On the Jewish Question
KARL MARX

In this essay, written in the autumn of 1843 and published in the
Deutsch-Franzésische Jahrbiicher, Marx pursued his critical aims through a
review of two studies on the Jewish question by another Young Hegelian,
Bruno Bauer. The criticism of politics is developed in the first part, leading
to the conclusion that human emancipation requires the ending of the divi-
sion between man as an egoistic being in “civil society” and man as ab-
stract citizen in the state. In the second part, Marx proceeds to the criti-
cism of economics or commerce, which he equates with “Judaism.” His
concluding call for “the emancipation of society from Judaism” (which has
been seen on occasion as a manifesto of anti-Semitism) is in fact a call for
the emancipation of society from what he here calls “huckstering,” or from
what he was subsequently to call “capitalism.” This, however, is not to
deny that Marx, although he himself .was of Jewish origin, harbored anti-
Jewish attitudes, nor is it to deny that such attitudes found expression in
this essay.

1. Bruno Bauer, Die Judenfrage'

The German Jews seek emancipation. What kind of emancipa-
tion do they want? Civic, political emancipation.

Bruno Bauer replies to them: In Germany no one is politically
emancipated. We ourselves are not free. How then could we liber-
ate you? You Jews are egoists if you demand for yourselves, as Jews,
a special emancipation. You should work, as Germans, for the
political emancipation of Germany, and as men, for the emancipa-
tion of mankind. You should feel the particular kind of oppression
* and shame which you suffer, not as an exception to the rule but
rather as a confirmation of the rule. '

Or do the Jews want to be placed on a footing of equality with
the Christian subjects? If they recognize the Christian state as
legally established they also recognize the régime of general enslave-

1. The Jewish question. [Braunschweig, 1843.—Marx]
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ment. Why should their particular yoke be irksome when they
accept the general yoke? Why should the German be interested in
the liberation of the Jew, if the Jew is not interested in the libera-
tion of the German?

The Christian state recognizes nothing but privileges. The Jew
himself, in this state, has the privilege of being a Jew. As a Jew he
possesses rights which the Christians do not have. Why does he
want rights which he does not have but which the Christians
enjoy? :

In demanding his emancipation from the Christian state he asks
the Christian state to abandon its religious prejudice. But does he,
the Jew, give up his religious prejudice? Has he then the right to
insist that someone else should forswear his religion?

The Christian state, by its very nature, is incapable of
emancipating the Jew. But, adds Bauer, the Jew, by his very nature,
cannot be emancipated. As long as the state remains Christian, and
as long as the Jew remains a Jew, they are equally incapable, the

“one of conferring emancipation, the other of receiving it.

With respect to the Jews the Christian state can only adopt the
attitude of a Christian state. That is, it can permit the Jew, as a
matter of privilege, to isolate himself from its other subjects; but it
must then allow the pressures of all the other spheres of society to
bear upon the Jew, and all the more heavily since he is in religious
opposition to the dominant religion. But the Jew likewise can only
adopt a Jewish attitude, i.e. that of a foreigner, towards the state,
since he opposes his illusory nationality to actual nationality, his
illusory law to actual law. He considers it his right to separate him-
self from the rest of humanity; as a matter of principle he takes no
part in the historical movement and looks to a future which has
nothing in common with the future of mankind as a whole. He
regards himself as a-member of the Jewish people, and the Jewish
people as the chosen people.

On what grounds, then, do you Jews demand emancipation? On
account of your religion? But it is the mortal enemy of the state
religion. As citizens? But there are no citizens in Germany. As
men? But you are not men any more than are those to whom you
appeal. ,

Bauer, after criticizing earlier approaches and solutions, formu--
lates the question of Jewish emancipation in a new way. What, he
asks, is the nature of the Jew who is to be emancipated, and the
nature of the Christian state which is to emancipate him? He
replies by a critique of the Jewish religion, analyses the. religious
opposition between Judaism and Christianity, explains the essence
of the Christian state; and does all this with dash, clarity, wit and
profundity, in a style which is as precise as it is pithy and vigorous.
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How then does Bauer resolve the Jewish question? What is -the
result? To formulate a question is to resolve it. The critical study of
the Jewish question is the answer to the Jewish question. Here it is
in brief: we have to emancipate ourselves before we can emancipate
others.

The most stubborn form of the opposition between Jew and
Christian is the religious opposition. How is an opposition
resolved? By making it impossible. And how is religious opposition
made impossible? By abolishing religion. As soon as Jew and Chris-
tian come to see in their respective religions nothing more than
stages in the development of the human mind—snake skins which
have been cast off by history, and man as the snake who clothed
himself in them—they will no longer find themselves in religious
opposition, but in a purely critical, scientific and human relation-
ship. Science will then constitute their unity. But scientific opposi-
tions are resolved by science itself.

