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AR TRAC

s thesrs i dedicated to the it al exAamination ot g entral
P tion to Marx's theorv ot o alienation. an otpectaion which arte oo
dvlhirectly hre theory ot Man as a4 whole. fhe abgedction Consistys 0 1 he
dvcusation that i oorder to cxpose man's social alvenation and to gt Lve
Porodits rranacendence, Marx neceasarily requires a utopian o1t ahrator -
cal oo ept oo © o as the standard by which the preaent condition of
man s to o be qudged.s Thus, according to this interpretation, when Marx

doescrihea the present state of man as "alienated” he i6 in tact Faving

that man has been deprived of his "true essence’ . but fn so tar as Marx
eejects gt the same time the notion ot a constant nature ot man he an-
nat consiatently claim to know in advance what this "true casence' of
man <can he in the tuture. \
This thesis responds to the criticism sketched above | ';hnwirh\
that the whole objection is hased on a compiete misunderstanding ot the
meaning ot Marx's concept of alienation, and ot the theorv of its his-
terical transcendence. As this thesis shows these two misconceptions

are based, in turn, on the critics' lack of perception ot two narrowly

related conceptions: (1) The doctrine, expressed in The Economic and

Philosophical Manuscripts, acrording teo which labour is the "key' to

the knowledge of man's essence: (2) The doctrine of the dialectical
unity of man's actual and possible nature, or which is the same, the

marxian theorv of man's essence.
3
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CHAY TER  ONE

MARX AND THE UTOPTAN CONDEMNATION OF CAPITALLISM

Communiam i+« Tor us not a state of
aftairs which is to be ecstablished,
an {fdeal to which reality has to
adjust itselt. We call communiam
the real movement which aboliahes
the present state of things.

--K. Marx, The German [dvnluﬁl

The publicatToh in 1932 of Marx's Economic and Phiiosophical

Manuscripts -t 1844 seems to have made marxist theoreticians realize the

existence of a problem in Marx's work, a problem that can be detected in
the interpretation of the thought of any great thinker, which could he
presented in the following terms: Was Marx always '"marxist"? It he was
not, in what moment of hig ingslloc[unl life can we establish the point
at which marxism appeared as a distinguiashable doctriqe? In turn these
questions lead to others: What is the relationship of Marx's early works
with those classically considered as doctrinally definitive, such a A

Coﬁtribution to the'Critique of Political Economf and Cagital? Is this

relationship one of continuity or one of rupture? With regpect to these
questions di{%erent positions were adopted in what became in the sixties
an actual philosophical controversy. But in fact these problems of in-
terpretation of Marx's thought were already discu--ed, though on a minor
scals 1in the theoretical debates on marxism in the twenties and thir-
tie-. . ~ of the first marxist theoreticians who fully appreciated the
pr-olem o' the apparent discontinuity be.wee~ the young and the mature
Mar. s dc “rines, was the Soviet economis: saak Illich Rubin.l In his

: 2
rare: - -ted work Essays on‘ﬁhrx's Theory .of Value™ Rubin introduces




the question o the dia ontinuits o Mapa ' o thoueht 1 the tempt to
solve the problem ot the ot fvin and development ot ’R theory ot tetinh-
tsm,  Foroour present putpose the maportance ot Kabin' - interpretatpve
attempt s that ft places the theory o human nature in the (eonter ot

what will constitute later the problem ot abienation,  The Soviet oo ono
alst cladms that in the vouns Marx '+ wr it fovs known by that time, partg-
culavly in The Holy Family (published in 18400 and under wtrony int luene o

ot atopian-socialist fdeas (speciallv Proudhon' sy 0 we can find what he
} } ]

v
‘

calls the "ombrvo™ of Marx's theory ot commoed ity fetishism

oodn the torm of a4 contrast between "soctal', or "human'
relations, and their "alienated" ) materialized torm.  The
source ot this contrast was the widespread conception ot
UVtopian Socialists #0 the character ot the capitalist sy stoem,
According to the Utopian Socialists, this svstem is char-
acterized by the tact that the worker is forced
alienate” his personality, and that he "alienates" the
product ot his labour from himselt. The domination of

to Msel -

"things" of capital over man, over the worker, is expressed

through this alienation,

For Rubin the utopian socialist indictment of capitalist society
is based on the contrast between utopia and realitv, i.e., between the
ideal of man and its (' .cn) present practical realityv., From this per-
spective the power of capital which dominates in economic lite is in
contlict with the human element, in the sense that the former is opposed
to a certain ideal or normvof what man should be. Or as Rubin puts it:
"Human relations and their 'alicnated' torm are two worlds, the world of
what should be and the world of what is." For him this is simply equiva-
lent to "...a condemnation of capitalist reality in the name of a socia-
list ideal.”&

Thus, concludes Rubin

In order to transform this theory of "alienation' of human
relations into a theory of "reification" of social relations
(i.e., into the theory of commodity fetishism) Marx had to
Create a path from Utopian to Scientific socialism, from
praises of Proudhon to a sharp critique of his ideas, from
negating reality in the name of an ideal to ‘seeking within
reality itself the forces for further development a:.. ..:.on.~

In other words the.Soviet economist conceives the suppos:d movement from



the theory ot Gidienation to the theory ot tetrahan an Mars thoaght |, ot

veoa hradec tioal transaition hat g g pure tupture with haw "oraiginal” .
Hopian posttion.  According to Rabin thy« pProcess of ruapture oo cur s ae
Atesult oot e eqtablishment by Marx o! 4 new oppastition inst ead
the atopran . which contrast "human telations” with fheit "alienated
torm’ thue

Sothe opposition which [Marx ] had carlier deseribed hetweoen
human relations and their "material™ torm meant an apposition
Detween what should be and what iy, now bhoth opposing tactors
Aare tranasterred o the world as 1t is, to aocial being....
Production relations among people and theitr "material' form
14 the content of a4 new opposition, which ori{ginated in the

carlier opposition between the "human™ olement in the cCo-

nomy and its "alienated” forms. The tormula of commodity
tetiashiam was tound in thia way. But several atages were
stil7 necgadary hetore Marx gave this theory its tinal for-
mulation.

Rubin does not say what this new oppodition is but he seems to bhe allud-
ing here to what Marx will ca'll later the contradiction between produc-
tive torces and relations of production. As a consequence of this theo-
retical shitt, Rubin (laims, Marx abandoned the study of man's essence

in tfavour ot the study of man's objective historical »xistence, and in b
doing 40 Marx also would have abandoned the use of the term "alienation'
because the earlier use.otf the word had made it merely an abbreviated
expression of '"man's alienation from his osseﬁce"./ This is, in a con-
densed form, Rubin's interpretation of Marx's intellectual evolution
between 1845 and 1857. 1t ig interesting to notice that this interpre-
tation contains some of the basic elements which will constitute in time

a true school of marxist thought, presenting for instance a striking
similarity with Althusser's reading of Marx's intellectual development
presented in Pour Marx more than thirty-five vears later.

" From a critical perspective Rubin's interpretation appears based

on two insufficiently proven assumptions. Firstly, Rubin has not satis-
factorily proved that Marx actually shared the so called "utopian' con-
ception from which the factual-ideal opposition stems. In other words,

he has rot shown that the earlier Marx would have thought of the whole queg-

tion of man's alienation in a utopian framework, thus accepting the utop-




can andd gbstract beliet that the contlict hetween existen = oamd easende

Sl man can he understood by means ot the stuady ot b cusence an oabeatsae -

'

Pion ftom man's real hictorival exiatence. cecondlvy Rubin has not proved
that the theary of alienatfon necessarily 1 equites ga 1ts oamplicit pre-
suppositien, the fdeal-actual dichotomy.  Thiag point will he connidered
1 womewhat ditterent torm in Chapter Thiee.

How does Rubin try to prove point one  He makes the attempt by
medns ot oa very febatable interpretation ot aome passages ot The Holy
ELIHLLJ,X i which Marx evaluates Proudhon'a contribution to the criticism
of capitalist society. A relevant padage trom Marx's text is as tollows:

Sometimes political economists streas the significance ot
the human element, though only one aspect ot this element
in economical relations, but they do this in exceptional
cases | namely, when they attack a particular abuse; asome-
times (in the majority of the cases) they take these rela-
tions as they are given, with their strict economic sense.
All the conclusions of political economy presuppose pri-
vate property. This basic assumption is, in their eyes,
an incontestable fact which is not susceptible to further
investigation....However Proudhon exposes the basis of
political economy, namely, private property, to critical
examination....By making working time (which is the direct
esgence of human activity as such) the measure of wages
and the value of the product, Proudhon makes the human
element decisive. However in old political economy the
decisive factor gas the material power of capital and
landed property.

On Rubin's interpretation Marx would be accepting here the ideal-factual
dichotomy in the form of the opposition between the "human element' and

the '"material elemegt” of capital, and Proudhon's emphasis on the "human
element” would be the main contribution of the French socialist to the cri-
ticism of bourgeois political economy. However, the evolution of Marx™s
thought would have determined, according td” Rubin, a radical change with

respect to that original position:

From The Holy Family Marx had to move towa
of Philosthz. In the first of thes
praised for taking as the starting point _of His observa-
tions the negarion of private property, but later Marx
built his economic system precisely by anfbyzing the com-
modity economy based on private property.

