanced in his earlier thought. Integral to Marx's theory of
the state as a class instrument is the programme of a revolutionary class
struggle between the principal classes of labour and capital. This is a
precipitant of human emancipation which is absent from his early politi-

cal and social theory, as discussion of the Introduction and the Economic

and Philosophic Manuscripts in previous chapters of this thesis has shown.

There is a further interpretation of the development of Marx's
theory of the state apart from the view that the early theory is aban-
doned by Marx when he developed the conception of the state as an organ

of class rule. 1In one of its versions it argues that both theories
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continued to play a role in Marx's thought and that théy exist in tension
with each other. The other version of this interpretation has it that
the later theory of the state merely subsumes the earlier, that Marx
broadens his conception of the state in recognising that it performs a
class function, but that this is quite compatible with the earlier theory
of the state on which it rests. The present chapter will attempt to show
that both of these views are unfounded. It will also be argued that Marx

revised the theory of the state outlined in The German Ideology in his

subsequent writings. In The German Ideology Marx tends to reduce the

concept of the state to the concept of class; in his later writings he
shows that the state is not merely the ruling class in politics, as he

argues in The German Ideology. In his later work Marx also shows that

the state plays a significant role in the historical formation of the

capitalist class, a point which escapes him in The German Ideology.

Finally, in the last section of the chapter Marx's debt to the political
theory of the Enlightenment is considered in order to indicate Marx's

particular contributions to political theory.

I

In The German Ideology Marx says that the state

is nothing more than the form of organisation which
the bourgeois necessarily adopt both for internal
and external purposes, for the mutual guarantee of
their property and interests. '

1MESW, I, p. 77. Citations to the first part of The German
Ideology will refer to the latest corrected edition published in the
Moscow edition of the three volume Selected Works, which incorporate a
hitherto unknown fragment of The German Ideology published by the
Institute of Social History in Amsterdam in the early 1960s. This has
been accepted by the Soviet editors of Marx's works and included in the
revised and re-ordered reconstruction of Part One of The German Ideology.
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An entirely new theory of the state is reflected in this new conception
of the state as "the form in which the individuals of a ruling class
assert their common interests"l, a formulation quite different from the
one which Marx had previously employed. In his earlier writings Marx
describes the state as both a manifestation of man's self-estrangement
and a vehicle in its maintenance; a consequence of man's alienated social
power and a means for preserving the egoism of man in civil society.

With a refinement in his works of the notion of class, it became apparent
to Marx that the state's role in the preservation of property rights is a

class function, and the state, therefore, is a class instrument, an

instrument of class domination.

Arthur McGovern has noted that this theoretical development coin-
cides with a shift in Marx's attention from industrially backward Germany
to the more advanced countries of Europe.2 It should not be forgotten,
however, that Marx had already discussed the constitutions of America and

France in his writings prior to The German Ideology without a suggestion

that the state functions as an instrument of class rule. While empirical
focus may be related to theoretical development, a more suggestive account
of the genesis of Marx's conception of the state as a class instrument,

an account which is acknowledged by McGovern, is that Marx reconstructed
his theory of the state when the concept of 'mode of production' was first

elaborated in The German Ideology. That is, with the advent of historical

materialism, which has been briefly discussed in Chapters 1, 2 and 4
above, Marx establishes a theory of society which, when applied to an
analysis of the political domain, furnishes a theory of the state which
relates it directly to the economic relations of society and the class

relations which are there constituted.

IMESW, I, p. 77.

2Arthur McGovern, 'The Young Marx on the State', p. 43l.
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In Marx's early writings the state appears as a relation between
isolated monads, alienated men, and is a consequence of an alienated
social power which exists outside of civil society itself. In The German
Ideology, on the other hand, the state is an expression of the social
power of a definite class in society, and that social power is not inher-
ent in man as such but derives rather from the property of the dominant
class.! Both theories of the state claim a basis for the state in man's
condition. The "presupposition" of the state according to On the Jewish

Question, for instance, is "egoistic man"z, and in The German Ideology

Marx says that the state "continually evolvies] out of the life-process
of definite individuals".? But man's condition is differently conceived

in the two works. 1In On the Jewish Question, and other writings of the

period, the human condition and the state are perceived in terms of a
particular relation between individuals, such that individuals as citi-
zens constitute the state in the alienation of their social power, and
the individual condition of alienation is one in which the state divests
man of "his real individual life".* 1In general terms this last point is

not at issue in The German Ideology, but the analysis acquires a new con-

tent as Marx now argues that the common class interests of the bourgeoisie
lead it to participate in the state "not as individuals but as members of
a class“s, and as a member of the ruling class the individual bourgeois

6

enjoys a personal freedom through the state which is denied to others”,

even though others may "have given themselves collective expression...

'MESW, I, p. 40.
2Early Writings, p. 233.

SMESW, I, p. 24.
l'EarJ:ymWritinc_;s, p. 220.

SMESW, I, p. 68.
®1bid., p. 66.
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[in] the state" as citizens.l The citizenship notion here is descrip-

tively employed without the theoretical assumption that it derives from
alienated social power. The class content ascribed to the state is con-
trary to the earlier formulation in which participation in the state is
strictly in terms of a political community of alienated individuals who

all exist in it as mere citizens.

While the theme of the denial of individual autonomy under capital-
ism, which was developed in the earlier writings, is maintained in The

German Ideology, the state is ceen in the latter work as an instrument of

class aspiration rather than merely the denial of human fulfilment, as
Marx had previously conceived it.? The state satisfies class needs and
interests, as well as detracting from fully human needs. 1In a sense
these are not contradictory formulations, for class needs are not them-
selves human needs, but on the contrary needs generated in a society which
denies fully human capacities and interests. In this sense, it could be
argued that the proposition that the state satisfies class needs merely
clarifies the proposition that the state denies human needs. However, in
moving from an analysis which focusses on the individual and his alien-
ation to one in which class is not reducible to its individual members,
Marx constructs a theory in which the state is based on the social power
of a definite class rather than the alienated power of man in a citizen-
ship relation. The difference between the two is not merely that the
chgracter of alienation is differently depicted in each, but also that
alienation is no longer conceived as uniform and universal in the state,

pbut differentiated in the different class conditions. The state power is

'1bid., p. 67.

2In the Critique of Hegel's Philosophy of Right Marx argues that
the state bureaucracy uses the state to satisfy its own interests, but
the argument is quite different from the one of The German Ideology.
Cf. the discussion in Chapter 1 above.
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no longer conceived as an abstract force of uniform oppression in alien-
ation, but an instrument in the service of one class enforcing the alien-

ation of another.

Not only does the conception of the state change when the focus
shifts from individual citizen to social class, but the historical gene-
sis of the state is differently conceived in the two theories. 1In the
early writings the modern state is seen primarily as a consequence of a
political revolution, a revolution which in destroying the corporate dis-
tinctions of feudal society created the nation state. The argument of

On the Jewish Questionl, for instance, is that the distinction of estate

and corporation, which defined the relation of the individual to civil
society by the relation between his corporation and the state, was
destroyed by the political revolution. The political revolution, then,
destroyed the bonds of the feudal state and the political character of
civil society. In so doing the political revolution both reduced civil
society into its basic elements, egoistic men, and created a political
community of the entire nation. The emergence of the modern state is
thus explained strictly in terms of political emancipation, and the state
is regarded as being based on the power of society which had been released
by the political revolution and alienated from the medieval corporations.
The alienation of the individual egoistic beings provides the content of

the state form thus created. In The German Ideology Marx accounts for

the origins of the modern state in the development of private property
and the emergency of the class power of the bourgeoisie.2 In the

Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts Marx describes the emergence of the

capitalist class as a function of the development of private property3,

'Early Writings, pp. 232-233.

’vESW, I, pp. 76,77.
3Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts, pp. 82-85.
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but says nothing which relates to the formation of the modern state
except that " [movable property, i.e. capital] claims to have obtained

political freedom for the people".1

The discussion of The German
Ideology, on the other hand, is quite explicit in claimihg that private
property, emancipated from communal determination, corresponds on the one
hand to a class of individual owners who have in common their property
interests, and on the other the national state which serves those inter-
ests. The description of the state as the form of organisation which the

bourgeoisie adopts to guarantee its property follows naturally from the

conception of class employed for the first time by Marx in The German
Ideology.

