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Preface

This thesis owes its title to my hope that the discussions it
contains may ched some light, here and there, on various issues in
historical materialism, However, I rarely situate my arguments
in the context of marxist debates as such, and as rarely seeck to
draw out their implications for such debates, My aims are very
much more circumscribed. They are to provide what might be
termed an analytic commentary on a restricted set of issues, as
they arise in the work of onc man, Xarl Marx. Rather than scan
too widely, I have preferred to focus very narrowly indeed. I
treat of a limited number of questions, on the basis of as limited
a corpus of texts, The result, I hope, is that both the questions
and the texts have been treated with the seriousness they merit.

The questions in which I am interested are indicated, somewhat
obliquely, by the metaphor of Marx's from which I have culled the
titles of the two chapters which comprise this thesis. As I use
it, the metaphor has a double reference, In Chapter One, I show
how Marx explains how the constitution of the phenoaena of everyday
life in the capitalist world is accomplished, in reality and in
ideology. At the same time, I treat those analyses of Marx's I
present as themselves being a set of accomplished phcnomena, whose

conditions are in need of explication, In Chapter Two, I attempt

" to unearth the 'internal machinery' of Marx's own analyses. I aim

to at least begin to unravel the methodology which made it possible
for Marx to provide the kind of account of the machinery behind the
phenomena of capitalist production that Capital offers. Less
metaphorically, and more briefly, what I attempt to do in this
thesis is to proceed from the presentation of two exemplary pieces
of analysis of ideology accomplished by Marx, to a consideration

of the scientific procedures by means of which he accomplished them.
I attempt an analytic reconstruction of the methodology of
histdrical materialism on the basis of Marx's analytic practice.

I see no point in attempﬁing to summarise further what remains
to be argued in the pages that follow; I hope I have given enough
of an indication of the general character of my project. However,
various prior clarifications are called for,

The two analyses discussed in detail in Chapter One, those of

the fetishism of commodities, and the 'trinity formula', are chosen
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primarily for their capacity to allow me to develop my thesis on their
foundation, Their detailed exegesis sustains my argument very much
more effectively than general summary supported by selective quotation
could ever do. At the same time, I have no wish to produce a thesis
pertaining exclusively to these two analyses; 1 regard them, rather,
as paradigms from which more general points can be developed. This
consideration has obviously also affected my choice,. Both analyses
have the additional advantage of enabling me to range fairly widely
over Marx's texts. In the case of the trinity formula, the critique
Marx mounts of necessity entails covcerage of a wide variety of the
phenomena of capitalist production, and adequate presentation of this
critique demands the rehearsal of many of the major theses of Capital.
In the case of the analysis of commodity fetishism, the phenomena
Marx deals with are very much more limited: but it is in this analysis
that many of Marx's critical differences with the political economists,
both classical and vulgar, are definitively established. Presenting
the two analyses together in Chapter One, therefore, enables me to
begin my excavation of Marx's analytic procedures, in Chapter Two,
having already accomplished much of the prelimina:y.labour. I will
have already shown, on what amounts to a fairly broad textual basis,
the workings of an analysis that is simultaneocusly a critique; T will,
as it were, have demonstrated what remains to be explicitly stated.

In Chapter Two, I will be particularly concerned with precisely what,
between them, these two analyses illustrate on a practical level; the
structure of Marx's own analysis, and his methodological distance

from his predecessors and antagonists, It is through consideration
of these that I arrive at my own characterisation of what Marx does,
This, in turn, enables me to draw on a wider range of his texts,

In sum, therefore, I have endevoured to choose examples that allow
me as wide a textual reference as is consistent with an enterprise
which departs from particular pieces of analytic work. On the other
hand, my study remains a restricted one, both thematically and
textually, and the restrictions are best stated. In general, my
concern lies with the methodology of what Marx called his ‘critique
of the economic categories', i.e., with the procedures of what is
conventionally, and misleadingly, bracketted off as Marx's economics.
I deal with how Marx analyses modes of production, and the way in
which their phenowena are apprebended in the ideologies of everyday
life and their theoretical systematisations, It is hardly a matter
for surprise, therefore, if I show a textual bias towards works like

the Grundrisse, Capital, or Theories of Surplus Yalua.




i R

The conscquence is that two broad classes of Marx's work are
comparatively neglected - though by no means ignored - in this thesis,

Relatively little attention is paid either to what we might call

Marx's 'historical' studies, like The Fighteenth Brumaire or The Civil

War in France, or to his 'early works', by which I mean, specifically,

those which preceded the composition of The Cerman Idcology in 1845,

Marx's historical studics are rarvely considered because, simply,
they clearly represent a different kind of analysis from that employed
in Marx's 'critique of the economijc categories', which merits separate
study, Rather than deal with them inadequately in passing I have
preferred not to deal with them at all, I do not, therefore, contend
that my thesis applies directly to works of this type.