The German Jew, in particular, suffers from the general lack of
political freedom and the pronounced Christianity of the state. But
in Bauer’s sense the Jewish question has a general significance,
independent of the specifically German conditions. It is the ques-
tion of the relations between religion and the state, of the con-
tradiction between religious prejudice and political emancipation.
Emancipation from religion is posited as a condition, both for the
Jew who wants political emancipation, and for the state which
should emancipate him and itself be emancipated.

“Very well, it may be said (and the Jew himself says it) but the
Jew should not be emancipated because he is a Jew, because he has
such an excellent and universal moral creed; the Jew should take
second place to the citizen, and he will be a citizen although he is
and desires to remain a Jew. In other words, he is and remains a
Jew, even though he is a citizerr and as such lives in a universal
human condition; his restricted Jewish nature always fially
triumphs over his human and political obligations. The bias persists
even though it is overcome by general principles. But if it persists,
it would be truer to say that it overcomes all the rest.” “It is only
in a sophistical and superficial sense that the Jew could remain a
Jew in political life. Consequently, if he wanted to remain a Jew,
this would mean that the superficial became the essential and
thus triumphed. In other words, his life in the state would be only
a semblance, or a momentary exception to the essential and
normal.”’% .

Let us see also how Bauer establishes the role of the state.

“France,” he says, “has provided us recently,? in connexion with

2. Bauer, “Die Fihigkeit der heutigen Emphases added by Marx.
Juden und Christen, frei zu werden,” 3. Chamber of Deputies. Debate of
Einundzwanzig Bogen, p. 57. [Merx] 26th December, 1840. [Merx]
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the Jewish question (and for that matter all other political ques-
tions), with the spectacle of a life which is free but which revokes
its freedom by law and so declares it to be merely an appearance;
and which, on the other hand, denies its free laws by its acts.””4

“In France, universal liberty is not yet established by law, nor is
the Jewish question as yet resolved, because legal liberty, i.e. the
equality of all citizens, is restricted in actual life, which is still
dominated and fragmented by religious privileges, and because the
lack of liberty in actual life influences law in its turn and obliges it
to sanction the division of citizens who are by nature free into
oppressors and oppressed.”

When, therefore, would the Jewish question be resolved in
France?

“The Jew would really have ceased to be Jewish, for example, if
he did not allow his religious code to prevent his fulfilment of his
duties towards the state and his fellow citizens; if he attended and
took part in the public business of the Chamber of Deputies on the
sabbath. It would be necessary, further, to abolish all religious priv-
ilege, including the monopoly of a privileged church. If, thereafter,
some or many or even the overwhelming majority felt obliged to
fulfil their religious duties, such practices should be left to them as
an absolutely private matter.”¢ “There is no longer any religion:
when there is no longer a privileged religion. Take away from reli-
gion its power to excommunicate and it will no longer exist.”?
“Mr. Martin du Nord has seen, in the suggestion to omit any men-
tion of Sunday in the law, a proposal to declare that Christianity -
has ceased to exist. With equal right (and the right is well found-
ed) the declaration that the law of the sabbath is no longer bind-
ing upon the Jew would amount to proclaiming the end of
Judaism.”8 :

Thus Bauer demands, on the one hand, that the Jew should
renounce Judaism, and in general that man should renounce reli-
gion, in order to be emancipated as a citizen. On the other hand,
he considers, and this follows logically, that the political abolition

of religion is the abolition of all religion. The state which pre-

supposes religion is not yet a true or actual state. “Clearly, the reli-
gious idea gives some assurances to the state. But to what state? To
what kind of state?”’?

At this point we see that the Jewish question is considered only
from one aspect.

It was by no means sufficient to ask: who should emancipate?
who should be emancipated? The critic should ask a third question:
4. Bauer, Die Judenfrage, p. 64. [Marx] 8.Bauer, Die Judenfrage, p. 66.
5. Ibid., p. 65. [Marx] - [Marx]

6. Loc. cit. [Marx] 9. Ibid., p. 97. [Marx]
7. Ibid., p. 71. [Marx]
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what kind of emancipation is involved? What are the essential
conditions of the emancipation which is demanded? The criticism
of political emancipation itself was only the final criticism of the
Jewish question and its genuine resolution into the “‘generdl question
of the age.”