A major characteristic difference between the theory of the state
as alienated social power and the theory of the state as an instrument of
class rule is that in the former the state is strictly separated from
civil society and exists in antagonism with it, as was shown in Chapter 7
above, whereas in the latter the state serves a social class and is there-
fore conceived as a part of the social formation. The difference between
the two positions is that the concept 'civil society', as it is defined
in terms of individual egoistic needs, entails that the state must be
radically distinct from civil society. The concept 'social formation',
on the other hand, as it is defined in terms of social classes and insti-

tutions, entails that the state is a part of the social formation.

Some of Marx's formulations in The German Ideology, however, and

indeed in works after The German Ideology, resemble those found in state-

ments of the early theory of the state. This has led some writers to

argue that in his later works Marx did not abandon the conception of the

'tpid., p. 84.
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state/an alienated social powerl, that it exists in tension with a con-

cepti;n of the state as a class instrument?, even though Marx may have
concentrated more on this conception of the state in his later analysis.3
Others, however, have argued — as it will be arqued below — that after
the mid-1840s the later conception of the state alone prevailed." While
there is a verbal similarity in various statements of Marx's two theories
of the state, this can not be interpreted to signify a theoretical con-
tinuity. Where scholars have perceived the two theories of the state
coexisting in Marx's later writings they have failed to distinguish
between the form of the state and its function, and assume that Marx's

account of the state's form is an account of the state as alienated

social power.

IT

In The German Ideology Marx describes the state as an "illusory

community"” which has "an independent existence in relation to" the indi-
viduals who comprise it.® Although not specifically referring to the
state he goes on to say, in the manner of the earlier discussion of the

division between the state and civil society, that "there appears a divi-

6

sion within the life of each individual". There is also in The German

Ideology a description which claims that the state is part "of the ideal-

7

istic superstructure”. These formulations are similar to ones in the

!Robert Tucker, The Marxian Revolutionary Idea, p. 57; David
McLellan, The Thought of Karl Marx, p. 181.

2pucker, op. cit., p. 59.
3McLellan, op. cit., p. 18l.
“Daniel Tarschys, Beyond the State, pp. 82-83.

SMESW, I, p. 66.
®1bid.

’Ibid., p. 76.
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early writings where the state is conceived as alienated social power.

In the Critique of Hegel's Philosophy of Right, for instance, Marx says

that man's "political life is the air life, the aetherical region of

nl

civil society" , and in On the Jewish Question the citizen is described

2

as "the imaginary member of a fictitious sovereignty". The subject of

Marx's discussion is made clear when he says in The German Ideology that

the social power of the ruling class "has its practical-idealistic

3 There are basically two issues

expression...in the form of the state".
here. 1In both conceptions of the state the form of the state is distinct
from civil society, but the nature of the distinction or separation

between state and society is dissimilar. Secondly, the "idealistic"

nature of the state is differently conceived in the two theories.

It has already been argued above and in Chapter 7 that the form of
the state as alienated social power is the citizenship relation, in which
man's essential sociality is posited in the sovereignty of the democratic

state. In The German Ideology, on the other hand, the state is "the form

in which the individuals of a ruling class assert their common interests"."

The question of citizenship is not germane to this definition. 1In both
conceptions of the state the state as a formal organisation is separated
from the society on which it is based, but the nature of the separation
is different in each case. 1In the early writings the state is separated
from civil society in an almost ontological fashion. The content of
man's being in civil society is fundamentally different from and antago-
nistic to the content of his being in the state, for in civil society man

is without community and exists in egoistic isolation, in the state he is

lEarly Writings, p. 146.
21pid., p. 220.

SMESW, I, p. 40; emphasis added.
“1bid., p. 77.
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a communal being, existing in a condition of universality, even though it
is partial.1 The basis of the distinction between the state as a class

instrument and society is identified in The Civil War in France when Marx

says that the state power is "wrought after the plan of a systematic and

hierarchic division of labour". ?

This indicates that it is the particu-
lar function of the state which separates it from the rest of society.
The promulgation and administration of laws for the regulation of social
life as a whole is the sole activity of the state apparatus, it is the
performance of these activities which institutionally separate it from
the rest of society. Although the state as a class instrument stands
apart from society, Marx says that it only "apparently soar[s] high above

society"a, for it functions as a social institution in the service of a

social class.

The claim in The German Ideology that the state is an idealistic

expression of the social power of the ruling class is not a statement
asserting that man is an "imaginary member of a fictitious sovereignty"

in the state, as Marx argues in On the Jewish Question. Rather it is a

statement concerning the causal subservience of the state to the class
which it serves. This is explained by Marx when he says that "civil

society is the true source and theatre of all history,...absurd is the
conception of history...which neglects the real relationships and con-

y

fines itself to high-sounding dramas of princes and states". The state

is described as "illusory" and "idealistic" in The German Ideology in

order to emphasise that it is a 'reflection' of social classes and the

productive forces which produce them. Thus when Marx confines his

'Farly Writings, p. 220.

MESW, II, p. 217.
3Ibid., p. 219; emphasis added.
“MESW, I, p. 38.
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remarks to the form of the state, there is a superficial similarity in
his discussion of the state as alienated social power and as a class
instrument. Beneath this apparent uniformity, however, are quite differ-

ent conceptions of the state's form.

In his full account of the state Marx distinguishes between the
form of the state and its function, as Michael Evans has suggested.1 it
has already been shown that the function of the state which corresponds
to the different conceptions of the form of the state is also different
in the case of the state as alienated social power on the one hand and
the state as a class instrument on the other. In the former the state
functions to preserve the egoism of civil society, in the latter it func-
tions as an organ of class rule. Thus when Marx writes of the state in
his mature works as an institutional form which is quite separate and
distinct from economic and social relations, that is a purely political
and national apparatus, he is not providing an account of the state which
stands as an alternative to his description of the state as an institution
which functions to safequard the common and general interests of the eco-
nomically dominant class in society. These are not contradictory formu-
lations, but references to the state's form on the one hand and its func-

tion on the other.

Robert Tucker fails to make this distinction when he says that

there is a

definite tension in the thought of Marx and Engels
between their conception of the state as alienated
social power and their functional definition of it as
an organ of class rule. Whereas the one view pro-
pounds a dichotomy of state versus society, the other
treats the state as an instrumentality of a class,
which in turn is part of society.2

IMichael Evans, Karl Marx, pp. 113-114.

2Tucker, op. cit., p. 59; emphasis in original.
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In The German Ideology and the writings thereafter, where Marx describes

the state as being in a dichotomous existence with society, he merely
acknowledges that the state is a political institution separate and dis-
tinct from other formal aspects of the social structure. This is not in
tension with his description of the state's class function. Marx's later
discussion of the state as a form which exists 'outside' society, is
somehow 'alien' to society, may encourage the idea that he regards the
state as alienated social power, as he did in the early writings. But to
argue that this is actually the case, as Tucker does, is to fail to dis-
tinguish between alternative representations of the form of the state in
Marx's early and later writings, as we have done above. Tucker's argu-
ment, therefore, is based upon two misconceptions. He fails to distin-
guish between alternative representations of the form of the state in dif-~
ferent periods of Marx's writing, and also fails to distinguish between

the form of the state and its function.

Shlomo Avineri has developed another interpretation of Marx's
theory of the state which argues that Marx
conceives the modern state as a perpetual tension
between the idea of universality, ideally a bulwark

against the particularistic interests of civil

society, and these antagonistic interests themselves. !

This claim can be supported by citations from the Vorwarts! article of

1844, The German Ideology and Capital. 1In Critical Notes on 'The King of

Prussia and Social Reform'Marx says that "the state is based on...the

contradiction between public and private life, between universal and

2

particular interests". As the state is frustrated in attaining

1sShlomo Avineri, The Social and Political Thought of Karl Marx,
p. 203.

2Early Writings, p. 412; emphasis in original.
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universality because it is a political state, Marx concludes that it

"must confine itself to formal, negative activities".! The German

Ideology similarly argues that in the division of labour there arises a
contradiction between "the interest of the separate individual...and the

communal interest", and also that the latter "takes an independent form

2

as the State". In a margin comment on the manuscript Marx adds that

Just because individuals seek only their particular
interest, which for them does not coincide with
their communal interest (in fact the general is the
illusory form of communal life), the latter will be
imposed on them as an interest "alien" to them, and
"independent" of them, as in its turn a particular,
peculiar "general" interest; or they themselves must
remain within this discord, as in democracy. On the
other hand, too, the practical struggle of these
particular interests, which constantly really run
counter to the communal and illusory communal inter-
ests, makes practical intervention and control neces-
sary through the illusory "general" interest in the
form of the state.?