The Poverty
r—————————————l
roudhon was




In other words, tor Rubin, the transition trom I'Vh_a-; ll«{uj_ I-Idmil_y to I"hy

Poverty ot Philosophy rtepresents simply the rupture of Marx with utopian

thonght and the rejectfon ot irs {mplicit fdeal-actual dichot omy Aty
in it true that oo e Holy Family Marx has criticized polftical economy
trom the ‘actaa. ideal dichotomy? Was he tryving to understand man's

existenco through the study of his essence?  Did he reject the use ot the

term "alienation” because this term was considered to have originated in

a4 utopian theorv ot human nature’ Already {n The Fconomic and Philoso-

phical Manuscript of 1844 Marx {s criticizing political cconomy trom a

distinctively "marxian" point of view, i.c., not trom a philosophical or
utopian perspective but through the analysis ot the real material condi-

tions ot the capitalist society trom which political cconomy springs. ~
The concept of alienation does not arise in Marx's criticism as a result

of the study of man's essence but from the analysis of workers' activity

in commodity producing society. Marx never tejected the employment of

the concept of alicnation but only its idealist use. The same could be

said of concepts such as "essence', "Man in general'" or "human nature"

(all of them taken in its abstract and jidealist sense). But this does
not mean that Marx gave up all employment of the notions of essence,
generic man or human nature, he only gave to these notions a different

and materialist meaning, In The Holy Family, written immediately after

The Economic and Philosophical Manuscripts, Marx simplv restated, in a

different context, his criticism of political economy developed in the
latter work. 1In both works the problem of human alienation is presented
in a materialist fashion. Thus, for example, Marx asks: "How...does man
come to alienate his labour, to estrange it? How is this estranéement
founded in the nature of human development? (EPM, p.333) Marx's attempt
to understand the contradiction between existence and essence of man is
always historical. And the response is“identical in both works: human
alienation is not the result of the contradictory character of human es-
sence but of the contradiction between the proletarian class' '"human

nature and its conditions of life, which is the outright, decisive and

comprehensive negation of that nature" (Holy Family, p.51).

[,




Inorder to complete cnr criticism of Rubin's reading ot ljh«-wlrlnl}j
Family let us see now what Marx savs, in the same work, of Bauer, a lett
\
Hevelian, tor considering Proodhon's criticism ot pelitical economy as

a mere "negat fon':

Herr Edgar, who wishes to characterize the standpoint ot

the treatise gl_l'_oﬂr;_c‘u_ilighl_uﬁprng;iﬁu_t_q, naturally does

not say a word of pelitical economy or ot the distinctive
character ot that treatise, which is precisely that {t has

made the essence of private property the vital question of
political cconomy and jurisprudence. This is all self-evi-

dent for Critical Criticism, Proudhon, it says, has done

nothing new by his negation of private propurty.ll (Emphasis mine)

Rubin appears to be committing a similar mistake in seceing in
Proudhon’s work a simple moral negation ot political c¢oonomy, when in
tact, as Marx says, its merits are derived from the critical character
of its investigation of poiitical economy. But, as Marx stresses,
Proudhon's c¢riticism "does all that a criticism of political economy from
the standpoint of political cconomy can do".lz But why has Proudhon not
overcome the standpoint of political economy even when he has submitted
private property to a critical investigation? Because, Marx will say,
his criticism is based on the belief that private property is in essence

a reasonable and human institution, which is not in contradiction with

itself, What Proudhon does is to contrast the imagined human appearance
of private property with its factual inhuman reality. And in doing so
he is trying to measdre the reality of bourgeois society with the illu-
sory pattern segregated by this same society, i.e., the juridical ex-
pressions of these economic relationships., For Marx this is a basic
limitation of Proudhon's criticism of political economy and therefore
also of bourgeois society. This Eimitation, as he will say later in

the Grundrisse, is rooted in "...the utopian inability to grasp the ne-
cessary difference between the real and the ideal form of bourgeois
society”.13 In other words, due to Proudhon's inability to distinguiéh
between the ideological and the material faorm of capitalist society his
plea presents a purely utopian character, in so far as he seeks to change
the negative aspects of that society, (aspects which are inherent to its

material conditions) without changing the material conditions themselves
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trom which that negativityv springs. Thus, for example, {t i{s vainly
utopfan, according to Marx, to pretend the elimination of labour's ali-
enation while maintaining at the same time wage-labour, or to endeavour _
the climination of monopoly while maintaining free competition, because
alienation springs from wage-labour as necessarily as monopoly stems
from free competition., Tt is this necessary connexion, namely the one
existent between the material basis of capitalist society and its nega-
tive aspects, which the utopian socialists cannot grasp. A more complete
expression of this criticism of Proudhon can be found in a letter Marx
wrote to Schwelitzer in 1865:

What Proudhon was actually dealing with was the existing
modern bourgeois property. The question of what this is
could have been answered only by a critical analysis of
"Political Economy', embracing the totality of those pro-
perty relations not in their juridical expression as rela-
tions of volition but in their real form, that is, as rela-
tions of production. But as [he] entangled the totality
of these economic relationships in the general juristic
conception of "property", Proudhon could .not get beyond
the answer that Brissot in a similar work, had already
given before 1789: "Property is thefe", 14

Evidently the criticism of bourgeois relations of productions to which
Marx alludes here is no other than his own critique of political economy,
which demanded his entire productive life. _ .

Now if we want to know Marx's expressed position in respect of any
purely moral condemnation of capitalist society, even in the early wric-
ings, it is enough to quote here the following passage of The German

Ideology, written about the same time as The Holy Family.

The positive expression "human" corresponds to the definite
relations predominant at a certain stage of production and
the way of satisfying needs determined by them, just as the
negative expression '"inhuman' corresponds to the attempt to
negate these predominant relations and the way of satisfying
needs prevailing under them without changing the existing
mode of production.15

‘omparison of this text with the letter previously quoted reveals the
ariability of Marx's position with respect to a purely utopian con-
.7artion of cap’ slist society thfoughout his life. 1In 1845 as twenty

at- ne detu-mines Proudhpg's merits as well as his limitations
Tag

y:



in the same terms, {.e., Proudhon is trving to obtain the abolition ot
the negative consequences ot the capitalist mode of production without
changing the mode of production {tself. But this fact Jid not prevet
Marx trom appreciating the critical motivation of Proudhon's attempt,
In canéiusion: From the evidence cited above we are i{n a position to re-
ject as unfounded Rubin's contentions. Firstly, Marx 44id not criticize
bourgeols society trom a basicallv moral point of view, following the
utopian-socialist example. Secondly, Marx did not prize Proudhon's
criticism,gf political vconomy for its moral character. And thirdly,
it is insupportable to claim that Marx's theary of commodity fetishism
represents a radical departure from a supposedlv later abandoned theory

of alienation,



FOOTNOTES FOR CHAPTER ONE

l. It 1« curious that, to the bhest ot my knowledge, nobody has re-
cognized the pioneer character of Rubin's Fgsays on Marx's

Theory ot Value in the controversy on the evolution of Marx's

thought. Aside from a short reference in Mandel's The Forma-
tion of the Economic Thought of Karl Marx (p.183) there fs
hardly any other author who mentions the Soviet economist in

this context.

2 The English edftion ot Rubin's Essays was made from the third
hoviet edition, Moscow, 1928, I have not been able to eatab-
lish the date of the first edition.

3. I.1. Rubin, Essays on Marx's Theory of Value, p.56.

4. Ibid., p.57. -

5. IThid., p.57. Of the three terms employed by Rubin this quota-
tion, i.e., "alienation", '"reification", and "conmodity fetish-

ism'", only the first will be used throughout this thesis.

Even though alienation and fetishism are in fact different
terms for the same Jd~ctrine in different degrees of elabora-
tion, technically spcaking fetishism (and reification) can be
reserved to refer to the specific phenomenon of a mercantile
society consisting in that social relations assume the form

of relations among things. First in A Contribution to the
Critique of Political Economy (1859) and later in Capital
(1867) Marx introduces the concept of fetishism in relation to
the phenomenon of homogenization of labour that occurs as the
basis of the commodity exchange. For Marx commodity fetishism
is rooted in the peculiar social character of the labour pro-
ducer of commodities. In order to measure the exchange-valuc
of commodities by the labour time they contain, the different
kinds of labour from which each commodity is the product have
to be reduced to uniform, homogeneous labour; to what Marx
calls in Capital abstract labour, i.e., labour of uniform
quality which can only be qualitatively distinguished. This
is in fact a reduction operation or an abstraction which occurs
everyday in the social productive process, and which creates

12
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the posarbhr Tity o the exchange -valae o commed gt e, Now |

when o the exchange ot commody ties Therr vasue APpear s noetoal
the product ot detetminate labour processues vamely o ot woal
telations ) but o as the regsult ot dqualities belonging to the
phvaical particularities of commadities o what we have {4 the
phenomenon ot tetishiam. What makes somethogng g tetoshoaw that
s dnvested withe powera it does o not have. Thus, ia ot
commoadity producaing society, social relations AMONY Me Aappeat
tnosuch a distorted wav that it seems, tog axample  that capi-
tal ta thing), aprears Lo poscess the capacity to hire laboar,
to buv labour instruments, to combine hoth in a product ive
operation, and to vield protit, ete., when in tact capital oan
produce nothing. But it capital appears endowed with thewe
productive capacities, it iy simply because the human relationy
here involved are objectively hidden belhitnd relations AMONK
thingd, because as Marx savs "the relations connecting the
labour ot one {ndividual with that of the rest oappear, not oas
direct social relations between individuals at work, hut as
what they really are {in capitalist society, HoB. | material
relations between persona and social relations bhetweoen things"

Capital Vol. 1, p./8. (My emphasis. |

Ibid., p.58.