Bauer, since he does not formulate the problem at this level, falls
into contradictions. He establishes conditions which are not based
upon the nature of political emancipation. He raises questions
which are irrelevant to his problem, and he resolves problems
which leave his question unanswered. When Bauer says of the
opponents of Jewish emancipation that “Their error was simply to
assume that the Christian state was the only true one, and not to
subject it to the same criticism as Judaism,”! we see his own error
in the fact that he subjects only the “Christian state,” and not the
“state as such” to criticism, that he does not examine the relation
between political emancipation and human emancipation, and that
he, therefore, poses conditions which are only explicable by his lack
of critical sense in confusing political emancipation and universal
human emancipation. Bauer asks the Jews: Have you, from your
standpoint, the right to demand political emancipation? We ask
the converse question: from the standpoint of political emancipa-
tion can the Jew be required to abolish Judaism, or man be asked to
abolish religion?.

The Jewish question presents itself differently according to the
state in which the Jew resides. In Germany, where there is no polit-

ical state, no state as such, the Jewish question is purely theologi-

cal. The Jew finds himself in religious opposition to the state,
which proclaims Christianity as its foundation. This state is a theo-
logian ex professo. Criticism here is criticism of theology; a dou-
ble-edged criticism, of Christian and of Jewish theology. And so we
move always in the domain of theology, however critically we may
move therein.

In France, which is a constitutional state, the Jewish question is
a question of constitutionalism, of the incompleteness of political
emancipation. Since the semblance of a state religion is maintained
here, if only in the insignificant and self-contradictory formula of a
religion of the majority, the relation of the Jews to the state also
retains a semblance of religious, theological opposition. ‘

It is only in the free states of North America, or at least in some
of them, that the Jewish question loses its theological significance
and becomes a truly secular question. Only where the state exists in
its completely developed form can the relation of the Jew, and of
the religious man in general, to the political state appear in a pure

“form, with its own characteristics. The criticism of this relation

1. Baver, Die Judenfrage, p. 3. [Marx]
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ceases to be theological criticism when the state ceases to maintain
a theologicdl attitude towards religion, that is, when it adopts the
attitude of a state, i.e. a political attitude. Criticism then becomes
criticism of the political state. And at this point, where the ques-
tion ceases to be theological, Bauer’s criticism ceases to be critical.

“There is not, in the United States, either a state religion or a
religion declared to be that of a majority, or a predominance of one
religion over another. The state remains aloof from all religions.”’?
There are even some states in North America in which “the consti-
tution does not impose any religious belief or practice as a condi-
tion of political rights.”3 And yet, “no one in the United States
believes that a man without religion can be an honest man.”* And
North America is pre-eminently the country of religiosity, as Beau-
mont,> Tocqueville® and the Englishman, Hamilton,? assure us in
unison. However, the states of North America only serve as an
example. The question is: what is the relation between complete
political emancipation and religion? If we find in the country
which has attained full political emancipation, that religion not
only continues to exist but is fresh and vigorous, this is proof that
the existence of religion is not at all opposed to the perfection of
the state. But since the existence of religion is the existence of a
defect, the souice of this defect must be sought in the nature of
the state itself. Religion no longer appears as the basis, but as the
manifestation of secular narrowness. That is why we explain the
religious constraints upon the free citizens by the secular con-
straints upon them. We do not claim that they must transcend
their religious narrowness in order to get rid of their secular limita-
tions, We claim that they will transcend their religious narrowness
once they have overcome their secular limitations. We do not turn
secular questions into theological questions; we turn theological
questions into secular ones. History has for long enough been
resolved into superstition; but we now resolve superstition into his-
tory. The question of the relation between political emancipation
and religion becomes for us a question of the relation between
political emancipation and human emancipation. We criticize the
religious failings of the political state by criticizing the political
state in its secular form, disregarding its religious failings. We
express in human terms the contradiction between the state and a
particular religion, for example Judaism, by showing the contradic-

2. Gustave de Beaumont, Marie ou Ues-
clavage aux Etats-Unis, Bruxelles,
1835, 2 vols., I, p. 207. [Marx] Marx
refers to another edition, Paris, 1835.
3. Ibid., p. 216. Beaumont actually re-
fers to all the States of North Amer-
ica.

4, 1Ibid., p. 217. [Marx]

5. G. de Beaumont, op. cit. [Marx]

6. A. de Tocqueville, De la démocratie
en Amérique. [Marx]

7. Thomas Hamilton, Men and Man-
ners in North America, Edinburgh,
1833, 2 vols. [Marx] Marx quotes from
tlhge34 German translation, Mannheim,
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tion between the state and particular secular elements, between the
state and religion in general and between the state and its general
presuppositions.