In Capital Marx gives a concrete example which can be seen as a confirma-

tion of the argument of The German Ideology. The nineteenth century

Factory Legislation, which limited the working day, is described by Marx

Il"*

"as an all-powerful social barrier which capital accepted, he says,

only "under compulsion from society".5

Thus Marx argues that the inter-
est of the class of labour is satisfied by the state's cognisance of a

general interest, which was opposed by the particular interest of

l11bid.; emphasis in original.
2MESW, I, p. 34; emphasis in original.

3Ibid., p. 35. The Moscow editors erroneously attribute this and
the preceding paragraph to Engels. In fact only the paragraph quoted was
inserted into the text of the manuscript of The German Ideology, and by
Marx, not Engels. This information is contained in private correspon-
dence from Bert Andréas of the Institut Universitaire de Hautes Etudes
Internationales, Geneva, who has checked the original manuscript at the
International Institute of Social History.

*capital, I, p. 285.
SIbid., p. 257.
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capital, against whom the legislation was passed. The first question
which arises from this is whether the conception of the state's inclina-
tion towards universality, expressed as a general interest embodied in
the political state, is the same in the early and later conceptions of
the state. Secondly, it is necessary to know what relationship there is
between the class function of the state and the fact that it serves a

general interest.

Although dispersed over many sources Marx's mature discussion of
the relation between particular and general interests is fairly detailed.

In The Eighteenth Brumaire of Louis Bonaparte Marx differentiates

between the "private interests" of the bourgeoisie and its "general class

interests, that is, its political interests".!

Although he does not say
so here, the private interests of the bourgeoisie — as opposed to its
political and general interests — can be regarded in Marx's writings to
be the economic interests of the different sections of the capitalist
class. Both type of interest are class interests, one general and long-
term, the other narrow and short-term. This contention is given support
in the discussion of the Factory Acts in Capital where Marx argues that
while in general terms the capitalists have good reason to ensure the
protection of the working class provided by the legislation limiting the
working day, their narrow economic interest compels them to oppose such
legislation.2 Thus while the general class interest of capital would
lead the class as a whole to support the legislation, the particular
interest of capital led the factory owners to oppose it. Marx goes on to

show that the general interest of capital, in the instance of the Factory

Legislation, was a consequence of the fact that "the spokesmen and

IMESW, I, p. 466.

’capital, I, pp. 256-257.
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political leaders of the manufacturing class...had entered upon the con-
test for the repeal of the Corn Laws, and needed the workers to help them
to victory".1 In order to repeal one set of laws, which served the
landed proprietors, the parliamentary representatives of the manufac-
turers enacted the Ten Hours' Bill, even in the face of opposition from
the manufacturers themselves. While the economic interest of the manu-
facturers, as they conceived it themselves, was contravened by the new
legislation, the general interest of capital as a whole was advanced.

The repeal of the Corn Laws, which required working class support, was to

cheapen the cost of bread and therefore reduce the wages bill.

With the example of the Factory Acts — "made by a state which is
ruled by capitalist and landlord"? — Marx in effect demonstrates that the
liberal maxim is false which claims that the aggregate satisfaction of
individual interests leads to the satisfaction of a general interest.
For he argues that in order that the general interest be served capital
must be restrained and regulated in the pursuit of its particular eco-
nomic interests. The implication of Marx's analysis is that there is a
disjuncture between the particular economic interests and the general
political interests of capital. The purpose of the Factory Acts was to
"curb the passion of capital for a limitless draining of 1abour—power".3
In the pursuit of its immediate economic interests capital was led to
exploit labour to the point of extinction and it could not stop itself
from doing so. The general interest, which is of a political rather than

a narrow economic nature, and therefore not limited by narrow considera-

tions of particular requirements, saw that "the limiting of factory

l1bid., p. 267. Cf. 'On the Question of Free Trade', The Poverty
of Philosophy, pp. 184-185, for a slightly different account.

2Cagital, I, p. 229.
31bid.
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labour was dictated by the same necessity which spread guano over the
English fields".! "Factory legislation”, says Marx, is "just as much the
necessary product of modern industry as cotton yarn, self-actors, and the

electric telegraph".2

Thus while Marx holds that there is a disjuncture
between particular and general interests, he regards them both to be
capitalist interests. The general interest of the capitalist class
requires that certain of its particular interests be denied. So that
while there may be conflicts between the particular interests of society
and the attempts of the state to serve a general interest, there is no
tension between the conception of the state as an instrument of the capi-

talist class and the conception that there is a general interest embodied

in the state.

Marx's argument seems to be that in the separation of the state
from the economy, the former is encouraged to develop a perspective which
both transcends the particular interests of capital and orchestrates its
general interests. The state itself is not concerned to make a profit,
but to ensure that the social order based upon profit continues to func-
tion satisfactorily. When Marx acknowledges that the state performs a
public function as well as a class function, as when he says that

supervision and all-round interference by the govern-
ment involves both the performance of common activi-
ties arising from the nature of all communities, and
the specific functions arising from the antithesis
between the government and the mass of the people3

he is not asserting that the two are not related. He makes it clear that

"reqgulation and order are themselves indispensible elements of any mode

'Ibid.
2Ibid., p. 451.
Scapital, III, p. 384.
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of production"1

, and there good management, therefore, serves the
general interest of the ruling class whose dominance is based upon the

mode of production.

Marx therefore does conceive of the state as something like a
"bulwark against the particularistic interests of civil society"z, as
Avineri says, for the interests arising in the antagonistic relations
between the classes of labour and capital, and within the classes them-
selves, are managed and resolved by the state in the satisfaction of a
general interest. But in Marx's mature writings the general interest of
the state is not in tension with the antagonistic social interests, as
Avineri suggests. The general interest of the state is the general
interest of capital, which takes a political form in the state, serving
the capitalist class as a whole by maintaining the capitalist social order.
That the state satisfies certain working class interests does not mean,
for Marx, that the state ceases to serve the interests of capital. The
satisfaction of such particular interests is regarded by him as a means
of ensuring the continuance of capitalist production and therefore a
necessary measure to ensure the social dominance of capital. The concep-
tion of the state as an instrument of class rule entails that the state
encapsulate the general political interest of capital, which requires
that it restrain certain narrow and particular economic interest manifest
in the capitalist class. The general interest embodied in the state is

not conceived in terms of the "idea of universality"3

according to Marx's
mature writings, for it is the general interest of capital which, in the

state, sanctions and satisfies the interests of capitalism as such by

preserving a social order conducive to capitalist production.

1pid., p. 793.
2Avineri, op. cit., p. 203.

31bid.
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Avineri's interpretation of Marx's conception of the state as a
perpetual tension between the idea of universality and antagonistic
social interests is justified for Marx's early account of the state only.
According to the theory of the state as alienated social power the uni-
versality of man's essential sociality is given partial expression in the
political community. The political function of man as citizen is "his

universal function".!

But because the state's "universality [is] in
opposition to" the particular differences — and competitive interests —
of men in civil society, the political limitations of the state and its
function in safequarding the egoism of civil societyz, places it in a
condition of tension between these two poles. Indeed, Marx says that the
political state is "unthinkable in the absence of an organised antithesis

3 The

between the universal idea and the individual existence of man".
conception of universality in this context is based upon the assumption
of an essentialist human nature. The state is a merely partial community

precisely because man is estranged from his essential universality in his

individual existence in civil society.

