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On the Jewish Question
KARL MARX
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1. Bruno Bauer, Die Judenfrage’
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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
Ppossesses 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
Nlusory 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~
Han 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 semse the Jewish question has 2 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 2 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 2
Jew, even though he is a citizen and as such lives in 2 universal
human condition; his restricted Jewish. nature always finally
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.”’2

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 Fahigkeit der heutigen  Emphases added by Marx.
Juden und Christen, frei zu werden,” 3. Chamber of Deputies. Debate of

Einundzwanzig Bogen, D. 57. [Marx] 26th Decerber, 1840. [Marx]
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what kind of emancipation is involved? What are the mm.mﬂ.wu.d&
conditions of the emancipation which is demanded? ..H._r.o Q&».o_mwu
of political emancipation itself was oﬁv\ .m._o mamwxouaoawu 0 M M
Jewish question and its genuine resolution into the “generdl questio
&HMWMMMM.ER he does not formulate the wHoEnE.mﬁ this level, falls .
into contradictions. He establishes conditions which are not based
upon the nature of political emancipation. He raises @som%oum
which are irrelevant to his problem, and he resolves ?.ow onﬂ._m
which leave his question unanswered. %Sua.u Bauer says oH ﬁm
opponents of Jewish emancipation that “Their error was simply ﬁo
assume that the Christian state was m.:w oam.w true one, and not to
subject it to the same criticism as Judaism,”* we see ,m:m own Q%H
in the fact that he subjects only the “Christian state,” and not the
“state as such” to criticism, that he does not examine the ﬂ&nm.wﬂ.”
between political emancipation and human emancipation, mﬂ@ ; mw
he, therefore, poses conditions which are only .mxwro&u_m by his w.oH
of critical sense in confusing political emancipation and universa
human emancipation. Bauer asks the Jews: Emﬁ. you, Woﬂ_\. M\oam
standpoint, the right to demand b&ﬁo& emancipation? We as
the converse question: from the standpoint of political oEmMoM@M.
tion can the Jew be required to abolish Judaism, or man be asked to
i igion?. .
mvmr__ww HHMWWM question presents itself differently according to mrM
state in which the Jew resides. In Germany, where there is no Jo it-
ical state, no state as such, the Jewish question is purely theo omv
cal. The Jew finds himself in religious opposition to ﬁ.wm MW e,
which proclaims Christianity as its foundation. This state _m. a mom..
logian ex professo. Criticism here is criticism of Emoﬁoww,m» 0 :
ble-edged criticism, of Christian and of Jewish Enoﬂm.%.m nd so M
move always in the domain of theology, however critically we may
Em,nw %HMMM.&E% is a constitutionadl state, the Jewish maom.nwﬁ.i M
a question of constitutionalism, of the incompleteness of ﬁnwn ﬁnm
emancipation. Since the semblance of a state religion is EEJ mu.wa
here, if only in the insignificant and self-contradictory formula oH a
religion of the majority, the relation of the Jews to the .\mﬁmﬁm also
retains a semblance of religious, theological opposition. .

It is only in the free states of North America, or at least H.nm some
of them, that the Jewish question loses its theological significance
and becomes a truly secular question. Only g.\roﬂa the state QEM _HH.
its completely developed form can the relation of the Jew, an :ma
the religious man in general, to the @orao&. state appear in m_ wu {
form, with its own characteristics. The criticismn of this relation
1. Bauer, Die Judenfrage, p. 3. [Marx]

) On the Jewish Question - 3]
ceases to be theological criticism when the state ceases to maintain
a theological attitude towards religion, that is, when it adopts the
attitude of a state, ie. a political attitude. Criticism then becomes
criticism of the political state. And at this point, where the ques-
tion ceases to be thealogical, 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.”s And yet, “no ome 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 “feligion 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 source 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 1id 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 tum theological
questions into secular onmes. 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 1n 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 oy Pes-  5.G. de Beaumont, op. cit. [M arx]
clavege aux Biets-Unis, Bruxelles, 6. A. de Tocqueville, De la démocratie
1835, 2 vols., II, p. 207. [Marx] Marx  en Amérique. [Marx)]

refers to another edition, Paris, 1835. 7. Thomas Hamilton, Men and Man-

3. Ibid., p. 216. Beaumont actually re- ners in North America, Edinburgh,

fers to all the States of North Amer-
ica.
4.1bid., p. 217. [Marx)

1833, 2 vols. [Marx] Marx quotes from
zmm German translation, Mannheim,
1834.




