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It is indicative of the deficiencies of much current discussion

about Marx that the Grmd毒∫e) 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

Ofthis vital text with enough cormentary to make them inte皿

gible in the context ofMarx,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 cIosely as possible for fear ofover-

interpretation. At the same time, I have tried to make the text

readable : I have added paragraph§ 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 rcader

an idea ofMarx’s general line ofargument. I am grate餌to Brian

Barefoot for working on the first draft of血e translations; also to

my colleagues Christine Marsh and Derek Allcom for血eir

Valuable advice.

D.M.
Littk′r狗

αi脇m,

Kmt.
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運Pr剛Iadln EdltlOn

I have slightly altered and expanded the Introduction’added five

new excerpts and enlarged two others. I am grate餌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.
J22 O〃 Doひer Road,

Ca海erb〃り.

Mの′ 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 kemel of his doctrine have been widely di節erent.

Until well on in this century, Marx was viewed as an economist,

the author of C砂初who had claimed, by his analysis of the

COntradictious of capitalist society, tO have demonstrated its

inevitable co11apse. This emphasis was the product both of the

intellectunl 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 I92OS, however, lntereSt in Hegel had

revived, Lukacs and Korsch had given novel interpretations of

Marx in the light of血is revival, and’above all’arOund I930 the

Publication of Marx’s carly writings - doctoral thesis, ` Critique

Of Hegel’s Philosophy of the State’and particularly the Pa扇

施"郷函栂- 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 PariJ Ma棚∫C履躯WaS nOt

PrOduced until the very end of the I95OS. This reappraisal may

have been sIow? but) in the minds of some’it was radical’and

Marx was discovered to be really a humanist, an eXistentialist,

even a `spirit脚l existentialist ).宣This obviously raised the pro-

blem of the relationship of Marx,s earlier to his later writings:

WaS there one Marx or two? SchooIs formed : POSSibly the largest

number maintained that the young Marx was richer than the old

Marx’Who had lost much ofhis original humanist vision ; Z others

maintained that the fundamental inspiration of Marx’s thought

WaS indeed to be found in the Pa癌Ma郷函船, but that Marx,s

later writings were a deveIopment ofthis inspiration,3 still o血ers,

mostly orthodox communists, Claimed that the Pd諦Ma桝輸
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s”卒were a調nsitory stage in Marx’s devdopment and

rendered superfluous by later works.4 The latest suggestion has

been that Marx should be divided into four: I84O-4, early

works; I845, WOrks oftrausition; I845-57) WOrks ofmaturation;

and I857-83, WOrks of maturity.5

This debate tends to be useless in the same way that the pre-

I93O interpretations of Marx do. Ju§t aS those interpretations

could not take into account the bulk of Marx’s early writings and

thus are necessarily deficient, SO the interpretations mentioned

a心ove are equally deficient in that they neglect what is, in a sense, l

血e most fundamental of all Marx’s writings - the Gγ〃nみ短e de川

筋鵬みpo勃海力巌O后onomみ瀧The first public mention ofthis j

血ousand-Page manuSCript (apparently unknown to Engels) was !

made by David Rjazanow, the director of the Mar㌃Engel§‖

Institute in Moscow, Who announced its discovery to the言

Socialist Academy in Moscow in I923. The Geman trauslation !

of血is communicadon is published in Ar′脇j勧誘e Gcs‘巌h#

あSo2;加硫m出展品γ AγbeiJerbe妙卿略, VOlune II (I925). It l‘

WaS Originally intended to publish the Gr〃nみ料c in血e MEGA

edition, begun in I927, Which contains the early writings. MEGA

was, however, discontinued and the Gγ鋤か料e wa§ eVentually

Published in a separate edition in Moscow in I939 With a supple-
mentary volume in I94I. The tine and place of its publication

PreCluded any serious attention being paid to it. Only in I953,
When Dietz Verlag produced a single一VOlume edition, did the

Gm郁e become available in the West. There is sti11 no English

translation.6 It i8, hQWeVer, the centrepiece of Marx’s thought:

any selection of Marx’s writings that does not quote fairly widely

from the Grmゐ料e must be judged severely inadequate; 7 and

any di oussion ofthe continuity ofMarx’s thought that does not

take account of the GrulZ`加太∫e 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 Ma%u-

Sf秘め- ` The revelation of authentic Marxism ‥. The central

農It should be noted that this title js not Marx’s but stems from the first

editors of his manuscripts. It could be ndsleading jn that Cγ妬αe Qfpo肪諒a/

俄'0露Oi砂WaS血e subdtle of Cゆi擁and, as I show later,血e Gγα"d'巌is

mch more血an a rough dr紙ofCa〆tal.
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WOrk of Marx, the crucial stage in the developmrent of臆s

thought ’, 8 etc. - sound much more plausible when applied to the

Grmd・短e.

Marx’s correspondence (and to some extent his published

WOrk) is littered with plans and projects for publicatiqu. The

first is to be found in the preface that he sketched out to the

PariJ MmuJ′r細れHere he stated that

… I shall, therefore, Publish my critique of law, mOrals, POlitics, etC.

in a nunber of independent brochures ; and finally I shall endeavo叫

in a separate work, tO PreSent the inter→OnneCted whole, tO Show the

relationships between the parts, and to provide a chtique of the

SPeCulative treatment ofthis material. That is why, in the present work,

the relationships of polidcal economy wi血the state, law, mOrals, Civil

life, etC., are tOuChed upon only to the extent that political ecommy

itself expressly deals wi血these subjects.9

In the event, Ofcour§e, Marx was to spend a whole lifetime on

this `first brochure’. In January I845 Marx signed a oontract

With Leske, a Darmstadt publisher, for a C+i碕ue Q/Po脇s訪d

E′OnOmi′∫. 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.’IO But the book was not

COmPleted immediately, for Marx felt the need to `settle ac-

COuntS With our erstwhile philosophical consciousness ’,I重which

he did in血e Hob′励m砂and Germn 」祝砲/. By the summer

Of I846 Leske lost patience and cancelled Marx’s contract:

Marx replied, in terms that were to become finiliar, that the

manuscript would be ready soon and would be much longer in

COnSequenCe Of his having to incorporate new material. Marx

SPeaks there oftwo volumes of which ` the manuscripts - almost

finished - Of the first have been with me for a long time,.I2

This can only allude to the ForiJ Ma郷′ri狗The second

VOlume, On POlitics, Which Marx describes as ` rather historical ’,

WOuld have dealt with the French Revolution among other

things and incorporated the I843 ` Critique of Hegel)s Political

Philosophy’,I3 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 Poひe砂′〆phiんl物

量5
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and Comm鋤iJタMa夜伽” - the two books that Marx recom-

mended as introductions to Cq〆tal - did not add to what he

was to call his Economi′J.

After the f壷lure ofthe I848 Revolution, Marx once again took

up his economic studies. He sti11 believed in the irminence ofa

revolution’but considered that it would be dependent on the

outbreak of an economic crisis, In the summer of I85O Marx

obtained a ticket to the Reading Room ofthe British Museum,

and during the whole of I85I gOt through an enormous amount

ofreading: in January he was studying books on precious metals,

¥ , mOney and credit; in February’the economic writings ofHume

and Locke, and more books on money; in March, Ricardo’Adam

Smith and books on currencies; in ApriI, RIcardo again and

books on money; in May) Carey) Malthus and principles ofeco-

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 technoIogy. In

all, Marx飢ed 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

I85I Engels was urging Marx to (hurry up with the completion

and publication ofyour Economics’.I4 By April Marx wrote:

〆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 Economのat

home and throw my§elf into another science in the Museum. I狐l

beginning to be tired ofit. Basica11y, this science had made no further

progress since A. Smith and D. Ricardo, however much has been done
in individual, Ofien very subtle, reSearChes.I 5

The book was eagerly awaited by Marx,s friends. In May

Lassallc wrote :

I have heard that your Econo′毒のWill at last see the light ofday. ‥ I

an buming to contemplate on my desk the giant three-VOlume work

of the Ricardo tumed socialist and Hegel tumed economist.重6

Engels’however, Who knew his friend well’declared that

. ‥ aS Iong as you still have unrcad a book that you thi血inportant’

you do not get down to uriting・I7

重6

In June, however, Marx was as sanguine as ever, Writing to

Weydemeyer :

I am mostly in the Museum from nine in the moming until seven in
the eveIling. The stuff I an working on has so many damned ram範ca-

tions that with every efrort I will not be able to finish for 6-8

weeks.重8

Although Marx realized that `one must at some point break off

forcibly’,I9 in July Proudhon’s new book 7協Genera1 1dea〆’

Reuoんtio毒所he N綴etee海h Ce捌r笹y Came into his hands and he

immediately diverted his energleS tO Criticizing its contents. In

SPite of its antiiacobinism, Proudhon’s book appeared to Marx

to deal with only the symptoms ofcapitalism and not its essence.

However, by October friends had managed to interest the pub-

1isher L6wenthal in Marx,s work. Marx’s scheme for this work

COmPrised three volumes : ` Critique of Economics’, ` Socialism’

and ` History ofEconomic Thought ’. L6wenthal wished to be如

With the last volume and see how it went. Engels urged Marx to

accept this proposal, but to expand the `History’into two

volumes :

After this would come the Socialists as the third volume and as fourth

the Critique - What wou]d be left ofit - and the famous Positive, What

you `really’want … For people ofsufficient intd脆gence, the indica-

tions in the first volumes - the Anti-Proudhon and the Manifesto -

Will su鯖ce to put thcm on the right track. The mass ofbuyers and

readers will lo§e any interest in the `History’if the great mystery is

already revea置ed in the first volume. They will say, like Hegel in血e

Phenomeno履y: I have read血e `Preface’and that’s where the general

idea can be found.zo

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 ,O印d,dat of Bonaparte?

Which made Engels anticipate d瓶culties with L6wenthal and

though Marx stayed in contact with him until well into the

fdlowing year, nOthing came of the negotiations・ Even MarxIs

bitter enemy Kinkel was eager to get a ` positive foundation唖om

Marx,s E‘OnOm諒and Lassalle proposed the founding of a

COmPany that would issue shares to finance the publication; but

重7



Marx doubted the success of the venture and anyway did not ’:

wish to make public his lack ofresources. InJanuary I852 Marx ;

WrOte aSking Weydemeyer to find him a publisher in America∴ :

`because of the failure in Germany’.z重But Marx had already

abandoned work on his E”nOmi′J. He worked on his notebooks

for a short period in the summer of I852 and, aS a last hope,

Submitted to the publisher Brockhaus the project ofa book to be

entitled Moあ・筋Economi′ Litm擁eわE略hnd f・Om J句O Jo

J句2. Brockhaus refused and Marx abandoned his Economic∫ for

SeVeral years.

In I857, however, the long-Predicted crisis did arrive, and j

m。V。d Marx to take up again his economic studies. The first !

mention of this in his correspondence is a letter to Engels of∴ ‡

December I857 Where he says: `I am workingmadlythrough the /

night§ On a Synthesis ofmy economic studies, SO that I at lea§t　一

意霊藍霊聖篭窯講読宣誓譜計
to-day events during the crisis.23 The `synthesis’that Marx i

SPcaks of here was already begun in August I857 With the com-

POSition ofa general introduction. This introduction, tentative in

tone and incomplete, discusses the problem of method in the

Study ofeconomics and attempts to justify the unhistorical order

Ofthe §eCtion§ COmPrised in the work that was to follow.z4 A plan

/ #:霊‡蒜言霊霊fthe introduction, Ofwhich

宣. 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 ofbourgeois society in the shape ofthe state. The

State conSidered in itsem ` Unproductive’classes. Taxes.

Public debt. Public credit. Population. CoIonies. Emigra-

tion.

重8

4. The intematioml relatio購of producdon. Internatioml

division of labour. International exchange. Exports and

imports. Exchange rates.

5. The world market and crises.

This introduction was left unpublished. Marx wrote in I859 in

the preface to his Cr筋ue qfPo偽証al凡onoプリ:

I am omil正ng a general introduction which I had jotted down because

On CIoser reflection any anticipation ofresults still to be proved appcars

to me to be disturbing, and the reader who on the whole desires to

follow me must be resolved to ascend from血e particular to the

gcnc重al. 2与

The plan) however) in a simpler form was reiterated in the same

Preface:

… CaPi叫Ianded property, Wage心bour ; State, foreign trade, WOrld

market.2e

October I857 until March |858, do not cover all these sectious

equally. They are obviously for血e most pa]直a draft ofthe first

SeCtion ofthe E‘OnOmi飾the whole is divided into two parts’One

On mOney and the second, muCh longer, On caPital. The second

The manuscripts which survive, Written in the six months fkm

Part is divided into three sections on the production ofcapital’　t言

Circulation, and conversion ofsurplus value into profit. However,

these economic discussions are inextricably linked with digres置

Sions of a much wider nature on such subjects as the individual

and society ; the nature of labour ; the influence ofautomation on

SOCiety, PrOblems of increasing leisure and the abolition of the

division oflabour ; the nature ofalienation 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 Gγ鎌形舟料e its primary importance and show that it is a rough

draft offar wider scope than what was later included in C砂場

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 E“n鋤i′∫.

Marx says as much himself: ` In the manuscript (Which would

重9
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make a sizeable book if printed) everything is topsy-turvy and

血ere is much that is intended for later parts.’27

The schema in six parts given in the general introduction and

血e prcface is plainly not the same as that of Capi功book I,

Published in I867. Kautsky concluded that Marx must have
Changed the plan of his凡脇Omic∫ and this has been the received

OPlnlOn eVer Since. C解)ita4 in its eventual four volumes, WaS held

to be the form that Marx’s Economi′J finally took and in it, tO

quote Engels, `Marx said everything he wished in one way or
′　another.) This question is obviously ofthe greatest importance.

--　Iftrue, then the Gr鋤か料e, however interesting, WOuld still only

have a secondary importance, that of helping us to understand

the genesis ofCa〆tal and thus to interpret its contents. If; on the

O血er hand, Marx kept to the original plan and Capiタalis only the

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

dramatically incomplete and it could be claimed that the Gγ脇み

毒∫e, in so far as it is the Gγ〃nああe 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.28 He puts

the date of the change in I863) When Marx wrote to Engels that

he had been obliged to ` destroy the whole edifice’.29 But this sort

Ofstatement is far too frequent in Marx,s correspondence to draw

any lmPOrtant COnClusions from it. Grossmann’s main substantial

POint is that the plan of I863 WaS methodoIogically di飾erent.

There are two sources which show this view to be mistaken : 30

I. Mar高Corr印on率n#. This consists principally ofletters to

Lassalle, Who was acting as literary agent in the negotiations with

the prospective publisher Duncker. In February I857 Marx

listed for the first time the six sections of his嵐onomi′∫: 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 ).3I The arrangement with Duncker

WaS血at血e manuscript should be delivered and published in

SeCtions, and the next month Marx informed Lassalle that the

first delivery would contain ` (I) value, (2) money, (3) capital in

general’. The third section would be divided into `血e produc-

tion process of capital, the circulation of process of capital and

2°

the unity ofthe two) Or CaPital and profit’interest).32 In other

words’these sections are precisely the subsequent three books of

C勿i初The change is not one of methodoIogy’but one of size;

When it came to actually writing the first of the six volumes’

Which Marx speaks ofin his letter to Lassalle as simply a ・bro-

Chure ’・ it expanded to make the three books of Cqpital

2. The G殺nd高e・ In his March letter Marx promised to have

the first delivery ready by the (end ofMay’.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 ofcomposition ’.34 These materials are the Grunみ

ri∫∫e, Whose 8oo pages Marx had hoped to condense into the

当irst delivery’. The Grm祝se (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凡鋤O_

mi′∫" This index comprises: (I) vaIue, (2) money (with sub-

headings in great detail), (3) capital, divided once more into the

PrOCeSS Of production and the process ofcirculation. This index

PrOVeS beyond a doubt that the plan of C考pital was already in

Marx,s mind in I857鵜8 as the first of his sixnyolume treatise

On凡OnOmi′∫; and that the C揚句ve q/ P励みal Econo〃ey

Of I859 COntains what he refds to as `some preliminay

Chapters ’.

By November I858 the ` first delivery’was still not ready, but

Marx thought it would only be four weeks. Illness and joumal-

ism had taken up so much of his time, and particularly trouble

With his liver had (according to him) a飾ected his style. He wished

to get everything right as `(重) my writing is the result offifieen

years ofresearch, thus the best period ofmy life; (2) this work

upholds for the first time in a scientific manner an important

COnCePtion of the relationships in society.,35 But’aS COuld have

been predicted, Marx found that he could not include a皿that

he had to say on `capital in general, in a single brochure: ・it is

PrObable that the first part,負Capital in general", Will already

take up two brochures since in drafting it I find that just where

the most abstract part ofeconomics 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

2I

-

一

l

 

′

　

-

　

　

7

　

　

　

-

　

-

　

ト

　

ト

　

　

-



together: `the imer connection demands it and the whole e節ect

depends on it.’37 However’lack of time obliged Marx to send

血e first brochure to Berlin or abandon the whole enterprise.

He explained to Engels :

In spite ofthe title (Capital in general), these pages donlt yet contain

anything on capital, but only two chapters: (I) cormodities, (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.38

The heading ofthis first brochure was : `Book I. On capital・ First

SeCtion: Capital in general’. The plan in the Gγ〃nみ短e shows

that Marx intended after finishing the section with the chapter

On `Gpital 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 I859.39

Even in October I859 Marx still hoped to complete the second

brochure, `the true battle’, by the end of the year. But joumal-

ism, domestic a筋irs and political quarrels - Particularly the

Obscure feud wi血Karl Vogt - ate into his time. In I86I Marx

did begin his `third chapter’but found that in two years he had

Written about 3,OOO PageS, a large part of which was edited by

Kautsky as a sort offourth volume to C砂ita4 under the title of

弼eo諦5〆’Sα印ん∫ W寂e. In I863 Marx began once more to

work on the central thesis of his凡momi′S, but it was seven years

before this material emerged as Capi脇l: Boo居O吟tO be fo」

Iowed after Marx,s death by books 2 and 3, the whole only

constituting the first part of the total Economi′∫ that Marx in

重857 had intended to write.

Thus Marx,s thought is best viewed as a continuing medita-

tion on central themes broached in I844, the high point ofwhich

meditation ocourred in I857-8. The continuity between the

Ma糊#”をts and Gγ鯛伽羅e is evident. Marx himself talked of

the Gγ〃融塙se as `the result of舶een years ofresearch, thus the

best period of my life).4O This letter was written in November

I858, eXaCtly徹een years afier Marx’s arrival in Paris in Novem-

ber I843. He also says in the preface of I859 : `the total material

zz

lies before me in the fom of monographe’Which were wri能en

at widely separated periods, for selfLcIarification, nOt for publi-

Cation, and whose coherent elaboration according to the phn

indicated will be dependent on external ciroums書ances.’4重This

Can Only refer to the D諭Ma鋤け鉢of I844 and the London

notebooks of I85O-52・ Marx constantly used, and at the same ′

time revised, material from an earlier date: he used his note・ら

books of I843-5 While writing C砂融42

The beginning of the chapter on capital reproduces almo§t

WOrd for word the passages in the Ma郷′砂場On human need,

man as a species being, the individual as a social being, the idea

Of nature a§, ln 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 mjllennial strain.

One point in particular emphasizes this continuity: the Grmみ

γi55e are aS `Hegelian’as the Roris Ma郷Cri笹This has some-

times been said to be a superficial Hegelianism) and Marx)s

Ictter to Engels ofJanuary I858 has been quoted: `in the m励d

it has been ofgreat use to me that by mere accident I have leafed

through Hegel’s L砂信一Freiligrath found some volumes that

belonged originally to Bakunin and sent me them a§ a PreSent.’43

The reading ofHegel may have been accidental but the influence

Of Hegel went deeper: SOme Of the most Hegelian parts of the

Gr縮み壷e - and particularly the index of the book on capital -

Were Written均bre the receipt of Freiligrath’s present. Marx

himself; in a note in the Grmd壷ue written in November I858

Said, ` later, before going on to another problem, it is necessary

to correct the idealist manner of this analysis.1 A parallel has

justifiably been drawn between the renewal of Marx’s interest

in Hegel and Lenin’s reading ofHegel that preceded the writing

Of his l硬Cria擁m and 7協Sわte mdRの0ん訪独The same point

Can be put with reference to the term `alienation’, Which occu鵬

much more in C砂ital than some writers appear to think) and

Which is central to most of the more important passages of the

GruIuああ5e.

The most striking passage of the G殺nみde in this respect is

the draft plan for Marx,s E′OnOm毎which is couched in lan-

guage (such as the distinction between essence and appearance)

23
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血at might have come straight out ofHegel’§ L昭和.瀧Nor should

the obviously empirical nature of much of Marx’s work cause a

PrOblem. In a sense, Hegel himself was an extremely empirical

血inker and there is no contradiction between a cIose perusal of

the reports of the British factory inspectors and the Hegelian

categories used to interpret their significance. Since these

SeCtions are typical oflarge parts ofthe Gr〃肋料e, SeVeral ofthe

accounts of Marx’s thought produced by scholars of the older

generation - Daniel Bell, Sidney Hook, Lewis Feuer44 - muSt

now be judged to have been mistaken. It was the thesis ofthese

Writers that there was a radical break between the young and the

Old Marx; and the major proofofthis was held to be the absence,

in the later writings, Ofthe concept ofalienation so central to the

carlier 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 Grund毒e,

While continuing the themes central to the Pari∫ MamJ”妙ts,

億eats 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

助γi∫ Ma鋤∫′秘ts as his central work have seriously misplaced

血eir emphasis. Eric Fromm and - tO a lesser extent - Robert

Tucker are examples of this tendency.45 Equally’those critics of

Marx who sometimes write as though Marx’s summary of the

`guiding thread’of his.studies in the prefroe to his CγiJique Q/

Po妨毒al凡0綿0〃ay (I859) were a definite and exhaustive account

-Ofhis views will have to do some wider reading.46 For such a brief

Summary aS is contained in the preface can only be adequately

interpreted by reference to the immense amount of background

血inking and writing from which it sprang.†

場This js in contradistinction to the Pari5 Man糊γからwhere it is Hegel,s

脇o糊鋤0嬢y that interests Marx most. Sec Gγ鋤み料e, I953 edn, PP. I62鯖,

and particularIy the schema on pp. I86 f. AIso the passages translated on

PP. 9O and IO2個i below.

† See血e artide by A. Prinz in血eカ“γnal Q/‘海H巌oIγ Q/‘1海aJ (I969),

Which argues that the preface was written solely with a view to getting

Marx’s book pa§t血e censors. This view seems to me untemble, but show§

24

Marx never rejected any of his writings. It is, Of course, true

that he speaks ofrereading the Ho少励mib′ With embarrassment.

But this is true ofa11 his writings: ` it is selfevident ’, he wrote in

I846, ` that an author, if he pursues his research, CamOt ”肋a砂

publish what he has written six months previously.’47 Or in

I862 : ` I find a work written four weeks before unsatisfactory and

rewrite it completely.’48 In I85I Marx was quite willing to see

reprinted his essays from as Iong ago as the Rhe諭′he Zbi殺略

of I842, and he states that even the Comm譲れMa材料o was in

need ofamendment as time went on. Marx’s intellectual develop-

ment is a process of `selfLclarification’(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 nei血er the Pa毒e

Ma脇vr車座nor C匂わa4 but the Grunみ壷e of I857-8, the work

Which, mOre than any other, COntains a synthesis of the various

Strands ofMarx’s thought. When the young Kautsky asked M膿

Whether the time had not come to publish his complete works,

Marx’s wry answer was: `They would first have to be com_

Pleted.’49 In a sense, nOne Of Marx’s works is complete, but the

COmPletest of them is the Gr鋤み短e.

the sort of con§ideradons血at have to be bome in mjnd when commen血g

On SuCh a text.



I General Introduction

From Grαnゐ料e, pp. 5-3工
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田田園

I. Production

The subject of our discussion i§ first of all m肋海I production.

Individuals producingein society, thus the socially detemined

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 ofcivilization imagine) a reaCtion against over-refinement

and a retum to a misunderstood natura=ife. They are no more

based on such a naturalism than is Rousseau’s con脇圧ocial

which makes naturally independent individuals come in contact

and have mutual intercourse by contract. They are the fiction

and only the aes血etic fiction of the small and great adventure
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stories. They are, ra血er, the anticipation of` civil sooiety ’, Which

had been in course of development since the sixteenth century

and made gigantic strides towards maturity in the eighteenth.

In th王s society of fiee competition the individual appears free

from the bonds ofnature, etC., Which in former epochs of history

made him part of a definite, limited human conglomeration. To

the prophets of the eighteenth ∞ntury, On Whose shoulders

Smith and Ricardo are still standing’this eighteenth-Century

individual, COnStituting the joint product of the dissolution of

the feddal form of society and of the new forces of production

Ⅵ「hich had developed since the sixteenth century, aPPcars as an ∴〆

ideal whose existence belongs to the past; nOt as∴a reSult of

history, but as its starting point. Sin∞ 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 natu章e. This illusion has been

Characteristic ofevery new epoch in the past. Steuart, Who, as an

aristocrat, StOOd more firmly on historical ground and wa§ 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 individud

and, therefore, the producing individual seems to depend on狐d

belong to a larger whole: at first it is, quite naturally, the fam吋

and the clan, which is but an enlarged family; later on, it is血e ‘

COmmunity growing up in its di飾erent forms out ofthe clash and (

the amalgamation of clans. It is only in the eighteenth ∞ntury,

in ` civil society ’, that the di節erent forms ofsooial union confront

the individual as a mere means to his private ends, aS an eXtemal

necessity. But the period in which this standpoint - that of the

isolated individual喜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 mo§t literal sense ofthe word a zoo叫o協働桝, nOt

Only 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 ex∞Ption

to a civilized man who by accident got into the wildemess and

already potentially possessed within himself the forces of
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society - is as great an absurdity as the idea ofthe development c

language without individuals living together and talking to on

another. We need not dwell on this any longer. It would not b

necessary to touch upon this point at all, had not this nonsense

which, however, WaS justified and made sense in the eighteent

Cen調ry - been transplantedタin all seriousness) into the field c

political economy by Bastiat, Carey, Proudhon and otherさ

Proudhon and others na調rally find it very pleasant, When the

do not know the historical origin of a certain economic pheno

menon, tO give it a quasi-historico-Philosophical explanatio-

by going into mythoIogy. Adam or Prometheus hit upon th

scheme cut and dried, Whereupon it was adopted, etC. Nothin:

is more tediously dry than the dreaming platitude.