The political emancipation of the Jew or the Christian—of the
religious man in general—is the emancipation of the state from
Judaism, Christianity, and religion in general. The state emanci--
pates itself from religion in its own particular way, in the mode
which corresponds to its nature, by emancipating itself from the
state religion; that is to say, by giving recognition to no religion
and affirming itself purely and simply as a state. To be politically
emancipated from religion is not to be finally and completely
emancipated from religion, because political emancipation is not
the final and absolute form of human emancipation.

The limits of political emancipation appear at once in the fact
that the state can liberate itself from a constraint without man
himself being really liberated; that a state may be a free state with-
out man himself being a free man. Bauer himself tacitly admits this
when he makes political emancipation depend upon the following
condition—

“It would be necessary, moreover, to abolish all religious privi-
leges, including the monopoly of a privileged church. If some
people, or even the immense majority, still felt obliged to fulfil
their religious duties, this practice should be left to them as a com-
pletely private matter.” Thus the state may have emancipated itself
from religion, even though the immense majority of people con-
tinue to be religious. And the immense majority do not cease to be
religious by virtue of being religious in private. -

The attitude of the state, especially the free state, towards reli-
gion is only the attitude’ towards religion of the individuals who
compose the state. It follows-that man frees himself from a con-
straint in a political way, through the state, when he transcends his
. limitations, in contradiction with himself, and in an abstract,
narrow and partial way. Furthermore, by emancipating himself po-
litically, man emancipates himself in a devious way, through an
intermediary, however necessary this intermediary may be. Finally,
even when he proclaims himself an atheist through the intermedi-
ary of the state, that is, when he declares the state to be an atheist,
he is still engrossed in religion, because he only recognizes himself
as an atheist in a roundabout way, through an intermediary. Reli-
gion is simply the recognition of man in a roundabout fashion; that
is, through an intermediary.' The state is the intermediary between
man and human liberty. Just as Christ is the intermediary to whom
man attributes all his own divinity and all his religious bonds, so
the state is the intermediary to which man confides all his non-
divinity and all his human freedom.
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The political elevation of man above religion shares the weak-
nesses and merits of all such political measures. For example, the
state as a state abolishes private property (i.e. man decrees by polit-
ical means the abolition of private property) when it abolishes the
property qualification for electors and representatives, as has been
done in many of the North American States. Hamilton interprets
this phenomenon quite correctly from the political standpoint: The
masses have gained a victory over property owners and financial
wealth.8 Is not private property ideally abolished when the non-
owner comes to legislate for the owner of property? The property
qualification is the last political form in which private property is
recognized.

But the political suppression of private property not only does
not abolish private property; it actually presupposes its existence.
The state abolishes, after its fashion, the distinctions established by
birth, social rank, education, occupation, when it decrees that
birth, social rank, education, occupation are non-political distinc-
tions; when it proclaims, without regard to these distinctions, that
every member of society is an equal partner in popular sovereignty,
and treats all the elements which compose the real life of the
nation from the standpoint of the state. But the state, none the
less, allows private property, education, occupation, to act after
their own fashion, namely as private property, education, occupation,
and to manifest their particular nature. Far from abolishing these
_eﬁective differences, it only exists so far as they are presupposed; it
is conscious of being a political state and it manifests its universal-
ity only in opposition to these elements. Hegel, therefore, defines
the relation of the political state to religion quite correctly when he
says: “In order for the state to come in to existence as the self-
knowing ethical actuality of spirit, it is essential that it should be
distinct from the forms of authority and of faith. But this distinc-
tion emerges only in so far as divisions occur within the ecclesiasti-
cal sphere itself. It is only in this way that the state, above the par-
ticular churches, has attained to the universality of thought—its
formal principle—and is bringing this universality into existence.”’?
To be sure! Only in this manner, above the particular elements,

can the state constitute itself as universality.

The perfected political state is, by its nature, the species-lifet of
8. Hamilton, op. cit., I, pp. 288, 306, the first chapter of Das Wesen des
309. [Marx] ] - Christentums [The Essence of
9. Hegel, Grundlinien der Philosophie  Christianity], Leipzig, 1841, Feuerbach
des Reghts, I°* Aufgabe, 1821, p. 346. discusses the mnature of man, and
(Marx] See the English translation by argues that man is to be distinguished
%zg}?td OI)EH)(;}&' {{ﬁgzel’s P;l;iéosaphy of from animals not by ‘fconsciou_sness”
l.Thé oy ol 1, 4 ,-li[}. ) ((;’attun o as suph, but by a Qartlcular kind of

