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Preface

It is indicative of the deficiencies of much current discussion
about Marx that the Grundrisse, which — as I argue here in my
Introduction - is the centrepiece of his work, should yet be the -
last of his major writings to be translated into English. The
present edition is by no means a full-scale scholarly one and has
the modest aim of making available the most important passages
of this vital text with enough commentary to make them intelli-
gible in the context of Marx’s thought as a whole. Since this is the
first translation and the text is in places very difficult, I have
tried to follow the original as closely as possible for fear of over-
interpretation. At the same time, I have tried to make the text
readable: I have added paragraphs and cut down Marx’s italiciz-
ing drastically. The titles of the sections are my own and I have
added a small introductory comment to each to give the reader
an idea of Marx’s general line of argument. I am grateful to Brian
Barefoot for working on the first draft of the translations; also to
my colleagues Christine Marsh and Derek Allcorn for their
valuable advice.
D. M.

Littlecroft,
Chilkam,
Kent,

Fune 1970




Preface to the Paladin Edition

I have slightly altered and expanded the Introduction, added five
new excerpts and enlarged two others. I am grateful to all who
commented on the first edition and especially to Mr Terrel
Carver to whose scholarship I owe many of the revisions I have
made in translation.

D. M.
122 Old Dover Road,
Canterbury.
May 1972
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Introduction

During the century or so since Marx’s thought has been the
object of widespread attention and comment, views as to what
constitutes the kernel of his doctrine have been widely different.
Until well on in this century, Marx was viewed as an economist,
the author of Capital, who had claimed, by his analysis of the
contradictions of capitalist society, to have demonstrated its
inevitable collapse. This emphasis was the product both of the
intellectual climate at the end of the nineteenth century and of
the nature of those of Marx’s writings that were then available
to the public. By the 1920s, however, interest in Hegel had
revived, Lukacs and Korsch had given novel interpretations of _
Marx in the light of this revival, and, above all, around 1930 the
publication of Marx’s early writings — doctoral thesis, ‘Critique
of Hegel’s Philosophy of the State’ and particularly the Paris
Manuscripts — caused a remarkable change of emphasis. Wide
discussion of the early writings was only possible after the war
and the first English version of the Paris Manuscripts was not
produced until the very end of the 1950s. This reappraisal may
have been slow, but, in the minds of some, it was radical, and
Marx was discovered to be really a humanist, an existentialist,
even a ‘spiritual existentialist’.! This obviously raised the pro-
blem of the relationship of Marx’s earlier to his later writings:
was there one Marx or two? Schools formed: possibly the largest
number maintained that the young Marx was richer than the old
Marx, who had lost much of his original humanist vision ;2 others
maintained that the fundamental inspiration of Marx’s thought
was indeed to be found in the Paris Manuscripts, but that Marx’s
later writings were a development of this inspiration,? still others,
mostly orthodox communists, claimed that the Paris Manu-
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seripts were a transitory stage in Marx’s development and

" rendered superfluous by later works.+ The latest suggestion has
been that Marx should be divided into four: 18404, early
works; 1845, works of transition; 1845-57, works of maturation;
and 1857-83, works of maturity.s

This debate tends to be useless in the same way that the pre-
1930 interpretations of Marx do. Just as those interpretations
could not take into account the bulk of Marx’s early writings and
thus are necessarily deficient, so the interpretations mentioned

above are equally deficient in that they neglect what is, in a sense,
the most fundamental of all Marx’s writings — the Grundrisse der
Kritik der politischen Okonomie.* The first public mention of this
thousand-page manuscript (apparently unknown to Engels) was }
made by David Rjazanow, the director of the Marx-Engels #
Institute in Moscow, who announced its discovery to the 4
Socialist Academy in Moscow in 1923. The German translation 4
of this communication is published in Archiv fiir die Geschichte g
des Sozialismus und der Arbeiterbewegung, volume 11 (1925). It &
* was originally intended to publish the Grundrisse in the MEGA

edition, begun in 1927, which contains the early writings. MEGA
was, however, discontinued and the Grundrisse was eventually
published in a separate edition in Moscow in 1939 with a supple-
mentary volume in 1941. The time and place of its publication
precluded any serious attention being paid to it. Only in 1953,
when Dietz Verlag produced a single-volume edition, did the
Grundyrisse become available in the West. There is still no English
translation.® It is, hawever, the centrepiece of Marx’s thought:
any selection of Marx’s writings that does not quote fairly widely
from the Grundrisse must be judged severely inadequate;? and
any discussion of the continuity of Marx’s thought that does not
take account of the Grundrisse would be doomed from the start.
_In the understanding of Marx, history has indeed repeated itself
and the evaluations that exegetes of Marx applied to the Manu-
seripts —  The revelation of authentic Marxism . . . The central

* It should be noted that this title is not Marx’s but stems from the first
editors of his manuscripts. It could be misleading in that Critique of Political
Economy was the subtitle of Capital, and, as I show later, the Grundrisse is
much more than a rough draft of Capital.
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work of Marx, the crucial stage in the development of his
thought’, 8 etc. - sound much more plausible when applied to the
Grundrisse.

Marx’s correspondence (and to some extent his published
work) is littered with plans and projects for publication. The
first is to be found in the preface that he sketched out to the
Paris Manuscriprs. Here he stated that

. . . I shall, therefore, publish my critique of law, morals, politics, etc.
in a number of independent brochures; and finally I shall endeavour,
in a separate work, to present the inter-connected whole, to show the
relationships between the parts, and to provide a critique of the
speculative treatment of this material. That is why, in the present work,
the relationships of political economy with the state, law, morals, civil
life, etc., are touched upon only to the extent that political economy
itself expressly deals with these subjects.?

In the event, of course, Marx was to spend a whole lifetime on

this ‘first brochure’. In January 1845 Marx signed a contract

with Leske, a Darmstadt publisher, for a Critique of Politics and -
Economics. Engels wrote to Marx: “make sure that you get your

book on economics finished even though you yourself are dis-

satisfied with many things in it; it is all one, the climate is ripe
and we must strike while the iron is hot.” 1 But the book was not
completed immediately, for Marx felt the need to ‘settle ac-
counts with our erstwhile philosophical consciousness’,’* which
he did in the Holy Family and German Ideology. By the summer
of 1846 Leske lost patience and cancelled Marx’s contract:
Marx replied, in terms that were to become familiar, that the
manuscript would be ready soon and would be much longer in
consequence of his having to incorporate new material. Marx
speaks there of two volumes of which ‘the manuscripts — almost
finished — of the first have been with me for a long time’.12
This can only allude to the Paris Manuscripts. The second
volume, on politics, which Marx describes as ‘rather historical’,
would have dealt with the French Revolution among other
things and incorporated the 1843 ¢Critique of Hegel’s Political
Philosophy’.13 Later the same year, however, by joining the
League of the Just, Marx started a period of active engagement
in politics which, though it produced the Poverty of Philosophy
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and Communist Manifesto — the two books that Marx recom-
mended as introductions to Capital — did not add to what he
was to call his Economics.

After the failure of the 1848 Revolution, Marx once again took
up his economic studies. He still believed in the imminence of a
revolution, but considered that it would be dependent on the
outbreak of an economic crisis. In the summer of 1850 Marx
obtained a ticket to the Reading Room of the British Museum,
and during the whole of 1851 got through an enormous amount
of reading: in January he was studying books on precious metals,
money and credit; in February, the economic writings of Hume
and Locke, and more books on money; in March, Ricardo, Adam
Smith and books on currencies; in April, Ricardo again and

- books on money; in May, Carey, Malthus and principles of eco-

nomics; in June, value, wealth and economics; in July, literature
on the factory system and agricultural incomes; in August,
population, colonization and the economics of the Roman world;
in the autumn, books on banking, agronomy and technology. In
all, Marx filled his notebooks with long passages from about eighty
authors and read many more. This study was directed towards
the completion of his work on economics. Already in January
1851 Engels was urging Marx to ‘hurry up with the completion
and publication of your Economics’.14 By April Marx wrote:

I am so far advanced that in five weeks I will be through with the
whole economic shit. And that done, I will work over my Economics at
home and throw myself into another science in the Museum. I am
beginning to be tired of it. Basically, this science had made no further
progress since A. Smith and D. Ricardo, however much has been done
in individual, often very subtle, researches.'s

The book was eagerly awaited by Marx’s friends. In May
Lassalle wrote:

I have heard that your Economics will at last see the light of day . . . I
am burning to contemplate on my desk the giant three-volume work
of the Ricardo turned socialist and Hegel turned economist.16

Engels, however, who knew his friend well, declared that

. .. as long as you still have unread a book that you think important,
you do not get down to writing.??
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In June, however, Marx was as sanguine as ever, writing to
Weydemeyer:

T am mostly in the Museum from nine in the morning until seven in
the evening. The stuff I am working on has so many damned ramifica~
tions that with every effort I will not be able to finish for 6-8
weeks.18

Although Marx realized that ‘one must at some point break off
forcibly’,19 in July Proudhon’s new book The General Idea of
Revolution in the Nineteenth Century came into his hands and he
immediately diverted his energies to criticizing its contents. In
spite of its anti-jacobinism, Proudhon’s book appeared to Marx
to deal with only the symptoms of capitalism and not its essence.
However, by October friends had managed to interest the pub-
lisher Lowenthal in Marx’s work. Marx’s scheme for this work
comprised three volumes: ‘Critique of Economics’, ¢ Socialism’
and ‘History of Economic Thought’. Lowenthal wished to begin
with the last volume and see how it went. Engels urged Marx to
accept this proposal, but to expand the ‘History’ into two
volumes:

i

After this would come the Socialists as the third volume and as fourth
the Critique — what would be left of it — and the famous Positive, what
you ‘really’ want . . . For people of sufficient intelligence, the indica-
tions in the first volumes — the Anti-Proudhon and the Manifesto —
will suffice to put them on the right track. The mass of buyers and
readers will lose any interest in the ‘History’ if the great mystery is
already revealed in the first volume. They will say, like Hegel in the
Phenomenology: 1 have read the ‘Preface’ and that’s where the general
idea can be found.z°

Engels advised Marx to make the book a long one by padding out
the ‘History” and finished: ‘Show a little commercial sense this
time.” In early December came the coup d’étar of Bonaparte,
which made Engels anticipate difficulties with Léwenthal and
though Marx stayed in contact with him until well into the
following year, nothing came of the negotiations. Even Marx’s
bitter enemy Kinkel was eager to get a “ positive foundation’ from
Marx’s Economics and Lassalle proposed the founding of a
company that would issue shares to finance the publication; but
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Marx doubted the success of the venture and anyway did not
wish to make public his lack of resources. In January 1852 Marx
wrote asking Weydemeyer to find him a publisher in America
‘because of the failure in Germany’.2! But Marx had already
abandoned work on his Economics. He worked on his notebooks
for a short period in the summer of 1852 and, as a last hope,
submitted to the publisher Brockhaus the project of a book to be
entitled Modern Economic Literature in England from 1830 to
1852, Brockhaus refused and Marx abandoned his Economics for
several years.

In 1857, however, the long-predicted crisis did arrive, and
moved Marx to take up again his economic studies. The first
mention of this in his correspondence is a letter to Engels of
December 1857 where he says: ‘I am working madly through the
nights on a synthesis of my economic studies, so that I at least
have the main principles [Grandrisse] clear before the deluge.’22
He was also composing an extremely detailed diary on the day-
to-day events during the crisis.23 The ‘synthesis’ that Marx
speaks of here was already begun in August 1857 with the com-~
position of a general introduction. This introduction, tentative in
tone and incomplete, discusses the problem of method in the
study of economics and attempts to justify the unhistorical order
of the sections comprised in the work that was to follow.2¢ A plan
of these sections occurs at the end of the introduction, of which
this is a slightly shortened version:

1. The general abstract characterizations that can more or
less be applied to all types of society.

2. The categories that constitute the internal structure of
bourgeois society and which serve as a basic for the funda-
mental classes. Capital, wage-labour, landed property.
Their relationship to each other. Town and country. The
three large social classes. The exchange between them.
Circulation. Credit (private).

3. Synthesis of bourgeois society in the shape of the state, The
state considered in itself. ‘Unproductive’ classes. Taxes.
Public debt. Public credit. Population. Colonies. Emigra-
tion.
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4. The international relations of production. International
division of labour. International exchange. Exports and
imports. Exchange rates.

5. The world market and crises.

This introduction was left unpublished. Marx wrote in 1859in .-
the preface to his Critigue of Political Economy:

I am omitting a general introduction which I had jotted down because
on closer reflection any anticipation of results still to be proved appears ~
to me to be disturbing, and the reader who on the whole desires to.
follow me must be resolved to ascend from the particular to the
general.2s T

The plan, however, in a simpler form was reiterated in the same
preface:

. .. capital, landed property, wage-labour ; state, foreign trade, world
market.26

The manuscripts which survive, written in the six months from
October 1857 until March 1858, do not cover all these sections
equally. They are obviously for the most part a draft of the first

section of the Economics: the whole is divided into two parts, one - 2

on money and the second, much longer, on capital. The second
part is divided into three sections on the production of capital,
circulation, and conversion of surplus value into profit. However,
these economic discussions are inextricably linked with digres-
sions of a much wider nature on such subjects as the individual
and society; the nature of labour; the influence of automation on
society, problems of increasing leisure and the abolition of the
division of labour; the nature of alienation in the higher stages of |
capitalist society; the revolutionary nature of capitalism and its
inherent universality, and so on. It is these digressions that give
the Grundrisse its primary importance and show that it is a rough
draft of far wider scope than what was later included in Capital.
Sections devoted to such topics as foreign trade and the world
market show that Marx was led to sketch out to some extent the
fundamental traits of the other five books of his Economics.
Marx says as much himself: ‘In the manuscript (which would -

19




make a sizeable book if printed) everything is topsy-turvy and
there is much that is intended for later parts.’27

The schema in six parts given in the general introduction and
the preface is plainly not the same as that of Capital, book 1, 7

published in 1867. Kautsky concluded that Marx must have
changed the plan of his Economics and this has been the received
opinion ever since. Capital, in its eventual four volumes, was held
to be the form that Marx’s Economics finally took and in it, to
quote Engels, ‘Marx said everything he wished in one way or
another.” This question is obviously of the greatest importance.
If true, then the Grundrisse, however interesting, would still only
have a secondary importance, that of helping us to understand
the genesis of Capital and thus to interpret its contents. If, on the
other hand, Marx kept to the original plan and Capital is only the

elaboration of the first of the six sections, then Marx’s work is

dramatically incomplete and it could be claimed that the Grund-
risse, in so far as it is the Grundrisse of more than the first
section, is the most fundamental work that Marx ever wrote.
The thesis that Marx changed the plan of his major work has
been worked out in most detail by Henryk Grossmann.?8 He puts
the date of the change in 1863, when Marx wrote to Engels that
he had been obliged to ¢ destroy the whole edifice’.2 But this sort
of statement is far too frequent in Marx’s correspondence to draw
any important conclusions from it. Grossmann’s main substantial
point is that the plan of 1863 was methodologically different.
There are two sources which show this view to be mistaken:3°
1. Marx’s Correspondence. This consists principally of letters to
Lassalle, who was acting as literary agent in the negotiations with
the prospective publisher Duncker. In February 1857 Marx
listed for the first time the six sections of his Ecomomics: capital,
landed property, wage-labour, estate, foreign trade and the world
market, and added that the first section on capital would contain
‘some preliminary chapters’.3! The arrangement with Duncker
was that the manuscript should be delivered and published in
sections, and the next month Marx informed Lassalle that the
first delivery would contain ‘(1) value, (2) money, (3) capital in
general’. The third section would be divided into ‘the produc-
tion process of capital, the circulation of process of capital and
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the unity of the two, or capital and profit, interest’.32 In other
words, these sections are precisely the subsequent three books of
Capital. The change is not one of methodology, but one of size;
when it came to actually writing the first of the six volumes,
which Marx speaks of in his letter to Lassalle as simply a ‘bro-
chure’, it expanded to make the three books of Capital.

2. The Grundrisse. In his March letter Marx promised to have
the first delivery ready by the ‘end of May’.33 It would be based
on materials which ‘are only in my notebooks in the form of
monographs, which often are very detailed; this would disappear
at the moment of composition’.3* These materials are the Grund-
risse, whose 800 pages Marx had hoped to condense into the
‘first delivery’. The Grundrisse (which was not available to
Grossmann when he wrote his article) contains a further index
which was to be the basis of the first volume of Marx’s Econo-
mics. This index comprises: (1) value, (2) money (with sub-
headings in great detail), (3) capital, divided once more into the

process of production and the process of circulation. This index = -

proves beyond a doubt that the plan of Capital was already in
Marx’s mind in 1857-8 as the first of his six-volume treatise
on Economics; and that the Critigue of Political Economy
of 1859 contains what he refers to as ‘some preliminary
chapters’,

By November 1858 the ‘first delivery” was still not ready, but
Marx thought it would only be four weeks. Illness and journal-
ism had taken up so much of his time, and particularly trouble
with his liver had (according to him) affected his style. He wished
to get everything right as ‘(1) my writing is the result of fifteen
years of research, thus the best period of my life; (2) this work
upholds for the first time in a scientific manner an important
conception of the relationships in society.’3s But, as could have
been predicted, Marx found that he could not include all that
he had to say on ‘capital in general’ in a single brochure: ‘it is
probable that the first part, ““Capital in general”, will already
take up two brochures since in drafting it I find that just where
the most abstract part of economics has to be discussed, too short
a treatment would render it unintelligible to the public.’36 At
the same time, Marx insisted that both brochures should appear
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together: ‘the inner connection demands it and the whole effect
depends on it.’37 However, lack of time obliged Marx to send
the first brochure to Berlin or abandon the whole enterprise.
He explained to Engels:

In spite of the title ‘Capital in general’, these pages don’t yet contain
anything on capital, but only two chapters: (1) commodities, (2)
‘money or simple circulation. You see therefore that the part elaborated
in detail (in May when I was with you) will not yet be published.s®

The heading of this first brochure was: ‘Book 1. On capital. First
section; Capital in general’. The plan in the Grundrisse shows
that Marx intended after finishing the section with the chapter
on ‘Capital in general’; to add the further sections on more
specific aspects of capital - circulation, credit, shares, etc. —
before proceeding to the other books on landed property, wage-
labour and so on. This is spelt out even more clearly in a letter
to Weydemeyer of February 1859.3°

Even in October 1859 Marx still hoped to complete the second
brochure, ‘the true battle’, by the end of the year. But journal-
ism, domestic affairs and political quarrels — particularly the

. obscure feud with Karl Vogt — ate into his time. In 1861 Marx
did begin his third chapter’ but found that in two years he had
written about 3,000 pages, a large part of which was edited by
Kautsky as a sort of fourth volume to Caprtal, under the title of
Theories of Surplus Value. In 1863 Marx began once more to
work on the central thesis of his Economics, but it was seven years
before this material emerged as Capital: Book One, to be fol-
lowed after Marx’s death by books 2 and 3, the whole only
constituting the first part of the total Economics that Marx in
1857 had intended to write.

Thus Marx’s thought is best viewed as a continuing medita-
tion on central themes broached in 1844, the high point of which
meditation occurred in 1857-8. The continuity between the
Manuscripts and Grundrisse is evident. Marx himself talked of
the Grundrisse as ‘ the result of fifteen years of research, thus the
best period of my life’.40 This letter was written in November
1858, exactly fifteen years after Marx’s arrival in Paris in Novem-
ber 1843. He also says in the preface of 1859: ‘the total material

22

lies before me in the form of monographs, which were written
at widely separated periods, for self-clarification, not for publi-
cation, and whose coherent elaboration according to the plan
indicated will be dependent on external circumstances.’#! This
can only refer to the Paris Manuscripts of 1844 and the London
notebooks of 1850-52. Marx constantly used, and at the same -
time revised, material from an earlier date: he used his note-
books of 1843-5 while writing Capital.+

The beginning of the chapter on capital reproduces almost
word for word the passages in the Manuscripts on human need,
man as a species being, the individual as a social being, the idea
of nature as, in a sense, man’s body, the parallels between
religious alienation and economic alienation, etc. The two works
also have in common a Utopian and almost millennial strain.
One point in particular emphasizes this continuity: the Grund-
risse are as ‘Hegelian’ as the Parsis Manuscripts. This has some-
times been said to be a superficial Hegelianism, and Marx’s
letter to Engels of January 1858 has been quoted: “in the method
it has been of great use to me that by mere accident I have leafed -
through Hegel’s Logic — Freiligrath found some volumes that
belonged originally to Bakunin and sent me them as a present.’43
The reading of Hegel may have been accidental but the influence
of Hegel went deeper: some of the most Hegelian parts of the
Grundrisse — and particularly the index of the book on capital -
were written before the receipt of Freiligrath’s present. Marx
himself, in a note in the Grundrisse written in November 1858
said, ‘later, before going on to another problem, it is necessary
to correct the idealist manner of this analysis.” A parallel has
justifiably been drawn between the renewal of Marx’s interest
in Hegel and Lenin’s reading of Hegel that preceded the writing
of his Imperialism and The State and Revolution. The same point
can be put with reference to the term ‘alienation’, which occurs
much more in Capital than some writers appear to think, and
which is central to most of the more important passages of the
Grundrisse.

The most striking passage of the Grundrisse in this respect is
the draft plan for Marx’s Economics, which is couched in lan-
guage (such as the distinction between essence and appearance)
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that might have come straight out of Hegel’s Logic.* Nor should

the obviously empirical nature of much of Marx’s work cause a
problem. In a sense, Hegel himself was an extremely empirical
thinker and there is no contradiction between a close perusal of
the reports of the British factory inspectors and the Hegelian
categories used to interpret their significance. Since these
sections are typical of large parts of the Grundrisse, several of the
accounts of Marx’s thought produced by scholars of the older
generation — Daniel Bell, Sidney Hook, Lewis Feuer+ — must
now be judged to have been mistaken. It was the thesis of these
writers that there was a radical break between the young and the
old Marx; and the major proof of this was held to be the absence,
in the later writings, of the concept of alienation so central to the
earlier writings. In addition those writers who have wished to
minimize the influence of Hegel on Marx - this might apply
to Rubel in some of his earlier work — will have to revise their
ideas.

. The richer historical content implies, too, that the Grundrisse,

* while continuing the themes central to the Paris Manuscripts,

treats them in a much ‘maturer’ way than was possible before
Marx had achieved a synthesis of his ideas on philosophy and
economics. Thus those interpretations of Marx which take the
Paris Manuscripts as his central work have seriously misplaced
their emphasis. Eric Fromm and - to a lesser extent — Robert
Tucker are examples of this tendency.*s Equally, those critics of
Marx who sometimes write as though Marx’s summary of the
‘guiding thread’ of his studies in the preface to his Critique of
Political Economy (1859) were a definite and exhaustive account
-of his views will have to do some wider reading.+6 For such a brief
summary as is contained in the preface can only be adequately
interpreted by reference to the immense amount of background
thinking and writing from which it sprang.t

* This is in contradistinction to the Paris Manuscripts, where it is Hegel’s
Phenomenology that interests Marx most. See Grundrisse, 1953 edn, pp. 162 ff.,
and particularly the schema on pp. 186 f. Also the passages translated on
pp. 90 and 102 ff. below.

+ See the article by A. Prinz in the Journal of the History of Ideas (1969),

which argues that the preface was written solely with a view to getting
Marx’s book past the censors. This view seems to me untenable, but shows
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Marx never rejected any of his writings. It is, of course, true
that he speaks of rereading the Holy Family with embarrassment.
But this is true of all his writings: ‘it is self evident’, he wrote in
1846, ‘that an author, if he pursues his research, cannot Fterally
publish what he has written six months previously.’4” Or in
1862: ‘I find a work written four weeks before unsatisfactory and
rewrite it completely.’+8 In 1851 Marx was quite willing to see
reprinted his essays from as long ago as the Rheinische Zeitung
of 1842, and he states that even the Communist Manifesto was in
need of amendment as time went on. Marx’s intellectual develop-
ment is a process of ‘self-clarification’ (to use his own expres-
sion), which cannot either be split into periods or treated as a
monolith. The central point of this process is neither the Paris
Manuscripts nor Capital, but the Grundrisse of 1857-8, the work
which, more than any other, contains a synthesis of the various
strands of Marx’s thought. When the young Kautsky asked Marx
whether the time had not come to publish his complete works,
Marx’s wry answer was: ‘They would first have to be com-
pleted.’+? In a sense, none of Marx’s works is complete, but the
completest of them is the Grundrisse.

the sort of considerations that have to be borne in mind when commenting
on such a text.
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1 General Introduction

From Grundrisse, pp. 5-31

This is one of the first parts of the Grundrisse to be written, dated August 1857.
Marx did not publish it in his Critique of Political Economy since ‘any anticipa- 3
tion of results that are still to be proven seemed 1o me objectionable’. Marx begins 4§
with & critique of the eighteenth~century view of ‘natural’ man and the eternal
laws supposed to govern economics by such writers as Mill. In the second section
Marx considers the way in which production, distribution, exchange and con- §

sumption are intimately linked. The third section is particularly interesting for its |

discussion of method in political economy and the plan of the whole Economics. 4
It ends with an unfinished digression on the appreciation of Greek art as an §

apparent difficulty for the maserialist conception of history.

This text was first published by Karl Kautsky in 1903 and an English transla- '
tion followed in 1904. This translation is far from satisfactory in many places and, i
" though I have used it as a basis here, I have nevertheless amended it in many 3

places.

1. Production

The subject of our discussion is first of all material production. 4
Individuals producing,in society, thus the socially determined 4
production of individuals, naturally constitutes the starting |

point. The individual and isolated hunter or fisher who forms
the starting point with Smith and Ricardo belongs to the insipid
illusions of the eighteenth century. They are Robinson Crusoe
stories which do not by any means represent, as students of the
history of civilization imagine, a reaction against over-refinement
and a return to a misunderstood natural life. They are no more
based on such a naturalism than is Rousseau’s contrat social
which makes naturally independent individuals come in contact
and have mutual intercourse by contract. They are the fiction
and only the aesthetic fiction of the small and great adventure
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stories. They are, rather, the anticipation of ‘ civil society’, which
had been in course of development since the sixteenth century
and made gigantic strides towards maturity in the eighteenth.
In this society of free competition the individual appears free
from the bonds of nature, etc., which in former epochs of history
made him part of a definite, limited human conglomeration. To
the prophets of the eighteenth century, on whose shoulders
Smith and Ricardo are still standing, this eighteenth-century
individual, constituting the joint product of the dissolution of
the feudal form of society and of the new forces of production
which had developed since the sixteenth century, appears as an

ideal whose existence belongs to the past; not as a result of -

history, but as its starting point. Since that individual appeared
to be in conformity with nature and corresponded to their
conception of human nature, he was regarded not as developing
historically, but as posited by nature. This illusion has been .
characteristic of every new epoch in the past. Steuart, who, as an
aristocrat, stood more firmly on historical ground and was in
many respects opposed to the spirit of the eighteenth century,
escaped this simplicity of view.

The farther back we go into history, the more the individual
and, therefore, the producing individual seems to depend on and
belong to a larger whole: at first it is, quite naturally, the family
and the clan, which is but an enlarged family; later on, it is the °
community growing up in its different forms out of the clash and
the amalgamation of clans. It is only in the eighteenth century,
in ‘civil society’, that the different forms of social union confront
the individual as 2 mere means to his private ends, as an external
necessity. But the period in which this standpoint - that of the
isolated individual - became prevalent is the very one in which
the social relations of society (universal relations according to
that standpoint) have reached the highest state of development.
Man is in the most literal sense of the word a zoon politikon, not
f)nly a social animal, but an animal which can develop into an
individual only in society. Production by isolated individuals
outside society — something which might happen as an exception
to a civilized man who by accident got into the wilderness and
already potentially possessed within himself the forces of
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society — is as great an absurdity as the idea of the development o
language without individuals living together and talking to one

another. We need not dwell on this any longer. It would not be }
necessary to touch upon this point at all, had not this nonsense —
which, however, was justified and made sense in the eighteenth p
century — been transplanted, in all seriousness, into the field of ]
political economy by Bastiat, Carey, Proudhon and others.
Proudhon and others naturally find it very pleasant, when they §
do not know the historical origin of a certain economic pheno-
menon, to give it a quasi-historico-philosophical explanation §
by going into mythology. Adam or Prometheus hit upon the §
scheme cut and dried, whereupon it was adopted, etc. Nothing }

.

is more tediously dry than the dreaming platitude.

Whenever we speak, therefore, of production, we always have §

“in mind production at a certain stage of social development, or
production by social individuals. Hence, it might seem that in
order to speak of production at all, we must either trace the
historical process of development through its various phases, or

declare at the outset that we are dealing with a certain historical

period, as, for example, with modern capitalist production,
which, as a matter of fact, constitutes the proper subject of this
work, But all stages of production have certain landmarks in
common, common purposes. ‘Production in general’ is an
.- abstraction, but it is a rational abstraction, in so far as it singles
out and fixes the common features, thereby saving us repetition.
Yet these general or common features discovered by comparison
constitute something very complex, whose constituent elements
have different destinations. Some of these elements belong to all
- epochs, others are common to a few. Some of them are common
- - to the most modern as well as to the most ancient epochs. No
- production is conceivable without them; but while even the
most completely developed languages have laws and conditions
in common with the least developed ones, what is characteristic
of their development are the points of departure from the general
and common. The conditions which generally govern produc-
tion must be differentiated in order that the essential points of
difference should not be lost sight of in view of the general
uniformity which is due to the fact that the subject, mankind,
and the object, nature, remain the same. The failure to remember
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this one fact is the source of all the wisdom of modern economists
who are trying to prove the eternal nature and harmony of
existing social conditions. Thus they say, for example, that no
production is possible without some instrument of production,
let that instrument be only the hand; that none is possible
without past accumulated labour, even if that labour should con-
sist of mere skill which has been accumulated and concentrated
in the hand of the savage by repeated exercise. Capital is, among
other things, also an instrument of production, also past im~
personal labour. Hence capital is a universal, eternal natural
phenomenon; which is true if we disregard the specific properties
which turn an ‘instrument of production’ and ‘stored up
labour’ into capital. The entire history of the relationships of
production appears to a man like Carey, for example, as a mali-
cious perversion on the part of governments.

If there is no production in general there is also no general
production. Production is always either some special branch of
production, as, for example, agriculture, stock-raising, manu-
factures, etc., or an aggregate. But political economy is not tech-~
nology. The connection between the general determinations of
productions at a given stage of social development and the par-~
ticular forms of production is to be developed elsewhere (later on).

Finally, production is never only of a particular kind. It is
always a certain social body or a social subject that is engaged on
a larger or smaller aggregate of branches of production. The
connection between the real process and its scientific presenta-
tion also falls outside of the scope of this treatise. Production in
general. Special branches of production. Production as a whole.

It is the fashion with economists to open their works with a
general introduction, which is entitled ‘production’ (see, for
example, John Stuart Mill) and deals with the general ‘requisites
of production’, This general introductory part consists of (or is
supposed to consist of):

I. The conditions without which production is impossible, i.e.
the essential conditions of all production. As a matter of
fact, however, it can be reduced, as we shall see, to a few
very simple definitions, which flatten out into shallow
tautologies.

29




2. Conditions which further production more or less, as, for
example, Adam Smith’s discussion of a progressive and

stagnant state of society.

In order to give scientific value to what serves with him as a
mere summary, it would be necessary to study the degree of pro-
ductivity by periods in the development of individual nations;
such a study falls outside the scope of the present subject, and
in so far as it does belong here is to be brought out in connection
with the discussion of competition, accumulation, etc. The com-
monly accepted view of the matter gives a general answer to the
effect that an industrial nation is at the height of its production
at the moment when it reaches its historical climax in all respects.

As a matter of fact a nation is at its industrial height so long as
jts main object is not gain, but the process of gaining. In that
respect the Yankees stand above the English. Or, that certain
races, climates, natural conditions, such as distance from the sea,
fertility of the soil, etc., are more favourable to production than
others. That again comes down to the tautology that the facility
of creating wealth depends on the extent to which its elements
are present both subjectively and objectively.