Introduction to Rubin's FEssays by Fredy Perlman, p.xxii.
B S .

S

Louis Althusser, Pour Marx, 1965.

Rubin, ibid., p.57. The passages are in Marx and Engels The Holv
Family, p.47.

Rubin, ibid., pp.57-58.

»-
Marx and Engels, ibid., p.48.
Marx and Engels, ibid., p.48.

Marx, Grundrisse Foundations of the Critique of Political Economy,
p-249.

Marx, '"letter to Schweitzer" Januarv 24, 1865, The Letters of
Karl Marx, p.192.

Marx and Engels, The German Ideology, p.457.
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between freedom and necesaity,

between individual and species.
K. Marx, Foonomic and
Philosophical Manuserfpes
(emphasis mine)

Mis second chapter will be fodicated to the examinat fon ot one
fmportant question welative to the relationship ot Marx with Hepel, buf-
dentIv Marx's theorv of man has {ts rects in Hewel's philosophv, St at
the same time it represents a diverg. conception. 1 believe that the
philosophical question around which the similarities and dit terences
existent between the two philosopher:s can be established is the theaory
0l essence. - e main criticism ot Marx against his master Hegel con-
sists In the accusation that he is not consistent with his own dialecti~

calb coneepts when he identities man's existence and essence, or which is

the same, alienation and objectitication.

Part A
Todav {t is practicallv an established fact that the philosophi-
cal premisses of Marx's doctrine of man can be found in Hegel's phiio-

sophv, particularly in ais Phenomenologyv of Spirit. Nobodv would claim

seviously at present, as Rubir did in the thirties. that the term and
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In Marx's materialist conceptiorn this Hegeilian doctrine 2% ogsaenn. ¢ o«

ciberated from its purelv abstract ard idealist  haracte: and appiied

in the torm of the contradiction hetween essence and existe- - {n man's«
historica. realitv., The Hegelian idea that there is a ten. o Setween
the present state of man and what he potentially is, i.e., the receogni-
tion of the existence of a negativic+ in man's essence, is interpretod
by Marx as the contradiction hetween @man's =na‘ure and his o nditions »f
eXistence. This important doctrine appears in Marx's thought as ear.wv

e

as 1Bus. Thus, for example in The jerman [deology in criticising Taer-

hach Marx expresses his idea negativelyv:

As an example of Feuerbach's acceptance anc at the same *ime
misunderstanding of existing realitv, ...we recall the par- '
sage in the Philosophie der Zukunft whe - he develaps the

view that the being of a thing or a man is a: the same time
its or his essence, that the determinate conditions ..f oxia-
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ceptoor rewret but something that can and must e changed by the Yiatord
cal praxis ot the proletariat,

Tt ds parvticalarile i‘nt«,‘rm;tinq to notice the wense inowhich the
term Tessence’ Ls oemploved b Marx in the above quoted passage.  nothia
fext Mars means by Vessence of man” not oa purelv internal state of is
being, something that exists or can be estabdlished in abstraction <rom
its dertermivant conditions. Byt contrarlily man's essence {s a produc:

of 3 serfes of conditfons which appear as external to him “ut are i

fact fnternally related to him.  In the cawn of man these conditions are

primarily of an objecsive, natural character in so ‘ar as =an is an b
Jective-natural be o 0 ohiective-natural being who must maintain a
Permanent exchange nature in order t& keep himsel? alive. Accord-

ing to this representation the existence and the essence of 1 being can

be in harmony or in contradiction, depending on the specific character

27 the relationship of this Peing with its conditions ~f existence. 14

reality fails in producing these objective coditions the essence will

¥

n The %Serman Ideclogv

not te realized, but negated or de-realized.

Yarx illustrates this fact by means of an Interesting example:

The "essence’ »f the freshwater fish is the water of the
river. But the latter ceases to he the 'essence’ of the

fish and fs no Tonger a suitable mediur of existence as
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as the result ot a process ot objective involvement, but as Marx savs:

Hepel sees this movement of selt-creat ion and selt-obiectd
fleatton In the form of selt-alienation and selt-estrange-

ment as the absolute and hence the tinal expression of

human 1fe which has {tself as {ts aim, is at rest in it-

self and has attained its own essent lal nﬂigﬁi.w(omphusis mine)

In Tabour man's activity is necessarily unfolded over an object or oh-

jectivity, upon which it f{s applied, whether this object 1s ot a4 material
or an ldeal character. 1In this sense labour {s a part icular torm of re-
lationship of man with objects. Bv means of the exercise of his active
powers man shapes the object, permeating it with his subjectivitv. oOr

as Marcuse savs:

To be able to realize himself [man] needs to express himself
through theé pre-established objects with which he {s con- .~
fronted. His activity and his self-affirmation consist

in the appropriation of the "externality' which confronts

him, and in the transference of himself into that exter-

nality. 1In his labour man supersedes the mere objectivity

of objects and makes them into "the means of life'". He
impresses upon them the form of his being, and makes them
into "his work and his reality'". The objective piece of

finished work is the reality of man; man 1is as he has
realized himself in the object of his labour.®

This process 1s precisely what Marx understands by objectification. Now,
for Hegel-this process of objectification of human powers in labour ap-
pears necessarily connected with man's serfdom and loss of the object

of his activity, i.e., with alienation in Marx's sense. Marx understands
by "alienation" the complex historical phenomenon in which man is en-
slaved in the process of unfolding his own productive powers: The objects
that human productive activity create stand as a power independent of

the producer. Since human activity is performed upon a material object
its result is a transformed object, crystallized labour, labour concre-
tized in an object. This is the process of Sbjectification. But in

the commodity producing (bourgeois) society this process of objectifi-
cation of human activity becomes at the same time a process of loss of
the produced object and of serfdom to it, which operates in such a way
that the more man (the worker) produces the more he becomes victim of

the external objective power of the objects. For Hegel, but not for



Mun, these two proceasses, objedctivation and altenation, are inseparable
In other words | what Marx would view as alienation is conceived by Hegel
as an ontological condition of man's untolding ot his productive powers,
ot all human objectitication.

For Marx this identit: ation of alienation and objectitication is
rooted in the last {nstance in Hepel's idealist conception of man, i.e.,
in the tact that he conceives man under the form of pure selt-conscious-
ness. so that he reduces the process ot man's self-objectitication to a
purely abstract process, in so tar as objectification is conceived as
something which occurs only to a self-consciousness in the movement of
selt-recognition. As a result of this the true relationship between
"mental' and "material" estrangement appears turned apside down. Feuer-
bach stated before Marx that the true relationship .. thought to being
is that "being is the subject, thought the Eredicato”.] [n other words,

thought is derfved from being, not being from thought. Marx expressed

the same conception when he says in his Critique of Hegel's Doctrine of

State that:

Hegel has turned into a product, a predicate of the Idea,
what is in reality its subject. Instead of developing his
thought from an object ZGegenstand), he develops ths nb-
ject in accordance with a manner of thinking which i« pre-
determined, which has reaghed its finished form in the
abstract sphere of logic. (Emphasis mine)

For Hegel's idealist ontology that which is but the subjective expres-
sion of the objective human alienation, i.e., the estrangement of self-
consciousness, appears as the real alienation; while the objective es-
trangement -~ man's nature is reduced to a mere appearance of alienation,
to the appes:~ e of the estrangement of what is frr Hegel the ''real
human nature', namely, self-consciousness.

The false identification of objectification and alienation is
ultimately derived from Hegel's metaphysical interpretat on of the pro-
cess of objectification as leading to the transcendence of objectivity
itself. The supersession of alienation, the appropriation of the es-
tranged objective being, is basically equivalent for Hegel to the super-

session of objectivity itself, namely to the negation of the true reality

v
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ot being. Insotar as human essence has been det {ned by Hepel as pure
self-consc{ousness, objectivity appears as an alfenated human relat fon-
ship which does not correspond to man's essence. For this reason all
process of man's reappropriation of his estranged objective real{ty is
reduced to a pure "incorporation into self-consc{iousness" (EPM, p.387).
The mechanism of alienation is conceived thus as a movement " conscious-
ness which establishes objectivity as a moment of mediation necessary
for {ts scls;realization. Against this {dealist representation of ob-
jectivity and objectification Marx will say that the reality established
by self-consciousness in thisg way.ts nothing but a pure abstraction and
not a genuine reality.