The early works present a different kind of problem. To begin
with, my subject matter and method of approach clearly precludes their
playing any central role in this thesis, I argue from the
'accomplished phenomena' of Marx's 'critique of the economic
categories', and it is the plain fact that this critique was mainly
accomplished after 1857, I am concerned, furthermore, merely to
begin to reconstruct Marx's methodology, not to give an account of its
genesis, But beyond this, there is a further difficulty concerning
the status of these early writings as such, Reputable scholars
disagree violently about their place in Marx's evolution; The Paris
Manuscripts, in particular, have been proclaimed as the philosophical
key to Capital, and as the representatives of a humanist problematic

whose abandonment was the sine qua non of its composition. There are

a wide varicty of intermediary positicns. For myself, I believe that
the hiscory of Marx's development remains to be written, and that if
it is to be a history, it must avoid both the Scylla of teleology and
the Charybdis of the magical coupure. However, I do not, for the
purposes of this thesis, nced to take a position, Important as the
debate might be, it is marginal to my aims.

To argue from the early works would obviously render me open to
criticism from the advocates of the 'epistemological break', I can
avoid this criticism by the simple expedient of confining my comment

to the Marx of The German Ideclogy and atfter, which is, in any case,

the sensible thing to do given the nature of my project, To do so,
incidentally, is by no means ipsou facto to deny whatever continuities
might exist between the 'young' and the 'old' Marx; if they exist,

then a study of the later texts should reveal them, and it will do so

all the more convincingly if they are not precsupposed, I have,
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therefore, stcered clear of the early writings; not because I adhere to
the Althusserian view of Marx (which I do not), but because, since the
nature of my enterprise does not oblige me to use them, I would, once
more, rather leave the issuc aside than treat it in a cavalier fashion.
I do not, as a matter of fact, entircly ignore Marx's early writings;

I happen to think that their study is important to an understanding of
the 'mature' Marx, However, T have no need to base my case on them,
for the reasons I have explained, I therefore, with one notable
exception, confine my observations on their relevance to footnotes.

There remain various points of a mcre technical nature,

I provide an explanatory note on the style and use of footnotes
below, which also contains the necessary information on the structure
of my bibliography. As regards the latter, it remains only to add
that it pretends to be no more than a list of works cited in this
thesis, It is neither exhaustive, nor annotated. A good deal of
information about Marx's texts, however, is provided in footnotes, and
in my Appendix, which gives some background information on the
manuscripts of Capital. The footnotes ﬁhemselves are not gratuitous,
I have used them, in particular, to do two things apart from simply
indicate sources. Often, they provide fuller or additional quotation
to that given in the text, together with cross-reference to Marx's
work; occasionally, they extend points mentioned in the text, which
are of interest without being central to the thesis as such., They
should be regarded, therefore, as an integral peart of the thesis, and

not as a mere scholastic addendum.

I have to thank, in particular, John Jervis, and Philip Corrigan,
both of whom have given me a good deal of encouragement over the last
three years, and both of whom have read, criticised, and stimulated
my work, including this thesis; and Tony Needham, who was good enough
to spend a lot of time and trouble helping me to understand some of
the intricacies of classical and marxist economics, I also have to
make an acknowledgement of a different kind, which is no less felt
for being anonymous, I have been lucky to work in a Department that
saw fit to give me ample opportunity to teach, and excellent working
conditions in which to write. Had I not been put in the position of
having to convey my ideaé to others, they would have remained a good
deal murkier than they are. And had I not been given the privacy of
a room in which to think, write, and type, it is doubtful whether
they would have achieved expression in thesis form at all. To thosa

who recognised this, my thanks.
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FOOTNOTES AND BIDLIOGRAPHY -~ AN EXPLANATORY NOTE

1. All scurces are indicated in footnotes. The notes are also used
to provide additional quotation, and, on occasion, to take up points
rclated to those argued in the text, but not central to the thesis as

such,

2. Footnotes are numbered sequentially by chapter section (as listed
in the Contents), not by chapter. All notes are placed at the end of
the thesis, between the Appendix and the Bibliography. Each page of
notes is headed with a Roman and an Avabic numeral (e.g., II/3). The
Roman numeral indicates the chapter, and the Arabic numeral the

section, to which the notes on the page in question refer.

3. Within footnotes, sources are identified eithex by date-code

alone (e.g. 1846a:156) or by author and date-code (e.g. Rubin, 1928:3;
or, if an author has been previously mentioned in a footnote, "..._in
his 1928:3). References of the first form, i,e., where no author is

specified, in all cases are to works written by Marx or jointly by he

and Engels, A1l other references take the second form. Full
publication details are given not in the footnotes themselves, but iIn

the Bibliography.