species-life g consciousness. Man is not only con-

ben) and “sp.ecies-being’? (Gattungswe- scious of himself as an individual; he
sen) are derived from Feuerbach. In is also conscious of himself as a mem-
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man as opposed to his material life. All the presuppositions of this
egoistic life continue to exist in civil society outside the political
sphere, as qualities of civil society. Where the political state has
attained to its full development, man leads, not only in thought, in
consciousness, but in reality, in life, a double existence—celestial
and terrestrial. He lives in the political community, where he
regards himself as a communal being, and in civil society where he
acts simply as a private individudl, treats other men as means,
degrades himself to the role of a mere means, and becomes the
plaything of alien powers. The political state, in relation to civil
society, 1s just as spiritual as is heaven in relation to earth. It stands
in the same opposition to civil society, and overcomes it in the
same manner as religion overcomes the narrowness of the profane
world; i.e. it has always to acknowledge it again, re-establish it, and
allow itself to be dominated by it. Man, in his most intimate real-
ity, in civil society, is a profane being. Here, where he appears both
to himself and to others as a real individual he is an illusory phe-
nomenon. In the state, on the contrary, where he is regarded as a
species-being,? man is the imaginary member of an imaginary sov-
ereignty, divested of his real, individual life, and infused with an
unreal universality. ‘ '

The conflict in which the individual, as the professor of a partic-
ular religion, finds himself involved with his own quality of citi-
zenship and with other men as members of the community, may be
resolved into the secular schism between the political state and civil
“society. For man as a bourgeois® “life in the state is only an
appearance or a fleeting exception to the normal and essential.” It
is true that the bourgeois, like the Jew, participates in political life
only in a sophistical way, just as the citoyen* is a Jew or a bour-
geois only in a sophistical way. But this sophistry is not personal. It
is the sophistry of the political state itself. The difference between
the religious man and the citizen is the same as that between the
shopkeeper and the citizens, between the day-labourer and the citi-
zen, between the landed proprietor and the citizen, between the
living individual and the citizen. The contradiction in which the
religious man finds himself with the political man, is the same con-
tradiction in which the bourgeois finds himself with the citizen,
and the member of civil society with his political lion’s skin.

ber of the human species, and so he that since this “species-consciousness”
apprehends a “human essence” which is  defines the nature of man, man is only
the same in himself and in other men. living and acting authentically (i.e. in
According to Feuerbach this ability to  accordance with his nature) when he

conceive of “species” is the fundamen-
tal element in the human power of rea-
soning: “Science is the consciousness of
species.” Marx, while not departing
from this meaning of the terms, em-
ploys them in other contexts; and he
insists more strongly than Feuerbach

lives and acts deliberately as a *spe-
cies-being,” that is, as a social being.
2. See previous note.

3.1.e. as a member of civil society.
4.1e. the individual with political
rights.

.
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a state which acknowledges itself simply as a state and ignores the
religion of its members. The emancipation of the state from reli-
gion is not the emancipation of the real man from religion.

We do not say to the Jews, therefore, as does Bauer: you cannot
‘be emancipated politically without emancipating yourselves com-
pletely from Judaism. We say rather: it is because you can be
emancipated politically, without renouncing Judaism completely
and absolutely, that political emancipation itself is not h.uman
emancipation. If you want to be politically emancipated, without
emancipating yourselves humanly, the inadequacy and the contra-
diction is not entirely in yourselves but in the nature and the cate-
gory of political emancipation. If you are preoccupied with this cat-

egory you share the general prejudice. Just as the state evangelizes -

when, although it is a state, it adopts a Christian attitude towards
the Jews, the Jew acts politically when, though a Jew, he demands
civil rights.

But if a man, though a Jew, can be emancipated politically and
acquire civil rights, can he claim and acquire what are called the
rights of man? Bauer denies it. “The question is whether the Jew
as such, that is, the Jew who himself avows that he is constrained
by his true nature to live eternally separate from men, is able to
acquire and to concede to others the universal rights of man.” .

“The idea of the rights of man was only discovered in the Chris-
tian world, in the last century. It is not an innate idea; on the con-
trary, it is acquired in a struggle against the historical traditions 1n
which man has been educated up to the présent time. The rights of
man are not, therefore, a gift of nature, nor a legacy from past his-
tory, but the reward of a struggle against the accident of birth and
against the privileges which history has hitherto transmitted from
generation to generation. They are the results of culture, and only
he can possess them who has merited and eammed them.” _

“But can the Jew really take possession of them? As long as he
remains Jewish the limited nature which makes him a Jew must
prevail over the human nature which should associate him, as a
man, with other men; and it will isolate him from everyone who is
not a Jew. He declares, by this separation, that the particular
nature which makes him Jewish is his true and supreme nature,
before which human nature has to efface itself.”