At this point of “.. x's criticism of Hegel there seems to arise
a problem. Marx has contended initially that in reversing the true re-
lationship between subject and predicate, Hegel is presenting the objec-
tive alienation of human essence as ontologically rooted, as absolute.
But at the same time Marx has declared that the objec;ive alienation of
man has been reduced by Hegel to a mere appearance of what is for him
the truly objective alienation: the alienation of self-cor:cliousness.
These two statements seem to contradicg_each other. However, the con-
tradiction 1s only apparent. The apparent contradiction is derived from
the fact that the Hegelian inversion of subject and predicate presents
a double and contradictory character in itself. It is true that the ob-
jective estrangement of man's essence is reduced by Hegel to a<simple
predicate of the estrangement of self-consciousness, namely, the real
estrangement is presented as derived from the ideal one. As Marx says
in The Holy Family:

...the absolute idealist, in order to be an absolute
idealist, must necessarily go constantly through the
sophistic process of first transforming the world outside
himself into an apparent being, a mere fancy of its own

‘ brain....?d

But this transformation is in itself also a twofold <peculative manipu-
lation. On its negative side is the reduction of objective, empirical

~reality to mere appearance (being is reduced to thinking); on its posi-
- N



tive side {t {s equivalent to the presentat fon ot thinking as the sensu-
ous objective world (thought is not thought anymore but being). In spite
ot all these manipulations Hegel cannot but accept empirical realitv as
ft is. Tt is true that the real has been reduced to mere phenomenon,

to an appearance of the Tdea, "but the ldea has no content over and above
this phenomvnon”.10~ Thus, the factual alienation of man, even though

it has been idealistically transmuted, is at the same time invested with
an ontoldgical character. This 1s the meaning *of what Marx has called
"the uncritical positivism of Hegel'", his frestauration” of man's pre-
sent reality (EPM, p.385). For Marx this is not only the basis of Hegel's
identification of man's existence and essence but also the negation of

the dialectic theory of essence.
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CHAPTER THREE
ON A CERTAIN CRITICISM OF MARX'S THEORY OF ALTENATTON

.

How, we now ask, does man come

to alienate his labour, to es-
trange 1t? How is this estrange-
ment founded in the nature of
human development? We have al-
ready gone a long way toward, solv-
ing this problem by transformlng
the question of the origin of
private property into the ques-
.tion of the relationship of
alienated labour to the course

of human development. For in
speaking of private property

one imagines that.one is deal-

ing with something external to
man. In speaking of labour one

is dealing immediately with man
himself. This new way of formu-
lating the problem already contains
its solution.

~~K. Marx, Economic and Philo-
sophical Manuscripts

Part A .

In order to show how the materialist doctrine of the contradic—
tion between essence and existence works in Marx's theory of human na-
ture, T will examine now some recent criticisms of his theory of Aliena-
tion, which will show us indirectly the function of this theory in Marx's
doctrine of man.

The first of the criticisms referred to 1is presented by Sidney

Hook in the "New Introduction" to his book From Hegel to Marx in which

he states that:"...aside from the specific sociological doctrine of 'the

2
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fetishism of commodity'...the central notion ot 'self alienapion' is
foreign to the historical, naturalist ic humanism of Marx'.
The same is contended by Hook only a page later: "It {s easv to

show that the notion of human alienation--except for the soc{ological
¥

meaning it has in Capital--is actually foreign to Marx's conception of

3

Man''. 7

Hook believes he can substantiate his claim by means of threc¢ ar-
guments: (1) To say that the nature of man is alienated from jtself would
mean that we agreed upon an ideal or norm oi what human nature should
be; which is equivalent to the claim that there exists a fixed and con-

stant human essence from which man would be self-alienated, a doctrine

clearly rejected by Marx. (2) To speak of human aliendtion implies that
one would assert (in Aristotelian fashion) that the fullfilménc of man's
natural set of potentialities represents aﬁ authentic mode Of'lifé, and
that all others are conceived as being inauthentic. (3) Marx's view
that man makes himself or creates his own néture renderS untenable most
notions of human self-alienation, because, due to the fact that man is
free, he can choose different paths of development, thuS conflicting
with any ideal conception of man's nature.

It is plain that the above presented arguments are based on the
same implicit assumption; the idea that the human natureé or €gselice
cannot be conceived in any otHer way than as an "idéal" of what man
"should be". Hook is obviously aware of the specificity of Marx's con-
ception of’ human nature but he cannot reconcile it with his own mislead-
ing representation of the marxian concept of alienation. But Hook is
not alone in this mistake. In a similar way Leszek Kolakowski is a vic-
tim of identical misunderstanding wheq in a recent book he states that:

The idea of man's recovery of his own self is in fact com~-
prised in that of alienation, which Marx continuyed to em~—
ploy [in his mature work HB] for alienation is nothing

but a process in which man deprlves himself of what he
truly is, of his own humanity. To speak in these terms
implies, of course, that we know what man "truly' is as
opposed to what he empirically is: what the content of
human nature is, conceived of not as a set of features
which may be emplrlcally ascertained but as a set Of

1



requirement s that must be fult:l!  in order to make human

beings genuinely human. Without some such standavd | vague
though it may be, "alienat ion'" h. meandng.  According-
lv, wherever Marx uses this term lie presupposes, expressly
or otherwise, a non historical or prebistordcal norm of
hg@anitz....The idea of freedom fror - lenation, and thus
of alienation itself, requires a preliminary value judge-
ment and an idea of what "humanity' means. (Emphasis mine)

The basic question at stake in these criticisms of Marx's doctrine
of -alienation is in fact the materialist conception of the historical
contradiction between human essence and existence, which {s the real
foundation of that doctrine. Thus, the point is that the aforement ioned
critics cannot perceive the necessary relationship between the histori-
cal negative existence of man and his positive essence. The understand-
ing of this crucial guestion can only be obtained by means of an analy-
sls of the meaning of the concept wf labour in Marx's early writings.
According to Marx labour repfesents the form of human activity that de-
fine man's relationship with his surround ing world. Man is a bodily
b «ng whose existence can only be maintained if he keeps a permanent
exchange with what Marx called his "inorganic body'", i.e. external na-

ture. This is so because man is a natural being,'firstly in the sense

that he is a product of nature, but also natural insofar as he is a being
of needs, a being dependent in his individual and species-existence form on
the material elements that nature furnishes him in innumerable forms.
This dependence on nature is expressed in the fact that man is endowed,
like the animals, with powers aad capacities to apprehend or consume the
elements provided by‘ his énvironment. But these powers, that in the
animal are nothing but biological tools for the direct appropriation of
the substances and the elements indispensible for the conservation of

the individual and his species, present in man a distinctive character,
for to him the exchange with nature is not a direct one but requires

the mediation of work in order to adapt the natural elements to the
specific¢ally human modes of appropriation. While the animal in its ap-
propriation, of the objéctive world is completely limited to instinctive

determinations, man Has broken such pnatural determination thanks to work:



It is true that animals also produce.  Thev build nests
and dwellings, like the bee, the beaver, the ant, ete,
But they produce only their own immediate needs or those
of thelr voung; they produce one-sidedly, while man pro-
duces universally; they produce only when immediate nhv-
sical need compels them to do so, while man produces even
when he 1is free from such need; they produce only them-
selves; while man reproduces the whole of nature; their
products belong immediatelv to their physical bodv, while
man f{reely confronts his own product. Animals produce
onlv according to the standards and needs of the species
to which they belong, while man is capable of producing [
according to the standards of every species and of apply-
ing to its object its inherent standyrd; hence man also
produces in accordance with the laws of beauty.

But in thus acting upom: externa’ nature in order to make it con-

form to human modes of appropriation m. nges at the same time his
own nature. In so far as man incorpora own forces in natural ob-
jects these acquire a new social quality at ~y did not have origin-
ally. Thus, the initial relation between m. 1 nature is transformed
in a new relation of Him with a modified natur- w ich will act in its

turn upon man, and 1in - this way in an always ci.:ng o process of ac-
tion and reaction of the two terms of this dialect; which man plays
the more active and determinate role. Wth is however very important
here is to understand that this process of transformation of nature by
man and of man by a transformed nature is necessarily and at the same
time a process of transformation of man by society, by other men, in

so far as the transformation of nature occurs always in the frame of

a determined society, or as Marx says:

In the process of production, human beings work not only
upon nature, but also upon one another. They produce
only by working together in a specified manner and reci-
procally exchanging their activities. In order to pro-
duce, they enter into definite connections and relations
to one another, and only within these social connections
and relations does their influence upon nature [and of
nature upon them, I could add (HB)] operate, i.e., does
production take place.

From all this it is clear that work plays the central role in

the shaping of human nature, that man cannot change nature without chang-

@



g at the same time his own nature.  But there is a closely related
character ot labour, which is essential for the understanding o1 Marx's
theory ot alienation, that musat lwo‘ taken into consideration it we want
to nullity the atorementioned criticismg ot Hook and Kolakowski, namely
that labour is the key to human nature. The point hvfo is not to under-
stand the meaning of labour as rhe distinclive teature of man hut to
recognize the fact that human essence s revealed in labour, that labour
is the manifestation or activity of man's essence. This rarely consid-
ered characteristic of labour and one of the pivotal concepts ot Marx's
doctrine of human nature is explicitly referred to in the following pas-

sages of the Manuscripts of 1844: "It can be seen how the higtory of

industry and the objective existence of industry as it has developed is

the open book of the essential powers of man, man's psychology present

6
in tangible form.™"
Or a few lines earlier: '"In everyday, material industry...we find

ourselves confronted with the objectified powers of the human essence,

in the form of sensuous, alien, useful objects, in the form of estrange-
ment' (my emphasis). )
Firstly, it is important to keep in mind that in these texts Marx
is using the term "industry" to refer to human productive activity in
its more general sense. What Marx is saying then is that in labour, in
spite of its alienation in a commodity producing society, can be dis-
covered the ''true'" human essence, that in his praxis man comes to know
his own essence. This is equivalent to saying that we do not need to
resort to any ideal or non-~historical standard of what man "should be
‘because, as Marx says: "In speaking of labour one is dealing immediately
with man himself'" (MEP, p.333). 1In other words, alienation i$ for
Marx not only the distorted realization of man's powers in history but
also the inverted or dialectical expression of them. The apparition or
manifestation of human essence in the fo£m of alienated labour conceals
. but at the same expresses man's true essence. Marx does not conceive
human essence and human é%istence as Lwo separate entities but as two

aspects of a dialectical relationship. According to this account the



manftestat fon ot human essence in historical existency is never complet e,
Thus, Marx not only sees human essence and human existence in constant

contrast throughout history, but at the same time he discovers that

through this contradict fon three Important thines are revealed: (1) Ta-
bour is the "foundation'” of human nature. . That s why labour can he
the kev tor the discovering of the true essence of man. () Labonr's

alfenation is the fundamental form of alienat fon becaunse as Marx Savs
"the whole of human servitude iz involved in the relation of worker to
product fon' (EPM, p.333), therefore; (3 labour's emanc ipation is cquiva-
lent *o the human universal emancipation. Meszaros has put this in an
unequalled way:

