Marx and/or Engels passages from STCE and ONLINE for Exam 1

1. In the social production of their existence, men inevitably enter into definite relations, which
are independent of their will, namely relations of production appropriate to a given stage in the
development of their material forces of production. The totality of these relations of production
constitutes the economic structure of society, the real foundation, on which arises a legal and
political superstructure and to which correspond definite forms of social consciousness. The
mode of production of material life conditions the general process of social, political and
intellectual life. It is not the consciousness of men that determines their existence, but their social
existence that determines their consciousness. At a certain stage of development, the material
productive forces of society come into conflict with the existing relations of production or -- this
merely expresses the same thing in legal terms -- with the property relations within the
framework of which they have operated hitherto. From forms of development of the productive
forces these relations turn into their fetters. Then begins an era of social revolution. The changes
in the economic foundation lead sooner or later to the transformation of the whole immense
superstructure. In studying such transformations it is always necessary to distinguish between the
material transformation of the economic conditions of production, which can be determined with
the precision of natural science, and the legal, political, religious, artistic or philosophic -- in
short, ideological forms in which men become conscious of this conflict and fight it out. [...].
[W]e cannot judge such a period of transformation by its consciousness, but, on the contrary, this
consciousness must be explained from the contradictions of material life, from the conflict
existing between the social forces of production and the relations of production. No social order
is ever destroyed before all the productive forces for which it is sufficient have been developed,
and new superior relations of production never replace older ones before the material conditions
for their existence have matured within the framework of the old society. Mankind thus inevitably
sets itself only such tasks as it is able to solve, since closer examination will always show that the
problem itself arises only when the material conditions for its solution are already present or at
least in the course of formation.

2. First, the fact that labor is external to the [property-less, wage-] worker, i.e., it does not belong
to his essential being; that in his work, therefore, he does not affirm himself but denies himself,
doe not feel content but unhappy, does not develop freely his physical and mental energy but
mortifies his body and ruins his mind. The worker therefore only feels himself outside his work
and in his work feels outside himself. He is at home when he is not working, and when he is
working he is not at home. His labor is therefore not voluntary, but coerced,; it is forced labor. It
is therefore not the satisfaction of a need; it is merely a means to satisfy needs external to it. Its
alien character emerges clearly in the fact that as soon as no physical or other compulsion exists,
labor is shunned like the plague. External labor, labor in which man alienates himself, is a labor
of self-sacrifice, of mortification. Lastly, the external character of the labor for the worker
appears in the fact that it is not his own, but someone else’s, that it does not belong to him, that in
it he belong, not to himself, but to another. Just as in religion the spontaneous activity of the
human imagination, of the human brain and the human heart, operates independently of the
individual — that is, operates on him as an alien, divine or diabolical activity — in the same way
the worker’s activity is not his spontaneous activity. It belongs to another; it is the loss of his self.



3. An immediate consequence of the fact that man is estranged from the product of his labor,
from his life-activity, from his species-being is the estrangement of man from man. If a man is
confronted by himself, he is confronted by the other man. What applies to a man’s relation to his
work, to the product of his labor and to himself, also holds of a man’s relation to the other man,
and to the other man’s labor and object of labor.

In fact, the proposition that man’s species nature is estranged from him means that one man is
estranged from the other, as each of them is from man’s essential nature.

4. Man can be distinguished from animals by consciousness, by religion or anything else you
like. They themselves begin to distinguish themselves from animals as soon as they begin to
produce their means of subsistence, a step which is conditioned by their physical organization. By
producing their means of subsistence men are indirectly producing their actual material life.

The way in which men produce their means of subsistence depends first of all on the nature of the
actual means of subsistence they find in existence and have to reproduce. The mode of production
must not be considered simply as being the reproduction of the physical existence of the
individuals. Rather it is a definite mode of activity of these individuals, a definite form of
expressing their life, a definite mode of life on their part. As individuals express their life, so they
are. What they are therefore coincides with their production, with what they produce and with
how they produce. The nature of individuals thus depends on the material conditions determining
their production.

5. The production of life, both of one’s own in labor and of fresh life in procreation, now appears
as a double relationship: on the one hand as a natural, on the other as a social relationship. 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; hence, that “history of humanity’ must always
be studied and treated in relation to the history of industry and exchange. [...] Thus, it is quite
obvious from the start that there exists a materialistic connection of men with one another, which
is determined by their needs and their mode of production and which is as old as men themselves.
This connection is ever taking on new forms, and thus presents a “history’ independently of the
existence of any political or religious nonsense which would especially hold men together.