Whenever We speak, therefore, Ofproduction, We always hav

in mind production at a certain stage of social development, O

PrOduction by social individuals. Hence, it might seem that i-
Order to speak of production at all, We muSt either trace th

historical process of development through its various phases, O

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

Period, aS, for example, With modem capitalist production

Which, aS a matter Of fact, COnStitutes the proper subject of thi-

WOrk. But all stages of production have certain landmarks ii

COmmOn, COmmOn PurPOSeS. `Production in general’is

abstraction, but it is a rational abstraction, in so far as it single!

Out and fixes the common features, thereby saving us repetition

Yet these general or common features discovered by compariso重

COnStitute something very complex, Whose constituent element!

have di節erent destinations. Some ofthese elements belong to al

epochs, Others are common to a few. Some ofthem are cormoI

to the most modem as well as to the most ancient epochs. N(

PrOduction is conceivable without them; but while even th《

most completely developed languages have laws and conditio則

in common with the least developed ones, What is characteristi(

Oftheir development are the points of departure from the genera

and common. The conditions which generally govem produo

tion must be di飾erentiated in order that the essential points o

di節erence should not be lost sight of in view of the genera

unifomity which is due to the fact that the subject, mankind

and the object, nature, remain the same. The falure to remembe】
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this one fact is th言source ofall the wisdom ofmodem economists

who are trylng tO PrOVe the etemal 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 acoumulated labour, eVen if that labour should con-

sist of mere skill which has been accumulated and concentrated

in the hand ofthe savage by repeated exercise. Capital is’amOng

other things, also an instrument of production, also past im-

persona=abour. Hence capital is a universal, etemal natural

phenomenon ; Which is true ifwe disregard the specific properties

which tum 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 goverrments.

If there is no production in general there is also no general

)rOduction. Production is always either some special branch of

)rOduction, a§, for example , agrioulture, StOCk-raising, manu-

hotures, etC., Or an aggregate. But political economy is not tech-

1OIogy" The connection between the general determinations of

)rOductions at a given stage of social development and the par-

icular forms ofproduction is to be developed elsewhere (later on).

Finally, PrOduction is never only of a particular kind. It is

lways a certain social body or a social subject that is engaged on

larger or smaller aggregate of branches of production. The

:OnneCtion between the real process and its scientific presenta-

ion also falls outside of the scope of this treatise. Production in

;eneral. Special branches of production. Production as a whole.

It is the fashion wi血economists to open their works with a

reneral introduction, Which is entitled `production’(See, for

lXample, John Stuart Mill) and deals with the general `requisites

lf production’. This general introductory part consists of (or is

upposed to consist of) :

I. The conditions without which production is impossible, i.e.

the essential conditious of all production. As∴a matter Of

fact, however, it can be reduced, aS We Shall see, tO a few

Very Simple definitious, which flatten out into shallow

也utologics.
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2. Conditious which further production more or less, aS, for

exanple’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 necesrsary to study the嬢γee研γO.-

d妬め砂by periods in the development of individual natious;

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

wi血the discussion of competition, aCCumulation・ etC. The com-

monly accepted view of the matter glVeS a genenl answer to the

eifect that an industrial nation is at the height of its production

at the moment when it reaches its historical clin鉱in all respects・

As a matter offdet a nation is at its industrial height so long a§

its main object is not gain, but the process of gaining. In that

respect the Ya血ees stand above the Eng申h. Or, that certain

races, dimates’natural conditions, SuCh as distance from the sea・

fert坤y of the soil, etC.’are mOre favourable to production than

o血ers. That again comes down to the tautoIogy that the froility

of creating weal血depends on the extent to which it§ elements

are present both subjectively and objectively.

But all that is not what the economists are really concemed

with in this general part. Their object is rather to represent prO‾

duction in contradistinction to distribution - See Min’for ex-

anple - aS Subject to eternal laws independent of hi§tOry, and

then to substitute bourgeois relations, in an underhand way, aS

immutable natural laws of society初)b5’γa妨This is the more

or less conscious aim bfthe entire proceeding. When it comes to

distribution, On the contrary’mankind is §uPPOSed to have

indulged in all sorts of arbitrary action. Qpite apart from the

fact that they violently break the ties which bind production

and distribution together’SO muCh must be clear from the ouト

set : that, nO matter how greatly the systems of distribution may

vary at diiferent stages ofsociety・ it should be possible here, aS in

the case of production’tO discover the common f加ures and to

oonfound and eliminate a11 historical di航rences in formulating

glmral hαmn laws. For example, the slave’the serf the wage-

書abourer - all receive a quantity of food’Which enables them to

3o

exist as slave, Serfand wage-.labourer. The conqueror, the official’

the ]andlord, the monk or the Levite, Who respectively live on

tribute, taXeS’rent, a]ms and the tithe - a]l receive a partof the

SOCial product which is determined by laws diferent from those

w皿determine the part received by the slave, etC. The two

main points which all economists place under this hcad are,

first’PrOPerty; SeCOndIy’the protection of the ]atter by the

adm壬nistration ofjustice, POlice, etC. The objections to these two

POl重ItS Can be stated very briefIy.

I・ All production is appropriation ofnature by the individual

‘謝n and through a definite form ofsociety. In that sense it is

a tautoIogy to say that property (appropriation) is a condition

Of production. But it becomes ridiculous’When from that one

jumps at o11Ce tO a definite form ofpropertyfg. Private property

(which implies, besides, aS a prerequisite the existence of an

OPPOSite form, Viz. absence ofpropertwl' History points rather to

COmmOn PrOPerty (e.g. among the Hindus, Slavs’anCient Celts,

etc.) as the primitive form’Which still plays an important part at

a much later period as communal property. The question as to

Whether wealth grows more rapidly under this or that form of

PrOPerty is not even raised here as yet. But that there can

be no such thing as production, nOr, COnSequently) SOCiet"

where property does not exist in any form’is a tautoIo軌

Appropriation which does not appropriate is a m#a海h de

2・ Protection ofgain, etC. Reduced to their real meaning, these

COmmonplaces express more than their prcachers know, mme机

that every form of production creates its own legal reIa亡ions,

forms of government, etC. The crudity and the shortcomings of

亡he conception lie in the tendency to see only an accidental

reflective connection in what constitutes an organic union. The

bourgeois economists have a vague notion that produc。on is

better carried on under the modem police than it was, for

eXample, under club law. They forget that club law is al§O law,

al-d that the right of the stronger continues to exist in other

forms even under their `government of law,.

When the social conditions corresponding to a certain stage of

Production are in a state of formation or disappearance’dis--

3重



turbances of production naturally arise, although diifering in

extent and e徹鵜t.

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 rcal stage

in the history of production.

2. The General Relation ofProduction to Distribution,

Exchange and Consumption

Before going into a further analysis ofproduction, it is necessary

to Iook at the various divisions which economists put side by side

with it. The most shallow conception is as follows: by produc-

tion, the members ofsociety appropriate (produce and shape) the

products of nature to human wants ; distribution determines the

p重OPOrtion in which the individual participates in this produc-

tion; eXChange brings him the particular products into which he

wishes to tum 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 socia=aws; 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. Pr6duction 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

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書brm of generally prevailing rules;

in exchange this is accomplished by the accidental make-uP O

the individual.

Distribution determines what proportion (quantity) of th

products the individual is to receive; eXChange determines th

32

PrOducts in which the individual desires to receive his share

allotted to him by distribution.

Production’distribution, exChange and consump。on thus

fdrm a perfbet connection, PrOduction standing for the generaI,

distribution and exchange for the special, and consumption for

the individuaI, in which all are joined together. To be sure this

is a connection, but it does not go very deep. production is

detemined according to the economists by uriversal natural

Iaws, WhiIe distribution depends on social chance: distribution

Can, thereforq have a more or ]ess stimulating eifect on produc-

tion : eXChange重ies between the two as a formal social movement’

and the final act ofconsumption, Which js considered not only as

a frol purpose but aIso as a find aim, falls properly outside the

SCOPe Of economics, eXCePt in so fu as it reacts on the starting

POint and causes the entire process to begin all over again.

The opponents of the economists - Whether economists them_

SeIves or not - Who reproach them with tearing apart, like baト

barians, What is an organic whole・ either stand on common

grOund with them or are ,eh射hem. Nothing is more common

than the charge that the economists have been considering pro-

duc亡ion as an end in itsel巨oo much to the exclusion ofevery-

thing eIse. The same has been said with regard to distribution.

This accusation is itse]f based on the economic conception that

distribution exists side by side with production as a selfr

COntained’independent sphere. or, it is said) the various factors

are nOt grasped in their unity. As though it were the textbooks

葦豊蒜請書霊豊霊
baIancing of conceptions and not an analysis of real conditions.

a・耽れion五a履Same脇e Aんo Con∫u〃幼めn

Twofbld
‾‾ ‾〉“1…‘“甲‘Ul置, blIl)JeC[lVe and 0bJeCtjve. The individual

Who develops his fieuIties in production is also expending them,

COnsuIning them in the act ofproduction, just as procreation is a

COnsumption of vital powers. In the second p重ace, PrOduction is

詳器嵩謹書葦書誌‡
eIements. The same is true of the consumption ofraw materials

COnSumption, Subjective and objective. The individual
l_　　　〃　●　　_　　　_ ,
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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 ofconsumption as well. But this is

admitted by economists. Production as directly identical with

consumption, COnSumPtion as directly coincident with produc-

tion, they ca11 productive consumption. This identity of pro-

duction and consumption finds its expression in Spinoza’s

PrOPOSition de肋・minaめ飯11卿tio・ 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.

Cousumption is directly also production言ust as in nature the

COusumPtion of the elements and of chemical substances con-

ノ　∴ 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 ofevery kind ofconsumption

Which goes to produce the human being in one way or another.

It is cousumptive production. But, Say the economists, this pro-

duction which is identical with consumpt重On lS a SeCOnd produc-

tion resulting from the destruction ofthe product of亡he first. In

}　the first, the producer transforms himself into things言n the

SeCOnd, things are transformed into human being§. Conse一

quently, this consumptive production - although constltutmg a

direct unity of production and consumption - di飾ers essentially

from production proper. The direct unity in which production

COincides with consumption and consumption with production

does not interfere wit互their direct duality.

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

goes on between the two. Production furthers consumption

by creating material for the latter which otherwise would lack its

Object. But consumptlOn m ltS tum furthers production, by

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

quently not used up, nOt COnSumed, is only a potential railroad
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(or js a railway on which no one traveIs) and not a real one.

Wjthout production’nO COnSumption; but, On the other hand,

without consumption・ nO PrOduction; Since production would

then be without a purpose. consumption produces produc。on

jI教tWO Ways. In the first place’in that the product first becomes

a rea] product in consumption; e.g. a garment becomes a real

garment Only through the act of being worn; a dweI重ing which is

not inhabited js really no dwe萱重ing; COnSequent]y, a PrOduct, a§

djstingujshed from a mere natural o勘proves to be such,

first 4e鋤a a product, jn consumption. consumption gives the

PrOduct the finishjng touch by annihilating it) Since the result

Of production is a product叫t as the material cmbodiment of

aclivity but only as an object f証he active subject.

In the second p]ace, COnSumption produces production by

崇‾e租亡王n貨章he ne船。。諒,徽章嶋(.、. _○○臆1 .  .

’u…甲‘ ’Y叫’皿Pe皿g cause which constitutes the prerequisite

Of production. consumption furnishes the impulse fu pro+

duction as well as its objec埴ch plays in production the patt

証ts guiding aim. It is c]ear that whi重e production fumishes

the material objec亡of consumption・ COnSumption provides the

idea華ct ofproduction’aS its image’its want, its jmpulse and

its purpose・ It furnishes the otyects ofprod岬ion in a fin that

唖]I subjective- No needs’nO PrOduction. But consumprfun `

質草mduces the need.

h its turn, PrOduction:

工・ Furnishes consumption with its mate坤ts object. Cbn_

Sump。on without an object is no consumption, hence from thjs

函of view production creates and produces consumption.

2・ But jt js not only the object that production provides for

ぐOnsllmption. It gives consumption its definite outline言ts

恒ctcr言ts finish. Just as consumption gives the product its

唖ng touch as a product, PrOduction puts the finishing touch

On c。]1Sumptjon. For the object is not simp】y an object in

generaI’but a definite o勘which js consumed in a certain

(h亜e manner prescribed in its tum by productin Hunger is

書誌豊畿認諾霊器へ
that devours raw meat with the aid ofhands) nails and teeth. Not
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軸ng the necessfty for new production, i.e・ by providing the ltry:

jde串nward’impeIling cause which cnncht,,.a。 +」_〈__ _臆臆.臆.,



Only the object ofconsumption, but also the manner ofconsump-

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 a want. When consumption emerges

from its first stage of natural crudeness and directness - and its

COntinuatioIl in that state would in itself be the result ofa pro-

duction still remaining in a state of natural crudeness - it is

itself膏s a desire, mediated by its object. The want for it which

consumption experiences is created by its perception ofthe pro-

duct. The object ofart, 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

Obiect.

Production thus produces consumption: first, by fumishing

the latter with material; SeCOndly, by determining the manner of

COnSumPtion; thirdly, by creating in consumers a want for its

PrOducts as objects ofconsumption. It thus produces the object,

the manner and the desire for consumption. In the same

manner, COnSumPtion creates the dyoJition of the producer by

Setdng him up as an aim and by stimulating wants. The identity

Of consumption and production thus appears to be a threefold

I. 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

を　　productive consumption. All inquiries into the fbrmer deal with

「 -　PrOductive and unproductive labour; those into the latter treat

Of productive and unproductive consumption.

2・ Each appears as the means ofthe other and as being brought

about by the other, Which is expressed as their mutual inter〇

五ependence; a∴relation by virtue of which they appear as

mutually connected and indispensable, yet remaining extemal to
¥　each other. Production creates the material as the extemal object

Of consumption; COnSumPtion creates the want as the inward

Object, the purpose of production. Without production, nO

36

COnSumptlOn ; without consumption, nO PrOduction ; thi§ maxim

figures jn political econony in many forms.

3. Production is not only directly consumption and consump-

tion directly production; nor is productjon merely a means of

COnSumPtion and consumption the purpose of production. In

Other words, nOt only does each furnish the other with its object:

PrOduction’the material object of consumption; COnSumption,

the imagined object of production. on the contrary, either one

is not merely directly the other, nOr Only a means ofmediating

the other’but, Whi]e it comp]etes itsel缶cates the other and

itse]fas the other. consumption completes the act ofproduction

by giving the finishing touch to the product as such’by dissoIving

the ]atter, by breaking up its independent material form; dy

bringjng to a state of readiness, through the necessity of repeti-

tion, the disposition to produce developed in the first act of

PrOduction; that is to say’COnsumptjon is not only the con。ud_

lng act through which the product becomes a product, but also

the one through which the producer becomes a producer. on the

Other hand’PrOduction produces consumption, by determining

the manner ofconsumption, and, further, by creating the incen_

tive for consumption’the very abihity to consume in the form of

need. This ]atter identit” mentjoned under point 3’js much

discussed in poIitical economy in connection with the treatment

Of the relations of demand and supply’Of objou and needs, Of

na亡uraI needs and those created by society

Hence’nOthing is easier fu a HegeIian than to treat prod肌

tion and consumption as jdentica]. And this has been done not

Only by socia`ist writers of fictiotry but even by economists,¥

誌藍豊霧諸富霊豊島蒜
Its consumption. storch pointed out say,s error by caIling atten

tjon to the fact that a nation does not entirely consume its pro-

duct血aIso creates means ofproduction蘭capitaI, etC丑

鵠蒜霊詩語詳記蕊豊
Sumption appear as diferent aspects of one act. The important ,

霊岩盤禁書悪霊露語
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se叩ate individuals’they appear at any rate as aspects of o

process in which production forms the actual starting

and is,血erefore, the predominating factor. Cousumption) as

mtural neces§ity’as a Want) COnSti請es an internal factor o

productive activity, but the latter is the starting point of realiza-

tion and, therefore, its predomimting factor, the act in which

血e en血e process recapitulates itself The individual produces

a certain ardcle and tums it again into himself by cousuming

it; but he returns as a productive and a selfLreproducing indi-

vidual. Consumption thus appears∴aS a factor of produo-

tion.

In society, however, the relation of the producer to his pro-

duct, aS SOOn aS it is completed’is an outward one’and the

return ofthe product to the individual depends on his relatious

to other individuals. He does not take immediate possession ofit.

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 §hare 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.用・Od初海綿a船d Di∫か細かion

In reading the common treatises on economics one cannot help

being struck by the皐ct that everything is treated there twice:

e.g. under distribution there figure rentl WageS’interest and pro-

fit; While under production we find land, labour and capital as

agents ofproduction. As regards capitall 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 §uCh also in production,

since they are forms in which capital increases and grows’and are

cousequendy factors of its own production. Interest and profit’

種s forms ofdistribution, imply the existen∞ Ofcapital as an agent

of production. They are forms of distribution which have for

血eir prerequisite capitall aS an agent Of production. They are

also forms of reproduction of capital.
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Likewise’Wages are wage心bour when cousidend under

another hcad;血e definite character which labour has in o耽

CaSe aS an agent ofproduction appears in the ot血as a fom of

distribution. Iflabour were not fixed as wage心bour証mamer

Of par。cipation in distribution would not appear as wages’as is

the case for example under slavery. Finally rent - tO take at once

亡he most developed form of distribution - by means of whieh

Ianded property receives its share of the products) implies the

existence of extensive landed property (properly speaking, agri-

Culture on a large scale) as an agent of production, and not

Simply ]and’ay mOre than wages simply imply labour. The

relations and methods of distribution appcar’therefore, merely

as the reverse sides of the agents of production. An individual

Who participates in production as a wagedabourer receives his

Share of the products, i.e. of the results of production, in the

form of wages. The subdivisions and organization of distribu-

tion are determined by血e subdivisions and organization of

PrOduction. Distribution is itself a product of production, nct
Only in so fu as the material goods are concemed’Sinee only the

results of production can be distributed; but also as regards its

form, Since the definite manner of participation in productio職

determines the partieular form of distribution, the fom皿der

Which participation in distribution takes place. It is quite an

illusion to place land under produc。on) rent under distribution’

Economists, like Ricardo’Who are acc鵬d above au ofhaving

Paid ex。usive attention to production, defro distribu。on’there-

furq as the exclusive subject of political economy車cause they

instinctively regard the forms ofdistribution as the clearest forus

in which the agents of production find expressIOn ln a glven

SOCiety・

To the single individual distribution naturally appears as a

]aw established by sceiety determi血g his position in血e sphere

Of production, within which he produces, and thus antedating

PrOduction. At the outset the individual has no capital’nO landed

Property. From his birth he is assigned to wagdabour by the
SOCial process of distribution. But血is very condition of being

aSSigned to wage-labour is the result of the existence of capiul

and landed property as independent agents ofproduction. //
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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 tums 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 finilies 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

d istr ibution.

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 fdetor of production. Ricardo, Who was concemed

with the analysis of production as it is organized in modem

society and who was the economist of production par鮒e偽m’

for that very reason declares ”Ot PrOduction but distribution to

be the proper subject of modem economics. We have here

another evidence of the insipidity of the economists who treat

production as an etemal truth, and banish history to the domain

of distribution.

4o

What relation to production this distribution, Which has a

determining influence on production itsel鼻a sumes, is plainly

a question which falls within the province ofproduction. Should

it be maintained that, at least to the extent that production

depends on a certain distribution of the instruments of produ。

tion, distribution in that sense precedes production and con_

Stitutes its prerequisite’it may be rep]ied that production has in

融its prerequlSlte COnditions, Which form factors of it. These

may appear at first to have a natural, SPOntaneous origin. By the

Very PrOCeSS Of production they are changed from natural to

historical, and if they appear during one period as a natural

Prerequisite of production, they formed at other periods its

historical result. Within the sphere of production itself they

undergo a constant change. For example) the application of

machinery produces a change jn the distribution of the inst珊_

ments of production as well as in that of products, and modern

Iand ownership on a large scale is as much the result ofmodern

trade and modern industry as that ofthe application ofthe latter

All these questions resolve themselves in the last instance to

this ‥ How do general historical conditions aifect production and

What part does it play at all in the course ofhistory? It is evident

that this question can be taken up only in connection with the

discussion and analysis of production.

Yet in the trivial form in which these questions are raised

abo‘′e’they can be answered just as briefly. In the case of all

COnquests three ways lie open. The conquering peopIe may

impose its own methods of production upon the conquered

(e掴e English in Ireland in the nineteenth century, Partly also

iI宣India); Or it may allow everything to remain as it was, COn一

語謹書盤1蒜難詰盤
in something new, a Synthesis (which partly resulted from the

Germanic conquests). In all these conquests the method of

Production’be it that of the conquerors, the conquered, Or the

One resulting from a combination of both, determines the nature

Of the new distribution which comes into play. AIthough the

Iatter appears now as the prerequlSlte condition of the new

/ノ
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period of p章oduction, it is in itself but a produst of production,

not only of production belonging to hi§tOry in general? but of

production relating to a definite historical period. The MongoIs
with their devastatious in Russia) for exanple, aCted in accord-

ance with their sy§tem Of production) for which su航cient

prstures on large uninhabited stretches of country are the main

prerequisite. The Germanic barbarians, for whom agriculture
caried on with the aid of ser鳥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

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

must be something to plunder) i.e. there must be production.

And even the me血od of plunder is determined by the method

of production. A stock-jobbing nation, for example, CamOt be

robbed in the same mamer as a nation ofshepherds.

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

labour, Or (as in South America, etC.) a system of production

must be introduced adapted to sIavery.

Laws may perpetuate an instrument of production, e・g. land’

in certain families. These laws only assume an economic impor-

認諾豊露盤窪ま豊等器
England. In France agriculture had been carried on on a small

scale in spite of the large estates) and the latter were) thereforeタ

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

e航請Oflegislation on the maintenance of a system of distribution

and its resultant influence on production must be made parti-

Cularly clear.

′. E妬ha懲e md C巌のh巌肋

Circulation is but a certain aspeet of exchange’Or it may be

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

intermediary fhotor between production and its dependant’dis-

tribution, On the one hand’and consumption on the other, and

Since the latter appears only as a constituent of production’

eachange is manifestly also a constituent part of production.

工l血e first place’it is clear that the exchange ofactivities and

abilities which takes place in the sphere of production fa鵬

directly within the latter and constitutes one of its essential

elements. In the second place, the same is true ofthe exchange

。f products’in so far as it is a means of completing a certain

PrOduct designed for immediate consumption. To that extent

exchange constitutes an act included in production. Thirdly,

the so-Called exchange between dealers and dealers is by virtue

Of its organization determined by production, and is itself a

SPeCies of productive activity. Exchange appears to be inde-

Pendent of and indiferent to production only in the last stage.

‘一「hell PrOducts are exchanged directly for consumption. But

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

labour’Whether natunl or as a result of historical development;

SeCOndly・ Private exchange implies the existence of private

PrOduction; thirdly, the intensity of exchange, aS Well as its

eXtent and character・ are determined by the degree of develop-

mC11t and organization of production, aS for example exchange

bet“ een city and countr” eXChange in the count扉n the city,

etC. Exchange thus appears in all its aspects to be directly

畠uded in or determined by production.

The result ve arrive at is not that production, distribution,

CXChange and consumption are identical, but that they are all

mernbers ofone entity, di蹄rent aspects ofone unit. Production

Predominates not only over production itself in the opposite

Sense of that term, but over the other elements as well. With

])roduction the process constantly starts over again That ex-
Change and cousumption cannot be the predominating elements

js selfLevident. The same is true of distribution in the narrow

Sense ofdistribution ofproducts; aS for distribution in the sense
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Of distribution ofthe agents of production’it is itself but a fhotor

Ofproduction. A definite form of production thus determines the

forms ofconsumption) distribution) exChange and疎o海m初男al

rch寂m∫ ;e妙ee”栃u∫e t’ariou∫ ekme触・ Of course, PrOduction ;n

宛one-脇妨rm is in its tum influenced by other elements, i.e.

with the expansion ofthe market, i.e. ofthe sphere ofexchange,

PrOduction grows in volume and is subdivided to a greater

With a change in distribution’PrOduction undcrgoes a change;

as for example in the case ofconcentration ofcapital, Ofa change

in the distribution of population in city and country, etC. Finally

the demands ofconsumption 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 glVen 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

diferent 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 author of the entire productive activity of

SOCiety. Yet on cIoser consideration it proves to be wrong.

Population is an abstraction’if we leave out for example the

Classes of which it consists. These classes, agaln, 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 tum’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 ofthe whole) and by

CIoser analysis we will gradually arrive at simpler ideas; thus we

Shall proceed from the imaginary concrete to less and less com_

Plex abstractions, until we arrive at the simp]est determinations.
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.1C…。n[S. 1n our thought it therefore appears as a process of

Synthesis, aS a result’and not as a starting point, aIthough it is

thc lea重startjng point and, thereforerdso the starting point of

Observation and conception. By the former method the complete

COnception passes into an abstract definition; by the latter the

abstract definitions Iead to the reproduction of the concrete

SubJeCt in the course of reasonin鴫e朝into the error,

therefbe, Of considering the reaI as the resuIt ofse恥ordinaト

Ing’Se輔sorbed and spontaneousIy operating thought, While

thc method of advancing from the abstract to血e concrete js

but the way ofthinking by which the concrete js grasped and js

rePIOduced in our mind as concrete. It is by no means’however,

the process which itseIf generates the concrete. The simp`est

eCOnomic categoryysay, exchange vaIue, imp]ies the existence

Of popu】ation, POPu]ation that is engagcd in production under

Certaln condjtions; it also impIjes the existence of certain types

Offumdy, Clan or state, etC・ It can have no other existence except

aS dn abstract one-Sided re]ation of an already given concrete

a㍊器霧島ever, eXChange value賞。ads 。n an,。diI血

eXistence. Thus the conscjousness for whieh comprehending

thollght js what js most rea] in man, for which the wo。d js only
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This once attained, We might start on our retun journey un亡il

We finally came back to population’but this time not as a chaotic

nOtion of an integraI whoIe, but as a rich aggregate of many

determinations and re]ations. The former method is the one

W hich poIiticaI economy had adopted in the past as its inception.