...Marx realizes that the non-alienated foundation of
that which is reflected in an alienated form in poli-
tical economy as a particular sphere {s the fundamental
ontological sphere of human existence and therefore it
is the ultsvate foundation of all kinds and forms of ac-
tivity. Thus, labour, in its "sensuous form", assumes
its universal significance in Marx's philosophy. It
becomes not only the key to understanding the deter-
minations {nherent in all forms of alienation but also
the. centre of reference of his practical strategy aimed
to the actual supersession of capitalistic alienation.

Only now can we see the true meaning of the already referred to
criticisms of Hook and Kolakowski, for they were originated in the in-
comprehension of the necessary relationship, in Marx's thought, between
the negative existence of labour and its positive essence. Thus for
the critics it would be inadequate to speak of alienation of the human
essence, because that is equivalent to saying either: (1) That human
nature is unchangeable (a doctrine expressly rejected by Marx) or,

(2) That human ?ature is conceived as an ideal and thus as something
impossible to anticipate or establish. However, all these objections
stem from a basic mistake. Wjth respect to point number two I have
alrea&y furnishedlggg\tonceptual elements that make this contention un-
tenable but my criticisms will be developed further. As far as point
number one is concerned, it is grounded in another complementary mis-

understanding of Marx's concept of man. 1 believe this point can be



claritfed b omeans ot T he Coclowing cxamplo.s Guppone woeowant te deter
mine to what extent a4 certain inoin oaecordance with The bhod il tniwan
casence. What we would dooin this o aae iu simply too compare bim owith,

4 phvsically normal man, (Le., with comecre who has all the bodily tea
tures of g man: he has a head, two arms and two tevs b capable ot
erect o waleing, has an Adequate proportion amone the it erent partn ot
his body, ete., ote. Ftoie plain that the human Sodily esoone e congist .
in g set o teatures which ailow (o eNXistence of multitarious varia-
tions in terms of proportion, stature, colonr, ote.  Now BUPPOSEe We see
A man from whom an arm has beoen amputated.  We immediately detect the
discrepancy between his bodily essence and his bodv.  This discrepency
Appears manifest to us because we have alwavs known t he cosent fal boditv
features of man.,  But what would happen in the hvpothet idal case o! an
existence whose essence Ly completely unknown to us? Apparent v we
would be completelyv deprived of the possibility of contrastingssuch
existence with its essential pattern.  An identical situation will oceur
in the case of existences that present a completelv changing ossen&o.
Curiously this is exactly the situation faced by Marx's critics when
they state that it is impossible to speak of alienation of human essence
because that would be equivalent to saving that human nature is unchange-
able. Evidently Marx repeatedly states that human nature or essence is
not unchangeable but historical and 1in permanent social modification.
But this has been mistakenly understood by a great number of his cri-
tics as meaning that Marx conceives no constant ontelogical features

in man's nature. This is of course a doctrine completely foreign to
Marx's thought. For Marx the ontologically constant aspect of man's
nature is derived from his bodilv, natural and dependent condition which
forces him to a permanent exchange with the surrounding world, an ex-
change which in. the human species assumes the form of an active trans-
formation and reproduction of the world in order © adapt it to the
specifically human modes of apprqpriatiqn; this process is none oth.

than the labour mrocess, which is defined in Capital as:

P



et en st cud ftion tor erter fin e e o
aatter between tan o and nature, Qi the o ever et sy

nature fmposed condition of human exinience and fhere

tore oot evers cocdal phase of that o exiatence, oy
"
rather, {4 common 1o every auct, ohaae.

i ds tor Mary the conntant factor of 'man pature and (0 {x prec e
throueh thin tactor that we can Jdiscover humanit ' potent fal ftics puin
under {ts historvically distorted expression..  What i« imp o tant o
anderstand adequately is that this permanent tactor of humas fature o
Por Marx constant in a x'r'r\'\.-;p«-r:i fe menses Marx [onot saciog 1 hoo
there s something like a constant ent it which 1+ common (o all exing -
ing and possible men, buts simply that in evers historica. sitwaft jon man
must work in order to reproduce his existence.  Needless toosav, when
Marx talks ot a constant factor he does not mean that the mater fal cone
ditions which made possible man's organic exchange with nature are al-
wivs the same.  What he means is that labour is a permanent "mode’” ot
man's relationship with nature, whose historical forms are in permanent
modificatfon. To sav it in a paradoxical fashion: what {s constant in
man's existence, qnd therefore in his essence. is the ever chahwing pro-

cess of reproduction of his life.

I have already alluded to the marxian emplovment of the concept
Y

of essence in the sense of meaning '"'conditions of existence". When

applied to man this signification presents its more developed dialect i~

cal expression because in man labour is not onlv a condition of

s
existence but an internal condition. Whereas animals have their essence
outside themselves man has his own in himself, in so far as he Is cap-
able of creating his environment and thus indirectly o: creating his
own nature,

It is interesting to contrast Marx's concept of human ndture
with the idea of a constant nature of man. Apparently the necessitw
of postulating an unmodifiable nature of man is based on the necessity
of accounting theoreticallyv for the similarities among ;en in different

societies or historical epochs, whereas the differences in man's his~

torical expressions are explained, according to this conception, in
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(hecaunae all natagral cond it ions operate 0 hiatore . tunct fong o
o tal Oy anizat {onys, never vice veraar s o bat o oot it e ent modes o PO
duction, of d{tterent crvanieations of labour an fhe reanect joe SO0 e
tlen, noother words, top Mars, both the ditterencen and samilarities

ot men dn ditferent societ ea o are the roault ot the determined and ape -

SItic character of the social relations under which men Live, and theee
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fetermined b nature but are the product o

social relat {ons are po!
man's own praxis.

milv keeping (0 mind all that has heen said with respect to the
Concept ot natdre or essence can we apderstand adequatelyv the true sense
ot the kev formulat ions ot llfi)l}ﬂlf@&;iﬂ?li!LLLREQRPic“1 Manuscripts
and the character of Marx'= indictment of bourgeois societ+v. Marx did
not need =c have recourse - 3 Htoplan conception of the nature of man,
a4 ceneeption of what he "should be', conceived in complete abstraction
from the concrete historical conditions of man's existence, in order
to condemn the societv based on commodit- production. For Marx it was
sutficient to examine the conditions in which human pctivity was Jdevel-
oping in order to discover that those conditions constitute the complete
negation of the realization of every human facultv, or at the most the
particularist realization of the sowers of man. This can be Jetected

for example in the following texts of the voung Marx:

Political Economy conceals the estrangement in the nature
of labour by ignoring the direct reiationship between the
worker (labour) and production. It is true that labour
produces marvels for the rich byt it rroduces privation
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tor the worker. It produces palaces, but hovels tor

the worker, It produces beauty, but detformityv for the
worker. It replaces labour by machines, but it casts
some of the workers back into barbarous forms of labour
and turn others into machines. It produces intelligence,
but it produces {diocy and cretinism for the worker.!0

in another passage, this time in The Holy Family:

The propertied class and the proletariat present the same
human self-alienation. But the former class finds in this
self-alienation its confirmation and its good, its own power:
it has in it a semblance of human existence. The class of
the proletariat feels annihilated in its self—alienatibn;

it sees in it its own powerlessness and the reality of an
inhuman existence.ll

As these passages testify, for Marx the existence of the contra-
dictory results of the unfolding of human social activity shows at least
two important things: (1) By its own nature labour does not produce only
estrangement but also the exbression, even though distorted, of human
positive powers. (2) The alienation of the worker is at the same time
the confirmation of the power of another human being; the proprietor of
the means of production? That is, such hun . powers, however histori-
cally transfigured, cannot represent in essence but different modes of
human appropriation and mastering of nature, different modes of enrich-
ment and potentiation of human forces. This doctrine of human faculties
can be detected "at work' throughout the entire manuscript known under

the name of Estranged Labour as its constant presupposition. We will

return to this later. Without this doctrine of human faculties it is
utterly impossible to make any sense of such passages as the following:

...what a paradox it would be if the more man subjugates
nature through his labour and the more divine miracles
are made superfluous by the miracles of industry, the
more he is forced to torego the joy of production, and
the enioyment of the product out of deference to this
power .12 -

Why would this be a paradox? Has Marx not shown throughout thd’
entire first manuscript that precisely this paradox expresses the true
essence of commodity producing society? As>Marx himself declares ex-

pressly igp the following passage:



In the progressing condition ot society the destruct ion

and  impover ishment of the worker is the product of his

own labour and the wealth he has himselt produced. Misery
rhus springs.from the nature of the prevailing mode of 11

labour and {s rooted In the very essence of modern societv.
S0 tic paradox can be resolved only by bringing to bear the concept ot
faculty bv means of which Marx apprehends the problem of alienated la-
bour in capitalist society. Hence what would constitute a true paradox
for Marx is to accept uncritically, as political economy does, that

alienation is the "natural" or "necessary" consequence of the unfolding
!

of all human productive power, of human labour. Marx will insist on
this point more than twenty years later in Capital when he declares:

Nature does not produce on the one side owners of money
or commodities, and on the other men possessing nothing
but their own labour power. This relation has no natural
basis, neither is its social basis one that is common to
all historical periods.