“Similarly, the Christian as such cannot grant the rights of
man.”! o

According to Bauer man has to sacrifice the “privilege of faith’
in order to acquire the general rights of man. Let us consider for a
moment the so-called rights of man; let us examine them in their
most authentic form, that which they have among those who dis-

1. Bauer, Die Judenfrage, pp. 19-20. [Marx]
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covered them, the North Americans and the French! These rights
of man are, in part, political rights, which can only be exercised if
one is 2 member of a community. Their content is participation in
the community life, in the political life of the community, the life
of the state. They fall in the category of political liberty, of civil
rights, which as we have seen do not at all presuppose the consist-
ent and positive abolition of religion; nor consequently, of Judaism.
It remains to consider the other part, namely the rights of man as
distinct from the rights of the citizen.

Among them is to be found the freedom of conscience, the right

to practise a chosen religion. The privilege of faith is expressly
recognized, either as a right of man or as a consequence of a right
of man, namely liberty. Declaration of the Rights of Man and of
the Citizen, 1791, Article 10: “No one is to be disturbed on
account of his opinions, even religious opinions.” There is guaran-
teed, as one of the rights of man, ‘“‘the liberty of every man to prac-
tise the religion to which he adheres.”
- The Declaration of the Rights of Man, etc. 1793, enumerates
among the rights of man (Article 7): “The liberty of religious
observance.” Moreover, it is even stated, with respect to the right
to express ideas and opinions, to hold meetings, to practise a reli-
gion, that: “The necessity of enunciating these rights presupposes
either the existence or the recent memory of despotism.” Compare
the Constitution of 1795, Section XII, Article 354.

Constitution of Pennsylvania, Article g, § 3: “All men have
received from nature the imprescriptible right to worship the
Almighty according to the dictates of their conscience, and no one
can be legally compelled to follow, establish or support against his
will any religion or religious ministry. No human authority can, in
any circumstances, intervene in a matter of conscience or control
the forces of the soul.”

Constitution of New Hampshire, Articles 5 and 6: “Among
these natural rights some are by nature inalienable since nothing
can replace them. The rights of conscience are among them.”2

The incompatibility between religion and the rights of man is so
little manifest in the concept of the rights of man that the right to
be religious, in one’s own fashion, and to practise on€’s own partic-
ular religion, is expressly included among the rights of man. The

_privilege of faith is a universal right of man.

A distinction is made between the rights of man and the rights
of the citizen. Who is this man distinct from the citizen? No one
but the member of civil society. Why is the member of civil society
called “man,” simply man, and why are his rights called the “rights
of man”’? How is this fact to be explained? By the relation between

2. Beaumont, op. cit., I, pp. 206—7. [Marx]
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the political state and civil society, and by the nature of political
emancipation.

Let us notice first of all that the so-called rights of man, as dis-
tinct from the rights of the citizen, are simply the rights of a
member of civil soclety, that is, of egoistic man, of man separated
from other men and from the community. The most radical consti-
tution, that of 1793, says: Declaration of the Rights of Man and of
the Citizen: Article 2. “These rights, etc. (the natural and impre-
scriptible rights) are: equdlity, liberty, security, property.

What constitutes liberty?

Artidle 6. “Liberty is the power which man has to do everything
which does not harm the nights of others.”

Liberty is, therefore, the right to do everything which does not
- harm others. The limits within which each individual can act with-
out harming others are determined by law, just as the boundary
between two fields is marked by a stake. It is a question of the lib-
erty of man regarded as an isolated monad, withdrawn into himself.
Why, according to Bauer, is the Jew not fitted to acquire the rights
of man? “As long as he remains Jewish the limited nature which
makes him a Jew must prevail over the human nature which should
associate him, as a man, with other men; and it will isolate him
from everyone who is not a Jew.” But liberty as a right of man is
not founded upon the relations between man and man, but rather
upon the separation of man from man. It is the right of such separ-
ation. The right of the circumscribed individual, withdrawn into
himself. ‘ ' '

The practical application of the right of liberty is the right of
private property. What constitutes the right of private property?

Article 16 (Constitution of 1793). “The right of property is that
which belongs to every citizen of enjoying and disposing as he will
of his goods and revenues, of the fruits of his work and industry.”

The right of property is, therefore, the right to enjoy one’s for-
tune and to dispose of it as one will; without regard for other men
and independently of society. It is the right of self-interest. This
individual liberty, and its application, form the basis of civil

society. It leads every man to see in other men, not the realization,

but rather the limitation of his own liberty. It declares above all
the right “to enjoy and to dispose as one will, one’s goods and
revenues, the fruits of one’s work and industry.”