Thc economists of the seventeenth century証example, aIways

叢露語欝叢謹
SuCh as divis王on ofIabour’mOney, Va重ue, etC. As soon as these

SeParate eIements had been more or Iess estabIished by abstract

reaSOning, there arose the systems of poIiticaI economy which

Start fi.om simple conceptions such as Iabour’division oflabour,

demand, exChange value, and concIude with s亡ate) internationaI

eXChange and world market. The latter is manifestly the scienti_　軍

制y correct method. The concrete is concre亡e because it is a　-/

COmbination of many determinations言・e. a unjty of diverse

eIements. In our thn一一Oトt ;‥」_f_
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real when comprehended (and p鮒asophical consciousness i§ Of

this nature), mistakes the movement of categories for血e rcal act

of production (which unfortunately r∞eives only its impetus

from outside), Whose result is the world; that is true - here we

have, however) again a tautology - in so fir as the concrete

aggregate, aS a thought aggregate, the concrete subject of our

thought, is in fdet a product ofthought, Of comprehension; nOt’

however, in the sense of a product of a selfLemanating conccp-

tion which works outside of and §tands above observadon and

imagination’but of a concept同l 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 di節ers

from the one∴emPIoyed 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 Iong as the head contemplates it only speculatively)

theoretically. So that in血e empIoyment 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 Phih叫砂qfR勧t Hegel rightly

§tartS Out With possession) aS the simplest legal relation of

individuals. But there is no such thing as possession before the

finily or the relations oflord and serf; which relations are a great

deal more concrete, have come into existence. On the other hand?

one would be right intsaying that there are families and clans

which only po∫∫e5S, but do not o彫,研hings. The simpler category

thus appears as a relation ofsimple 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 sprlngS IS

always implied. One can lmaglne an isolated savage ln POSSeSSion l

of things・ But in血at case possession is no legal relation. It in

not true that the family came as the result of the historied

evolution of possession. On the contrary) the latter always^

implics血e existence of this `more concrete category of law)
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甑this much may be sai串ha the sinple・categories are the

expression of relations in which the less developed concree

Cntity may have been realized without entering into the mari鮒

relations and bearings whieh are mentally expressed in the

COnCrete CategOry; but when the concrete entity attains紬ler

deveIopment it will retain the same category as a subordinate

Money may exist and actually had existed in history befro

CaPital or banks or wage-labour came into existen∞. Wi血that

in mind, it may be said that the more simple category can serve

aS an eXPresSion of the predominant relations of an undeveloped

Whole or ofthe 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」b this extent, the course of abstract rea§Oning, Whieh

aSCends from the most simple to the complex) COrreSPOnds to the

actual process of history.

On the other hand’it may be said that there are highly deve-

loped but historically less mature forms of society in which the

highest economic forms are to be found, SuCh as cooperation’
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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 concemed; it

never came to dominate the entire system of labour. Thu§,

although the simple category may have existed historically

before the more concrete one, it can attain its complete intemal

and extemal 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 lS aS muCh a modem

category as the conditions which have given rise to this simple

abstraction. The monetary system, for example, de丘nes wealth

quite objectively, aS a thing extemal 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 Ofproduction par蹄e肪n′e. 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 agricu獲tural,

Or One aS muCh as the other. AIong with the universal character

Of wealth-Creating activity we now have the universal character

Ofthe object defined as wealth, Viz. product in general, Or labour

in general, but as past, Objecti丘ed labour. How d脆cult and how

great was the transition is evident from the way Adam Smith

himselffalls back from time to time into the physiocratic system.

Now it might se?m aS though this amounted simply to finding

an abstract expression for the simplest relation into which men
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have ha mutually entering as producers from 。mes of yore,

no matter under what form of society. In one seuse this is true.

In another it is not.

The indiiference as to the particular kind oflabour implies血e

existence of a highly developed aggregate of diferent species of

COnCrete labour’nOne of which is any longer the predominant

One. So 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

aIl・ Then it cannot be thought of any longer in one partinlar

form. On the other hand’this abstraction of labour is only the

result of a concrete aggregate of di臓rent kinds of Iabour. The

ind晩rence to the particular kind of labour corresponds to a

form of society in which individuals pass with ease from one

kind ofwork to another, Which makes it immaterial to them what

Particular kind of work may fan to their share. Labour has

become here’nOt Only categorially but rea-1y’a meanS Ofcreating

‘‘'ealth in general and has no Ionger coalesced with the individual

in one particular manner. This state of a励irs has found its

highest development in the most modern of bourgeois societies’

the United States. It is only here that the abstraction of the

Category `labour,’`labour in general’’labour ∫a郷4hraJC,血e

Starting point of modem political economy, becomes realized in//

PraCtice. Thus the simpIest abstraction which modern political

eCOnOmy sets up as its starting polnt’and which expresses a

relation dating back to antiquity and prevalent under all forms

Of society’aPPearS truly realized in this abstraction only as a

Category of the most modem society. It might be said that what

aPPears in the United States as a historical product - Viz. the

indiference as to the particular kind oflabour - apPearS amOng

the Russians証example’aS a SPOntaneously natunl disposition.

B両t makes all the diiference in the world whether barbariaus

have a natural predisposi。on which makes them applicable a]ike

tO everything’Or Whether civilized people apply themselves to

eVerything. And, besides’this indi銃rence of the Russians as to

the kind ofwork they do corresponds to their traditionaI practice

Of remaining in the rut of a quite definite occupation un。l they

are thrown out of it by extemal influences.
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This exampIc 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餌Iy applicable only to and under those conditions.

Bourgeois society is the most highly developed and most

highly di紐rentiated historical organization of production. The

categories which serve as the expression of its conditions and the

comprehension of its oun organization enable it at the same time

to gain an insight into the organization and the relationships of

production which have prevailed under a11 the past forms of

society) On the ruius and constituent elements of which it has

arisen’and of which it still drags along some unsumounted

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 fumishes 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 di飾erences and see the bourgeois form in

all forms of society. One can understand the nature of tribute,

tithes, etC., after one has leamed 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

belon直lg tO carher forms of society are froquently to be found

in it’血ough in a crippled state or as a travesty of their former

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

therefore, that the categories of bourgeois economy contain what

is true of all o血er forms of society, the statement is to be taken

鋤m g,.a綿O Ja旋They may contain these in a developed or

crippled or caricatured form) but always essentially diiferent.

The so-alled historical development amounts in the last analysis

to this’that the last form considers its predecessors as stages

lcading up to itself and always per∞ives them from a single

point of view) Since it is very seldom and only under certain

conditions that it is capable of selfLcriticism; Of course) We do
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not speak here of such historical periods as appcar to their own

contemporaries to be periods of decay. The Christian reli由on

became capable of assisting us to an objecdve view of past

mythoIogies as soon as it was ready for selfLcriticism to a cercain

extent,砂mmei, SO tO SPcak. In the same way bourgeois political

economy first came to understand the fendal, the ancient and

the oriental sooieties as soon as the selfLcriticism of bourgeois

society had commenced. In as far as bourgeois political economy

has not gone into the mythology of identifying the bourgeois

system pureIy with the past, its criticism of the fchdal 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, a§ in the ca§e Of every

historical and social science, it must be bome in mind that, aS in

reality so in our mind, the subject, in this case modem bourgeois

SOCiety, is given, and that the categories are therefore only foms

Of being, manifestations of existence, and frequently only one-

Sided aspects of this subject, this definite society; and tha書,

expressly for that reason) the origin of political economy 4S 4

読eme does not by any means date from the time to which it is

ref料red to “∫ Sg”h・ 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, nO血ing seems more natural than to start with

rent, With landed property, Since it is bound up with land, the

SOurCe Ofall production and all existence, and with the first form

Of production in all more or less settled communities亘z. agri-

Culture. But nothing would be more erroneous. Under au foms

() f society there is a certain industry which predominates over all

the rest and whose condition therefore determines the rank and

influence of all the rest.

It is the universa=ight with which all the other coIours are

t主nged 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 poin` from which real dewhop-
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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葛the settled state constlt血ng a great advance -

where agriculture is the predominant industry) SuCh as in ancient

and findal 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筋調res 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 fom 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 ofindustry and is completely

dominated by capital. The same is true ofrent. In all 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-do正nating economic power of bourgeois

society. It must form the starting point as we11 as the end and be

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 ofhistory. Their order ofsequence is rather

determined by the relation which they bear to one another in

modem 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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di鯖erent forms ofsociety. Still less are we interested in the order

oftheir succession `in the idea’(凡ou勃on), Which is but a hazy

conception of the course of history. We are interested in their

organic connection within modem 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 fhot that the same category

Plays diiferent parts at di飾erent stages of society’We may

mention the following: One Of the latest forms of bourgeois

SOClety, VIZ. JOlnt StOCk companies’aPPear also at its begiming

in the form of the great chartered monopolistic trading com-

Panies.

The concept of national weaIth 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-

eenth 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 oftreatment must manif料ly be as follows証st, the

general abstract definitions which are more or less app脆ble to

all forms of society’but in the sense indicated above. Secondly’

the categories which go to make up the inner organiza。on of

bourgeois society and constitute the foundations of the principal

。asses‥ CaPital, Wage-labour) landed property; their mutual

reIations; City and country; the three great social classes, the

eXChange between them; Circulation, Credit (private). Thirdly,

the organization of bourgeois society in the form of血e state,

COnsidered in relation to itself; the ・ unproductive , classes ; taXeS ;

Public debts; Public credit; POPulation; COIonies; emigration.
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Fourthly’血e international organizadon of producdon; inter-

mdonal division of lahour ; intemation種l exchange ; import and

export; rate Of exchange. Fifthly) the world market and crises.

4書誌藍書誌嵩露語露語悪霊
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 :

I.脇r 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

血an within bourgeois society. The connection between produc-

tive force and commercial relationships is made especially plain

in血e case of the army.

2. The relation between the previous idealistic methods of

wridng history and the realistic method ; namely, the so-Called

history ofcivilization, Which is all a history of religion and states.

In血is connection something may be said of the di飾erent

n]r融ods hitherto empIoyed in writing history. The so-Called

objective method. The subjective (the moral and others). The

Philosophical.

3. Se′Ondaり′ md材’iaり′・ Conditions of production which

have been taken over or transplanted ; in general, those that are

not priginal. Here the e飾ect of international relations must be

introduced.

4. Objections to the materialistic character of this view. Its

reladon to mturalistic materialism.

5. The dialectic of the conception of productive force (meaus

of production) and relation of production, a dialectic whose

limits are to be determined and which does not do away with the

concrete di鯖もrence.

6. The unequal relation between the development of material

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 abstracdon-

In the case of art, etC., it is not so important and di臆cult to

understand this disproportion as in that of practical social relar

rions, e.g. the relation between educadon in the United States

and Europe. The rcally d瓶oult point, however,血at is to be

tうiscussed here is that ofthe unequal development ofreladous of

production as legal relations. As) for example? the connection

bctween Roman civi=aw (this is less true ofcriminal and public

航v) and modern production.

7. This conception of development appcars to imply necessity.

On the other handJustification of accident. How. (Freedom and

other points.) (The e飾ect of means of communication.) World

航story has not always existed; history as world history is a

香でSult.

8. The starting point is to be found in certain facts ofnature

embodied subjectively and objectively in clans, raCes, etC.

It is well known that certain periods of the highest develop-

ment ofart stand in no direct connection to the general develo叶

mcnt ofsociety, Or tO the material basis and skeleton struct町e Of

its organization. Witness the example of the Greeks as compared

with the modem nations) Or eVen Shakespeare. As regards cer-

tain forms ofart) e.g. the epos) it is admitted that they can never

be produced in the universal epoch-making form as soon as art

鉦SuCh has come into existence; in other words,血at in the

心main ofart certain important forms ofit are possible only at a

lew stage of its development. If that be true of the mutual

軸tions of di節erent forms ofart within the domain of art itse14

it is far less surprising that the same is true ofthe relation ofart

部ゝ a Whole to the general development of society. The di鯖culty

]ics on賞y in the general formulation of these contradictions. No

用Oner are they specified than they are explained.

Let us take for instance the relation of Greek art, and that of

Shakespeare’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血e view ofmture

and of social relations which shaped Greek imagivadon and

Greek art possible in the age of automatic machinery and rail-

Ways and locomotives and electric telegraphs? Where d{購
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Vulcan come in as against Roberts & Co. "upiter, aS against the
lightning conductor主nd Hermes, aS against the Cr勃Mo脇eγ !

AIl mythoIogy 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 ofsociety are wrought up

in popular fancy in an unconsciously artistic fashion. That is its

material. Not’however, any mythoIogy taken at random, nOr

any accidental unconsciously artistic elaboration of nature

(including under the latter all objects, hence also society).

Egyptian mythoIogy could never be the soil or womb which

would give birth to Greek art. But in any event there had to be a

mythoIogy. In no event could Greek art originate in a society

which excludes any mythoIogical explanation of nature’any

mythological attitude towards it’Or Which requires of the artist

an imagination free from mythoIogy.

Looking at it from another side‥ is Achilles possible side by

side with powder and lead? Or is the脇d at all compatible with
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the appearance of the printer,s bar) and do not) therefore, the

Prerequisites of epic poetry disappear?

But the d紐culty is not in grasping the idea that Greek art and

epos are bound up with certain forms of social development. It

lies rather in understapding 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 ofthe child, and must

he not strive to reproduce its truth on a higher plane "s not the

character of every epoch revived) Perfectly true to nature) in the

child’s nature? Why should the childhood of human society,

where it had obtained its most beautiful development, nOt eXert

an etemal charm as an age that will never retum? There are

ill-bred children and precocious children. Many of the ancient

nations belong to the latter class. The Greeks were norm狂
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Children. The charm their art has for us does not conflict with the

Primitive character ofthe social order from which it had sprung.

It is rather the product ofthe latter’and is due rather to the fact

that the immature social conditions under which the art arose

and under which alone it could appear can never retum.
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2　Critique of Bastiat and Carey

取o皿Gr勧誘料e, pp. 843-53
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Just as the history ofmodem political economy began at the end

Of the seventeenth century with Petty and Boisgui11ebert, SO it

ends with Ricardo and Sismondi, tWO OPPOSite poles, Of whom

One SPOke English and the other French. Later, POlitical econo-

mic literature lost its way either in edectic, SynCretic compen-

diums, like the work ofJ. S. Mill for example, Or in the more

detailed elaboration of individual branches, SuCh a§ Tooke’s

H湾海r男置}ices, and, in general, reCent English publications on

Circulation - the only branch in which really new discoveries

have been made. As for publications on coIonization, landed

PrOPerty (in its various forms), POPulation, etC., they can really

Only be distinguished from older works by their greater volume

ofmaterial; 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 fiee trade and protection; Or,

finally’they lend tendentious exaggeration to the ideas ofclassical

economists, as Chalmers does in relation to Malthus, and Gulich

to Sismondi, and to a certain extent MacCulloch and Senior

in their earlier writing§ 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 approprla-
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tion ofthe materiaI, Ofpopuhrization, Summarizing and working

out of details. This literature shows no crucial, deeisive phase§

of development, and embodies a mere inventory on one side)

亀nd excessive detail on the other.

It appcars that only the work of the American Carey and the

Frenchman Bastiat form an exception to this, the latter admit-

ting that he is dependent on the fomer. Bo血of them have

understood that the opponent§ Of political economy - SOCialism

and communism - find their theoretical basis in血e work of

dassical economies’esPeCially in RIcardo, Who must be con-

Sidered as its most perfect and final expression. Both ofthem find

it therefore necessary to attack the theoretical expression that

bourgeois society has attained historically in modem economies

by presenting it as a misunderstanding, and to demonstrate the

harmony of the conditions of production which the chssical

CCOnOmists had na王vely described as antagonistic. Despite血e

Very diiferent and even contradictory national background fron

Which they write) the aspirations to which they are led are none

the less the same" Carey is the only ori鏡nal North American

economist. He belongs to a country in which bourgeois society

has not developed from a background offndalism, but began of

its own accord ; a COuntry Where this society was not the surviving

l.eSult of centuries of development) but the starting point of a

new movement; Where the state, unlike all other natioml

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 unlmown dimem

Sions and freedom of movement, and has far exceeded previous

e節orts to overcome the forces of nature’and where the con調-

dictions ofbourgeois society themselve§ aPPear¥Only as transitny

Phenomena. It is not surprising that the production relationshipe

in which this immense new world has developed so suprisingly

quickly and fomnately are considered by Carey as the nomal’

eternal conditions of social production and distribution’COm

trary to what has taken place in Europe, espeCially in En如nd -

Which for Carey is the real Europe - Where the produc。on
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relatiouships have been hindered and disturbed by the inherited

Obstacles of血e f玩dal period. What more natural from his point

of view, than血at these relationships should have been cari-

catured and falsified by the English economists, Who have

COnfused the fortuitous distortious of these relationships with

their inherent character?

Carey’s criticism of the English theory of landed property,

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 SOClety

be the true and untroubled expression ofa reality that they have

never known? The disturbing e価ect on the natural reladonships

Ofbourgeois society amount, for Carey, in the la§t instance only to

the influence of the state in its encroachments and interventions.

It is a law ofnature, for example, that wages should increase with

血e 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.∴血er dis-

OOunting the influence ofthe state, Will in fact always confirm the

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 ; thus in

England, for example, they are not at all the result offeudalism,

but ra血er of its dissolution and defeats, and in North America

itself the power of the ‘central govemment increases with the

∞ntralization 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 e鉦ct! 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-

6o

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.

(J3astiat is right, in as much as in France, because of its peculiar

sociaI 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 (a§ 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

thc beginnings of this disharmony in the United States. Where

does this strange phenomenon come from? Carey explains it by

the destructive influence ofEngland, Whose aim is an industrial

monopoly in the world market.

Originally’English conditions were perturbed intemally by

the false theories of their economists. But now’extemally,

England’aS the dominant power in the world market’disturbs

the harmony of economic conditions in all the countries of the

‘‘′Orld. This disharmony lS a real thing) and does not merely arise

from the subjective ideas of economists. What Russia is politic-

a11y for Urquhart’# England is economically for Carey. According

to Carey) the harmony of economic conditions is based on the

hamonious cooperation of town and country) industry and agri-

Culture. This fundamental harmony) Which England has dis-

SOIved in her own land・ is ruined as a result ofher competition in

Ⅵ’orld markets and is the destructive element in general harmony.

The 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

霊霊蕊請書豊豊y was branded as the onIy
Carey again describes here the particular national develop-

ment of the United States, in opposition to and in competition

両h England. He does this in a na王ve way) Since he suggests that

* [A frontically anti-Russjan politicjan.]
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血e United States should destroy血e indusu融ism promoted,

England, at the sa皿e time as developing it in the United S

by means of tariff barriers. Apart from this mivety, the harm。

of bourgeois condidons of production end§ for Carey with t

most complete disharmony of these conditiom when th

appear on the greatest possible scale - in the world market - a

in their most advanced development - in the relationships

P重Oducing nations. All relationships which seem harmonio

to him when oocurring within defined national frontiers or

their abstract form of the general relationships of bourge《

SOCiety - the concentration of capital, division of labour, th

wage-eaming class’etC.一aPPear tO him discordant when th

occur in their most developed form - the world market 」i

tion of the world market and that created the ruinous e節ect§

血is mastery. It is harmonious when, in any country, Patriarc

production makes way for industrial productionl and the process

dissolution血at accompanies this development is only considere

in its positive aspect. But it is disharmonious when Britis

hcavy industry dissolves the patriarchal or petit-bourged

or any other backward forms of production of other nations

Carey sees only the positive side in the concentration of capi

within a country and its dissoIving influence. But the monopol

exercised by concentrated British capital, and its dissolving e飾ec

On the smaller national /caPitals of o血er countries is dishar

monious. What Carey has not understood is that the disharm

hies of the world market are only the ultimate and faith

reflection of disharmonies which have become fixed as

relations in economic categories or which exist locally on

reduced scale.

No wonder Carey forgets the positive aspect of this process o

dissolution as it has developed fully in the world market, Wherea

he sees o血y the positive aspect of economic categories in thei

abstract form, Or in the real conditions within countries whenc

these categories are drawn. This explains why his original

op血nism changes into an exacerbated and resenrful pessimis

when he comes up against economic conditions as血ey reall

are, in their universal rea址y. This contradiction is the key to th
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origi11ality of hi§ WOrk) and a瓜ords it a certain significance. He is

叩ically American both in his discovery of harmony wit龍n

tourgeois society? and when he finds disharmony in those same

…一ditions in the world market.

There is nothing of all this in Bastiat. For him, harmoniou§

cnditions start in the `back of beyond, that begins afier the

埴ach frontier has been passed - in England or America. It is

t桐油-　an lmaglnary, idealized form of Anglo-American

証tions’Of non-French relationships) nOt the real relationships

両he might see within the boundaries ofhis own country. This

時hy, for him, harmony does not present a real living concep-

高一一but rather the触and a飾ected product ofa thin’Strained

`冊l contradictory reflection; the only element of reality that is

「間l-d in him is when he calls upon the French state to open its

蝕一ま1Omic frontiers. Carey sees the contradictions of economic

…lditions as soon as English conditions appear in the world

]岨ket. Bastiat串r whom harmony arises only from his imagina-

tion, Only begins to see its realization where France comes to an

班d , and where the component parts of bourgeois society divided

蘭) nations are liberated from the supervision of the state and

fl・eel}- COmPete. This ultimate harmony - Which is the precon-

11ition ofa11 the other harmonies that he has imagined - is’how-

“er, nO mOre than a postulate, tO be realized by means offree

tl●種de legislation.

Thus Carey at leas〔 has the merit - aPart from the scientific

油ue of his work - that he expresses the important American

rdiationships in an abstract form and in opposition to those ofthe

ひld world; Whereas the only real basis to be found in Bastiat is

。le pettiness of French conditions, Which become transparent

唖}「Where wi血in his harmonies. However, his work is super一

鉦ous, fu the conditions of such an old country are sufficiently

l、冊Wn, and do not need to be described by such a negative

‘letour. carey is rich) SO tO SPeak) in bona-fide investigatious into

eeOl10mic science・ On Credit’reVenue, etC. Bastiat is only con-

Cer11ed with conciliatory paraphrases of researches that end in

a11tagonism : hypocritical selfrsatis書ねion. Carey’s universafty

i持that of the American. For him) France and China are equally

C且ose. He is always the man who lives on bo血the Atlantic and
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the Pacific Oceans. Bastiat’s universality consists in making arL

abstmction of every country Carey, a true Yankee, COllects a

quantity of material fi.om 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 ofits own; he uses the material

for his own purposes, aS lifeless records, indiiferent material

that he can work over to prove theses inspired by his Yankee

POint ofview. This is why he roams about everywhere, COllecting

masses of statistics quite uncritically, displaying his catalogue-

like erudition.

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

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 genera獲ization in France. Thus

Carey is shapeless and di卸se, While Bastiat is aifected and

formally logical. At best, Bastiat manages to formulate common-

Places, Paradoxically expressed and with a polished faやde. 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 fOntent Of this thesis. Apart from a few

Iocal 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 ofCarey is Ricardo, Or the modern English economists;

血e 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 ajbnc巌mde or to make his

son ajZ腸海綿nade.) Wages constitute a fixed form of remunera-

tion) and are thus a very perfected form of association’in the

original form ofwhich chance predominated, in so far as `all the

associates are subjected to all the hazards of the enterprise.’事

From the moment when capital shoulders the risk on its own

account, the remuneration of work is fixed under the name

妙徳e∫・ If labour takes the responsibility for both good and bad

COnSequenCeS’the remuneration of capital becomes detached’

and fixed under the name ;鵬re∫t・ However, if chance originally

Predominates in the condition of the worker, it is because

Stability is not yet adequately assured in the wage st則Cture. 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’. Uust as man began

With the need to become af棚減maire, SO he ends with the

Satisfhotion of drawing his pension.)

I. Let us admit that everything Bastiat says about the fixity

Ofwages is true. Ifwe 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 lavyer who had to argue

a case in fivour of the wage structure. But it is no use to the

economist) Who has to understand the peculiarity ofthis relation-

Ship in its entirety. To make a partial defihition ofa relationship

Or of an economic form, tO make a panegyric of it against the

OPPOSite definition - this is the pedestrian lawyerls and apoIo-

gist’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・home均v郷

be鳴neu詳It is in the same way, and perhaps with greater justi-

fication’that serfdom was defended. The opposite might be’

and indeed has been) maintained. Suppose wages equal non一

議[Thi§ and血e fonowing quotations are from Basdat,s text.]
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飯ity, i.e. advancement beyond a certain point. Who does

like going forward iustead of standing sti皿? What is wrong wi

a relationship that o節ers the prospec書S Of bourgeoIS PrOgreSS

砧だ毒殺m? Bastiat himself in other passages naturally consid

the wage structure as not being fixed. How else than throu

this non」ixity, through fluctuations of income, COuld the wor

POSSibly cease working and become a capitalist, aS Bastiat wou

like to do? So the wage structure is a good thing, because

implie§ a fixed income; it is a good thing, because it implies t

absence offixity; it is a good thing, because it is neither one t

nor the o血er, yet it is both at the same time. Which relationshi

i§ nOt gOOd, if considered from a single aspect which i§ judg

Pusitively and not negatively? A皿this sagacious blather) a11 t

apoIogia and philistine sophistry, reStS On abstractions of t

鵬nd.

After血ese preliminary remarks, We COme tO Bastiat’s

COnStruCtive ideas. (It might be said in passing that the tena

famer of the French countryside, the man in whom the mise

Of the wage-earner is united with the bad fortune of the pet

capitalist, might indeed count himself lucky if he were on a fixe

Wage. Proudhon’s Hめれみcr砂ひe Ct Ph海aphdyue is scarcel

On the same level as that of his opponent Bastiat. There follo

on the primitive form of association, in which all the associat

Share the risks, a higher stage of association, entered into volu】

tarily by both sides, in which血e remuneration of the worker i

fixed. We do not want to stress here the ingenuity that pr

SuPPOSeS the capitalist.at one pole and the worker at the other争

and then develops, by mutual agreement, the relationship

between capital and wage-labour.)

The form ofthe association in which the worker is expo§ed to

all the accidental chances of eaming a living - in which all pro-;

ducers are equally exposed to such risks - and which immediatel

precedes wages, in which the remuneration of labour achieves

fixfty and stability言ust as a thesis precedes its antithesis, isJ

a∞Ording to Bastiat, the state of society wherein hunting, fishi鴫

and cattle-rai§ing make up the dominant forms of productio職

and society. First of all the nomadic fishermen, huntsman on

COWherd - and血en the wageぺamer. Where and when did this
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historical transfomation occur from the hal轟savage sta章e to the

modem world? In the Charわaγら雛perhaps ! In rcal history,Wage-

labour appears when slavery and bondage disappcar - Or When

c。mmunal property falls into disuse, aS with oriental and Slav

peoples. In its developed’ePOCh置making form, that in whieh it

cmbraces the whole social essence of labour, it arises from血e

r11ins of the guild economy, the system of estates, natura=abour

and natural income, industry practised as a rural accesory, and

feudal small-SCale agriculture, etC. In all these rcal historical

phases of transition, Wage-labour di§SOIves and de§trOyS the

relationships in which labour was fixed as regards its revenue,

content, Place, quantity, etC. In fact, it became巌e "悠寂(m at

‘砂布匂′ qf毒bo〃r md r脇〃nm訪un. The direct trausition from

the African f証sh to Voltalre,s E擁硬,.絢Or from血e 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血e

transition of Bastiat’s fisherman to血e wage軍がner. (In all thi8

Series ofevolutions, mOreOVer, there is no sign of changes amSlng

from voluntary and mu調I agreement.) Of the same value as the

historical constmction built up by Bastiat - in which he deceives

himself into血inking 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綿

the abolition of all social contradictions.