Hence, Marx rejects the idea that alienation is a necessary and unavoid-
able result of a certain ontological determination of labour, and this

rejection constitutes one of the permanent features of his thought.

Part B ]

In connexion with the question of the historical character of
alienation let us examine here briefly Martin Nicolaus" appreciation of
the distinction between objectification and alienation in Marx's earlv
work, contained in the Foreword to the English translation of the Grund-
risse. There Nicolaus claims that:

The earlier writing, notably Economic Philosophical Manu-
scripts of 1844 ("Paris Manuscripts') were less than al-
together unambiguous on the question whether "alienation"
was to be conceived as a universal, eternal human condi-
tion, or whether it was rooted in the particular historical’
mode of capitalist production and hence transitory. This
state of less than total consistency and clarity variously
"grounded" itself in, and expressed itself as, identifica-
tion of the concept "alienation" with the concept "objecti-
fication". Since objectification-—that is, making things--
is inseparable from any human society more advanced than
gathering berries, the identification of the two terms
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could williully be interpretell as Marx's "vision" of aliena-
tion forgver, -In the Crundrisse the issue s met squarely
and altogether consistently. To quote only a brief excerpt
from one passage among many: "The bgurgeois economists

are so much coop up within the notions belonging to a
specific histori?dstage of social development that the
necessity of the objectification of the powers of social
labour appears to them as insegarable from their aliena-
tion vis-a-vis living labour'.

Evidently the alleged lack of consistency ana clarity are here
Nicolaus' own contributions to the interpretation of Marx's early writ-
ings. As always what is at the bottom of this type of misunderstanding
of Marx's ideas is the lack of perception of the role of the concept of
alienation in his theory of human nature. _A furnishing of texts and an
adequate reading will reveal immediately the mistake of Nicolaus' pogi-
tion on this important question. If Marx had believed for a moment that
alienation is an "eternal human condition'" we would have no way to under-
stand for example his own conception of communist socfefy as:

The positive -.persession of private property as human
self-estrangement and hence the true appropriation of
the human essence through and for man...[as]...the true
resolution of the conflict between existence and essencc
. between objectification and sélf-affirmation, etc., .te.’

.More strongly put: If Marx had believed in the ontological charac:-.r of
human alienation any pro#ect of transcendence of it would i. - Jecn ute-
terly absurd, nonsensical. From this perspective it is manifest that
already in 1844 Marx clearly conceived alienation as a transitog; his-
torical state of man, or which is the same, he understood the difference
between objectification and alienation. But this is only a part, and
perhaps not the most important, of the reasons for rejecting Nicolaus'
p051t10n If he were rlght the whole criticism of Hegel s philosophy
accomplished by the young Marx would be reduced too to pure nonsense.
For example how could we understand the following passage of the IV
Manuscript in which Marx criticizes Hegel's doctrine of alienation. In
the initial pages of it Marx has declared:

-+vlet us observe that Hegel adopts the standpoint of
modern political economy. He sees labour as the essence



of man; he sees the positiye and not the negative side of
Labour (labour is man's coming to be for himself within
alienation or as the alienated man).

And a few pages further he develops his criticism as follows:

Hepel grasps man's self-estrangement, alienation of being,
loss of objectivity and loss of reality as self-discovery,
expression of being, objectification and realization. 1In
short, he sees labour--within abstraction--as man's act

of self-creation and man's relation to himself as an alien
being as the emergence of species-consciousness and species
“life.

But in Hegel, apart from or rather as a consequence of the
inversion we have already described, this act appears,
firstly, to be merely formal because it is abstract and
because human nature itself is seen only as abstract think-
ing, as self-consciousness. And secondly, because the
conception is formal and abstract, the supersession of
alienation becomes a confirmation of alienation. In other
words, Hegel sees this movement of self-creation and self-
objectification in the form of self-alienation and self-
estrangement as the absolute and hence the final expres-
sion of human life which has itself as its aim, is at

rest in itself and has attained its own &ssential nature.
"(Emphasis mine)

What these quotations show conclusively is that in 1844 Marx already
distinguished clearly between objectification and alienation, and that
the identification of them is one of Marx's main criticisms of Hegel's
conception of man and man's alienation. But besides that the distinc-
tion between objectification and alienation plays such an important role
in Marx's own doctrine of man that without it the Manuscripts as a whole
are utterly)incomprehenéible. . ' .

But perhaps the more astonishing confirmation of the mistake of
Nic?laus' position is derived from the fact that the text of the Grund—
riséelg he has quoted (to show the oppdsition between Marx's early and
mature thought on the question of Alienation versus Objectification) to
our surprise seems to be the exact trahslation, in the new language of
the mature Marx, of the same passage of the Manuscripts we have quoted

above. McLellanZO and other commentators have indicated that Marx

used hiS\ghrly notebooks of 1843-45 even for the composition of Capital.
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Thus it would not be strange to find entire passages of the Manuscripts
of 1844 reproduced or "translated" into the new language of the Grund-
risse written thirteen years later.‘ An attentive reading of both texts
will show, over the manifest textual differences, a complete convergence
in terms of doctrine in 1844 and in 1857. 1In the Grundrisse Marx is

not concerned any more with the criticism of Hegel's doctrine of aliena-
tion but with the criticism of political economy. However, as Lucio
Colletti21 has correctly emphasized, Marx's criticism of Hegel furnishes
the key to his subsequent criticism of political economy. In Manuscripts
Marx states that "Hegel adopts the standpoint of modern politiqgl econo-
my”,22 and for that reason it is not surprising fhat criticism of poli-
tical economy in Grundrisse“and in Capital follows the same line as the
criticism of Hegelian philosophy. The objection is the same in both
cases, i.e.,'fhe rejection of the idea (of Hegel and political economy)
that objectification and alienation are inseparable terms, an idea ob-
tained from an uncritical acceptance of the present conditions of eco-
nomic reality in which the obﬂectificationnof all human power appears
necessarily accompanied by its alienation. But for Marx this is only
the historicaliinvergion of the essential character of human activity’
in capitalist society and not iﬁs absolute or ontological condition.

The term "inversion" is key here in so far as it shows one more time

thé philosophical genesis of Marx criticism of political economy; for

its constitutes one of the central concepts of Marx's criticism of

Hegel not only in the Manuscripts but in his>Crit;que of Hegel's doctrine
of State as well.?> L ¥
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CHAPTER FOUR
POWER, HUMAN NATURE AND ALIENATION

...what is wealth other than the uni-
versality of individual needs, capa-
¢ cities, pleasures, productive forces
etc., created through universal ex-
change? The full development of
human mastery over the forces of
nature, those of so-called nature
as well as of humanity's own nature?
The absolute working-out of his crea-
tive potentialities, with no presup-~
position other than the previous his-
toric development, which makes this
totality of development, 1i.e. the
development of all human powers as
such the end in 1itself, not as mea-~
sured on a predetermined yardstick?
-—K. Marx, Grundrisse

To return to our main line of argumentation it is necessary to
examine now a little further the meaning of the concept of power (Egégi)l
as it is employed by Marx 1n‘the texts under consideration, in order to
comprehend better its functgbn in the theory of human nature. Accord-
ing to Marx a power or faculty can be defined as the capacity to per-
form a dgtérminate action or establish arpéfficular relationship with
extefnal reality. Man is endowed with certain capacities due to his

~ .

natural character: ©

As a natural being and as a living natural being he is
equipped with natural powers, with vital powers, he
‘1s an active natural being; these powers exist in him

- as dispositions and capacities, as drives.

These powers are called by Marx vital powers because their constant ac-
tualizatioh' makes possible the reproduction o6f the life of individuals

and so that of the species. The function of all thesé_powers is thus
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)
to maintain-and reprohuce human nature in so far as that is determined
by the satisfaction of certain needs. To every need there is its cor-
responding power capable of.satisfying it. Every power .represents a

specific and particular mode of appropriation of the world by man, or

3

’ as Marx called it; an "ontological affirmation". It 1is interesting

to notice the fact that in order to explain this notion of power, Marx
always employs the senses as illustrative examples. For example in the
manuscript named "private property and communism' Marx explains the
specificity and role of the human powers as follows:

An object is different for the eye from what it is for

the ear, and the eye's object is different from the ear's.
» The peculiarity of each essential power is precisely its

peculiar mode of its objectification, of its objectively

real, living being. Man is therefore affirmed in the ob-

jective world not only in thought but with all the senses.