But all that is not what the economists are really concerned
with in this general part. Their object is rather to represent pro-

duction in contradistinction to distribution — see Mill, for ex-

ample - as subject to eternal laws independent of history, and
then to substitute bourgeois relations, in an underhand way, as
immutable natural laws of society #n abstracto. This is the more
or less conscious aim of the entire proceeding. When it comes to
distribution, on the contrary, mankind is supposed to have

indulged in all sorts of arbitrary action. Quite apart from the ]

fact that they violently break the ties which bind production
and distribution together, so much must be clear from the out-

set: that, no matter how greatly the systems of distribution may

vary at different stages of society, it should be possible here, as in

the case of producti
confound and eliminate all historical
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on, to discover the common features and to §
differences in formulating |

general human laws. For example, the slave, the serf, the wage- §
labourer — all receive a quantity of food, which enables them to

exist as slave, serf and wage-labourer, Th
existas o L. L'he conqueror, the offici
the lar dt;);gs, the monk or the LeYlte, who respectively live ::;
ute, , rent, al'ms and the tithe - all receive a
soqal product. which is determined by laws diff ot
wh.ICh do?termme the part received by the slav:rc::ttc&oTIlr: o
main i i this
i Il))r(::;;:t;h:;h aléleconomnsts place under this hea(: ;‘;0
adm,inistmtion,of.COI} y, tl?e protection of the latter b th’
‘ Justice, police, etc. The objectio o
pomtj\ ltl:an be stated very briefly, nieto these two
. roduction i Rr
AL fd tﬁ‘rl;t,lo}? 1sda;f>ipr'opr1atlon of nature by the individual
oy safr t;ate nite form of society. In that sense it is
o rod o, s that property (?ppropriation) is a condition
rroosaton Dt it ecomes ridiculous, when from that one
(i il oo st.:dmte form of property, e.g. private property
opostie b ‘,’iz " €S, as a prerequisite the existence of an
opposite pwp,e rty.(e sezce of propert.y). History points rather to
oo iy primitive.f‘(; mong the I:Imdus, Slavs, ancient Celts
< mach hes po rm, which still plays an important part a;
hether o B gTowas communa‘tl property. The question as to
ropony o 70 s more rapidly under this or that form of
be no such thing ear; I::(s)fii }tl'ere o oy (here can
Xgere property does not excislto?r,x I:I.(I)ll; (ti:)):rjleqtilse f;d);; st()(;iety,
propriati i ’ diovia
fub]'gctf_ tion which does not appropriate is a contmdz'cz‘iogi};z
2. Protecti i
Commonplzil:snezf E:m, etc. Reduced to their real meaning, these
that eveny s gf S8 1:ore.than their preachers know, namely,
o gOvemmeng)ro uction creates its own legal relations,
the conoenr e » etc. The crudity and the shortcomings o;‘
ceflentng oo 1 in the tendenc?r to see only an accidental
o econom(?n In what constitutes an organic union. The
better e 1stsdhave a vague notion that production is-
cxample ey dugnl er the modern police than it was, for
- that, e faw. They forget that club law is also law.
forme o ght of tl‘1c stronger continues to exist in oth ’
. :}r: und?r their ‘government of law’. “
uctioneasrom.al conditions corresponding to a certain stage of
€ 1n a state of formation or disappearance, dis~-

prod
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turbances of production naturally arise, although differing in
extent and effect.

To sum up: all the stages of production have certain destina-
tions in common, which we generalize in thought: but the so-
called general conditions of all production are nothing but
abstract conceptions which do not go to make up any real stage

in the history of production.

2. The General Relation of Production to Distribution,
Exchange and Consumption

Before going into a further analysis of production, it is necessary
to look at the various divisions which economists put side by side
with it. The most shallow conception is as follows: by produc-
tion, the members of society appropriate (produce and shape) the
products of nature to human wants; distribution determines the
proportion in which the individual participates in this produc-
tion; exchange brings him the particular products into which he
" wishes to turn the quantity secured by him through distribtion;
finally through consumption the products become objects of use
and enjoyment, of individual appropriation. Production yields
‘goods adapted to our needs; distribution distributes them
according to social laws; exchange distributes further what has
already been distributed, according to individual wants; finally
in consumption the product drops out of the social movement,
becoming the direct object of the individual want which it serves

and satisfies in use. Production thus appears as the starting point; °

consumption as the final end; and distribution and exchange as

the middle; the latter has a double aspect, distribution being f

defined as a process carried on by society, exchange as one

proceeding from the individual. The person is objectified in §

production; the material thing is subjectified in the person. In |
distribution, society assumes the part of go-between for produc
tion and consumption in the form of generally prevailing rules
in exchange this is accomplished by the accidental make-up of;
the individual. ’
Distribution determines what proportion (quantity) of theg
products the individual is to receive; exchange determines th
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products in which the individual desires to receive his share -
allotted to him by distribution, e
Production, distribution, exchange and consumption thus
f(‘>rm‘ a p_erfect connection, production standing for the general
dlStI.'Iblftl.On and exchange for the special, and consumption fo’
'the 1nd1v1duz}l, in which all are joined together. To be sure thi;
1 a connection, but it does not go very deep. Production is
determm.ed according to the economists by universal natural
laws, while distribution depends on social chance: distribution
can, therefore, have a more or less stimulating effect on produc
tion: exchange lies between the two as a formal social mosement-
and the final act of consumption, which is considered not onl as’
a final purpose but also as a final aim, falls properly outside);he
scope of economics, except in so far as it reacts on the startin
pomt and causes the entire process to begin all over again i
'The opponents of the economists — whether economists tilem-
seIYes or not — who reproach them with tearing apart, like bar-
barians, \yhat is an organic whole, either stand on’ common
ground with them or are elow them, Nothing is more commo:
than'the charge that the economists have been considerin ror-l'
dU.CthIl as an end in itself, too much to the exclusion of gvz -
’tIl‘ur}g else, T.he same has been said with regard to distributigl
.hIS. accusation is itself based on the economic conception that.
dlstrl!)utmr} exists side by side with production as a self-
;?:t;(l)rtledr, 1nd3p.enden't sph.ere. Or, it is said, the various factors
o f,;ez;spt(; Lin their unity. As .though it were the textbooks
b I; ndsa 1:t; }fepa;atxon upon life anfi not life upon the text-
balanc’i ond s thoug the subject at 1ssue were a dialectical
& ol conceptions and not an analysis of real conditions,

@ Production Is at the Same Time Also Consumption N
T

W}‘:OOZOGISCIC:ZSE{mplon,.sul?jective anfl olfjective. The individual
Consuming fhe Hlls. ac;iltles in productlf)n is also expending them,
Consumpn o1 VlItl ; € act of production, just as procreation is a
consumpgion ofml a poz.vers. In t.he sec?nd place, production is
0 partly (o b €ans o 1pr.oductxofl which are used and used up
clempnne, w smncexftmp € in burning) reduced to their natural

1s true of the consumption of raw materials
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" which do not remain in their natural form and state, being
greatly absorbed in the process. The act of production is, there-
fore, in all its aspects an act of consumption as well. But this is
admitted by economists. Production as directly identical with
consumption, consumption as directly coincident with produc-
tion, they call productive consumption. This identity of pro-
duction and consumption finds its expression in Spinoza’s
proposition determinatio est negatio. But this definition of pro-
ductive consumption is resorted to just for the purpose of

distinguishing between consumption as identical with production

and consumption proper, which is defined as its destructive
counterpart. Let us then consider consumption proper.
Consumption is directly also production, just as in nature the
consumption of the elements and of chemical substances con-
stitutes production of plants. It is clear that in nutrition, for
example, which is but one form of consumption, man produces
his own body; but it is equally true of every kind of consumption
which goes to produce the human being in one way or another.
It is consumptive production. But, say the economists, this pro-
duction which is identical with consumption is a second produc-
tion resulting from the destruction of the product of the first. In
the first, the producer transforms himself into things; in the
second, things are transformed into human beings. Conse-
quently, this consumptive production — although constituting a

direct unity of production and consumption — differs essentially |

from production proper. The direct unity in which production

coincides with consumption and consumption with production |

does not interfere with, their direct duality. A
Production is thus at the same time consumption, and con- }
sumption is at the same time production. Each is directly its own §

counterpart. But at the same time an intermediary movement

by creating material for the latter which otherwise would lack its
. object. But consumption in its turn furthers production, by 3
providing for the products the individual for whom they are §
products. The product receives its last finishing touches in con-
sumption. A railroad on which no one rides, which is conse-#

quently not used up, not consumed, is only a potential railroad
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not inhabited is really no dwelling;
- . 3 . ’
distinguished from a mere natural

reproduces the need.
In its turn, production :
i. F M . . .
Sllmptjl(l)rmS}'les consumptlon with its material, its object. Con-
o Ofn ‘w1thout an object is no consumption, hence from this °
.2 A t\{xeYv production creates and produces consumption
. Bu . *
C(mg“mptll.:):ls nﬂt O'nly the object that production provides for
o . gives consumpti i i H .
Character , its finish, ption its definite outline, its
eishing ¢ .
on con Sgu :1uc'h as a product, production puts the finishing touch
sencr,] buftlon. F_or thc? object is not simply an object in
deﬁnite’m a deﬁnlte' object, which is consumed in a certain
anner prescribed in its turn by production Hunger is

unger: S sat]
> but the hunger that is satisfied with cooked meat eaten

with fork an

d knife i : .
that deyogae knife is a different kind of hunger from the one

raw meat with the aid of hands, nails and teeth, Not
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Just as consumption gives the product jits

ey




only the object of consumption, but also the manner of consump-
tion is produced by production; that is to say, consumption is
created by production not only objectively but also subjectively.
Production thus creates the consumers,

3. Production not only supplies the want with material, but
supplies the material with 2 want. When consumption emerges
from its first stage of natural crudeness and directness — and its
continuation in that state would in itself be the result of a pro-
duction still remaining in a state of natural crudeness - it is
itself, as a desire, mediated by its object. The want for it which
consumption experiences is created by its perception of the pro-
duct. The object of art, as well as any other product, creates an
artistic public, appreciative of beauty. Production thus produces
not only an object for the subject, but also a subject for the
object.

Production thus produces consumption: first, by furnishing
the latter with material; secondly, by determining the manner of
consumption; thirdly, by creating in consumers a want for its
_products as objects of consumption. It thus produces the object,
the manner and the desire for consumption. In the same

~ manner, consumption creates the disposition of the producer by

setting him up as an aim and by stimulating wants. The identity
of consumption and production thus appears to be a threefold
one.
1. Direct identity: production is consumption; consumption
is production. Consumptive production. Productive consump-
tion. Economists call both productive consumption, but make
one distinction by calling the former reproduction, and the latter
productive consumption. All inquiries into the former deal with
productive and unproductive labour; those into the latter treat
of productive and unproductive consumption.
2. Each appears as the means of the other and as being brought
about by the other, which is expressed as their mutual inter-
“dependence; a relation by virtue of which they appear as
mutually connected and indispensable, yet remaining external to
each other. Production creates the material as the external object

of consumption; consumption creates the want as the inward §
object, the purpose of production. Without production, no
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consumption; without consumpf;

. . ption, no production: thj .
figures in political economy in m an;r forxp;l ) 1on; this maxim

. Pro ion i : :
tiofl diregtlicnon zls hot only directly consumption and consump-
consumpti ¥ production; nor is production merely a means of
. wfrdznn?tld <;ondsumptlon the purpose of production In
» ot only does each furnish th .. :

: . ¢ other w fect:

production, the material object of consum i ts objec:




separate individuals, they appear at any rate as aspects of on
process in which production forms the actual starting po
and is, therefore, the predominating factor. Consumption, as
natural necessity, as a want, constitutes an internal factor o
productive activity, but the latter is the starting point of realiza-$
tion and, therefore, its predominating factor, the act in which §
the entire process recapitulates itself. The individual produces f
a certain article and turns it again into himself by consuming
it; but he returns as a productive and a self-reproducing indi~ ;
vidual. Consumption thus appears as a factor of produc-
tion.
In society, however, the relation of the producer to his pro- 1
duct, as soon as it is completed, is an outward one, and the |
return of the product to the individual depends on his relations }
 to other individuals. He does not take immediate possession of it.
Nor does the direct appropriation of the product constitute his
purpose, when he produces in society. Between the producer
and the product distribution steps in, determining by social }
laws his share in the world of products; that is to say, distribu-
. tion steps in between production and consumption. ,
Does distribution form an independent sphere, standing side
_ by side with and outside production ?

b. Production and Distribution

In reading the common treatises on economics one cannot help
being struck by the fact that everything is treated there twice:
e.g. under distribution there figure rent, wages, interest and pro-
fit; while under production we find land, labour and capital as 4
~ agents of production. As regards capital, it is at once clear that it :
is counted twice: first, as an agent of production; secondly, as a |
* source of income, as determining definite forms of distribution. |
Therefore interest and profit figure as such also in production,
since they are forms in which capital increases and grows, and are
consequently factors of its own production. Interest and profit, £
as forms of distribution, imply the existence of capital as an agent |
of production. They are forms of distribution which have for
their prerequisite capital, as an agent of production. They are
also forms of reproduction of capital. ]
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Likewise, wages are wage-labour when considered under
another head; the definite character which labour has in one
case 25 an agent of production appears in the other as a form of
distrlbl:lt.lon. Iflabour were not fixed as wage-labour, its manner |
of participation in distribution would not appear as ,wages asis
the case for example under slavery. Finally rent - to take at’ once
the most developed form of distribution — by means of which
lal}ded property receives its share of the products, implies the
existence of extensive landed property (properly sp%akhg agri-
c}llmre on a large scale) as an agent of production, an,d not
s1mp}y land, any more than wages simply imply labour. The
relations and methods of distribution appear, therefore n.lercl
as the reverse sides of the agents of production. An inzlividua)lr
who participates in production as a wage-labourer receives his
share of the products, i.e. of the results of production, in the
ff)rm of wages. The subdivisions and organization of d,istribu-'
tion are determined by the subdivisions and organization of
production. Distribution is itself a product of production, not

only in so far as the material goods are concerned since only the . -
results f’f production can be distributed; but als:) as regards its .
form, since the definite manner of participation in production
dct'ermlnes the particular form of distribution, the form under
which participation in distribution takes plac,e. It is quite an

leltlusmn to place land under production, rent under distribution,
C.

Economists, like Ricardo, who are accused above all of having

fpald exclusive atteption to production, define distribution, there-
fore, as the exclusive subject of political economy, because they

:Stulll(':tlvely regard the forms of distribution as the clearest forms
which the agents of production find expression in a given

society,

To the single individual distribution naturally appears as a

law . . . . . . o
" established by society determining his position in the sphere

p:(())duction. At the. outset the individual has no capital, no landed
Property. From his birth he is assigned to wage-labour by the

production, within which he produces, and thus antedating

S0 e
cial process of distribution. But this very condition of being

assigned t - i i
andgl €d to wage-labour is the result of the existence of capital

anded property as independent agents of production. s
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From the point of view of society as a whole, distribution
seems to antedate and to determine production in another way
as well, as a pre-economic fact, so to speak. A conquering people
divides the land among the conquerors, establishing thereby a
certain division and form of landed property and determining
the character of production; or it turns the conquered people
into slaves and thus makes slave labour the basis of production.
Or a nation, by revolution, breaks up large estates into small
parcels of land and by this new distribution imparts to produc-
tion a new character. Or legislation perpetuates land ownership
in large families or distributes labour as a hereditary privilege
and thus fixes it in castes. In all of these cases, and they are all
historic, it is not distribution that seems to be organized and
determined by production but, on the contrary, production by
distribution.

In the most shallow conception of distribution, the latter
appears as a distribution of products and, to that extent, as
further removed from and quasi-independent of production. But
before distribution means distribution of products, it is, first, a
distribution of the means of production, and secondly, which is
another determination of the same relationship, it is a distribu-
tion of the members of society among the various kinds of pro-
duction (the subjection of individuals to certain relationships of
production). The distribution of products is manifestly only a
result of this distribution, which is bound up with the process
of production and determines the organization of the latter. To
treat of production apart from the distribution which is com-
prised in it is plainly an idle abstraction. Conversely, we know
the character of the distribution of products the moment we
are given the nature of that other distribution which forms
originally a factor of production. Ricardo, who was concerned
with the analysis of production as it is organized in modern

society and who was the economist of production par excellence, |

for that very reason declares mor production but distribution to

be the proper subject of modern economics. We have here |
another evidence of the insipidity of the economists who treat §
production as an eternal truth, and banish history to the domain ]

of distribution.
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Wha't .relat.ion to production this distribution, which h:
determfmng 1f1ﬂuence on production itself, assur,nes is l;}sla
a quesnor} wl.nch falls within the province of producti;)n gh mlc);
it be maintained that, at least to the extent that r.d e
d.epenél.s 0{';3 a <-:ertain distribution of the instruments I(J)fopl}(l)fitlll(:-l
tion, distribution in that sense prec i
stitu'tes its prerequisite, it may bepreplei(iflst}?: (;lrlg:ilg:tizndhcm}-
fact its prerequisite conditions, which form factors of 'tn Ta}‘ls e
may appear at first to have a natural, spontaneous ori i:l -B CI:‘C
very process of' production they are changed fromgn tu ylt ,
hlStOI‘lCE?l,. and if they appear during one period as  natur]
prerequisite of production, they formed at other a'n:;tm:al
historical result. Within the sphere of production Ii)ten;)f Shlts
under.go a constant change. For example, the a IicS:t' ot
$acinnefry pl('ioduces a change in the distril;ution op}pthe iilosI:rlll) '

ents of production as well as in that of product. .
land ownership on a large scale is as s the result of moarn
trade ?nd modern industry as that of tI:: Zl;);ili(:argzl;k ? s
to agriculture. ofthe lter
i How d e g s 1t e o
what part does it play at all inath?(in;:mnsfaf?ea PrOduFﬁOI} -
that this question can b P e ?'It g e'VIdem
dis;uss.ion and analysis ((:f t;f::iluléﬁo(::ly 1 connection with the
abOveet 1tr}11 et:heC trnl;xal form in Yvhich these questions are raised
canu’e h );h an be ansvsfered Just as briefly. In the case of all
impos s own methods of podueien Lok S PPl may
'(e.g. the English in Ireland in the ineteenth somoury, o
n India); or it may allow ever tllllill?et: e ain ae s Py tho
tenting itcelf with tribute (e.g, the Turke sy h g5 O
ot -g. the Turks and the Romans):

o Sozzt;};rslterzs by mutuall){ modifying each other may rt)e;u(;:
otk cin ew, a synthesis (which partly resulted from the
produn, beqiltxi;ts). In all these conquests the method of
o resu]tir; © at of t'he conquerors, the conquered, or the
of the pe gd is:)r% a ?ombm'atlon of both, determines the nature
atter - ribution which comes into play. Although the
PPears now as the prerequisite condition of the new

41




period of production, it is in itself but a product of production, *
not only of production belonging to history in general, but of :
production relating to a definite historical period. The Mongols |
with their devastations in Russia, for example, acted in accord- |
ance with their system of production, for which sufficient ]
pastures on large uninhabited stretches of country are the main )
prerequisite. The Germanic barbarians, for whom agriculture

carried on with the aid of serfs was the traditional system of
production and who were accustomed to a lonely life in the

country, could introduce the same conditions in the Roman }
provinces so much the more easily since the concentration of 4§

landed property which had taken place there did away com- §
pletely with the older systems of agriculture. There is a pre- |
valent tradition that in certain periods robbery constituted the |

only source of living. But in order to be able to plunder, there 1

must be something to plunder, i.e. there must be production. {
And even the method of plunder is determined by the method

of production. A stock-jobbing nation, for example, cannot be }
robbed in the same manner as a nation of shepherds.
‘ In the case of the slave the instrument of production is robbed |
. directly. But then the production of the country in whose §
interest he is robbed must be so organized as to admit of slave ]

Iabour, or (as in South America, etc.) a system of production 4

must be introduced adapted to slavery.

Laws may perpetuate an instrument of production, e.g. land, 1
in certain families. These laws only assume an economic impor- ;
tance if extensive landed property is in harmony with the system 1
of production prevailing in society, as is the case for example in §
England. In France agriculture had been carried on on a small |
scale in spite of the large cstates, and the latter were, therefore, |
broken up by the Revolution. But how about the legislative §
attempt to perpetuate the minute subdivision of the land? In
spite of these laws land ownership is concentrating again. The {
effect of legislation on the maintenance of a system of distribution §
and its resultant influence on production must be made parti~3
cularly clear. ]

¢. Exchange and Circulation

Circulation is but a certain aspect of exchange, or it may be

defined as exchange considered as a whole. Since exchange is an

intermediary factor between production and its dependant, dis-
td

tribution, on the one hand, and consumption on the other, and
3

since the .Iatter appears only as a constituent of production.
exchange is manifestly also a constituent part of production ’
In the first place, it is clear that the exchange of activities .and
a!)ilities which takes place in the sphere of production falls
directly within the latter and constitutes one of its essential
clements. In the second place, the same is true of the exchange
of products, in so far as it is a means of completing a certa%n
product designed for immediate consumption. To that extent
exchange constitutes an act included in production. Thirdl
the so-called exchange between dealers and dealers is by virtlfé

of its organization determined by production, and is itself a -

species of productive activity. Exchange appears to be inde-
pendent of and indifferent to production only in the last stage
3 M X
when products are exchanged directly for consumption. But

m the first place, there is no exchange without a division of

labour, whether natural or as a result of historical development;
secondb.r, privzfte exchange implies the existence of privatt;
E):?ec:llictxo;; hthlrdly, the intensify of exchange, as well as its
and ¢ aracter, are determined by the degree of develop-
g:;ite :nd organization of production., as for example exchange
- ,:lc ;lzlty andhcountry, exc.hange in the country, in the city,
el ia:lnge dt us appears in all 1ts aspects to be directly
- or eterx.mned !)y production,
cxchai ;:s:i:i we arrive at is not that. production, distribution,
mempes consumption are identical, but that they are all
predominateone entity, different aspects of one unit. Production
sense s thats tnot or;ly over production itself in the opposite
production e erm, but over the other elements as well. With
change oy | € process constantly starts over again. That ex-
s Self-eviden(t)ns’[l‘l}?lpnon cannot be thc? predominating elements
sense of o T ¢ same 1s true of distribution in the narrow
istribution of products; as for distribution in the sense

43




of distribution of the agents of production, it is itself but a factor
of production. A definite form of production thus determines the
forms of consumption, distribution, exchange and a/so the mutual
relations between these various elements. Of course, production 7n
its one-sided form is in its turn influenced by other elements, i.e.
with the expansion of the market, i.e. of the sphere of exchange,
production grows in volume and is subdivided to a greater
extent.

With a change in distribution, production undergoes a change;
as for example in the case of concentration of capital, of a change
in the distribution of population in city and country, etc. Finally
the demands of consumption also influence production. A mutual
interaction takes place between the various elements. Such is the

case with every organic body.

3. The Method of Political Economy

When we consider a given country from a politico-economic

stand-point, we begin with its population, its subdivision into |
classes, location in city, country or by the sea, occupation in
different branches of production; then we study its exports and |
imports, annual production and consumption, prices of com- §

modities, etc. It seems to be the correct procedure to commence }§
with the real and the concrete, the actual prerequisites; in the
case of political economy, to commence with population, which §
is the basis and the apthor of the entire productive activity of |
society. Yet on closer consideration it proves to be wrong. }

Population is an abstraction, if we leave out for example the
classes of which it consists. These classes, again, are but an {

empty word unless we know what are the elements on which
they are based, such as wage-labour, capital, etc. These imply,
in their turn, exchange, division of labour, prices, etc. Capital, ]

for example, does not mean anything without wage-labour, {

value, money, price, etc. If we start out, therefore, with popula- ;
tion, we do so with a chaotic conception of the whole, and by }
closer analysis we will gradually arrive at simpler ideas; thus we }
shall proceed from the imaginary concrete to less and less com-4
plex abstractions, until we arrive at the simplest determinations. §
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This once attained, we might start on oyr return journey until

The economi§ts of the seventeenth Century, for example, a]
starteai O:Ii with the bliving aggregate: poplilation, nafior’l s‘gt);s
several states, etc., but in the end invari v ’
means of . analysis at certajn leading tahlfs};r;zragrizlrila"{veq lby
such as division of labour, money, value, etc, Ag soorf) rmcif o
separate elements had been more or Jess ’estal;lished b :; ract
reasoning, Fhere arose the systems of political econori; S;:' oh
Ztart frgm su}xllple conceptions such ag labour, division Of}'rlavgo:lcrh'
¢mand, exchange value, and conclude with state. jnt ional
exchange and world market. The latter is manjf, ’I ) emafmn?l
fically correct method, The concrete js concmteslt)y - itise
combination of many determinations, e s ity o iverse
elements, In our thought it,therefore’ a' ‘e: s o gl
synthesis, as a result, and not as a startinpp int al proces's ?f
tlll)e real -starting point and, therefore, alsog tIl)leztt;rﬁ:xhgogi]ilnit(:;
goszz\gigc;n and conception. By the former method the complete
passes nto an abstract definition; by the latter the

il}f, self~absorbed and.spontaneously operating thought, while
method of adval'mmg from the abstract to the conc,rete is

repr. . . .
thg oduced in our mind a5 concrete. It is by no meang however.
Process which itself gen , ’
erates the concrete. The «
o™ €. The simplest
e m;c category, say, exchange value, implies the existgnce
ceria'pu ation, population that js engaged in production under
; L L
ot r%lcondmons, it also implies the existence of certajn types
. anm gf, clan or state, etc. It can have no other existence except
abstract one-sided relation
' a of an already gj
and hvmg grogn Y given concrete
Sa
eXistenccategory, however, exchange value leads ap antediluvian
thones e. Thus. the consciousness for which comprehendin
8t 1s what is most rea] jn man, for which the world is onl§
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real when comprehended (and philosophical consciousness is of
this nature), mistakes the movement of categories for the real act
of production (which unfortunately receives only its impetus
from outside), whose result is the world; that is true — here we
have, however, again a tautology ~ in so far as the concrete
aggregate, as a thought aggregate, the concrete subject of our
thought, is in fact a product of thought, of comprehension; not,
however, in the sense of a product of a self-emanating concep-
tion which works outside of and stands above observation and
imagination, but of a conceptual working-over of observation
and imagination. The whole, as it appears in our heads as a
thought-aggregate, is the product of a thinking mind which
grasps the world in the only way open to it, a way which differs
from the one employed by the artistic, religious or practical
mind. The concrete subject continues to lead an independent
existence after it has been grasped, as it did before, outside the
head, so long as the head contemplates it only speculatively,
theoretically. So that in the employment of the theoretical
method in political economy, the subject, society, must con-
stantly be kept in mind as the premise from which we start.
But have these simple categories no independent historical or §
natural existence antedating the more concrete ones? That
depends. For instance, in his Philosophy of Right Hegel rightly
starts out with possession, as the simplest legal relation of }
individuals. But there is no such thing as possession before the
family or the relations of lord and serf, which relations are a great §
deal more concrete, have come into existence. On the other hand, §
one would be right in'saying that there are families and clans |
which only possess, but do not own things. The simpler category §
thus appears as a relation of simple family and clan communities §
with respect to property. In society the category appears as a
simple relation of a developed organization, but the concrete §
substratum from which the relation of possession springs is
always implied. One can imagine an isolated savage in possession §
of things. But in that case possession is no legal relation. It is
not true that the family came as the result of the historical
evolution of possession. On the contrary, the latter alway
implies the existence of this ‘more concrete category of law’s
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Yet this much may be said, that the simple- categories are the |
eeression of relations in which the less developed concrete
entity may have been realized without entering into the manifold
relations and bearings which are mentally expressed in the
;onc;ete category; but when the concrete entity attains fuller
r :]Zfisg.ment it will retain the same category as a subordinate
Money may exist and actually had existed in history before
?apltfll or banks or wage-labour came into existence With that
in mind, it may be said that the more simple categor;r can serve
as an expression of the predominant relations of an undeveloped
whol.e or of the subordinate relations of a more developed whole
relations which had historically existed before the whole’
developed in the direction expressed in the more concrete
category. To this extent, the course of abstract reasoning, which
ascends from the most simple to the complex correspond; to th
actual process of history. ’ ’
On the other hand, it may be said that there are highly deve-
l(fpcd but historically less mature forms of society in wh}i’ch the
highest economic forms are to be found, such as cooperatios
adyanced division of labour, etc., and yet there is no nﬁone $
existence, e.g. Peru. In Slav communities also, money, as wei; as |
exchapge to which it owes its existence, does not appe,ar atallor |
very little within the separate communities but it appears on
their boundaries in their intercommunal traf’ﬁc; in gengral it is
ier;rgovr;?t(l):fs t(])1 consider erfchange as a constituent element orig’inat-
telati()nsnll) t t‘: community. It appearsat first more in the mutual
the oot eer et;n }ihﬁ'erent communities than in those between
mones by is (: t le Same community. Furthermore, although
ey ai:s '(: p ;y its part everywhen:e at an early stage, it
unidirection;?]m ‘3; t f part of a pred(.)mlnant element only in -
ven 1 on y developed nations, viz. trading nations, and
atoing ITZSt clultured antxc.lulty, in .Greece and Rome, it
of mot tl:o evelopment, Wthh‘ constitutes the prerequisite =
N Ui;lrggms lsoc1ety, only in the Period of their decay.
st only tqthee Simple category attained its culmination in the
not most adYanced stages of society. Even then it did
Pervade all economic relations; in Rome for example at the
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time of its highest development, taxes and payments in kind
remained the basis. As a matter of fact, the money system was
fully developed there only so far as the army was concerned; it
never came to dominate the entire system of labour. Thus,
although the simple category may have existed historically
before the more concrete one, it can attain its complete internal
and external development only in complex forms of society,
while the more concrete category has reached its full develop-
ment in a less advanced form of society.
Labour is quite a simple category. The idea of labour in that
sense, as labour in general, is also very old. Yet ‘labour’ thus
simply defined by political economy is as much a modern
category as the conditions which have given rise to this simple
abstraction. The monetary system, for example, defines wealth
quite objectively, as a thing external to itself in money. Com-
pared with this point of view, it was a great step forward when
the industrial or commercial system came to see the source of
wealth not in the object but in the activity of persons, viz. in
commercial and industrial labour. But even the latter was thus
considered only in the limited sense of a money-producing
activity. The physiocratic system marks still further progress in
that it considers a certain form of labour, viz. agriculture, as the
source of wealth, and wealth itself not in the disguise of money,
but as a product in general, as the general result of labour. But
corresponding to the limitations of the activity, this product is
still only a natural product. Agriculture is productive, land is the
source of production par excellence. It was a tremendous advance
on the part of Adam Smith to throw aside all the limitations
which mark wealth~producing activity and to define it as labour
in general, neither industrial nor commercial nor agricultural,
or one as much as the other. Along with the universal character
of wealth-creating activity we now have the universal character
of the object defined as wealth, viz. product in general, or labour
in general, but as past, objectified labour. How difficult and how
great was the transition is evident from the way Adam Smith
himself falls back from time to time into the physiocratic system.
Now it might seem as though this amounted simply to finding
an abstract expression for the simplest relation into which men
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have been mutually entering as producers from times of yore
no matter under what form of society. In one sense this is true’
In another it is not, .
_The indifference as to the particular kind of labour implies the
existence of a highly developed aggregate of different species of
concrete labour, none of which is any longer the predominant
one, S9 the most general abstractions commonly arise only where
there is the highest concrete development, where one feature
appears to be jointly possessed by many and to be common to
all. Then it cannot be thought of any longer in one particular
form. On the other hand, this abstraction of labour is only the
'res1'11t of a concrete aggregate of different kinds of labour. The
indifference to the particular kind of labour corresponds to a
f(.>rm of society in which individuals pass with ease from one
kmd. of work to another, which makes it immaterial to them what
particular kind of work may fall to their share, Labour has
becomt? here, not only categorially but really, a means of creating
'wealth 1n general and has no longer coalesced with the individual
i one particular manner. This state of affairs has found its
highest .development in the most modern of bourgeois societies
the United States. It is only here that the abstraction of tht;
category ‘labour’, ‘labour in general’, labour sans phrase, the
starting point of modern political economy, becomes realiz::d in-
practice. Thus the simplest abstraction which modern political
cconomy Sets up as its starting point, and which expresses a
relatlo.n dating back to antiquity and prevalent under all forms.
of society, appears truly realized in this abstraction only as a
Category of the most modern society. It might be said that what
appears in the United States as a historical product — viz. the
mdlﬁ"erepce as to the particular kind of labour — appears arr;ong
gle Russmns, for example, asa spontaneously natural disposition.
: ut it makes all the difference in the world whether barbarians
; :: : na;yral predispositior} Yv.hich makes them applicable alike
o t}?"t mjg{ or whf:ther cxyx!xzefl people apply themselves to
e k};n (;ngf nltz, besides, this indifference of the Russians as to
of rome I(l)i wor t}fley do corresl?onds to'their traditional practice
e thrOwnng In the rut of a quite definite occupation until they
out of it by external influences,
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This example of labour strikingly shows how even the most
abstract categories, in spite of their applicability to all epochs -
just because of their abstract character —are by the very definite-
ness of the abstraction a product of historical conditions as well,
and are fully applicable only to and under those conditions.

Bourgeois society is the most highly developed and most
highly differentiated historical organization of production. The
categories which serve as the expression of its conditions and the
comprehension of its own organization enable it at the same time
to gain an insight into the organization and the relationships of
production which have prevailed under all the past forms of
society, on the ruins and constituent elements of which it has
arisen, and of which it still drags along some unsurmounted
remains, while what had formerly been mere intimation has now
developed to complete significance. The anatomy of the human
being is the key to the anatomy of the ape. But the intimations

of a higher animal in lower ones can be understood only if the
- animal of the higher order is already known. The bourgeois
economy furnishes a key to ancient economy, etc. This is, how- |
ever, by no means true of the method of those economists who

blot out all historical differences and see the bourgeois form in
all forms of society. One can understand the nature of tribute,

tithes, etc., after one has learned the nature of rent. But they ;

must not be considered identical.