There remain the other rights of man, equality and security. ‘

The term “equality” has here no political significance. It is only
the equal right to liberty as defined above; namely that every man
is equally regarded as'a self-sufficient monad. The Constitution of
1795 defines the concept of liberty in this sense.
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Article 5 (Constitution of 1795). “Equality consists in the fact
that the law is the same for all, whether it protects or punishes.”

And security?

Article 8 (Constitution of 1793). “Security consists in the pro-
tection afforded by society to each of its members for the preserva-
tion of his person, his rights, and his property.”

Security is the supreme social concept of civil society; the con-
cept of the police. The whole society exists only in order to guaran-
tee for cach of its members the preservation of his person, his
rights and his property. It is in this sense that Hegel calls civil
society “the state of need and of reason.” ‘

_ The concept of security is not enough to raise civil society above
its egoism. Security is, rather, the assurance of its egoism.

Nope of the supposed rights of man, therefore, go beyond the
egoistic man, man as he is, as a member of civil society; that is, an
individual separated from the community, withdrawn into himself,
wholly preoccupied with his private interest and acting in accord-
ance with his private caprice. Man is far from being considered, in
Fhe rights of man, as a species-being; on the contrary, species-life
itself—society—appears as a system which is extemnal to the indi-
vidual and as a limitation of his original independence. The only
bond between men is natural necessity, need and private interest,

_the preservation of their property and their egoistic persons.

It is difficult enough to understand that a nation which has just
begun to liberate itself, to tear down all the barriers between differ-
ent sections of the people and to establish a political community,
should solemnly proclaim (Declaration of 1791) the rights of the
egoistic man, separated from his fellow men and from the commu-
nity, and should renew this proclamation at a moment when only
the most heroic devotion can save the nation (and is, therefore,
urgently called for), and when the sacrifice of all the interests of
ClYll society is in question and egoism should be punished as a
crime. (Declaration of the Rights of Man, etc. 1793). The matter
becomes still more incomprehensible when we observe that the
political liberators reduce citizenship, the political community, to a
mere means for preserving these so-called rights of man; and conse-
quently, that the citizen is declared to be the servant of egoistic
“man,” that the sphere in which man functions as a species-being
is degraded to a level below the sphere where he functions as a par-
tial being, and finally that it is man as a bourgeois and not man as
a citizen who is considered the true and quthentic man.

“The end of every political association is the preservation of the
natural and imprescriptible rights of man.” (Declaration of the
Rights of Man, etc. 1791, Article 2.) “Government is instituted in
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order to guarantee man’s enjoyment of his natural and imprescripti-
ble rights.” (Declaration, etc. 1793, Article 1.) Thus, even in the
period of its youthful enthusiasm, which is raised to fever pitch by
the force of circumstances, political life declares itself to be only a
means, whose end is the life of civil society. It is true that its revo-
lutionary practice is in flagrant contradiction with its theory.
While, for instance, security is declared to be one of the rights of
man, the violation of the privacy of correspondence is-openly con-
sidered. While the “unlimited freedom of the Press” (Constitution
of 1793, Article 122), as a corollary of the right of individual lib-
erty, is guaranteed, the freedom of the Press is completely
destroyed, since “the freedom of the Press should not be permitted
when it endangers public liberty.”® This amounts to saying: the
right to liberty ceases to be a right as soon as it comes into conflict
with political life, whereas in theory political life is no more than
the guarantee of the rights of man—the rights of the individual
man—and should, therefore, be suspended as soon as it comes into
contradiction with its end, these rights of man. But practice is only
the exception, while theory is the rule. Even if one decided to
regard revolutionary practice as the correct expression of this rela-
tion, the problem would remain as to why it is that in the minds of
political liberators the relation is inverted, so that the end appears
as the means and the means as the end? This optical illusion of
their consciousness would always remain a problem, though a psy-
chological and theoretical one.

But the problem is easily solved.’ : ‘

Political emancipation is at the same time the dissolution of the
old society, upon which the sovereign power, the alienated political
life of the people, rests. Political revolution is a revolution of civil
society. What was the nature of the old society? It can be charac-
terized in one word: feudalism. The old civil society had a directly
political character; that is, the elements of civil life such as prop-
-erty, the family, and types of occupation had been raised, in the
form of lordship, caste and guilds, to elements of political life.
They determined, in this form, the relation of the individual to the
state as a whole; that is, his political situation, or in other words, his
separation and exclusion from the other elements of society. For
this organization of national life did not constitute property and
labour as social elements; it rather succeeded in separating them
from the body of the state, and made them distinct societies within
society. Nevertheless, at least in the feudal sense, the vital func-
tions and conditions of civil society remained political. They
excluded the individual from the body of the state, and trans-
formed the particular relation which existed between his corpora-