Every sense is a special way of relating man with his world, a parti-
cular form of apprehension of external reality and in this way a parti-
cular kind of human affirmafion, i.e., the realization of a partial as-

pect of human essence; or as Marx himself put it:

Man appropriates his integral essenc integral way,
as a total man. All his human relat == the world--~
seeing, hearing, smelling, tasting, i %, thinking,

contemplating, sensing, wanting, acting, loving--in short,
all the organs of his individuality, like the organs which
are directly communal in form, are in their objective
approach or in their abproach to the object the appropri-
ation of that object. This appropriation of human reality,
their apgroach to the object, is the confirmation of human
reality.

Marx does not limit the meaﬁing of the word "sense" in these passages
only to denote the so ca’'ed "five senses' but rather he calls sense
all expression of human appropriation o§ the world.6 The complementary
implication of man's dependency on ohjective. external reality consists

in the limited and suffering characte of a1is cxistence:

...as a natural, corporeal, sensur.s. oh' :-tive being
he is a suffering, conditic:  an. .imited being, like
animals and plargs.7

To be sensuous is to suffer - be subjected to the

actions of another).
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But the point to understand is that contrary to the animal's, man's de-
pendency on external nature is not a direct and immediate one. In the
case of animals the realization of their powers, the satisfaction of
their necessities, has a pure and direct natural character consisting,
for example, in obtaining the organic substances necessary for their
physical preservation, etc. In man the confirmation of his powers is
also conditioned by objects most of which are perhaps still of a natural
character, but almost without exception all of them are socially medi-
ated, i.e., they are the product of human labour. Even things éuch as
animals and plants, which appear to us as purely natural products, are
in fact in their actual form the result of a long historical process

of gradual transformation by means of labour. As a consequence of this
mediated relationship with nature through labour the natural dependency
of man has become one of a social character. This fact represents, at
least potentially, an advantage of man over animals. For one thing, in
the animal world the realization of powers, or satisfaction of animal
necessities, is possible only for the species but not for every single one
of its members. This is for two main reasons: (1Y Because they depend

Vdirevtly on nature, animals are constantly exposed to scarcity; (2) Be-

cause a cr id:  vle number of animals must serve as an indispensable
vrganic ma. rial for the nutrition of the rest of the members of the
species @ war, as a result of his necessarily mediated relationship

with nature through labour, those two forms of animal dependency on
nature zve ne longer necessary. The‘;erpetuation of the human species
does not require that some of its members have to serve ag material of
\nourkshment for the rest. Man can produce what is necegsary for all,
thus overcoming natural scarcity, at least at a certain high level of
development of his productive powers. ®

But the mentioned advantage of man over animals had historically
turned into a true disadvantage:

In tearing away the object of his production from man,
estranged labour therefore tears away from him his spe-
cies-life, his true species-objectivity and transforms
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his advantage [my emphasis, H.B.] over animals iuto the dis-
advantageqthat his inorganic body, nature, i taken away
from him.

Thus, when in capitalist society man is victim of the alicnation of his
product he is in fact reduced to a sub-animal condition. Man cannot
reproduce his own life any more. Thus, the advantage that he has over
the animals-~consisting in the fact that he is not directly dependent

on what nature can provide, but he can produce what he needs and create
and fashion collectively his own objective world--is reverted into a
disadvantage in so far as man has been deprived even of the animal capa-
city of reproducing his own life.

Hence what has apparently occurred is that man's mediated rela-
tion with nature has simply replaced a kind of dependence by another,
dependence on nature by dependence on ether men. Not even the particu~
larist realization of the animal powers and needs in thé natural wor 1d
seems to have been superseded in the human world. It is true that in
any developed human society men are not the nourishment of men anymore,
but the possibility of development of the ma jority of the members of
the species is still determined, in spite of the productive powers of ’
labour, by the scarcity of resources. But is this all the modification
that labour has produced in man's existence? No, says Marx, in spite
of its negative expression in human history labour has created in its
development the material conditions for the liberation of the human
species not only from nature but from any group of men. This universal
liberation will be possible thanks to the gigantic expansion of the
social productive forces accomplished in capitalist society through
the scientific and technological appropriation of wage laboﬁr. If human
liberation has so far simply meant the particularist realization of a
few, this is_.simply because of the limitation of the material productiv-
ity of society. As Marx puts it in the central pages of The German

Ideologz:

All emancipation carried through hitherto has been based
--.0n restrictive productive forces. The production which
these productive forces could provide was insufficient for
the whole of society and made development possible only



ff some persons satistied their needs at the expense of
others, and therefore some--the minoritv~-obtained the
monopoly of development, while others—-the majoritv--
owinyg to the constant struggle to satisfv their most
essent fal needs, were for the time being (f.e., until
the creatvion of new revolutionary productive forces)
excluded from any development.

The universal emancipation of man will be possible onlv as a result of
the universal development of the social productive forces, and as Marx
has recogniz®ed in different works it is the historical merit of rhe
capitalist mode of production to have established the basis of this
devclopment.11 Without this precondition socialism would lacl any
material justification:

-..what would lead the socialists to the idea of raising
higher demands if they did not presuppose this higher
development of the forces of social production, brought
about by wage labour? The latter is rather the presup-
position of their demands.l

For Marx, therefore, the universal realization of man's powers demands
as its necessary precondition the liberation of man from his material
dependency, not 'y from nature but also from other menﬁﬁn society.

But perhaps on this point a further clarification is required. Marx's
critics usually miss the dialectical connexion between the theory of
transcendence of alienation and the concept of alienation in itself.

By now it should be clear that Marx rejects the doctrine which conceives
alienation as an inavoidable ontological determination of human exis-
tence. What may not be evident however is that Marx establishes his
project of transcendence of alienation on the basis of recognition of
the ontological “insuperability of man's heteronomy grounded in his
natural and limited condition. In other words, Marx does not contend
that man must seek the transcendence of all heteronomy, and try to get

a kind of absolute unconditionality, or something of that sort.l In
this sense Kamenka14 is wrong when he interprets Marx's concept of
alienation as applicable to any form of man's dependence on or'heteronomy
from physical or natural conditions out of his controi. Marx reserves

the term "alienation" for that phenomenon of historical character (i.e.,
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not owtolepical), oulyv tully developed in the commodity producing secice-
\\\*“/t\'. in which map becomes victim of the untolding ot his own powers,

name lv, when as a result of his own action he franstorms his autonomy
»
into heteronomy, —

Notlce, In this respect for example, how Marx, in The German Tde-
ology eriticizes the "true socialists” because they concelve human free

activity as absolute independe

RY

We see here...what the Drre—d Alists understand by
“free activity'. Our anthor Imprddently reveals to us
that free activity is activity which "is not determined
by things external to us", l.e., actus purus, pure,
absolute activity, which is nothing but activity and is
in the last instance tantamount to the illusion of "pure
thought'. Tt naturally sullies the purity of this ac-
tivity {f ft has a material basis and a material result;
the true socialists deal only reluctantly with impure
activity of this kind; he despises its product, which

he terms "a mere refuse of man', and not "a result"
(p.169). The subject from whom this pure activity
proceeds cannot, therefore, be a real sentient humamn
being; 1t can only be the thinking mind. 1

According to all this it is clear that for Marx the aspiration to super-
sede all heteronomy would be equivalent to a purely abstract and ideal-
ist utopia,’ in so far as it is an aspiration in no way grounded in man's
real ontological determinations. But at tha same time Marx shows that
the origin of this aspiration resides in the illusion of pure thought
when it considers itself as a monad, closea in itself, not needing anv
externality to realize its abstract existence. But the subject of this

process Marx will say in The Economic and Philosophical Manuscripts of

1844 is only "the philosopher, himself an abstract form of alienated

man, [who has] set himself up as the measure of the alienated world".16
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FOOTNOTES FOR CHAPTER ol

Fosl ish translators of lﬁjﬁ“ﬂ« ~};uy;;r9ndvr both the German
words "Kraft"™ and "Macht™ asn ‘power', hut Marx emplovs the
term "Kraft"” ({n Jdifferent varfations such as: Wesenkratt ;
essent fal power; Lebenkratt: vital paower , etc.) onlv to de-
note human powers or faculties, whereas he reserves the term
"Macht™ to name what {s a purely materfal-objective or retf ied
torce.  An Interesting conf frmat ion of Marx's terminologtceal
precisfon can be found (n the fact that he savs: "menschl{che
wesenkraft”, when alluding to human essent fal powers, and
"unmenschl {che Macht” when he wants to denote the opposite;
{.e., unhuman, reified, or alien powers. See, for example,
the manuscripts named "Need, productfon, and division of la=-
bour"” (Bed{irfnis, Produktion und Arbeftsteilung) . Karl Marx,

Texte zu Methode und Praxis Vol.TT, pp.86-1073.

Karl Marx, Economic and Philosophical Manuscripts, K. Marx Early
Writings, p.389. Notice that exactly the same terminology
Is employed bv Marx in the Grundrisse. See for example p.750.

Marx, 4ibid., '""Money", p.375.

»

Marx, 1ibid., p.353.
Marx, ibid., p.351.

This 1is explicit in the following passage of 1844 Manuscripts:
"For not only the five senses, but also the so-called spiri-
tual senses, the practical senses (will, love, etc.), in a
word the human senses, the humanity of senses...." EPM, p.353.

’

Marx, ibid., p.389.
Marx, 1ibid., p.390.
Marx, ibid., p.329.

Marx and Engels, The German Ideology, p.457.