32 - The Early Marx

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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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 menr 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, is 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,2 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- lives and acts deliberately as a “spe-
tal element in the human power of rea- - cies-being,” that is, as a social being.
soning: “Science is the consciousness of 2. See previous note.

species.” Marx, while not departing . 3. Le. as a member of civil society.
from this meaning of the terms, em- 4. Te. the individual with political
ploys them in other contexts; and bhe rights.

insists more strongly than Feuerbach
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order. It goes wi i i
" mEmummwmmH%.goﬁ saying that we are speaking here of
Man emancipates himself politically from religion by expelling it
from the mwr.on.m of public law to that of private law. Religion mmm:o
longer E.S.mw._nﬁ of the state, in which man behaves, albeit in a spe-
cific and limited way and in a particular sphere, as a mwmommw&mmwm
In community with other men. It has become the spirit of civil
soctety, of .m.a sphere of egoism and of the bellum omnium contra
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expression of the fact that man is separated from the 833:%»“&@

" from himself and from other men. It is now only the abstract

avowal of an individual folly, a private whim or caprice. Th
infinite m«mmﬂnﬂmaon of religion in North America mow Q&B Hmm
%Bm& gives it the external form of a strictly ma?mﬁm affair. It Wmm
maou H&mmm.n& among the numerous private interests and exiled
from the life of the community as such. But one should have no
Enm_o.am about the scope of political emancipation. The division of
man into m.:w. public person and the private person, the displace-
ment .0m H&wmﬂou from the state to civil u,,oﬁmJ\Im:N this is not a
moMmm in w.orﬂ.o& emancipation but its consummation. Thus politi-
wrvmawwm%%w@w%wm mmmm %wﬂ abolish, and does not even strive to abol-
_The decomposition of man into Jew and citizen, Protestant and
citizen, religious man and citizen, is not a deception practised
5. Bauer, Die Judenfrage, p. 8. [Marx] 6. Ibid., pp. 8-9. [Marx] .
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against the political system nor yet an evasion of political emancipa-
ton. It is political emancipation itself, the political mode of eman-
cipation from religion. Certainly, in periods when the political state
as such comes violently to birth in civil society, and when men
strive to liberate themselves through political emancipation, the
state can, and must, proceed to abolish and destroy religion; but
only in the same way as it proceeds to abolish private property, by
declaring a maximum, by confiscation, or by progressive taxation,
or in the same way as it proceeds to abolish life, by the guillotine.
At those times when the state is most aware of itself, political life
seeks to stifle its own prerequisites—civil society and its
elements—and to establish itself as the genuine and harmonious
species-life of man. But it can only achieve this end by setting itself
in violent contradiction with its own conditions of existence, by
declaring a permanent revolution. Thus the political drama ends
necessarily with the restoration of religion, of private property, of
all the elements of civil society, just as war ends with the conclu-
sion of peace.

In fact, the perfected Christian state is not the so-called Chris-
tian state which acknowledges Christianity as its basis, as the
state religion, and thus adopts an exclusive attitude towards other
religions; it is, rather, the atheistic state, the democratic state, the
state which relegates religion among the other elements of civil so-
ciety. The state which is still theological, which still professes
officially the Christian creed, and which has not yet dared to declare
itself a state, has not yet succeeded in expressing in a human and
secular form, in its political redlity, the human basis of which Chris-
tianity is the transcendental expression. The so-called Christian state
is simply a non-state; since it is not Christianity as a religion, but
only the human core of the Chuistian religion which can realize
itself in truly human creations.