Thus, historically, the non血ed character of wages is the

COntrary of Bastiat’s constnlCtion. But how was it that he arrived

at the construction of fixity as the definition of the wage §truC-

ture that compensates for everything else? And how did he

COme to want to show the wage structure historically in thi§

definition, aS the highest form of the remuneration of labour in

。ther forms of society and association?

When it is a que§tion ofthe given relationship between capital

唖d 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-ivis the capitalist. They point

Out that, COntrary to the capitalist, the worker benefrts from a

* [A contemporary French satirjcal joumaI.]
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∞rtain stability of income, Which is more or less i

of the great adventures of capital. In just the same way

Qpixote consoled Sancho Panza‥ Certainly he had to take

blows, but he had no need to be courageous. While theく

mists apply this idea to profit) aS OPPOSed to wages) I

makes ofit an inherent quality ofwages as opposed to the '

forms oflabour, PreSenting it as progress in relation to reml

don of labour in these earlier forms. Thus Mr Bastiat e】

designed to console the worker vis-ivis the capitalist

Ofthis platitude, tOrn from its context, the historical

from the relationship between capital and labour

Of this relationship. In the relations of wages

Wage-labour to capital, Say the economists, WageS have

advantage of stability. But Mr Bastiat says that

血e aspects of the wages-PrOfit relation, is the historical ba

血e coming into being not only ofwages (or, fixity is the att

Of wages in opposition not to profit, but to the earlier fol

remuneration of labour) but also of profit, that is, the

relationship. In this way a commonplace ref料ring to one {

Of the relationship between wages and profit becom

dously transformed into the historical cause of the whole

tionship. Bastiat proceeds in this way because he is const

PreOCCuPied with the thought of socialism, imagined by

everywhere to be the first form of association. This exa

Shows the importance assumed in Bastiat’s hands by

POlemical platitudes which in economic theory occupy o】

Secondary place.

To retum to the economists. What does this fixity of `

COnSist in? Are wages unalterably fixed? This would

COntradict the law of supply and demand, the basis of the

Of wages. No economist has denied that wages fluctuate

they rise and fall. Or are wages independent of crises自

machines) Which make wage-labour superfluous? Or o

divisions of labour, Which displace it? It would be hete]

to maintain this, and no one has done so. What is meant i

ap average wage level is attained in a defined cross-SeCti

Wage-labour, i.e. that, for the class as a whole, the minimum

§O Odious to Bastiat in fact exists, and a definite average (
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for the worker. Wherever wage-labour exists, it

this is what Bastiat considers its universally compen-

How could it occur to the socialists to raise their
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ty of labour o∞urS) SO that) for example) WageS COuld con-

1e eVen in cases where profit momentarily decreased or even

lPPeared. What can this mean, if not that
, aSSuming wage-

〕ur tO be the dominant form of labour and the foundation of

duction) the working class lives from its wages, and individual

)ur POSSeSSeS, On average, the fixity of being of the wa
ge-

1ing type? In other words, this is a tautoIogy. Whenever the

ninant relationship ofproduction consists ofcapital and wage-

)ur, there is continuity of wage-labour, in so fir as there is a

嵩
亡ing property! Moreover, that as capital develops, SOClety and

Cial production become in general more regular, mOre

ntinuous and more universal - While the income of those

rticipating in it becomes more fixed - than in a situation where

Pital and its production have not yet developed to this stage,

agam a tautOlogy, inherent in the concept ofcapital and ofthe

Oduction founded on it. In other words: Who would deny

at the universal existence of wage-labour presumes a higher

Velopment of productivity than in the stages preceding w
age-

ands, did they not presuppose the superior development of

しI productivity brought forth by wage-1abour? The latter is

井the precondition of their claim.

Ote : The first general form ofwage-labour was soldiers’pay,

rrlng aS national armies and bourgeois militia declined.

Of all the bourgeois themselves received the pay. Then

l place was taken by mercenaries who had ceased to be

S

(It is impossible to pursue this nonsense any further. We

efore drop Mr Bastiat.)
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徴istence, aPart from血e product.

The definition of the product as exchange value necessar叫yi

ent壷1s that the exchange value leads a separate existence, Severed i

from the product. This exchange value which is severed from the i

cormodity and yet is itself a commodity is - mOng. AIl the{

matter of indi飾erence, however diverse it may have appeared!

during the course of history. The development of society has言

involved the repcated elaboration of this symbol - and the 〈

7o

material that best expresses it - Which it has in turn ∞n血Iu坤y

rejected・ If a symbol is not to be an arbitrary one, it requines

that the material ofwhich it is made should fu脆1 certain condL

†ions. Thus the rymboIs for words have a history, form an

alphabet, etC.)

The exchange value of the product thus crcate§ mOney along」

side the product. It is impossible to abolish the implications and

contradictions that result from血e existence of money alongside

particular commodities by simply altering血e書bm of money

(although it is possible to avoid the difficulties inherent in a

lower form of money by using a higher fom); and it is equally

impossible to abolish money altogether, so long as exchange

value remains the social fom of products. It is important to

understand this clearly in order to avoid setting oneself im-

possible tasks, and it i§ also important to grasp the limits within

which the relations of production and the social reladonships

that depend upon them can be recoustructed by reforms of

money and circulation.

The properties of money are : (I) a standard for the measur{ト

ment of the exchange of commodities; (2) means of exchange;

(3) repre§entative ofcormodities (and血us血e object ofa com

tract); (4) as a universal cormodity alongside special kinds of

COmmOdity. All these properties arise from the definition of

money as the exchange value ofcormodities, Severed from them

a宣ld having its own ob ectified existen∞・

(The nature of money as the universal commodity wi血regard

to all others, aS the incamation of their exchange value, has led

t’O its being the realized - and pemanently realizable - form of

Capital, a form in which capital may coustantly and validly

appear. This property is manifested, for exanple, in the ` bullion

‘1rain ,. This means that, fi.om the historical point ofview, Capital

Originally appeared only in血e form of money ; and this explai鵬

the cIose connection of money with interest rates and its in-

fluence on them.)

The more production is §haped in such a way血at every pro-

ducer depends on the exchange value of his commodities’i.e. tho

more the product really becomes an exchange value) and ex-

Change value becomes血e direct object of production,血e皿Ore
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must monり′ γehJion雌∫ develop, aS also the contradictious

inherent in this money relationship) in the relation of the pro-

duct to itself as money.

The necessity ofexchange and the transfe-mation of the pro-

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 ofmoney grows too;

that is’the exchange relationship establishes itself as a force

extemally opposed to the producers) and independent of them.

What was originally a means to the furtherance of production

becomes a relationship alien to the producers. The more the pro一、

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後

tions ; but their development generates the seemingly transcen-

dental power of money. (We shall have to analyse in detail thc

e節ect of the transformation of a11 relations into money relations i

natural taxes becoming money taxes? natural income becoming

money lnCOme’military service becoming the engagement o

mercenaries’and especially all personal services taking on

monetary nature, and patriarchal, Servile, bonded and guil

labour changing into pure wage-labour.)

The product becomes a commodity; the commodity becom

exchange value; the exchange value of commodities is their in

herent monetary property ; and this monetary property lS SeVere(

from them in the form of money, and achieves a social existenc

apart from all particular commodities and their natural mode o

existence. The relation of the product to itself as an exchang

value becomes its relation to money existing alongside it) Or Ofa

products to the money that exists outside them all. Just as th

actual exchange of products creates their exchange value’SO thく

exchange value creates money.

The next question that confronts us is : does not the existen

of money alongside commodities conceal from the outset contra

dictions that are implicit in this relationship?

I. Commodities exist in a double form : first, aS a definite pr

duct that ideally contains (in latent form) its exchange value
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its natural form ofexistence ; 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 “切eme, and the

di徹鵬nce wil=ead 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 ofall 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 ofexistence 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 di節erent from them and no Ionger directly identical. As

SOOn aS mOney becomes an extemal thing alongside commodities,

the exchangeability of commodities for money is immediately

attached to extemal conditions which may or may not occur; it is

the victim ofextemal 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

PrOPerties of the product; that of money coincides with its

existence as a symbolic exchange value. It is thus possible that

COmmodities言n their particular form as products, CannOt be

exchanged or converted into the universal form of money. In

¥▼iew of its extemal existence as money, the exchangeability of

Commodities is di節erent from them and has become alien to

thenl: it is initially unequal to them’and must be made equal.

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

On chance.

2. Just as exchange value leads a double existence, aS Particular

ComInodities and as money) SO the act ofexchange splits into two

aCts that are independent of one another : eXChange of cormo-
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dities for money, exch組gC Of money for cormodities - be

and selling. There i§ nO Ionger any irmediate identity’Since

have been separated in time and spacel eaCh one having acql

a fom ofexistence which is indi飾erent to the other. They m‘

may not coincide or meet; they may be in disporportion to

another. There will certainly be constant attempt§ tO make t

tally; but in place of the previous immediate equality’the

nOW a COnStant mOVCment toWards equality) implying a

inequality. Harmony can no Ionger be obtained except

allowing the most extreme dishamonies to run their

3. The separation between buying and se11ing’the s

exchange into two acts’independent of each other sp

tempo章ally) brings a new relation into being.

At the same time that exchange is thus divided into

mutually independent acts) the entire process of exchang

SePanted from those exchanging’the producers of the com】

dities. Exchange for its own sake is separated from exchange

血e sake of goods. A class of traders appears between the [

ducers, a Class ofmen who only buy in order to sell, and

in order to buy once more, their purpose being not to acqu

good§ aS prOduct§) but only to retain the exchange values

SeIves’that is, the money. (A trader class can aIso appear f

in the exchange of goods. But since such traders only h

血eir disposal the suaplus production from both sides,

in血uence on production is entirely secondary, and so

importance. )

When exchange value adopts an autonomou§ form as n

by being detached from the products’there pccurs a corres

ing autonomy of exchange (trade) as a function detached

血e exchangers. Exchange value was the standard by

goods were exchanged, but its purpose was the direct poss'

Of血e exchanged goods, and consumption of them (eitl

Satisfy needs directly, by making use of the product言

to make the instruments of production).

}　　　The immediate purpose of trade is not consumption,

amassing ofmoney, Ofexchange values. As a result ofthis d

ling of exchange - eXChange fdr the sake of consunption

exchange for its own sake - a neW incongruity arises. The t重

as he makes his exchange is only concerned wi血the diiference

between the buying and the selling price of goods; but the con-

5umer has to replace definitively the exchange value of the goods

that he buys. Although there is a certain reciprocfty in the end

トct‘1・een Circulation or exchange among traders and the end of

ClrCulation・ Or exChange between traders and consumers, these

・ue determined by quite diiferent laws and motives) and may

COme into violent contradiction with one another.

Wc already see in this separation the possibility oftrade crises.

t;i11Ce PrOduction・ however’WOrks directly for trade and only

iI-directly for consumption, it too must be a銃cted by the dis-

l)rOPOrtion 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 4eγ ∫e・) (Later, before going on to another

PrOblem, it will be necessary to corr∞t the idealist manner of

this analysis, as it gives the impression that we are dealing o叫y

証h the determination of concepts and the dial∞tic of those

COIICePtS. Above all the phrases: the product (or activity) be-

COmeS a COmmOdity; the commodity’exChange value; eXchange

㌦十aluc, mOnCy.)

C
葛
　
や
虹



4　Social Power and the Individual

From Gγ〃nみ壷e, PP. 73-7
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The disintegration of all products and activities into excha】

Values presupposes both the disintegration of all rigid, PerSO

(historical) relationships of dependence in production, and a

VerSal interdependence ofthe producers. The production of ea

individual depends on everyone else’s production言ust as

transformation of his product into food for himself depends

everyone else’s consumption. Prices are ancient; and so is

Change ; but the increasing determination of prices by the cost

PrOduction, and the influence of exchange over all producti

relationships, can Only develop fully and ever more completely

bourgeois society, the society of free competition. What Ada

Smith, in true eighteenth-Century Style, Places in the prehisto:

Period, PutS before history, is in fact its product.

This mutual dependence is expressed in the constant need ]

exchange, Value being the universal intermediary. The econ

mists express it like this : eaCh person has his private interests

mind, and nothing dse; aS a COnSequenCe he serves everyonl

Private interests, i.e. the general interest, Without wishing to

knowing that he is. The irony of this is not that the totality

Private interest - Which is the same thing as the general interes「

can be attained by the individual’s following his own intere

Rather it could be inferred from this abstract phrase that eve重

one hinders the satisfaction ofeveryone else’s interest, that inste

Of a general a鯖rmation, the result of this war of all against all
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rather a general negation. The point is ra血er 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 a徹)rds, and that it is thus linked

to the reproduction ofthese conditions and means. It is certainly

the interest of private individuals that is∴at Stake; but its

content, aS Well as the fom and the means of its realization,

is only given by social conditions independent of all these

ind ividuals.

The mutual and universal dependence of individuals who re-

ain indi鯖もrent to one another constitutes the social network

that binds them toge心er. This social coherence is expressed in

鋤待ha′舞棚毎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:鮒ha優e t)ahIe Or - in its isolated, in-

dividualized form - m均′. 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 soclety and his association with it is

arried in his pocket. Whatever the individual form in which

rotivity occurs, and whatever the particular characteristics ofthe

〕rOduct of activity, they are mhange t’ah`e, that is, a generaJ　∴

訪tor in which all individuality and particularity is denied and

;uPPreSSed. This is in eifect a very di節erent set ofcircumstances

†om that in which the individual, Or the individual spontane-

)uSly and historically enlarged into the family and the tribe (and

ater the community), rePrOduces himself directly from nature,

)r his productive activity and his share in the production are

lependent on a particular form oflabour and ofproduct, and hi§

‘elationship to others is likewise determined.

The social character of activity, and the social form of the

)rOduct, aS Well as the share ofthe individual in production, are

しCre opposed to individuals as something alien and material; this

Ioes not consist in the behaviour of some to others’but in their

ubordination to relations that exist independently of them and

rise from the collision of indi節erent individuals with one an-

1ther. The general exchange of activitie§ and products) Which

しaS become a condition ofliving for each individual and the link
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between them, SeemS tO血em to be §Omething alien and ind

Pendent, like a血ing.

In exchange value, the social relations of individuals hav

become transformed into the social connectious of material

things; PerSOnal power has changed into material power. Tho

less social power the means of exchange possess and the dos

they are still comected with the nature ofthe direct product

]abour and the irmediate needs of those exchanging’the great

must be the power ofthe community to bind the individuals

gether: the patriarchal relationship) the ancient communities,l

¥feudelism and the guild system. Each individual possesses soci競

POWer in the form of a material object. If the object is deprive

of its sooial power then this power must be exercised by peopl

OW重pCOPle.

Relations叫s of personal dependence (which were at fir

quite §POntaneOu§) are the first forms of society in which hum

Productivity develops, though only to a slight extent and at i

lated points. Personal independence founded on糊a肋初depen

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

time a rystem ofgeneral social interchange, reSulting in univer

-、 reladon§, Varied requirement§ and universal capacities. Fr

individuality’Which is founded on the universal development o

individuals, and the domination of血eir communal and §OC

PrOductivity, Which has become their social power, is the thir

Stnge. The second stage creates the conditions for the third.

Patriarchal and ancient societies (feudal also) decline as trade,

luxury, mOney and e郡hange value develop, just as mode

§OCiety has grown up simuhaneously alongside these.

Exchange and血e division of labour mutually condition one'

another. Given that everyone works for hiuself but that his pro-

duct i§ nOt Created for himself; he must ofcourse exchange it, nOt

Only in order to obtain a share in general productive capacity/

but in order to transform his own production into means o

Subsistence for himself Exchange’negOtiated through exchange

Value and money, implies a universal interdependence betwe.

血e producers, but at the same time the complete isolation

血eir private interests and a division ofsocia=abour’Whose uni

and mut同l fulfilment exists as an extemal, naturul relationshi
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independent of the individuals. The te細sion betven un訪閉ed

supply and demand coustitutes the soci種l network that binds the -

indif罷nent individuals together.

The very neoessity of first tra鵬冊rming the product or血e

activity of the individuals into the form of鋤誘a轡Oaんe or

脇onり′, that they acquire and demonstrate their §OCial power only

in this material fom, Shows both that: (I) the individuals are

now producing only in and for society; and (2) that their pro-

duction is not directly social, nOt the o筋pring of an association

that divides血e labour among its members. The individuals are

subordinated to social production, Which exists extermlly to

them, aS a SOrt Offate; but social production is not subordinated

to the individuals who manipulate it as their cormunal capacity.

Nothing, therefore, COuld be more incorrect and absurd than

to presume, On the basis ofexchange value and money, the con-

troI of associated individuals over their general production as

occurred above wi血the bank issuing vouchers for hours ofwo血.

The pγわa#鮒ha型やOf all the products of labour, caPacities

and activities is opposed to the distribution founded on the spom

taneous or political hierarchy of individuals within patriarchal,

ancient or feudal societies (where exchange only plays a secon-

dary role and hardly a飾ects the entire life of communities, Since

it only o∞urs between them and does not domimte all the

relationships of production and commerce). But private ex-

Change is opposed just as much to the free exchange ofassociated

individuals on the basis of co皿ective appropriation and controI

Ofthe means ofproduction. (This last association is not arbitrary:

it presupposes the development of material and intellectual

COnditions which camot 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 tum 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 acqulreS a Semblance of exist

ence in the foreign exchange market - although the private inter

est§ Wi血in cach nation divide them into as many nations as the:

POSSeSS full-grOWn individuals, and the interests of exporters an'

importers of the same nation are here opposed' No one woul《

imagine that it was therefore possible to transform the founda

tions of intemal and extemal trade by means of stock exchang'

reform. But within bourgeois society, Which is founded on ex

Change value, relationships of commerce and productio]

develop which are so many mines about to expIode beneat!

them.

(There exist innumerable contradictory forms of social uniq

Whose contradictory character can never be expIoded by peacefu

metamorphosis. On the other hand, all our attempts to expIod(

them would be merely quixotic, ifwe could not find embedded iI

SOCiety as it is today the material conditions of production anく

the commercial relationships of the classless society.) … It nee(

Only be further remarked here that a survey of trade in genera

and production in general, SO far as it actua11y exists in the list!

Of market prices, furnishes in fact the best evidence as to hoⅥ

their own exchange and their own production stands in opposi・

tion to individuals as a thing-1ike relationship which is ;n砂鋤

d揚t qf脇em. In the nyorhi mr后et, the con縦tion Qf脇eあ巌)iあa

with the whole - but also, and simultaneously,脇e読物鋤deme q

脇かome′海nf・Om Jhe綴れiゐa広- has itselfprogressed to sucl

a level that its formation already itself embodies the preconditior

for its becoming something diiferent. A parallel can be drawr

With the position of genuine common interest and universality

5　Alienation) Social Relationships and

Free Individuality

From Gγαn〆高e, PP. 78葛82
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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 indi飾erence to each other and mutual indepen-

dence. Certainly this connection by means of things is to be

Pref料red to a lack of comection, Or a merely local association

Which is founded on a relationship consisting ofblood 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 4妨eケ

material relationships as natural relationships, inseparable from

the nature of individuality (in contrast to reflected knowledge

and desire) and inherent in it. These relatiouships are produced

by individuals, PrOduced historically. They belong to a definite

Phase of the development of the individual. The othemess 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. Universany developed individuals, Whose social rel種-

tionships are subject, as their own communal relationships, to

their own collective control, are the product not of nature but of

histo町The extent and universality ofthe 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 himselfand others, but also for the fir§t time the

general and universal nature of his relationships and capacities.

At early stages of development the single individual appears to

b6 more complete, Since he has not yet elaborated the abundance

Ofhis relationships, and has not established them as powers and

autonomous social relationships that are opposed to himself. It

is as ridiculous to wish to retum 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 wi11 be a∝OmPanied by it, aS a legiti-

mate antithesis, right up to its blessed end.

(To compare money with blood - aS SuggeSted by the word
`circulation’一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

disappcars and their social character exists alongside them in

language) aS Prices exist alongside goods. Idcas do not exist apart

from language. Ideas that have first to be translated from血eir

native language into a foreign language in order to circulate, in

Order to be exchangcable) COnStitute a slightly cIoser analogy;

but the analogy here lies not in the language, but in their being in

ajbre勧1an帥agC).

(The exchangcability of all products, aCtivities and relation-

Ships against a third, Or mteγia4 factor, Which can again be

exchanged against everything else妙鵬oat鮒や訪o綿- in other

WOrds血e 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血e de-

VeIopment of the social character of personal talents, abilities,

capacities and activities. This could be more delicately expressed

8之

as the geneml condition of serviccability and usefuhess. It is the

cquation of unequals which is the significance that alrcady

Shakespeare gave to money. Åddiction to wcalth as such is im-

possible without money; all other foms of acoumulation) and
addiction to them, apPear aS Primitive, limited and conditioned

by needs on the one hand, and by the narrowly limited na調re Of

the products on the other (∫a′ra鋤ri克me5).)

(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 ser4 etc., Or aS a member ofa ca§te, etC., Or Ofan estate, etC.　ノ

In money relationships, in the developed exchange aystem (and

it is this semblance that is so seductive in the eyes ofdemocrats),

the ties of personal dependence are in fact broken, tOm aSunder,

as also di飾erences of blood, educational di飾erences, etc. (the

PerSOnal ties all appear at least to be pe硯mal relationships). Thus

the individuals appear to be independent (though this independ-∴ ,

ence is merely a complete illusion and should rather be temed

indi節erence); independent, that is, tO COllide with one another

froely 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 ”a加ral “nd巌0榔, i.e. uncontrollable by the individual.) The

determining factor that appears in the first case to be a persoml　"

]imitation ofone individual by another, SeemS in the latter to be

built up into a materia=imitation of the individual by circum一

議詳説謹誓露語葦r落語器霊　〈
Can surmount extemal circumstances and master them, his l

freedom伸pear5 tO be greater in the second case. aoser investi-

gation of these extemal circumstances and conditioms show§,  /
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individuals fbrming p壷however, how impossible it is for the

Of a class, etC・, tO SurmOunt them m m∫∫e without abolishing

them. The individual may by chance be rid ofthem; but not the

masses that are ruled by them, Since their mere existence is an

expression of the subordination to which individuals must

necessarily submit.) So far from constituting the removal of a
lstate of dependence’, these extemal relationships represent its

disintegration into a general form; Or better: they are the

elaboration of the genera1 4a琉of personal states of dependence.

Here too individuals come into relation with one an。ther onlv

in a determined role・ These material states of dependence’aS

OPPOSed to the personal states, are also characterized by the fact

that individuals are now controlled only by abstractions,

Whereas carlier 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

mutunI relations of production) Which have become indepeIl-

dent, in opposition to them)' This abstraction or idea is merely

the theoretical expression of the material relationships that

dominate individuals. ReIationships, Of course, Can be expressed 「

Only in ideas’SO that philosophers have construed as the chief

Characteristic of modem times the fhot that they are dominated ‘

by ideas and have identifed the genesis of free individuality

With the fall ofthis domination ofideas. It was all the easier to

COmmit this error from the ideoIogical point of view, Since this

domination of relationships (that material dependence which

moreover once more小anges 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

血e 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 : (I) 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 materia1
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relationships to which they give way have themselves a narrowly

limited character, determined by nature, and thus a〃eaγ tO be

PerSOnal’Whereas in the modem world personal relationships

occur purely as a result of relationships of production and ex-

Ch ange.)
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6　General and Specific Labour

レ　From Gγ鋤d料e) PP. 88-9O
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虎scrかio”訪Jhe Critique of the Go血a Programme.

Considered in the act of production itself主he 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 ln

general) it must originate from general and not special labour;

that is) it must originally be established as an element ofgeneral

PrOduction. But on this presupposition it is not basically ex-

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 ,

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 ofexchange values) it is exchange that first makes
了′ ¥ oflabour something general・ In the other system labour is estab-

∴ lished as such before the exchange; that is, the exchange of

PrOducts i§ nOt at all the medium by which participation of the

individual in gencral 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

:∴飾

determined and modified subsequently ty complex rchdonship§)

and mediation i carried out by the exchange ofgoods, exchange

value and money, Which are all expres§ions ofone and the same

relationship. In the second case, the presupposition itself is

mediated, i.e. the precondition is collective producdon; the

community i§ the foundation of production. The labour of the

individual is established from the start as collective labour. But

whatever the particular fom 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 ofa division oflabour 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 cousumption.

In the first case, the social character of production is e§tdr

lished subsequently by the elevation of products to exchangc

values, and the exchange ofthese values. In the second case, the

SOCial character ofproduction 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 ofit. It is brought about by the social conditions

Of production, Wi血in which the individual act§・

Thus the desire to tum 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 en

ehange. This requlrement Can be satisfied only in conditions in

Which it is no Ionger set. On tIle basis ofexchange values) neither

the labour ofthe 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 determimtion of

time remains, Of course, eSSential. The less time society requlreS
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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

§ingle 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 purpose珊Iy in order

to achieve a production suited to its general needs; j ust as the

individual has to divide his time in order to acquire, in suitable

PrOPOrtions, the knowledge he needs or to ful創the various

requlrementS Of his activity.

On the basis ofcommunity 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 difers basically from the measurement of exchange

Values (labour and the products of labour) by labour time. The

WOrk ofindividuals participating in the same branch of activity,

and the diiferent kinds of labour are not only quantitatively but

also qualitatively diiferent. What is the precondition of a merely

quantitative di飾erence between things? The fact that their

quality is the same. Thus units of labour can be measured

quantitatively only if they are of equal and identical quality.

