1. Excerpt from A Contribution to the Cri-
tique of Political Economy

KARL MARX

In this excerpt from the Preface, Zmn.x tells how he ar-
rived at the materialist conception of ?ﬁ.oﬂ: Karl Marx,
A Contribution to the Critique of Political Economy,
translated from the second German edition by N. I. Stone,
Chicago: Charles H. Kerr and Company, 1904, pages

10-15—FEp.

. . . some remarks as to the course of my own politico-
economic studies may be in place here. . »

The subject of my E&mmmmoum._ studies was jurispru-
dence, which I pursued, however, in connection ..,S? and
as secondary to the studies of H.UFHOmoE.Q and history. In
184243, as editor of the Rheinische Zeitung, 1 W.Esm._ my-
self embarrassed at first when I had to take part in discus-
sions concerning so-called material mao.amm_u. The proceed-
ings of the Rhine Diet in connection with forest ?m.m.a and
the extreme subdivision of landed property; the official con-
troversy about the condition of ?m.go%_ ﬁ.nmmmu? into
which Herr von Schaper, at that time .T.mm&m:m of the
Rhine Province, entered with the mwrﬁ.:a.&& Zeitung; fi-
nally, the debates on free trade and protection gave me the
first impulse to take up the study of economic questions.
At the same time a weak, quasi-philosophic mn.Wo of ﬁamumr
socialism and communism made itself heard in m.a. E_S.wz.
ische Zeitung in those days when the good intentions “to
go ahead” greatly outweighed knowledge of mmo.n.m. I mm&mﬂm
myself against such botching, but had to admit at once in
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a controversy with the Allgemeine Augsburger Zeitung that
my previous studies did not allow me to hazard an inde-
pendent judgment as to the merits of the French schools.
When, therefore, the publishers of the Rheinische Zeitung
conceived the illusion that by a less aggressive policy the
paper could be saved from the death sentence pronounced
upon it, I was glad to grasp that opportunity to retire to
my study room from public life.