The so-called Christian state is the Christian negation of the
state, but not. at all the political realization of Christianity. The
state which professes Christianity as a religion does not yet profess
it in a political form, because it still has a teligious attitude towards
religion. In other words, such a state is not the genuine realization
of the human basis of religion, because it still accepts the unredl,

imaginary form of this human core. The so-called Christian state is
an imperfect state, for which the Christian religion serves as the
supplement and sanctification of its imperfection. Thus religion
becomes necessarily one of its means; and so it is the hypocritical
state. There is a great difference between saying: (i) that the per-
fect state, owing to a deficiency in the general nature of the state,
counts religion as one of its prerequisites, or (ii) that the imperfect

_MMMM Mwﬁaw declares ﬁrmﬂ.amr.wh.ou is its basis. In the latter religion
Huniooﬁamm §J®.Amnn$&58. In the former, the H.Swmammoa.om ¢<om~ of
Bonecte mno itics 15 revealed in religion. The so-called Christian
State .Emmm&?m Qﬂmamu religion in order to complete itself gs 4
e m.ﬁm : lemocratic mwmﬂmy. the real state, does not need religion
. Hm%o. Eomwu consummation. On the contrary, it cap &%M:mm
'810m, because in this cage 4 h :
e el : € fuman core of relioion ;
oﬁw m_memwM mr?omm:m nanner. The so-called Christian state MMN&M
ek ﬁow\mwmmm @WWMHSWNEE% towards religion, and 4 mar.mﬂ.ocm
: politics. Jt reduces political imstitig: i
maoH: qually o 29 e political institutions anq reli-
wmcmnymﬂmmw QJ menw this contradiction clearer we shall examine
froers €l of the Christian state 2 model which is derved
m his study of the German-Christian state.

state does not conform and ]
sobve socr i id cannot conform unless it wishes to dis-
wmmmww_.% EMM MMM%SW is not Mo mwﬁ.@ settled. What do these wuur.o&
: * Supernatural renunciation submissio
. - 7 HH .H
MWWWNMNHHW 8<MF~.SF turning away from the state, the mvowﬁ.ﬁwm
g oom. MNomm. wﬁ the Christian state Proclaims and
oo wam H.mm%mommommwﬁ?ummm It has assimilated the spirit of the
ible, 110t reproduce it exactly in th i
Bible uses, that s sim i s this spi o i the
ses, ply because it e res his spirit i iti
; : Xpresses this spirit in pol
mm“ﬂw\ hm%owdm S?.or are borrowed from the wo%e.om_ @wﬁ% owm
ut which, in the religious rebirth which they are

~obliged to undergo, are reduced to simple appearances, Man turns

away from the state and b thi
political ettt Y this means realizes and completes the

%mwmmﬁmw“ MMMMH:MMHMW\.%WQﬁnm that the members of a Christian
. . tute a nation with a3 wil] of its own
. . ’
nation has its true munm.ﬁmuow in the leader to whom it is mcEmo.nH.mHMo

7. Bauer, Die Judenfrage, p. 55. [Mars]
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dices, and acquire as a privilege the permission to isolate themselves
from each other, etc.8

But Bauer himself says: “Politics, if it is to be nothing more
than religion, should not be politics; any more than the scouring of
pans, if it is treated as a religious matter, should be regarded as ordi-
nary housekeeping.”® But in the German-Christian state religion is
an “economic matter” just as “economic matters” are religion. In
the German-Christian state the power of religion is the religion of
power.