The state's inclination towards universality, which is restrained
by and in tension with its presupposition and protection of the egoism of
civil society, is fundamentally different from the conception of a general
interest embodied in the state as a class instrument. In the early
theory of the state there is a contradiction within the state between Lt
communal universality and its political particularity. In the later
theory the general interest embodied in the state is not in conflict with
its class function, although in serving the general interest of capitai

the state may find itself in conflict with particular capitalist interests

1Early Writings, p. 233.
?Ibid., pp. 219, 231.
31bid., p. 419.
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and working class interests. Whereas the state as alienated social
power is in principle in a condition of internal tension, there is no
necessary internal tension within the state as a class instrument.
Secondly, the universality of the state as alienated social power is
based upon a philosophical anthropology of man's essential nature; the
generality of the state as a class instrument is based upon the material
reality of a mode of production in which the general interest of the
dominant class is expressed politically in the form of the state.
Finally, the particularity of civil society on which the state as alien-
ated social power is based is the result of the alienation of man from
his essential nature. The particular interests of capitalist society
which the state as a class instrument subordinates to its general inter-
est, are the class interests of a society in which the alienation of some

serves the direct economic needs of others.

While there is a superficial similarity between the theory of the
state as alienated social power and the theory of the state as a class
instrument in so far as they both indicate that there is a tension between
universality or generality on the one hand, and antagonistic particular
interests on the other, the content of the tension is not the same in
either case. There is no basis, therefore, on this supposition, to argue
that Marx's later theory of the state merely subsumes the earlier theory,
for they are quite different in their comprehension of the basis and con-
dition of the state and offer significantly dissimilar analyses of the

state.

The discussion so far has attempted to demonstrate that in The

German Ideology Marx abandons the theory of the state as alienated social

power, which was developed in the Critique of Hegel's Philosophy of Right

and On the Jewish Question, and reflected in other works of the period.
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In proposing that the state is a class instrument Marx formulates a theory
of the state which continues to be fundamental to all of his later polit-
ical thought. The first statement of the new theory is not its final
form, however, and in two specific areas of the account of the state in

The German Ideology Marx develops an analysis which he later went on to

seriously modify. 1In his first discussion of the state as a class instru-
ment Marx tends to reduce the capitalist state to the capitalist class.

He also argues that the bourgeoisie 'purchases' the state without realis-
ing, as it is argued in Capital, that the state plays an important role
in the historical development of the capitalist class. It is to these

issues that we will now turn.

III

The German Ideclogy was begun in September 1845 after Engels had

. and both he and

completed his survey of the conditions of English labour
Marx had spent six weeks in England researching economic literature.?
The work was begun, therefore, only after both authors had had first-hand
experience of the most advanced capitalist nation in the world at the

time; it also brings together a wealth of historical material.® But it

was not until 1847, with The Poverty of Philosophy, Wage Labour and

Capital and the Communist Manifesto" that Marx began in earnest a general

analysis of the capitalist mode of production. The full theoretical

account of capitalist production was not completed until a decade later

'Frederick Engels, The Condition of the Working Class in England,
first published 1845.

’pavid McLellan, Karl Marx, pp. 141-142.

3The bibliography of works referred to in The German Ideology
covers fourteen pages, including two pages of periodical literature;
cf. The German Ideology, pp. 708-722.

“published in February 1848, the Communist Manifesto was written
between December 1847 and January 1848, by Marx; cf. David Riazanov,
Karl Marx and Friedrich Engels, pp. 76-78.
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when Marx outlined the theory of surplus value in the Grundrisse. The

German Ideology is largely Marx's last full-scale grapple with German

philosophy, and while it presents numerous arguments concerning the
empirical relations of class and power, it uses them to illustrate meth-
odological and philosophical points rather than to develop a theory of

3

capitalist,%nd the capitalist state. Many of the ideas expressed in The

German Ideology are certainly early statements of Marx's broad analysis

of capitalist society and politics which occupies his later writing, but
we should be aware that the relations of property, class and state out-
lined in the work are subject to subsequent clarification. The limita-

tions of The German Ideology in this regard are clearly evident in the

way which Marx draws the relationship between the bourgeois class and the

organisation of its political power.

According to Marx's argument in The German Ideology, the state is

the ruling class in politics, for he says that "the bourgeois...are
forced to constitute themselves as 'we', as a moral person, as the State,

in order to safeguard their common interests". '

This is seen by Marx as
an historical consequence of the fact that as "a class and no longer an
estate, the bourgeoisie is forced to organise itself no longer locally,
but nationally, and to give a general form to its mean average interest"
in the state.? He does say, however, that the political power of the
class is not exercised directly by the class as a whole, for the "collec-
tive power thus created" by the formation of the properties class into
the state "is delegate[d]...to a few persons", "if only because of the

3

division of labour". Thus Marx argues that the state is formed by the

bourgeoisie and exists as an apparatus delegated with its class power.

'The German Ideology, p. 399.

2MESW, I, p. 77; emphasis in original.

3The German Ideology, p. 399.
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The direct nexus between the state and the bourgeoisie is indicated
further in Marx's association of the will of the state as law with the

will of the bourgeoisie.

The real basis of the state, Marx says, is "quite independent of
the will of individuals", for it rests on the "material life of individu-

1

als...their mode of production and forms of intercourse". He goes on to

say that

The individuals who rule in these conditions, besides

having to constitute their power in the form of the

state, have to give their will, which is determined

by these definite conditions, a universal expression

as the will of the state, as law — an expression

whose content is always determined by the relations

of this class.?
Marx makes it clear that the enforcement of bourgeois will as law is not
an arbitrary expression of individual wills, but the collective or aver-
age will of the bourgeoisie as a class, "determined by their common

3 Thus law is not based on will, but on

interests, [whichl] is law".
material relations of production; however, the general interest of the
capitalist class arising from these relations is given expression in its
common will as the will of the state in law. Marx's analysis is highly
significant in terms of the history of legal theory, for to the classical
jurist conception of law as the 'will of the state'“, he adds a factor
which demonstrates the fictitious character of the state's sovereignty;
he shows that the content of law has a class determination based upon the

property relations of society, and thus that the state's will is not

original but derivative. While the account of law which holds that law

11bid., p. 366; emphasis in original.
21bid.; cf. also MESW, I, pp. 78-79.
3The German Ideology, p. 366.

“Harold Laski, The State in Theory and Practice, p. 31l.
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changes to suit the commercial and economic necessities of capitalist
production, remains central to Marx's later discussion of the subject,

the direct relation drawn in The German Ideology between the bourgeoisie

and its will in the state and law is shown, in later writings, to be

inadequate for a general theory of the capitalist state.

In works subsequent to The German Ideology Marx argues that the

relation between the capitalist class and the state personnel is histori-

cally variable. 1In an article published in the New York Daily Tribune of

1852 Marx describes the Whigs as "the aristocratic representatives of the
bourgeoisie... [who] abandon to them...the monopoly of government and the

exclusive possession of office".!

An aristocratic government in this

situation, Marx says, means that the state serves the bourgeois interests,

for in their monopoly of government the Whigs administer a "course of

social and political development [which] have shown themselves to... [be]
"2

unavoidable and undeniable as a consequence of the dominance of bour-

geois property. 1In the opening paragraphs of The Class Struggles in

France it is argued, on the other hand, that there is a deleterious con-
sequence for the government of society in one faction of the bourgeoisie

holding state power.3

Because of the difference between the particular
and the general interests of the bourgeoisie, the administration of the
state in favour of the interest of one faction of the ruling class dis-
rupted the equilibrium of national production as a whole. Thus Marx
argues that the capitalist state may function adequately as an instrument

of class rule even though the bourgeoisie is not directly represented in

the state, and also that a narrow representation of a particular bourgeois

l1The Elections in England — Tories and Whigs', Articles on
Britain, p. 112.

21bid. \
MESW, I, pp. 206-208.
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interest in the state apparatus may be disruptive of its proper func-

tioning.

In The Eighteenth Brumaire of Louis Bonaparte Marx describes a

situation in which it is in the interests of the bourgeoisie to relin-

quish "its own rule". He says

that in order to preserve its social power intact, its
political power must be broken; that the individual

bourgeois can continue to exploit the other classes...
only on condition that their class be condemned along
with other classes to like political nullity; that in
order to save its purse, it must forfeit the crown,

and the sword that is to safequard it must at the same

time be hung over its own head as a sword of Damocles. *

The political power to which Marx refers is the bourgeoisie's power in
the state, not its power of the state. It is "in order to preserve its
social power intact", that "the sword that is to safeguard it" must be
out of the hands of the class itself. Such different factors as the
weight of aristocratic traditions, the involvement of the working class
in politics through the universal suffrage and disruptive political divi-
sions within the bourgeocisie, have, at different times, made untenable
the prospect of a state manned by members of the bourgeois class.?