Since, furthermore, bourgeois society is only a form resulting

from the development of antagonistic elements, some relations

belonging to earlier forms of society are frequently to be found 1
in it, though in a crippled state or as a travesty of their former 1

self, as for example communal property. While it may be said,

therefore, that the categories of bourgeois economy contain what
is true of all other forms of society, the statement is to be taken 1
cum grano salis. They may contain these in a developed or
crippled or caricatured form, but always essentially different. |
The so-called historical development amounts in the last analysis {
to this, that the last form considers its predecessors as stages |
leading up to itself and always perceives them from a single |
point of view, since it is very seldom and only under certain ‘
conditions that it is capable of self-criticism; of course, we do ;
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not speak here of such historical periods as appear to their own
contemporaries to be periods of decay. The Christian religion
became capable of assisting us to an objective view of past -
mythologies as soon as it was ready for self-criticism to a certain -
extent, dynamei, so to speak. In the same way bourgeois political
economy first came to understand the feudal, the ancient and
the oriental societies as soon as the self-criticism of bourgeois
society had commenced. In as far as bourgeois political economy
has not gone into the mythology of identifying the bourgeois
system purely with the past, its criticism of the feudal system
against which it still had to wage war resembled Christian
criticism of the heathen religions or Protestant criticism of

Catholicism,

In the study of economic categories, as in the case of every
historical and social science, it must be borne in mind that, as in
reality so in our mind, the subject, in this case modern bourgeois
society, is given, and that the categories are therefore only forms
of being, manifestations of existence, and frequently only one-
sided aspects of this subject, this definite society; and that,
expressly for that reason, the origin of political economy as 4
science does not by any means date from the time to which it is
referred to as such. This is to be firmly kept in mind because it
has an immediate and important bearing on the matter of the
subdivisions of the science.

For instance, nothing seems more natural than to start with
rent, with landed property, since it is bound up with land, the
source of all production and all existence, and with the first form
of production in all more or less settled communities, viz. agri-
Cl{lture. But nothing would be more erroneous. Under all forms
of society there is a certain industry which predominates over all
Fhe rest and whose condition therefore determines the rank and
mfluence of all the rest.

It is the universal light with which all the other colours are
tinged and by whose peculiarity they are modified. It is a special
ether which determines the specific gravity of everything that
appears in it.

Let us take for example pastoral nations (mere hunting and
fishing tribes are not as yet at the point from which real develop-
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ment commences). They engage in a certain form of agriculture,
sporadically. The nature of land ownership is determined
thereby. It is held in common and retains this form more or less
according to the extent to which these nations hold on to tradi-
tions; such, for example, is land ownership among the Slavs.
Among nations whose agriculture is carried on by a settled
population — the settled state constituting a great advance -
where agriculture is the predominant industry, such as in ancient
and feudal societies, even the manufacturing industry and its
organizations, as well as the forms of property which pertain to
it, have more or less the characteristic features of the prevailing
system of land ownership; society is then either entirely
dependent upon agriculture, as in the case of ancient Rome, or,
as in the Middle Ages, it imitates in its civic relations the forms
or organization prevailing in the country. Even capital, with the

exception of pure money capital, has, in the form of the tradi-
. tional working tool, the characteristics of land ownership in the

Middle Ages.

The reverse is true of bourgeois society. Agriculture comes to |
be more and more merely a branch of industry and is completely
dominated by capital. The same is true of rent. Inall the forms of §
society in which land ownership is the prevalent form, the in- |
fluence of the natural element is the predominant one. In those ]

where capital predominates, the prevailing element is the one

historically created by society. Rent cannot be understood with- )
out capital, whereas capital can be understood without rent. ]
Capital is the all-dominating economic power of bourgeois
society. It must form the starting point as well as the end and be f
developed before land ownership. After each has been considered

separately, their mutual relation must be analysed.

It would thus be impractical and wrong to arrange the econo- ]
mic categories in the order in which they were the determining }
factors in the course of history. Their order of sequence is rather
determined by the relation which they bear to one another in |
modern bourgeois society, and which is the exact opposite of ]
what seems to be their natural order or the order of their his- ]
torical development. What we are interested in is not the place §
which economic relations occupy in the historical succession of §
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different forms of society. Still less are we interested in the order
of their succession ‘in the idea’ (Proudhon), which is but a hazy
conception of the course of history. We are interested in their
organic connection within modern bourgeois society.

The sharp line of demarcation (abstract precision) which so
clearly distinguished the trading nations of antiquity, such as the
Phoenicians and the Carthaginians, was due to that very pre-
dominance of agriculture. Capital as trading or money capital
appears in that abstraction where capital does not constitute as
yet the predominating element of society. The Lombards and
the Jews occupied the same position among the agricultural
societies of the Middle Ages.

As a further illustration of the fact that the same category

plays different parts at different stages of society, we may
mention the following: one of the latest forms of bourgeois
society, viz. joint stock companies, appear also at its beginning
in t.he form of the great chartered monopolistic trading com-
panies.
. The concept of national wealth which is imperceptibly formed
in the minds of the economists of the seventeenth century, and
which in part continues to be entertained by those of the eight-
centh century, is that wealth is produced solely for the state,
but that the power of the latter is proportional to that wealth.
It was as yet an unconsciously hypocritical way in which wealth
announced itself and its own production as the aim of modern
states, considering the latter merely as a means to the production
of wealth,

The order of treatment must manifestly be as follows: first, the
general abstract definitions which are more or less applicable to
all forms of society, but in the sense indicated above. Secondly,
the categories which go to make up the inner organization of
bourgeois society and constitute the foundations of the principal
ClaSSf:s: capital, wage-labour, landed property; their mutual
relations; city and country; the three great social classes, the
¢xchange between them; circulation, credit (private). Thirdly,
the organization of bourgeois society in the form of the state,
considered in relation to itself; the ‘unproductive’ classes; taxes;
Public debts; public credit; population; colonies; emigrationt

53




- Fourthly, the international organization of production; inter
national division of labour; international exchange; import and ]
export; rate of exchange. Fifthly, the world market and crises. }

- 4. Production, Means of Production and Conditions §
of Production: the Relations of Production and |
Distribution; the Connection between Form of §
State and Consciousness on the One Hand and |
Relations of Production and Distribution on the |
Other: Legal Relations: Family Relations

Notes on the points to be mentioned here and not to be omitted: §

1. War attains complete development before peace; how
certain economic phenomena, such as wage-labour, machinery, |
etc., are developed at an earlier date through war and in armies |

than within bourgeois society. The connection between produc-

in the case of the army. i

2. The relation between the previous idealistic methods of
writing history and the realistic method; namely, the so-called 4
history of civilization, which is all a history of religion and states. ‘3
In this connection something may be said of the different §
methods hitherto employed in writing history. The so-called !
objective method. The subjective (the moral and others). The |
philosophical.

3. Secondary and tertiary. Conditions of production which
have been taken over or transplanted; in general, those that are
not original. Here the effect of international relations must be §
introduced.

4. Objections to the materialistic character of this view. Its
relation to naturalistic materialism. 1

5. The dialectic of the conception of productive force (means
of production) and relation of production, a dialectic whose §
limits are to be determined and which does not do away with the
concrete difference, 4

6. The unequal relation between the development of material §

4

production and art, for instance. In general, the conception of |
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progress is not to be taken in the sense of the usual abstraction.
In the case of art, etc., it is not so important and difficult to
understand this disproportion as in that of practical social rela-
tions, e.g. the relation between education in the United States.
and Europe. The really difficult point, however, that is to be
discussed here is that of the unequal development of relations of
production as legal relations. As, for example, the connection
between Roman civil law (this is less true of criminal and public
Jaw) and modern production.

7. This conception of development appears to imply necessity.
On the other hand, justification of accident. How. (Freedom and
other points.) (The effect of means of communication.) World
history has not always existed; history as world history is a
result.

8. The starting point is to be found in certain facts of nature
cmbodied subjectively and objectively in clans, races, etc.

It is well known that certain periods of the highest develop-
ment of art stand in no direct connection to the general develop-
ment of society, or to the material basis and skeleton structure of
its organization. Witness the example of the Greeks as compared
with the modern nations, or even Shakespeare. As regards cer-
tain forms of art, e.g. the epos, it is admitted that they can never
be produced in the universal epoch-making form as soon as art
as such has come into existence; in other words, that in the
domain of art certain important forms of it are possible only at a
low stage of its development. If that be true of the mutual

?e]zttions of different forms of art within the domain of art itself,
1t is far less surprising that the same is true of the relation of art
45 2 whole to the general development of society. The difficulty
lies only in the general formulation of these contradictions. No
sooner are they specified than they are explained. :
‘ Let us take for instance the relation of Greek art, and that of -
S}lakeSpeare’s time, to our own. It is a well-known fact that
Greek mythology was not only the arsenal of Greek art, but also
the very ground from which it had sprung. Is the view of nature
and of social relations which shaped Greek imagination and
Greek art possible in the age of automatic machinery and rail-
Ways and locomotives and electric telegraphs? Where does
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Vulcan come in as against Roberts & Co. ? Jupiter, as against the
lightning conductor ? and Hermes, as against the Crédst Mobilier?
All mythology masters and dominates and shapes the forces of
nature in and through the imagination; hence it disappears as
soon as man gains mastery over the forces of nature. What
becomes of the Goddess Fama side by side with Printing House
Square? Greek art presupposes the existence of Greek mytho-
logy, i.e. that nature and even the form of society are wrought up
in popular fancy in an unconsciously artistic fashion. That is its
material. Not, however, any mythology taken at random, nor
any accidental unconsciously artistic elaboration of nature
(including under the latter all objects, hence also society).
Egyptian mythology could never be the soil or womb which

would give birth to Greek art. But in any event there had to be a 4
mythology. In no event could Greek art originate in a society ]
which excludes any mythological explanation of nature, any }
- mythological attitude towards it, or which requires of the artist

an imagination free from mythology.

‘Looking at it from another side: is Achilles possible side by _
side with powder and lead ? Or is the J/iad at all compatible with ;

the printing press and even printing machines? Do not singing

and reciting and the muses necessarily go out of existence with |
the appearance of the printer’s bar, and do not, therefore, the §

prerequisites of epic poetry disappear?

But the difficulty is not in grasping the idea that Greek art and
epos are bound up with certain forms of social development. It §
lies rather in understanding why they still constitute for us a §
source of aesthetic enjoyment and in certain respects prevail as §

the standard and model beyond attainment.

A man cannot become a child again unless he becomes child- §
ish. But does he not enjoy the artless ways of the child, and must |
he not strive to reproduce its truth on a higher plane? Is not the 4
character of every epoch revived, perfectly true to nature, in the 4
child’s nature? Why should the childhood of human society, }
where it had obtained its most beautiful development, not exert §
an eternal charm as an age that will never return? There are
ill-bred children and precocious children. Many of the ancient}
nations belong to the latter class. The Greeks were normal’]
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children. The charm their art has for us does not conflict with the
primitive character of the social order from which it had sprung
It is rather the product of the latter, and is due rather to the facé
that the immature social conditions under which the art arose
and under which alone it could appear can never return,
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From Grundrisse, pp. 84353

~ one spoke English and the other French. Later, political econo- §
- mic literature lost its way either in eclectic, syncretic compen-

2 Critique of Bastiat and Carey

This is the first of the manuscripts of the Grundrisse written by Marx, daving
Jrom Fuly 1857. The two books concerned are: Frederic Bastiat, Harmonies
économiques, 2nd edn (Paris, 1851), and Henry Carey, Principles of Political
Economy (Philadelphia, 1837). Mars portrays Bastiat and Carey as incarnating 3
respectively the vices (and virtues) of the disciples of Proudhon and the mi
nineteenth-century Yankee,

Just as the history of modern political economy began at the end '
of the seventeenth century with Petty and Boisguillebert, so it
ends with Ricardo and Sismondi, two opposite poles, of whom j

diums, like the work of J. S. Mill for example, or in the more
detailed elaboration of individual branches, such as Tooke’s |
History of Prices, and, in general, recent English publications on {
circulation — the only branch in which really new discoveries }
have been made. As for publications on colonization, landed }
property (in its various forms), population, etc., they can really §
only be distinguished from older works by their greater volume 3
of material; or else they re-discuss old economic problems for a §
wider public in order to provide a practical solution to problems §
of the day, such as writings on free trade and protection; or,
finally, they lend tendentious exaggeration to the ideas of classical i
economists, as Chalmers does in relation to Malthus, and Gulich }
to Sismondi, and to a certain extent MacCulloch and Senior }
in their earlier writings in relation to Ricardo. This is nothing }
but a literature composed by epigoni, a literature of repetition, §
of formal elaboration, of a wider and more captious appropria~ |
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tion of the material, of popularization, summarizing and working.
out of details. This literature shows no crucial, decisive phases
of development, and embodies a mere inventory on one side,
and excessive detail on the other.

It appears that only the work of the American Carey and the
I'renchman Bastiat form an exception to this, the latter admit-
ting that he is dependent on the former. Both of them have
understood that the opponents of political economy — socialism
and communism ~ find their theoretical basis in the work of
classical economies, especially in Ricardo, who must be con-
sidered as its most perfect and final expression. Both of them find
it therefore necessary to attack the theoretical expression that
bourgeois society has attained historically in modern economics
by presenting it as a misunderstanding, and to demonstrate the
harmony of the conditions of production which the classical
cconomists had naively described as antagonistic. Despite the
very different and even contradictory national background from
which they write, the aspirations to which they are led are none
the less the same. Carey is the only original North American
economist. He belongs to a country in which bourgeois society
!1as not developed from a background of feudalism, but began of
its own accord; a country where this society was not the surviving
result of centuries of development, but the starting point of a
new movement; where the state, unlike all other national
structures, was from the start subordinated to bourgeois society
and to bourgeois production, and could never pretend to a pur-
pose of its own; where, finally, bourgeois society itself, linking
the productive forces of the old world with the gigantic natural
terrain of the new, has developed to hitherto unknown dimen-
stons and freedom of movement, and has far exceeded previous
efforts to overcome the forces of nature, and where the contra-
dictions of bourgeois society themselves appear.only as transitory
Phenomena. It is not surprising that the production relationships
1n which this immense new world has developed so surprisingly
quickly and fortunately are considered by Carey as the normal,

¢ternal conditions of social production and distribution, con-

trar.y to what has taken place in Europe, especially in England ~
which for Carey is the real Europe - where the production -
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" confused the fortuitous distortions of these relationships with

relationships have been hindered and disturbed by the inherited
obstacles of the feudal period. What more natural from his poini
of view, than that thesc relationships should have been cari- §
catured and falsified by the English economists, who have j
their inherent character ? g
Carey’s criticism of the English theory of landed property, 3
wages, population, class contradictions, etc., resolves itself into
one thing only — American conditions against English conditions..
Bourgeois society does not exist in the pure state in England; it §
does not there conform to its nature and definition. So why §
should the ideas of English economists on bourgeois society
be the true and untroubled expression of a reality that they have j
never known ? The disturbing effect on the natural relationships
of bourgeois society amount, for Carey, in thelast instanceonly to §
the influence of the state in its encroachments and interventions.
It is a law of nature, for example, that wages should increase with §
the productivity of labour. So if reality does not correspond with }
this law, whether in India or in England, we have to make an
abstraction of the influence of the state — taxes, monopolies, etc. §
Bourgeois conditions considered on their own, i.e. after dis-
counting the influence of the state, will in fact always confirm the 3
harmonious laws of bourgeois economy. Naturally, Carey does §
not inquire to what extent these state influences — public debt,
taxes, etc. - themselves grow out of bourgeois conditions; thusin. §
England, for example, they are not at all the result of feudalism,.
but rather of its dissolution and defeats, and in North America §
itself the power of the central government increases with the }
centralization of capital. ‘
While Carey urges the superiority of bourgeois society in
North America as opposed to the English economists, Bastiat }
urges the inferiority of bourgeois society in France as opposed §
to the French socialists. You imagine, he says, that you can §
revolt against the laws of bourgeois society in a country in |
which these laws have never been allowed to take effect! You
know these laws only in their stunted French form, and you.
assume their French caricature to be their natural form. But }
look across to England. Here bourgeois society has to be liber- 1

60

ated from the chains imposed on it by the state. But you would
like to multiply these chains. Aim first of all to promote pure
bourgeois conditions, and then we will talk the matter over.
(Bastiat is right, in as much as in France, because of its peculiar
social organization, a good deal passes for socialism which in
England would be political economy.)

Carey, however, starting from the American emancipation of
bourgeois society from the state, ends by postulating the inter-
ference of the state in bourgeois relations in order to safeguard
the purity of their development, and not (as happened in fact in
America) to be destroyed from outside. He is a Protectionist,
while Bastiat is a Free Trader. On world scale, the harmony of
cconomic laws appears as a disharmony, and Carey is struck by
the beginnings of this disharmony in the United States. Where
does this strange phenomenon come from? Carey explains it by
the destructive influence of England, whose aim is an industrial
monopoly in the world market.

Originally, English conditions were perturbed internally by
the false theories of their economists. But now, externally,
England, as the dominant power in the world market, disturbs -
the harmony of economic conditions in all the countries of the
world. This disharmony is a real thing, and does not merely arise
from the subjective ideas of economists. What Russia is politic-
ally for Urquhart,* England is economically for Carey. According
to Carey, the harmony of economic conditions is based on the
harmonious cooperation of town and country, industry and agri-
culture. This fundamental harmony, which England has dis-
solved in her own land, is ruined as a result of her competition in
world markets and is the destructive element in general harmony.

I'he only possible protection against it is constituted by tariff

barriers - a forcible, national barricade against the destructive

force of British heavy industry. Thus the last refuge of economic
harmony js the state, which originally was branded as the only
clemen disturbing all this harmony.

Carey again describes here the particular national develoi)-

ment of the United States, in opposition to and in competition
With England. He does this in a naive way, since he suggests that

* [A frantically anti-Russian politician.]
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the United States should destroy the industrialism promoted
England, at the same time as developing it in the United Stz
by means of tariff barriers. Apart from this naivety, the harmong
of bourgeois conditions of production ends for Carey with th
most complete disharmony of these conditions when th
appear on the greatest possible scale — in the world market - a
in their most advanced development - in the relationships ¢
producing nations. All relationships which seem harmonio
to him when occurring within defined national frontiers or i
their abstract form of the general relationships of bourgeo
society ~ the concentration of capital, division of labour, theg
wage-~earning class, etc. — appear to him discordant when theyg
occur in their most developed form — the world market — foig
example, the internal relationships that produced British domina+4
tion of the world market and that created the ruinous effects of§
this mastery. It is harmonious when, in any country, patriarchal
~ productionmakes way forindustrial production, and the process ¢ 4
 dissolution that accompanies this development is only considered§
. in its positive aspect. But it is disharmonious when Britishg

- heavy industry dissolves the patriarchal or petit-bourgeoi§
or any other backward forms of production of other nations¥
Carey sees only the positive side in the concentration of capital
within a country and its dissolving influence. But the monopolyj
exercised by concentrated British capital, and its dissolving effect§
on the smaller national .capitals of other countries is dishar
monious. What Carey has not understood is that the disharmo
nies of the world market are only the ultimate and faith
reflection of disharmonies which have become fixed as abstract§
relations in economic categories or which exist locally on af
reduced scale.

No wonder Carey forgets the positive aspect of this process off
dissolution as it has developed fully in the world market, whereasj
he sees only the positive aspect of economic categories in theiry
abstract form, or in the real conditions within countries whencej
these categories are drawn. This explains why his original]

when he comes up against economic conditions as they reall
are, in their universal reality. This contradiction is the key to the
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criginality of his work, and affords it a certain significance. He is
rypically American both in his discovery of harmony within
hourgeois society, and when he finds disharmony in those same
conditions in the world market.

There is nothing of all this in Bastiat. For him, harmonious
conditions start in the ‘back of beyond’ that begins after the
Urench frontier has been passed - in England or America. It is
simply an imaginary, idealized form of Anglo-American
relations, of non-French relationships, not the real relationships
that he might see within the boundaries of his own country. This
is why, for him, harmony does not present a real living concep-
rion, but rather the flat and affected product of a thin, strained
and contradictory reflection; the only element of reality that is
found in him is when he calls upon the French state to open its
economic frontiers, Carey sees the contradictions of economic
conditions as soon as English conditions appear in the world
market. Bastiat, for whom harmony arises only from his imagina-
tion, only begins to see its realization where France comes to an
¢nd, and where the component parts of bourgeois society divided
into nations are liberated from the supervision of the state and
freely compete. This ultimate harmony ~ which is the precon-
dition of all the other harmonies that he has imagined - is, how-
ever, no more than a postulate, to be realized by means of free
trade legislation.

Thus Carey at least has the merit — apart from the scientific
value of his work — that he expresses the important American
relationships in an abstract form and in opposition to those of the
old world; whereas the only real basis to be found in Bastiat is
the pettiness of French conditions, which become transparent
cverywhere within his harmonies. However, his work is super-
Hlwous, for the conditions of such an old country are sufficiently
known, and do not need to be described by such a negative
detour. Carey is rich, so to speak, in bona-fide investigations into
Cconomic science, on credit, revenue, etc. Bastiat is only con-
ctrned with conciliatory paraphrases of researches that end in
Antagonism hypocritical self-satisfaction. Carey’s universality
i that of the American. For him, France and China are equally
close. He is always the man who lives on both the Atlantic and
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the Pacific Oceans. Bastiat’s universality consists in making an;
abstraction of every country. Carey, a true Yankee, collects a
quantity of material from all parts of the old world; it is not §
that he recognizes the spirit inherent in all this material, thus §
conceding to it the right to a life of its own; he uses the material-
for his own purposes, as lifeless records, indifferent material
that he can work over to prove theses inspired by his Yankee ‘
point of view. This is why he roams about everywhere, collecting §
masses of statistics quite uncritically, displaying his catalogue- §
like erudition. 1
Bastiat, on the other hand, loves imaginary history. He pre- ‘/
sents his abstractions sometimes in a reasoned form, and some- }
times in the form of hypothetical events which have never taken |
place anywhere, just as a theologian considers sin sometimes as a
law of human existence, and sometimes as the history of the fall 1
of man into sin. Both are therefore unhistorical and anti-
historical. But the absence of any historical element in Carey is
the present historical principle of North America, whereas the §
unhistorical element in Bastiat is merely a throwback to the §
eighteenth-century fashion for generalization in France. Thus |
Carey is shapeless and diffuse, while Bastiat is affected and:
formally logical. At best, Bastiat manages to formulate common- }
places, paradoxically expressed and with a polished fagade. Carey |
expresses a few general ideas in the form of aphorisms, and §
following on this he advances as evidence a great mass of mis-
shapen material which is merely a compilation and in no sense |
an elaboration of the content of this thesis. Apart from a few |
local examples, or normal English phenomena that he presents in §
a fantastic manner, the only material to be found in Bastiat
consists in the general theories of economists. In short, the
‘opposite of Carey is Ricardo, or the modern English economists;
the opposite of Bastiat, the French socialists. "

Wages

The following constitute Bastiat’s main theses: all men strive to_}
achieve a fixed income, or fixed revenue. (A truly French
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example: every man aspires to be a fonctionnaire or to make his
son a fonctionnaire.) Wages constitute a fixed form of remunera-
tion, and are thus a very perfected form of association, in the
original form of which chance predominated, in so far as ‘all the
associates are subjected to all the hazards of the enterprise.’*
From the moment when capital shoulders the risk on its own
account, the remuneration of work is fixed under the name
wages. 1f labour takes the responsibility for both good and bad
consequences, the remuneration of capital becomes detached,
and fixed under the name inzerest. However, if chance originally
predominates in the condition of the worker, it is because
stability is not yet adequately assured in the wage structure. It is
an ‘intermediate degree separating chance from stability’,
This last stage is reached by ‘saving, during working days,
enough to meet one’s needs when old or sick’. The last stage
develops through ‘mutual help societies” and in the last instance
through ‘the workers’ retirement fund’. (Just as man began’
with the need to become a fonctionnaire, so he ends with the
satisfaction of drawing his pension.)

1. Let us admit that everything Bastiat says about the fixity
of wages is true. If we classify wages under fixed revenue, we are
no nearer to understanding their real character, their peculiar
characteristics. We have simply disengaged one of the facets that
they have in common with other sources of income. Nothing
more. This might be some use to the lawyer who had to argue
a case in favour of the wage structure. But it is no use to the
economist, who has to understand the peculiarity of this relation-
ship in its entirety. To make a partial definition of a relationship
or of an economic form, to make a panegyric of it against the
Opposite definition ~ this is the pedestrian lawyer’s and apolo-
BISt’s practice that characterizes Bastiat’s reasoning. So put fixed
income in place of wages. Is not a fixed income a good thing?
Does not everyone like to calculate on something certain?
ESpecially every mean-spirited Frenchman? L’komme toujours
besogneux? It is in the same way, and perhaps with greater justi-
ﬁcat1f>n, that serfdom was defended. The opposite might be,
and indeed has been, maintained. Suppose wages equal non-

* [This and the following quotations are from Bastiat’s text.]
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like going forward instead of standing still? What is wrong wit}
a relationship that offers the prospects of bourgeois progress
énfinitum? Bastiat himself in other passages naturally considery
the wage structure as not being fixed. How else than througi
this non-fixity, through fluctuations of income, could the work
possibly cease working and become a capitalist, as Bastiat would§
like to do? So the wage structure is a good thing, because if§
implies a fixed income; it is a good thing, because it implies thé
absence of fixity; it is a good thing, because it is neither one thing
nor the other, yet it is both at the same time. Which relationship
is not good, if considered from a single aspect which is judg
positively and not negatively ? All this sagacious blather, all thig
apologia and philistine sophistry, rests on abstractions of thij
kind. 4
After these preliminary remarks, we come to Bastiat’s reall
constructive ideas. (It might be said in passing that the tenang
farmer of the French countryside, the man in whom the misery]
" of the wage-earner is united with the bad fortune of the petty
- capitalist, might indeed count himself lucky if he were on a fixed
wage. Proudhon’s Histoire descriptive et philosophique is scarcely§
_ on the same level as that of his opponent Bastiat. There follows}
. on the primitive form of association, in which all the associates
share the risks, a higher stage of association, entered into volun-}
tarily by both sides, in which the remuneration of the worker ig§
fixed. We do not want to stress here the ingenuity that pre-8
supposes the capitalist.at one pole and the worker at the other;
and then develops, by mutual agreement, the relatlonshlp
" between capital and wage—labour ) g
The form of the association in which the worker is exposed tof
all the accidental chances of earning a living - in which all pro~4
ducers are equally exposed to such risks — and which immediately§
precedes wages, in which the remuneration of labour achieves}
fixity and stability, just as a thesis precedes its antithesis, is,?
according to Bastiat, the state of society wherein hunting, fishing}
and cattle-raising make up the dominant forms of production:
and society. First of all the nomadic fishermen, huntsman or{
cowherd - and then the wage-earner. Where and when did thls
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historical transformation occur from the half-savage state to the
modern world ? In the Charsvars, * perhaps! In real history,wage- -
Jabour appears when slavery and bondage disappear — or when
communal property falls into disuse, as with oriental and Slav
peoples. In its developed, epoch-making form, that in which it
embraces the whole social essence of labour, it arises from the
ruins of the guild economy, the system of estates, natural labour
and natural income, industry practised as a rural accessory, and
feudal small-scale agriculture, etc. In all these real historical
phases of transition, wage-labour dissolves and destroys the-
relationships in which labour was fixed as regards its revenue,
content, place, quantity, etc. In fact, it became the negation of
any fixity of labour and remuneration. The direct transition from
the African fetish to Voltaire’s Erre Supréme, or from the bows
and arrows of a primitive Red Indian to the capital of the Bank
of England, is not so absurdly contrary to historical fact as the
transition of Bastiat’s fisherman to the wage-earner. (In all this
series of evolutions, moreover, there is no sign of changes arising
from voluntary and mutual agreement.) Of the same value as the
historical construction built up by Bastiat — in which he deceives
himself into thinking of his superficial abstractions as actual *
facts - is his synthesis which sets up the English friendly societies
and savings banks as the last word in the wage structure, and as
the abolition of all social contradictions.

Thus, historically, the non-fixed character of wages is the
contrary of Bastiat’s construction. But how was it that he arrived
at the construction of fixity as the definition of the wage struc-
ture that compensates for everything else? And how did he
come to want to show the wage structure historically in this
definition, as the highest form of the remuneration of labour in
other forms of society and association ?

When it is a question of the given relationship between capital -
and wage-labour, between profit and wages, all economists wish
to demonstrate to the worker that he has no claim to participate
in the possibilities of profit, and they try to reassure him con- -
cerning his subordinate role vis-3-vis the capitalist. They point
out that, contrary to the capitalist, the worker benefits from a
* [A contemporary French satirical journal.}
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-tion of labour in these earlier forms. Thus Mr Bastiat extracts

- tionship. Bastiat proceeds in this way because he is constantly ]

‘consist in? Are wages unalterably fixed? This would flatly §

certain stability of income, which is more or less independent
of the great adventures of capital. In just the same way, Don
Quixote consoled Sancho Panza: certainly he had to take all the
blows, but he had no need to be courageous. While the econo- |
mists apply this idea to profit, as opposed to wages, Bastiat ]
makes of it an inherent quality of wages as opposed to the earlier §
forms of labour, presenting it as progress in relation to remunera- §

from the relationship between capital and labour a platitude
designed to console the worker vis-a-vis the capitalist, and makes
of this platitude, torn from its context, the historical foundation §
of this relationship. In the relations of wages to profit, and of}
wage-labour to capital, say the economists, wages have the}
advantage of stability. But Mr Bastiat says that fixity, i.e. one of]
the aspects of the wages—profit relation, is the historical basis for§
the coming into being not only of wages (or, fixity is the attribute
of wages in opposition not to profit, but to the carlier forms of}
remuneration of labour) but also of profit, that is, the whole]
relationship. In this way a commonplace referring to one aspect }
of the relationship between wages and profit becomes surrepti- |
tiously transformed into the historical cause of the whole rela-}

preoccupied with the thought of socialism, imagined by him j
everywhere to be the first form of association. This example |
shows the importance assumed in Bastiat’s hands by the ]
polemical platitudes which in economic theory occupy only a §
secondary place. . {

To return to the economists. What does this fixity of wages

contradict the law of supply and demand, the basis of the fixing j
of wages. No economist has denied that wages fluctuate, that _.
they rise and fall. Or are wages independent of crises? Or of
machines, which make wage-labour superfluous? Or of the |
divisions of labour, which displace it? It would be heterodox
to maintain this, and no one has done so. What is meant is that §
an average wage level is attained in a defined cross-section of 1
wage-labour, i.e. that, for the class as a whole, the minimum wage |
so odious to Bastiat in fact exists, and a definite average conti- |
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nuity of labour occurs, so that, for example, wages could con-
tinue even in cases where profit momentarily decreased or even
disappeared. What can this mean, if not that, assuming wage-
labour to be the dominant form of labour and the foundation of
production, the working class lives from its wages, and individual
labour possesses, on average, the fixity of being of the wage-
earning type? In other words, this is a tautology. Whenever the
dominant relationship of production consists of capital and wage-
labour, there is continuity of wage-labour, in so far as there is a
fixed wage for the worker. Wherever wage-labour exists, it
exists. And this is what Bastiat considers its universally compen-
sating property! Moreover, that as capital develops, society and
social production become in general more regular, more
continuous and more universal — while the income of those
participating in it becomes more fixed - than in a situation where
capital and its production have not yet developed to this stage,
is again a tautology, inherent in the concept of capital and of the
production founded on it. In other words: who would deny
that the universal existence of wage-labour presumes a higher
development of productivity than in the stages preceding wage-
labour? How could it occur to the socialists to raise their
demands, did they not presuppose the superior development of
social productivity brought forth by wage-labour ? The latter is
rather the precondition of their claim.

Note: The first general form of wage-labour was soldiers’ pay,
occurring as national armies and bourgeois militia declined.
First of all the bourgeois themselves received the pay. Then
their place was taken by mercenaries who had ceased to be
bourgeois.

2. (It is impossible to pursue this nonsense any further. We
therefore drop Mr Bastiat.)




" the other. In other words, its exchange value has a matenal

3 Money as a Symbol of Alienation in
Capitalist Society

From Grundrisse, pp. 637

Marx here describes the alienation that, in his view, necessarily arises when ti
exchange of goods in society is effected by money equivalents. k'

The process is thus simply that the product becomes a com-
modity, that is, @ pure element of exchange. Commodities arey
converted into cxchange value. So that it can be identified ag]
exchange value, it is exchanged for a symbol, which representag
it as exchange value properly so called. In this symbolic form it
can again be exchanged, under certain conditions, for any other
goods. When the product becomes a commodity, and the com-]
modity becomes exchange value, it possesses (ideally at first) ag
double existence. This ideal dual identity necessarily means thaty
" the commodity appears in a dual form when actually exchanged :§
as a natural product on the one hand, as an exchange value on}

existence, apart from the product. 3

The definition of the product as exchange value necessarily§
entails that the exchange value leads a separate existence, severed §
from the product. This exchange value which is severed from the §
commodity and yet is itself a commodity is — money. All the3
properties of the commodity viewed as exchange value appear §
as an object distinct from it; they exist in the social form of}
money, quite separate from thelr natural form of existence. |

(The material in which this symbol is expressed is not at all a}
matter of indifference, however diverse it may have appeared
during the course of history. The development of society has §
involved the repeated elaboration of this symbol ~ and the
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material that best expresses it — which it has in turn continually
rejected. If a symbol is not to be an arbitrary one, it requires
that the material of which it is made should fulfil certain condi~
tions. Thus the symbols for words have a history, form an
alphabet, etc.)