7 Individuals and Society

From Grunみ壷e, PP. I75-6

Maγ∬ anab′SeS 30読りa出力e鋤m〆“ γe初o郷硬s be肋m i脇。脇Ia亙伽d

il脇涼みaんas med毒ied訪′0略h so壷か

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, agaiust

Bastiat (XVI 29): `There is no diiference, f亘O′ieり′, between

CaPital and product. This di飾erence is a purely Ju擁′扇e one

dependent upon the individual.’Thus he calls precisely the

SOCial鋤擁Itわe; and he terms the subjective abstraction JO訪少・

The di飾erence between product and capital is precisely that the

PrOduct, aS CaPital, eXPreSSeS a distinct relationship belonging to

a historical form of society. The so→alled ` consideration from

the standpoint of society’means only the overlooking of pre-

Cisely those d紡γeme5 Which express the so′ial γehtion∫h匂v (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

Ⅵ「ere to say: from the stand-POint of society there are neither

Slaves nor citizens: both are men. Rather they are so oui5ide

SOCiety. To be a slave or to be a citizen are social determinations)

the relationships ofMan 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 concemlng CaPital and product means that) tO

him) from the standpoint ofsociety there is no di節erence between

Capitalists and workers; Whereas this is a di節erence that exists

in fact only from the point of view of society.
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8　Wage-Labour) Capital and Landed

Prop erty

From C+und・dy pp. I89-9O
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We must bear in mind that new producdve forces and new rela。

。ouships ofproduc。on do not evolve from nothing’nOr from thc

air or the womb of the sel句osi。ng idca; they evolve inside,

and in opposition to・ an already present stage in the development

and inherited, traditional property relatious蘭ps. I串n血。 。。m〇

㌦eted bourgeois §yStem’eVery eCOnonic relatiouship pre-

SuPPOSeS anO血er in a bourgeois econo重nie form §O that evny

factor posited is at血e same time a presupposi。on, then血is is no

聞erent from any other organlC SyStem. This organic rystem

itself as a totafty has its own presupposi。ons and its develop-

ment to a totality consists preci§ely in its subordina血g all

elements ofsociety to i専f or creating out ofsociety血e organs

that it i§ Still lacking. It thus becomes historica皿y a total旬Its

becoming血is totality constitutes a moment of its process, Of its

development. on the other hand when, inside a society, mOdem

r血tiouships of production) i.e. capital’have developed to their

totality and this society then conquers a new terrain (as, for

脇mple’in colonies), its representative,血e capilalist, finds that

his capital can no Ionger be capital unless there i wage」abour

and that a precondition of this is not only landed property in

general, but inodem landed property the expenses of whose

Capitalized rent exclude§ as SuCh the direct exploitation of血e

carth by individuals. Hence Wakefield,s theory of coIonization,

9o

as applied by血e English government in Australia・ Here the

value of landed property is artificially raised in order to tum

workers into wage心bourers, tO utilize capital as capi叫and §O

make a new coIony productive - in short, tO develop wedth in血e

coIony iustead of; as in America, turning it over momentarily

to the wage labourers. Wakefield’s theory is infinitely importarlt

for a correct appreciation of modem landed property.

Thus in creadng land rent capital returns to its general creative

source - the production of wage-labour. Gpital arises from

circulation and posits labour as wage-labour; thus it develop§

itself and, On becoming a whole, it posits landed property) bo血

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 appcars at its

most power餌in血e process of the clcaring of estates and血e

transformation ofthose 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

I. 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

oftheir 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 dissoIve 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 fdらthen wage-

labour is also in a position on the one hand to try to get rid ofthe

landed proprietor as superfluous by aiming at a simplifi《鵜tion 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

]anded property sees itself negated from two sides : negation by

CaPital, Which is only after a change ofform in order to establish

its supremacy. (Ground rent as general state rent or tax so that

bourgeois society reproduces medieval society in a di節erent way’

but as its complete negation). The negation from the side ofwage-

labour is only an undercover negation of capital and thus of

itself Thus wage-labour is now to be considered as independently

OPPOSed to capital.

Thus there is a doub量e transition : (I) a positive transition from

modem landed property - Or from capital by means of modem

landed property - tO generalized wage-]abour; (2) a negative

transition : the negation of landed property through capital’thu§

血e denial of independent value through capital, thus the denial

Of capital through itself二But its denial is wage-labour. Then

denial of landed property) and血us of capitall 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 Gγ〃弛み壷e, PP. 2II葛I7
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Nothing can result at the end ofa process that did not occur at

its beginning as a prerequisite and condition. On the other handf

however, the result must contain all the elements of the process.

Therefi〕re if capital appears to have disappeared as a form of

relationship at the end ofthe 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

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 mteγial

PrOduction process; a PrOduction process generally speaking) SO

that the production process of capital is not di節erentiated 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 appcarance巌諏訪“ゆit初
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as a proce§S Which occurs inside its substance and for重

COntent. The labour proces§, because of its abstractness a

material nature, is equally characteristic of all forms of pr

(It will be shown that within this production process j

this extinction of the determined form is only apparent.)

In so fu as capital is value) but appears as a process i】

frot p]ace in the form ofa simple production process - a Pr〔

。on process which cannot be limited as such to any sF

economic category, but only as a production process genc

SPeaking - SO it can be said that capital becomes a product’

an instrument oflabour, Or eVen the raw material oflabour.

apecial aspect’aS the case may be) Of the simple produ《

PrOCeSS’Can be attached to it and this proces§, aS We have !

does not as such require capital at all, but is characteristic (

kinds of production. Ifit is’f正her, again understood as oI

the features that contrast with labour as material) Or merely

mean§, then we can truIy say that capital is not producti

暮Å point血at has been much discussed, eVer §ince Adam Smith mad

di血ction・ COnCe鵬What productive Iabour is, Or is not; the a‾‾‾‾‾‾‾‾タ‾}一書“-‾一°叫1’“1.暮. Y“)u場し○○▼e小暮ヽ′Uu⊥重さ,) U丁場重1U暮;葛nC anSWC重】

ftllow from the analysis of the various a§PeCts Of capital. Productive la

js §inply labour that produccs caphal. Is jt not absurd, asks M,

example (at lca斗SOmething like this), that血e piano-I言aker js re

preductive worker, but not the pjanj§t, al血ough w血out the

Pino would have no meanjng? But this is exactly the posi。on.

mkerreproduces capital;血e pianist merely exchanges his labour for

But血e pianist produces music and satisfies our musical sense; Pe

SOme eXtent he produccs this §enSe. In fact he dces thjs : his work does

some血ing) but it is not血erefore productive labour in血e econom

lucmatlOnS. Labour is only productive so Iong a§ it fs producing its an

O血er e∞nOmists allow that the so-alled unproductive worker is in

i PrOductive. For exanple’the pianist stinulates production, either in tha¥ k mises our individuality to a more activel livelier level, Or in the more u

sen§e, in that he arouses a frosh demand言n the fulfiIment of which gre

Palns are taken with directly material production・ It i§ already admitted ]

that only labour that produces capital is productive; SO that labour which (

rot dothis, however useful it may be (it could be harmful), is not produc

for capjtaIiza。on, and hence is unproductjve work. Other economists say l

the d櫛erence between productive and unproductive cannot refer to I

duction’but onIy to consumption. @工te the contrary. The tobacco prodl

js productive’al血ough tobacco consumption js unproductive. Producl

for unproductive consump。on js quite as productive as血at for produc「

‘　COn飢mP。on; always supposing that ft producesor reproduces capital.
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since it is血en cousidered to be only the object that opposes

labour’as SOmething merely passive. The truth ofthe matter is,

hoⅥ「eVer’that it occurs not as one of the features’Or aS the

di節eren∞ between one aspect and it itse埠nor as a mere resut

(product), but as the simple production process itself; that this

process occurs as the selfLmoving content of capital.

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, and is the use value

。f capital itsel阜e. the intermediary through which it tums itself

into value. Capital, When it reproduces and increases its value亘

the selfLsupporting exchange value (money) as a process, the

proces§ Of valorization' Hence, labour has no use value for the

worker; hen∞) labour does not exist for him as the productive

force of wealth, aS the means of the activity of emichment. The

worker c。ntributes 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 relation to the worker through the

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

高h capital, When it is sold for money. The use value of any

object does not con∞m the seller as such, Only the buyer of it.

The property of saltpetre) that it can be used in the fom of gun

poⅥ′der, does not determine the price of saltpetre; this price is

determined rather by the production costs of sakyetre itsel串he

amount of work objectified in it・ In the cour§e Of circulation’

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 circulation, and only

becomes translated into reality when exchanged against money.

Thus labour, Which has been sold by the worker to capital as郷c

pr。du。tiv。 Iabourer [is one who] directly augments his master’§ Wealth’’says

Malthus quite correctly (重X 4O); at least血is is correct from one angle. The

expression is too abstract) Since in this wording it al§O apPlie§ tO §!種ves. Hro

lmster’s wcalth’in relation to血e worker言s血e書bm of wealth itself in

宣・elationship to work’i.e. capital. A productive labourer js one who direc。y

augmems capital.町oomote by Marx.]
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棚均is the worker’s鮒ha締t’a毎which he wishes to translate

into reality’but i§ alrcady d煽V.mi卿d before the act of exchange

as a precondition imposed upon血e worker. It is determined’a8

is the value ofany o血er goods, by supply and demand; Or in

geheral’and this is the only aspect that concems us here, by

PrOduction costs, by the amount ofwork objectified in it, through

Which the worker)s ability to work is produ∞d, and which he

therefore obtains as an equivalent. The exchange value of work’

Which is realized in the exchange process with the capitalist, i§

thus presupposed and predetermined, and it su節ers only the

fomal modification that any ideally fixed price undergoes when

it is realized. It is not determined by the use value ofthe work.

For the worker himsel草t only possesses use value in so far as it

高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直r血e worker himsel亀

but only for capital. Thus the worker exchanges work as a simple

exchange value which is predetermined by a pa§t PrOceSS - he

exchanges work itself as objectified labour, Only exchanges it in

SO fu as it has already objectified a given amount oflabour, SO

that its equivalent is already measured and given. Capital ex-`

changes it as living labour, aS the general productive force of

Wealth ; aS aCtivity that increases wealth. Thus it is clear that the

WOrker cannot enrich himself as a result of this exchange’Sin∞

糾ke 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 hi§

WOrk establishes itselfagainst 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 oflabour

and appropriation of the product of labour, the separation of

labour and wealth is therefore itselfalready settled at the time o

血is act of exchange. What appears to be paradoxical as a result

already exists in the very prerequisite. The economists havc

expressed this more or less empirically. To the worker’therefore’

the productivity ofhis work becomes an alien force. This applie寧

to his work in general, SO Iong as it is genuine work - nOt aSSe
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but activity. Vice versa, CaPital valorizes itself through the

appropriation ofalien labour. (In this way at least血e 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 itsel串n which capital actually consumes the alien

labour.) Just as, for capital, labour is exchanged as a predeter-

mined exchange value against an equivalellt in money, SO mOney

is again exchanged against an equivalent in commodities) Which

are consumed. In this process ofexchange, labour is not produc-

tive ; it becomes productive only for capital ; it can only take out

ofcirculation 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. vIII).

While the worker sells his labour to the capitalists) he retains a

right only to the price oflabour, nOt tO the product ofhis labour’

nor to the value that labour had added to the product (Cherbu-

1iez, XXVIII). `Selling one’s labour = renunCiation of all the

fruits of labour’(l.c.). All progress in civilization, therefore, Or,

in other words, any mCreaSe in socially productive forces) in the　<

productive forces of labour itsel串fyou like - aS they come about

as a result ofscience’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 controIs labour still further; they merely increase the

PrOductive power ofcapital. Since capitalis the opposite ofthe　・

WOrker, they only increase objective power over labour. The

trallSformation 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 ofall 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 capitali§t takes
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00mmand of production. The prnductivity of labo町Iikewise

becomes the productive force of capital言ust as血e general

exch基nge value of goods is crystallized in money. kbour,

existing for itself in the worker in opposition to capital, i.e.

labour in its irmediate existence’SeParated from capital, is not

PrOductive. Nor as an activity of the worker will it ever be pro-

ductive, SO Iong as it only enters into the simple circulation

process which only nominally changes its elements. So those who

COnSider tha亡any productive force attributed to capital is a dis-

Placement) a tranSPOSition, Of the productive force of labour,

forget that it is capital itselfwhich is essentially this displacement’

血is transposition. They forget, tOO’that work for wages, a§ SuCh’¥

presupposes the existence of capital, SO that considered from this言

aspect it’tOO’is part of this trausubstantiation; this being the

necessary prooess in which its own書brces are made alien to the.

WO血er. Thus any demand that wage輸labour should be allowed to

exist and血at capital should be abolished is thus selfLcontradic_ l

tony and §elfLinvalidating. Other writers - eVen eCOnOmists - e.g言

RIcardo) Sismondi) etC・) State that only labour is productive, nOt j

Capital. But then they do not leave capital in its specific deter一口

mined fom, aS a relationship of production reflected in itself"
心ey think only of a material substance, raW material, etC. These毒

謹謹認諾霊謹認諾諒闇
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誌謹豊富書誌豊雪嘉島
COmmerCial idea ’(Sismondi, LX). But then it occurs to them tha自

PrOOeSSl e・g. When Ricardo describes capital as laccumulated `

labour empIoyed in the production ofnew labour’, i.e. as a mere

instrument oflabour or as labour material. In this sense Say even $
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writes about the productive §ervice of capital upon which its

remuneration should be based, aS though the in§trument Of

labour as such山ad some pretension to the worker’s gratitude)

and were not made productive only through him as the instru置

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血at the claims ofcapital 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 tautoIogies contain no special elemem of wisdom) and

that in particular they cannot express a relationship in which

value and work are comected in such a way that they themselves

are related and yet are separate from one another) and do not lie

alongside one another indiiferently. Already the fact that labour

occurs in relation to capital as its subject, i.e. that the worker o血y

exists within the definition of work, and that work is not the

worker himself; must cau§e One’s eyes t:O OPen Wide. There is here

a comection or relatiouship, quite apart from capital) Of the

worker with hi§ 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 “ゆiタal ;n ge殺γa4 i.e. the em-

bodiment ofthe 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 paγli鋤んr fom of

capital nor with the J嬢k硬i細l as distinguished from other

single capitals, etC. We are attending to a process ofdevelopment.

This dialectical process of development is only the ideal expresト

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 ne∞SSary tO fix the specific form at which capiのI

is established at a point about which we are c”寂n・ Otherwise

COnfusion develops.
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IO Capital as a Productive Force

From Gr鋤擁∫eタPP. 23O-32

駕霧盈露盤露盤窪盈認諾

generation; and finally when the productive fdees of Iabour,

Which capital spurs on in its unrestricted desire for wealth and the

COnditions in which alone capita] 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 ofsocietyitnd working soclety conducts itselfscientifically

towards the progressive reproduc。on of wealth) its reproduction

in even greater profusion; SO that the sort oflabour in which the

activi。es ofmen can be replaced by those ofmachines wil] have

CcaSed. Capital and labour behave in this way like money and

goods; if one ofthem is the general fom of wealth, the o血er is

重oo

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舟beyond his immediate needs

for the maintenance of his liveIihood. The great historical

f轟ure ofcapital is that it produces this surplus Iabour, Which is

SuPerfluous Iabour from the standpoint ofordinary use va重ue and

mere subsistence. The historical vocation of capital is fulfilled as

SOOn as’On the one hand, demand has developed to the point

Where there is a genera] need for suxplus Iabour beyond what is

neCeSSaI.y’and surplus labour itselfarises from individual needs ;

and on the other・ general industriousness has developed (under

the strict discipline ofcapita]) and has been passed on to succeed_

ing genera。ons’until it has become the property of the new

′輸《__《.__▲二_臆臆　　　　　　1　′ヽ　　..　　　　_

Only the substan∞ Which aims at immediate consumption. But

CaPital, with its restless striving afier the general form of wealth,

drives labour out beyond the limits ofits 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 ofactivity’in which the

natural necessity has disappeared in its direct form; Since the

Place ofnatural 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 7%e筋e∫ Of November I857 there appeared a delight餌

yell ofrage from a West Indian planter. With great moral indig-
nation this advocate, in support of his plea for血e re-eStablish-

ment of Negro slavery, described how the Qpashees (the free

Negroes ofJamaica) were content to produce what was stric叫

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 plintations, COuld go to he11; 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 coIour to this gloating resentment and indolence. They

had ceased to be slaves) but were not yet wage-earning labourers

but only selfLsustaining 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-eaming labour. Wealth does not stand opposed to

direct forced labour as capital, but as a mem∫ Of exercISlng

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 retum later to this relationship of

Slavery and wage-eaming labour.)
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II The Dialectic of Capital

From G糊わあ料, PP. 237-8

力め鳩庇購読0耶カo妙,読海脇寂肋幽か鮒わ卿榔励みの0卿-伽d
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It is necessary to produce a precise analysis of血e concept of ‘

Capi叫since it is the hasic concept ofmodem economlCS JuSt as ;

capital itse埠whieh is its abstract reflection膏血e basis 《函

bourgcois society. From a clear percep。on of血e basic premise l

諾落盤霊謹器藍薄謝
It is important to notice血at wealth as such, i.e. bourgeois i

‡諾霊慧蒜‡盈;蒜霊霊蓋抽
慧謹:豊豊i認諾謀議豊轟
appears in血e end as a unilateral and superior power over an串

agalnst血e extremes. 1華movement or relatiouship that oriみn-

a叫y appcars as a mediator between血e extremes progresses in a

necessary dialecdc to the following result: it appcars as its own

mediator, aS the subject whose moments are merely the extremes,

whose status as independent preconditions it abo臆hes in order

血us to establish itself as the only autonomous factor. Simharly,

in血e re略ous sphere, Christ the mediator between God and

珊陶n - Simple means of circu重ation between one and血e other _

bceones their unityl the God-man and血en, aS Such, becomes

more important than God;血e saints become more important

than Christ; and the prie§tS mOre important than血e saints.

The total economic expres§ion, itself unilateral in relation to

血e extremes) is always exchange value when it is established as

重o2

an intemedinte link; as, for example, gOld in simple ciroulation,

or capital itselfas 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 produ∞r 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 itselfagain

mediator between production (industrial capital) and ciroulation

(the con§uming pubho) 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 di節erent producer§) Plays the same role of

superior ∞ntre. It is also the case ofthe middleman in reladon to

the wholesaler; Of the banker in relation to industrialists and

businessmen; Of the joint stock company in relation to simp霊e

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 it is

removed from direct production and itself acts as mediator

between sides which, COnSidered in themselves, are already foms

of economic relatiouship. Note that money becomes an end

instead of a meaI]S and that capital, aS the superior form of

mediation, eVerywhere establishes the inferior form) labour)

simply as a source of surpITS Value. For example・ the bill-broker・

banker etc., in reladon to produ∞rS and fdrmers who are estab-

1ished relative to血e 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 circuladon. 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 relatiouship. At first this unity appcars in

Capital as something simple.
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I2　The Contributions of Labour and

Capital to the Production Process

陣om Gγ縮み毎pp. 26午7o

h跡勾卿訪pa∬偲ちMa男らbaJ履脇∫eゲio綿海んboαr庇。

海綿メタ0′eSS.

The increase in values is thus the result of the selfLvalo

Of capital. It is unimportant whether this selfivalorization is

defined as the result ofabsolute or relative surplus time, i.e. ofa

real increase ofrelative surplus labour time, i.e. a decrea§e Ofthc

Part Of the working day which is the working time required for

the maintenance of labour power, neCeSSary labour in general.

Living working time reproduces nothing but the part of the

Objectified working time (of capital) which appears as the equi-

Valent of the disposition of living labour capacity. This part, aS

an equivalent, muSt thus substitute the working time objectified

in this labour capacity, i.e. it must substitute the production

COStS Ofthe active labou「 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

Creation, and indeed a new creation ofvalues, Since there is objec-

dfication of new working time in use value. The fact that the

WOrking time contained in the raw material and in the instrument

is maintained simultaneously is the result not of the amount of

labour but ofits quality as labour in general’its general quality,

which is not linked to any particular one ofits aspects and is not

SPeCifically defined labour. Labour, COnSidered as labour, is

labour, and is not specially paid for as such, Since capital has

bought血is quality from the worker by meaus of exchange.

重o4

But the measured equivalent of this quafty (the specific use

value oflabour) is simply the錐an垂y Ofworking time that it ha§

produced. The worker begins by adding so many new foms to
the value of the raw material and the instrument, through血e

utilization of the ins億ument as an instrument and the trans-

formation ofraw 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 oflabour ; through

the simple process invoIved in their coming into contact wi血

Iabour and being constituted as its means and object and thus as

an objectification of active labour, and fhotors of labour itself;

they are couserved not in their form but in their substance.

Economica11y considered, Objectified working time is血eir

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, Sin∞

it is constituted as the material means of existence (the meaus

and the object) of living labour. From the purely objectified

labour time’in whose real existence labour only exists as a

vanished, eXtemal form of its natural substance, Which is itself

extemal to the substance (e.g. wood in the shape of a table, or

iron in the shape ofa roller), merely having an existen∞ in血e

outer’material form) there develops the indi飾erence of血e

substance to the form. Labour does not retain the form through

any living inherent law of reproduction? aS the tree, fdr 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 extemal to the material, Or it exists itself only materially.

The disintegration to which its material is exposed also invoIves

its own disintegration. But when matter is regarded as血e

conditioning factor of living labour) then it again becomes

animated. Objectified labour ceases to exist as a dead, external,

indi飾erent fom, Since it again constitutes a factor of living

labour, a COnneCtion ofliving labour to itselfin objective material,

重o5
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as the o舞c毒u砂of hing labour (as mcaus and object) (血e

O切崩ue condition§ Of living labour). Thus living labour itself

through its rcalization in the material changes this material ; this

Change is determined by the puapose 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血e van-

ishing appearance of its existence); and the material is thus

IIlaintained in a partioular form, the change in form of the

Substan∞ being subjected to the purpose ofthe labour. Labour is

血e living fire that shapes the pattern; it is the transitoriness of

things, their temporality, their transformation by living time. In

the simple production proces§ - apart from the proces 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 yam, and printed pa請emS On COIoured

fabric from textiles, and out of these, Say a garment:

I. The substance of the cotton has been retained in all these

foms. (In the chemical process (natural) equivalents have been

exchanged in the metabolism of material that has been regulated

by labour.)

2. In all these subsequent processes, the material has gained a

more useful form, aS being more appropriate to consumption;

undl 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血at血e change is itselfits use. The cotton material is retained

throughout all these processes ; it is Iost in one form of use value,

読0?みto m后e妙の〆r a h裡herjbrm,脇巌Ithe o擁′l飲料a∫ a"

0新帝4‘immdiai“0榔u〃擁脇・ But since the cotton is wound in

the form of twist, it is pla∞d in a definite relationship to a

di熊nent type ofwork. 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

spoilt, in that in the form oftwist it only has use value so Iong as

it is on∞ mOre ProceSSed; it only has use value in so far as it is

rel如ed to the use that further work wi11 make ofit; it only has

use value in so fir as its form as twi§t is tumed into that offabric;

while the cotton, in its existence as cotton, is capable of being

重o6

used in endless ways. Thus, Without further work, the use value

of cotton and twist, bo血m録er and form, WOuld be spo孤t; it

would be destroyed ra血er than produced. The materiall like the

fom,血e cIo血, me the fom, Will be retained as use value by

further work, until it has reached the shape ofuse value a§ Such?

whose use is cousumption. Thus it is implicit in the simple pro-

duction prooess血at血e early stage of producdon is maintained

by血e later stagel and that血rough the estabHshment of血e

higher use value the older value will be kept up’Or Only altered

in §O far as it is rai§ed as use value. It is living labour that retains

the use value of the unfini§hed labour product, in making it血e

material for further labour. But it only retai膿it, i.e. only

protects it from uselessness and disappcarance’in that it mn叫

factures it to suit its purpose, makes il generally血e object ofnew

living labour. This ,el諦め綿か海o〃 a枇棚板is not a process

that ocours apart from the increase or completion of血is value

through fresh labour ; rather) it is produced through the inercase

ofuse value itself by fresh labour. In the same way that weaving

labour trausforms yam into fabric) i.e. treats it as the raw materinl

of weaving (and the twist only has use value once it has been

woven)一and weaving is a special kind ofliving labour喜it retai腿

the use value that belonged to the cotton as such? and is sp∞ific-

ally retained in the yarn. It keeps血e product of labour) in that

it makes it into the raw material of fresh labour; but (I) it does

not add any fresh labour, and (2) it keeps血e use velue ofthe

raw material through o血er labour. It keeps the use餌ness of

cotton as yam in weaving血e yam. (AIl 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血e use

value of the product oflabour) SO that it can be made into the

raw material of fresh labour, and is again established as the

material objectivity of purpose珊Iiving labour, is i血erent in

the simple producdon process. In reladon to use value’hbo調

possesses血e property of retaihing it by incrcasing it, and i書

incrcases it by making it the object offresh labour detem血ed by

its final purpose; remakes it from血e form of indiiferent

existen∞ into血at of objective material, the body of labo肌

(This also applies to血e iustrument. A spindle only retalns its

重叩



use value §O Iong as it is used for spinning. Otherwise the labour

that set up the definite form (made in this case ofiron and wood),

and the material out ofwhich the definite form was made, WOuld

both be spoilt for use. Only ifit is established as a means ofliving

WOrk, aS an Objective element in the existence of its animation,

will the use value ofwood 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 com as he

COuld otherwise obtain) he needs to devote less time to the pro-

duction ofthe hoe itself; he has provision enough to make him-

Self a new hoe・) Now the components of capital that constitute

t, it§ Value - One Ofthem existing in the form ofmaterial and the

Other in the form of the instrument - make their appearance in

血e process of valorization as opposed to the worker, that is, tO

Hving 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 eifective-

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 nat甲e oflabour 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 concemed 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 ofthe cotton’like its use value as yam’will be re-

tained to the extent that it is woven as yarn, tO the extent that it

exist§ aS One Of the objective elements (with the spinning-wheel)

in weaving. In this way there is also retained the quantity of

Io8

working time that was contained in the cotton and the ootton

yam. what appears in the simple producdon 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 prooess of

valorization as the retention of the quantity of the already

objectified labour. For capital, this is a retention ofthe quandty

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 a new quan-

tity ofwork ; 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 itselfas labour to the

use values in which previous labour exists. But living labour is

not paid for this quality that it possesses as Hving labour - it

would not be bought at all if it were not living labour - Only for

the quantity of work that is acturlly contained in it・ Only the

price ofits use value is paid for) as With that ofall 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

selfLretention force of capital. The worker has only added froch

work; the past work - While capital exists - has an etemal

existence as value’COmPletely independent of its material being.

This is how things Iook bo血to the worker and to capital.) If

CaPital had to pay for this abolition it would cea§e tO be capital.

This abolition is contained within the material role that labour

宣o9



Plays’acCOrding to its nature, in the producdon pro- COn-

tained in its use value・ But as use value) labour belongs to the

Capitanst; it only belongs to the worker as a mere exchange

value. Its living quality in the production process itse14 enabling

it to retain objectified working tine in such a way that it makes

it into the objective existence ofliving labour, is no concem ofthe

WOrker. This proces§ Of appropriation) Whereby in血e produo-

tion process itself耽ng labour makes the instrunent and the

material into血e body ofits 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,

Whereas labour material as well as instrument etc. have an

eristence of their own within capital. (Retum to this later.) The

whori2ation process of capital occurs through and in the simple

production process, in that living labour is placed in its natural

relatiouship to its II]耽erial elements of existence. But to the

e]舶nt that it enters into this relationship) the relationship

exists not for labour itse14 but for capital; it is itself already an

element of capital.