Marx's general point is that the government of a bourgeois state need not

be drawn from the bourgeois class.

It is sufficient that the state safeguard the capitalist relatjiuns
of property and production for the social power of the capitalist class
to remain intact. It is upon this power, according to Marx's argument,
that the state rests, for "each mode of production produces its specific

ll3

legal relations, political forms, etc. The administration and creation

'1bid., p. 436.
SEH. Engels' discussion in MESW, III, pp. 110-111.

3Q_Contribution to the Critique of Political Economy, p. 193.
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of law, on this account, is not reliant upon the direct expression of a

class 'will', as it is in The German Ideology. Marx says that "in

general, the relationship between the political...representatives of a
class and the class they represent" is that "in their minds [the former]
do not get beyond the limits which the latter do not get beyond in life,
that they are consequently driven, theoretically, to the same problems
and solutions to which the material interests and social position drive

the latter practically".1

In conducting the business of state, which is
the business of maintaining social order, the state personnel are led to
resolve as problems of policy and law what are, on the economic plane,
problems of production and the relations of property. Who directly
manages the state is, in this sense, irrelevant to Marx's theory of the
state. The imperatives of the economic relations of society, which
determine the real course of social and political development, thereby
determine the activities of the state and in broad terms set the limits
of its charter and conduct. The state power is based upon the economic
relations of society, which constitute the power of the bourgeoisie. The

state power, therefore, is the power of the bourgeoisie, even though it

may not hold office.

The relationship between the capitalist class and the capitalist
state in Marx's mature theory is even less direct when the question of the
social composition of the bureaucracy is considered. While the capital-
ist nature of the state is indifferent to the class origins of the govern-
ment, the professional administrators of state power are not conceived in
class terms at all. Officialdom, in Marx's theory of the state, is
merely a social stratum. The bureaucracy produces nothing but requla-

tions, it administers state power rather than the power of productive

'MESW, I, p. 424.
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forces, it neither produces nor appropriates value directly but lives on
taxes, it exists alongside the real classes of society, serving one and
oppressing the other, but remaining distinct from both. ! Although indi-
viduals in the higher echelons of the state administration may have been
born into the capitalist class, as members of the bureaucracy they are
without class. But in their bureaucratic production they serve the
interests of the bourgeoisie by serving the state power. Thus the rela-
tion between the capitalist class and the organisation of its political
power is socially most distant in the bureaucracy, although politically
guite direct, for the bureaucracy has a specific vocational interest in
the administration of state power and therefore the power of the capital-

ist class.

The basic assumptions of The German Ideology, that the power of the

state is the power of the capitalist class and that law is the general-
ised will of Fhe bourgeoisie, are developed in Marx's later writings on
the capitalist state. The relation between the capitalist class and the
state, and between the capitalist class and law, however, are later shown
to be less direct and much more complex than Marx describes them in the
first statement of the theory. The basic proposition of the theory of
the state as a class instrument, that the power of the state rests upon
the power of property relations which give the bourgeocisie its social
dominance, is not subsequently changed by Marx; but the relationship
between the capitalist class and the organisation of its political power
is later described in terms of different mechanisms than it is given in

The Gexrman Ideology.

In both The German Ideology and Capital Marx dates the beginnings

of the capitalist state from the advent of the national debt.? 1In The

'1bid., pp. 477, 482-483.
2Ibid., p. 77; The German Ideology, p. 404; Capital, I, pp. 706-707.
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German Ideology the situation is described as one in which the bour-

geoisie simply purchases the state and enhances its own wealth in doing
so. In Capital and other writings of the period the relations are more
dialectically drawn. Instead of an undifferentiated and already existing
class merely purchasing the state, Marx outlines a process in which the
national debt acts as a means of primitive accumulation for the emerging
bourgeoisie, bringing forth a finance faction of the class, altering the
composition of the class as a whole, and, with the introduction of a
banking system, altering also the institutional nature of the economy .
The relations of property, class and state are seen to be more subtle in

Marx's later treatment of the subject than the description in The German
Ideology allows.

The historical origins of capitalism, according to Marx, are to be
located in the mercantile period of economic development. As a system of
commerce the major feature of mercantilism was that it gave the economy
a national rather than a local character, and established the state on a
foundation of private property. Marx says in Capital that the national
character of the mercantile system was a matter of real substance, for in
their concern for the wealth of the nation and the resources of the
state the mercantilists "pronounce the interests of the capitalist class
and the amassing of riches in general to be the ultimate aim of the

1

state". He goes on to say that the "foundation of national power" rests

upon "the development of the interests of capital and of the capitalist

2

class". So that although Marx comments in the Communist Manifesto that

the bourgeoisie has ruled for "scarce one hundred years"a, he can also

say, in Capital, that the "English Parliament...for 500 years, [and],

lcapital, III, p. 785.
2Ibid.

SMESW, I, p. 113.



374

with shameless egoism... [has served] the capitalists“.1

For while the
political dominance of the capitalist class in the state has endured for

a century, the satisfaction of the capitalist interest by the state has

a history five times as long.

Marx explains2 that the international trade and commerce of mercan-
tilism, and the colonial system which it developed, involved the emerg-
ing nations of Europe in trade wars. The contradictory consequence of
this early phase of capitalism was that while the incipient national cap-
italist class, and through it, the nation, accumulated great wealth, the
state, in prosecuting commercial war in defence of the national interest,
became impoverished. The state could finance its navy and the advance-
ment of the interests of the nation only by levying taxes and inaugurat-
ing a system of public credit or national debt. This need for state
finance set in motion a complicated set of reactions which not only con-
solidated the capitalist mode of production, but undermined the absolute
monarchy which had overseen the mercantile system, replacing it with a

more directly capitalist state form. In The Poverty of Philosophy Marx

guotes James Steuart to the effect that monarchy, unlike limited govern-
ment, "imposes taxes upon people who are growing richer...Thus the monarch

imposes a tax upon industry", and adds that

the English bourgeoisie, on attaining its political
constitution under William of Orange, created all at
once a new system of taxes, public credit and the
system of protective duties, as soon as it was in a
position freely to develop its conditions of exis-
tence.

1Capital, I, p. 692.
21pid., Chapter 31.

3The Poverty of Philosophy, p. 133.
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Marx argues that the problems of state finance, consequential upon the

growing national wealth of the mercantile period, were resolved in a man-
ner which not only produced the modern systems of taxation, fiscal policy
and banking, but which further advanced the development of the capitalist

class and enhanced its political power.

In The German Ideology Marx says that

the modern State [was] purchased gradually by the

owners of property by means of taxation, [and] has

fallen entirely into their hands through the national

debt, and its existence has become wholly dependent

on the commercial credit which the owners of property,

the bourgeois, extend to it, as reflected in the rise

and fall of State funds on the stock exchange.1
This assessment of the situation is consistent with Marx's later accounts,
but his subsequent arguments add that the capitalist class not only
acquires the state, but is itself significantly restructures through the
development of the state. The system of the public debt, Marx says in
Capital, functioned as "one of the most powerful levers of primitive
accumulation", for it endowed "barren money with the power of breeding
and thus turns it into capital".2 The money lent to the state was con-
verted into national bonds issued to the lender, these continued to cir-
culate as negotiable notes and served the same function as cash in the
economy. Thus a state loan did not deprive the capitalist of spending
power, it enriched his money wealth through the interest it earnt and
give rise to associations of capitalist financiers who formed themselves
into joint-stock companies and forerunners of the modern banks. Thus the

national debt created a section of the capitalist class which Marx says

was essential to the full development of capitalism itself.

'MESW, 1, p. 77.

?Cagital, I, p. 706.
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Marx argues that during the period of the mercantile system the
production process could hardly be distinguished from that of the pre-
capitalist era; it lacked the intense technical division of labour typi-
cal of capitalist production proper. At the time of royal absolutism the
only difference between manufacture and the handicraft trades of the
medieval guild was that of scale, in early manufacture the "workshop of
the medieval master handicraftsman is simply enlarged“.1 The fully capi-
talist organisation of production requires a financial infrastructure,
the appearance of which marks the consolidation of the capitalist mode of
production, for the "social character of capital is first promoted and
wholly realised through the full development of the credit and banking

system".2

But this development, as we have just seen, was not a spon-
taneous consequence of the development of property and the propertied
class, for it was facilitated by an innovation in state finance. Marx's
argument, then, is that the enhancement of the capitalist interest and
the capitalist economy was historically affected through the direct and
indirect efforts of the state. The absolutist state directly defended
national mercantile wealth and indirectly, in floating public loans,
enriched the extant wealth of the bourgeoisie and gave rise to finance
capital which further promoted the development of the capitalist mode of
production. These changes led the capitalist class to acquire political
ambitions of its own against the monarchy, and provided it with the mean

of direct political power, through the banking and credit systems, with

which it could realise those ambitions.