4. The Bibliography is divided into two sections, (1) Works by Marx,
or co-authored by Marx and Engels; and (2) Other Works cited. In the
first section, items are listed according to the year of their
composition; in the second, alphabetically by author, and, where more
than one work by the same author is cited, chronologically. Thus, a
citation of the form 1846a:156 may be traced in the first section of
the Bibliography, and a citation of the form Rubin, 1928:3, in the

second,

5. Abbreviations in footnotes are, in general, standard ones, One
point may require prior clarification, The symbol 'f£.' stands here
for "following": thus 1846a:156f. mecans page 156 of The German
Ideology and the pages immediately following; the symbol 'fn.' refers
to a footnote, and where it is succeeded by a number, it is the number

of the footnote on the cited page which is indicated: tbus 1867a:80fn.

2 refers to the second footnote on page 80 of Capital volume I,
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CHAPTER ONE ACCOMPLISHIED PIENOMENA

If in all ideology men and their circumstances appear
upside~-down as in a camera obscura, this phenomenon
ariscs just as much from their historical life-process
as the inversion of objects on the retina does from
their physical life-process,

Marx and Engels
The German Ideclogy

(1846a:37)



it ve deduce world schematism not from our minds,
but only throusgh our wiads froad the real world,
deducirg the basic principles of beiap from what
is, we nced no philosophy for this purpose, but
pesitive knowledpe of :the world and of what
happecns in it; and what this yields is also not
philcsophy, but positive science,

Yredericlk Engels
Anti-Duhring




Eﬁagter One Accomplished Phenomena
I. Preliminary Remaxrks,

In his famous 1859 Preface, Marx speaks of "two large octavo
volumes" in which he and Engels, in 1845, "decided to set forth
together our conception as opposced to the ideological one of German
philosophy, in fact to settle accounts with our former philosophic-
al conscience”.l The manuscript, which Marx and Engels, lacking a
publisher, abandoned "to the gnawing criticism of the mice”z, was

not published until 1932.3 It was, of course, The Germon Ideolooy,
P ’ ) D)

In this work, which remains the most compcehensive statement we
have anywhere in Marx of the principles of the materialist concept-

4
ion of history , the raison d'etre of philosophic enquiry is force-

fully challenged , and the banner of "real, positive science'" rai:z-
;D ; . . . . 6 .
ed”, This science is by no means devcid of premises ; but, unlike

those of the philosophers, the latter arec

not arbitrary ones, not dogmas, but real premises from
which abstraction can only be made in the imagination,

They are the real individuals, their activity and the
material conditions under which they live, both those which
they find already existing and those produced by their
activity. These premises can thus be verified in a

purely empirical way, 7

As I hope to hc able to show, Marx never subsequently abandoned
either thesc-premises, or the claim that his mode of investigating
them was scientific as opposed to ideological,

This stance, Marx and Engels held, has immediate implications
for what we are to understand by consciousness, The Young Hegel-

ians, who form the immediate target of The Cerman Ideology, are

castigated for attributing to all the products of consciousness

"an independent existence”s; for them '"the starting point is con-
sciousness taken as the living individual”g. Marx and Engels, on
the contrary, seek to depart from "the real living individuals
themselves"; the corcllary being that "consciousness is considered
solely as their consciousness”.10 Consciocusness is therefore def-
ined, inter alia, as "mwy relatioanship to my surroundings'; ideas as

but "the indcpendent expression in thought of the existing world";




and language itself as "practical consciousness'", the "language of
reality"ll, Etymological evidence is brought to bhear on the latter
point; a habit, iuncidentally, Marx by no mecans abandoned along with
his philosophical youth.l2 As for the concepts cf the philosophers,
they are no more than '"the distorted language of the ordinary world";
and if philosophers cannot see this, it i1s because they have not yet

graspced that "neither thoughts ner language .., form a realm of their

. , . 1 :
own, that they are only manifestations of actual life", 3 In fine:

. ; . . 14
consciousness '"can never be anything else than conscious existence",
Marx and Engels show no reluctance in drawing out the implication,
however embarrassing it might have proved to later generations of

their followers;

Morality, religion, metaphysics, all the rest of id-
eology and their corresponding forms of consciousness,
thus no longer retain the semblance of indzpendence,
They have no history, no develepment ... 15

This is no aberration: the point is emphatically repecated on more
than one occasion.

These theses, however, are deceptively simple, A loag tradition
of interpretation, which can claim the authority of the later Engels,
has accustomed us to see the inversion of the priority of the ideal
over the material which Marx read in Hegel and his followers as the
key tenet of Marx's critiquc,17 But to draw attention to such an
alleged inversion is to seize on a very secondary point, if not to

positively mislead. For what The German Ideclogy and other works

of that period are challenging is the very possibility of distinguis-
hing the material and the ideal as separate spheres, at least where
human activity and history are concerned.18 The primacy of the
ideal is not denied simpliciter; this denial is a consequence of one
that is logically prior, that of the existence of the ideal as an
independent entity, Whereas the idealists, according to Marx (and
Engels in 1846) severed consciousness and its products from the real
individuals whose consciousness it was, and thus constructed the

fictitious subjects of their ideology, the solution offerred in The

German Ideology is not merely to turn the idealists right side up
again,” For if the ideal, as constituted by the philosophers, is
fictitious as a subject, then it wouid be no lests so as an object.