The separation of the “spirit of the Bible” from the “letter of
the Bible™ is an irreligious act. The state which expresses the Bible
in the letter of politics, or in any letter other than that of the Holy
Ghost, commits sacrilege, if not in the eyes of men at least in the
eyes of its own religion. The state which acknowledges the Bible as
its charter and Christianity as its supreme rule must be assessed
according to the words of the Bible; for even the language of the
Bible is sacred. Such a state, as well as the human rubbish upon
which it is based, finds itself involved in a painful contradiction,
which is insoluble from the standpoint of religious consciousness,
when it is referred to those words of the Bible “with which it does
not conform and cannot conform unless it wishes to dissolve itself
entirely.” And why does it not wish to dissolve itself entirely? The
state itself cannot answer either itself or others. In its own con-
sciousness the official Christian state is an “ought” whose realiza-
tion is imposible. It cannot affirm the redlity of its own existence
without lying to itself, and so it remains always in its own eyes an
object of doubt, an uncertain and problematic object. Criticism is,
therefore, entirely within its rights in forcing the state, which
supports itself upon the Bible, into a total disorder of thought in
which it no longer knows whether it is illusion or redlity; and in
which the infamy of its profane ends (for which religion serves as a
cloak) enter into an insoluble conflict with the probity of its reli-
gious consciousness (for which religion appears as the goal of the
world). Such a state can only escape its inner torment by becoming
the myrmidon of the Catholic Church. In the face of this Church,
which asserts that secular power is entirely subordinate to its com-

mands, the state is powerless; powerless the secular power which
claims to be the rule of the religious spirit.

What prevails in the so-called Christian state is not-man but
alienation. The only man who counts—the King—is specifically dif-
ferentiated from other men and is still a religious being associated
directly with heaven and with God. The relations which exist here
are relations still based upon feith. The religious spirit is still not
really secularized.

8. Ibid., p. 56. [Marx] 9. Ibid., p. 108. [Marx]
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WH
w.ﬂﬁ muﬂ HOHH ous mTNHHﬁ cannot UQ re y MOOGHNHHNOQ I
QNN . H O S\“—HN.H 18

attained.

mcMWm E%Svma of the politica] state are religious because of the
& o.a.wa ctween Em:.\ﬁs& life and specieslife, between the life
il society and political life. They are religious in the sense that

Hw“m”omwa wm:.ﬂmoa life, which is remote from his own individual
» 45 1L 1t were his true life; and in th igion i
Paence v g ue life; In the sense that religion is
: vil society, and expres h i
withdrawal of man from "Political democracy s oo 1
, man. Political demo i istian i
the sonse thay o £ cracy is Christian in
S » Dot merely one man byt n, 1
considered a sovereign bein ing: but 1t 3w
. g, a supreme being: but it i
cated, unsocial man, man | is i bortuitons oxistar
, Un , just as he is in his fortuitous ex;
e , existence,
ﬂomﬂrwm Wcmm_._wmm v.oM: ooﬂﬁuﬁmm lost to himself, alienated subjected
¢ U mhuman conditions and elements. b vr
orgamization of our society—in short s 0t Yot o reap e
! : . man who is not vet 1
cies-being. Creations of fantas of Chastion
: Y, dreams, the postulates of Christi
ity, the sovereignty of man—p V g n being dist.
) —but of man as an alien be; isti
guished from the real man—g] i democracr, s
: —all these become, in d
tangible and present reality, secular maxims, oY, the

In the perfected democracy, the religious and theological con-

M_Muhg wum still more _u.momcmo Christianity does not ask that

a wa oummw mo%m mwo.mamm Muvnmﬂ.miaa but simply that he should have
Teligion (see Beaumont, op. cit ). Th igi

! igior » OP- CIt. ). The religious con-

meﬂwmummm Tuns not in a wealth of contradictions and &<om“&€. >

o mw ave m_._.0<.<=, @Qﬂoﬁ that political emancipation from reli-

glon leaves religion in existence, although this is no longer a privi-
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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 human
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. 1t is not an innate idea; on, the con-
trary, it is acquired in a struggle against the historical traditions in
which man has been educated up to the present 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 eamed 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.”* .

