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Is Marx right in maintaining that alienation is inherent within capitalism?

Karl Marx was born in Rhine, 1818. The society in which Marx grew up in had begun to industrialise. Where there was mass production, there was a need for plenty of workers. Marx was vigilant of what was going on around him and viewed capitalism as unjust. Marx’s theory of alienation outlines that the means of production are owned by the bourgeoisie and that it extracts surplus value. He believed profit to be a gross exploitation of the workers. 
Capitalism and industrialisation meant those who could not afford land and property, the proletariats, worked in the places of production of people who were able to afford that land and therefore owned the overall company, the bourgeoisie. The bourgeoises created factories to churn out a product for the market. They would sell their items with profit being the goal. This meant paying workers as little as possible, while keeping the production of their item efficient. Marx has said in the capitalist free market, the nature of work is degraded and unfitting for human beings. The profit is motive requires capitalists to adopt the most efficient methods of production available.[footnoteRef:1] [1:  Wolff. J, An Introduction to Political Philosophy, (Oxford University Press, 1996)] 

The point of producing something for your own sake is for expression or personal necessity. Capitalism causes the removal of personal involvement in this task. To develop this point, take the example of producing a crop. You grow and reap that crop either for your own consumption or to sell on as well. Working for bourgeoisies removes any personal use value. 
However, labour is transformed in to work which can be exchanged for wages. Arguably this incentive is a compensation to that loss of individuality in work. But, wages are surplus which means labour is at the lowest rate. That lack of valuing a person further alienates them from their line of work and in the entire system. They work the most but profits go to the owners who generally haven’t done anything in the production of the item. 
The people who worked for the bourgeoisies had no input in to the product being created. If there is no stimulation for the creative process then there is no creative drive, only consumer drive. While practicality is necessary for items, items will have a certain life span. For example, washing machines are being sold on the market, if everyone were to buy one, no one would need another one for years. So the people highest up selling these washing machines would suddenly stop making a profit because no one would need another washing machine. Whereas exchanging goods was done due to necessity. Capitalisms solution is to create desires and tell the consumer what they want. The people highest up making the washing machines would make more and advertise them as a newer, improved model. That power of advertising and manipulating consumers removes individual identity as it creates an identity on to the society, a culture of elitism where everything is controlled by the competition of financial superiority.  The entire culture of advertising has created a false consciousness among consumers and workers. 
The very chain of production alienates the worker. In order to work efficiently and get an item produced, there is a division of labour. This reduces a person to being a cog in the machine. They do not create the item as a whole, they only screw a bolt on. There is no stimulation for such a task. The only incentive would be the wage. The wage compulsion gives a concession to work but not a passion or an alignment to do so. This monotony stunts any creative ability and does not ensure for a flourishing existence. Understandably, there may be people content with their life like so, but they are not unique in the process. Everything becomes stagnant and monotonous, ‘from a man becomes an abstract activity and a stomach’[footnoteRef:2] [2:  Wolff. J, An Introduction to Political Philosophy, (Oxford University Press, 1996)] 


To work in such monotonous conditions could make one feel like a robot. Which actually is a pressing concern in modern day capitalism as we see the rise of machines to make other machines. But if we can see that the tasks the workers do are that which are suited to a robot, then we can see that our species-essence is alienated too. Humans are not separated from their activity as a worker. Humans have a wide range of interests which promote survival and psychological wellbeing. We need to be stimulated psychological and to have an incentive. By being involved personally in what you work for, you work harder to see it better improve, but there is also the element of having more to lose. Humans are social creatures, but a completive labour market alienates workers from each other.
However, we assume in capitalism that the alienation is of the workers. But alienation was a problem even amongst the bourgeoises. Marriage was never love, but for status. Therefore the very act of making a life with someone was an act of social convenience. But the bourgeoise were the ones to create the culture of having to keep up appearances for the sake of looking and being a part of a certain class and therefore have had a highly personal input in to it. Also ‘the existence of a multi-dimensional bourgeois culture is as plausible an explanation for differing labour rhythms in a society undergoing industrialisation as the divergent elements in the labour force created by the transitional stage of the new industrial society.[footnoteRef:3] It is not appropriate to call it a culture, but more a side effect of capitalism and so Proletariat ‘culture’ could then be considered child labour, deterioration of the quality of life, affects of pollution, crime.  [3:  Young, D., J, Marxism, Liberalism and the Process of Industrialisation (1969)
] 

[bookmark: _GoBack]To conclude, alienation is inherent within a capitalism as it is a necessary component for capitalism to function. However, Rand would argue that capitalism at its core does align with human nature and if left to our own devices is what we do. Rand argues capitalism allows for us to be at our most personal and that it works to the fact we are individuals. However, this is done through seeing capitalism as economically separate to the state. But the corruption of the rich is inevitable and therefore becomes a state involved problem, for example selling commodities on the market, basic human needs shouldn’t be a profitable business move.
Humans have been personal in their work for a longer period of time than they have been in the system of capitalism.  Marx described capitalism to be the stepping stone to socialism.
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