I3　Capital as a Revoludonary, but

Limited, Force

From Gγ〃nみ料, PP. 3I3-I4
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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 ofgeneral expIoita-

tion ofnatural human attributes, a SyStem Ofgeneral profitability,

whose vehicles seem to be just as much science, aS all the physical

and intellectual characteristics. There i§ nOthing which can es-

CaPe, by its own elevated nature or sel鋤ustifying characteristies,

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 grcat civilizing influence of capital’its produc-

tion of a stage of society compared with which all earlier stages

appear to be merely初alpr略re即nd idolatory ofnature. Nature

becomes for the first time simply an object for mankind, Purely

a matter ofutility; it ceases to be recognized as a power in its own

right; and the theoretical knowledge/ Of its independent law§

appears only as a stratagem designed to subdue it to human

requlrementS, 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, SelfLsu億cient satisfaction

Of existing needs confined within we11rdefined bounds) and the
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reproduction of the traditional way of lifa It is destructive of a皿

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 expIoitation and

exchange of natural and intellec血al forces.

But because capital sets up any such boundary as a limitation,

and is thus巌a砂over and beyond it, it does not in any way

follow that it has m砂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. StiIl more so. The universality towards

Which it is perpe血ally driving finds limitations in its own nature,

Which at a certain stage ofits development will make it appear as

itselfthe greatest barrier to this tendency, leading thus to its own

selfLdestruction.

I4　The Preconditions of Revohltion

From Gγ〃nd諒e, PP. 3I8-I9
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To come cIoser to the heart ofthe question : first) there is a limit

not inherent to production generally, but to production founded

on capital・ This limit is dual’Or rather revcaled 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 m 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 itselfappears 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 super皿ous

burden at a certain stage of their development’ln eXaCtly the

Same way as the corporations were. These immanent limits

must be identical with the nature of capital, With the essential

deteminations of its concept・ These necessary limitations

are:

工工3



I Necessary lrfur as a llmlt to the謹調
Iabour power or of the salary of the industrial population.

2・ Suxplus value as a limit to surplus working time; and, in i

reladon to relative surplus working time as a barrier to the !

development of productive forces.　　　　　　　　　　i

3. What amounts to the same thing, tranS宣brmation int(自

money - eXChange value in general - aS a limit on production; OrJ

exchange based on value, Or Value based on exchange, aS a limit i

4. S,ill ,h。 S。m。.。in, vi。W。d 。S 。 Iimi,。ti。n 。f,h叩。du。ti。。 i

Ofuse values through exchange value; in other words, in order to

become in general an object of production real wealth must adopt !

a determinate fom, di飾erent from itself and thus absolutely not

identical with it.

Hence over-PrOduction which is the sudden recall ofall these !

necessary moments of production ba§ed on capital ; their neglec` :

血erefore brings a general depreciation in value. At the same time i

capital has the task imposed on it ofbeginning from a hi如er stage基:

Of the development of productive forces, etC. and renewing itsi

Search with a consequent ever greater collapse as capital. It is悠

therefore clear that the higher the development of capital,血切

more it appears as a barrier to production, and therefore also toi

COnSumPtion, quite apart from the other contradictions which・越

make it appear as a burdensome barrier to production an串

COmmerCe.　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　i

I5　Alienated Labour and Capital

From Gr〃融的pp, 354ヴ
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The addidoml value is thus again established as capi叫as

objectified labour entering into the exchange process with living

labour, and血ence dividing itself into a constant part一心e

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 i鵬o that of capital - Were COmPletely obscure.

They are now solved血rough the process of valorization and

production. At their fir§t OCCurrenCe, the prerequisites themselves

seemed to be exterior and derived from circulation ; thus they did

not arise fi.om its intemal nature, nOr Were they explained by it.

These external prerequisites wi皿now appear as elements in the

movement of capital itself so that capital itself has presuppesed

them as its own elements, irrespective of how they arose

historically.

Within the production process itself; surplu§ Value - the sur-

Plus value solicited as a result of the coustraint of capital -

appeared as surplus labour and even as living labour? Whichl

however, Sin∞ it cannot produce anything from nothing, finds

its own objective condidous in advance. Now this surplus labour
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appears objectified as surplus product, and this suaplus produ

in order to valorize itself as capital’divides itself into a doubl(

form: aS Objective labour conditions (material and instrument

and as subjective labour conditions (food) for the living labou

now to be put to work. The general form ofvalue - Objectifie(

labour - and objectified labour arising from circulation is

naturally’the general and selfLevident presupposition. Further

the surplus product in its totality - Which objectifies surplu

labour in its totality - nOW aPPearS aS SurPlus capital (as com"

Pared with the original capital, before it had undertaken th義

Circulation), i・e. aS autOnOmOuS exChange value, Which is oppose(

to the living labour power as its specific use value. All the factors

Which were opposed to the living labour power as force§ WhicI-

Were alien, eXtemal’and which consumed and utilized the living

labour power under definite conditions which were them§elves

independent of it, are nOW eStablished as its own product and

result.

I・ The surplus value or surplus product is nothing but

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 fhot as

CaPital, is the product of labour. It is itself nothing but the

general superfluity of labour over necessary labour - in an objec一

tive form, and thus as a value.

2・ The special shapes that are assumed by this value in order to

revalorize itsel串e. to establish itselfas capital - On the one hand

as raw material and ins叩ment’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 ofnecessary

WOrk (necessary in the sense that it is living, and produces the

means ofsubsistence which are its value) can be objectified in the

SurPlus labour, and indeed incessantly objectified, in other words

it can agaln COntinue the division ofthe objective and subjective

COnditions of its selfLmaintenance and selfLreproduction. More-

OVer, While living labour is exeouting the process that reproduces

H6

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 ofraw material and instrument above the require-

ments of necessary labour, While the objective conditions of

nece§Sary 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 extemal existence of surplus labour itself

Originally, On the other hand, this seemed alien to living labour

itself亘s though capital was responsible for the fact that insmu-

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, SelfLcentred indi節erence, the alien nature of

Objective conditions of labour as against living labour power,

reaching the point that一

(I) these conditions face the worker, aS a PerSOn, in the person

ofthe capitalist (as personifications with their own will and

interest), this absolute separation and divorce ofownership

(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血e

value personified in the capitalist or to the COnditions of

賞abour葵

this absolute divorce between property and labour, between

living labour power and the conditions ofits 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 ofthe work t料心

血e worker himself -

this separation now also appears as the product oflabour itse14

as an objectification of its own element§.

For through the new act of production itself (wh胤merdy

confirmed the exchange between capital and living labour that

had preceded it), SurPlus labour and thus suxplus value, SurPlus

PrOduct, in brie亀

as well as of necessary labour) is established as capital, aS eX-

change value which is independently and indi飾erently oppose{

both to living labour power and to its mere use value.

Labour power has only adopted the subjective condition§ O

necessary labour - Subsistence indispensable for productive?

labour power) i.e. its reproduction merely as labour I

divorced from the conditions ofits realizadon - and it has

set up血ese conditions as objects and values, Which

OPPOSed to it in an alien and authoritarian perso血脆cation.

It comes out of this prooess not only no richer but actually.

POOrer than when it entered it. For not only do the conditions of

necessary labour that it has produced belong to capital; but a

血e possibility of creating values which is potentially present

labour powcr now likewise exists as surplu§ Value, SurP]

product, in a word’aS CapitaI) aS dominion over living labour

POWerl aS Value endowed with its own strength and will as

OPPOSed to the abstract, PurPOSeless, Purely subjective poverty of

labour power. Labour power has not only produ∞d alien wealth

and its own poverty, but also the relationship of this wealth (as

Wcalth concemed exclusively with itself) to itself as poverty,

through the consumption of which wealth puts new lif昂nto

itself and again makes itself finit餌. Thi§ 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 extemal nature of these material conditio鵬;

- aPPcars aS its own product. The§e COnditions appcar as tho葛

S飯uP by labour power itse埠both as its own objectificatio卑

as血e objectificadon of its own power which has an exi§te

independent of it and) eVen mOre, rules over it, rules over it

its own doing.

重I8

In surplus caphal au血e 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 objeo-

tive conditious (material and instrtment), SO that the necessary

labour can reproduce the value exchanged against it as mc抑s of

Subsistence; finally, the necessary quantity of materials and

instrunent§ wi血which new surplus labour can be reaHzed

Within it or new surplus value produced.

Here we see the disappcarance of the semblance that existed

When血e production process was first considered, tO the e飾ect

that capital brought some value with it out of the circulation.

The objective condidons 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 prodrction. But if capital thus appears as the pro+

duct oflabour,血e product oflabour also appears a capital - nO

more as a simple product, nOr as eXChangeable goods, but as

CaPital ; Objectified labour assunes mastery, has co皿mand over

living labour. It appears just as much the product oflabour that

its product appears as alien p富operty, an independent mode of

existence opposed to hing labour, and equa皿y autonomous

Value ; that the product oflabour, Objecdfied labour, has acquired

its own soul from hing labour and has established itselfopposite

living labour as an ahen force. Cb鵬idered from the standpoint of

labour, labour thus appears to be active in the production proces

in such a way that it seems to reject its realization in objective

COnditions as alien reafty, and that it puts itself in the position

Ofan insubstantial labour power endowed only with needs agaiust

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

肌entity ofits own, but merely as an entity for others, and thus

also as a mere entity ofothers, Or O血er entity, against itsel亀This

process of realization is similarly the de-realization process of

Iabour. It establishes itself objectively, but it establishes this

Objectivity as its own non-being or as the being ofits non-being -

Of capital. It retums to itself as a mere potentiality of creating

‘.alues or valorhation; Since the entire real wealth’the world of

real 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
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Ofliving 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 weal血in opposition to it.

In so far as the surplus product is valorized afresh as surplus

Capital) and re-enterS the production process and selfLvaloriza-

don process, it is divided into (I) 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 -

the part designed for the maintenance of the labour power, and

for its progressive maintenance, Since surplus capital coustantly

grows - nOW aPPearS JuSt aS muCh as the product ofalien labour,

labour alien to capital, aS (2) its other components - the material

COnditions for the reproduction of a value = these means of

Subsistence + a surplus value.

Fu血er, When this surplus capital is considered, CaPital is

divided into two parts, One COnStant, the other variable : the con-

Stant Part - raW material and inst関mentS Oflabour - WaS ante-

diluvian and existed earlier than labour itself; the variable part

COusisted 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 dy

labour) and yet function as the prerequisites oflabour. This divi-

Sion of capital within itself appears more as though labour’s own 12

product - Object鮪ed surplus labour - is divided into two com-

POnentS: (I) 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 ofits own being in objective

form), Can Only bring it out of the form of the alien wealth that

OPPOSeS it on condition that it not only reproduces its value, but

also valorizes the part of the fresh capital which represents the

Objecdve conditions for the realization of new surplus labour and

SurPlus production, Or PrOduction ofsurplus values. Labour itself

has created a new fund for the use of new necessary labour, Or意

Which amounts to the same thing, a fund for the maintenance o

new living labour power - WOrkers - but at the same time血

I2o

condition that this fund can only be utilized so Iong 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 crcated 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 ofthe creation ofvalue, 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 capitall the circum-

stances have changed so far as labour power is concemed) in that

(I) the part of it that is exchanged against necessary labour is

reproduced by this labour itsel串e. it no Ionger 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 itselfin 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 PrOteCdon against the downfall or negation of the

transitory nature ofthe 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 a皿

established as capital in the production process by living labour.



I6　Property as the Right to Alien Labour
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Now, from the standpoint of capital: as far as surplus capital is i

∞ncerned, the capita脆st represents value as an en吋in itse瑞

the third function of mopey - Wea皿, through the mere acqulS当

蓋諾意誌器霊詰欝
e旗hange for existing values, but which he has acquired wi血out i

exchange. Ofcourse the original condition for this surplus capital i

Was the exchange of a part of the values belonging to血e capi血・

ist, Or血e objectified labour that he possesses, against alien living

霊豊置豊:霊謹書謹議場
this capital, i.e. for the acquisition of ahen labour, Of objectified `ふ

i騰n labour, a COndition appears to be the possession ofvalues on i

血e prt of the capitalist, Of which he exchanges one part, as a ;

matter ofform’for living labour capacity. We say `as a matter of l

form ’because living labour has to replace and give back again the∴

言霊霊蕊蔦霊慧詫薯謹書詰器了
血e acquisition of alien labour or of the values in which it ha年

been objectified, aPPearS aS the exchange of the values belonging !

to the capitalist) Placed by him into the circulation? and conveyed‖
生
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by him to living labour power - but which do not derive capiul

from it§ exchange with living labour, nOr from血e relationship of

CaPital to labour.

Let us now think of suxplus capital as having been again

thrown into血e producdon prooess, SO血at it again realizes its

surplus value in exchange) and once more appears as new surplus

capital at the beかning of a third process of producdon. This

surplus capital II has di飾erent prerequisites fi.om surplus

capital I. The prerequisites of surplus capital I were血e values

that belonged to the capitalist and were placed by him in血e

circuladon, Or mOre PreCisely, tO be exchanged for living labou

power. The prerequisite of§urPlus capital II is nothing more血an

the existen∞ Of surplus capital I; in o血er words,血e pre-

requisite血at the capitalist has already appropriated ahen labour

without any exchange. This puts him in the position of being

able to begin血e process all over again. Of course) in order to

create surplus capital II) One Part Of the value of surplus capital I

mu§t be exchanged for鵬ng labour power in血e fom ofme紬s

of subsistence; but what he血us exchanged consisted of ori由nd

values, Which he did not bring into circulation from his own

funds ; they consisted, On the contrary, Ofahen objecdfied labour,

which he had acquired without o飾ering any equivalent and which

he now again exchanges for alien living labour’and also of the

material, etC.’in which t址s new labour becomes rcalized and in

which it creates surplus value) Which has come into his hands

wi血out any exchange but merely as a result of his having

appropriated it. The past appropriation ofalien labour is thus the

simple condidon for fresh appropriation of alien labour ; Or alien

labour is found to be the property of the capita臆t objectively

(materially) in the form of existing values, and血is is the com

dition that enables him to appropriate anew the ahen living

labour power? and血ence surplus labour) Which is labour wi血out

any equivalent. The fact血at the capitalist wa§ drcady in

opposition to living labour is the only condition not only for hi8

maintaining himself as capital) but also for his appropriation? a§

growlng 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
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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

Ofequivalents, 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 ofan

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 itsem

The complete divorce between property (still more, Wealth) and

labour thus appears as the consequence ofthe law that originally

identified them.

Finally the production and valorization process s。。mS t。 rCSu古

in the reproduction and fresh production of the relationship

between capital and labour itse14 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 with与n the process, aS labour power and as the

CaPitalist that opposes him, just as, On the other side, the capital-

ist produces himselfas 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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I7　Exchange Relationships in Feudal

and Capitalist Society

From Grmd・料e, PP・ 363-74
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Money has in fact only been tumed into capital at the end of血e

first production process which results in its reproduction and血e

new production ofsurplus capital I. But surplus capital I is itself

Only established as surplus capital, and realized as such, OnCe it

has produced surplus capital II ; OnCe, in fact,血e prerequisites

Of the transition of money into capital, Which are still extemal to

the movement of real capital, have disappeared, and capital has

in fact established the conditions, in line with its inherent nature,

for enterlng 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 himselfup as

a capitalist, nOW belongs to the antediluvian conditions ofcapital;

it belongs to its historical prerequisites, Which already as such are

PaSt, and thus belong to the history ofits development and not in

any way to its contemporary history, l.e. nOt tO the real system

Of the mode of production that it controIs. If串r example,血e

flight ofthe serfe to the towns was one ofthe historical conditions

and prerequisities ofthe urban system, it ceases to be a condidon'

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

requisites of their development, that are done away with

they are established. The conditions and prerequisites of the

development) Of the coming into being, Of capital thus in fact

imply tha亡it does not yet exist, but that it will; thus they di§置

appear as capital becomes reality, aS CaPital itself; proceeding

from its reality) establishes the conditions for its realization. Thus

in the original trausition from money’Or Value existing in its oun

right, tO CaPital・ there is presupposed an accumulation by the

capitalist (achieved, Perhaps, by saving the products or

Created by his own labour), Which he accomplished before

vaIu鋒

a capitalist. Thus although money becomes capital as a result of;

Prerequisites which are determined and external to capital, aS l

soon as capital as such has come into existence, it creates its own i

Prerequisites, namely the possession of real conditions for th胡

Creation of new values without exchange - through its own pro+

蒜籍慧‡書誌蒜藍霊慧悪智
慧霊罵l霊湯諾三豊篭蒜票討
coming into being’but as the result of its existence. Capital nori

霊宝業苦葦蕊嵩豊轟
SuPPOSitions of its maintenance and growth. Thus the conditions (

that preceded the creation of surplus capital I) Or eXPreSSed the ;

formation of capital, do not come within the sphere of means o鉦

PrOduction, Of which capital is a prerequisite. They are historical L(

StageS Ofits development, just as the processes whereby the 。。rth i

Changed from a fluid sea of fire and steam into its present form‖

now lie beyond its existence as a completed world. This means i

that individual capital can still be formed, for example by hoard一、

ing. The hoard is, however, Only changed into capital by expIoita∴'

tion oflabour. Bourgeois economists, Who consider capital to be :

an etemal・ natural (and not historical) form of production, are :

always seeking to justify it, in that they portray the conditions 。f ,

窯霊蒜露語霊書誌蒜(謹嵩難し
developing into a capitalist) still has a non-CaPitalist mode of '
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appropriation as the very conditions of capitalist appropriation.

These atte皿PtS at apOIogy indicate a bad conscience? and an

inabifty to harmonize血e means of appropriadon of capital, aS

capital, with血e general laws of property proclaimed by capitaHst

society i`Self. On血e 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 hi§tOrical aspect of血e production proce§S) is related to

historically earlier mcans ofproduction. Therefore it is not neces-

sary, in order to analyse the laws of the bourgeoi§ ecOnOmy) to

write the true history ofproduction reladonships. But the correctl

approach to血em and deduction ofthem as historically developed

relationships always lead us to draw comparisons based on the

past history of this system asタfor example) with the empirical

figures of mtunl science. These illu§ions) tOge血er with a

correct grasp of the present day’血us also o飾er a key to the

understanding of血e past. This is a task in itself; which we hape

to reach in due course. Equally’this correct interpretation leads

us to points血at suggest the abo舶on of the present mode of

producdon and foreshadow血e future. Thus w軸e血e pre-

bourgeois phases appear to be only historical) i.e. teminated’

prerequisites) SO the present conditions ofproduction can be seen

as self」terminating, and thus at the same time as establishing

historical presupposttious for a new kind of society.

Let us next co購ider the rcalized reladonship, Value rcalized as

capital and living labour as mere use value opposed to capital’

so that living labour §eemS tO be merely a means whereby the

objectified, dead labour can be valorized, givn a living soul, and

loses its own thereby. This results in wea皿血at has been crcated

as something alien; Only the growlng mPOVerishment of living

labour power is its own. Here the position is thus simply血at in

and through the process itself the real material conditions of

living labour - material in which it can be valorized; in§trument

with which it can valorize itself; and means of subsistence wi血

which the flame ofliving labour can be fanned and protected from

becoming extinguished, and the necessary fuel added for its con-

tinued life輸these conditions are fixed as an alien, ind印endent

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 SelfLsu億cient,

autonomous values which develop wealth that is alien to labour

POWer, the wealth of the capitalist. The objective condition§ Of’

living labour appear as separate, Objectified values, OPPOSed to

living labour power, Which, aS a Subjective existence, is opposed・

to them only as the value ofanother kind (di価ering from them not

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 it

does this. The objective conditions of living labour power are ′

PreSuPPOSed as existing independently from it, aS the objectivity ,

Of a subject which is di蹄rent from living labour power and i血(

dependently opposed to it. Reproduction and valorization’i.e∴

the extension of these objective conditions, are thus at the same ‘

dme the reproduction and frosh production ofthem as the wealth言

Of an alien subject, indiferently 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

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, SlnCe Out OfcapitaI there develops

血e capitalist. On the other hand the purely subjective existence

Oflabour power as opposed to its own conditions gives it a quite

indiferent objective form as opposed to them. It is only a value

with special use valu$, alongside the conditions of its own

VaIorization as values of another use value. These values do not

become realized in the production process as conditions of the

realization of ]abour power; On the contrary) labour power

emerges from the production process as the simple condition of

their valorization as independent vaIues opposed to it. The raw

material that it works on is alien material ; likewise the instrument

is an alien instrument; its labour occurs only as an accessory to

their substance・ and thus objectifies itselfin what does not belong

to it. Even living labour itselfappears to be aIien as opposed to

living labour power’whose labour it is, Whose own manif義tation

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血ough to something alien) and if

capital felt inclined to pay the worker without obliging him to

work, the latter would readily accept the oifer. His own labour

(and also its orientation) is thus just as alien as are the material

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 separadon

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 dea血-knell

ofcapital in the same way血at 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

PrO duction.

Let us, On the other hand, COnSider the original relationship

which existed before money entered into the selfLvalorization

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 oflabour for

a daily wage, etC. - aS labour that establishes and produces

capital, i.e. 1iving labour, Which at the same time produces bo血

the objective conditions for its realization as an activity, and the

objective elements of its existence as labour power, aS alien forces

OPPOSmg lt’aS Values which are independent of it and exist for

themselves alone.) The essential conditions are established in the

relationship as it originally exists :

I. On the one hand, living labour power lS PreSent aS a Purely

subjcctive 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 selfLpreservadon of living lahour power; in fact, ther

is on the one hand the active pos§ibility of labou in all i

abs調のion.

2. On the other hand there is value, Or Objectified labour. This

must be an a∝umulation of use values large enough to provide

血e obj ective conditious, nOt merely for the production ofproducts

Or Values needed in order to reproduce or maintain living labour′

POWer, but also to absorb surplus labour. In short,血ere 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

血e master-Servant relationship. There must be a mediation

between血e two extremes. This meaus production which does

not deliver血e means ofsubsistence directly to the producer, but

arran es it through exchange, and since it canno` gain control of

血e alien labour directly) buys it by means ofexchange from thc

wo重kcr.

4. Fimlly the side represendng the obj∞tive conditious

labour in the fom of independent, SelfLsu鯖cient values m

take the form of value and have as its ultimate purpose

Setdng up of values, Sel亀valorization and the crcation of

mmey - and not the immediate enjoyment or血e crcation

鴫e Valuc.

So Iong as both sides can only exchange their labour with o】

another in the form of objectified labour, this relationship

inpossible; it is equally impos§ible when living labour pow

itrdfis the property of the other side and not something to l

exchanged. (This does not entirely rule out the possibility of t】

existence of slavery at isolated points within the bourgeoIS Pr-

duction system. But this is only possible because it does not exi

at o血er points of the system and appears∴aS an anOmaly

OPPOSition to the bourgeois system itself.)

The conditions in which this relationship originally apPearS, ’

Which appear to be historical presuppositions of its formatio

Seem at first §ight to have a double置Sided nature一心e dissolution

Ofprimitive forms ofliving labour on the one hand’and the

solution of its happier relationships on the other.

The紐st prerequisite is that the rystem of slavery or bon葛
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should be abolished. Living labour power belong§ to itseILond

disposes of its own manifestation of force by means of exchange.

Both sides are opposed to one another as persous. Formally) their

relationship is the free and equal one ofthose 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 relatiouships. What the fiee worker

sells is always only a definite, Particular quantity ofmanifestation

offorce ; and labour power as a totafty dominates each particular

manifestation. The worker sells his particular power to a par-

ticular capitalist) facing him independently as an individual. But

it is clcar that this is not his relatiouship to the eristence of

capital as capital, i.e. to the capitalist dass. Nevertheless) aS far

as he is conccmed as a real, individual personl he sees opening

before him a vast field of arbitrary choice, and thus formal frec+

dom. In the slavery relatiouship the worker belongs to an

individual’Particular owner) Whose labour machine he is. In all

the force that he can manift勘all his labour power, he belongs

to another, and thus is not related as a subject to his own

particular manif料ation 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 Ofhis elements which he, aS a Subject, COntrOIs, 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

llOt Su鯖ce to constitute one side as being capital, the other as

‘lTage-labour・ The whole class of the so-alled providers of

services, from the shoeshine boy to the king? falls into this cate-

gory. so also does the fiee wage-earner) Whom we find every-

Ⅵ「here to a sporadic extent) in places where either the oriental or

the o∞idental community (consisting of froe landed proprietors)

dissoIves into its individual elements - aS a reSult of increase in

population, release of prisoners of war) aCCidental conditions in

‘下手hich there is impoverishment ofthe individual and the objective
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Circunstances of his selfLsustaining labour disappear, aS a reS

Ofthe division of labour’etC. When A exchanges either value

money, i.e. objectified labour, in order to obtain a service from

that is’living labour’this can occur :

I. In the relationship of simple circulation. Both’in fact, Onl

exchange use values : One Ofthem’meanS Ofsubsistence ; the othe

exchanges his labour, Which is a service that the first desires t

COnSume either directly (personal service), Or by supplying th

material by means of which, through his labour, through th

Objectification of his labour, the second creates use valu

destined to be consumed by the first. As, for example, When

farmer admits a travelling tailor into his house (as used to happe]

in the past) and gives him the cloth to make dothes with. Or if

give a doctor money to patch up my health for me. What i
important in such cases is the service that they render to ead

Other. Do “t力演∫# seems here to be on exactly the same level a

j易io “tみ† or d最t dr‡ The man who makes me a suitout o

the cIoth for which I have supplied him the material gives me l

use value. But instead ofgiving it at once in the objectified form

he gives it in the form ofan activity. I give him a ready-made us'

Value; he transforms it into another one for me.

between past, Objectified and living, PreSent labour appean

Only as the formal di飾erence between the various Jm5e5 ,

WOrk’Which at one time occur in the perf誼tense’at anOt

the present. It appears in fhot to be a merely formal di錆u

PrOduced by division oflabour and exchange’Whether B hj

PrOduces the means of糾bsistence from which he has to ex

whether he obtains them from A; in which case he do(

PrOduce the means ofsubsistence directly, but produces a s

CIothes instead, fdr which he receives in exchange’from J

_〇一___,_　臆lヽ　　　1　　●

means of subsistence. In both cases he can only obt

Of the use value possessed by A so Iong as he gives

equivalent for it) Which in the last resort always com

his own living labour, Whatever objective form it ma

either before or afier the conclusion of the exchange.
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now not only contains labour which gives it a definite form - a

definite form of utility given to the doth by the movement of

labour - but it contains a definite quantity oflabour 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 ofien happens in simple relationshipsl the person who renders

a service does not receive money for it but only immediate use

values, the illusion that we are here concemed 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 ofcousumption, a Particular use value. This act is thus not

concemed 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 cIoth, but that it satisfies a de丘nite need. A’s money is not

valorized but de-Valorized, during the process of converting it

from the form ofvalue 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 fi.equently A repeats the exchange, the

more impoverished he becomes. This type of exchange is not an

act of emichment for him, nOr an aCt Of value creatlOn; lt lS a

devalorization ofvalues 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 ・勿れI

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 monり′ a∫ γemue) 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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Or SPending of money is not血e same thing as producing mon

In condidons in which most of the surplus labour i§ agricu叫

and in which血e landowner retaius both血e surplus labour and

血e surplus product, it is the revenue of the landowner which !

foms血e labour fund for the free worker, the manufactu血g :

WOrker (we refer here to manufacturing by hand), aS OPPOSed to l

the agricultural worker. This exchange is a form oflandowner’§弓

議竃護護劃
nomadic camps, because of the exchange of his revenue wi働

くfree hands’, aS Steuart tems them. In血is reladonship血ere i8

no wage-labour, a皿ough it may (it need not) come into contra-

diction with §lavery and bondage, Since it is always found in血e

mo§t diverse forms of social orgarization. In so far as money

arranges this exchange, the firing of prices is血portant for bo血

Sides (but for A only in so far as he doe§ nOt Wi§h to pay too

hi曲for the use value of the labour; and not because he is

concemed wi血its value). It makes no essential di飾erence that

Ori如vlly this price is chiefly convendonal and traditional ; and

血en hitle by little b∞O皿CS detemined first ∞OnOmically,

according to supply and demand, and later by the costs ofproduo-

tion, Whereby those who sell血ese living services can the鵬elves

be produced. For bo血before and after,血e price重uing remaius

Only a fornul element in the exchange of pure use values. This

Price is fixed by o血er reladonships, Viz. the general laws in for∞

detemined by the dominant means ofproduction, and operating

bchind such partioular acts of exchange. In the ancient world,

One Of the entides in which血is type of remuneration first

appcared was the amy・ The ordinary §Oldier)s pay was kept down

to a minimum - it was determined solely by血e production

Cu成s involved in producing soldiers. But the services rendered

by the soldier were prid for out of state revenue, nOt from

∞pi也1.