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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nm%&& m._mu..r the Zo&.u .>Bazom=m and the French! These rights
Ms kum are, n_w part, political :.mw? which can only be exercised if
e mem mn.& a community. .E.._&H content is participation in

mm.. community life, in the political life of the community, the life
of the state. They fall in the category of political mwm&v of ¢ivil
rights, Srgo_.ﬂ as we have seen do not at all presuppose the consist-
ent and positive mv.ozd.ou of religion; nor consequently, of Judaism
Hﬁ. 1emains to consider the other part, namely the :.mwwm of ma :
distinct from the rights of the citizen. e
, >Bou.m them is to be m.omum the freedom of conscience, the right
o practise a chosen religion. The privilege of faith is expressl
recognized, either as a right of man or as a consequence of w Ti rm
oNM man, namely liberty. Declaration of the Rights of Man n:&m&
the OENQF.G@HV 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 -
tise the religion to which he adheres.” P
The UaaNQN.n&.o: of the Rights of Man, etc. 1793, enumerates
m,m%oum ﬂra::mw.a of man (Article 7): “The Evmﬁa\v of religious
observance.” Moreover, it is even stated, with respect to the right
to express ﬁo& and opinions, to hold meetings, to practise a Hmo:.
gion, that: ﬂ:w necessity of enunciating these rights presupposes
either the existence or the recent memory of despotism.” Ooﬂw
the Constitution of 1795, Section XII, Article 354. ) P
O.o:mﬁw:#.o: of Pennsylvania, Article 9, § 3: “All men have
Noo_.,\nn_ from nature the imprescriptible right to worship the
mighty according to the dictates of their conscience, and no one
can be Hmmmﬁx compelled to follow, establish or mawwow against his
Mms ME\ religion or .Hmmmmo:m ministry. No human authority can, in
S._M . hmoo%ﬁwﬁmwwmwnﬁwoggo in a matter of conscience or control
. Constitution .Sn New Hampshire, Articles 5 and 6: “Amon
these natural rights some are by nature inalienable since uom&um
can 3&»8 ﬂraE.. The rights of conscience are among them.”2 ¢
H.E.H.ro incompatibility between religion and the rights of man is so
ittle H.memom.ﬁ in the concept of the rights of man that the right to
be memo.ﬁv in one’s own fashion, and to practise one’s own partic-
ular religion, is expressly included among the rights of Emu_u Th
privilege of faith is a universal right of man. : e
A maﬁ.ﬁ&ou is made between the rights of man and the rights
of the citizen. Who is this man distinct from the citizen? No mouo
but *..rw SNS,N,VS. of civil society. Why is the member of or.& 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., IT, pp. 206-7. [Marz]




42 - The Early Marx

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 society, that is, of egoistic man, of man separated
from other men and from the community. The most radical const-
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: equadlity, liberty, security, property.

What constitutes liberty?

Article 6. “Liberty is the power which man has to do everything
which does not harm the rights 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 1ib-
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 tight 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 redlization,
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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it th b e e o ) e o onts 1 th fact
And somuciy , s ether it protects or punishes.
ﬁookwaimmm AOoanEw.S: of 1793). “Security consists in the pro-
ection afforded by society to each of its members for the preserva-
tion of his person, his rights, and his property.” d
Security is ﬂ._o supreme soctal concept of civil society; the con-
cept of the police. The whole society exists only in order to guaran-
tee for mmor.o.m its members the preservation of his person, his
umwﬁm mmwm his property. It is in this sense that Hegel omum,o?m
moeqﬂv\ the state of need and of reason.”
. € concept of security is not enough to raise civil soci
1ts egoism. Security is, rather, the &é&m&nw omwmmmmm%uhoeog sbove
Zoﬁm of the supposed rights of man, therefore, mo._umwozm the
egoistic man, man as he is, as a member of civil society; that is, an
individual separated from the community, withdrawn wwﬁo himself
wholly Ppreoccupied with his private interest and acting in accord-
M”Hoo with his private caprice. Man is far from being considered, in
the rights Of man, as a species-being; on the contrary mwmommm.wmmm
n.mm:|89wQ|mwwoma as a system which is external to the indi-
vidual and as a limitation of his original independence. The onl
bond vmgmo.w men is natural necessity, need and private Eﬁmaomw
the preservation of their property and their egoistic persons. ‘
. It is difficult enough to undegstand that a nation which has just
egun @...V liberate itself, to tear down all the barriers between differ-
ent sections of the people and to establish a political community
mroEmm 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 onl
the most heroic devotion can save the nation (and is Hrmamoﬂow
:.Hm.obzv\.om:,.mm for), and when the sacrifice of all the interests of
civil society is in question and egoism should be punished as a
crime. AUS.NNS&S: 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-
mcmumww that the citizen is declared to be the mmEm:m of egoistic
“man,” that the sphere in which man functions as a species-bein
is degraded to a level below the sphere where he functions as a mm
E&. being, and finally that it is man as a bourgeois and not Bm% as
a ownNmn who is considered the true and authentic 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.”8 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, thése 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 mean$ 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 politicdl 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 ' rémained 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. [Marz] :