The "subordination of the kingship to Parliament", Marx says in a

review article on English history, "was its subordination to the rule of

1bid., p. 305.

2capital, III, p. 607.
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1

a class". The factor which gave the bourgeoisie its "control over the

ll2

state was the growth of finance capital which culminated in the institu-

tion of the Bank of England in 1694, a fact deplored by its Tory detrac-

3

tors who protested that "Banks are republican institutions". Thus as

Marx had argued in The German Ideology, it was through the national debt

that the state had fallen out of the hands of the royal house into the
pocket of the bourgeoisie. "Each step in the development of the bour-

geoisie”, claims the Communist Manifesto, "was accompanied by a corre-

sponding political advance of that class"."

The subject of this comment
is the political evolution of the French bourgeoisie, but the point is a
general one. The consolidation of the capitalist class as a political
force is possible only after the consolidation of the capitalist mode of
production. The financial sustenance of the absolute monarchy created the
modern credit and banking system which provided the capitalist class with
a lever which gave it the political impetus to rule on its own behalf.

But the basis of the economic development of the bourgeoisie which under-
mined the absolute monarchy was the creation, through the state, of

finance capitalists who endowed the capitalist class as a whole with the

economic means to acquire full political power.

The complex interrelation between the development of money property,
the changing requirements of the state and the structural development of
the capitalist class, demonstrated in Marx's later discussion of the rela-
tion between the class and political power, indicate the limitations of

his earlier tendency to reduce the state to the capitalist class. 1In

1A Review of Guizot's Book Why Has the English Revolution Been
Successful?', Articles on Britain, p. 92.

?Capital, III, p. 602.
3Ccited ibid.
“MESW, I, p. 110; cf. also MESW, III, p. 218.
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Marx's later discussion it is implicit that the state had served the
interests of capital prior to the full development of the capitalist
class, and that the maturity of the class followed upon the development
of the national debt in the state. It was only after this state spon-
sored development of the class in the creation of finance capital, accord-
ing to Marx's later discussion, that the bourgeoisie could begin to fully
acquire the state as its own. Marx has not fundamentally revised the
early formulation of the theory of the state as a class instrument, but
he has modified it in order to show that the state, in its promotion of
national wealth, provided an instrumental value to the capitalist class
before it was wielded by the bourgbé?sie as its own. Secondly, Marx's
T
later account of the state shows £hat the consolidation of the capitalist
mode of production and the crucial development of the capitalist class
was as much a consequence of the evolution of the state as the changing

political nature of the state was a consequence of the evolution of capi-

talist property.

Iv
Marx's general proposition that the state is an expression of class
domination, while breaking radically with the philosophy of German Ideal-
ism and Hegel in particular, has its precursors in the Western tradition
of political theory.1 This assessment is acknowledged by Marx when he

says in The German Ideology that

The modern French, English and American writers all
express the opinion that the State exists only for
the sake or private property, so that this fact has
penetrated into the consciousness of the normal man. 2

lThis is strongly denied by Arthur McGovern, 'The Young Marx on
the State', p. 431, but affirmed by George Lichtheim, Marxism, p. 373.

’vESw, I, p. 77.
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Writers who had studied the political and economic changes of seventeenth
and eighteenth century Europe were aware of the fact that changes in the
form of property gave rise to corresponding changes in the political
structure, and that newly acquired political power functioned to defend
and advance the emergent property relations. Marx breaks with the earlier
materialist political thought by analysing the political organisation of
class rule in terms of the relations of social production, and also in

the implications he draws from this. Before discussing Marx's contribu-
tion to political theory, we will consider the tradition to which Marx is

heir.

Although the seventeenth century historian of the English Civil War
seems not to have influenced Marx, nor is he referred to in Marx's writ-
ings, James Harrington deserves to be mentioned as an intellectual fore-
bear of the theory of the state as a class instrument. Harrington is
widely regarded to have discovered the law that political power follows
property, that economic phenomena have a decisive influence on political
structure and function.! He argues that the English Civil War was a mere

readjustment of the political "superstructure"2

to the economic reality
of the movement of landed property from the crown and the nobility to the
bourgeoisie and the lower gentry. Harrington also recognised that in the
commercial cities of the Netherlands the distribution of capital was
responsible for the configuration of political power. Harrington's con-

ception of property, however, is legalistic. He saw property as a legal

institution, believing that the distribution of property could be changed

'Lord Acton, Lectures on Modern History and Historical Essays and
Studies, as quoted in G.E. Fasnacht, Acton's Political Philosophy, p. 13;
G.P. Gooch, Political Thought in England from Bacon to Halifax, p. 114;

Harold Laski, The Rise of European Liberalism, p. 112. Harrington's
major work, Oceana, was first published in 1656.

2Harrington's expression, cited in Christopher Hill, 'The English
Civil War Interpreted by Marx and Engels', p. 130.
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by law, and that by such means government could bring about a distribution
of property favourable to its rule.! Notes jotted in Marx's excerpt-
books for the years 1879 to 1881 explicitly repudiate the juristic notion
of propertyz, but the general thrust of Harrington's political sociology
is impressive in its similarity to Marx's discussion of the material

basis of the political state and the changes affected in the form of the

state through changes in property relations.

The resemblance between the analysis of political power in terms of
property developed by the participant-historian of the French Revolution,

Joseph Barnave, and Marx's materialist interpretation of history has also

3

been noted by various writers. Barnave argues that

a new distribution of wealth produces a new distri-
bution of power. Just as the possession of land
raised the aristocracy, so does industrial property
raise the power of the people"

and,

just as landed property is, in all large states, the
basis of aristocracy and federalism, so is capital
the principle of democracy and of unity.5

This can be read as almost a summary of Marx's discussion in the

Communist Manifesto.® Henri Saint-Simon similarly explains political

relations in terms of economic conditions and argues that property is

lGeorge sabine, A History of Political Theory, p. 501.

2'Marginal Notes on Adolph Wagner's Lehrbuch der politischen
Okonomie', pp. 57-58. Cf. also A Contribution to the Critique of
Political Economy, pp. 192-193.

3Laski, op. cit., pp. 234-235; Ralph Miliband, 'Barnave: A Case of
Bourgeois Class Consciousness', p. 28.

L'Joseph Barnave, Introduction é la Révolution Francaise, as quoted
by Miliband, op. cit., p. 33, and Laski, op. cit., p. 232.

SBarnave, op. cit., as quoted by Miliband, op. cit., p. 31.
®MESW. I, p. 113.
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primary over politics in so far as government and political institutions
in general are subject to the property relations of society:
La foﬁm du gouvernement n'est qu'une forme et la
constitution de la propriété est le fond; donc c'est

cette constitution qui sert véritablement de base 3
1'édifice social.’

[The form of government is merely a form and the con-

stitution of property is the basis; therefore it is

this constitution which is really at the base of the

social edifice.]
As with Harrington, neither Barnave nor Saint-Simon went as far as Marx's
model of economic causation in their theorising. Both French thinkers
maintain that economic development is a consequence of intellectual
advancementz, whereas Marx arques that in the development of their
material production men develop their knowledge.3 In political theory,
however, the ancestry of Marx's analysis of the material foundation of
politics can be clearly discerned in these historians of the French
Revolution.® 1In the case of Saint-Simon Marx owes a direct intellectual
debt.® The cultural milieu in which he developed in the Germany of the
1830s was as strongly Saint-Simonian as Hegelian. Marx's elders, peers

and teachers were in varying degrees followers of Saint-Simonian ideas.®

And, as the critique of Karl Grun in The German Ideology indicates, Marx

'Henri Saint-Simon, L'Industrie, as quoted by T.B. Bottomore and
Maximilien Rubel, 'Introduction', p. 26; translation my own.