In bourgeois societyl all foms of exchange of personal service

for revenue come under this heading - fron labour for persond
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consumpdon (血e labour of the cook, the scamstress, the

gardener) up to the work perfomed by all the genera叫y non-

producdve classes喜State emPIoyees) doctors’lawyer§, tcachers,

etc., also all menial servants, etC. All these workers’from血e

humblest to the highest, negOtiate the exchange of their services

(ofien compulsory) against a part of the surplus product, ag壷st

the capitalist’s revenue. But no one wo山d ever think that the

capitalist) by exchanging his revenue fdr this kind of persoml

serⅤice - that is, by privately consuming it - SetS himself up as a

capitalist ; rather) he is spending the fruits ofhis capital. The fact

that the proportious in which revenue is exchanged for this living

labour are themselves determined by the general laws of produo-

tion does not alter the nature ofthe relation§hip.

As we pointed out in the section on money) it is rather the

provider of services who establishes value, COnVer血g a use

value (a definite kind of labour or service) into value, mOney.

In the Middle Ages’those who were tending towards producdon

and accumulation of money set out from血e ranks of living

labour, a∞umuladng moneyl and developing capitalist capar

bilities for a later period’to SOme eXtent in contrast to the ranks

of the consuming landed nobility. The capitalist camel in part)

from the emancipated serf

It is not血e general relationship that determines whe血er the

provider of services receives a salary) a daily wage or a profes-

sional fbe’Or a Civil list‘PenSion) Or whether his rank is superior or

inf誼or to that ofthe person paying for the service;血is depend8

on the natural, Particular quafty of the service rendered. Once

capital has established itself as the dominating force’all such

relationships are in any case more or less強hom聞〃みHowever)

this Ioss 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 di価erent forms occumng as use

values of di節erent kinds, One in an objective form and the other

in a subjective form. For that there must be an exchange of

objecdfied labour that exists a§ a Value for itself agaiust labour
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as Hving use value that belongs to it, aS uSe Value for value, nOt

for any particular or special use or consumption.

During the exchange of money for labour or service for direct

COnSumPtion there is always a real exchange. Qpantities oflabour

are exchanged on both sides, though this is only offormal interest,

enabling the particular, SPeCial utility forms of the labour to be

measured. This refers only to the form ofthe exchange, and does

not constitute its content. In the exchange of capital for labour,

Value is no measurement for the exchange of two use values, but

血e content of the exchange itsem

2. At the time when pre-bourgeois conditions were dissoIved,

froe workers were seen to appear sporadically whose services

Were bought not for purposes ofconsumption but for production.

First ofall, this took place on a large scale only for the production

Ofirmediate use values, nOt Values. Secondly, it occurred when

the nobility for example, emPIoyed fi.ee workers alongside bond-

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 lunry consumption.

Basically this is only a disguised purchase of alien labour for

direct, immediate consumption, Or aS a uSe Value. Besides, in

Sit脚tions where the free workers were multiplying, SO that this

relationship was increasing, the old means of production - COm-

munal, Patriarchal or f九dal - Were disintegrating, and the

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.

In order to express the relations that are established between

CaPital and labour in terms ofproperty relationships or laws, it is

enough to illustrate the behaviour of both sides in the valorization

PrOCeSS aS a PrOCeSS Of appropriation. For example, the fact that

SurPlus labour is established as the surplus value ofcapital means

that the worker does not appropriate the product of his own

labour; that it seems to him to be alien property; Or Vice versa言
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by the law of su∝eSSion’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

labour - 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 efrorts that they cannot themselves coordinate.

In this combination, labour serves an alien wi11 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. This is the

animated monster which objectifies scientific thought, and in

practice unifies the entire process. It does not behave as血e

instrument ofthe 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

either their special言solated function’Or the instrument of

labour.

Thus, in that the worker relates to the product ofhis labour as

to something alien, he relates to combined labour also as to some・

thing alien, and to his own labour as his own manifdstation of

life, but alien to him and imposed on him; SO that・ aS A. Smi血

has said, it is a burden and a sacrifice. Labour itself; like its

product, is no Ionger 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血e

negation both of labour and its product in the individual fom,

and therefore of the property of the individual worker. It thus
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exi8tS in the fom ofcoIIective labour, combined bo血as st

and object, but independently of its real elements : it has, t

forel a SeParate existence. Gpital is thus the trans∞ndent

ject and owner of alien labour, SO that its relationship is th

COmPlete a con調diction as that of wage-labour.

I8　Communism as the Full Development

of Human Potentiality

From Gγ縮み壷e, PP. 387-8

ノ侮州des′楊儲海po鼻筋かe硯加n′諒姉a〆J諭肋a訪a碗io高e華〃加′ゆ-

1Iient〆“履mn妙ea鵬鰍か′O肋m〃初!・

Thus the ancient conception, in which man) in spite of his

various narrow national, religious or political determimtions)

sti11 never血eless appears as血e aim of producdon) SeemS tO be

very superior to the modem world where production is血e aim

of man and wealth the aim of production. But in fact) When血e

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 ofhis

creative dispositious without any presupposition other than the

previous historical development, Which makes the totality of this

development) i.e. the development of a11 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 ofproduction that corre-

sponds to it - this complete elaboration of the imer potential of

man appears as complete depletion, this universal objectification

as complete aliemtion and the destruction of all determined,

one_Sided aims as the sacrifice of his autonomy to a wholly
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extemal aim. Thus, On the one hand, the childlike ancientl

WOrld appears to be the higher. On the other hand, this is the

CaSe Wherever a cIosed shape, form and given limitation is

SOught. The ancient world gives satisfaction from a narrow point

Of view; Whereas the modem world a飾ords no satisfhotion or,

Where it does appear to be satisfied in itself is mean.

I9　The Universalist Tendencies Inherent

in Capitalism

From Gγmみ料e, PP. 438T40
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cmted巌CO海γad海綿′タi脇40i扉O Jhej訪hl so′ieり′ JhaJ pγe′eded在md JO庇

′Ommα読点O譲りIhai扇〃♪脇妙高

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 oftime) 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 ofits circulation, the more it will aspire to greater extension

in space for its market) and thus to greater destruction of space

by time. (Ifworking time is not considered as the working day of

the individual worker’but as an indeterminate working day ofan

indeterminate number of workers, all卒pu履tion rehtiomh匂)∫

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 froel un-

inhibited) PrOgreSSive and universal development of productive
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forces itsdf foms血e prerequisite of society and thus of i

reproduction; Where the only prerequisite is to proceed beyond i

血e point of departure. This tendency - Which capital posse{漏ら

but which at血e same time contradicts it as a limited form of )

Production’and thus impels it towards its own dissolution i

distinguishes capital from all earlier means of production, and i

COntaius the implication ofits own tran§itory nature. All previous :

forms of society finndered on the development of wealth - Or"

Which amounts to the same thing, On the development of social j

individ脚I trade - the economic conditions upon which血e

COrmunity rested were dissoIved. The political relationshipe

corresponding to the di塙erent constituents of the community

Su飾ered血e same fate; aS did religion, in which it was seen in an

idealized form (and bo血these rested on a given relationship to

nature, into which all productive force can be resolved); and the

Character and points of view of individual people. The develop一

ment ofscience alone - i.e. ofthe most solid form ofwealth, Which

is both a product ofwealth and a producer ofit - wis su債cient

to make this community disintegrate. 7協あe毎mn卑小読m均

Ofthis ideal and at the same time practicaI wealth) is however only

Ope aSPeCt, One form‘ Of the d訪e砂mm′か脆mn pr脇諦めG

本筋(i・e. Wealth). %a砂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垂加iie 51舞有れe砂m妨げmterial pro虎雄めe力符eらand

血us 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海basis, this plant in flower, and

there書bre it fades after flowering and as a consequence of flower-

ing), is the point at which it has been elaborated to a form in

Which it can be united with the h勧餅rわe硬m研q旬〆oゐ偽れG
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forces, and心us also with the richest dewdopment of/血e

individ脚l. As §OOn aS this point has been reached) any further

development takes血e fom of a declinel 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 ofcommunity and thus also ofindividuals possesslng

qualities and a development as limited as血ose of the com-

munity血at they form.

This prerequisite itself was) in its tuml the result of a limited

historical stage of the development of productive forces, a limica-

tion ofwealth, just as much as ofthe knowledge ofhow to achieve

it. The purpose ofthis community and ofthese individuals - aS a

condition of producdon - is the砂・Od諒寂m d‘脇ae d坊ermind

‘0楊tio郷q#r楊祐寂m and ofthe individuals who, both as sin如

individuals and in their social di紐erentiations and relations, are

the living car壷rs of these relationships. Capital itself estab脆shes

the pγ誘〃巌m 4‘妙ea初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’調de,

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 a匂ital is that this whole develop-

ment brings out contradictions) and that the elaboration of

productive forces) Ofgeneral 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 itselfa 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 a world market.

The basis o飾ers 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 of4∫ a limitation and not as a sacred boundary. The

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

the universality ofhis real and ideal relationships. Man therefore

becomes able to understand his own history as a 4γOle5J, and to

COnCeive ofnature (invoIving 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 con`htion q/ pγOdu′tion, nOt that determined

“脇海om〆prOd初i脇Should be set up as a boundary beyond

Which productive forces cannot develop.

重44

2O Labour as Sacrifice or SelfLrealization

From Grmd壷e, PP. 5O4-508

施r〆Ieγe ′Omm海a′ k略Ih on Aゐm Smii耀徹偲訪ひe all寂ゐtoヮ0壷a書

be海aわびa b幼切n. h l硫諦γa′t Ma筋p筋e融a雄′e海pi′tαγeび露。亮

as the万物m′げ畑a名高請ost pr色毎nd ′帥a説話He a応o a脇′鳥5 Sm励o研加

gm徹訪海i海pγ宏e少“gooゐ′an綿Oi be deie鋤ined匂′初oブタγび●初0〃r iJ諦肪d

SO加旬a5 a幼型枠e.

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’it is a

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 ofmy labour, for my

wages, is always the same hour ofworking 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) Streng血

and spirits; in the ordinary degree of his s捌I and dexterity) he must

always lay down the same pordon 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 someti皿eS PurChase a greatcr and sometimes a

Smaller qunntity; but it is their value which variesl 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 estimatcd

and compared. It is their real price; mOney is their nominal price

Only.重
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`Thou shalt hbour by血e sw掛t of tdy browl’"鴎容Jehovah’8

Cuse that he bestowed upon Adam. A. Smith conceives oflabour

as such a curse. `Rest’appears to him to be the fitting §tate Of

things, and identical with ` liberty’and `happiness’. It seems to

be far from A. Smi血’s thoughts that the individual, `in his

nomal state of hcalth, Strength, aCtivity, S鮒I and e債ciency’,

血ght also require a normal portion of work, and of ces!融on

from rest. It is true that血e quantity of labour to be provided

SeemS tO be conditioned by extemal 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 oocur to A.

Smi血that the overcoming of such obstacles may it§elf consd言

tute an exercise in肌erty, and that these extemal purposes lose J

血eir character ofmere na調ral necessities and are established as i

PurPOSeS Which the individual himself fixes. The re§ult is the

Self王ealization and objectification of the subject, therefore real

freedom, Whose activity is precisely labour. Of course he is cor-

rect in saying that labour has always seemed to be repulsive, and

鋤oed upon the worker from outside, in its historical foms of

ぬve-labour, bond輸labour and wage-labour, and that in this

Sense nOn-labour could be opposed to it as `liberty and happi場(

ness ’. This is doubly true of血is contradictory labour which has'

not yet created the subjective and objective conditious (which it

lost when it abandoned pastoral conditions) which make it into

attmctive labour and individual selfLrealization. This does nct

警護護憲輩警護豊
d種med serious and demands the greatest e飾ort. The labour [

COncerned with material production can only have血is char-巻

acter if (I) it is of a social nature, (2) it has a scientific character

and at the same time is general work, i.e. ifit ceases to be human

e徹即日隠a definite) trained natural force) gives up its purely

natural, Primitive a§PeCtS and becomes the activity of a subject

COntrOl血g a11 the ‡brces of nature in the production process.`

Moreover’A. Smith is thinking only of血e slaves of capital.

For example, eVen心e semi-artistic worker of心e Middle Ages

CannOt be included in his definition. However, my irmediate
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concem is not to discuss his philosophic view of labour, but ody

its economic aspect. Labour considered purely as a sacrifi∞ and

血erefore as establishing a value) labour as the price to be paid

for things and血us giving them a price according as they cost

more or les labour’is a purely negative definition. In this way

Mr Sehior was able, for example, to make capital into a source of

production擁g鋤諦in the same sense as labour a source of

production of valuel Since the capitali§t tOO is making a sa鯖ifice)

the sacrifice of abstinence, for, iustead of directly oonsuning his

produce) he is euriching himself A pure negative accompHshes

nothing. When the worker takes pleasure in his work - aS) Cer置

tainly, Serior’s miser takes pleasure in his abstinence - the pro-

duct loses no血ing of its value. It is labour alone that produces;

it is the only substance of products considered as values.擁This

is why working血ne (suppo§ing it is ofthe same intensity) is the

measure ofvalue. The qualitative di飾erences 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 di紐erentiation - are the

result of historical processes. For the great majority of workers,

these di飾erences disappear again’Sin∞ the work that they per.

fom is simple; WOrk that is ofa 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 mcasured by血e standard of labour (working time) because

瀦Proudhon’s axjom血at all work lcave§ a SurPlus show§ how ljttle he unde虹

stands血e pos寵on・ What he denies to capital) he a皿ows to be a mt調al

property of labo肌The point js ra血er血at血e working血re necessary for

the sadsfaction of absolute necessities leaves some fi.ee dme (which v紳ies al

the various tages of血e development of血e productive forces〉, SO that surplus

produ∞ Can血us be created if surplus labour is done. The obj∝t i8 to

terminate thi§ relationship, SO that surplus produce itself can become neces-

sary, and finally material producdon can leave everyone surplus血ne for o血er

activities. There is no longer anytl血g mystical about血is. Origindly the

spontaneously developing association (血e family) existed at血e begiming

toge血er wi血a corresponding division of labour and cooperadon. But then

needs were sljght in血e begiming, and only developed wi心血e productive

めmes.置Ma競’§書bo血ote.]
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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

血at man reproduces. These forms) however) have nothing in

COmmOn With each other; they exist as something constant so

Iong as they have an existence as an activity measured by time,

Which can thus also be used to measure objectffied labour. We

shall examine later how far this measurement is linked to ex_

Change, and to labour that is not yet socially orgahized, aS a

definite stage ofthe 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 ofits own, it is measured

in terms of its natural properties - Size, Weight’length) CaPaCity,

measures ofusefulness, etC. But as an e節ect, Or aS the static form

Ofthe 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 4re labour, they can be measured by the measure

Oflabour) by the working time, Or the quantity of labour con-

Sumed in them. The negation of rest, aS a Pure negation, aS an

a§Cetic sacrifice, aCCOmPlishes nothing. An individual may mor-

tify the flesh and make a martyr of himself from moming 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 obta互l them. This is reminiscent of the pre-

industrial erかn 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, Oflack o旺eedom, Ofunhappiness - in fact,

the negation of a negative condition. A. Smith considers labour

from the psychoIogical point of view) in relation to the pleasure

Or OPPOSite that it gives to the individual. But in addition to

being a feeling conceming 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血e

WOrkcr’s own particular relationship towards the object that he
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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 oflabour is constant; lt lS 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 ofproducts

are measured by labour, nOt the labour actually empIoyed, 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 ofits reproduction given in the

exchange, in other words, the possibility of renewlng PrOductive

activity created by its own product.

Moreover, ifA. Smith’s idea ofsacrifice correctly expresses the

Subjective relationship of the wage-eamer 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 ofwork may represent a great sacrifice. But

the value of his work does not in the slightest depend on his

feelings; nOr does the value ofthe 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 oflabour. 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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Individual Freedom in Capitalist

S ociety

F調Gγ鋤拐3e, pp・ 542-5

力血相0鋤e鈍めゐ鋤け粉体書方e g鋤鑓ふけ`印加碇肋伽d細f庇mo3I

初的彫れゆi脇筋力eedo肋fo be華肋d就航G調血を瓦鵜. A〃0碗

破り海防eedb桝io bej疑諏訪bo〃なeO短o譲り高砂no肋の郷のb訪

肋誘拐の3庇‡かaプリI胸高鵬鋤け砂. Mo′eO枇γ,金紗初碗叫や“′

胸朋の"カタ妨eげ′伸筋搬so読切

Historically) COmPetition meant the abolition of guld coercion

governmental regulation§, and the abolidon of frontiers, to

坤., within a state - and in血e world market it meant the abo

tion of tari飾i, PrOteCtion and prohibition. In §hort’it

hi§torically a negation of the limits and obstacle§ PeCuliar to

levels of production that obtained before the developme鵬

Capital. These were described quite correctly, historically s

ing, by血e physioorats asん短ez力かc,海相弛a撮r, and adv

cated by them as such. Competition’howeverl has never

COnSidered from the purely negative and purely historical as

indeed’eVen mOre §tuPid interpretations have been put forwa

for example血at competition represents血e clash between i

dividuals released from their chains and acting only in th

OWn interests; Or that it represents the repulsion and a請acti馴

Of free individuals in relation to one another, and thus is血

absolute form of individual liberty in the sphere of productiα

and exchange. Nothing could be more wrong.

Although fiee competition has abolished the obstacles creat

by血e relationships and means of pre-CaPitalist production,

Should first be remembered that what were restrictions for capi

Were inherent frontiers for earlier means of production, Withi

Which they developed and moved naturally. These frontiers b
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came obstacles only after productive forces and commercinl

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 rcaliza-

tion. It did not abolish all frontiers by any means, Or all ob-

stacles; Only those血at 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串ut its own conditious

of existence.

In血e same way the industry ofthe guilds in its heyday found

that the guild organization gave it the freedom it needed, i.e.血e

production relationships corresponding to it. Guild industry

gave ri§e tO these relationships, developing them as its own in-

herent conditions, and thus not at all as extemal, reStricting ‘二子

Obstacles. The historical aspect ofthe negation ofguild industry, :

etc., by capital, by means of free competition, meanS nOthing

more than that capital, Su億ciently strengthened by a means of

Circulation adequate for its nature, tOre down the historical b紬+

riers which interfered with and restricted its movement. But

COmPetition is far removed from possesslng merely this historical

Significance, Or from playing merely this negative role.舟ee

“硬e紡脇is the relation of capital to itself as another capital,

i.e. it is the real behaviour ofcapital as such. It is only then that

the internal laws ofcapital - Which appear only as tendencies in

†he early historical stage§ Of its evolution - Can be established;

PrOduction founded on capital only establishes itself in so far as

fiee 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 froely in free competition. So Iong 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 conditious of

CaPital will seem to be free. This liberty is then assured dog-
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matically by constant reference to the barriers that have been

tom down by fi.ee competition. Free competition expresses the

real development ofcapital. Because ofit, individual capital finds

imposed upon itself an external necessity that corresponds to

the nature of capital, tO the means of production founded on it,

to the concept of capital. The mutual constraint that di飾erent

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 thef・ee and at the same time

血e ml development of wealth as capital. So much so, that the

PrOfoundest economic theorists, Ricardo for examPle, begin by

PreJumi略the absolute domination of free competition, in order

to §tudy 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 toi

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血e his一

torical nature of capital, and the limited character of fiee

COmPetition, Which is sti11 only the fiee movement of portions of

capital, i.e. their movement within conditions that have nothing

in common with those of any dissolved preliminary stages, but

are their own conditions. The domination of capital is the pre-

requisite of free competition言ust as the despotism of the

Roman emperors was the prerequisite of the free Roman civil

law. So Iong as capital is weak, it will rely on crutches taken

from past means ofprQduction or from means of production that

are disappearmg aS it comes onto the scene. As soon as it feds i

strong, it throws the crutches away and moves according to its i

own laws. As soon as it begins to fねand to be aware that it is !

謡豊嵩詰葦藍霊諸富窪葦
the same time, by curbing free competition, the heralds of its i

dissolution, and of the dissolution of the means of production i
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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 offiee competition) i.e. through the real process ofcapital,

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 ncgation of free

competition as being the negation of individual liberty and of

social production founded on individual liberty. It is only fiee

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 individua=iberty and total

subjugation of individuality to social conditions which take the

form ofmaterial forces - and even of all-POWerful objects that are

independent of the individuals relating to them. The only

rational answer to the dei丘cation of free competition by the

middle-Class prophets) Or its diabolization by the socialists’lies

in its own development. Ifit is said that) Within the limits offiee

competition, individuals by following their pure selfLinterest

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 interL

action took place. Moreover’OnCe the illusion that competition

is the supposedly absolute form of free individuality disappears’

this proves that the conditions ofcompetition, 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 AHenmtion

in Machinery and Science

陣om Gγ〃nd寂枇, pp. 583-92

観‡硫Ia∫坤やMa瑠餅肌や脇的励め綿読高庇朋で毒硫0妙所崩e伽d乃〃鵬S

α脇的脇加持a露d i訪no嬢γ a$糊ゆγ華の0竹碗糊高a筋綿a庇m :海庇se僻fカの職

印傭a砂のJ‰10鳩b高鳴暗aboα口脇e ′Ol砂seの印加楊柳a癌海海鵬存在肋fo α

〆f蹄′O柳納〃訪れ0読切

閣

So long as the means oflabour remains a means oflabour, in血e

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血at it appears to be the means oflabour

not only from its material aspect, but at the same time as a special

mode ofexistence ofcapital determined by the general process of

のpital輸it has become〆鵬d cap海人But once absorbed into血e

PrOduction process of capital, the meaus of labour undergoes

Ⅵ竜ous metamorphoses, Of which血e last is the m諦卿, Or

組ther an 4uJom海が細m〆‘ m諦めct′′ (`automadc’meaning

that this is only the n!OSt Perfected and most fitting form of

血e machine, and is what transforms the machinery into a

町轡tem).

This is set in motion by an automaton, a mOtive force that

moves ofits own accord. The automaton consists ofa number of

mechanica看and intellectual organs, SO that the workers血em

selves can be no more than the conscious limbs ofthe automaton.

In the machine, and still more in machinery as an automadc

System, the means of labour is transformed as regards its use

value, i.e. as regards its material existence, into an existenco

Suitable for fixed capital and capital in general; and the form in

which it was assimilated as a direct means of labour into theぺ
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prodr続ion proces of capital is transformed into one impused

by capital itself and in accordance with it. In no respect is血e

皿achine血e mcans of labour of血e individual worker. Its dis-

tinctive character is not at all, as Wi血the mean§ Of labour, that

of transmitting the activity of the worker to its object; rather

血is activity is so arranged that it now only transmits and super-

vises and protects from damage血e work ofthe machine and its

action on the raw material.

With the tool it was quite the contrary. The worker a轟mated

it with his own s捌I and activity; his manipuladon of it de.・

pended on his dexterity. The machinel Which po§SeSSeS Skill and

force in the worker’s place, is itself血e virtuoso’wi血a spirit of

its own in血e mechanical laws心at take e節ect in it; and, just as

the worker consumes food, SO the machine consumes coal, Oil,

etc. (iustrumental material), for it§ OWn conStant SelfLpropulsion.

The worker’s acdvity, linrited 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

ob塵es the inanimate parts of the machine, through血eir com

strucdon, tO WO血appropriately as an automaton, does not e壷8t

in the consciousness of the worker, but acts upon him血rough

the machine as an alien force, as the power ofthe machine it§elf

The appropriation of living labour by objecdfied labour - Of

valorizing strength or activity by selisu航cient value - Which is

i血erent in the concept of capital) is established as血e charac劇

of the production process itself - When production is based on

machinery - as a function of its material element§ and material

movement. The production process has ceased to be a labour

process in the sense血at labour is no Ionger the unity dominating

and tran§Cending it. Rather labour appcars merely to be a com

scious organ, comPOSed of individual living workers at a number

of points in血e mechanical system; dispersed, Subjected to血e

general process of the machinery itsel串t is itself only a limb of

the system’Whose unity exists not in the living workers but in

the living (active) machinery, Which see鵬to be a power餌

organlSm When compared to血eir individual’insignificant

activities. Wi心血e stage of machinery, Objectified labour

appears in血e labour prooess it§elf as瓜e domina血g force
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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

the valorization process is confirmed by the transformation on

the material plane ofthe working tool into machinery, and ofthe

living worker into a mere living accessory of the machine; they

become no more than the means whereby its action can take

p量ace.