On the Jewish Question - 45

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

onm_..zumnoP 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 wor.z.omm
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
Hu.oH.Eo&. 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 MSQ cul-
tural elements which formed the life experience and the civil situa-
tion of these individuals. It set free the political spirit which had
s0 to speak, been dissolved, fragmented and lost in the various
oEm-mm.mmo_ of feudal society; it reassembled these scattered frag-
Hmuﬁmv liberated the political spitit from its connexion with civil
life and made of it the community sphere, the general concern of
m.._m. People, in principle independent of these particular elements of
civil Em.. > Specific activity and situation in life no longer had any
but an individual significance. They no longer constituted the gen-
eral .H&mno.n 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. V

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.

m”mc.m& 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-
mmsoﬁ and presupposition of the political state. He is recognized as
such in the rights of man, ’

w:.ﬁ 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 state, and the dissolution of civil
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society into independent individudls 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
gct. 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 conscious 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 marn, 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 dllegorical, mordl 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. v

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 mioral existence for the physical and independent life
[with which all of us are endowed by nature]. His task, in short, i
to take from a man his own powers, and to give him in exchange
alien powers which he can only employ with the help of other
men.”4
. 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 inr 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 conirat social,” French, and added the emphases; he
Book II. Chapter VII, “The Legisla-  omitted the portions enclosed in square
tor.” Marx quoted this passage in brackets. )
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9. M alludes here to Bruno Bauer, An English translation of Strauss’ book
. Marx

i i by Marian Evans (George Eliot) was
ik Qe aenﬁnwmﬁ%&ml%%&?ﬂ%«@%«mﬂ UWcmmw& in 1846 ann. »wo title Life
Synoptiker, HHHo wnwﬁ.mnwuqomm 1842, of Jesus ﬁ.w&mo&@. Examined. et p
Hmﬁwudxo.ﬂm Friedrich m#mﬂmmv Das 1. Bauer, “Die Fahigkeit . . . .Y p.
Mu«waa W«M& 2 vols. Tiibingen, 1835-6. 71. [Marx] B
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In the final analysis, the emancipation of the Jews is the emanci-
pation of mankind from Judaism.

The Jew has already emancipated himself in a Jewish fashion.
“The Jew, who is merely tolerated in Vienna for example, deter-
mines the fate of the whole Empire by his financial power. The
Jew, who may be entirely without rights in the smallest German
state, decides the destiny of Europe. While the corporations and

guilds exclude the Jew, or at least look on him with disfavour, the
audacity of industry mocks the obstinacy of medieval institu-
tions.””2 T '

This is not an isolated instance. The Jew has emancipated him.
self in a Jewish manner, not only by acquiring the power of money,
but also because money has. become, through him and also_ apart
from him; a world power, while the practical Jewish spirit has
become the practieal spirit of the Christian nations. The Jews haye
WEmse.wmﬁ& themselves in so far as the Christians have become

ews. :

Thus, for example, Captain Hamilton reports that the devout
and politically free inhabitant of New England is a kind of Lao-
coon who makes not the least effort to escape from the serpents
which are crushing him. Mammon is-his idol which he adores not
only with his lips but ‘with the whole force of his body and mind.
In his view the world is no more than a Stock Exchange, and he is
convinced that he has no other destiny here below than to become
richer than his neighbour. Trade has seized upon all his thoughts,
and he has no other recreation than to exchange objects. When he
travels he carries, so to speak, his goods and his counter on his back
and talks only of interest and profit. If he loses sight of his own
business for an instant it is only in order to pry into the business of
his competitors.s T o