3.Buchez et Roux, “Robespierre Révolution frangaise, Tome XXVIII,
jeune,” Histoire | parlementaire de la  p. 159. [{Marx]
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tion and the state into a general relation between the individual
and social life, just as they transformed his specific civil activity and
situation into a general activity and situation. As a result of this
orgfanization, the state-as.a whole and its consciousness, will and
activity—the general political power—also necessarily appeared as
the private affair of a ruler and his servants, separated from the
people. _

The political revolution which overthrew this power of the ruler,
which made state affairs the affairs of the people, and the political
state a matter of general concem, i.e. a real state, necessarily shat-
tered everything—estates, corporations, guilds, privileges—which
expressed the separation of the people from community life. The
political revolution therefore abolished the political character of

. civil society. It dissolved civil society into its basic elements, on the

one hand individuals, and on the other hand the material and cul-
turdl elements which formed the life experience and the civil situa-
tion of these individuals. It set free the political spirit which had,
so to speak, been dissolved, fragmented and lost in the various
culs-de-sac of feudal society; it reassembled these scattered frag-
ments, liberated the political spirit from its connexion with civil
life and made of it the community sphere, the general concern of
the people, in principle independent of these particular. elements of
civil life. A specific activity and situation in life no longer had any
but an individual significance. They no longer constituted the gen-
eral relation between the individual and the state as a whole.

‘Public affairs as such became the general affair of each individual,

and political functions became general functions.

But the consummation of the idealism of the state was at the
same time the consummation of the materialism of civil society.
The bonds which had restrained the egoistic spirit of civil society
were removed along with the political yoke. Political emancipation
was at the same time an emancipation of civil society from politics
and from even the semblance of a general content.

Feudal society was dissolved into its basic element, man; but into
egoistic man who was its real foundation.

Man in this aspect, the member of civil society, is now the foun-
dation and presupposition of the political state. He is recognized as
such in the rights of man. : ,

But the liberty of egoistic man, and the recognition of this lib-
erty, is rather the recognition of the frenzied movement of the cul-
tural and material elements which form the content of his life.

Thus man was not liberated from religion; he received religious
liberty. He was not liberated from property; he received the liberty
to own property. He was not liberated from the egoism of business;
he received the liberty to engage in business.

The formation of the political stdte, and the dissolution of civil
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society into independent individuals whose relations are regulated
by law, as the relations between men in the corporations and guilds
were regulated by privilege, are accomplished by one and the same
act, Man as a member of civil society—non-political man—
necessarily appears as the natural man. The rights of man appear as
natural rights because conseious activity is concentrated upon polit-
ical action. Egoistic man is the passive, given result of the dissolu-
tion of society, an object of direct apprehension and consequently a
natural object. The political revolution dissolves civil society into
its elements without revolutionizing these elements themselves or
subjecting them to criticism. This revolution regards civil society,
the sphere of human needs, labour, private interests and civil law,
as the basis of its own existence, as a self-subsistent precondition,
and thus as its natural basis. Finally, man as a member of civil
society is identified with authentic man, man as distinct from citi-
zen, because he is man in his sensuous, individual and immediate
existence, whereas political man is only abstract, artificial man, man
as an allegorical, moral person. Thus man as he really is, is seen
only in the form of egoistic man, and man in his true nature only
in the form of the abstract citizen.

The abstract notion of political man is well formulated by Rous-
seau: “Whoever dares undertake to establish a people’s institutions
must feel himself capable of changing, as it were, human nature
itself, of transforming each individual who, in isolation, is a com-
plete but solitary whole, into a part of something greater than him-
self, from which in a sense, he derives his life and his being; [of
changing man’s nature in order to strengthen it;] of substituting a
limited and moral existence for the physical and independent life
[with which all of us are endowed by nature]. His task, in short, is
to take from @ man his own powers, and to give him in exchange
alien powers which he can only employ with the help of other
men."”’

Every emancipation is a restoration of the human world and of
human relationships to man himself.

Political emancipation is a reduction of man, on the one hand to -
a member of civil society, an independent and egoistic individual,
and on the other hand, to a citizen, to a moral person.

Human emancipation will only be complete when the real, indi-
vidual man has absorbed into himself the abstract citizen; when as
an individual man, in his everyday life, in his work, and in his rela-
tionships, he has become a species-being; and when he has recog-
nized and organized his own powers (forces propres) as social
powers so that he no longer separates this social power from him-
self as political power.

.

4.J. J. Rousseau, Du contrat social, French, and added the emphases; he
Boo’l’; II. Chapter VII, “The Legisla- omitted the portions. enclosed in square
tor.”” Marx quoted this passage in brackets.