As wc have seen, CaPital necessarily tends towards an increase

in the productivity oflabour and as great a diminution as possible

in necessary labour. This tendency is realized by means of the

transformation of the instrument oflabour 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

PrOduction itself The character of capital as value that appro-

PrlateS Value-Creating activity is established by fixed capital)

exlStlng aS maChinery言n its relationship as the use value of

labour power・ Further, the value objectified in machinery

appears as a prerequlSlte’OPPOSed to which the valorizing power

Ofthe individual worker disappears) Since it has become infinitely

sm話量.

In the large-SCale production created by machines, any rela-

tionship of the product to the direct requirements of the pro-

ducer disappears, aS does any immediate use value. The form of

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 fo調

Ofa product) Or Of a product utilized as a means oflabour’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 kno「

ledge and skill) Of the general productive power of society)s i

telligence, is thus absorbed into capital in opposition to labo

and appears as the property of capital’Or mOre eXaCtly offixI

CaPital) tO the extent that it enters into the production process
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an actual means of production. Thus machinery appears as the

mo∫t “dとq〃atejbrm #ed c‘ゆital; and血e latter, in so fir as

capital can be considered as being related to itsel串s 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 Ionger corresponds to the concept of capital which,

as a value, Can take up or throw off any particular form of use

value’and incamate itself in any of them indi節erently. Seen

from this aspect of the exterml relationships ofcapital’諒7“hト

i碓,砂tal 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 evoIves in step with this general progress that capital

approprlateS 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 fu as his action is

not determined by the needs of capital.

Thus the餌I 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 ofa 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 technoIogical application of

The tendency ofcapital is thus to glVe 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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When ve exanine the development of capital more cIosely that

蒜聾誌認諾護憲訓
dcvelop皿ent.

The quantitative volume, and the efficiency (intensity) with

Which capital develops as fixed capital’血us shows in general the

degree to which capital has developed as capital’aS dominadon

OVer living labour) and the degree to which it dominates the pro-

duction pro∞SS in general. It also expresses the accumulation of

Objectified productive forces and likewise of objec舶ed labo肌

But if capital only adequately displays its nature as use value

within the production process in the form of machinery and

O血er material forus of fixed capital, railways, fdr example (we

Shall retum to this later), this never means that this use value

(machinery by itself)料capital, Or that machinery can be re-

garded as synonymous with capital; any mO重e than gold would

CeaSe tO have use餌ness as gold if it were no Ionger used as

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

habour - 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 ofuse value. It is

reduced quantitatively to a smaller proportion言ust as qualita-

tively it is reduced to an indispensable but subordinate role a§

COmPared with scientific labour in general,血e technoIogical

application of the natural sciences, and the general productive

forces arising from the social organization of production. This

for∞ aPPearS tO be a natural gift ofcommunity labour, although

it is a historical product. In this way capital works for its own

dissolution as the dominant form of production.

The transformation of the process of production from the

Sinple labour process into a scientific process, which subj∞ts
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the forces of nature and converts血em to the §ervice of human

needs, aPPcarS tO be a property of fixed capital as opposed co

living labour. Individual labour ccases altogether to be pro-

ductive as such; Or ra血er, it is producdve only in collecdve

labour, Which subjects the forces of nature. This promotion of

immediate labour to the level of community labour shows that

individual work i§ reduced to helples§neSSあーんo高the concen-

tration of common interest represented in capital. On the o血er

hand, a PrOPerty Of毒r鋤初夜C‘ゆiial is the retendon of labour

in one branch of production thanks to coexisting labour in

another branch.

In small-Scale ciroulation, CaPital advances血e worker his

wage§, Which he exchange§ for products necessary for his own

cousumption. The money that he receives only ha§血is power

because, at血e 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) COntrOI over the labour of

other§. This exchange of the worker,s own labour for that of

other§ does not see皿to be determined and conditioned by the

simultaneous coexistence of the others’labour, but by the

advance that capital has made to him.

It appears to be a property ofthe part ofthe o諦α初海砂巌l

that i§ aSSigned to the worker’and of circulating capital in

general, that血e worker can proceed to the assimilation ofwhat

he himself needs during the process of production. This ex-

change appcars a§ the material exchange not of simultaneous

forces, but of capital; because of the existence of circulating

capital. Thus all the forces of labour are transposed into forces

of capital ; in its fixed part, the productive force of labour (which

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 o血ers in such a way that capital appcars

to make him the advance and to ensure血e eristence of labour in

other branches. (Bo血the latter statements rcally belong to the

chapter on acoumulation.) Capital sets itself up as a mediator

between血e various labourers in the form of circula血g capi{al・
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has value, i.e. in so far as it is itselfthe product oflabour, a ,j

definite quantity oflabour in an叫ectified form; (2) in so fu as

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 ofenergy, tO a minimum. This will be to the advan-

tage of emancipated labour, and is the condition of its emanci-

padon.

All this shows the absurdity of Lauderdale’s statement that

fixed capital is independent ofworking time, and a selfLcontained

SOurCe Ofvalue.I 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

慧霊蒜器謹霊蒜罵
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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 m ma∬e 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 oflabour is seen as an increase ofa force ex-

ternal to labour and as the enfeeblement of labour itself The

tooIs oflabour make the worker independent - eStablish him as a

PrOPrietor. Machinery - aS fixed capital - makes him dependent,
expropriates him. Machinery only produces this eifect to the ex-

tent that it is fixed capital, and it only has this character so Iong

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 diiferent, tranSitory determinations ofcapital ; but now

they are crystallized into special forms of existence of capital and

Circulating capital occurs alongside fixed capital. There are now

two di節erent kinds of capital. If we consider capital in a par-

ticular branch ofproduction we see that it is divided into two

PartS, Or that it is divided in a determined proportion into these

two kinds ofcapital.

The di鯖erence 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 ofcapital 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 t,ahIe, and

thus also JulphI∫ t;aんe (or profit), arises from their superficial

View of the matter. Fixed capital, Whose material form or use

Value is machinery, glVeS mOSt aPPearanCe Of truth to their

細1acies. But against this, e.g. in Labour D〆読みd, We See that

the constructor ofa road is wi11ing to share it with the road user,

but that the road itselfcannot do this.2
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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 casier or more di航cult. Consequently, the surplus value

that may be produced within a given time may be diminished

wi血out these intcrruptions - either because the number of re-

productions is smaller, Or because the quantity of capital con-

8tantly engaged in the brocess 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

i叩measure of the development of heavy industry ln general・

and as soon as it has developed to a certain point, and thus has/

increased relative to the development of its producdve fbrCeS (it

being itselfthe objectification ofthese productive forces and血eir

presupposed product), from this point onwards any interrup-

don of the process of production will cause a diminution of

capital itself and its presupposed value. The value of fixed

capital i§ Only reproduced to the extent that it i§ uSed upon thq

production process. Ifit is not used’it loses its use value

its value being transf壷ed to the product. Thus血e more fixedj

Capital develops on a large scale, in the sense in which we havei

been considering it’the more the continuity of the pro《

process or the con§tant flow of reproduction will become

dition and an extemal form of coercion of the means ofp

tion founded on capitalism.

From this standpoint, tOO) the appropriation of living h

by capital is directly expressed in machinery. It is a scientifi

based amlysis, tOgether with the application of mechanical

chemica=aws, that enables the machine to carry out the l

formerly done by the worker himself. The development of ma-

chinery only follows this path’howeverタOnCe heavy indus億y h

reached an advanced stage’and the various sciences have be

pressed into the service of capital’and) On the o血er hahdl Wh

machinery itself has yielded very considerable resources. Inv

tion then becomes a branch of business, and the application

science to irmediate production aims at determining the i

ventions at the same time as it solicits them. But this is no章t

重6之

way in which machinery in general cane into being, stil=ess the

Way that it progresses in detail. This way is a prooess ofanalysis -

by subdivisions of labour, Which transforms the worker’s opera-

tion§ mOre and more into mechanical operations, SO that, at a

Certain point, the mechanism can step into hi§ Place.

Thus we can see directly here how a particular means of

labour is tmnsferred from the worker to capital in the form ofthe

machine and his own labour power devalued a§ 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 ha§

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 G殺nみiJJe, PP. 592-4

Ma寝だheγe d句読be3 the高柳娠bk ′0偽pseげの妙高a琉桝んe to庇初′0あ′li

経絡鶴霊㌶霧笠㌶霧潟鶴霧霧蒜蒜
`00巌lわ碗iあal, as Ihe aim qr′Omm諭“0′読者T振a〃0〃nt ihalんgiう

んγe〆庇baJeJげ′O肋肋鋤扇so壷かSeγひe5 a5 a α栃ゆん肋en出O海砂e肌后棚

の′′鋤諏訪庇Communist Manifesto鋤d庇Cridque of the Gotha Pr

The exchange of living labour for objectified labour,

establishment of social labour in the antagonistic form of capita

and wage-labour, is the final development of the value relation"

Ship and of production based on value. The prerequisite for thi∫

relationship is the mass of direct labour time, the quantity o

labour utilized, Which is the decisive factor in the producdon o

wealth. But as heavy industry develops, the creation of rea

wealth depends less on labour time and on the quantity oflabou-

utilized than on the pqwer of mechanical agents which are set ir

motion during labour time. The powe血I e節ectiveness of thesく

agents, in its tum, bears no relation to the immediate laboui

time that their production costs. It depcnds rather

general state of science and on technoIogical progress,

application of this science to production. (The develo

of science - eSPeCially of the natural sciences and with

all the others - is itself once more related to the developme

material production.) Agriculture, for example, is a pure a

cation of the science of material metabolism, and

advantageous way of empIoying it for the good of society

whoIc.
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Real wealth develops much more (as is di§CIosed 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 ofthe 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 Ionger 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 maste町He is no Ionger 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 ofit ; in a wordl the development ofthe 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 ∞aSed to be the

main source of wealth, then labour time ceases) and must cease,

to be its standard of mcasurement? and thus exchange value

must cease to be the measurement of use value. The surplus

labour ofthe 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 f訪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 Ionger a question ofreducing 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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this reducdon is that all members of society can dcvelop their

educadon in the arts, SCiences, etC., thanks to the free time and

means avaihable to all.

Capital is itself contradiction in action, Since it makes an e鯖brt

章o reduce labour time to the minimum, While at the same time

establishing labour time as the sole measurement and source of

Wealth. Thus it diminishes labour time in its ”e′鮒ary fom, in

Order to increase its叫e殉IO郷form; therefore it inereasingly

聴tablishes superfluous labour time as a condition (a question of

Iife and death) for necessary labour time. On the one hand it calls

into life all the forces of science and nature, aS Well as血ose of

social cooperation and commerce, in order to create weal血which

is relatively independent ofthe labour time udlized. On the other

hand it attempts to measure, in terms of labour time, the va§t

出藍詰謹書霊測器蒜
Crcated 4!∫ Value. Productive forces and social relationships - the

two di飾erent sides of the deveIopment of the social individual -

阜∴ appcar to be, and are, Otry a読m∫ for capital, tO enable it to

ぎ　器霊鳥誌器諾豊露盤豊署re the
Nature does not constmct machines, locomotives, railways,

ele調ic telegraphs, SelfLacting mules, etC. These are products of

human industry ; natural material transformed into organs of血e

human will to dominate nature or to reaHze itself血erein. They

are organs of the human brain, Created by human hands; the

POWer Of knowledge made 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

‡議諜h晋露台議書盛暑慈薄ま
†∴∴individ調l and for血e whde of ociety’(7海So〃′Ce伽d栃c R鋤的′, etC.

i　　(重8ま重) p. 6). [Ma重X七footnote.]
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24　Free Time and the Producdon Prooess

in Capita龍t and Communist Society

陣om Gγ〃融勝, pp. 595-9

施鳩加樹海a〃O糊書がf虎融解儲如b…綿カタ秒館eめ′庇Imん′碗桝ウルl悌l

海で0請側聞能癌の海かa露d海i砂硫aI子o郷♪r海部履け’3海彬.

Capital crcates a grcat dcal of disposable time, aPart from血c

labour time血at is needed for society in general and for cach

sector ofsociety (i.e. space for the development ofthe individual’s

餌I productive forces, and thus also for those of society). This

creadon of non-WOrking time is, from the capita臆t standpoint,

and fro皿血at of all carlier stages of development, nOn」WOrking

time or free time for the few. What is new in capital is that it aiso

incrcases the suxplus labour dme of the masses by all artisdc and

scientific mean§ POSSible, Since its wealth consists directly in血e

appropriation ofsurplus labour time) Since its direct aim is value)

not u§e Value. Thus, despite itse14 it is iustrumental in crea血g

the means ofsocial disposable time, and so in reducing working

time for the whole of society to a minimum and thus making

everyone’s dme free for their own development. But although it8

tendency is always to create disposable time) it also converts it

into surplus labour. If it succeeds too well wi血the former, it w肌

su飾er from surplus production, and then the ne∞SSary lahour

will be intempted as soon as no surplus labour can be valorized

from capital. The more this contradiction develops)血e clearer it

becomes that the growth of productive forces can no Ionger be

limited by血e appropriation of the surplus labour of o血ers;血e

masses of血e workers must approp重iate their own su呼lus

Iabou重.
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When血is has been done, disposable time ceases to have a con-

tradictory character. Thus firstly) the labour dme necessary will

be mcasured by the requlrementS Of the social individual) and

secondly, SOCial productivity will grow so rapidly thatl although

production is reckoned with a view to血e wealth of all’the dis-

posable time ofall wi11 increase. For real wealth is the developed

productive force of all individuals. It is no Ionger the labour time

but the disposable time which is the measure of wealth. Labour
寄　一d皿e aS the measurement ofwealth implies that wealth is founded

on poverty, and that disposable time exists in and through op-

po§ition to surplus labour time; it implies that all an individual’s

dme is working t王me, and degrades him to the level of a mere

worker, and an instrument of labour. This is why the most de葛

veloped machinery forces the worker to work longer hours than

血e savage does, Or than the labourer himself when he only had

血e simplest and most primitive tooIs to work with.

Ifthe entire labour of a country were only adequate enough to raise

血e subsistence of the whole population, there would be no surplus

( lfrour, COusequently nothing that could be allowed to accunulate as

capital. Ifthe people raise in one year enough to support them for two

years, One year’s co脚mPtion must perish? Or else men must cease

from productive labour for onc year. But the possessors of[the] surplus

p重oduce or capital. ‥ emPIoy people upon something not directly and

血血ediately productive, e.g. in血e erec〔ion of machinery. So it goes

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 ofproduction, Since it

i trausformed 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 ofany individual is a part ofthe 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 rcal-

ized in a particular product) Or Part Ofa product) and its com-
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mon social character - as the objectificadon of genera=abour and

the satisfaction of general need - is only established through

exchange. The opposite takes place in the production prooess of

heavy industry: On the one hand, OnCe the productive forces of

the means oflabour have reached the level of an automadc 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 offixed capital is re-

lated, Within the production process of capital, tO the time used

for the production ofcirculating capital, aS SurPlus labour dme to

necessary time. To the extent that production directed towards

the satisfaction of immediate needs becomes more productive, a

larger part of produc〔ion 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血e aim

Of production, the objectification of productive force and血e

Value-PrOducing force of capital) - tO that extent it is in血e

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 e飾ective as capital. Thus, in this

SenSe tOO, the volume already possessed by fixed capital and the

Part O∝uPied 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血at we have quoted from v狐ious eeonomists all :

refer to fixed capital as the part ofcapital which is included in血e ‡

Producfron process. ` FIotating capital is consumed ; fixed capital

壷merely u§ed in血e great process of production’(伊o"O肋毎VI

I). This is w重Ong, Sin∞ it applies only to the part of血e cir-

Culadng capital that is itself consumed by fixed capital, by the

Imterial iustruments. Only fixed capital is consumed ` in the great

PrOOeSS Of production ’’COnSidered as the immediate production

PrOCeSS・

Con§umPtion within血e production proce§S is, however, ln

frot use. Moreover, nei血er can the greater durability of fixed

capital be understood as a purely material phenomenon. The

iron and wood ofwhich my bed is made, the bricks out ofwhich

my house is coustructed, 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 rcason血at

metal, etC., is most often used in machinery that durability is a

nceessary quality of the instrument and of the means of produc-

tion, but because the instrument is intended coustantly to play

the same role in repeated p富OCeSSeS Of production. The §Olidity

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

mnsfomed into it unprofitably. Its durabhity is thus its

eristence as a means of production. Its durability implies an

欝霧窯業叢護鵠

重7o

25　Leisure and Free Time in Communist

S ocie中

Fro皿のmみ料e, pp. 59㌻600

施桝ん′e e肋O舶融0"海鯛飯〃ゲ砂0γ鳥弓n ′物納糊かル譲り伽d海

lo簿i鵬$♪r初動鋤加枇母脇I卿d小海海a伽$`高庇e血彫.

Rcal economy - Savings - COnSists in the saving ofworking time

(the正nimum, and reducdon to the minimum, Of production

COSlゆ; but this saving is identical with血e development of pro-

ductivity. Economizing, therefore, does not mean血e giving up

Of pleasure, but the development of power and producdve capaL

City, and thus both the capacity for and血e me劃s ofenjoyment.

The capacity for enjoyment is a condition of enjoyment and

therefore it§ 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 producdon p重OCeSS it may be considered as production

of fixed capital; this fixed capital being man himself工t is also

selfLevident that immediate labour dme 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 trausforms anyone who enjoys

it into a di飾erent person) and it is this di節erent person who then

enters the direct prooess 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 selfLobjectifying 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 requlreS PraCtical

manipulation and free movement, aS in agriculture.

As, little by little, the system of bourgeois economy develops,

血ere develops also its negation, Which is its final result. We are

now still concemed with the direct process of production. If we

COnSider bourgeoIS SOClety aS a Whole, SOCiety itself seems to be

血e final result ofthe 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, i宣l 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.

26　Productive Power in Capitalist and

Communist Society

From Gγm擁se, PP. 7I5-I7

Ma相応昨訪ね場所ai a m巌a砂梯γeかゆm qrso訪印料po∫鎚ん鋤′e海

a海側海d履bo〃γげ的か細栂鋤高野has bee綿0枇〃O桝e.

It is is a fact that as the productive forces oflabour develop, the

Objective conditions of labour (objectified labour) must grow in

ProPOrtion to living labour. This is actually a tautoIogy, for the

growth of the productive forces of labour means merely that les§

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 oflabour become more and

more coIossally independent of living labour - Which is shown

by their very extent葛and social wealth becomes, ln eVer greater

and greater proportions, an alien and dominating force opposlng

the worker. Stress is placed not on the state ofobjectification 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 Iong as the creation ofthis material form ofactivity,

Objectified in contrast to immediate labour power, OCCurS On the

basis of capital and wage-labour, and so Iong as this process of

Objectification in fact seems to be a process of alienation as far

重73



as the worker is concemed, Or tO be血e appropriation of alien j

labour from the capitalist’s point of view’SO Iong will this dis-

tortion and this inversion really exist and not merely occur in the

imagination of bo血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-

torical starting point, Or basis, but in no way an話o妨neces- )

sity of production; it is’rather, ePhemeral. The result and theノミ

immanent aim of the proce§S is to destroy and transform this 〉三

basis itsel串s well as this form ofthe process. Bourgeoi§ eCOnO-一i

mists are so bogged down in their traditional ideas of the his一く

torical development ofsociety in a single stage that the necessity i

of the o掬t海tion of the social forces of labour seems to them ,‘!

鷲誌書芸芸蒜蒜芸謝Iiving labo町.

property, aS the organic social body in which individuals are

reprodu∞d as individuals) but as social individuals. The condi-

tions for their being such in the reproduction oftheir life) in血eir

productive life process, have only been established by the his- ‘;

torical economlC PrOCeSS ; these conditions are both objective and

subjective conditions, Which are the only two di節erent forms of

the same condidons.

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

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

that capital appropriates the labour of others) const高山te血e two

opposite poles of the same relationship) and are the fundamental

conditions of the bourgeois means of production and are in no

sense a matter of indi締着enCe Or Chance. These means of distri-

bution are the relations of production themselves, but鋤bやede

強調uJio諒(` from the point of view ofdistribution ’). Thus it i§

quite absurd to say, aS J. S. Mill does for example (Pri解砂嵐qr

Poh巌al Eco綿o砂′, 2nd edn. (London, I849) I 24O), that: `The

laws and conditious of the production of wcal血partake of the

character ofphysical tru血s. ‥ It is not so with the distribution

重74

Of weal血. This is a mtter of human insdtudons solely.’The

` laws and conditions ’ofthe production ofwcal血and血e laws of

`distribution of wealth’are the same laws in a d紙汀ent fom;

they both change and undergo the same hi§tOrical process; they

are, ln general, neVer mOre than elements in a historical process.

No special sagaclty lS required in order to understand that,

beginning with free labour or wage-labour for example, Which

arose after the dissolution of§er鮒om, machines can only develop

in opposition to living labour? aS a hostile power and ahen pro-

perty, i.e. they mustタ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 ofthe means ofproduction that is重bunded on wage-

labour. In the second case, an altered means ofdistribution w劃

derive from a new, altered basis of production emerging from

the historical process.
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27　Surplus Value and the Abolition of

Cap itali sm

From Gr脇`み諒e, PP. 634-6

M仇だあけ砂es lhe ′Onm′′ion bel椛例話e重雄呼名ale〆’pγ受かand Ihe in読手

ab謙りゲ′伸筋楊柳’5 α脇mate se妬め胸高朋.

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

SPeCt, the most important and the most essential for the under-

Standing of the most di鯖cult problems. From the historical

POint ofview, also, it is the most important law, One Which, in

§Pite 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 (I) the already existing forces of producdon

and the material foundation that it creates for a new production

Which in tum 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 enormqus quantity ofvalues’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

dimeusion ofcapital in general) including the portion ofit that is

not fixed capital. This implies great development in commerce,

in exchange operations and the market; the uhiversality of

Simultaneous labour; meanS Of communication; the presence of

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-

重76

ditions for the reproduction of wealth’that is, the rich devel呼-

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

SelfLvalorization 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 sIoughed off and this process is in itse∬ the result of

the capitalist mode of production. The material and spiritual

COnditions of血e negation of wage-labour and capital (which

themselves are already the negation of earlier forms of unfiee

SOCial production) are themselves the results of its process of

PrOduction. The growmg lnCOmPatibility of the productive

development of society with its established relationships of

PrOduction is expressed in acute contradictions, Crises and con葛

Vulsions. The violent annihilation of capital, nOt through

extemal relationships, but as the condition of its own selfL

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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Marxism 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 J

the intellectual wasteland of Communism … What impresses　‾{

most is Kolakowski’s manif料sincerity and the eamestness　:

With which he seeks the truth・ This and the quality ofthe

language make dry philosophy come to life.)

`He may soon become as notorious as Dji]as … Since Karl .:

Mannheim left us with the complicated’diffiouIt inheritance :

known as the SocioIogy of Knowledge no one has written

器量講義認諾蒜嘉言
誤讐霧。。AR。IAN　　　　　　　`‡

( The most interesting Marxist thinker of the posトStaIin

Period. ’

Antho′a寝砂inton, NEW YORK REVIEW OF BOOKS

(Elegant and witty ‥ b. a brilliant book.’

TIMES SATURDAY REVIEW

Class Inequality and Political Order

Social Stratification in Gpitalist 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 di節erences in the modern industrial world and for the

Variations that we丘nd from one country to another?

Frank Parkin confi.onts these problems by a ca$eful appraisal

Of the influence of working clas§ mOVementS, POlitical

ideoIogies and the agencies of moral control.

He o節ers a lucid comparison of the situation in capitalist and

SOCialist countries and raises some provooative questions about

the compatibility of demooracy and equality.

` No student of society can read ChJJ heq〃a砂md Po強みa1

0r`カr without being forced to do some fresh thinking, and

no one can f議l to enJOy reading it: for it is excellently

Written, Without any of the unnecessary JargOn that §O Often

disfigures works of this kind.’

TIMES LITERÅRY SUPPLEMENT



Without Marx or Jesus
The New American Revolution Has Begun

Jean-Fran9Ois Revel

With an Afterword by Mary McCarthy

`Today in America a new revolution is rising. It is海

revolution of our time. It is the only revolution that invoIves

radical, mOral, and practical opposition to the spirit of

nationalism. It is the only revolution that, tO that opposition,

joius cu血re, eCOnOmic and technoIogical power, and a total

a徹mation ofliberty for all. ‥ It therefore o価ers the only

POSSible escape for mankind today: the acceptance of

technoIogical civilization as a mcaus and not an end, and. ‥

the ability to reshape that civilization without annihilating it.1

み抑「冊a坪0ゐRe卿l
` A stimulating, PrOVOCative book.’

`Fascinating ‥. Revel demonstrates, ln SOme detaiI, that

American citizens have - and exercise - greater fieedom of

information, freedom of expression, and ficedom of dissent,

than any people in the history of the world.’

乃m脇雄
`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 o鯖もrs.,

Pわγe Sa属碓er

`Revel is a firsトClass joumalist and his comments hold many

home truths.’

Theohγe RoJ名a居

`A bright and original book.’

Ar脇ur Schk5iタ轡r,坊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.’

〆anザ招que∫ Ser脇机S∫hγe砂〃

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 7海Se殺ZI Ra巌aん・ It dcals with three writers who

believed in the centra重importance of the erotic and in its

Power tO reVOlutionize society.

Reich is best known for his celebration of the orgasm.

Roheim appcars as the man who) above all㍉ried to apply

PryChoanalysis to anthropoIogy’for instance in his tracing of

the agrarian revolution to erotic rather than practical origins.

Marcuse has come to stress the revoIutionary power that could

be unIeashed if the emotional repressions under which we Iive

COu重d 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 belief訪eveloped and shows how they relate to

the general movements of twentieth-Century thought.

1An important study, SO relevant to our times.・

`The ideas and the men come over cIearly and forcefully ‥.

an original and highly fascinating contribution.’

TIMES EDUCÅTIONÅL SUPPLEMENT

`Books about Freud and politics, OnCe numerous, have

acquired a new and very much more insight餌approach’and

Ofsuch books in the new tradition this must be quite one of

the best.,
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Intervention and Revolution

The United States in the Third World

Richard J. Bamet

Commuhism is a vast intemational conspiracy; America must

ful創a historical destiny as poIiceman 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 Bamet)s searching

study of the evolution of US intervention fi.om Greece to

Vietnam o飾ers a biting critique of simplistic cold war myths

by showing what rcally 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 ` intemational 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 IO∞-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 prqjected treatise on political economy of

Which Das Kapital was to have been merely the beginning, the

manuscript remained inaccessible outside Russia until the I950S.

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 §OCiety in which social wealth

COuld be devoted to the all-rOund development of the faculties of

each individしIal.

Dr David McLellan preface§ eaCh extract in his selection with a brief

explanatory note and, in a disceming 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 eifectively 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. ’
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