In North America, indeed, the effective domination of the Chris-
tian world by Judaism has come to be manifested in a common and
unambiguous, form; the preaching of the Gospel itself, Christian
preaching, has become an article of commerce, and the bankrupt
trader in the church behaves like the prosperous clergyman in busi.
ness. “This man whom you see at the head of a respectable congre-
gation began as a trader; his business having failed he has become a
minister. This other began as a- priest, but as soon as he had accu-
mulated some money he abandoned the priesthood for trade. In
the eyes of many people the religious ministry is a veritable indus-
trial career.”4 o

According to Bauer, it is “a hypocritical situation when, in
theory, the Jew is deprived of political rights, while in practice he
wields tremendous power and exercises on a wholesale scale the
w&&wmcu_an. Die Judenfrage, pP. 14, Marx Paraphrases this passage.

ary

: 4. Beaumont, op. cit, I, p. 179,
3. Hamilton, op. cit., I, p. 213. [Marx] [Marz]
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olitical influence which is denied him in minor matters.”s

" - The contradiction which exists between the effective political
power of the Jew and his political rights, is the contradiction
between politics and .the power of money in general. Politics is in

principle superior to the power of money, but in practice it has

become its bondsman.

Judaism has maintained itself alongside Christianity, not only
because it conmstituted the religious criticism of Christianity and
embodied the doubt conceming the religious origins of Christian-
ity, but equally because the practical Jewish spirit—Judaism or
commerce®—has perpetuated itself in Christian society and has
even attained its highest development there. The Jew, who occu-
pies a distinctive place in civil society, only manifests in a distinc-
tive way the Judaism of civil society. .

Judaism has been preserved, not in spite of history, but by his-
tory.

It is from its own entrails that civil society ceaselessly engenders
the Jew.

What was, in itself, the basis of the Jewish religion? Practical
need, egoism. ‘

The monotheism of the Jews is, therefore, in reality, a -

polytheism of the numerous needs of man, a polytheism which
makes even the lavatory an object of divine regulation. Practical
need, egoism, is the principle of civil society, and is revealed as
such in its pure form as soon as civil society has fully engendered
the political state. The god of practical need and self-interest is
money. :

Money is the jealous god of Israel, beside which no other god
may exist. Money abases all the gods of mankind and changes them
into commodities. Money is the univérsal and self-sufficient value
of all things. It has, therefore, deprived the whole world, both the
human world and nature, of their own proper value. Money is the
alienated essence of man’s work and existence; this essence domi-
nates him and he worships it.

The god of the Jews has been secularized and has become the
god of this world. The bill of exchange is the real god of the Jew.
His god is only an illusory bill of exchange. .

The mode of perceiving nature, under the rule of private prop-
erty and money, is a real contempt for, and a practical degradation
of, nature, which does indeed exist in the Jewish religion but only
as a creature of the imagination.

It is in this sense that Thomas Miinzer declares it intolerable
“that every creature should be transformed into- property—the
fishes in the water, the birds of the air, the plants of the earth: the

5.Bauer, Die Judenfrage, pP. 14. meaning of “commerce,” and in this
[Marx] and other passages Marx exploits the
6. The German word Judentum had, in  two senses of the word.

the language of the time, the secondary ”
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creature too should become free.”?

That which is contained in an abstract form in the Jewish reli-
gion—contempt for theory, for art, for history, and for man as an
end in himself—is the real, conscious standpoint and the virtue of
the man of money. Even the speciesrelation itself, the relation
between man and woman, becomes an object of commerce.
Woman is bartered away.

The chimerical nationality of the Jew is the nationality of the
trader, and above all of the financier.

The law, without basis or reason, of the Jew, is only the religious
caricature of morality and right in general, without basis or reason;
the purely formal rites with which the world of self-interest encir-
cles itself. :

Here again the supreme condition of man is his legal status, his
relationship to laws which are valid for him, not because they are
the laws of his own will and nature, but because they are
dominant and any infraction of them will be avenged.