The exchange value of the product thus creates money along-
side the product. It is impossible to abelish the implications and -
contradictions that result from the existence of money alongside
particular commodities by simply altering the form of money
(although it is possible to avoid the difficulties inherent in 2
lower form of money by using a higher form); and it is equally
impossible to abolish money altogether, so long as exchange
value remains the social form of products. It is important to
understand this clearly in order to avoid setting oneself im-~
possible tasks, and it is also important to grasp the limits within
which the relations of production and the social relationships
that depend upon them can be reconstructed by reforms of
money and circulation.

The properties of money are: (1) a standard for the measure-
ment of the exchange of commodities; (2) means of exchange;
(3) representative of commodities (and thus the object of a con-
tract); (4) as a universal commodity alongside special kinds of
commodity. All these properties arise from the definition of
money as the exchange value of commodities, severed from them
and having its own objectified existence.

(The nature of money as the universal commodity with regard
to all others, as the incarnation of their exchange value, has led
to its being the realized — and permanently realizable — form of
capital, a form in which capital may constantly and validly
appear, This property is manifested, for example, in the ‘ bullion
drain’, This means that, from the historical point of view, capital
originally appeared only in the form of money; and this explains
the close connection of money with interest rates and its in-
fluence on them.)

The more production is shaped in such a way that every pro-
ducer depends on the exchange value of his commodities, i.. the
more the product really becomes an exchange value, and ex-
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change value becomes the direct object of production, the more e



must money relationships develop, as also the contradictions i
inherent in this money relationship, in the relation of the pro- §
duct to itself as money.
The necessity of exchange and the transformation of the pro- 1
duct into a pure exchange value progress to the same extent as
the division of labour, i.e. with the social character of production. §
But just as exchange value grows, the power of money grows too;
that is, the exchange relationship establishes itself as a force §
externally opposed to the producers, and independent of them. 4
What was originally a means to the furtherance of production §
becomes a relationship alien to the producers. The more the pro- |
ducers become dependent upon exchange, the more exchange §
seems to be independent of them; and the gap between the pro-§
duct as a product and the product as an exchange value widens. §
Money does not generate these antagonisms and contradic-j
tions; but their development generates the seemingly transcen-|
dental power of money. (We shall have to analyse in detail the
effect of the transformation of all relations into money relations:
natural taxes becoming money taxes, natural income becoming
money income, military service becoming the engagement o
mercenaries, and especially all personal services taking on af
monetary nature, and patriarchal, servile, bonded and guild )
labour changing into pure wage-labour.)
The product becomes a commodity; the commodity become 5]
exchange value; the exchange value of commodities is their in-}
herent monetary property; and this monetary property is severed}
 from them in the form of money, and achieves a social existenceg
apart from all particular commodities and their natural mode
existence. The relation of the product to itself as an exchangeg
value becomes its relation to money existing alongside it, or of a
products to the money that exists outside them all. Just as thej
actual exchange of products creates their exchange value, so theirf
exchange value creates money. 1
The next question that confronts us is: does not the existencd
of money alongside commodities conceal from the outset contrad
dictions that are implicit in this relationship ?
1. Commodities exist in a double form: first, as a definite prod
duct that ideally contains (in latent form) its exchange value
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its natural form of existence; second, as the exchange value made
evident (money), which has given up all contact with the natural
form of existence of the product. This simple fact means that
these two separate existences must lead to a difference, and the
difference will lead to antagonism and contradiction.

The same contradiction between the particular nature of the
commodity considered as a product and its universal nature as an
exchange value which created the need for it to exist in a double
form, first of all as a particular commodity, then as money — this
contradiction between its special natural properties and its uni-
versal social properties implies from the start the possibility that
both these separated forms of existence of the commodity are not
interconvertible. The exchangeability of commodities exists as a
material thing alongside them in the form of money, as some-
thing different from them and no longer directly identical. As.
soon as money becomes an external thing alongside commodities,
the exchangeability of commodities for money is immediately
attached to external conditions which may or may not occur; it is
the victim of external conditions. In the exchange, goods are re-
quired for their natural properties, depending on the needs that
they satisfy. Money, on the other hand, is only required for its
exchange value. Whether commodities are to be exchanged for -
money, and, therefore, whether an exchange value can be set
for the goods will be decided by circumstances which have
nothing to do with the exchange value and are independent of
it. The exchangeability of commodities depends on the natural
Prf)perties of the product; that of money coincides with its
¢xistence as a symbolic exchange value. It is thus possible that
commodities, in their particular form as products, cannot be
Wchanged or converted into the universal form of money. In
View of its external existence as money, the exchangeability of
commodities is different from them and has become alien to
them: jt is initially unequal to them, and must be made equal.

Ut this return to equality is dependent on other conditions, i.e.

On chance,
Corzn HJI uzt as exchange value leads a double existence, as particular
acts th0 ities and as money, so the act of exchange splits into two
at are independent of one another: exchange of commo-
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dities for money, exchange of money for commodities — buyin:
and selling. There is no longer any immediate identity, since they
have been separated in time and space, each one having acquiredd
a form of existence which is indifferent to the other. They may os
may not coincide or meet; they may be in disporportion to one
another. There will certainly be constant attempts to make the
tally; but in place of the previous immediate equality, there i
now a constant movement towards equality, implying a continua
inequality. Harmony can no longer be obtained except through
allowing the most extreme disharmonies to run their course.

3. The separation between buying and selling, the splitting of§
exchange into two acts, independent of each other spatially ._.i
temporally, brings a new relation into being. ;

At the same time that exchange is thus divided into
mutually independent acts, the entire process of exchange is
separated from those exchanging, the producers of the commod¥
dities. Exchange for its own sake is separated from exchange for
the sake of goods. A class of traders appears between the pro4
ducers, a class of men who only buy in order to sell, and only sellf
in order to buy once more, their purpose being not to acquire thel
goods as products, but only to retain the exchange values themd
selves, that is, the money. (A trader class can also appear simply}
in the exchange of goods. But since such traders only have at}
their disposal the surplus production from both sides, thei s
influence on production is entirely secondary, and so is theis
importance.)

When exchange valye adopts an autonomous form as money,§
by being detached from the products, there occurs a correspond-}
ing autonomy of exchange (trade) as a function detached from
the exchangers. Exchange value was the standard by whichj
goods were exchanged, but its purpose was the direct possession§
of the exchanged goods, and consumption of them (either tof
satisfy needs directly, by making use of the product, or in orde}
to make the instruments of production).

‘The immediate purpose of trade is not consumption, but the]
amassing of money, of exchange values. As a result of this doub-4
ling of exchange — exchange for the sake of consumption andj
exchange for its own sake — a new incongruity arises. The trades§
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as he makes his exchange is only concerned with the difference
between the buying and the selling price of goods; but the con-
sumer has to replace definitively the exchange value of the goods
that he buys. Although there is a certain reciprocity in the end
hetween circulation or exchange among traders and the end of
circulation, or exchange between traders and consumers, these
are determined by quite different laws and motives, and may
come into violent contradiction with one another.

We already see in this separation the possibility of trade crises.
Since production, however, works directly for trade and only
indirectly for consumption, it too must be affected by the dis-
proportion between trade and exchange for consumption that it
itself produces. (The relation between supply and demand is
completely inverted.) (Trade in money then again becomes de-
tached from trade per se.) (Later, before going on to another
problem, it will be necessary to correct the idealist manner of
this analysis, as it gives the impression that we are dealing only
with the determination of concepts and the dialectic of those
concepts. Above all the phrases: the product (or activity) be-

comes a commodity; the commodity, exchange value; exchange
value, money.)
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- Marx here describes the isolated position of the alienated individual in a societ;

‘transformation of his product into food for himself depends onf

4 Social Power and the Individual
From Grundrisse, pp. 73-7

where all exchange is mediated through money.

The disintegration of all products and activities into exchang

values presupposes both the disintegration of all rigid, persona}
(historical) relationships of dependence in production, and a uni+
versal interdependence of the producers. The production of eachy
individual depends on everyone else’s production, just as thef

everyone else’s consumption. Prices are ancient; and so is ex
change; but the increasing determination of prices by the cost of
production, and the influence of exchange over all production
relationships, can only develop fully and ever more completely i
bourgeois society, the society of free competition. What Adam
Smith, in true eighteenth-century style, places in the prehistoricy
period, puts before history, is in fact its product. ;
This mutual dependence is expressed in the constant need for
exchange, value being the universal intermediary. The econo«}
mists express it like this: each person has his private interests i
mind, and nothing else; as a consequence he serves everyone’s]
private interests, i.e. the general interest, without wishing to or}
knowing that he is. The irony of this is not that the totality of}
private interest— which is the same thing as the general interest
can be attained by the individual’s following his own interest.]
Rather it could be inferred from this abstract phrase that every-
one hinders the satisfaction of everyone else’s interest, that instead]
of a general affirmation, the result of this war of all against all is
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rather a general negation. The point is rather that private interest
is itself already a socially determined interest, which can only be
achieved within the conditions established by society and
through the means that society affords, and that it is thus linked
to the reproduction of these conditions and means. It is certainly
the interest of private individuals that is at stake; but its
content, as well as the form and the means of its realization,
is only given by social conditions independent of all these
individuals.

The mutual and universal dependence of individuals who re-
main indifferent to one another constitutes the social network
that binds them together. This social coherence is expressed in
exchange value, in which alone each individual’s activity or his
product becomes an activity or a product for him. He has to pro-
duce a general product: exchange value or — in its isolated, in-
dividualized form - money. On the other hand the power that
each individual exercises over others’ activity or over social
wealth exists in him as the owner of exchange values, money.
Thus both his power over society and his association with it is
carried in his pocket. Whatever the individual form in which
activity occurs, and whatever the particular characteristics of the
product of activity, they are exchange value, that is, a general
factor in which all individuality and particularity is denied and
suppressed. This is in effect a very different set of circumstances
from that in which the individual, or the individual spontane-
ously and historically enlarged into the family and the tribe (and
later the community), reproduces himself directly from nature,
or his productive activity and his share in the production are
dependent on a particular form of labour and of product, and his
relationship to others is likewise determined.

The social character of activity, and the social form of the
product, as well as the share of the individual in production, are
here opposed to individuals as something alien and material; this
does not consist in the behaviour of some to others, but in their
subordination to relations that exist independently of them and
arise from the collision of indifferent individuals with one an-
other, The general exchange of activities and products, which
has become a condition of living for each individual and the link
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~feudalism and the guild system. Each individual possesses social

- quite spontaneous) are the first forms of society in which humany
 lated points. Personal independence founded on material depen-4

~time a system of general social interchange, resulting in universalj
relations, varied requirements and universal capacities. Free

between them, seems to them to be something alien and in
pendent, like a thing.

In exchange value, the social relations of individuals hav
become transformed into the social connections of material}
things; personal power has changed into material power. The}
less social power the means of exchange possess and the closer
they are still connected with the nature of the direct product of §
Iabour and the immediate needs of those exchanging, the greater:$
must be the power of the community to bind the individuals t
gether: the patriarchal relationship, the ancient communities,

power in the form of a material object. If the object is deprived§
of its social power then this power must be exercised by people:
over people.

Relationships of personal dependence (which were at fi

productivity develops, though only to a slight extent and at iso«}

dence is the second great form: in it there developed for the firstf

individuality, which is founded on the universal development of]
individuals, and the domination of their communal and sociali
productivity, which has become their social power, is the third§
stage. The second stage creates the conditions for the third.j
Patriarchal and ancient societies (feudal also) decline as trade,§
luxury, money and exchange value develop, just as modern}
society has grown up simultaneously alongside these. P

Exchange and the division of labour mutually condition oner
another. Given that everyone works for himself but that his pro-
duct is not created for himself, he must of course exchange it, not’§
only in order to obtain a share in general productive capacity, §
but in order to transform his own production into means of}
subsistence for himself. Exchange, negotiated through exchanges
value and money, implies a universal interdependence between
the producers, but at the same time the complete isolation of}
their private interests and a division of social labour, whose unity¥
and mutual fulfilment exists as an external, natural relationship, §
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independent of the individuals. The tension between universal
supply and demand constitutes the social network that binds the-
indifferent individuals together. '

The very necessity of first transforming the product or the
activity of the individuals into the form of exchange value or
money, that they acquire and demonstrate their social power only
in this material form, shows both that: (1) the individuals are
now producing only in and for society; and (2) that their pro-
duction is not directly social, not the offspring of an association
that divides the labour among its members. The individuals are
subordinated to social production, which exists externally to
them, as a sort of fate; but social production is not subordinated
to the individuals who manipulate it as their communal capacity.

Nothing, therefore, could be more incorrect and absurd than -
to presume, on the basis of exchange value and money, the con-
trol of associated individuals over their general production as
occurred above with the bank issuing vouchers for hours of work.

The private exchange of all the products of labour, capacities
and activities is opposed to the distribution founded on the spon-
taneous or political hierarchy of individuals within patriarchal,
ancient or feudal societies (where exchange only plays a secon-
dary role and hardly affects the entire life of communities, since
it only occurs between them and does not dominate all the
relationships of production and commerce). But private ex-
change is opposed just as much to the free exchange of associated
individuals on the basis of collective appropriation and control
of the means of production. (This last association is not arbitrary:
it presupposes the development of material and intellectual
conditions which cannot be discussed here.)

The division of labour results in concentration, coordination, -
Cooperation, the antagonism of private interests and class inter-
ests, competition, the centralization of capital, monopolies and
joint stock companies — so many contradictory forms of unity
which in turn engenders all these contradictions. In the same way
Private exchange creates world trade, private independence gives
rise to complete dependence on the so-called world market, and
the fragmented acts of exchange make a system of banks and
Credit necessary, whose accounts at least settle the balances of
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private exchange. National trade acquires a semblance of exist-
ence in the foreign exchange market — although the private inter- 4
ests within each nation divide them into as many nations as they 4
possess full-grown individuals, and the interests of exporters and §
importers of the same nation are here opposed. No one would §
imagine that it was therefore possible to transform the founda- {
tions of internal and external trade by means of stock exchange }
reform. But within bourgeois society, which is founded on ex-~
change value, relationships of commerce and production
~ develop which are so many mines about to explode beneath §
them. Z

(There exist innumerable contradictory forms of social unity §
whose contradictory character can never be exploded by peaceful ;
metamorphosis. On the other hand, all our attempts to explode
them would be merely quixotic, if we could not find embedded in §
society as it is today the material conditions of production and §
the commercial relationships of the classless society.) . . . It need
only be further remarked here that a survey of trade in general ]
-and production in general, so far as it actually exists in the lists }
of market prices, furnishes in fact the best evidence as to how {
their own exchange and their own production stands in opposi-}
tion to individuals as a thing-like relationship which is indepen-
dent of them. In the world market, the connection of the individual
with the whole ~ but also, and simultaneously, the independence of |
this conmection from the individuals — has itself progressed to such §
a level that its formation already itself embodies the precondition §
for its becoming something different. A parallel can be drawn |
with the position of genuine common interest and universality,
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5 Alienation, Social Relationships and
Free Individuality

From Grundrisse, pp. 78-82

Marx contrasts the social relationships in the feudal and bourgeois epochs, the
former being characterized by relationships that were personal as against the
purely material relationships of the latter. Marx then asks whether freedom was -
increased by this transition.

It has been said, and bears repeating, that the beauty and gran-
deur of the system is founded on this connection and on this
material and spiritual interchange, which is spontaneous, inde-
pendent of the knowledge and desires of the individual, and in
fact requires their indifference to each other and mutual indepen-
dence. Certainly this connection by means of things is to be
preferred to a lack of connection, or a merely local association
which is founded on a relationship consisting of blood ties, or one
of supremacy or servitude; and it is just as certain that indivi-
duals cannot dominate their own social relationships until they
have created them. But it is absurd to interpret these purely
material relationships as natural relationships, inseparable from
the nature of individuality (in contrast to reflected knowledge
and desire) and inherent in it. These relationships are produced
by individuals, produced historically. They belong to a definite
phase of the development of the individual. The otherness and
independence in which these relationships still stand opposed to
individuals prove only that these individuals are still engaged in
the production of the conditions of their social life, rather than -
that they began that life starting from those conditions. This is
the natural and spontaneous interrelationship of individuals
inside production relations that are determined and narrowly
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limited. Universally developed individuals, whose social rela-
tionships are subject, as their own communal relationships, to 4
their own collective control, are the product not of nature but of 3
history. The extent and universality of the development of capa- §
cities which make possible this sort of individuality presupposes §
precisely production on the basis of exchange values. The uni- §
versal nature of this production creates an alienation of the |
individual from himself and others, but also for the first time the §
general and universal nature of his relationships and capacities. §
At early stages of development the single individual appears to j
be more complete, since he has not yet elaborated the abundance b
of his relationships, and has not established them as powers and
autonomous social relationships that are opposed to himself. It 3
is as ridiculous to wish to return to that primitive abundance as
it is to believe in the continuing necessity of its complete deple- }
tion. The bourgeois view has never got beyond opposition to this -§
romantic outlook and thus will be accompanied by it, as a legiti
mate antithesis, right up to its blessed end. :

(To compare money with blood - as suggested by the word
‘circulation’ — is just about as apt as Menenius Agrippa’s com- §
parison between the patricians and the stomach. It is no less false ]
to compare money with language. It is not the case that ideas are ; ,
transmuted in language in such a way that their particular nature
disappears and their social character exists alongside them in §
language, as prices exist alongside goods. Ideas do not exist apart
from language. Ideas that have first to be translated from their §
native language into a foreign language in order to circulate, in §
order to be exchangeable, constitute a slightly closer analogy; 1
but the analogy here lies not in the language, but in their being in §
a foreign language). !

(The exchangeability of all products, activities and relation-
ships against a third, or material, factor, which can again be ;
exchanged against everything else without exception — in other {
words the development of exchange values (and money relation-
ships) - is the same thing as general venality and corruption. }
Universal prostitution appears as a necessary phase of the de-
velopment of the social character of personal talents, abilities, }
capacities and activities. This could be more delicately expressed
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as the general condition of serviceability and usefulness. It is the
equation of unequals which is the significance that already
Shakespeare gave to money. Addiction to wealth as such is im-
possible without money; all other forms of accumulation, and
addiction to them, appear as primitive, limited and conditioned
by needs on the one hand, and by the narrowly limited nature of
the products on the other (sacra auri fames).)

(The money system in its development obviously presupposes
other general developments.)

When social conditions are considered that generate an un-
developed system of exchange, exchange values and money, or to
which an undeveloped stage of such a system corresponds, it is
immediately evident that the individuals, although their relation-
ships appear to be more personal, only relate to each other in
determined roles, as a feudal lord and his vassal, a landlord and
his serf, etc., or as a member of a caste, etc., or of an estate, etc.
In money relationships, in the developed exchange system (and
it is this semblance that is so seductive in the eyes of democrats),
the ties of personal dependence are in fact broken, torn asunder,
as also differences of blood, educational differences, etc. (the
personal ties all appear at least to be personal relationships). Thus
the individuals appear to be independent (though this independ-
ence is merely a complete illusion and should rather be termed
indifference); independent, that is, to collide with one another
freely and to barter within the limits of this freedom. They
appear so, however, only to someone who abstracts from the
conditions of existence in which these individuals come into
contact. (Such conditions are again independent of individuals
and appear, although they were created by society, to be the same
as natural conditions, i.e. uncontrollable by the individual.) The
determining factor that appears in the first case to be a personal
limitation of one individual by another, seems in the latter to be
built up into a material limitation of the individual by circum-=
stances that are independent of him and self-contained. (Since
the single individual cannot shed his personal limitations, but
can surmount external circumstances and master them, his
freedom appears to be greater in the second case. Closer investi-
gation of these external circumstances and conditions shows,
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however, how impossible it is for the individuals forming pa
of a class, etc., to surmount them en masse without abolishing $
them. The individual may by chance be rid of them; but not the §
masses that are ruled by them, since their mere existence is an 73
expression of the subordination to which individuals must §
necessarily submit.) So far from constituting the removal of a 4
‘state of dependence’, these external relationships represent its
disintegration into a general form; or better: they are the 1
elaboration of the general basis of personal states of dependence. |
Here too individuals come into relation with one another only 4
‘in a determined role. These material states of dependence, as 1
opposed to the personal states, are also characterized by the fact §
that individuals are now controlled only by abstractions, §
whereas earlier they depended on one another. (The material
state of dependence is no more than autonomous social relation-
ships opposed to apparently independent individuals, i.e. their §
mutual relations of production, which have become indepen- /
dent, in opposition to them). This abstraction or idea is merely |
the theoretical expression of the material relationships that§
dominate individuals. Relationships, of course, can be expressed §
only in ideas, so that philosophers have construed as the chief
characteristic of modern times the fact that they are dominated
by ideas and have identified the genesis of free individuality }
with the fall of this domination of ideas. It was all the easier to |
commit this error from the ideological point of view, since this §
domination of relationships (that material dependence which 1
moreover once more changes into determined personal states of §
dependence, but divested of all illusion) itself appears in the
consciousness of individuals as a domination of ideas, and since §
the belief in the eternity of these ideas, i.e. of these material )
states of dependence, is, of course, in every way confirmed, §
nourished and inculcated by the ruling classes.
(Of course as for the illusion of the ‘purely personal relation- |
ships’ of feudal times, etc., one must never forget for a moment
that: (1) these circumstances themselves took on a material char- |
acter at a certain stage within their own sphere, as shown, for }
example, in the development of landed property relationships :
- from purely military states of subordination; but (2) the material
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relationships to which they give way have themselves a narrowly
limited character, determined by nature, and thus appear to be -
personal, whereas in the modern world personal relationships
occur purely as a result of relationships of production and ex-
change.)
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6 General and Specific Labour

From Grundrisse, pp. 88-go

Marx gives here an account of the universal nature of labour in the future
communist society. The passage at the end is probably the fullest account in Marx
of the nature of labour in the future communist society and complements his'y
description in the Critique of the Gotha Programme, :

Considered in the act of production itself, the labour of the
- individual is used by him as money to buy the product directly,
- that is, the object of his own activity; but it is particular money, §
used to buy this particular product. In order to be money in ¥
general, it must originate from general and not special labour
that is, it must originally be established as an element of general
* production. But on this presupposition it is not basically ex- j
“change that gives it its general character, but its presupposed }
social character will determine its participation in the products. §
The social character of production would make the product
from the start a collective and general product. The exchange 7
originally found in production — which is an exchange not of §
exchange values but of activities determined by communal needs
and communal aims — would from the start imply the participa-
tion of individuals in the collective world of products.
On the basis of exchange values, it is exchange that first makes

" of labour something general. In the other system labour is estab-
lished as such before the exchange; that is, the exchange of 1
products is not at all the medium by which participation of the §
individual in general production is brought about. There must of }
course be mediation. In the first case, we start with the auto- |
nomous production of private individuals (however much it is §
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determined and modified subsequently by complex relationships)
and mediation is carried out by the exchange of goods, exchange
value and money, which are all expressions of one and the same
relationship. In the second case, the presupposition itself is
mediated, i.e. the precondition is collective production; the -
community is the foundation of production. The labour of the
individual is established from the start as collective labour. But
whatever the particular form of the product which he creates or
helps to create, what he has bought with his labour is not this or
that product, but a definite participation in collective production.
Therefore he has no special product to exchange. His product is
not an exchange value. The product does not have to change into
any special form in order to have a general character for the
individual. Instead of a division of labour necessarily engendered
by the exchange of values, there is an organization of labour,
which has as its consequence the participation of the individual
in collective consumption.

In the first case, the social character of production is estab-
lished subsequently by the elevation of products to exchange
values, and the exchange of these values. In the second case, the
social character of production is a precondition, and participation
in the world of production and in consumption is not brought
about by the exchange of labour or the products of labour which
are independent of it. It is brought about by the social conditions
of production, within which the individual acts.

Thus the desire to turn individual labour directly into money
(which also includes the product of labour), i.e. into a realized
exchange value, means that the worker’s labour must be desig-
nated as general labour. In other words, this means that those _
conditions are denied in which he must necessarily become
money and exchange value, and is dependent on private ex-
change. This requirement can be satisfied only in conditions in
which it is no longer set. On the basis of exchange values, neither
the labour of the individual nor his product are directly general;
to obtain this character, an objective mediation is required,
money distinct from the product.

If we suppose communal production, the determination of
time remains, of course, essential. The less time society requires -
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in order to produce wheat, cattle, etc., the more time it gains for
other forms of production, material or intellectual. As with a
single individual, the universality of its development, its enjoy-
ment and its activity depends on saving time. In the final analysis, §
all forms of economics can be reduced to an economics of time. |
Likewise, society must divide up its time purposefully in order §
to achieve a production suited to its general needs; just as the §
individual has to divide his time in order to acquire, in suitable
proportions, the knowledge he needs or to fulfil the various
requirements of his activity. 3

On the basis of community production, the first economic law
thus remains the economy of time, and the methodical distribu- §
tion of working time between the various branches of produc- §
tion; and this law becomes indeed of much greater importance. }
But all this differs basically from the measurement of exchange §
- values (labour and the products of labour) by labour time. The }
work of individuals participating in the same branch of activity, ¢
_. and the different kinds of labour are not only quantitatively but }
- also qualitatively different. What is the precondition of a merely §
quantitative difference between things? The fact that their §
quality is the same. Thus units of labour can be measured 1
quantitatively only if they are of equal and identical quality, - |
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7 Individuals and Society

From Grundrisse, pp. 1756

Marx analyses society as the sum of relationships between individuals, and
individuals as mediated through society.

Nothing is more false than the way in which society has been
treated both by economists and by socialists in relation to
economic conditions. For example Proudhon says, against
Bastiat (xv1 29): ‘There is no difference, for society, between
capital and product. This difference is a purely subjective one:
dependent upon the individual.” Thus he calls precisely the
social subjective; and he terms the subjective abstraction society.
The difference between product and capital is precisely that the
product, as capital, expresses a distinct relationship belonging to
a historical form of society. The so-called ‘consideration from
the standpoint of society’ means only the overlooking of pre-
cisely those differences which express the social relationships (the
relationship of bourgeois society). Society does not consist of
individuals; it expresses the sum of connections and relation-
ships in which individuals find themselves. It is as though one
were to say: from the stand-point of society there are neither
slaves nor citizens: both are men. Rather they are so outside
society. To be a slave or to be a citizen are social determinations,
the relationships of Man A and Man B. Man A is not a slave as
such. He is a slave within society and because of it. What Mr
Proudhon says here concerning capital and product means that, to
him, from the standpoint of society there is no difference between
capitalists and workers; whereas this is a difference that exists
in fact only from the point of view of society.
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8 Wage-Labour, Capital and Landed
B Property

From Grundrisse, pp. 189-go

Marx here t‘ouches_: on the process of colonization as an example of the Hegelian 13
category of ‘totality’ and outlines the dialectical relationship between capital, 4

wage-labour and landed property.

We must bear in mind that new productive forces and new rela-
tl.onships of production do not evolve from nothing, nor from the |
air or the womb of the self-positing idea; they evolve inside, |
and in opposition to, an already present stage in the developmen; -‘
and inherited, traditional property relationships. If, in the com-
pleted bourgeois system, every economic relationship pre- |
supposes another in a bourgeois economic form so that every :
- fa'ctor posited is at the same time a presupposition, then this is no
flliferent from any other organic system. This organic system
itself as a totality has its own presuppositions and its develop-
ment to a totality consists precisely in its subordinating all 1
elem?nts of society to itself or creating out of society the organs |
that it 'is still lacking. It thus becomes historically a totality, Its 1
becoming this totality constitutes a moment of its process, of its ]
development, On the other hand when, inside a society, modern ]

, relationships of production, i.e. capital, have developed to their
totality ar.ld this society then conquers a new terrain (as, for
ey.mmpl.e, in colonies), its representative, the capitalist, finds that
his capital can no longer be capital unless there is wage-labour
and that a precondition of this is not only landed property in
general, but todern landed property the expenses of whose
capitalized rent excludes as such the direct exploitation of the
earth by individuals. Hence Wakefield’s theory of colonization,
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as applied by the English government in Australia. Here the
value of landed property is artificially raised in order to turn
workers into wage-labourers, to utilize capital as capital, and so
make a new colony productive —in short, to develop wealth in the
colony instead of, as in America, turning it over momentarily
to the wage labourers. Wakefield’s theory is infinitely important
for a correct appreciation of modern landed property.

Thus in creating land rent capital returns to its general creative
source — the production of wage-labour. Capital arises from
circulation and posits labour as wage-labour; thus it develops
itself and, on becoming a whole, it posits landed property, both
as its condition and as its opposite. But it becomes clear that, in
so doing, it has only created wage-labour as its own general
presupposition. It must therefore be considered separately. On
the other hand, modern landed property itself appears at its
most powerful in the process of the clearing of estates and the
transformation of those working on the land into wage-labourers.
Thus a double transition to wage-labour. That is the positive
side of the matter. Negatively, when capital has established
landed property and thus attained its double aim of _

1. agricultural industry and thus development of the pro-

ductive forces of the earth and

2. wage-labour and thus the generalized domination of capital

over the land
it considers the existence of landed property itself as a merely
transitory form of development: it is necessary as the action of
capital on the old landed property relationships and a product
of their dissolution. But once this aim has been achieved, landed
property is only a barrier to profit and no necessity of produc-
tion. Thus capital tries to dissolve private property in land and
transfer it to the state. This is the negative side: a tendency to
transform the whole of society into capitalists and wage-
labourers. When capital has progressed thus far, then wage-
labour is also in a position on the one hand to try to get rid of the
landed proprietor as superfluous by aiming at a simplification of
relationships, reduction of taxes etc., just like the bourgeois; on -
the other hand, wage-labour demands the destruction of large
landed properties in order to escape from its situation and
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establish itself as an independent producer for direct use. Thus
landed property sees itself negated from two sides: negation by
capital, which is only after a change of form in order to establish }
its supremacy. (Ground rent as general state rent or tax so that
bourgeois society reproduces medieval society in a different way, }
but as its complete negation). The negation from the side of wage- §
labour is only an undercover negation of capital and thus of ;:
itself. Thus wage-labour is now to be considered as 1ndependently 1
opposed to capital.

Thus there is a double transition: (1) a positive transition from §
modern landed property - or from capital by means of modern }
landed property — to generalized wage-labour; (2) a negative §
transition: the negation of landed property through capital, thus $
the denial of independent value through capital, thus the denial
of capital through itself. But its denial is wage-labour. Then |
denial of landed property, and thus of capital, by wage-labour.
That is, wage labour which aims at establishing itself as
autonomous. ;
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9 Capital and Labour as Productive
and Unproductive

From Grundrisse, pp. 211-17

The following passage begins with a rather obscure discussion of capital as &
productive process and goes on to discuss whether capital or labour is the basic
element in the productive process. It ends with an account of how the productivity
of the worker contributes to his alienation.

Nothing can result at the end of a process that did not occur at
its beginning as a prerequisite and condition. On the other hand; .
however, the result must contain all the elements of the process.
Therefore if capital appears to have disappeared as a form of
relationship at the end of the production process that was begun
with capital as a prerequisite, this can only happen because we
have overlooked the invisible threads that are drawn through
this process by capital. So let us consider this aspect of the
matter,

In the first place we find that:

Through the incorporation of labour within capital, capital
becomes a production process; but in the first place a material
production process; a production process generally speaking, so
that the production process of capital is not differentiated from
the material production process generally speaking. The deter-
mination of its form has been completely extinguished. Because
capital has exchanged part of its objective existence against
labour, its objective existence is in itself divided into object and
labour; the production process or, more exactly, the labour
process, is formed by the connection between the two.

The labour process, which antedates value and serves as its
starting point, thus again makes its appearance within capital,
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as a process which occurs inside its substance and forms it
content. The labour process, because of its abstractness and its _
material nature, is equally characteristic of all forms of produc-
tion. ;

(It will be shown that within this production process itself, §
this extinction of the determined form is only apparent.)

In so far as capital is value, but appears as a process in the
first place in the form of a simple production process - a produc- j
tion process which cannot be limited as such to any special 4
economic category, but only as a production process generally }
speaking ~ 5o it can be said that capital becomes a product, or is
an instrument of labour, or even the raw material of labour. Any %
special aspect, as the case may be, of the simple production
process, can be attached to it and this process, as we have seen,
does not as such require capital at all, but is characteristic of all
kinds of production. If it is, further, again understood as one of 4
the features that contrast with labour as material, or merely as a f.f
means, then we can truly say that capital is not productive,* 3

* A point that has been much discussed, ever since Adam Smith made the 3
distinction, concerns what productive labour is, or is not; the answer must
follow from the analysis of the various aspects of capital. Productive labour '
is simply labour that produces capital. Is it not absurd, asks Mr Senior, for
example (at least something like this), that the piano-maker is regarded as a "
productive worker, but not the pianist, although without the pianist the
piano would have no meaning? But this is exactly the position. The piano-
maker reproduces capital; the pianist merely exchanges his labour for income.
But the pianist produces music and satisfies our musical sense; perhaps to 3
some extent he producesthis sense. In fact he does this : his work does produce
something, but it is not therefore productive labour in the economic sense, .
any more than the work of 2 madman is productive when he produces hal~ 3
Iucinations. Labour is only productive so long as it is producing its antithesis, §
Other economists allow that the so-called unproductive worker is indirectly
productive. For example, the pianist stimulates production, either in that he §
_raises our individuality to a more active, livelier level, or in the more usual §
sense, in that he arouses a fresh demand, in the fulfilment of which greater
pains are taken with directly material production. It is already admitted here
that only labour that produces capital is productive; so that labour which does §
not do this, however useful it may be (it could be harmful), is not productive *

for capitalization, and hence is unproductive work. Other economists say that
the difference between productive and unproductive cannot refer to pro~
duction, but only to consumption. Quite the contrary. The tobacco producer }
is productive, although tobacco consumption is unproductive. Production 4
for unproductive consumption is quite as productive as that for productive §
consumption; always supposing that it produces or reproduces capital. ‘A §
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since it is then considered to be only the object that opposes
labour, as something merely passive. The truth of the matter is,
however, that it occurs not as one of the features, or as the
difference between one aspect and it itself, nor as a mere resu.lt
(product), but as the simple production process }tsclf ; that this
process occurs as the self-moving content of capital. o

Now to consider the aspect of the definition of form, as it is
contained and modified in the production process.