6. And finally, the division of labor offers us the first example of how, as long as man remains in
natural society, as long, therefore, as activity is not voluntarily, but naturally, divided, man’s own
deed becomes an alien power opposed to him, which enslaves him instead of being controlled by
him. For as soon as the distribution of labor comes into being, each man has a particular exclusive
sphere of activity, which is forced upon him and from which he cannot escape. He is a hunter, a
fisherman, a shepherd, or a critical critic, and must remain so if he does not want to lose his
means of livelihood, while in a communist society, where nobody has one exclusive sphere of
activity but each one becomes accomplished in any branch he wishes, society regulates the
general production and thus makes it possible for me to do one thing today and another
tomorrow, to hunt in the morning, fish in the afternoon, rear cattle in the evening, criticize after
dinner just as | have a mind, without ever becoming hunter, fisherman, shepherd or critic. This
fixation of social activity, this consolidation of what we ourselves produce into an objective
power above us, growing out of our control, thwarting our expectations, bringing to naught our
calculations, is one of the chief factors in historical development up till now.



7. The ideas of the ruling class are in every epoch the ruling ideas: i.e. the class which has is the
ruling material force of society, is at the same time its ruling intellectual force. The class which
has the means of material production at its disposal, has control at the same time over the means
of mental production, so that thereby, generally speaking, the ideas of those who lack the means
of mental production are subject to it. The ruling ideas are nothing more than the ideal expression
of the dominant material relationships, the dominant material relationships grasped as ideas;
hence of the relationships which make the one class the ruling one; therefore the ideas of its
dominance. The individuals composing the ruling class possess among other things
consciousness, and therefore think. Insofar, therefore, as they rules as a class and determine the
extent and compass of an epoch, it is self-evident that they do this in its whole range; hence
among other things rule also as thinkers, as producers of ideas, and regulate the production and
distribution of the ideas of their age: thus their ideas are the ruling ideas of the epoch.

8. The bourgeoisie, wherever it has got the upper hand, has put an end to all feudal, patriarchal,
idyllic relations. It has pitilessly torn asunder the motley feudal ties that bound man to his “natural
superiors,” and has left no other nexus between man and man than naked self-interest, than
callous ‘cash payment.” It has drowned out the most heavenly ecstasies of religious fervor, of
chivalrous enthusiasm, of philistine sentimentalism, in the icy waters of egotistical calculation. It
has resolved personal worth into exchange value, and in place of the numberless indefeasible
chartered freedoms, has set up that single, unconscionable free — Free Trade. In one word, for
exploitation, veiled by religious and political illusions, it has substituted naked, shameless, direct,
brutal exploitation.

9. Modern bourgeois society with its relations of production, of exchange and of property, a
society that has conjured up such gigantic means of production and of exchange, is like the
sorcerer, who is no longer able to control the powers of the nether world whom he has called up
by his spell. For many a decade past[,] the history of industry and commerce is but the history of
the revolt of modern productive forces against modern conditions of production, against the
property relations that are the conditions for the existence of the bourgeoisie and of its rule.

10. Now and then the workers are victorious, but only for a time. The real fruit of their battles lie,
not in the immediate results, but in the ever-expending union of the workers. The union is helped
on by the improved means of communication that are created by Modern Industry and that place
the workers of different localities in contact with one another. It was just this contact that was
needed to centralize the numerous local struggles, of all the same character, into one national
struggle between classes. But every class struggle is a political struggle. And that union, to attain
which the burghers of the Middle Ages, with their miserable highways, required centuries, the
modern proletarians, thanks to railways, achieve in a few years. The organization of the
proletarians into a class, and consequently into a political party, is continually being upset again
by the competition between the workers themselves.

11. The essential condition for the existence, and for the sway of the bourgeois class, is the
formation and augmentation of capital; the condition for capital is wage-labor. Wage-labor rests
exclusively on competition between the laborers. The advance of industry, whose involuntary
promoter is the bourgeoisie, replaces the isolation of the laborer, due to competition, by their
revolutionary combination, due to association. The development of Modern Industry, therefore,
cuts from under its feet the very foundation on which the bourgeois produces and appropriates
products. What the bourgeoisie, therefore, produces, above all, is its own grave-diggers. Its fall
and the victory of the proletariat are equally inevitable.