The first work undertaken for the solution of the ques-
tion that troubled me was a critical revision of Hegel’s Phi-
losophy of Law; the Introduction to that work appeared in
the Deutsch-Franzésische Jahrbiicher, published in Paris in
1844. I was led by my studies to the conclusion that legal
relations as well as forms of state could be neither under-
stood by themselves nor explained by the so-called general
progress of the human mind, but that they are rooted in
the material conditions of life, which are summed up by
Hegel after the fashion of the English and French of the
eighteenth century under the name “civil society”; the anat-
omy of that civil society is to be sought in political econ-
omy. The study of the latter, which I had taken up in Paris,
I continued at Brussels, whither I immigrated on account
of an order of expulsion issued by Mr. Guizot. The gen-
eral conclusion at which I arrived and which, once reached,
continued to serve as the leading thread in my studies may
be briefly summed up as follows: In the social production
which men carry on they enter into definite relations that
are indispensable and independent of their will; these rela-
tions of production correspond to a definite stage of de-
velopment of their material powers of production. The sum
total of these relations of production constitutes the eco-
nomic structure of society—the real foundation, on which
rise legal and political superstructures and to which cor-
respond definite forms of social consciousness. The mode
of production in material life determines the general char-
acter of the social, political, and spiritual processes of life,
It is not the consciousness of men that determines their
existence, but, on the contrary, their social existence deter-
mines their consciousness. At a certain stage of their de-
velopment the material forces of production in society
come into conflict with the existing relations of production,
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or—what is but a legal expression for the same thing—with
the property relations within which they had been at work
before. From forms of development of the forces of produc-
tion these relations turn into their fetters. Then comes the
period of social revolution. With the change of the eco-
nomic foundation the entire immense superstructure is
more or less rapidly transformed. In considering such trans-
formations the distinction should always be made between
the material transformation of the economic conditions of
production, which can be determined with the precision of
natural science, and the legal, political, religious, aesthetic,
or philosophic—in short, ideological—forms in which men
become conscious of this conflict and fight it out. Just as
our opinion of an individual is not based on what he thinks
of himself, so can we not judge such a period of transforma-
tion by its own consciousness; on the contrary, this con-
sciousness must rather be explained from the contradictions
of material life, from the existing conflict between the so-
cial forces of production and the relations of production.
No social order ever disappears before all the productive
forces for which there is room in it have been developed,
and new, higher relations of production never appear be-
fore the material conditions of their existence have matured
in the womb of the old society. Therefore mankind always
takes up only such problems as it can solve, since, looking
at the matter more closely, we will always find that the
problem itself arises only when the material conditions
necessary for its solution already exist or are at least in the
process of formation. In broad outlines we can designate
the Asiatic, the ancient, the feudal, and the modern bour-
geois methods of production as so many epochs in the
progress of the economic formation of society. The bour-
geois relations of production are the last antagonistic form
of the social process of production—antagonistic not in the
sense of individual antagonism, but of one arising from.con-
ditions surrounding the life of individuals in society; at the
same time the productive forces developing in the womb
of bourgeois society create the material conditions for the
solution of that antagonism. This social formation consti-
tutes, therefore, the closing chapter of the prehistoric stage
of human society.
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m.nmmaor Engels, with whom I was continually corre-
mwona.Em m:@ exchanging ideas since the appearance of his
Ingenious critical essay on economic categories (in the
Deutsch-Franzésische Jahtbiicher), came by a different
road to the same conclusions as myself (see his Condition
of Su Working Class in England), When he, too, set-
tled in Brussels in the spring of 1845, we mmoEmﬁ_ to ,soaw
out together the contrast between our view and the ideal-
ism of ﬁr.m German philosophy; in fact, to settle our ac-
counts sﬁmu our former philosophic conscience. The plan
was omnnam .9:“ in the form of a criticism of the post-
Hegelian philosophy. The manuscript in two solid octavo
volumes had long reached the publisher in Westphalia
when we received information that conditions had so
changed as not to allow of its publication. We abandoned
the manuscript to the stinging criticism of the mice the
more HmmnE% since we had accomplished our main purpose
—the oHomH.Sm up of the question to ourselves. Of the scat-
ﬁﬂ.&. writings on various subjects in which we presented
our views to the public at that time, I recall only the Mani-
festo of the Communist Party, written by Engels and my-
self, and .z,_m Discourse on Free Trade, written by myself
.H.,ra leading points of our theory were first presented mommbn
Emmm:& ﬁﬂo:mr in a polemic form, in my Misére de Ia
NENQ.%FS etc. directed against Proudhon and published
in 1847. >.= essay on Wage Labor, written by me in Ger-
man, mn.m in which I put together my lectures on the sub-
ject delivered before the German Workmen’s Club at
wn.cmm&@ was prevented from leaving the hands of the
printer by the February revolution and my expulsion from
wm%n__ucﬂ, WME% followed it as a consequence.
e publication of the Neue Rheinische Zei i
and 1849, and the events which took place FWH mhum%“w
rupted my economic studies, which I could not Hmmum:m be-
fore 1850 in .H.oumon. The enormous material on the his-
SQ. of political economy which is accumulated in the
British Museum; the favorable view which London offers
for the observation of bourgeois society; finally, the new
stage of mQ&omenﬁ upon which the latter moﬂumm to have
mﬁﬂmm with the discovery of gold in California and Aus
tralia led me to the decision to resume my studies maou.H
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the very beginning and work up critically the new Bmwm.wﬁw.
These studies partly led to what might MmQH: mxwm M_HHMH w :9..
i onger
r which I nevertheless had to stop for ]
MMMo% of time. Especially was the time m_m.Ew Maw%wwwmwwﬁ
i i ity of working for :
down by the imperative necessity of w :
i ding Anglo-American
ork as contributor on the lea :
Mﬂmwmﬁﬂ the New York Tribune, at M\?or I rmﬂo. M%owc
y i has caused very great inter-
been engaged for eight years, . -
ion i i i I engage in newspaper
ruption in my studies, since . Sona
ionally. Yet articles on imp
. in Eng d the Continent have
nomic events in England an on >
tributions that I have been
formed so large a part of my cont . R e
i th practical details
bliged to make myself familiar wi T
“\Emr lie outside the proper sphere of worﬁm& economy. ;
This account of the course of my Mﬁs&nm in politica
economy is simply to prove that my views, whatever one
may think of them, and no matter ro,wrN little they mmmhm
with the interested prejudices of the ruling classes, mﬁo e
result of many years of conscientious Hnmo.maor. At t onnm_.
trance to science, however, the same requirement must be
put as at the entrance to hell:

Qui si convien lasciare ogni sospetto .
Ogni viltd convien che qui sia morta.

London, January 1859

1 Here must all distrust be left;
Il cowardice must here be dead.
The Divine OwBMMv. of Dante Alighieri, Canto III, ﬂﬁwmﬁwﬂmm
#Mw John Aitken Carlyle.) The words were spoken by Virgi
Dante as they entered the gate of hell.

ITII.  On Historica] Materialism

FRIEDRICH ENGELS

This essay, written in English, was the principal part of
the Introduction to the English edition of Sociglism: Uto-
pian and Scientific, published in 1892. Marx and Engels

mistakenly assign the nominalist philosophy of William of
Ockham to the realist Dung Scotus.—Ep.,

I am perfectly aware that the contents of this work will
meet with objection from a considerable portion of the
British public. But if we Continentals had taken the
slightest notice of the prejudices of British “respectability”
we should be even worse off than we are. This book defends
what we call “historical materialism,” and the word “materi-
alism” grates upon the ears of the immense majority of
British readers. Agnosticism might be tolerated, but mate.
rialism is utterly inadmissible,

And yet the original home of all modern materialism,
from the seventeenth century onwards, is England.

“Materialism is the natural-born son of Great Britain,
Already the British schoolman, Duns Scotus, asked
‘whether it was impossible for matter to think.’

“In order to effect this miracle he took refuge in God’s
omnipotence, i.e., he made theology preach materialism,
Moreover, he was a nominalist, Nominalism, the first

moud% Emﬁmammmawwmocnm chiefly among the English
schoolmen.

“The real progenitor of English materialism is Bacon. To
him natural philosophy is the only true philosophy, and
Physics based upon the experience of the senses is the chief