As use value, labour exists only for capital, anc} is ?he use Yalue
of capital itself, i.e. the intermediary througt.n which it turns 1tse!f
into value. Capital, when it reproduces and increases its value, is
the self-supporting exchange value (money) as a process, the
process of valorization. Hence, labour has.no use value for t-he
worker; hence, labour does not exist for him as tl}e productive
force of wealth, as the means of the activity of enrichment. The
worker contributes labour as use value to be exchanged against
capital, which is opposed to him not as capital but as money. It
is capital, as capital, only in relatiqn to the worlfer thr01.1gh th.e
consumption of his labour, which initially remains outside this
exchange and is independent of it. Although work is use value. for
capital, it only has exchange value for ‘the worker; tangible
exchange value. It is established as such in the act of exchange
with capital, when it is sold for money. The use value of any
object does not concern the seller as such, on.ly the buyer of it.
The property of saltpetre, that it can be used in the fm:m of gun
powder, does not determine the price of saltpetre; th1§ price is
determined rather by the production costs of saltpetre- 1tself,.the
amount of work objectified in it. In the course of c1rc1.11atno.n,
during which use value becomes cash in the form of prices, its
value does not result from the circulation, even though it was
rcalized solely there; it is a prerequisite of circulatio'n, and only
becomes translated into reality when exchanged against money.
Thus labour, which has been sold by the worker to capital as use

i i irectly augments his master’s wealth,’ says
R/r[g?tﬁ‘;tslv;:iig‘:::ﬁ:c[:ﬁ; x(xlexv:.l:));] (altl legs{ thigiis correct from one angle. T}?f
expression is too abstract, since in this wording it also applies to slaves. His

master’s wealth, in relation to the worker,.is the form of wwlﬁx 1(;§elf tin
relationship to work, i.e. capital. A productive labourer is one who directly

augments capital. [Footnote by Marx.]
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value, is the worker’s exchange value, which he wishes to transla
into reality, but is already determined before the act of exchange 4
as a precondition imposed upon the worker. It is determined, as §
is the value of any other goods, by supply and demand; or in4
general, and this is the only aspect that concerns us here, by
production costs, by the amount of work objectified in it, through |
which the worker’s ability to work is produced, and which he
therefore obtains as an equivalent. The exchange value of work, 7‘
which is realized in the exchange process with the capitalist, is
thus presupposed and predetermined, and it suffers only the§
formal modification that any ideally fixed price undergoes whenf
it is realized. It is not determined by the use value of the work. §
For the worker himself, it only possesses use value in so far as it}
is exchange value, and does not produce exchange values. It only
has exchange value for capital, in so far as it is use value. It is not
use value, apart from its exchange value, for the worker himself; §
but only for capital. Thus the worker exchanges work as a simple §
exchange value which is predetermined by a past process — he
exchanges work itself as objectified labour, only exchanges it in}
so far as it has already objectified a given amount of labour, so;
* that its equivalent is already measured and given. Capital X~
changes it as living labour, as the general productlve force off
wealth; as activity that increases wealth. Thus it is clear that the}
worker cannot enrich himself as a result of this exchange, since3
(like Esau, who exchanged his birthright for a mess of pottage):§
he gives up his creative power for the ability to work, as an§
already existing quantity. Rather he is forced to become im-§
poverished, as we shall see later, since the creative power of his
work establishes itself against him as an alien force, the power of]
capital. He alienates himself to work as the productive force of :
wealth; capital appropriates it as such. The separation of labour }
and appropriation of the product of labour, the separation of
labour and wealth is therefore itself already settled at the time of ]
this act of exchange. What appears to be paradoxical as a resu
already exists in the very prerequisite. The economists have
expressed this more or less empirically. To the worker, therefor: '
the productivity of his work becomes an alien force. This apphes"
to his work in general, so long as it is genuine work — not asse
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but activity. Vice versa, capital valorizes itself throug?l 't.he
appropriation of alien labour. (In this way at least the possibility
of valorization is established, as a result of the exchange between
labour and capital. The relationship is first realized in the act of
production itself, in which capital actually consumes the alien
labour.) Just as, for capital, labour is exchanged as a predeter-
mined exchange value against an equivalent in money, so money
is again exchanged against an equivalent in commodities, which
are consumed. In this process of exchange, labour is not produc-
tive; it becomes productive only for capital; it can only take out
of circulation what it has already put in; that is, a predetermined
quantity of goods, which is as little its own product as it is its
own value. The workers, says Sismondi, exchange their labour
for corn, and consume it, whereas the labour ‘has become capital
for their master’ (Sismondi, vi). ‘By giving their labour in
exchange, the workers transform it into capital’ (id. YIII).
While the worker sells his labour to the capitalists, he retains a
right only to the price of labour, not to the product of his labour,
nor to the value that labour had added to the product (Cherbu-
liez, xxvin). ‘Selling one’s labour = renunciation of all the
fruits of labour” (I.c.). All progress in civilization, therefore, or,
in other words, any increase in socially productive forces, in the
productive forces of labour itself, if you like — as they come about
as a result of science, inventions, the division and combination of
labour, improved means of communication, the creation of a
world market, machinery, etc. — do not enrich the worker, but
only capital; they only serve, therefore, to increase the power
that controls labour still further; they merely increase the
productive power of capital. Since capital is the opposite of the
worker, they only increase objective power over labour. The
transformation of labour (as a living purposeful activity) into
capital is in itself the result of the exchange between capital and
labour, in so far as it gives to the capitalist property rights in the
product of labour (and command over labour). This transforma-
tion is first of all established in the production process itself. The
question whether capital is or is not productive is thus absurd.
Labour itself is only productive when taken into capital, when
capital forms the basis of production, and the capitalist takes
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command of production. The productivity of labour likewise
becomes the productive force of capital, just as the general
exchange value of goods is crystallized in money. Labour,
existing for itself in the worker in opposition to capital, i.e.
labour in its immediate existence, separated from capital, is not
productive. Nor as an activity of the worker will it ever be pro- §
ductive, so long as it only enters into the simple circulation j
process which only nominally changes its elements. So those who §
consider that any productive force attributed to capital is a dis- 3
placement, a transposition, of the productive force of labour,
forget that it is capital itself which is essentially this displacement, §
this transposition. They forget, too, that work for wages, as such, §
presupposes the existence of capital, so that considered from thi
aspect it, too, is part of this transubstantiation; this being the
necessary process in which its own forces are made alien to the §
worker. Thus any demand that wage-labour should be allowed to 3
- exist and that capital should be abolished is thus self-contradic-
tory and self-invalidating. Other writers — even economists — e.g,
Ricardo, Sismondi, etc., state that only labour is productive, not
capital. But then they do not leave capital in its specific deter- §
mined form, as a relationship of production reflected in itself;
they think only of a material substance, raw material, etc. These:
material elements, however, do not make capital into capital. O:
the other hand it then again occurs to them that capital is, on the :
one hand, value, in other words it is something immaterial, and
indifferent to its material existence. Thus Say wrote: ‘Capita
always has an immaterial character, since it is not material that -}
produces capital, but the value of this material, a value that has
~ nothing physical about it” (Say, 21). Or Sismondi: ‘Capital is a
commercial idea’ (Sismondi, Lx). But then it occurs to them that
capital must also be quite another economic category than value,
since otherwise there would be nothing to be said about capital )
as distinguished from value and, if all capital had value, neverthe- §
less this value as such would not yet constitute capital. Then they 4
again seek refuge in its material pattern within the production 4
process, e.g. when Ricardo describes capital as ‘accumulated
labour employed in the production of new labour’, i.e. as a mere }
instrument of labour or as labour material. In this sense Say even 3
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writes about the productive service of capital upon which its
remuneration should be based, as though the instrument of
labour as such-had some pretension to the worker’s gratitude,
and were not made productive only through him as the instru-
ment of labour. The autonomy of the instrument of labour, i.e.
the social definition of it, i.e. its definition as capital, is assumed
in such a way that the claims of capital can be deduced. Proud-
hon’s aphorism that ‘Capital has value; work produces’ means
only that capital is value, and here nothing more is said about
capital except that it is value, that value is value (the subject of
the sentence is here only another name for the predictate), and
work produces, or is a productive activity; in other words: labour
is labour, because it is nothing but ‘ producing’. It will be obvious
that these tautologies contain no special element of wisdom, and
that in particular they cannot express a relationship in which
value and work are connected in such a way that they themselves
are related and yet are separate from one another, and do not lie
alongside one another indifferently. Already the fact that labour
occurs in relation to capital as its subject, i.e. that the worker only
exists within the definition of work, and that work is not the
worker himself, must cause one’s eyes to open wide. There is here
a connection or relationship, quite apart from capital, of the
worker with his own activity which is not in any sense ‘natural’,
but already contains a specifically economic determination,
Capital, insofar as we consider it here as a relation to be distin-
guished from value and money, is capital in general, i.e. the em-
bodiment of the factors [Bestimmungen] which distinguish value
as capital from value as mere value or money. Value, money,
circulation, etc., prices, etc., are presupposed, just as labour, etc.,
is presupposed. But we are not dealing with a particular form of
capital nor with the single capital as distinguished from other
single capitals, etc. We are attending to a process of development.
This dialectical process of development is only the ideal expres-
sion of the real movement in which capital becomes capital. The
later relations are to be considered as developments from this
germ. But it is necessary to fix the specific form at which capital
is established at a point about which we are certain. Otherwise -
confusion develops. :
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10 Capital as a Productive Force

From Grundrisse, pp. 23032

Marx. describes the historical vocation of capital : to raise the productive Jorces |
of society above those necessary for simply reproducing the means of subsistence,

What appears to be surplus value on the part of capital appears ]
on the worker’s side to be, precisely, surplus labour far beyond §
his requirements, that is to say, far beyond his immediate needs 4
for the maintenance of his livelihood. The great historical

feature of capital is that it produces this surplus labour, which is
superfluous labour from the standpoint of ordinary use value and |
mere subsistence. The historical vocation of capital is fulfilled as 1
soon as, on the one hand, demand has developed to the point }
where there is a general need for surplus labour beyond what is
necessary, and surplus labour itself arises from individual needs;
and on the other, general industriousness has developed (under
_the strict discipline of capital) and has been passed on to succeed
Ing generations, until it has become the property of the new %
generation; and finally when the productive forces of labour,
which capital spurs on in its unrestricted desire for wealth and the 4
conditions in which alone capital can achieve this, have developed
to the point where the possession and maintenance of general §

-wealth requires, on the one hand, shorter working hours for the

whole of society, and working society conducts itself scientifically 3
_towards the progressive reproduction of wealth, its reproduction
In even greater profusion; so that the sort of labour in which the §
activities of men can be replaced by those of machines will have 1
ceased. Capital and labour behave in this way like money and
goods; if one of them is the general form of wealth, the other is

I00

only the substance which aims at immediate consumption. But
capital, with its restless striving after the general form of wealth,
drives labour out beyond the limits of its natural needs, and thus
produces the material elements needed for the development of
the rich individuality, which is just as universal in its production
as consumption, and whose labour thus itself appears not to be
labour any more but a full development of activity, in which the
natural necessity has disappeared in its direct form; since the
place of natural needs has been taken by needs that are historic-
ally produced. This is why capital is productive; it is an essential
relationship for the development of the productive forces of
society. It only ceases to be so when the development of these
productive forces themselves meets a barrier in capital itself,

In The Times of November 1857 there appeared a delightful
yell of rage from a West Indian planter. With great moral indig-
nation this advocate, in support of his plea for the re-establish-
ment of Negro slavery, described how the Quashees (the free
Negroes of Jamaica) were content to produce what was strictly
necessary for their own consumption, and looked upon laziness
itself (‘indulgence and idleness’) as the real luxury article along-
side this ‘use value’. They said that sugar, and all the fixed
capital laid out in the plantations, could go to hell; they smirked
with ironical, malicious glee at the ruined planters, and even took
advantage of the Christianity that they had been taught merely to
add a little colour to this gloating resentment and indolence. They
had ceased to be slaves, but were not yet wage-earning labourers
but only self-sustaining peasants working for their own necessary
consumption. Capital, as capital, had no existence in opposition
to them, because objectified wealth exists only through either
direct forced labour and slavery, or intermediary forced labour,
that is, wage-earning labour. Wealth does not stand opposed to
direct forced labour as capital, but as a means of exercising
mastery. Hence, only the means of mastery will be reproduced,
for which wealth itself only has value as enjoyment, not as
wealth for its own sake, which can therefore never produce
industry in general. (We shall return later to this relationship of
slavery and wage-earning labour.) ’
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11 The Dialectic of Capital

From Grundrisse, pp. 237-8

Marx here shows how, in the relationship of exchange value, money - and
capital - progresses from the role of simple intermediary to an end in itself.

It is necessary to produce a precise analysis of the concept of
capital, since it is the basic concept of modern economics just as
capital itself, which is its abstract reflection, is the basis of
bourgeois society. From a clear perception of the basic premise |
of the relationship all the contradictions of bourgeois productmn
must emerge as also the limit at which it progresses beyond itself.
It is nnportant to notice that wealth as such, i.e. bourgeois
wealth, is always most powerfully expressed in exchange value
where it is established as a mediator between the extremes itself -
and use value. This mid-point always appears as the completed }
economic relationship because it unites the opposites and always 1
appears in the end as a unilateral and superior power over and
against the extremes. The movement or relationship that ongm- B
ally appears as a mediator between the extremes progresses in a 1
necessary dialectic to the following result: it appears as its own
mediator, as the subject whose moments are merely the extremes, §
whose status as independent preconditions it abolishes in order B
thus to establish itself as the only autonomous factor. Similarly, ?3
in the religious sphere, Christ the mediator between God and
man - simple means of circulation between one and the other —
becomes their unity, the God-man and then, as such, becomes
more important than God; the saints become more importan
than Christ; and the priests more important than the saints. |
The total economic expression, itself unilateral in relation to ,
the extremes, is always exchange value when it is established as
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an intermediate link; as, for example, gold in simple circulation,
or capital itself as a mediator between production and circulation.
Inside capital itself one of its forms adopts the position of ex-
change value against another which is use value. Thus, for
example, industrial capital appears as a producer in relation to
the trader who represents circulation. Thus industrial capital
represents the material side, and the other the formal side,
wealth as such. At the same time, mercantile capital is itself again
mediator between production (industrial capital) and circulation
(the consuming public) or between exchange value and use value.
For both sides mutually establish each other: production as
money and circulation as use value (consuming public), the first
as use value (product) and the second as exchange value (money).
It is the same inside trade itself: the wholesaler, as mediator
between producer and retailer or between producer and agri-
culturalist or between different producers, plays the same role of
superior centre. It is also the case of the middleman in relation to
the wholesaler; of the banker in relation to industrialists and
businessmen; of the joint stock company in relation to simple
production, and of the financier as mediator between the state
and bourgeois society at its highest stage. Wealth as such -
presents itself all the more distinctly and broadly the farther itis -
removed from direct production and itself acts as mediator
between sides which, considered in themselves, are already forms
of economic relationship. Note that money becomes an end
instead of a means and that capital, as the superior form of
mediation, everywhere establishes the inferior form, labour,
simply as a source of surplus value. For example, the bill-broker,
banker etc., in relation to producers and farmers who are estab-
lished relatxve to the former as labour (use value), whereas the
banker situates himself in relation to them as capital, creation of
surplus value etc. This appears in its weirdest form with
financiers.

Capital is the immediate unity of product and money or,
better, of production and circulation. Thus it is itself something
immediate and its development consists in establishing itself and
going beyond itself on this unity which is a determined and
therefore a simple relationship. At first this unity appears in
capital as something simple.
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working time contained in the raw material and in the instrument

12 The Contributions of Labour and
Capital to the Production Process

From Grundrisse, pp. 264—70

In this difficult passage, Marx, basing himself on the labour theory of value, 3
a.nalyses the relationship of the contribution of capital and labour to the produc-’
tion process. j

The increase in values is thus the result of the self-valorization }
of capital. It is unimportant whether this self-valorization is §
defined as the result of absolute or relative surplus time, i.e. of a §
real increase of relative surplus labour time, i.e. a decrease of the
part of the working day which is the working time required for 1
the x.nftintenance of labour power, necessary labour in general. 1
.lemg working time reproduces nothing but the part of the §
objectified working time (of capital) which appears as the equi- f
valent of the disposition of living labour capacity. This part, as 4
an equivalent, must thus substitute the working time objectified 1
in this labour capacity, i.e. it must substitute the production 1
costs of the active labour power, or in other words it must main~ -
tain the existence of the worker as a worker. What is further
produced by this working time is not a reproduction but a new
c.reation, and indeed a new creation of values, since there is objec-
tification of new working time in use value. The fact that the

is maintained simultaneously is the result not of the amount of
labour but of its quality as labour in general, its general quality,
which is not linked to any particular one of its aspects and is no; <
specifically defined labour. Labour, considered as labour, is |
labour, and is not specially paid for as such, since capital ’has E
bought this quality from the worker by means of exchange,
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But the measured equivalent of this quality (the specific use
value of labour) is simply the guantity of working time that it has
produced. The worker begins by adding so many new forms to
the value of the raw material and the instrument, through the
utilization of the instrument as an instrument and the trans-
formation of raw material, as would equal the working time that
is contained in his own wages. Anything more that he adds is
surplus working time, surplus value. But through the simple
relationship that the instrument is used as an instrument, and
the raw material is treated as the raw material of labour; through
the simple process involved in their coming into contact with
labour and being constituted as its means and object and thus as
an objectification of active labour, and factors of labour itself,
they are conserved not in their form but in their substance.
Economically considered, objectified working time is their
substance. Objectified working time ceases to exist in a one-sided
objectified form, and hence ceases to be the victim, as a mere
object, of the (as it were) chemical process of dissolution, since
it is constituted as the material means of existence (the means
and the object) of living labour. From the purely objectified
labour time, in whose real existence labour only exists as a
vanished, external form of its natural substance, which is itself
external to the substance (e.g. wood in the shape of a table, or
iron in the shape of a roller), merely having an existence in the
outer, material form, there develops the indifference of the
substance to the form. Labour does not retain the form through
any living inherent law of reproduction, as the tree, for example,
keeps its form as a tree (the wood is retained as a tree in a
particular form, since this form is one of the forms of wood;
whereas the form as a table is accidental to the wood, not the
inherent shape of its substance). Labour thus exists only as the
form external to the material, or it exists itself only materially.
The disintegration to which its material is exposed also involves
its own disintegration, But when matter is regarded as the
conditioning factor of living labour, then it again becomes
animated. Objectified labour ceases to exist as a dead, external,
indifferent form, since it again constitutes a factor of living
labour, a connection of living labour to itself in objective material,
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as the objectivity of living labour (as means and object) (the
objective conditions of living labour). Thus living labour itself
through its realization in the material changes this material; this
change is determined by the purpose of the labour and its pur-
poseful activity (a change that is not, as in the dead object, the
imposition of the form as outside the substance, merely the van-
ishing appearance of its existence); and the material is thus
maintained in a particular form, the change in form of the
substance being subjected to the purpose of the labour. Labour is
the living fire that shapes the pattern; it is the transitoriness of
things, their temporality, their transformation by living time. In §
the simple production process — apart from the process of
valorization ~ the transitoriness of the form of things is used in
order to establish their utility. When yarn is made from cotton, §
and textiles from the yarn, and printed patterns on coloured 3
fabric from textiles, and out of these, say a garment: }

1. The substance of the cotton has been retained in all these
forms. (In the chemical process (natural) equivalents have been §
exchanged in the metabolism of material that has been regulated 4
by labour.) [

2. In all these subsequent processes, the material has gaineda
more useful form, as being more appropriate to consumption;
until it has finally reached the form in which it can be the direct
object of consumption, in which, thus, the consumption of the
material and its conversion to the benefit of mankind take place, §
so that the change is itself its use. The cotton material is retained f
throughout all these processes; it is lost in one form of use value, §
in order to make way for a higher form, until the object exists as an '}
obfect of immediate consumption. But since the cotton is wound in §
the form of twist, it is placed in a definite relationship to a §
different type of work. Should this work not take place, not only §
is the form which it has been given useless, i.e. the earlier work §
will not be endorsed by the later work, but the material itself is 4
spoilt, in that in the form of twist it only has use value so long as ‘;'
it is once more processed; it only has use value in so far as it is §
related to the use that further work will make of it; it only has 4
use value in so far as its form as twist is turned into that of fabric;
while the cotton, in its existence as cotton, is capable of being |
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used in endless ways. Thus, without further work, the use value
of cotton and twist, both matter and form, would be spoilt; it -
would be destroyed rather than produced. The material, like the
form, the cloth, like the form, will be retained as use value by
further work, until it has reached the shape of use value as such,
whose use is consumption. Thus it is implicit in the simple pro-
duction process that the early stage of production is maintained
by the later stage, and that through the establishment of the
higher use value the older value will be kept up, or only altered
in so far as it is raised as use value. It is living labour that retains
the use value of the unfinished labour product, in making it the
material for further labour. But it only retains it, i.e. only
protects it from uselessness and disappearance, in that it manu-
factures it to suit its purpose, makes it generally the object of new
living labour. This retention of the old use value is not a process
that occurs apart from the increase or completion of this value
through fresh labour; rather, it is produced through the increase
of use value itself by fresh labour. In the same way that weaving
labour transforms yarn into fabric, i.e. treats it as the raw material
of weaving (and the twist only has use value once it has been
woven) — and weaving is a special kind of living labour — it retains
the use value that belonged to the cotton as such, and is specific-
ally retained in the yarn. It keeps the product of labour, in that
it makes it into the raw material of fresh labour; but (1) it does
not add any fresh labour, and (2) it keeps the use value of the
raw material through other labour. It keeps the usefulness of
cotton as yarn in weaving the yarn. (All this belongs to the first
chapter of ‘Production in general’.) It keeps it through the
weaving. This retention of the labour as product, or of the use
value of the product of labour, so that it can be made into the
raw material of fresh labour, and is again established as the
material objectivity of purposeful living labour, is inherent in
the simple production process. In relation to use value, labour
possesses the property of retaining it by increasing it, and it
increases it by making it the object of fresh labour determined by
its final purpose; remakes it from the form of indifferent
existence into that of objective material, the body of labour.
(This also applies to the instrument. A spindle only retains its

107



g

working time that was contained in the cotton and the cotton
yarn. What appears in the simple production process to be the
retention of the quality of the previous work — and thus also of
the material in which it is established — appears in the process of
valorization as the retention of the quantity of the already
objectified labour. For capital, this is a retention of the quantity
of objectified labour through the production process; for living
labour it is only the retention of the use value which is already
present, and present for labour. Living labour adds 2 new quan-
tity of work; but it does not retain the already objectified quantity
of work through this quantitative addition; it does this through
its quality as living labour, in that it relates itself as labour to the
use values in which previous labour exists. But living labour is
not paid for this quality that it possesses as living labour - it
would not be bought at all if it were not living labour - only for
the quantity of work that is actually contained in it. Only the
price of its use value is paid for, as with that of all other goods.
The specific quality that it possesses, in that it adds afresh
quantity of labour to the quantity of already objectified labour
and at the same time retains objectified labour in its quality as
objectified labour, is not paid to it, and also costs the worker
nothing, since this is the natural property of his labour power.
In the production process, the separation of labour from its
objectified elements of existence — instrument and material - is
abolished. The existence of capital and wage-labour depends on
this separation. The abolition of the separation, which really
takes place in the production process — for otherwise there could
be no work at all - is not paid for by capital. (The abolition also
occurs not through the exchange with the worker, but through
the work itself in the production process. But, as such actual
work, it is itself already incorporated in capital; it is an element
of capital. This retaining power of labour thus appears as the
self-retention force of capital. The worker has only added fresh
work; the past work — while capital exists — has an eternal
existence as value, completely independent of its material being.
This is how things look both to the worker and to capital.) If
capital had to pay for this abolition it would cease to be capital.
This abolition is contained within the material role that labour

109

use value so long as it is used for spinning. Otherwise the labour §
that set up the definite form (made in this case of iron and wood), 3
and the material out of which the definite form was made, would
both be spoilt for use. Only if it is established as a means of living
work, as an objective element in the existence of its animation,
will the use value of wood and iron as well as its form be retained.
Its purpose as an instrument implies that it is to be used, but
used in the spinning process. The greater productivity that it
imparts to work creates more use value, and thus replaces the use §
value that has been used up in the consumption of the instru- §
ment. This appears most clearly in agriculture, because the §
instrument appears in its simplest and original form directly as §
foodstuff and use value, as distinguished from exchange value. §
When the farmer’s hoe obtains for him twice as much corn as he
could otherwise obtain, he needs to devote less time to the pro- 4§
duction of the hoe itself; he has provision enough to make him- §
self a new hoe.) Now the components of capital that constitute
¢, its value — one of them existing in the form of material and the 4
other in the form of the instrument — make their appearance in
the process of valorization as opposed to the worker, that is, to 3
living labour (since the worker exists as such only in this process),
not as values, but as simple factors in the production process; as |
use value for labour, as the objective conditions of its effective- §
ness, or as its objective elements. The fact that the worker con-
serves these use values while he is using the instrument as an |
instrument, and is giving a higher form of use value to the raw
material, lies in the natyre of labour itself. But the use values of }
labour retained in this way are exchange values when considered
-as components of capital, and determined as such through the
production costs retained in them, the quantity of objectified
work contained in them. (For use value is only concerned with
the quality of the already objectified work.) The quantity of .
objectified labour will be retained in that its quality as use value §
for further labour will remain through contact with living labour.
The use value of the cotton, like its use value as yarn, will be re-
tained to the extent that it is woven as yarn, to the extent that it
exists as one of the objective elements (with the spinning-wheel) §
in weaving. In this way there is also retained the quantity of |
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plays, according to its nature, in the production process con-
tained in its use value. But as use value, labour belongs to the
capitalist; it only belongs to the worker as a mere exchange
value. Its living quality in the production process itself, enabling
it to retain objectified working time in such a way that it makes J
it into the objective existence of living labour, is no concern of the '}
worker. This process of appropriation, whereby in the produc-
tion process itself living labour makes the instrument and the }
material into the body of its soul, and thus raises them from the
~ dead, is, in fact, in contrast to the fact that labour has no object,
- or that only in direct animation is there reality in the worker, 4
whereas labour material as well as instrument etc. have an
existence of their own within capital, (Return to this later.) The
valorization process of capital occurs through and in the simple 4
production process, in that living labour is placed in its natural §
relationship to its material elements of existence. But to the '§
extent that it enters into this rclationship, the relationship 4
exists not for labour itself, but for capital; it is itself already an ' :,
element of capital.

13 Capital as a Revolutionary, but
Limited, Force

From Grundrisse, pp. 313-14

In this passage Marx pursues the well-known theme of the opening passages of
the Communist Manifesto on capital as a revolutionary and civilizing force, He
goes on to point out that capital has limitations which, in order to be overcome,
will lead to its own abolition.

Thus on the one hand production which is founded on capital
creates universal industry ~i.e. surplus labour, value-producing
labour; on the other hand it creates a system of general exploita-
tion of natural human attributes, a system of general profitability,
whose vehicles seem to be just as much science, as all the physical
and intellectual characteristics. There is nothing which can es-
cape, by its own elevated nature or self-justifying characteristics,
from this cycle of social production and exchange. Thus capital
first creates bourgeois society and the universal appropriation of -
nature and of social relationships themselves by the members of -

society. Hence the great civilizing influence of capital, its produc-
tion of a stage of society compared with which all earlier stages
appear to be merely local progress and idolatory of nature. Nature
becomes for the first time simply an object for mankind, purely
a matter of utility; it ceases to be recognized as 2 power in its own
right; and the theoretical knowledge: of its independent laws
appears only as a stratagem designed to subdue it to human
requirements, whether as the object of consumption or as the
means of production. Pursuing this tendency, capital has
pushed beyond national boundaries and prejudices, beyond the
deification of nature and the inherited, self-sufficient satisfaction
of existing needs confined within well-defined bounds, and the
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reproduction of the traditional way of life. It is destructive of all 14 The Preconditions of Revolution
this, and permanently revolutionary, tearing down all obstacles
that impede the development of productive forces, the expansion .
of needs, the diversity of production and the exploitation and
exchange of natural and intellectual forces.

But because capital sets up any such boundary as a limitation, §
and is thus ideally over and beyond it, it does not in any way §
follow that it has really surmounted it, and since any such }
limitation contradicts its vocation, capitalist production moves in
contradictions which are constantly overcome, only to be, again,
constantly re-established. Still more so. The universality towards |
which it is perpetually driving finds limitations in its own nature, }
which at a certain stage of its development will make it appear as 1
itself the greatest barrier to this tendency, leading thus to its own |
self-destruction. ;

From Grandrisse, pp. 318-19

Marx outlines four factors which inevitably, in the long term, limit the develop-
ment of capital and bring about its collapse. They are the economic preconditions
of a communist revolution.

To come closer to the heart of the question: first, there is a limit
not inherent to production generally, but to production founded
on capital. This limit is dual, or rather revealed one and the same
when considered from two angles. It is sufficient here, in order to
have discovered the basis of over-production — the fundamental
contradiction of developed capitalism — to show that capital con-
tains a particular limitation on production, a limitation which
contradicts its general tendency to push beyond any barrier on
its production. This is the discovery in general that capital is not,
as the economists think, the absolute form for the development
of productive forces, that is, not the absolute form of wealth
coinciding absolutely with the development of productive forces.
Viewed from the standpoint of capital, the stages of production
that preceded it appear as so many fetters on the productive
forces. But, correctly understood, capital itself appears as a con-
dition for the development of productive forces so long as they
need an external stimulant which is at the same time a brake.
Capital disciplines productive forces, but becomes a superfluous
burden at a certain stage of their development, in exactly the
same way as the corporations were. These immanent limits
must be identical with the nature of capital, with the essential

determinations of its concept. These necessary limitations
are.
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1. Necessary labour as a limit to the exchange value of living
labour power or of the salary of the industrial population.
2. Surplus value as a limit to surplus working time; and, in
relation to relative surplus working time as a barrier to the
-development of productive forces.
3. What amounts to the same thing, transformation into
money — exchange value in general — as a limit on production; or.
exchange based on value, or value based on exchange, as a limit
on production, i
4. Still the same point viewed as a limitation of the production §
of use values through exchange value; in other words, in order to
become in general an object of production real wealth must adopt §
a determinate form, different from itself and thus absolutely not }
identical with it. i
Hence over-production which is the sudden recall of all these §
necessary moments of production based on capital; their neglect
therefore brings a general depreciation in value, At the same time
capital has the task imposed on it of beginning from a higher stage
. of the development of productive forces, etc. and renewing i
i search with a consequent ever greater collapse as capital. It
- therefore clear that the higher the development of capital, th
_ more it appears as a barrier to production, and therefore also t
consumption, quite apart from the other contradictions whic
make it appear as a burdensome barrier to production and:
commerce,
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15 Alienated Labour and Capital

From Grundrisse, pp, 354—9

Marx returns, in this passage, to themes of the Paris Manuscripts and places his
account of alienated labour in the context of his ideas on surplus labour and
surplus value. He is concerned to show in particular how labour creates its own
alienation.

The additional value is thus again established as capital, as
objectified labour entering into the exchange process with living
labour, and thence dividing itself into a constant part — the
objective conditions of labour, the existence of living labour
power, the necessaries, food for the worker. In this second
appearance of capital in this form, some points are cleared up
which in its first appearance — as money, which is changing from
the form of value into that of capital — were completely obscure,
They are now solved through the process of valorization and
production. At their first occurrence, the prerequisites themselves
seemed to be exterior and derived from circulation; thus they did
not arise from its internal nature, nor were they explained by it.
These external prerequisites will now appear as elements in the
movement of capital itself, so that capital itself has presupposed
them as its own elements, irrespective of how they arose
historically.