See, for example, the following passage of Grundrisse in whick
Marx gives an elaborated expression of this recognition:
The barrier to capital is that this entire development -

~
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13.

14,

15.

16.

Marx and Engels, ‘ibid., pp.491-92.
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ceeds in a contradictory way, and that the working-out of

the productive forces, of general wealth etc., appears in such
a way that the working ind{vidual alienates himself; relates
to the conditions brought out of h?}TTSTWTIE labour as those
not of his own but of an alien wealth and of his own poverty.
But this antithetical form is itself fleeting, and produces
the real conditions of 1ts own suspension. The result is:

the tendentially and potentially general development of the
forces of production--wealth as such--as a basis; lIRQWISL

the universality of intercourse, hence world market as a
basis. The basis as the possibility of the universal develop-
ment of the individual, and the real development of the in-
dividuals from this basis as a constant suspension of its
barrier, not taken for a sacred limit. Not an ideal or ima-
gined universality of the indiwidual, but the universality of
his real and ideal relations.

Marx, Grundrisse, pp.451-52,

Marx, ibid., p.893.

Man does not create his last ontological determinations or the

rules for realizing its potentialities. These are given. 1t
is man's mode of existence, his way of realizing itself which
is free. In other words, man attains his good by realizing
his essence according to certain given laws. In this consists
his heteronomy but at the same time his autonomy or freedom.
For Marx's conception of freedom see: James J. O'Rourke, The
Problem of Freedom in Marxist Thought, chapter II. Also,
Meszaros, Marx's Theory of Alienation, chapters V and VI.

E. Kamenka, Marxism and Ethics, pp.19-27.

Marx, Economic and Philosophical Manuscripts, p.384.

¢



CONCLUSTON >

With the help of all the materials considercd@ far in this
Inquiry it is finally possible to arrive at some major conclusions.
Marx has rejected the ontological interpretation of alienation in Hegel
and in political economy. This rejection has been made on the basis

that {t {s not the realization of labour's essence but its historical

negaﬁion which has led man into bondage. Or what is the same, Marx has
shown that the alienation of human acti 'ty 1is not the result of the
contradictory essence of labour itself,.but of the negation of that es-
sence in its historical existence, i.e., in society based in private
property.1 This contrxadiction between the existence and essence of
man's life activity amounts objectively to thd historical contrgaiction
between his prodUCtive'capability and the material conditions of aétual—
ization of these capacities. This is a fact that must be histgrically
explained, that is not natural, that cannot be simply assumed:

It 1is not the unity of living and active humanity with
the natural, inorganic conditions of their metabolic
exchange with nature, and hence their appropriation of
nature, which require, explanation or is the result of

‘a historic process, but rather the separation detween
these inorganic conditions of human existence and this
active existence, a separation which 1is completely
posited only in the relation of wage labour and capital.

From this perspective we can grasp the true meaning of Marx's criticism
pl
of the capitalist mode of appropriation of labour expressed for example

in the following passage of the Manuscripts of 1844:

In relation to the worker who appropriates nature through

his labour, appropriation appears (my emphasis) as estrange-
ment, self activity as activity for another, and of another,
vitality as a sacrifice of life, production of an object
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as loss of that object to an alien power, to an alien
3
man.

All these feafures of huhan activity specified by Marx--appropria-
tion, self-activity, vitality, productivity, etc.--are in fact particu-
larizations of the concept of power or force; and its opposed terms--
estrangement , aétivity for another, sacrifice of life, 1955 of the ob-
ject, etc.--nothing but its respective negations, negations of "the
specific character and the power of human nature' (EPM, p.275). What
has happened then in the commodity producing society is that the inten-
tionality of human praxis has been reverted. The "natural" telos of
human aétivity consisting in the potentiation of some power, the satis-
faction of some necessity, the unfolding of some "power of action" (as

4
Spinoza would say), -has been reverted into its contrary, ' . forming

the worker's labour into "an activity directed against hi=--1¢" #PM,
p-327). Or, as it is put by Marx in his later works: The . 3 char-

acter of labour, consisting in the active assimilation of objects to
human needs, has been denaturalized, reducing labour to a mere instru-
ment or means in the process of capital's reproduction, thus putting
human living-power to the service of a dead objectivity.5 The power of
domination of man over his objective world has been turned into the
domination of the objective power of the world over man.

Only now are we in a positiion to nul%iﬁ? the basis of the afore-
_ mentioned objections to Marx's theory of alienation (and indirectly to
his doctrine of human nature) consisting in the accusation that that
doctrine necessarily requires the establishment of an "ideal pattern"
according to which the negation or realization of human essence can be
historically determined. In fact Marx does not need # resort to that
kind of ahistorical pattern, neither to criticize capitalist society,
ngr to conceive a future society without alienation. For one thing,
he did not conceive the actual and the possible human nature as two
separate entities. As Marcuse says:

For Marx essence and facticity, the situation of.assen-
tial history and the situation of factual history, are e
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no longer separate regions or levels independent of each
other; the historical experience of man is taken up into

the definition of his essence. We are no longer dealing

with an abstract human essence which remains equally valid

at every stage of concrete history, but with ag essence which
can be defined in history and only in history. -

In other words, what man could become and what he is can be established
in terms of the same ontological and historical determinations. Second-
ly, Marx does not need recourse to any éhistorical pattern because he
sees in labour the key to and manifestation of human nature. Thirdly,
for him every possibility of development of man depends on the condi-
tions created by labour as its necessary and permanent conditionl and

. thanks to the tremendous expansion of the productive forces of labour
obtained through the use of sc ence and technology man is materially
capable\of superseding alienation.

Given that man is ontologically an "ens laborans", i.e., an ac-

t

tive being endowed with the capacity of tg?nsforming nature and hls re-
lations with it, and thus capable of transfbrming himself, the realiza-—
tion of human essence is equivalent to the potentiation of his vital
powers. This is why the marxian project of transcendence of alienation
does not have a utopian character. Marx is not postulating the histori-
cal realization of a certain "ideal of man', formulated ex—nihilo,‘bug
contrarily what he does is £0 show us the possibility of superseding

the present'situatidn of man on the basis of the present existing on-
tological and historical conditions. In this sense the marxian project
of liberation does not establish other limits to the development of
human nature than the ontalogical, i.e., those determined by the limited,
active character of man and his mediate relationshiﬁ with nature. These
are the only permanent features of ... for Marx. Neither does Marx
judge the possible superéession >f alienztion from an un-historical or
supra-~historical pattern, becausz= for h-a human history is nothing but
the history of man's teleological u(lLvity7 or as Marx says: "'The whole
of what is called world history is nothing more than the creation of

man through human labour and the development of nature for‘“man.”8 Marx

i1



does not anticipate what thé future development will be of man and his
nature (even though he® sees in tée present the elements from which it
is possible to foresee some of its more general traits); he siﬂbly de-
clares that no matter how this process takes place it cannot occur ex-
cept inside the 1imi£s established by the basic ontological conditions
of man. At the same time Mar® is saying that the all round realization
of the vital human powers constitutes a true "must" for man, in so far
as this development is in harmony with needs deeply rooted in man's
nature. But this is an ethical process, and not simply a deterministic

one, for man can actually fail to realize his true nature.



FOOTNOTES FOR CONCLUSION

Concerning the connection between alienation and private property,
Marx says in the 1844 Manuscripts: "...material, immediately
sensuous private property is the material, sensuous expres-
sion of estranged human life" (EPM, pp.348-49). That is, for
Marx private property (or which is for bourgeois political
economy the same: egoism) is not a natural or essential con-
dition of man, but the consequence of the alienation of man's
productive activity. In this sense private property can only
represent a perverted form of a genuine human relationship

- toward objectivity and toward other men. Thus, the end of
private propertyis for Marx the end of the egoistic relation-
ship of man toward those two kinds of realities, or as Marx
puts it in the text just quoted: o
---assuming the positive supersession of private property,
man produces man, himself and other men;...the object, which
is the direct activity of his individuality, is at the same
time his exigtence for other men, their existence and their
existence for kim (EPM, p.349). -

. N

Marx, Grundrisse, Foundations of A Critique of Political Economy,
p.489,

Marx, Economic and Philosophical Manuscripts of 1844, Karl Marx
Early Writings, p.334.

Spinoza, Ethics,' Part IV, preface, p.190. (Elwes translation.)

See Capital Vol.I, p.399. Also Grundrisse, p.461.

H. Marcuse, '"The Foundation of Historical Materialism", Studies
in Critical Philosophy, p.28. . :

In the sense of a finite teleology. See A. Schmidt, The Concept
of Nature in Marx, chapter I.

Marx, ibid., p.357.

An obvious objection-to this last conclusion is that I am contra-
. dicting here my main contentions, and relapsing into what I
have criticized throughout the entire thesis. But this con-

¢
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tradiction is

only apparent. I believe I have consistently

refuted the claim that Marx's doctrine of alienation and his
project of transcendence of it, reqQuire an ideal or utopian

conception of
imply that we
tion'" must be
come of human
the theory of
thesis to say

man. But this rejection does not in any way
have to accept that the process of "de-aliena-
conceived as an historically inavoidable out-
development. It is perfectly consistent with
human nature I have being defending in this
that man can fail in realizing his potentiali-

ties, potentialities which are rooted in certain ontological
determinations, but that are not naturally but socially de-
termined in their actualization. _
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