Jewish Jesuitism, the same practical Jesuitism which Bauer dis-
covers in the Talmud, is the relationship of the world of self-
interest to the laws which govern this world, laws which the world
devotes its principal afts to circumventing.

Indeed, the operation of this world within its framework of laws
is impossible without the continual supersession of law.

Judaism could not develop further as a religion, in a theoretical
form, because the world view of practical need is, by its very
nature, circumscribed, and the delineation of its characteristics soon
completed.

The religion of practical need could not, by its very nature, find
its consummation in theory, but only in practice, just because prac-
tice is its truth.

Judaism could not create a new world. It could only bring the
new creations and conditions of the world within its own sphere of
activity, because practical need, the spirit of which is self-interest, is
always passive, cannot expand at will, but finds itself extended as a
result of the continued development of society.

Judaism attains its apogee with the perfection of civil society; but
civil society only reaches perfection in the Christian world. Only
under the sway of Chiistianity, which objectifies all national, natu-
ral, moral and theoretical relationships, could civil society separate
itself completely from the life of the state, sever all the species-
bonds of man, establish egoism and selfish need in their place, and
dissolve the human world into a world of atomistic, antagonistic
individuals.

7. Quoted from Thomas Miinzer’s pam- durch den Diebstahl der heiligen
phlet against Luther, “Hochverrusachte  Schrift die erbirmliche Christenheit
Schutzrede und Antwort wider das also ganz jammerlich besudelt hat.” (p.

geistlose, sanftlebende Fleisch zu Wit-  B. iii. 1524)) [Marx]
tenberg, welches mit verkehrter Weise
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Christianity issued from Judaism. It has now been re-absorbed
into Judaism. .

From the beginning, the Christian was the theorizing Jew; conse-
quently, the Jew is the practical Christian. And the practical Chris-
tian has become a Jew again.

It was only in appearance that Christianity overcame rteal
Judaism. It was too refined, too spiritual to eliminate the crudeness
of practical need except by raising it into the ethereal realm.

Christianity is the sublime thought of Judaism; Judaism is the
vulgar practical application of Christianity. But this practical appli-
cation could only become universal when Christianity as perfected
religion had accomplished, in a theoretical fashion, the alienation
of man from himself and from nature.

It was only then that Judaism could attain universal domination
and could tum alienated man and alienated nature into dlienable,
saleable objects, in thrall to egoistic need and huckstering. .

Objectification is the practice of alienation. Just as man, so long
as he is engrossed in religion, can only objectify his essence by an
alien and fantastic being; so under the sway of egoistic need, he can
only affirm himself and produce objects in practice by subordinat-
ing his products and his own activity to the domination of an
alien entity, and by attributing to them the significance of an alien
entity, namely money. ,

In its perfected practice the spiritual egoism of Christianity nec-
essarily becomes the material egoism of the Jew, celestial need is
transmuted into terrestrial need, subjectivism into self-interest. The
tenacity of the Jew is to be explaimed, not by his religion, but
rather by the human basis of his religion—practical need and
egoism.

It is because the essence of the Jew was universally realized and
secularized in civil society, that civil society could not convince the
Jew of the unredlity of his. religious essence, which is precisely the
ideal representation of practical need. It is not only, therefore, in
the Pentateuch and the Talmud, but also in contemporary ‘society,
that we find the essence of the present-day Jew; not as an abstract
essence, but as one which is supremely empirical, not only as a lim-
itation of the Jew, but as the Jewish narrowness of society.

As soon as society succeeds in abolishing the empirical essence of
Judaism—huckstering and its conditions—the Jew becomes inipos-
sible, because his comsciousness no longer has an object. The sub-
jective basis of Judaism—practical need—assumes a human form,
and the conflict between the individual, sensuous existence of man

and his species-existence, is abolished. :

The social emancipation of the Jew is the emancipation of
society from Judaism.
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