Within the production process itself, surplus value — the sur-
plus value solicited as a result of the constraint of capital —
appeared as surplus labour and even as living labour, which,
however, since it cannot produce anything from nothing, finds
its own objective conditions in advance. Now this surplus labour
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appears objectified as surplus product, and this surplus product, 3
in order to valorize itself as capital, divides itself into a double
form: as objective labour conditions (material and instrument)
and as subjective labour conditions (food) for the living labour
now to be put to work. The general form of value — objectified
labour — and objectified labour arising from circulation is,
naturally, the general and self-evident presupposition. Further:
the surplus product in its totality — which objectifies surplus
labour in its totality - now appears as surplus capital (as com-
pared with the original capital, before it had undertaken this
"~ circulation), i.e. as autonomous exchange value, which is opposed §
to the living labour power as its specific use value. All the factors §
which were opposed to the living labour power as forces which 1
were alien, external, and which consumed and utilized the living §
labour power under definite conditions which were themselves
independent of it, are now established as its own product and §
result. -

1. The surplus value or surplus product is nothing but a o
definite amount of objectified living labour - the sum of the }
surplus labour. This new value, which is opposed to living labour
as an independent value to be exchanged against it, in fact as 1§
capital, is the product of labour. It is itself nothing but the 3
general superfluity of labour over necessary labour — in an objec-
tive form, and thus as a value.

2. The special shapes that are assumed by this value in order to
revalorize itself, i.e. to establish itself as capital - on the one hand
as raw material and insfrument, on the other as means of sub-
sistence for labour during the act of production — are likewise,
therefore, only special forms of surplus labour itself. Raw
material and instrument are produced from it in such circum-
stances ~ or it itself becomes objective as raw material and
instrument in such a proportion — that a definite sum of necessary
work (necessary in the sense that it is living, and produces the
means of subsistence which are its value) can be objectified in the 3
surplus labour, and indeed incessantly objectified, in other words .1
it can again continue the division of the objective and subjective
conditions of its self-maintenance and self-reproduction. More-
over, while living labour is executing the process that reproduces
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its objective conditions, it has at the same time established raw
material and instrument in such proportions that — as surplus
labour, as labour beyond what is necessary — it can realize itself
in them, and thus make them into material to create new values.
The objective conditions of surplus labour — which are limited to
the proportion of raw material and instrument above the require-
ments of necessary labour, while the objective conditions of
necessary labour are divided within their objectivity into objective
and subjective, into material elements of labour and subjective
elements (means of subsistence for living labour) — thus now
appear and are thus established as the product, the result, the
objective form, the external existence of surplus labour itself.
Originally, on the other hand, this seemed alien to living labour
itself, as though capital was responsible for the fact that instru-
ment and means of subsistence were present to such an extent
that it was possible for living labour to realize itself not only as
necessary labour but as surplus labour.

3. The independent and autonomous existence of value as

against living labour power —

hence its existence as capital —

the objective, self-centred indifference, the alien nature of

objective conditions of labour as against living labour power,
reaching the point that -

(1) these conditions face the worker, as a person, in the person
of the capitalist (as personifications with their own will and
interest), this absolute separation and divorce of ownership
(i.e. of the material conditions of labour from living labour
power); these conditions are opposed to the worker as alien
property, as the reality of another legal person and the
absolute domain of their will -

and that

(2) labour hence appears as alien labour as opposed to the
value personified in the capitalist or to the conditions of
labour -

this absolute divorce between property and labour, between

living labour power and the conditions of its realization, between
objectified and living labour, between the value and the activity
that creates value -
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hence also the alien nature of the content of the work vis-3~
the worker himself -

this separation now also appears as the product of labour itself,
as an objectification of its own elements.

For through the new act of production itself (which merely
confirmed the exchange between capital and living labour that
had preceded it), surplus labour and thus surplus value, surplus ]
product, in brief, the total result of labour (that of surplus labour
as well as of necessary labour) is established as capital, as ex-
change value which is independently and indifferently opposed
both to living labour power and to its mere use value.

Labour power has only adopted the subjective conditions o "3
necessary labour - subsistence indispensable for productlve‘.
labour power, i.e. its reproduction merely as labour power's
divorced from the conditions of its realization — and it has itself’}
set up these conditions as objects and values, which stand
opposed to it in an alien and authoritarian personification. '

It comes out of this process not only no richer but actually 3
poorer than when it entered it. For not only do the conditions of'§
necessary labour that it has produced belong to capital; but also §
the possibility of creating values which is potentially present in’
labour power now likewise exists as surplus value, surplusi
product, in a word, as capital, as dominion over living labour
power, as value endowed with its own strength and will as’ ,.f,i
opposed to the abstract, purposeless, purely subjective poverty of
labour power. Labour power has not only produced alien wealth
and its own poverty, but also the relationship of this wealth (as
wealth concerned exclusively with itself) to itself as poverty,
through the consumption of which wealth puts new life into
itself and again makes itself fruitful. This all arose from the
exchange in which labour power exchanged its living power for
a quantity of objectified labour, except that this objectified
labour - these conditions of its existence which exist outside it;
and the independent external nature of these material conditions
—appears as its own product. These conditions appear as though
set up by labour power itself, both as its own objectification, and
as the objectification of its own power which has an existence
independent of it and, even more, rules over it, rules over it
its own doing.
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In surplus capital all the elements are the product of alien
labour - the alien surplus labour which has been changed into
capital: means of subsistence for the necessary work; the objec-
tive conditions (material and instrument), so that the necessary
labour can reproduce the value exchanged against it as means of
subsistence; finally, the necessary quantity of materials and
instruments with which new surplus labour can be realized
within it or new surplus value produced.

Here we see the disappearance of the semblance that existed
when the production process was first considered, to the effect
that capital brought some value with it out of the circulation.
The objective conditions of labour now appear to be much more
its own product ~ so far, that is, as they have value in general or
use value for production. But if capital thus appears as the pro-
duct of labour, the product of labour also appears as capital - no
more as a simple product, nor as exchangeable goods, but as
capital; objectified labour assumes mastery, has command over
living labour. It appears just as much the product of labour that
its product appears as alien property, an independent mode of
existence opposed to living labour, and equally autonomous
value; that the product of labour, objectified labour, has acquired
its own soul from living labour and has established itself opposite
living labour as an alien force. Considered from the standpoint of
labour, labour thus appears to be active in the production process
in such a way that it seems to reject its realization in objective
conditions as alien reality, and that it puts itself in the position
of an insubstantial labour power endowed only with needs against
this reality which is estranged from it and which belongs, not to it,
but to others. Labour appears to establish its own reality, not as
an entity of its own, but merely as an entity for others, and thus
also as a mere entity of others, or other entity, against itself. This
process of realization is similarly the de-realization process of
labour. It establishes itself objectively, but it establishes this
objectivity as its own non-being or as the being of its non-being =
of capital. It returns to itself as a mere potentiality of creating
values or valorization; since the entire real wealth, the world of
teal value and likewise the real conditions of its own realization,
are placed in opposition to it as entities with an independent
existence, These are the possibilities that are resting in the womb

119



of living labour, but which exist as realities outside it as a result §
of the production process — but as realities that are alien to it, §
that build up wealth in opposition to it. 3

In so far as the surplus product is valorized afresh as surplus
capital, and re-enters the production process and self-valoriza-
tion process, it is divided into (1) means of subsistence for the |
workers, to be exchanged against living labour power; this part of §
capital can be described as the labour fund. This labour fund - 3
the part designed for the maintenance of the labour power, and
for its progressive maintenance, since surplus capital constantly 3
grows — now appears just as much as the product of alien labour,
labour alien to capital, as (2) its other components — the material §
conditions for the reproduction of a value = these means o
subsistence + a surplus value,

Further, when this surplus capital is considered, capital is
divided into two parts, one constant, the other variable: the con~
stant part — raw material and instruments of labour — was ante-
diluvian and existed earlier than labour itself; the variable part
consisted of the means of subsistence that could be exchanged
against living labour power. However, this division appears to be §
purely formal, for both parts are at the same time produced by
labour, and yet function as the prerequisites of labour. This div:
sion of capital within itself appears more as though labour’s own
product — objectified surplus labour ~ is divided into two com-
ponents: (1) the objective conditions for fresh valorization of?}
labour, and (2) a fund of labour for maintaining the possibility
of this living labour, i,e. this living labour power considered as
living labour but in such a way that the labour power can only
again appropriate that part of its own result which has been'}
defined as a labour fund (the result of its own being in objective 1§
form), can only bring it out of the form of the alien wealth that 3
opposes it on condition that it not only reproduces its value, but
also valorizes the part of the fresh capital which represents the
objective conditions for the realization of new surplus labour and
surplus production, or production of surplus values. Labour itself’
has created a new fund for the use of new necessary labour, o
which amounts to the same thing, a fund for the maintenance of’}
new living labour power — workers — but at the same time the§
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condition that this fund can only be utilized so long as new
surplus labour is applied to the superfluous part of surplus
capital. In the surplus capital produced by labour - surplus value
— the real need for new surplus labour is created at the same time,
and thus surplus capital itself represents the real feasibility of
both new surplus labour and new surplus capital. This makes it
clear how the objective world of wealth progressively extends
through labour itself as a force alien to it, and achieves an ever
wider and fuller existence, so that relatively, in relation to the
values created or the real conditions of the creation of value, the
indigent subjective world of living labour power forms an ever
more glaring contrast. The more labour objectifies itself, the
greater will be the objective world of values that faces it in the
form of alien property. Through the creation of surplus capital,
labour lays on itself the necessity of creating new surplus capital
once more, etc., etc.

In relation to the original non-surplus capital, the circum-
stances have changed so far as labour power is concerned, in that
(1) the part of it that is exchanged against necessary labour is
reproduced by this labour itself, i.e. it no longer comes from the
circulation, but is its own product; and (2) the part of the value
which represents, in the raw material and instrument, the
conditions for the valorization of living labour is retained by
living labour itself in the production process, and since each use
value exists according to its nature in transitory material, whereas
the exchange value is only there - only exists - in use value, this
retention = a protection against the downfall or negation of the
transitory nature of the values possessed by the capitalists; hence
its establishment as value existing for itself, as non-transitory
wealth., This original sum-total of values is thus first of all
established as capital in the production process by living labour.
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16 Property as the Right to Alien Labour

From Grundrisse, pp. 360-62

- Marx here attempts to explain how property was originally defined in terms of
Man’s products; but that with the growth of capitalism products no longer 3
belong to the worker but to the capitalist, who does not even acquire them by.:
;:;:umge since what he exchanges for them is previously appropriated surpl

ur.

Now, from the standpoint of capital: as far as surplus capital is "
concerned, the capitalist represents value as an entity in itself,
the third function of money ~ wealth, through the mere acquis
- tion of alien labour, in that each element of surplus capital
material, instrument and means of subsistence — is resolved into
alien labour, which the capitalist does not acquire by means of
. exchange for existing values, but which he has acquired without
exchange. Of course the original condition for this surplus capital
was the exchange of a part of the values belonging to the capital-
ist, or the objectified labour that he possesses, against alien livin,
labour power. Let us term surplus capital, as it originated from
the first production process, surplus capital 1. For the creation o!
this capital, i.e. for the acquisition of alien labour, of objectified
alien labour, a condition appears to be the possession of values on
the part of the capitalist, of which he exchanges one part, as a
matter of form, for living labour capacity. We say ‘as a matter of
form’ because living labour has to replace and give back again the
exchanged values. But he can please himself about this. In any
case the condition for the existence of surplus capital 1, i.e. for - 1
the acquisition of alien labour or of the values in which it has }
been objectified, appears as the exchange of the values belongmg
to the capitalist, placed by him into the circulation, and conveyed §
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by him to living labour power — but which do not derive capital
from its exchange with living labour, nor from the relauonshlp of
capital to labour.

Let us now think of surplus capital as having been again
thrown into the production process, so that it again realizes its
surplus value in exchange, and once more appears as new surplus
capital at the beginning of a third process of production. This
surplus capital 11 has different prerequisites from surplus
capital 1. The prerequisites of surplus capital 1 were the values
that belonged to the capitalist and were placed by him in the
circulation, or more precisely, to be exchanged for living labour
power. The prerequisite of surplus capital 11 is nothing more than
the existence of surplus capital I; in other words, the pre-
requisite that the capitalist has already appropriated alien labour
without any exchange. This puts him in the position of being
able to begin the process all over again. Of course, in order to
create surplus capital 11, one part of the value of surplus capital 1
must be exchanged for living labour power in the form of means
of subsistence; but what he thus exchanged consisted of original
values, which he did not bring into circulation from his own -
funds; they consisted, on the contrary, of alien objectified labour,
which he had acquired without offering any equivalent and which
he now again exchanges for alien living labour, and also of the
material, etc., in which this new labour becomes realized and in
which it creates surplus value, which has come into his hands
without any exchange but merely as a result of his having
appropriated it. The past appropriation of alien labour is thus the
simple condition for fresh appropriation of alien labour; or alien
labour is found to be the property of the capitalist objectively
(materially) in the form of existing values, and this is the con- -
dition that enables him to appropriate anew the alien living
labour power, and thence surplus labour, which is labour without
any equivalent. The fact that the capitalist was already in
opposition to living labour is the only condition not only for his
maintaining himself as capital, but also for his appropriation, as
growing capital, of more and more alien labour without equi-
valent; and as regards labour power, these rights change into the
duty to behave towards its own work or its own product as to

123



alien property . . . Proprietary rights change dialectically on the
one hand into the right to appropriate alien labour, and on the
other into the duty to respect the product of its own labour, and }
its own labour itself] as values belonging to others. The exchange ;
of equivalents, however, which appeared to be the original opera-
tion which legally expressed the proprietorial rights, has become |
so twisted that on the one hand there is only the semblance of an §
exchange, since the part of capital which was exchanged for
living labour power is in the first place itself alien labour, §
acquired without equivalent, and in the second place must be
replaced by a surplus of labour power; in fact it is not really
ceded, but only changed from one form into another. The }
exchange relationship has thus completely vanished, or remains
only as an illusion. It also seemed originally that proprietary §
rights were founded on the worker’s own labour. But now
property appears as the right to appropriate alien labour, and the }
impossibility of labour appropriating its own product for itself,
The complete divorce between property (still more, wealth) and
labour thus appears as the consequence of the law that originally 3
identified them. 3
Finally the production and valorization process seems to result
in the reproduction and fresh production of the relationship
between capital and labour itself, the relationship between
capitalist and worker. This social relationship, or production
relationship, appears in fact to be a still more important result of
the process than its material results. The worker, in fact,
produces himself within the process, as labour power and as the
capitalist that opposes him, just as, on the other side, the capital-
ist produces himself as capital, as well as the living labour power
that opposes him. Each one reproduces himself in that at the
same time he produces his opposite, his negation. The capitalist
produces labour as something alien to itself; and labour produces
its product, also as something alien. The capitalist produces the
worker and the worker produces the capitalist, etc. . . .
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17 Exchange Relationships in Feudal
and Capitalist Society

From Grundrisse, pp. 363~74

Marx here analyses the difference between exchange in medieval society and
exchange in capitalist society. In the former there is an exchange of services or
objects which only have a use value. In the latter, value as such, permitting the
creation of surplus value, dominates exchange. There are digressions on the
alienation of labour in capstalist society, and, at the end of the section, a discus-
sion of the impact of machinery on this alienation.

Money has in fact only been turned into capital at the end of the
first production process which results in its reproduction and the
new production of surplus capital 1. But surplus capital 1 is itself
only established as surplus capital, and realized as such, once it
has produced surplus capital 11; once, in fact, the prerequisites
of the transition of money into capital, which are still external to
the movement of real capital, have disappeared, and capital has
in fact established the conditions, in line with its inherent nature,
for entering production. Once we assume this production is
founded on capital, the condition that the capitalist must intro-
duce into circulation values that he has created — whether through
his own labour or otherwise, since he does not yet have available
wage-labour, either present or past - in order to set himself up as
a capitalist, now belongs to the antediluvian conditions of capital;
it belongs to its historical prerequisites, which already as such are
Past, and thus belong to the history of its development and not in
any way to its contemporary history, i.e. not to the real system
of the mode of production that it controls. If, for example, the
flight of the serfs to the towns was one of the historical conditions
and prerequisities of the urban system, it ceases to be a condition,
and a factor in its reality, once the towns have developed. It
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belongs, on the contrary, to their past prerequisites, to the pre<
requisites of their development, that are done away with once
they are established. The conditions and prerequisites of the |
development, of the coming into being, of capital thus in fact?
imply that it does not yet exist, but that it will; thus they dis-
appear as capital becomes reality, as capital itself, proceeding §
from its reality, establishes the conditions for its realization. Thus 9
in the original transition from money, or value existing in its own §
right, to capital, there is presupposed an accumulation by the 1
capitalist (achieved, perhaps, by saving the products or values}
created by his own labour), which he accomplished before he was
a capitalist. Thus although money becomes capital as a result of
prerequisites which are determined and external to capital, as:
soon as capital as such has come into existence, it creates its own 4
prerequisites, namely the possession of real conditions for the
creation of new values without exchange — through its own pro-~
cess of production. These prerequisites, which were originally §
conditions of its formation — and thus could not yet arise from its %
action as capital — now appear as the results of its own realization, }
~ its own reality, as established by it - not as the condition of its ]
~ coming into being, but as the result of its existence. Capital no 4
longer proceeds from prerequisites in order to develop; it is its )
own prerequisite, and proceeds from itself, creating the pre- 4
suppositions of its maintenance and growth. Thus the conditions
that preceded the creation of surplus capital 1, or expressed the
formation of capital, do not come within the sphere of means of 1
production, of which capital is a prerequisite. They are historical
stages of its development, just as the processes whereby the earth
changed from a fluid sea of fire and steam into its present form
now lie beyond its existence as a completed world. This means
that individual capital can still be formed, for example by hoard-
ing. The hoard is, however, only changed into capital by exploita- 1§
tion of labour. Bourgeois economists, who consider capital to be
an eternal, natural (and not historical) form of production, are
always seeking to justify it, in that they portray the conditions of
its formation as the conditions of its present realization. They :
- present the conditions in which the capitalist (because he is still
developing into a capitalist) still has a non-capitalist mode of §
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appropriation as the very conditions of capitalist appropriation.
These attempts at apology indicate a bad conscience, and an
inability to harmonize the means of appropriation of capit-al, as
capital, with the general laws of property proclaimed b){ capitalist
society itself. On the other hand, and this is much more important
for us, our method shows the points where the historical approach
must be introduced, and where the bourgeois economy, as a
purely historical aspect of the production process, is related to
historically earlier means of production. Therefore it is not neces-
sary, in order to analyse the laws of the bourgeois economy, to
write the true history of production relationships. But the correct:
approach to them and deduction of them as historically developed
relationships always lead us to draw comparisons based on _the
past history of this system as, for example, with the cmp'mcal
figures of natural science. These illusions, together with a
correct grasp of the present day, thus also offer a key to the
understanding of the past. This is a task in itself, which we hope
to reach in due course. Equally, this correct interpretation leads
us to points that suggest the abolition of the present mode of
production and foreshadow the future. Thus yvhzle th.e pre- -
bourgeois phases appear to be only historical, Le. terminated,
prerequisites, so the present conditions of production can be seen
as self-terminating, and thus at the same time as establishing
historical presuppositions for a new kind of society.

Let us next consider the realized relationship, value realized as
capital and living labour as mere use value opposed to capital,
so that living labour seems to be merely a means whereby the
objectified, dead labour can be valorized, given a living soul, and
loses its own thereby. This results in wealth that has been created
as something alien; only the growing impoverishn}ent of livix}g
labour power is its own. Here the position is thus s1mpl.y.that in
and through the process itself the real material cm.xdmons of
living labour — material in which it can be valorized; instrument -
with which it can valorize itself; and means of subsistence with
which the flame of living labour can be fanned and protect?d from
becoming extinguished, and the necessary fuel added for its con-
tinued life — these conditions are fixed as an alien, independent
existence, or as the means of existence of an alien person, as
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autonomous and opposed to living labour power, which also:
exists subjectively in isolation from them, as self-sufficient, 1
autonomous values which develop wealth that is alien to labour. §
power, the wealth of the capitalist. The objective conditions o:
living labour appear as separate, objectified values, opposed
living labour power, which, as a subjective existence, is opposed '
to them only as the value of another kind (differing from them no
as value, but as use value). Once this separation has been estab-
lished, the production process can only produce it again, repro-
duce it, and reproduce it on a greater scale. We have seen how i
does this. The objective conditions of living labour power ar
presupposed as existing independently from it, as the objectivity
of a subject which is different from living labour power and in-
dependently opposed to it. Reproduction and valorization, i.e
the extension of these objective conditions, are thus at the same
time the reproduction and fresh production of them as the wealth
of an alien subject, indifferently and independently opposed to-:
labour power. The thing that is reproduced and newly produced
is not only the existence of these objective conditions of living 4
labour, but their existence in the form of independent values
belonging to others and opposed to this living labour power. The
objective conditions of labour retain a subjective existence
opposed to living labour power, since out of capital there develops
the capitalist. On the other hand the purely subjective existence
of labour power as opposed to its own conditions gives it a quite
indifferent objective form as opposed to them. It is only a value 3
with special use value, alongside the conditions of its own j
valorization as values of another use value. These values do not
become realized in the production process as conditions of the
realization of labour power; on the contrary, labour power
emerges from the production process as the simple condition of
their valorization as independent values opposed to it. The raw 3
material that it works on is alien material; likewise the instrument 3
is an alien instrument; its labour occurs only as an accessory to
their substance, and thus objectifies itself in what does not belong
to it. Even living labour itself appears to be alien as opposed to 4
living labour power, whose labour it is, whose own manifestation 1
of life it is, since it has been ceded to capital in exchange for §
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objectified labour, produced by labour itself. Labour power
behaves towards labour as though to something alien, and if
capital felt inclined to pay the worker without obliging him to
work, the latter would readily accept the offer. His own lab0}1r
(and also its orientation) is thus just as alien as are the matex:lal
and the instrument. Thus the product appears to him as an alien
combination of material, instrument and labour, as alien proper-
ty; when production is finished, labour is impoverished because
of the vital force that it has expended, and yet the drudgery has
to begin again, the purely subjective labour power being
divorced from its means of existence. When the worker recog-
nizes the products as being his own and condemns the separation
of the conditions of his realization as an intolerable imposition, it
will be an enormous progress in consciousness, itself the product
of the method of production based on capital, and a death-knell
of capital in the same way that once the slaves became aware that
they were persons, that they did not need to be the property of
others, the continued existence of slavery could only vegetate on
as an artificial thing, and could not continue to be the basis of
production. .

Let us, on the other hand, consider the original relationship
which existed before money entered into the self-valorization
process. Various conditions have to originate historically or be
present before money becomes capital and labour becomes wage-
labour which establishes and creates capital. (*Wage-labour’ is
here used in the strict economic sense in which alone we need it ~
we shall later have to distinguish it from other forms of labour for
a daily wage, etc. — as labour that establishes and produces
capital, i.e. living labour, which at the same time produces both
the objective conditions for its realization as an activity, and the
objective elements of its existence as labour power, as alien forces
opposing it, as values which are independent of it and exist for
themselves alone.) The essential conditions are established in the
relationship as it originally exists:

1. On the one hand, living labour power is present as a purely
subjective existence, separated from the elements of its ob-
jective reality; thus it is separated just as much from the
conditions of living labour as from the means of subsistence
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and self-preservation of living labour power; in fact, there!
is on the one hand the active possibility of labour in all its:
abstraction.
2. On the other hand there is value, or objectified labour. This
must be an accumulation of use values large enough to provide
the objective conditions, not merely for the production of products
or values needed in order to reproduce or maintain living labour.
power, but also to absorb surplus labour. In short, there must be
objective material for labour.
3. There must be a free exchange relationship (money circula-*
tion) between the two sides, founded on exchange values, not on:
the master-servant relationship. There must be a mediation';
between the two extremes. This means production which does 4
not deliver the means of subsistence directly to the producer, but 3
_ arranges it through exchange, and since it cannot gain control of /
the alien labour directly, buys it by means of exchange from the
‘worker. §
4. Finally the side representing the objective conditions o
~labour in the form of independent, self-sufficient values must;
 take the form of value and have as its ultimate purpose the’
~ setting up of values, self-valorization and the creation o
money ~ and not the immediate enjoyment or the creation of*
use value.
~So long as both sides can only exchange their labour with one}
another in the form of objectified labour, this relationship i i
impossible; it is equally impossible when living labour powe;
itself is the property of the other side and not something to bes
exchanged. (This does not entirely rule out the possibility of thes
existence of slavery at isolated points within the bourgeois pro=#
duction system. But this is only possible because it does not exi
at other points of the system and appears as an anomaly i
opposition to the bourgeois system itself.) %
The conditions in which this relationship originally appears, or ',
. which appear to be historical presuppositions of its formatlon,f
seem at first sight to have a double-sided nature — the dissolutio:
of primitive forms of living labour on the one hand, and the dis~
solution of its happier relationships on the other.
The first prerequisite is that the system of slavery or bondage
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should be abolished. Living labour power belongs to itself, and
disposes of its own manifestation of force by means of exchange.
Both sides are opposed to one another as persons. Formally, their
relationship is the free and equal one of those who exchange. As
soon as we consider legal relationships, it appears that this is a
mere semblance, and a deceptive semblance, which falls away
outside the sphere of legal relationships. What the free worker
sells is always only a definite, particular quantity of manifestation
of force; and labour power as a totality dominates each particular
manifestation. The worker sells his particular power to a par-
ticular capitalist, facing him independently as an individual. But
it is clear that this is not his relationship to the existence of
capital as capital, i.e. to the capitalist class. Nevertheless, as far
as he is concerned as a real, individual person, he sees opening
before him a vast field of arbitrary choic, and thus formal free-
dom. In the slavery relationship the worker belongs to an
individual, particular owner, whose labour machine he is. In all
the force that he can manifest, all his labour power, he belongs
to another, and thus is not related as a subject to his own
particular manifestation of force or his living act of working. In
the bondage relationship, the worker is an element of landed
property; he is a chattel of the earth just as cattle are. In the
slave relationship the worker is nothing but a living machine,
who as a result has a value for others, or rather is a value for
others. Labour power seems to the free worker to be entirely his
property, one of his elements which he, as a subject, controls, and
which he retains in selling it. We shall develop this further in the
section on wage-labour.

The exchange of objectified labour against living labour does
not suffice to constitute one side as being capital, the other as
wage-labour. The whole class of the so-called providers of
services, from the shoeshine boy to the king, falls into this cate-
gory. So also does the free wage-carner, whom we find every-
where to a sporadic extent, in places where either the oriental or
the occidental community (consisting of free landed proprletors)
dissolves into its individual elements — as a result of increase in
population, release of prisoners of war, accidental conditions in
which there is impoverishment of the individual and the objective
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circumstances of his self-sustaining labour disappear, as a result °
of the division of labour, etc. When A exchanges either value or -
money, i.¢. objectified labour, in order to obtain a service from B,
that is, living labour, this can occur:
1. In the relationship of simple circulation. Both, in fact, only §
exchange use values: one of them, means of subsistence; the other 4
exchanges his labour, which is a service that the first desires to
consume either directly (personal service), or by supplying the
material by means of which, through his labour, through the §
objectification of his labour, the second creates use value §
destined to be consumed by the first. As, for example, when a
farmer admits a travelling tailor into his house (as used to happen
in the past) and gives him the cloth to make clothes with. Or if I
give a doctor money to patch up my health for me. What is
important in such cases is the service that they render to each
other. Do ut facias* seems here to be on exactly the same level as
JSacio ut dest or do ut des.t The man who makes me a suit out of §
the cloth for which I have supplied him the material gives me a
use value. But instead of giving it at once in the objectified form,
he gives it in the form of an activity. I give him a ready-made use
value; he transforms it into another one for me. The difference
between past, objectified and living, present labour appears here
only as the formal difference between the various fenses of the
work, which at one time occur in the perfect tense, at another in -
the present. It appears in fact to be a merely formal difference, 3
produced by division of labour and exchange, whether B himself
produces the means of subsistence from which he has to exist, or &
whether he obtains them from A; in which case he does not
produce the means of subsistence directly, but produces a suit of
clothes instead, for which he receives in exchange, from A, the
means of subsistence. In both cases he can only obtain control
of the use value possessed by A so long as he gives him an
equivalent for it, which in the last resort always comes down to §
his own living labour, whatever objective form it may assume
either before or after the conclusion of the exchange. The suit

* [1 give so that you may do.’]
1[I do so that you may give.’]
1 [‘I give so that you may give.’]
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now not only contains labour which gives it a definite form — a
definite form of utility given to the cloth by the movement of
labour — but it contains a definite quantity of labour and thus not
only use value, but value in general, value as such. But this value
does not exist for A, since he has consumed the suit and is not
himself a dealer in clothes. He has, therefore, traded in the
labour, not as labour which has value, but as something useful,
an activity that creates use value. In the rendering of personal
services, this use value is consumed as such, without proceeding
beyond the form of activity into that of a material thing. When,
as often happens in simple relationships, the person who renders
a service does not receive money for it but only immediate use
values, the illusion that we are here concerned on either side with
values rather than use values at once disappears. But even assum-
ing that A pays money for the services rendered, this is not a
transformation of his money into capital, but indicates that it has
been made a mere means of circulation, in order to obtain an
item of consumption, a particular use value. This act is thus not
concerned with the production of wealth, but vice versa, it
is an act that consumes wealth. What matters to A is not that
labour, as such, definite working time, i.e. value, is objectified in
the cloth, but that it satisfies a definite need. A’s money is not
valorized but de-valorized, during the process of converting it
from the form of value into that of use value. Labour is here ex-
changed not as use value for the value, but as a special use value,
as value for use. The more frequently A repeats the exchange, the
more impoverished he becomes. This type of exchange is not an
act of enrichment for him, nor an act of value creation; it is a
devalorization of values that exist and are in his possession. The
money that A has exchanged for living labour - either a natural
service, or service objectified in a material thing - is not capital
but revenue. It is money as a means of circulation, in order to
obtain use value. Use value has a merely ephemeral form in it,
and the money is not used to buy labour which will be retained
and valorized. The exchange of money as revenue, purely as a
means of circulation against living labour, can never establish
money as capital, nor labour as wage-labour in the economic
sense. There is no need to explain in detail why the consumption
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“highly for the use value of the labour; and not because he is 4

" originally this price is chiefly conventional and traditional; and 3§
. then little by little becomes determined first economically,

In conditions in which most of the surplus labour is agricultural, -
and in which the landowner retains both the surplus labour and
the surplus product, it is the revenue of the landowner which
forms the labour fund for the free worker, the manufacturing
worker (we refer here to manufacturing by hand), as opposed to §
the agricultural worker. This exchange is a form of landowner’s
consumption; he directly distributes another part of his revenue 3
in return for personal services — often only an illusion of personal
service with a lot of retainers. In Asiatic societies, where the -

monarch is the exclusive proprietor of the surplus product of the
land, entire towns exist which are basically nothing more than
nomadic camps, because of the exchange of his revenue with :
‘free hands’, as Steuart terms them. In this relationship there is
no wage-labour, although it may (it need not) come into contra:
diction with slavery and bondage, since it is always found in the
most diverse forms of social organization. In so far as money
arranges this exchange, the fixing of prices is important for both. i
sides (but for A only in so far as he does not wish to pay too

concerned with its value). It makes no essential difference that 4

according to supply and demand, and later by the costs of produc-~
tion, whereby those who sell these living services can themselves
be produced. For both before and after, the price-fixing remains
only a formal element in the exchange of pure use values. This
price is fixed by other relationships, viz. the general laws in force -
determined by the dominant means of production, and operating
behind such particular acts of exchange. In the ancient world,
one of the entities in which this type of remuneration first §
appeared was the army. The ordinary soldier’s pay was kept down
to a minimum - it was determined solely by the production
costs involved in producing soldiers. But the services rendered '
by the soldier were paid for out of state revenue, not from
capital. 4

In bourgeois society, all forms of exchange of personal service 4
for revenue come under this heading ~ from labour for personal
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consumption (the labour of the cook, the seamstress, the
gardener) up to the work performed by all the generally non-
productive classes — state employees, doctors, lawyers, teachers,
etc., also all menial servants, etc. All these workers, from the
humblest to the highest, negotiate the exchange of their services
(often compulsory) against a part of the surplus product, against
the capitalist’s revenue. But no one would ever think that the
capitalist, by exchanging his revenue for this kind of personal
service — that is, by privately consuming it — sets himself upasa
capitalist; rather, he is spending the fruits of his capital. The fact
that the proportions in which revenue is exchanged for this living
labour are themselves determined by the general laws of produc-
tion does not alter the nature of the relationship.

As we pointed out in the section on money, it is rather the
provider of services who establishes value, converting a use
value (a definite kind of labour or service) into value, money.
In the Middle Ages, those who were tending towards production
and accumulation of money set out from the ranks of living
labour, accumulating money, and developing capitalist capa-
bilities for a later period, to some extent in contrast to the ranks
of the consuming landed nobility. The capitalist came, in part,
from the emancipated serf.

It is not the general relationship that determines whether the
provider of services receives a salary, a daily wage or a profes-
sional fee, or a civil list pension, or whether his rank is superior or
inferior to that of the person paying for the service; this depends
on the natural, particular quality of the service rendered, Once
capital has established itself as the dominating force, all such
relationships are in any case more or less dishonoured. However,
this loss of the semi-divine character of personal service, and the
sublime character that tradition may have conferred upon it,
cannot be dealt with here.