2ct. respectively Laski, op. cit., pp. 231-232 and Z.A. Jordan,
The Evolution of Dialectical Materialism, p. 121.

*The German Ideology, p. 38; A Contribution to the Critique of
Political Economy, pp. 20-21.

l'Engels, Anti—Dﬁhring, p. 307, says that "[t]lhe knowledge that eco-
nomic conditions are the basis of political institutions appears [in
Saint-Simon] only in embryo".

°Cf. Lichtheim, op. cit., pp. 61-62.

6Jordan, op. cit., p. 119; Irving Zeitlin, Marxism: A
Re-Examination, pp. 17-18.
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had a good working knowledge of the Saint-Simonian texts.®! Saint-Simon's
Plea for a unified science and his positivism are echoed in the Economic

and Philosophic Manuscripts and The German Ideology.2 It is, indeed,

difficult to discuss the development of Marx's social theory and the

theory of the state without at least a passing reference to Saint-Simon.

The materialist tradition of political analysis continued to be
expressed in the work of writers contemporary to Marx. The French his-
torian and statesman, Francois Guizot, for instance, argued in his vari-
ous books on European and French history that in order to understand
political ipstitutions, one must examine the various strata existing in
society and their mutual relationships, and that in order to understand
these various strata, one must first know the form and the relations of
landed property.3 And John Stuart Mill, commenting on European ideas
which had influenced him, mentions the proposition "that government is
always either in the hands, or passing into the hands, of whatever is the
strongest power in society, and that what this power is does not depend

on institutions, but institutions on it

The general approach outlined
by these writers to the consideration of political institutions is strik-

ingly similar to Marx's, and all the more interesting for the fact that

Marx polemicised against both of them.

The precursors of Marx's theory of the state have in common an his-
toriography based on the study of revolution. Revolution not only

creates new social order and establishes new political power, but in

lThe German Ideology, pp. 554-574.

2Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts, pp. 102ff; The German
Ideology, pp. 31, 36-37. Compare with the quotations from Saint-Simon in
Herbert Marcuse, Reason and Revolution, pp. 331-332.

3Guizot's contemporary, Augustin Thierry, might also be mentioned
in this context; cf. Marx's letter to Engels, July 27, 1854, in Selected
Correspondence, p. 87.

*J.s. Mill, Autobiography, p. 124.
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laying bare the social roots of political organisation it also intro-
duces new political discourse. Reasoning which arques from society to
state rather than from state to society is the intellectual product of
revolution. The vocabulary of such a methodology was alien to German
thought until the revolution of 1848, although it had been established in
England by the seventeenth century and in France by the eighteenth.
German intellectuals at the time of Marx's early development accepted the
power of the state as the effective factor in social events and looked to
the absolute monarchy of Frederick William IV for social reform. The
wave of academic repression and press censorship of 1842-1843 merely con-
firmed their belief in the potency of the state over society. Marx's
theoretical strength lies in the fact that he based his research on the
intellectual tradition of revolutionary historiography rather than the
tradition which dominated Germany at the time. While in Paris during the
end of 1843 Marx made an avid study of the French Revolution and planned
to write a history of the Convention. The book was abandoned before it
was begun, but the work he put into its preparation undoubtedly led Marx
to develop the theory of the state as an instrument of class rule based

upon the power of the dominant class in society.1

Marx went beyond the materialist tradition of political analysis
upon which he built his mature theory of the state by analysing the
political organisation of class rule in terms of the relations of social
production, and drew implications from this model which opened a new
phase in political theory. Earlier theorists had understood property
either legally, as with Harrington, or functionally, relating it to par-

ticular occupations and different sources of income. Marx argues that

lThe importance of Marx's study of the French Revolution is dis-
cussed by Bruce Brown, 'The French Revolution and the Rise of Social
Theory', pp. 423-424., Cf. also Evans, op. cit., p. 18.
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the relations of property are ultimately the relations of social produc-
tion, the former being merely a legal term for the latter.! This intro-
duces a consideration absent in earlier writers. Property is conceived
by Marx in terms of the social appropriation of the product of labour,
rather than merely in terms of the appropriation of the product of
nature. The relationship between ruler and ruled is ultimately taken
back, therefore, to the social relations of production on which the rela-
tions of property rest. Thus Marx specifies that the different relations
of property, on which different state forms are founded, can be under-
stood only in terms of the social mode of production. The importance of
this factor to the analysis of politics is that it explicitly relates the
class nature of political rule to the instrumental value of the state as
an organ of class domination. Whereas previous materialist appreciations
of political organisation went no further than to argue that the power of
the state derives from the power of property, Marx explicitly specifies
that the state relates back to the economic relations of social produc-
tion as a force of oppression against the class of direct producers. The
state serves as an instrument of class rule, according to Marx, in main-
taining the relations of production and enforcing the subordination of
the working class to them. Earlier political theories had emphasised the
oppressive nature of the state, but none of them, including Marx's early
theory of the state as alienated social power, had argued that the
state's oppression is a class oppression and that the state is an oppres-

sive instrument of class rule.

The basic proposition of Marx's political analysis, that the state
is the political expression of class domination, leads him to make two

further points which are essential to his political theory. In its rise

1I_&_Contribution to the Critique of Political Economy, p. 21.
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to social power the proletariat, Marx argues, must seize the state and
turn it against the bourgeoisie. Secondly, in the post-capitalist
society of communism, in which class and class oppression have been
abolished, the state is without a purpose and will therefore disappear

with the last vestiges of class antagonism.

Marx argues that although the material basis of communism is inher-
ent in the dynamic of capitalist developmentl, in pursuance of its general
interest in class struggle it is imperative that the proletariat capture
the state and neutralise the political power of the bourgeoisie. In the

Inaugural Address of the Working Men's International Association Marx

describes the conquest of political power as "the great duty of the

n2

working classes"”, and he explains in the Critique of the Gotha

Programme that

Between capitalist and communist society lies the

period of the revolutionary transformation of the

one into the other. Corresponding to this is also

a political transformation period in which the state

can be nothing but the revolutionary dictatorship of

the proletariat.3
In its ascendancy to social power and economic dominance the proletariat
is compelled, as the bourgeoisie was before it, to turn the state into
the political instrument of its class rule. Marx's concept of the 'dic-
tatorship of the proletariat' is an expression for the historical form of

the state under the conditions of proletarian superiority during the period

of revolutionary transformation from capitalism to classless communism. *

lcapital, I, pp. 457-458, 472, 714-715.
MESW, II, p. 17.
SMESW, III, p. 26.

“Avineri, op. cit., p. 204, denies the importance to Marx of the
concept 'dictatorship of the proletariat' in this context. C£. the
critical discussion of Avineri's assertion in Chris Arthur, 'Two Kinds of
Marxism' and Alan Gilbert, 'Salvaging Marx from Avineri'.
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The dictatorship of the proletariat, in Marx's political theory, is the
post-bourgeois form of the state which expresses the political power of

the working class.

Unlike previous forms of the state, however, the class rule of the
proletariat is not to sanction the class relations over which it is domi-
nant, nor is it to advance the particular interests of the proletariat as
a ruling class !iETéf!iE the defeated bourgeoisie, it is to undermine the

basis of class rule itself. Marx's discussion in The Civil War in France

of the difference between the proletarian state and the capitalist state
indicates that as the former is "the political form...[of] the emancipa-
tion of labour" it is "to serve as a lever for uprooting the economical
foundations upon which rests the existence of classes, and therefore of

1

class-rule”. This is because, as Marx stated in the preamble to the

General Rules of the International Working Men's Association, "the eman-

cipation of the working classes means...the abolition of all class-rule".?
The dictatorship of the proletariat, therefore, is regarded by Marx as a
form of political transition from the capitalist state to stateless com-
munism. This is a logical consequence of Marx's theory of political
power as "the official expression of [class] antagonism", for with the
demise of class the social basis of the state, the instrument of class
domination, is removed.® The claim that the state will disappear in com-
munism is not an expression of anarchist thought in Marx's political
theory. Unlike the anarchists, Marx does not argue that the abolition of
the state will break the power of the ruling class, but rather that as a
consequence of social development and revolution, through which classes

are abolished, there is no place for the political organisation of class

IMESW, II, p. 223.
’Ibid., p. 19.