12. The bourgeoisie cannot exist without constantly revolutionizing the instruments of
production, and thereby the relations of production, and with them the whole relations of
society. Conservation of the old modes of production in unadulterated form, was, on the
contrary, the first condition of existence for all earlier industrial classes. Constant
revolutionizing of production, uninterrupted disturbance of all social conditions,
everlasting uncertainty and agitation distinguish the bourgeois epoch from all earlier
ones. All fixed, fast-frozen relations, with their train of ancient and venerable prejudices
and opinions, are swept away, all new-formed ones become antiquated before they can
ossify. All that is solid melts into air, all that is holy is profaned, and man is at least
compelled to face with sober senses, his real conditions of life, and his relations with his
kind.

13. The working men have no country. We cannot take from them what they have not got.
Since the proletariat must first of all acquire political supremacy, must rise to be the
leading class of the nation, must constitute itself the nation, it is, so far, itself national,
though not in the bourgeois sense of word. National differences and antagonisms between
peoples are daily more and more vanishing, owing to the development of the bourgeoisie,
to freedom of commerce, to the world market, to uniformity in the mode of production
and in the conditions of life corresponding thereto.

14. The labor, however, that forms the substance of value, is homogeneous human labor,
expenditure of one uniform labor-power. The total labor-power of society, which is
embodied in the sum total of the values of all commodities produced by that society,
counts here as one homogeneous mass of human labor-power, composed though it be of
innumerable individual units. Each of these units is the same as any other, so far as it has
the character of the average labor-power of society, and takes effect as such; that is, so far
as it requires for producing a commodity, no more time that in needed on an average, no
more than is socially necessary. The labor-time socially necessary is that required to
produce an article under the normal conditions of production, and with the average
degree of skill and intensity prevalent at the time. [...] We see then that that which
determines the magnitude of the value of any article is the amount of labor socially
necessary for its production. [...] Commodities, therefore, in which equal quantities of
labor are embodied, or which can be produce in the same time, have the same value. The
value of one commodity is to the value of any other, as the labor-time [socially]
necessary for the production of the one is to that necessary for the production of the
other.



15. A commodity is therefore a mysterious thing, simply because in it the social character
of man’s labor appears to them as an objective character stamped upon the product of
their labor, because the relation of the producers to the sum total of their own labor is
presented to them as a social relation, existing not between themselves, but between the
products of their labor. This is the reason why the products of labor become commodities,
social things whose qualities are at the same time perceptible and imperceptible to the
sense. In the same way the light from an object is perceived by us not as the subjective
excitation of our optic nerve, but as the objective form of something outside the eye
itself. But, in the act of seeing, there is at all events, an actual passage of light from one
thing to another, from the external object to the eye. There is a physical relation between
physical things. But it is different with commaodities. There, the existence of the things
gua commaodities, and the value-relation between the products of labor which stamps
them as commodities, have absolutely no conne[ct]ion with their physical properties and
with the material relations arising therefrom. There is a definite social relation between
men that assumes, in their eyes, the fantastic form of a relation between things. [In the
mist-enveloped regions of the religious world] the productions of the human brain appear
as independent beings endowed with life, and entering into relation both with one another
and the human race. So it is in the world of commodities with the products of men’s
hands. This I call the Fetishism which attaches itself to the products of labor, so soon as
they are produced as commodities, and which is therefore inseparable from the
production of commodities. This Fetishism of commaodities has its origin, as the
foregoing analysis has already shown, in the peculiar social character of the labor that
produces them.

16. Man’s reflections on the forms of social life, and consequently, also, his scientific
analysis of those forms, that a course directly opposite from that of their actual historical
development. He begins, post festum, with the results of the process of development
ready to hand before him. The characters that stamp products as commaodities, and who
establishment is a necessary preliminary to the circulation of commaodities, have already
acquired the stability of natural, self-understood forms of social life, before man seeks to
decipher, not their historical character, for in his eyes they are immutable, but their
meaning. Consequently, it was the analysis of the price of commodities that led to the
determination of the magnitude of value, and it was the common expression of
commodities in money, that alone led to the establishment of their character as values. It
IS, however, just this ultimate money-form of the world of commaodities that actually
conceals, instead of disclosing, the social character of private labor, and the social
relations between the individual products.