Capital, and thus wage-labour, is therefore not constituted by
a simple exchange of objectified labour for living labour; from
this standpoint they are two different forms occurring as use
values of different kinds, one in an objective form and the other
in a subjective form. For that there must be an exchange of
objectified labour that exists as a value for itself against labour
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as living use value that belongs to it, as use value for value, not
for any particular or special use or consumption. 1
During the exchange of money for labour or service for direct
consumption there is always a real exchange. Quantities of labour
are exchanged on both sides, though this is only of formal interest,
enabling the particular, special utility forms of the labour to be
measured. This refers only to the form of the exchange, and does §
not constitute its content. In the exchange of capital for labour, 4
value is no measurement for the exchange of two use values, but
the content of the exchange itself. 3
2. At the time when pre-bourgeois conditions were dissolved,
free workers were seen to appear sporadically whose services §
were bought not for purposes of consumption but for production. §
First of all, this took place on a large scale only for the production 4
of immediate use values, not values. Secondly, it occurred when
the nobility for example, employed free workers alongside bond- 3
men, and resold part of the worker’s product. Thus the free
worker produced value for him; but then only in relation to the §
superfluity, in order to increase superfluous luxury consumption.
Basically this is only a disguised purchase of alien labour for
direct, immediate consumption, or as a use value. Besides, in ‘§
situations where the free workers were multiplying, so that this J
~ relationship was increasing, the old means of production — com- §
munal, patriarchal or feudal - were disintegrating, and the J
factors that favoured real wage-labour were being prepared. But §
in Poland, for example, these free servants may suddenly emerge,
and as suddenly disappear, without the means of production
being altered. 1
In order to express the relations that are established between §
capital and labour in terms of property relationships or laws, it is
enough to illustrate the behaviour of both sides in the valorization 3
process as a process of appropriation. For example, the fact that
surplus labour is established as the surplus value of capital means i
that the worker does not appropriate the product of his own
labour; that it seems to him to be alien property; or vice versa,
that alien labour appears to be the property of capital. This
second law of bourgeois property, into which the first law turns
dialectically and which is equally well established, is perpetuated
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by the law of succession, etc., which gives it an existence
independent of the risks inherent in the ephemeral life of the
individual capitalist. The first proclaims the identity of labour
and property; the second, labour as negated property, or property
as the negation of the alien nature of alien labour. In fact, in the
production process of capital, as is still plainer in its further
developments, labour is a totality — a combination of kinds of
Jabour - of which the individual constituents are alien to each
other, so that the total labour is not the achievement of individual
workers, and their product is only a totality through the enforced
combination of efforts that they cannot themselves coordinate.
In this combination, labour serves an alien will and an alien
intelligence; it is they who direct it. Its uniting principle and its
soul exist outside labour, and its material unity is subordinated to
the objectified unity of machinery and to fixed capital. Thisis the
animated monster which objectifies scientific thought, and in
practice unifies the entire process. It does not behave as the
instrument of the individual worker ; on the contrary, the worker,
an individual endowed with a soul of his own, exists as a living,
isolated accessory of the system as a whole. Combined labour is
thus doubly a combination in itself; not a combination which
links individuals working together, nor one which transcends
cither their special, isolated function, or the instrument of
labour.

Thus, in that the worker relates to the product of his labour as
to something alien, he relates to combined labour also as to some-
thing alien, and to his own labour as his own manifestation of
life, but alien to him and imposed on him; so that, as A. Smith
has said, it is a burden and a sacrifice. Labour itself, like its
product, is no longer that of the particular individual worker. It
is the negation of individual labour, since labour is now in fact
collective or combined labour. This kind of labour, both as
activity and in its static form of object, is at the same time
established as directly other than the actually existing individual
labour. It is at the same time alien objectivity (alien property) and
alien subjectivity (that of capital). Thus capital represents the
negation both of labour and its product in the individual form,
and therefore of the property of the individual worker. It thus
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exists in the form of collective labour, combined both as sub
and object, but independently of its real elements: it has, there~
fore, a separate existence. Capital is thus the transcendent su
ject and owner of alien labour, so that its relationship is thus as
complete a contradiction as that of wage-labour.
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18 Communism as the Full Development
of Human Potentiality

From Grundrisse, pp. 387-8

Mars describes the positive tendencies in capitalism as leading 1o the full develop-
ment of human wealth under communism.

Thus the ancient conception, in which man, in spite of his
various narrow national, religious or political determinations,
still nevertheless appears as the aim of production, seems to be
very superior to the modern world where production is the aim -
of man and wealth the aim of production. But in fact, when the
narrow bourgeois form is cast aside, what is wealth other than the
universality of the needs, capacities, enjoyments, productive
forces, etc. of individuals that are generated by universal ex-
change? The complete development of human domination of
natural forces, both those of so-called ‘nature’ as well as those
of his own nature? What is it but the absolute elaboration of his
creative dispositions without any presupposition other than the
previous historical development, which makes the totality of this
development, i.e. the development of all human powers as such
and not measured against any already established yardstick, into
an end in itself? What is this, but a situation in which man does
not reproduce himself in a determined form, but produces his
totality ? Where man does not seek to remain something that he
has become, but is in the absolute movement of becoming? :
In bourgeois economics — and the epoch of production that corre-
sponds to it — this complete elaboration of the inner potential of
man appears as complete depletion, this universal objectification
as complete alienation and the destruction of all determined,

one-sided aims as the sacrifice of his autonomy to a wholly . -
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external aim. Thus, on the one hand, the childlike ancient
world appears to be the higher. On the other hand, this is the

case wherever a closed shape, form and given limitation is ]

sought. The ancient world gives satisfaction from a narrow point
of view; whereas the modern world affords no satisfaction or,
where it does appear to be satisfied in itself, is mean.
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19 The Universalist Tendencies Inherent
in Capitalism

From Grundrisse, pp. 438—40

Marx outlines, in very abstract terms, the type of society that capitalism has
created in contradistinction both to the feudal society that preceded it and to the
communist society that will follow it.

While on the one hand capital must thus seek to pull down
every local barrier to commerce, i.e. to exchange, in order to
capture the whole world as its market, on the other hand it strives
to destroy space by means of time, i.e. to restrict to a minimum
the time required for movement from one place to another. The
more developed capital is, and thus the more extensive the market
through which it circulates and which constitutes the spatial
route of its circulation, the more it will aspire to greater extension
in space for its market, and thus to greater destruction of space
by time. (If working time is not considered as the working day of
the individual worker, but as an indeterminate working day of an
indeterminate number of workers, all population relationships
come into this; the basic theory of population is thus also in-
cluded in this first chapter on capital, in the same way as the
theory of profit, price, credit, etc.) We see here the universal
tendency of capital which distinguishes it from all earlier stages
of production. Although it is itself limited by its own nature,
capital strives after the universal development of productive
forces, and thus becomes the prerequisite for a new means of
production. This means of production is founded not on the
development of productive forces in order to reproduce a given
condition and, at best, to extend it, but is one where free, un-
inhibited, progressive and universal development of productive
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forces itself forms the prerequisite of society and thus of it§
reproduction; where the only prerequisite is to proceed beyond
the point of departure. This tendency ~ which capital possesses,
but which at the same time contradicts it as a limited form o
production, and thus impels it towards its own dissolution -
distinguishes capital from all earlier means of production, and
contains the implication of its own transitory nature. All previous

forms of society foundered on the development of wealth - or,
which amounts to the same thing, on the development of social
productive forces. Therefore ancient philosophers who were
aware of this bluntly denounced wealth as destructive of com-
munity. The feudal institutions in their turn collapsed under
ufban industry, trade, modern agriculture (even under individual
discoveries, such as gunpowder and the printing-press). With
the development of wealth — and of new forces and extended
individual trade - the economic conditions upon which the
community rested were dissolved. The political relationships
- corresponding to the different constituents of the community
suffered the same fate; as did religion, in which it was seen in an
idealized form (and both these rested on a given relationship to 4
nature, into which all productive force can be resolved); and the
character and points of view of individual people. The develop-
ment of science alone - i..e. of the most solid form of wealth, which
is both a product of wealth and a producer of it — was sufficient

~ to make this community disintegrate. The development of science,
of this ideal and at the same time practical wealth, is however only ! ;
one aspect, one form, of the development of humzm productive 3
Jorces (i.e. wealth). Ia'eally considered, the disintegration of a. ]
particular form of consciousness was enough to kill an entire §
epoch. In reality, this limitation of consciousness corresponds to §
a definite stage of development of material productive forces, and 1
thus of wealth. Of course, development occurred not only on the
old basis; there was development of the basis itself. The highest
development of this basis, the point of flowering at which it
changes (it is nevertheless still #4/s basis, this plant in flower, and
therefore it fades after flowering and as a consequence of flower- 1
ing), is the point at which it has been elaborated to a form in
which it can be united with the kighesr development of productive t
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forces, and thus also with the richest development of the
individual. As soon as this point has been reached, any further
development takes the form of a decline, and any fresh develop-
ment takes place from a new basis. We saw earlier that ownership
of the means of production was identified with a limited, deter-
mined form of community and thus also of individuals possessing
qualities and a development as limited as those of the com-
munity that they form.

This prerequisite itself was, in its turn, the result of a limited
historical stage of the development of productive forces, a limita-
tion of wealth, just as much as of the knowledge of how to achieve
it. The purpose of this community and of these individuals - as a
condition of production - is the reproduction of these determined
conditions of production and of the individuals who, both as single
individuals and in their social differentiations and relations, are
the living carriers of these relationships. Capital itself establishes
the production of wealth as such and hence the universal develop-
ment of productive forces, the incessant upheaval of the pre-
requisites present in it, as a prerequisite of its reprodution. Value
does not exclude any use value; nor does it include, as an absolute
condition, any special kind of consumption or trade. Likewise
any stage of development of socially productive forces, trade,
science, etc., appears to it only as an obstacle that it seeks to
overcome. Its prerequisite itself — value — is established as a
product, not as a prerequisite higher than production and trans-
cending it. The limitation of capital is that this whole develop-
ment brings out contradictions, and that the elaboration of
productive forces, of general wealth, science, etc., appears in such
a form that the working individual alienates himself, relating to
the conditions that he has produced not as to the conditions of
his own wealth but as to those of alien wealth and his own
poverty. But this contradictory form is itself a transitory one, and
produces the real conditions of its own termination. The result
is the creation of a basis that consists in the tendency towards
universal development of the productive forces — and wealth in
general, also the universality of commerce and 2 world market.
The basis offers the possibility of the universal development of
individuals, and the real development of individuals from this
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basis consists in the constant abolition of each limitation once it
is conceived of as a limitation and not as a sacred boundary. The

universality of the individual is not thought or imagined, but is §

the universality of his real and ideal relationships. Man therefore
becomes able to understand his own history as a process, and to

conceive of nature (involving also practical control over it) as his ,:
own real body. The process of development is itself established
and understood as a prerequisite. But it is necessary also and §
above all that full development of the productive forces should §
have become a condition of production, not that determined §
conditions of production should be set up as a boundary beyond §

which productive forces cannot develop.
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20 Labour as Sacrifice or Self-realization

From Grundrisse, pp. 504-508

Maryx here comments at length on Adam Smith’s negative attitude to work as
being always a burden. In this extract Marx presents a different picture of work
as the fulfilment of man’s most profound capacities. He also attacks Smith on the
ground that the price of goods cannot be determined by labour if labour is viewed
solely as a sacrifice.

A. Smith’s view is that labour never changes its value, in the
sense that a determined quantity of labour is always a deter-
mined quantity for the worker, i.e. according to A. Smith, itisa
sacrifice which is quantitatively of an equal size. Whether I re-
ceive more or less money for an hour’s work (depending on its
productivity and other circumstances), I have worked for one
hour. What I have had to pay for the result of my labour, for my
wages, is always the same hour of working time, no matter how
variable its result.

Equal quantities of labour, at all times and places, may be said to be
of equal value to the labourer. In his ordinary state of health, strength
and spirits; in the ordinary degrec of his skill and dexterity, he must
always lay down the same portion of his ease, his liberty, and his
happiness. The price which he pays must always be the same, whatever
may be the quantity of goods which he receives in return for it. Of
these, indeed, it may sometimes purchase a greater and sometimes a
smaller quantity; but it is their value which varies, not that of the
labour which purchases them . . . Labour alone, therefore, never vary-
ing in its own value, is alone the ultimate and real standard by which
the value of all commodities can at all times and places be estimated
and compared. It is their real price; money is their nominal price
only.1
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‘Thou shalt labour by the sweat of thy brow!’ was Jehovah’s
curse that he bestowed upon Adam. A. Smith conceives of labour 4
as such a curse. ‘Rest’ appears to him to be the fitting state of -
- things, and identical with ‘liberty’ and ‘happiness’. It seems to
be far from A. Smith’s thoughts that the individual, ‘in his
normal state of health, strength, activity, skill and efficiency’,
might also require a normal portion of work, and of cessation §
from rest. It is true that the quantity of labour to be provided j
seems to be conditioned by external circumstances, by the pur-
pose to be achieved, and the obstacles to its achievement that §
have to be overcome by labour. But neither does it occur to A.
Smith that the overcoming of such obstacles may itself consti-
_ tute an exercise in liberty, and that these external purposes lose -
their character of mere natural necessities and are established as
purposes which the individual himself fixes. The result is the 4
. self-realization and objectification of the subject, therefore real 3
freedom, whose activity is precisely labour. Of course he is cor- §
. rect in saying that labour has always seemed to be repulsive, and
forced upon the worker from outside, in its historical forms of §
slave-labour, bond-labour and wage-labour, and that in this -}
sense non-labour could be opposed to it as ‘liberty and happi- §
- - ness’. This is doubly true of this contradictory labour which has.
“ not yet created the subjective and objective conditions (which it
lost when it abandoned pastoral conditions) which make it into %
attractive labour and individual self-realization. This does not /4
mean that labour can be made merely a joke, or amusement, as
Fourier naively expressed it in shop-girl terms. Really free ‘3
labour, the composing of music for example, is at the same time '}
damned serious and demands the greatest effort. The labour §
concerned with material production can only have this char-
acter if (1) it is of a social nature, (2) it has a scientific character
and at the same time is general work, i.e. if it ceases to be human
effort as a definite, trained natural force, gives up its purely
natural, primitive aspects and becomes the activity of a subject
controlling all the forces of nature in the production process.. -
Moreover, A. Smith is thinking only of the slaves of capital. |
For example, even the semi-artistic worker of the Middle Ages 3
cannot be included in his definition. However, my immediate
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concern is not to discuss his philosophic view of labour, but only
its economic aspect. Labour considered purely as a sacrifice and
therefore as establishing a value, labour as the price to be paid
for things and thus giving them a price according as they cost
more or less labour, is a purely negative definition. In this way
Mr Senior was able, for example, to make capital into a source of
production sus gemeris in the same sense as labour a source of
production of value, since the capitalist too is making a sacrifice,
the sacrifice of abstinence, for, instead of directly consuming his
produce, he is enriching himself. A pure negative accomplishes
nothing. When the worker takes pleasure in his work — as, cer-
tainly, Senior’s miser takes pleasure in his abstinence - the pro-
duct loses nothing of its value. It is labour alone that produces;
it is the only substance of products considered as values.® This
is why working time (supposing it is of the same intensity) is the
measure of value. The qualitative differences among workers —in
so far as they are not the natural ones of sex, age, physical
strength, etc., and express, fundamentally, not the qualitative
value of labour, but its division and differentiation — are the
result of historical processes. For the great majority of workers,
these differences disappear again, since the work that they per-
form is simple; work that is of a higher quality, however, can be
measured by economics in terms of simple labour. To say that
working time, or the quantity of labour, measures values, means
only that labour and values are measured by the same standard.
Two things can only be measured by the same standard when
they are of the same nature. Therefore products can only
be measured by the standard of labour (working time) because

* Proudhon’s axiom that all work leaves a surplus shows how little he under-
stands the position. What he denies to capital, he allows to be a natural
property of labour. The point is rather that the working time necessary for
the satisfaction of absolute necessities leaves some free time (which varies at
the various stages of the development of the productive forces), so that surplus
produce can thus be created if surplus labour is done. The object is to
terminate this relationship, so that surplus produce itself can become neces-
sary, and finally material production can leave everyone surplus time for other
activities. There is no longer anything mystical about this, Originally the
spontaneously developing association (the family) existed at the beginning
together with a corresponding division of labour and cooperation. But then
needs were slight in the beginning, and only developed with the productive
forces. [Marx’s footnote.]
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. sumed in them. The negation of rest, as a pure negation, as an §

they are by nature made. from labour. They are objectified
labour. As objects they may assume forms that show they were
produced by labour and that finality has been imposed on them
from the outside. This does not always occur; it is not possible
to see objectified labour in an ox, nor in the products of nature
that man reproduces. These forms, however, have nothing in
common with each other; they exist as something constant so
long as they have an existence as an activity measured by time,
which can thus also be used to measure objectified labour. We
shall examine later how far this measurement is linked to ex-
change, and to labour that is not yet socially organized, as a
definite stage of the social productive process. Use value is not
connected with human activity as the source and creation of the }
product, it aims at producing an object that is useful for man. }
In so far as the product has a measure of its own, it is measured
in terms of its natural properties - size, weight, length, capacity, 3
measures of usefulness, etc. But as an effect, or as the static form  §
of the force that has created it, it is measured only by the volume
of this force itself. The measure of labour is time. Simply be-
cause products are labour, they can be measured by the measure
of labour, by the working time, or the quantity of labour con- 3

ascetic sacrifice, accomplishes nothing. An individual may mor-: “f
tify the flesh and make a martyr of himself from morning to" }
night, like the monks, but the amount of sacrifice that he makes:
will get him nowhere. The natural price of things is not the
sacrifice made to obtain them. This is reminiscent of the pre-
industrial era, in which riches were to be obtained by sacrifices
to the gods. There must be something else besides the sacrifice. §
Instead of speaking of a sacrifice of rest, one might speak of a
sacrifice of laziness, of lack of freedom, of unhappiness - in fact, . §
the negation of a negative condition. A. Smith considers labour §
from the psychological point of view, in relation to the pleasure
or opposite that it gives to the individual. But in addition to
being a feeling concerning his activity, work is something else: §
in the first place, in relationship to other people, for the mere §
sacrifice of A would be no use to B. Secondly, there is the 3
worker’s own particular relationship towards the object that he 3
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is making, and towards his own talents for work. Work is a
positive, creative activity. The standard by which work is
measured — i.e. time — naturally does not depend on its pro-
ductivity. The measure consists of a unity, whose aliquot parts
express a certain quantity. It certainly does not follow from this
that the value of labour is constant; it is so only in so far as equal
quantities of labour have the same unity of measurement.
Pursuing this analysis further, we find that the values of products
are measured by labour, not the labour actually employed, but
the labour that is necessary for their production. Thus the con-
dition of production is not the sacrifice but the labour. The
equation expresses the condition of its reproduction given in the
exchange, in other words, the possibility of renewing productive
activity created by its own product.

Moreover, if A. Smith’s idea of sacrifice correctly expresses the
subjective relationship of the wage-earner to his own work, it still
will not yield what he wishes it to — namely, that value is deter-
mined by means of the time worked. From the worker’s point of
view, even one hour of work may represent a great sacrifice. But
the value of his work does not in the slightest depend on his
feelings; nor does the value of the hour he has worked. A. Smith
admits that this sacrifice may sometimes be bought more
cheaply, sometimes more dearly: in which case one is struck by
the fact that it must always be sold at the same price. In this also
he is illogical. Farther on, he declares wages to be the standard
by which value is measured, not the quantity of labour. To go to
the slaughter is always the same sacrifice for the ox; this is no
reason for beef to have a constant value.
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21 Individual Freedom in Capitalist

Society

From Grundrisse, pp. 542~5

-Marx once again describes the genesis of capitalism and gives the most extensive
ctitique of capitalist freedom to be found in the Grundrisse. According to Marx,
the type of freedom to be found in bourgeois society is by no means absolute, but as’}
limited as that of any previous society. Moreover, it will disappear with the |y
transcendence of capitalist society. ‘

Historically, competition meant the abolition of guild coercion,

- governmental regulations, and the abolition of frontiers, to
etc., within a state — and in the world market it meant the abo;
~tion of tariffs, protection and prohibition. In short, it
historically a negation of the limits and obstacles peculiar to
~ levels of production that obtained before the development
capital, These were described quite correctly, historically spe
ing, by the physiocrats as laissez faire, laissez passer, and adv
cated by them as such. Competition, however, has never be
considered from the purely negative and purely historical aspecty}
indeed, even more stupid interpretations have been put forwa
for example that competition represents the clash between in»
dividuals released from their chains and acting only in their
own interests; or that it represents the repulsion and attractiost
of free individuals in relation to one another, and thus is the
absolute form of individual liberty in the sphere of production
and exchange. Nothing could be more wrong.
Although free competition has abolished the obstacles creat
by the relationships and means of pre-capitalist production,
should first be remembered that what were restrictions for capital
were inherent frontiers for earlier means of production, withi
which they developed and moved naturally. These frontiers be4

150

came obstacles only after productive forces and commercial
relationships had sufficiently developed for capital to be the
ruling principle of production. The frontiers that it tore down
were obstacles to its own movement, development and realiza-
tion. It did not abolish all frontiers by any means, or all ob-
stacles; only those that did not correspond to its needs, those
that were obstacles for it. Within its own limitations — however
much these may seem, from a higher point of view, to be ob-
stacles in production, and have been fixed as such by the
historical development of capital - it feels itself free and un-
hampered, that is, bounded only by itself, but its own conditions
of existence. '

In the same way the industry of the guilds in its heyday found
that the guild organization gave it the freedom it needed, i.c. the
production relationships corresponding to it. Guild industry
gave rise to these relationships, developing them as its own in-
herent conditions, and thus not at all as external, restricting
obstacles. The historical aspect of the negation of guild industry,
etc., by capital, by means of free competition, means nothing
more than that capital, sufficiently strengthened by a means of
circulation adequate for its nature, tore down the historical bar-
riers which interfered with and restricted its movement. But
competition is far removed from possessing merely this historical
significance, or from playing merely this negative role. Free
competition is the relation of capital to itself as another capital,
Le. it is the real behaviour of capital as such. It is only then that
the internal laws of capital — which appear only as tendencies in
the early historical stages of its evolution — can be established;
production founded on capital only establishes itself in so far as
free competition develops, since free competition is the free
development of the conditions and means of production
founded on capital and of the process which constantly repro-
duces these conditions. It is not individuals but capital that
establishes itself freely in free competition. So long as produc-
tion founded on capital is the necessary and therefore the most
suitable form in which social productive forces can develop,
the movement of individuals within the pure conditions of
capital will seem to be free. This liberty is then assured dog-
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‘cornpetition which is still only the free movement of portions of;

matically by constant reference to the barriers that have been
torn down by free competition. Free competition expresses the
real development of capital. Because of it, individual capital finds *
imposed upon itself an external necessity that corresponds to
the nature of capital, to the means of production founded on it, 4
to the concept of capital. The mutual constraint that different §
portions of capital impose on each other, on labour, etc. (the
competition of workers between themselves is only another form ".
of the competition of capital), is the free and at the same time §
the real development of wealth as capital. So much so, that the §
profoundest economic theorists, Ricardo for example, begin by
presuming the absolute domination of free competition, in order
to study and formulate the laws that are suitable to capital, laws §
which at the same time appear as the vital tendencies that:]
dominate it. Free competition, however, is the form suitable to
the productive process of capital. The more it develops, the §
more clearly the shape of its movement is seen. What Ricardo,
for example, has thus recognized (despite himself) is the his-
torical nature of capital, and the limited character of free

capltal i.e. their movement within conditions that have nothmg ;
in common with those of any dissolved preliminary stages, but | 5
are their own conditions. The domination of capital is the pre-§
requisite of free competition, just as the despotism of the
Roman emperors was the prerequisite of the free Roman civil
law. So long as capital is weak, it will rely on crutches taken
from past means of production or from means of production that
are disappearing as it comes onto the scene. As soon as it feels}
strong, it throws the crutches away and moves according to its
own laws. As soon as it begins to feel and to be aware that it is 3
itself an obstacle to development, it takes refuge in forms that, 3
although they appear to complete the mastery of capital, are at
the same time, by curbing free competition, the heralds of its
dissolution, and of the dissolution of the means of production
which are based on it. What lies in the nature of capital is only
expressed in reality as an external necessity through competition,.
which means no more than that the various portions of capital
impose the inherent conditions of capital on one another and on
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themselves. No category of the bourgeois economy — not even
the first one, the determination of value — can become real by
means of free competition, i.e. through the real process of capital,
which appears as the interaction of portions of capital on one
another and of all the other relationships of production and cir-
culation that are determined by capital.

Hence the absurdity of considering free competition as being
the final development of human liberty, and the negation of free
competition as being the negation of individual liberty and of
social production founded on individual liberty. It is only free
development on a limited foundation — that of the dominion of
capital. This kind of individual liberty is thus at the same time
the most complete suppression of all individual liberty and total
subjugation of individuality to social conditions which take the
form of material forces — and even of all-powerful objects that are
independent of the individuals relating to them. The only
rational answer to the deification of free competition by the
middle-class prophets, or its diabolization by the socialists, lies
in its own development. If it is said that, within the limits of free
competition, individuals by following their pure self-interest
realize their social, or rather their general, interest, this means
merely that they exert pressure upon one another under the
conditions of capitalist production and that this clash between
them can only give rise to the conditions under which their inter-
action took place. Moreover, once the illusion that competition
is the supposedly absolute form of free individuality disappears,
this proves that the conditions of competition, i.e. of production
founded on capital, are already felt and thought of as a barrier,
that they indeed already are such and will increasingly become
so. The assertion that free competition is the final form of the
development of productive forces, and thus of human freedom,
means only that the domination of the middle class is the end of
the world’s history — of course quite a pleasant thought for
yesterday’s parvenus!
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22 The Labour Process and Alienation
in Machinery and Science

From Grundrisse, pp. 583-92

In this passage Marx extrapolates tendencies inherent in his own time and foresees
awtomation and technology as major factors in man’s alienation ; but he sees them
equally as factors bringing about the collapse of capitalism and the transition io a
Juture communist society.

So long as the means of labour remains 2 means of labour, in the §
proper sense of the word, as it has been directly and historically
assimilated by capital into its valorization process, it only under-
goes a formal change, in that it appears to be the means of labour
not only from its material aspect, but at the same time as a special
mode of existence of capital determined by the general process of
capital - it has become fixed capital. But once absorbed into the
production process of capital, the means of labour undergoes
various metamorphoses, of which the last is the machine, or
rather an automatic system of machinery (‘automatic’ meaning
that this is only the most perfected and most fitting form of
the machine, and is what transforms the machinery into a -
system). ‘

This is set in motion by an automaton, a motive force that
moves of its own accord. The automaton consists of a number o:
mechanical and intellectual organs, so that the workers them-
selves can be no more than the conscious limbs of the automaton,
In the machine, and still more in machinery as an automatic
system, the means of labour is transformed as regards its use
value, i.e. as regards its material existence, into an existence’#
suitable for fixed capital and capital in general; and the form in
which it was assimilated as a direct means of labour into the
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production process of capital is transformed into one imposed
by capital itself and in accordance with it. In no respect is the
machine the means of labour of the individual worker. Its dis-
tinctive character is not at all, as with the means of labour, that
of transmitting the activity of the worker to its object; rather
this activity is so arranged that it now only transmits and super-
vises and protects from damage the work of the machine and its
action on the raw material.

With the tool it was quite the contrary. The worker animated
it with his own skill and activity; his manipulation of it de-
pended on his dexterity. The machine, which possesses skill and
force in the worker’s place, is itself the virtuoso, with a spirit of
its own in the mechanical laws that take effect in it; and, just as

the worker consumes food, so the machine consumes coal, oil, -

etc. (instrumental material), for its own constant self-propulsion.
The worker’s activity, limited to a mere abstraction, is deter-
mined and regulated on all sides by the movement of the
machinery, not the other way round. The knowledge that

obliges the inanimate parts of the machine, through their con- - E

struction, to work appropriately as an automaton, does not exist

in the consciousness of the worker, but acts upon him through -

the machine as an alien force, as the power of the machine itself.
The appropriation of living labour by objectified labour - of
valorizing strength or activity by self-sufficient value — which is
inherent in the concept of capital, is established as the character
of the production process itself ~ when production is based on
machinery - as a function of its material elements and material
movement. The production process has ceased to be a labour
process in the sense that labour is no longer the unity dominating
and transcending it. Rather labour appears merely to be a con-
scious organ, composed of individual living workers at a number
of points in the mechanical system; dispersed, subjected to the
general process of the machinery itself, it is itself only a limb of
the system, whose unity exists not in the living workers but in
the living (active) machinery, which seems to be a powerful
organism when compared to their individual, insignificant
activities,. With the stage of machinery, objectified labour
appears in the labour process itself as the dominating force
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. existing as machinery, in its relationship as the use value of i}

opposed to living labour, a force represented by capital in so far
as it appropriates living labour. ;

That the labour process is no more than a simple element in 4
the valorization process is confirmed by the transformation on
the material plane of the working tool into machinery, and of the
living worker into a mere living accessory of the machine; they |
become no more than the means whereby its action can take §
place.

As we have seen, capital necessarily tends towards an increase §
in the productivity of labour and as great a diminution as possible §
in necessary labour. This tendency is realized by means of the §
transformation of the instrument of labour into the machine. In
machinery, objectified labour is materially opposed to living §
labour as its own dominating force; it subordinates living labour
to itself not only by appropriating it, but in the real process of 4
production itself. The character of capital as value that appro- ]

priates value-creating activity is established by fixed capital,

labour power. Further, the value objectified in machinery §
appears as a prerequisite, opposed to which the valorizing power \
of the individual worker disappears, since it has become infinitely ]
small.
In the large-scale production created by machines, any rela-
tionship of the product to the direct requirements of the pro- 4
ducer disappears, as does any immediate use value. The form o .
production and the circumstances in which production takes
place are so arranged .that it is only produced as a vehicle for
value, its use value being only a condition for this,
In machinery, objectified labour appears not only in the form
of a product, or of a product utilized as a means of labour, but
also in the force of production itself. The development of the »
means of labour into machinery is not fortuitous for capital; it is
the historical transformation of the traditional means of labour
into means adequate for capitalism. The accumulation of know~
ledge and skill, of the general productive power of society’s in=
telligence, is thus absorbed into capital in opposition to labo
and appears as the property of capital, or more exactly of fixed
capital, to the extent that it enters into the production process a8
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an actual means of production. Thus machinery appears as the
most adequate form of fixed capital; and the latter, in so far as
capital can be considered as being related to itself, is the most
adequate form of capital in general. On the other hand, in-so far
as fixed capital is firmly tied to its existence as a particular use
value, it no longer corresponds to the concept of capital which,
as a value, can take up or throw off any particular form of use
value, and incarnate itself in any of them indifferently. Seen
from this aspect of the external relationships of capital, circulat-
ing capital seems to be the most adequate form of capital as
opposed to fixed capital.

In so far as machinery develops with the accumulation of
social knowledge and productive power generally, it is not in
labour but in capital that general social labour is represented.
Society’s productivity is measured in fixed capital, exists within
it in an objectified form; and conversely, the productivity of
capital evolves in step with this general progress that capital
appropriates gratis. We shall not go into the development of
machinery in detail here. We are considering it only from the
general aspect, to the extent that the means of labour, in its
material aspect, loses its immediate form and opposes the worker
materially as capital. Science thus appears, in the machine, as
something alien and exterior to the worker; and living labour is
subsumed under objectified labour, which acts independently.
The worker appears to be superfluous in so far as his action is
not determined by the needs of capital.

Thus the full development of capital does not take place ~ in
other words, capital has not set up the means of production
corresponding to itself — until the means of labour is not only
formally determined as fixed capital, but has been transcended
in its direct form, and fixed capital in the shape of a machine is
opposed to labour within the production process. The produc-
tion process as a whole, however, is not subordinated to the direct
skill of the worker; it has become a technological application of
science.

The tendency of capital is thus to give a scientific character to
production, reducing direct labour to a simple element in this
process. As with the transformation of value into capital, we see
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- within the production process in the form of machinery and §

shall return to this later), this never means that this use value _>'
(machinery by itself) is capital, or that machinery can be re- ‘i

. - i3
- cease to have usefulness as gold if it were no longer used as 3

. application of the natural sciences, and the general productive 3

when we examine the development of capital more closely that
on the one hand it presupposes a definite historical development
of the productive forces (science being included among these
forces), and on the other hand accelerates and compels this
development. !

The quantitative volume, and the efficiency (intensity) with §
which capital develops as fixed capital, thus shows in general the
degree to which capital has developed as capital, as domination "
over living labour, and the degree to which it dominates the pro-
duction process in general. It also expresses the accumulation of
objectified productive forces and likewise of objectified labour.

But if capital only adequately displays its nature as use value

other material forms of fixed capital, railways, for example (we

garded as synonymous with capital; any more than gold would '

money. Machinery does not lose its use value when it ceases to
be capital. From the fact that machinery is the most suitable §
form of the use value of fixed capital, it does not follow that its '
subordination to the social relations of capitalism is the most #
suitable and final social production relationship for the utiliza- %
tion of machinery.