3The Poverty of Philosophy, p. 151.
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domination.! The theory of the state as an instrument of class rule

entails that in the classless society there will be no state.

Although Marx's mature theory of the state continues a tradition of
Western political thought, the particular interpretation which he gives
to the view that political power is based on the social power of property
leads Marx to develop a political theory which is profoundly original.

By arguing that property relations derive from the relations of social
production, Marx is able to show that political rule is the rule of the
dominant class in society, and that the state is the instrument of class
oppression which, in maintaining the relations of social production, is
an oppressive force against the class of direct producers. Secondly, as
the form of the state is appropriate to the class relations of the society
in which it functions, the rising working class is led to capture the
capitalist state, change its form, and exercise it as an instrument for
the abolition of class in the quest for its emancipation from wage-labour.
And finally, as the state is the organisation of political power for
class domination, the state will disappear in the classless society of
communism. These three fundamental tenets of Marx's political theory are

unigue to his mature theory of the state as the instrument of class rule.

T'pictitious Splits in the International', MESW, II, pp. 285-286.
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Over the eight chapters of this dissertation a number of different

themes have been discussed, the treatment of which leads to a partic-

ular interpretation of Marx's thought.

It has been shown in this thesis that in an endeavour to build an
instrumental science of capitalist society Marx developed a number of
different specific theories, theories which provide analyses of social
and political relations and structures, of the oppressive conditions to
which man is subject, and of the means by which exploitation and its
assoclated conditions can be overcome, or, rather, overthrown.

Marx's principle concern was to elaborate a social and political
theory integral to a political programme of fundamental social change.
This led him to constantly revise his interpretation of social reality
and to consptruct what were in terms of an earlier gtatement often sig-
nificantly new theories. This point is demonstrated in the discussion
of the development of alienation theory in Marx conducted in both

chapters 7 and 8.

As well as indicating the discontinuous theoretical development of
Marx's thought, the thesis has attempted to demonstrate that there is
a common set of problems to which his writings addressed themselves.,
Marx's theoretical development must thus be seen as a continuing
programme to develop the insight, lighted upon in the Critique of

Hegel's Philosophy of Right, that human oppression has ultimately a

gocial basis and that the history of the state is a history of such

social conditions and causes. Over the course of his intellectual
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career a number of approaches are adopted by Marx, some of which are
abandoned while others are elaborated, but all address themselves to
the need for an adequate interpretation bf the social world in order
that it be changed. Associated with this is Marx's continual con-
gideration of the relation between the individual - and especially the

individual producer - and the wider context of his social environment.

Unlike most current interpretations of Marx's work, the present
dissertation attempts to emphasise his continuing concern with a
common core of problems, whilst at the same time it shows that the
particular solutions advanced in different works are often theoretic-

ally distinct,

The intellectual sources of Marx's theory, and especially those of
his formative or early period, have also been discussed in the thesis.
There is something of a consensus in the current literature that
Marx's early writings demonstrate a significant Hegelian and
Feuerbachian background. It has similarly been argued in this diss-
ertation that the influence on Marx's early writings of German phil-
osophy is both evident and important. More significantly, though, it
has been shown that the dialectical method in Marx is not drawn from
Hegel. The influence of Hegel is largely confined to Marx's concept-
ualisation of class and property in his 1843 Critique and ceased to be
of consequence thereafter, except in so far as the Hegelian notion of

ttranscendence! was utilised by Marx in the Economic and Philosophic

Manuscripts of 1844. Although the conception of the state as a rat-

ional organism is taken from Hegel and employed in the Critique, it
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was shown in the last chapter that Marx's political theory developed
out of a political tradition which bears no relation to Hegel. Indeed,
it is for his critique of Hegel and for his hostility to a development
of the 'revolutionary side' of Hegel that Marx turned to Feuerbach

during the period 1843-1844.

Again, there is 1ittle that is new in the suggestion that Feuer-
bach exercised an influence on Marx's thought. What is new is the
argument of Chapter 4 that Marx made Feuerbachian theory consistent
where it had been left undeveloped by its author, and that the Theses

on Feuerbach provide an internal critique of their subject which en-

hances the competence of Feuerbachian theory. Related to this is the

argument that the critique of Feuerbach outlined in The German Ideology

is dissimilar in its basic content and intention from that of the

Theses. The criticisms of the Theses of Feuerbach, and also those

in the Critique, the Introduction, the 1844 Manuscripts and The Holy

Family, are designed to strengthen what are fundamentally Feuerbachian

positions and advocate the Feuerbachian programme. The German Ideology,

on the other hand, undermines this early content in its development of
theories of alienation, history, social change and human nature which
are different from and contrary to the Peuerbachian-inspired earlier
pronouncements on these matters. Thus a new interpretation of the
German philosophical sources of Marx's early thought is advanced in this

thesis where Hegel and Feuerbach are discussed.

Another influence on Marx's thought, seldom mentioned in published

discussion, which has been identified in a number of the above chapters
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is that of liberal theory. There is some discussion in the critical
literature of the materialist theory of history and politics which is
a part of the democratic revolutionary tradition to which Marx's
thought is related. What seems not to have been previously argued,
though, is that there is a similarity between Marx's early theory of
civil society and that found in classical liberal theory, and also
that there is a theoretical proximity between the underpinnings of
Marx's early model of communist society and those of liberal concept-
ions of a harmonised commercial society. More specifically, the
theoretical similarity between aspects of Marx's Paris Writings and
the work of Adam Smith, which has been discussed in the thesis, has
been neglected by most interpretors of Marx's early thought. The
influence of Smith on Marx has been discussed in relation to not only
the conception of 'social harmony', but also with regard to the concept
of social class and that part of Marx's early theory of alienation
which deals with labour productivity, the labour process and with the
conception of history as the self development of man (cf. Chapters

5, 7, 6 and 3 respectively).

As well as a new interpretation of Marx's thought in terms of its
intellectual sources and influences, the thesis also attempts to
elaborate a particular interpretation of Marx's methodological and
epistemological development, on the one hand, and the development of his
gubstantive social and political theory, on the other. It has been
gshown in Chapters 1 and 2 that the foundations of Marx's mature social
and political theory cannot be located in the methodological and

epistemological position adopted in his writings prior to The German
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Ideology. In contrast to an early empiricism and idealism, his
mature works are based upon a materialist and scientific methodology
and epistemology. This is not an original interpretation, of course,
although its statement in these chapters is argued in a close textual

examingtion of the particular details of the case.

The two basic themes of class and alienation, and Marx's theor-
etical accounts of the phenomena to which these concepts refer, has
been explored in various chapters of the dissertation. The discussion
of class theory in general and of the proletariat and class struggle
in particular, has shown that Marx's social theory passed through
various stages of development before he arrived at the position for which
he is best known. The notion that class is formed in the social rel-
ations of production, that the proletariat develops as a revolutionary
force with the development of capitalist industry and that communiem is

achieved through class struggle are absent from the Critique of Hegel's

Philogsophy of Right, the Introduction to the Critique and the Economic

and Philosophic Manuscripts. In these early works class is conceived

as an aggregative collectivity of individual persons, and the indiv-
idual in civil society is seen as being without social relations or
determination. A philosophico-anthropological conception of man leads
Marx to argue that society is a faculty of human nature, that in his
alienation man is without society and that communism is attained through
the resolution of an ontological contradiction internal to man's

alienated social labour in private property.

With the development of a theory of social class which operates

through the concept 'mode of production' there appears in Marx's
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writings a conception of the proletariat and the attainment of comm-
unism quite different from that of his early writings. The theory of
the state in Marx similarly undergoes fundamental change when the
historical materialist theory of class is developed. With the change
in the theory of class there occurs a similar change in the theory of
alienation. The treatment of alienation theory in this thesis is
also part of an interpretation of Marx's development which is not met

elsewhere.

In arguing that Marx continued to employ the concept of alienation
throughout his work, it is also shown that the concept appears in at
least two different and dissimilar theoretical frameworks at different
periods of his writing, and that while the early theory of alienation
presents a single view of the state as alienated social power, other
of its aspects are quite different in different works of the period
1843 to 1845. With changes in Marx's theory of class and of alienation
Marx's general social theory and political theory undergo fundamental
change. These and related developments are highlighted by the inter-
pretation of Marx's intellectual and theoretical evolution elaborated

in the present thesis.
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