17. The simple circulation of commodities — selling in order to buy — is a means of
carrying out a purpose unconnected with circulation, namely, the appropriation of use-
values, the satisfaction of wants. The circulation of money as capital is, on the contrary,
an end in itself, for the expansion of value takes place only within this constantly
renewed movement. The circulation of capital has therefore no limits. As the conscious
representative of this movement, the possessor of money becomes a capitalist. His
person, or rather his pocket, is the point from which the money starts and in which it
returns. The expansion of value, which is the objective basis or main-spring of the
circulation M-C-M, becomes his subjective aim, and it is only in so far as the
appropriation of ever more and more wealth in the abstract becomes the sole motive of
his operations, that he functions as a capitalist, that is as capital personified and endowed
with consciousness and a will. Use-values must therefore never be looked at as the real
aim of the capitalist, neither must the profit on any single transaction. The restless never-
ending process of profit-making alone is what he aims at. The boundless greed after
riches, this passionate chase after exchange-value, is common to the capitalist and the
miser; but while the miser is merely a capitalist gone mad, the capitalist is a rational
miser. The never-ending augmentation of exchange-value, which the miser strives after,
by seeking to save his money from circulation, is attained by the more acute capitalist, by
constantly throwing it afresh into circulation.

18. In both cases [i.e. in both Catholic and Protestant bourgeois marriages,] however, the
marriage is conditioned by the class position of the parties and is to that extent always a marriage
of convenience. In both cases, this marriage of convenience turns often enough into crassest
prostitution — sometimes of both partners, but far more commonly of the woman, who only
differs from the ordinary courtesan only in that she does not let [i.e. rent] out her body on piece-
work as a wage worker, but sells it once and for all into slavery. [...] Sex-love in the relationship
with a woman becomes, and can only become, the real rule among the oppressed classes, which
means today among the proletariat — whether this relation is officially recognize or not. But here
all the foundations of typical monogamy are chased away. Here there is no property, for the
preservation and inheritance of which monogamy and male supremacy were established; hence
there is no incentive to make the male supremacy effective. What is more, there are no means of
making it so. Bourgeois law, which protects this supremacy, exists only for the possessing class
and their dealings with the proletarians. The law costs money, and on account of the worker’s
poverty, it has no validity for his relation to his wife. Here quite other personal and social
conditions [or relations] decide. And now that large-scale industry has taken the wife out of the
ome onto the labor market and into the factory, and made her often the bread-winner of the
family, no basis for any kind of male supremacy is left in the proletarian household — except,
perhaps, for something of the brutality towards women that has spread since the introduction of
monogamy. The proletariat family is therefore no longer monogamous in the strict sense, even
where there is passionate love and firmest loyalty on both sides, and maybe all blessings of
religious and civil authority. Here, therefore, the eternal attendants of monogamy, hetaerism and
adultery, play only an almost vanishing part. The wife has in fact regained the right to dissolve
the marriage, and if two people cannot get on with one another, they prefer to separate. In short,
proletarian marriage is monogamous in the etymological sense of the word, but not at all in its
historical sense.



19. If now the economic considerations also disappear which made women put up with the
habitual infidelity of their husbands — concern for their own means of existence and still more for
their children’s future — then, according to all previous experience, the equality of woman thereby
achieved will tend infinitely more to make men monogamous than to make women polyandrous.
But what will quite certainly disappear from monogamy are all the features stamped upon it
through its origin in property relations: these are, in the first place, supremacy of the man, and,
secondly, indissolubility. The supremacy of the man in marriage is the simple consequence of his
economic supremacy; and with the abolition of the latter will disappear of itself. The
indissolubility of marriage is partly a consequence of the economic situation in which monogamy
arose, partly tradition from the period when the connection between the economic situation and
monogamy was not yet fully understood and was carried to extremes under a religious form.
Today it is already broken through at a thousand points.

20. The highest form of the state, the democratic republic, which in our modern social conditions
becomes more and more an unavoidable necessity and is the form of state in which alone the last
decisive battle between proletariat and bourgeoisie can be fought out -- [...] no longer officially
recognizes differences of property. Wealth here employs its power indirectly, but all the more
surely. It does this in two ways: by plain corruption of officials [...] and by an alliance between
the government and the stock exchange. [...] And lastly the possessing class rules directly by
means of universal suffrage. As long as the oppressed class — in our case, therefore, the proletariat
—is not yet ripe for its self-liberation, so long will it, in its majority, recognize the existing order
of society as the only possible one and remain politically the [tail] of the capitalist class, its
extreme left wing. But in the measure in which it matures towards self-emancipation, in the same
measure it constitutes itself as its own party and votes for its own representatives, not those of the
capitalists.