To the same degree that working time - the mere quantity of
labour - is established by capital as the sole determining ele- §
ment, direct labour and its quantity cease to be the determining
element in production and thus in the creation of use value. It is (§
reduced quantitatively to a smaller proportion, just as qualita- 3
tively it is reduced to an indispensable but subordinate role as °
compared with scientific labour in general, the technological

forces arising from the social organization of production. This ¥
force appears to be a natural gift of community labour, although 3
it is a historical product. In this way capital works for its own 3
dissolution as the dominant form of production. E

The transformation of the process of production from the 3

simple labour process into a scientific process, which subjects .3
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the forces of nature and converts them to the service of human
needs, appears to be a property of fixed capital as opposed to
living labour. Individual labour ceases altogether to be pro-
ductive as such; or rather, it is productive only in collective
labour, which subjects the forces of nature. This promotion of
immediate labour to the level of community labour shows that
individual work is reduced to helplessness vis-g-vis the concen-
tration of common interest represented in capital. On the other
hand, a property of circulating capital is the retention of lab01'n'
in one branch of production thanks to coexisting labour in
another branch.

In small-scale circulation, capital advances the worker his
wages, which he exchanges for products necessary for'his own
consumption. The money that he receives only has this power
because, at the same time, work is being carried out alongside
him. It is only because capital has appropriated his labour that
it can give him, with the money, control over the labour of
others. This exchange of the worker’s own labour for that of
others does not seem to be determined and conditioned by the
simultaneous coexistence of the others’ labour, but by the
advance that capital has made to him. ‘ o

It appears to be a property of the part of the circulating faps{al
that is assigned to the worker, and of circulating capital in
general, that the worker. can proceed to the assimilation of what -
he himself needs during the process of production. This ex-
change appears as the material exchange not of simflltane(.)us
forces, but of capital; because of the existence of .cn'culatmg
capital. Thus all the forces of labour are transposed into forf:cs
of capital; in its fixed part, the productive force of labour (wh.Ich
is placed outside it and exists materially independently of it);
and in its circulating part, we find first of all that the worker
has himself produced the conditions for the renewal of his work,
and secondly that the exchange of his labour is mediated through
the coexisting labour of others in such a way that capital appears
to make him the advance and to ensure the existence of labour in
other branches. (Both the latter statements really belong to the
chapter on accumulation.) Capital sets itself up as a medlg.itor
between the various labourers in the form of circulating capital.
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- Fixed capital, considered as a means of production, whose
most adequate form is machinery, only produces value (i.e. in-
creases the value of the product) in two cases: (1) in so far as it
has value, i.e. in so far as it is itself the product of labour, a }
definite quantity of labour in an objectified form; (2) in so far as
it increases the proportion of surplus labour to necessary labour
by making it possible for labour, by increasing its productivity, 9
to create more quickly a larger amount of the products needed
for the sustenance of living labour power. To say that the §
worker is in cooperation with the capitalist because the latter
makes the worker’s labour easier by means of fixed capital, or 4
shortens his labour, is a bourgeois phrase of the greatest absur-
dity. Fixed capital is in any case the product of labour, and is
merely alien labour that has been appropriated by capital; |
and the capitalist could be said, rather, to be robbing labour of 4
all its independent and attractive character by means of. the §
machine. On the contrary, capital only uses machinery in so far
as it enables the worker to devote more of his working time to
the capitalist, to work longer for others and experience a larger
part of his time as not belonging to him. Through this process,
in fact, the quantity of labour necessary for the production of a
particular object is reduced to a minimum, so that a maximum }
of labour can be valorized into the maximum number of such
objects. The first aspect is important, because capital in this
instance has quite unintentionally reduced human labour, the
expenditure of energy, to a minimum. This will be to the advan-
tage of emancipated labour, and is the condition of its emanci-
pation.
All this shows the absurdity of Lauderdale’s statement that
fixed capital is independent of working time, and a self-contained
source of value.! It is such a source only in so far as it is itself
objectified labour time, and establishes surplus labour time. The
introduction of machines historically presupposes superfluous
hands. Machinery only replaces labour when there is a super-
fluity of labour force. Only in the imagination of economists:
does it come to the aid of the individual worker. It can only take:
effect with masses of workers, whose concentration as opposed'
to capital is one of its historical prerequisites, as we have seen
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It does not arise in order to replace deficient labour power, but
to reduce the mass of labour available to the necessary quantity.
Only when labour power is present em masse is machinery
introduced. (We shall return to this later.)

Lauderdale thinks he has made a great discovery when he says
that machinery does not increase the productive power of labour
but replaces it, or does what labour is unable to do by its own
power. It is inherent in the concept of capital that the greater
productive power of labour is seen as an increase of a force ex-
ternal to labour and as the enfeeblement of labour itself. The
tools of labour make the worker independent — establish him asa
proprietor. Machinery — as fixed capital — makes him dependent,
expropriates him. Machinery only produces this effect to the ex- -
tent that it is fixed capital, and it only has this character so long
as the worker is related to the machine as a wage-earner, and the
active individual in general as a mere worker.

Up to this point, fixed and circulating capital have appeared to
be merely different, transitory determinations of capital; but now
they are crystallized into special forms of existence of capital and
circulating capital occurs alongside fixed capital. There are now
two different kinds of capital. If we consider capital in a par-
ticular branch of production we see that it is divided into two
parts, or that it is divided in a determined proportion into these
two kinds of capital.

The difference within the production process — originally be-
tween the means of labour and labour material, and finally the
product of labour — now appears as that between circulating
capital (the first two) and fixed capital. The division of capital in
its purely material aspect is now assimilated into its own form,
which appears as what makes the distiction.

The mistake of such writers as Lauderdale, who state that
capital, as such and independently of labour, creates value, and
thus also surplus value (or profit), arises from their superficial
view of the matter. Fixed capital, whose material form or use
value is machinery, gives most appearance of truth to their
fallacies. But against this, e.g. in Labour Defended, we see that
the constructor of a road is willing to share it with the road user,
but that the road itself cannot do this.?
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Circulating capital - provided only that it proceeds through its
various stages — may decrease or increase, shorten or lengthen
the circulation time, make the various stages of capitalist circu-
lation easier or more difficult. Consequently, the surplus value
that may be produced within a given time may be diminished
without these interruptions — either because the number of re-
productions is smaller, or because the quantity of capital con- 3
stantly engaged in the process of production has contracted. In
both cases there is no diminution of the presupposed value, but
a decrease in its rate of growth.

As we have noted, the extent to which capital has developed 4
is a measure of the development of heavy industry in general,
and as soon as it has developed to a certain point, and thus has:
increased relative to the development of its productive forces (it
being itself the objectification of these productive forces and thei
presupposed product), from this point onwards any interrup-
tion of the process of production will cause a diminution of §
capital itself and its presupposed value. The value of fixed
capital is only reproduced to the extent that it is used upon the
producuon process. If it is not used, it loses its use value witho
its value being transferred to the product. Thus the more fixed:
capital develops on a large scale, in the sense in which we hav.
been considering it, the more the continuity of the production;
process or the constant flow of reproduction will become a co
dition and an external form of coercion of the means of produo-
tion founded on capitalism.

From this standpoint, too, the appropriation of living labo
by capital is directly expressed in machinery. It is a scientifically’
based analysis, together with the application of mechanical a
chemical laws, that enables the machine to carry out the wor
formerly done by the worker himself. The development of ma-:
chinery only follows this path, however, once heavy industry ha
reached an advanced stage, and the various sciences have bee
pressed into the service of capital, and, on the other hand, whess!
machinery itself has yielded very considerable resources. Inven
tion then becomes a branch of business, and the application
science to immediate production aims at determining the i
ventions at the same time as it solicits them. But this is not th
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way in which machinery in general came into being, still less the
way that it progresses in detail. This way is a process of analysis —
by subdivisions of labour, which transforms the worker’s opera-
tions more and more into mechanical operations, so that, at a
certain point, the mechanism can step into his place.

Thus we can see directly here how a particular means of
labour is transferred from the worker to capital in the form of the
machine and his own labour power devalued as a result of this
transposition. Hence we have the struggle of the worker against
machinery. What used to be the activity of the living worker has
become that of the machine.

Thus the appropriation of his labour by capital is bluntly and
brutally presented to the worker: capital assimilates living labour
into itself ‘as though love possessed its body’.3
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23 The Position of Labour in Capitalist
and Communist Society

From Grundrisse, pp. 592—4

Mars: here describes the inevitable collapse of capitalism due to the sntroduction 3
of machinery which will create an increasing disproportion between necessary 4
labour time and surplus labour time. Marx then describes the development of the §
“social individual’ as the aim of communist society. The account that he gives §
here of the bases of communist society serves as a complement to the well-known 4
account in the Communist Manifesto and the Critique of the Gotha Pro-

gramme.

The exchange of living labour for objectified labour, i.e. the §
establishment of social labour in the antagonistic form of capital §
and wage-labour, is the final development of the value relation- }
ship and of production based on value. The prerequisite for this
relationship is the mass of direct labour time, the quantity of §
labour utilized, which is the decisive factor in the production of }
" wealth. But as heavy industry develops, the creation of real §
wealth depends less on labour time and on the quantity of labour
utilized than on the power of mechanical agents which are set in §
motion during labour time. The powerful effectiveness of these
agents, in its turn, bears no relation to the immediate labour §
time that their production costs. It depends rather on the §
general state of science and on technological progress, or the }
application of this science to production. (The development §
of science — especially of the natural sciences and with them of §
all the others — is itself once more related to the development of }
material production.) Agriculture, for example, is a pure appli-
cation of the science of material metabolism, and the most 4
advantageous way of employing it for the good of society as a 1
whole.
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Real wealth develops much more (as is disclosed by heavy in-
dustry) in the enormous disproportion between the labour time
utilized and its products, and also in the qualitative disproportion
between labour that has been reduced to a mere abstraction, and
the power of the production process that it supervises. Labour
does not seem any more to be an essential part of the process of
production. The human factor is restricted to watching and
supervising the production process. (This applies not only to’
machinery, but also to the combination of human activities and
the development of human commerce.)

The worker no longer inserts transformed natural objects as
intermediaries between the material and himself; he now inserts
the natural process that he has transformed into an industrial one
between himself and inorganic nature, over which he has
achieved mastery. He is no longer the principal agent of the
production process: he exists alongside it. In this transforma-
tion, what appears as the mainstay of production and wealth is
neither the immediate labour performed by the worker, nor the
time that he works — but the appropriation by man of his own
general productive force, his understanding of nature and the.
mastery of it; in a word, the development of the social individual.
The theft of others’ labour time upon which wealth depends
today seems to be a miserable basis compared with this newly
developed foundation that has been created by heavy industry
itself. As soon as labour, in its direct form, has ceased to be the
main source of wealth, then labour time ceases, and must cease,
to be its standard of measurement, and thus exchange value
must cease to be the measurement of use value. The surplus
labour of the masses has ceased to be a condition for the develop-
ment of wealth in general; in the same way that the non-labour -
of the few has ceased to be a condition for the development of
the general powers of the human mind. Production based on
exchange value therefore falls apart, and the immediate process
of material production finds itself stripped of its impoverished,
antagonistic form. Individuals are then in a position to develop
freely. It is no longer a question of reducing the necessary labour
time in order to create surplus labour, but of reducing the
necessary labour of society to a minimum. The counterpart of
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 establishing labour time as the sole measurement and source of §

this reduction is that all members of society can develop their :
education in the arts, sciences, etc., thanks to the free time and
means available to all.

Capital is itself contradiction in action, since it makes an effort
to reduce labour time to the minimum, while at the same time

wealth, Thus it diminishes labour time in its necessary form, in
order to increase its superfluous form; therefore it increasingly |
éstablishes superfluous labour time as a condition (a question of
life and death) for necessary labour time, On the one hand it calls
into life all the forces of science and nature, as well as those of
social cooperation and commerce, in order to create wealth which 3
isrelatively independent of the labour time utilized. On the other 4
hand it attempts to measure, in terms of labour time, the vast §
social forces thus created and imprisons them within the narrow §
limits that are required in order to retain the value already 3
created as value. Productive forces and social relationships — the
two different sides of the development of the social individual - }
appear to be, and are, only a means for capital, to enable it to 4
produce from its own cramped base. But in fact they are the §
material conditions that will shatter this foundation.*

Nature does not construct machines, locomotives, railways,
electric telegraphs, self-acting mules, etc. These are products of ¥
human industry; natural material transformed into organs of the j
human will to dominate nature or to realize itself therein. They
are organs of the human brain, created by human hands; the
power of knowledge magde into an object.

‘The development of fixed capital shows to what extent general
social knowledge has become an immediate productive force, and
thus up to what point the conditions for the social life process are
themselves subjected to the control of the general intellect, and -
are remodelled to suit it, and to what extent social productive §
forces are produced not only in the form of knowledge but alsoas
the direct organs of social practice; of the real life process.

* ‘A nation istruly rich when, instead of working twelve hours, it works only 3
six, Wealth is not command over surplus labour time freal wealth], but §
disposable time, beyond that used in immediate production, for each
individual and for the whole of society’ (The Source and the Remedy, etc.
(x821) p. 6). [Marx’s footnote.]
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24 Free Time and the Production Process
in Capitalist and Communist Society

From Grundrisse, pp. 595-9

Marx gives his account of the changes to be undergone by the production process
in communist society and the implications for the worker’s time.

Capital creates a great deal of disposable time, apart from the
labour time that is needed for society in general and for each
sector of society (i.e. space for the development of the individual’s
full productive forces, and thus also for those of society). This
creation of non-working time is, from the capitalist standpoint,
and from that of all earlier stages of development, non-working
time or free time for the few. What is new in capital is that it also
increases the surplus labour time of the masses by all artisticand
scientific means possible, since its wealth consists directly in the
appropriation of surplus labour time, since its direct aim is value,
not use value. Thus, despite itself, it is instrumental in creating
the means of social disposable time, and so in reducing working
time for the whole of society to a minimum and thus making
everyone’s time free for their own development. But although its
tendency is always to create disposable time, it also converts it
into surplus labour. If it succeeds too well with the former, it will
suffer from surplus production, and then the necessary labour
will be interrupted as soon as no surplus labour can be valorized
from capital. The more this contradiction develops, the clearer it
becomes that the growth of productive forces can no longer be
limited by the appropriation of the surplus labour of others; the
masses of the workers must appropriate their own surplus
labour.
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When this has been done, disposable time ceases to have a con-
tradictory character. Thus firstly, the labour time necessary will
be measured by the requirements of the social individual, and
secondly, social productivity will grow so rapidly that, although
production is reckoned with a view to the wealth of all, the dis-
posable time of all will increase. For real wealth is the developed
productive force of all individuals. It is no longer the labour time
but the disposable time which is the measure of wealth. Labour

-time as the measurement of wealth implies that wealth is founded
on poverty, and that disposable time exists in and through op-
position to surplus labour time; it implies that all an individual’s
time is working time, and degrades him to the level of a mere
worker, and an instrument of labour. This is why the most de-
veloped machinery forces the worker to work longer hours than
the savage does, or than the labourer himself when he only had
the simplest and most primitive tools to work with.

If the entire labour of a country were only adequate enough to raise
the subsistence of the whole population, there would be no surplus
labour, consequently nothing that could be allowed to accumulate as
" capital. If the people raise in one year enough to support them for two
years, one year’s consumption must perish, or else men must cease
from productive labour for one year. But the possessors of[the] surplus
produce or capital . . . employ people upon something not directly and
immediately productive, e.g. in the erection of machinery. So it goes’
on.!

The development of heavy industry means that the basis upon
which it rests — the appropriation of the labour time of others -
ceases to constitute or to create wealth; and at the same time
- direct labour as such ceases to be the basis of production, since it
is transformed more and more into a supervisory and regulating
activity; and also because the product ceases to be made by
individual direct labour, and results more from the combination
of social activity. ‘As the division of labour develops, almost all
the work of any individual isa part of the whole, having no value or
utility of itself. There is nothing on which the labourer can seize:
this is my produce, this I will keep to myself.’2 In direct exchange
between producers, direct individual labour is found to be real-
ized in a particular product, or part of a product, and its com~-
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mon social character - as the objectification of general labour and
the satisfaction of general need — is only established through
exchange. The opposite takes place in the production process of
heavy industry: on the one hand, once the productive forces of
the means of labour have reached the level of an automatic pro-
cess, the prerequisite is the subordination of the natural forces to
the intelligence of society, while on the other hand individual
labour in its direct form is transformed into social labour. In this
way the other basis of this mode of production vanishes.

The labour time used for the production of fixed capital is re-
lated, within the production process of capital, to the time used
for the production of circulating capital, as surplus labour time to
necessary time. To the extent that production directed towards -
the satisfaction of immediate needs becomes more productive, a
larger part of production can be directed towards the satisfaction
of the needs of production itself, or the manufacture of means of
production. In so far as the production of fixed capital is not
materially directed either towards the production of immediate
use values, or towards the production of values indispensable for
the immediate reproduction of capital - which would again be an
indirect representation of use value — but towards the production
of means that serve to create value and not towards value as an
immediate object; in other words, in so far as fixed capital con-
centrates on the creation of values and the means of valorization
as the immediate object of production (the production of value is
established materially in the object of production itself as the aim
of production, the objectification of productive force and the
value-producing force of capital) — to that extent it is in the
production of fixed capital that capital is established as an end
in itself to a more powerful degree than in the production of
circulating capital, and becomes effective as capital. Thus, in this
sense too, the volume already possessed by fixed capital and the
part occupied by its production in general production indicate
the standard of development of wealth based on the mode of
production of capital.

_“The number of workers depends so far on circulating capital,
as it depends on the quantity of products of coexisting labour,
which labourers are allowed to consume.’3
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The passages that we have quoted from various economists all
refer to fixed capital as the part of capital which is included in the
production process. ‘Flotating capital is consumed; fixed capital
is merely used in the great process of production’ (Economsst, Vi
1). This is wrong, since it applies only to the part of the cir-
culating capital that is itself consumed by fixed capital, by the
material instruments. Only fixed capital is consumed ‘in the great
process of production’, considered as the immediate production
process.

Consumption within the production process is, however, in
fact use. Moreover, neither can the greater durability of fixed
i~ capital be understood as a purely material phenomenon. The

iron and wood of which my bed is made, the bricks out of which
my house is constructed, or the marble statue that adorns a
palace, are as durable as the iron and wood that are transformed
into machinery. But it is not only for the technical reason that
metal, etc., is most often used in machinery that durability isa
necessary quality of the instrument and of the means of produc- }
tion, but because the instrument is intended constantly to play .
the same role in repeated processes of production. The solidity 3
or durability of the means of production is a direct part of its
- . use value. The more often it has to be renewed, the more expen-
. sive it becomes, and the greater the part of capital that must be
< transformed into it unprofitably. Its durability is thus its
existence as a means of production. Its durability implies an
increase in its productivity. With circulating capital on the other 4
hand, if it is not transformed into fixed capital, durability does " §
not in any way depend on the productive act itself; and therefore :
it is not a conceptually established element of it. .

‘Since the general introduction of soulless machines into
British factories, men have been treated, with a few exceptions,
as secondary and subordinate machines, and much more atten-
tion has been given to the perfecting of raw material made of
wood and metals than that made of bodies and minds.™
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25 Leisure and Free Time in Communist

Society

From Grundrisse, pp. 599—600

Marx here elaborates on the nature of work in communist society and the
Ppossibilities for human development offered by the increase in free time.

Real economy - savings — consists in the saving of working time
(the minimum, and reduction to the minimum, of production
costs); but this saving is identical with the development of pro-
ductivity. Economizing, therefore, does not mean the giving up
of pleasure, but the development of power and productive capa-
city, and thus both the capacity for and the means of enjoyment.
The capacity for enjoyment is a condition of enjoyment and
therefore its primary means; and this capacity is the develop-
ment of an individual’s talents, and thus of the productive force.
To economize on labour time means to increase the amount of
free time, i.e. time for the complete development of the in-
dividual, which again reacts as the greatest productive force on
the productive force of labour. From the standpoint of the im-
mediate production process it may be considered as production
of fixed capital; this fixed capital being man himself. It is also
self-evident that immediate labour time cannot remain in its
abstract contradiction to free time — as in the bourgeois economy.
Work cannot become a game, as Fourier would like it to be; his
great merit was that he declared that the ultimate object must be
to raise to a higher level not distribution but the mode of pro-
duction. Free time — which includes leisure time as well as time .
for higher activities — naturally transforms anyone who enjoys
it into a different person, and it is this different person who then
enters the direct process of production. The man who is being
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formed finds discipline in this process, while for the man who is
already formed it is practice, experimental science, materially
creative and self-objectifying knowledge, and he contains within
his own head the accumulated widsom of society. Both of them
find exercise in it, to the extent that labour requires practical
manipulation and free movement, as in agriculture.

As, little by little, the system of bourgeois economy develops,
there develops also its negation, which is its final result. We are
now still concerned with the direct process of production. If we
consider bourgeois society as a whole, society itself seems to be
the final result of the social process of production, i.e. man him-
self in his relation to society. Everything (such as the product,
etc.) which has a fixed form appears only as an element, a vanish-
ing element, in this movement. Even the immediate production

. process appears here only as an element. The conditions and

objectifications of the process are themselves likewise elements
of it, the subjects of which are only the individuals, but indi-
viduals who are related to one another, in relations which are both
reproduced and created anew. It is their own constant process of
movement in which they renew both themselves and the world of
wealth which they create.
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26 Productive Power in Capitalist and
Communist Society

From Grundrisse, pp. 715-17

Marx here claims that a radically different form of society is possible once the
alienated labour of capitalist society has been overcome.

It is is a fact that as the productive forces of labour develop, the
objective conditions of labour (objectified labour) must grow in
proportion to living labour. This is actually a tautology, for the
growth of the productive forces of labour means merely that less
direct labour is required in order to make a larger product, so
that social wealth expresses itself more and more in the labour
conditions that have been created by labour itself. From the
point of view of capital, it does not appear that one of the ele-
ments of social activity (objectified labour) has become the ever
more powerful body of the other element (subjective, living
labour); rather it appears (and this is important for wage-
labour) that the objective conditions of labour become more and
more colossally independent of living labour — which is shown
by their very extent — and social wealth becomes, in ever greater
and greater proportions, an alien and dominating force opposing
the worker. Stress is placed not on the state of objectification but
on the state of alienation, estrangement and abandonment, on
the fact that the enormous objectified power which social labour
has opposed to itself as one of its elements belongs not to the
worker but to the conditions of production that are personified
in capital. So long as the creation of this material form of activity,
objectified in contrast to immediate labour power, occurs on the
basis of capital and wage-labour, and so long as this process of
objectification in fact seems to be a process of alienation as far
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 living labour.

~ objectified labour has property in living labour (in other words,

*quite absurd to say, as J. S. Mill does for example (Principles of .

i

as the worker is concerned, or to be the appropriation of alien -
labour from the capitalist’s point of view, so long will this dis- -
tortion and this inversion really exist and not merely occur in the
imagination of both workers and capitalists. But this process of -
inversion is obviously merely a historical necessity, a necessity
for the development of productive forces from a definite his- f
torical starting point, or basis, but in no way an absolute neces- §
sity of production; it is, rather, ephemeral. The result and the
immanent aim of the process is to destroy and transform this 7}
basis itself, as well as this form of the process. Bourgeois econo-
mists are so bogged down in their traditional ideas of the his-
torical development of society in a single stage that the necessity
of the objectification of the social forces of labour seems to them
inseparable from the necessity of its alienation in relation to '

But as living labour loses its immediate, individual character,
whether subjective or entirely external, as individual activity
becomes directly general or social, the objective elements of pro-
duction lose this form of alienation. They are then produced as
property, as the organic social body in which individuals are .
reproduced as individuals, but as social individuals. The condi-
tions for their being such in the reproduction of their life, in their ‘
productive life process, have only been established by the his- ;
torical economic process; these conditions are both objective and
subjective conditions, which are the only two different forms of !
the same conditions.

The fact that the workers possess no property and the fact that

that capital appropriates the labour of others) constitute the two
opposite poles of the same relationship, and are the fundamental 4
conditions of the bourgeois means of production and are in no
sense a matter of indifference or chance. These means of distri~
bution are the relations of production themselves, but sub specie
distributionis (* from the point of view of distribution’). Thus it is

Political Economy, 2nd edn. (London, 1849) 1 240), that: ‘The
laws and conditions of the production of wealth partake of the
character of physical truths . . . It is not so with the distribution

174

of wealth, This is a matter of human institutions solely.” The
‘laws and conditions’ of the production of wealth and the laws of
‘distribution of wealth’ are the same laws in a different form;
they both change and undergo the same historical process; they
are, in general, never more than elements in a historical process.

No special sagacity is required in order to understand that,
beginning with free labour or wage-labour for example, which
arose after the dissolution of serfdom, machines can only develop
in opposition to living labour, as a hostile power and alien pro-
perty, i.e. they must, as capital, oppose the worker. But it is
equally easy to see that machines do not cease to be agents of
social production, once they become, for example, the property
of associated workers. But in the first case, their means of distri-
bution (the fact that they do not belong to the workers) is itself
a condition of the means of production that is founded on wage-
labour. In the second case, an altered means of distribution will
derive from a new, altered basis of production emerging from
the historical process.

175



- T = ¥

TR g S

27 Surplus Value and the Abolition of |
Capitalism

From Grundrisse, pp. 634-6

Marx describes the connection between the falling rate of profit and the inevit-
ability of capitalism’s ultimate self-destruction.

Of the laws of modern political economy, this is, in every re-

. spect, the most important and the most essential for the under-

standing of the most difficult problems. From the historical
point of view, also, it is the most important law, one which, in

“spite of its simplicity, has never yet been understood and still

less been consciously enunciated. This fall in the rate of profit
is bound up with (1) the already existing forces of production
and the material foundation that it creates for a new production
which in turn presupposes an enormous development of
scientific powers; (2) the diminution of that part of capital
already produced that has to be exchanged for direct labour, in
other words a diminution in the direct labour which is necessary
to reproduce an enormous quantity of values, which is expressed
in a greater mass of products at low prices, since the sum total
of prices equals the capital reproduced plus the profit; (3) the
dimension of capital in general, including the portion of it that is
not fixed capital. This implies great development in commerce,

in exchange operations and the market; the universality of 3§
simultaneous labour; means of communication; the presence of 3
the necessary consumer funds to undertake this gigantic process §

(food, lodging for the workers etc.). This being the case, it is

plain that the already existing force of production that has been

acquired as fixed capital, as well as scientific power, population —

in short all the conditions of wealth — the most important con- '3
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ditions for the reproduction of wealth, that is, the rich develop-
ment of the social individual, the development of the productive
forces produced by capital itself in its historical development ~
all these factors, when they arrive at a certain stage, abolish the
self-valorization of capital instead of establishing it. Beyond a
certain point the development of productive forces becomes a
barrier for capital. Thus capitalist relationships become a barrier
for the development of the productive force of labour. On arrival
at the point capital, i.e. wage-labour, enters into the same rela-
tionship to the development of social wealth and productive
forces as the guild system, serfdom, slavery, and is necessarily
rejected as a fetter. Thus the last form of enslavement taken on
by human activity — wage-labour on one side and capital on the
other — is sloughed off and this process is in itself the result of
the capitalist mode of production. The material and spiritual
conditions of the negation of wage-labour and capital (which
themselves are already the negation of earlier forms of unfree
social production) are themselves the results of its process of
production. The growing incompatibility of the productive
development of society with its established relationships of
production is expressed in acute contradictions, crises and con-
vulsions. The violent annihilation of capital, not through
external relationships, but as the condition of its own self-
preservation, is the most striking form in which notice is given to
it to be gone and give room to a higher state of social production.
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Marzxism and Beyond :
On Historical Understanding and Individual Responsibility

Leszek Kolakowski
With an Introduction by Leopold Labedz

“The most original and stimulating thinker to emerge from
the intellectual wasteland of Communism . . . What impresses
most is Kolakowski’s manifest sincerity and the earnestness
with which he seeks the truth. This and the quality of the
language make dry philosophy come to life.’

DAILY TELEGRAPH

‘He may soon become as notorious as Djilas . . . Since Karl
Mannheim left us with the complicated, difficult inheritance
known as the Sociology of Knowledge no one has written
with such clarity of vision, economy, and deftness of
observation. A comparison with Marcuse suggests itself at
many points. Marcuse rather than Kolakowski loses by the
comparison.’

Peter Laslett, GUARDIAN

“The most interesting Marxist thinker of the post-Stalin
period.’
Anthony Quinton, NEW YORK REVIEW OF BOOKS

‘Elegant and witty . . . a brilliant book.’
TIMES SATURDAY REVIEW

Class Inequality and Political Order
Social Stratification in Capitalist and Communist Societies

Frank Parkin

All societies are unequal but some are more unequal than
others. How can we account for the persistence of class and
status differences in the modern industrial world and for the
variations that we find from one country to another?

Frank Parkin confronts these problems by a caseful appraisal
of the influence of working class movements, political
ideologies and the agencies of moral control.

He offers a lucid comparison of the situation in capitalist and
socialist countries and raises some provocative questions about
the compatibility of democracy and equality.

‘No student of society can read Class Inequality and Political
Order without being forced to do some fresh thinking, and
no one can fail to enjoy reading it: for it is excellently
written, without any of the unnecessary jargon that so often
disfigures works of this kind.’

TIMES LITERARY SUPPLEMENT



Without Marx or Jesus
The New American Revolution Has Begun

Jean-Francois Revel
With an Afterword by Mary McCarthy

‘Today in America a new revolution is rising. It is the
revolution of our time. It is the only revolution that involves
radical, moral, and practical opposition to the spirit of
nationalism. It is the only revolution that, to that opposition,
joins culture, economic and technological power, and a total
affirmation of liberty for all . . . It therefore offers the only
possible escape for mankind today: the acceptance of
technological civilization as a means and not an end, and . . .
the ability to reshape that civilization without annihilating it.
Jean-Frangois Revel

‘A stimulating, provocative book.’
NEWSWEEK

‘Fascinating . . . Revel demonstrates, in some detail, that

’

- American citizens have - and exercise — greater freedom of

information, freedom of expression, and freedom of dissent,
than any people in the history of the world.’

Tom Wolfe

‘Every once in a while a book appears about America that is
so lucid, so provocative, so penetrating that when you put it
down you can only shake your head with amazement at the
vistas it offers.’

Pierre Salinger

‘Revel is a first-class journalist and his comments hold many
home truths.’

Theodore Roszak

‘A bright and original book.”

Arthur Schlesinger, Jr, LIFE

‘Revel has become the leader of the most revolutionary
movement in the world of ideas today: the search for truth.
He has the courage and strength of the pioneers.’
FJean-Facques Servan-Schreiber

The Sexual Radicals

Reich Roheim Marcuse

Paul A. Robinson
With a Foreword by Alex Comfort

The radicalism of sex and the radicalism of politics are the
themes of The Sexual Radicals. Tt deals with three writers who
believed in the central importance of the erotic and in its
power to revolutionize society.

Reich is best known for his celebration of the orgasm.
Roheim appears as the man who, above all, tried to apply
psychoanalysis to anthropology, for instance in his tracing of
the agrarian revolution to erotic rather than practical origins.
Marcuse has come to stress the revolutionary power that could -
be unleashed if the emotional repressions under which we live
could be broken down.

They all belong to the line of thinkers who find in Freud’s
work the source of a radical political and sexual philosophy
hostile to the established culture. Professor Robinson traces
the way their beliefs developed and shows how they relate to
the general movements of twentieth-century thought.

‘An important study, so relevant to our times.’
NEW SOCIETY

“The ideas and the men come over clearly and forcefully . . .
an original and highly fascinating contribution.’
TIMES EDUCATIONAL SUPPLEMENT

‘Books about Freud and politics, once numerous, have
acquired a new and very much more insightful approach, and
of such books in the new tradition this must be quite one of
the best.’

Alex Comfort




Intervention and Revolution
- 'The United States in the Third World

Richard J. Barnet

Communism is a vast international conspiracy; America must
fulfil a historical destiny as policeman to the world; its actions
are disinterested, on the one hand, or vital to its security, on
the other; and what is good for America is good for every other
country.

In examining these hallowed tenets Richard Barnet’s searching
study of the evolution of US intervention from Greece to
Vietnam offers a biting critique of simplistic cold war myths
by showing what really happened.

In carefully documented case-histories of US action in Greece,
Lebanon, Iran, Guatemala, the Dominican Republic, Laos,
Vietnam and elsewhere the book calls into question American
claims of ‘international communist aggression’. It analyses

the causes of revolution in Asia, Africa and Latin America,
and examines the true nature of the relationship between the
Soviet Union, China, and guerrilla movements.




:’ MARX’S GRUNDRISSE

This is the first paperback edition in English of substantial extracts
from the Grundrisse, the 1000-page manuscript in which Marx
synthesized, for the only time in his life, the humanism of his youth
with his later researches in history and economics. Comprising the
draft notes for the massive projected treatise on political economy of
which Das Kapital was to have been merely the beginning, the
manuscript remained inaccessible outside Russia until the 1950s.

The Grundrisse (Outlines) contains an historically detailed account
of the process of alienation, analyses of the nature of work and, above
all, a vision of the fully automated society in which social wealth
could be devoted to the all-round development of the faculties of
each individual.

Dr David McLellan prefaces each extract in his selection with a brief
explanatory note and, in a discerning introduction to the work as a
whole, places the Grundrisse in the development of Marx’s thought
and vindicates its claim to be Marx’s most important work.

“The extracts are most effectively and unobtrusively edited and the
introduction is a little gem of creative scholarship . . . any
assessment of Marxism which fails to come to grips with the
Grundrisse must now be considered inadequate.’

GUARDIAN
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