No: Marx and Enpgels focus their attack on precisely that separation

of consciousness and its products from "the individuals Who are its
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basis and from their actual conditions" which makes idcalism poss-
ible.,19 It 1s thus perfectly true to say that Marx dcnied the
.primacy of the idecal, insofar as he held the ideal to be a fiction,
without distinct ontological status, and a fiction cannot determine
the course of history; and imnsofar as the ideal, when properly
analysed, rcsolves itself into a part of precisely what it is supp-
vsed to determine, It is equally true to say that Marx asserted
the primacy of the material; provided, that is, that we realise that
what was previously misunderstood as somecthing separate from it now
becomes one of its attributes, This latter point requires a little
elaboration,

If, as I have suggested, the object of Marx's critique is only
secondarily the alleged primacy of the ideal, but first and foremost
the material/ideal distinction on the basis of which the ideal can
be constructed as an autonomous subject in the first place, then it

follows that the conclusions of the critique apply mutatis mutandis

to any form of materialism which supposes this or any cquivalent
digtinction, If, on the one hand, consciousness is now shown to be
one facet of human activity, then, ipso facto, human activity is
shown to have consciousness as one of its attributes, And it is to
be recalled that it is precisely this activity, together with its
empirical subjects and conditions, which forms the premise of that
science which Marx described as materialist, If this reading is
1egitimate, such a statement as "life is not determined by conscious-
ness, but conscicusness by 1ife”20 is not, for Marx, so much a dec-
laration of militant materialism (except within its immediately pol-
emical context) as a simple tautology. To say this is not, of
course, to deny that as an attribute of human existence conscious-
ness may well generally operate post festum (which was, within limits,
Marx's viewzl).

These preliminary remarks are not the place for a full consider-
ation of Marx's materialism, and I have emphasised only those points
necessary to an understanding of what immediately follows,22 But
some exemplification is worthwhile nonetheless, in addition to those

quotations given above,

There are at least three occasions on which Marx and Engels
provide us with a recipe for being "German, profound and speculat-
: 2 . . .
ive" 3, the most dectailed of which is the celebrated account of "the

. . . , 24
mystery of speculative construction" in The Holy Tamily, Of more

direct relevance here is the one which occurs in the first part of

ihe Gevman Tdrnolosv, which is sufficiently germane to be worth




quoting in full, It requires no comment:

The whole trick of proving the hegemony of the spirit in
history ... is ... confined to the following three efforts,

No.l. One must separate the ldeas of those ruling for
empirical reasons, under cmpirical conditions and as empir-
ical individuals, from these actual rulers, and thus rec-
ognise the rule of ideas ovr illusions in history.

No. 2, One must bring an order into this rule of ideas,
prove a mystical connexion among the successive ruling
ideas, which is wmanaged by understanding them as "acts of
sel f-determination on the part of the concept" (this is
possible because by virtue of their empirical basis these
ideas are really connected with one another, and because,
conceived as mere ideas, they become self-distinctions,
distinctions made by thought),

No.3. To remove the mystical appearance of this "self-
determining concept'" it is changed into a person - "Self-
consciousness" - or, to appcar thoroughly materialistic ..,
into the "thinkers", the "philosophers", the ideologists,
who again are understood as the manufacturers of history

CRC] 25

| Flsevhere in the same text, we find both Bauer and Stirner rebuked
for their respective variants of the material/ideal dichotomy, In

Bauer's case,

.eo. instead of real people and their real consciousness

of their social relations which apparently confront them
as something independent, he has the mere abstract phrases
self-consciousness; just as, instead of real productioen,
he has the activity, made independent, of this self-
consciousness, On the other hand, instead of real nat-
ure and the actually existing social relations, he has the
philosophical summing-up of all the philoscphical categor-
ies or names of these relations in the phrase: substance;
eve It is obvious that with these two abstractions, which
have become senscless and empty, he can perform all kinds
of tricks without knowing anything at all about actual
people and their relationships, 26

Stirner's understanding of matter is summafily dealﬁ with as just
as much an "abstraction, an idea"27 as is Bauer's: his opposition
of "nature" (qua "the world of things") to "consciousness'" is
contemptuously dismissed with the aid of a comment of Hegel's on

Schelling:

It is no more difficult to handle the instrument of this
monotonous formalism than a painter's palette which has




only two colours, say black .,. and yellow ,,. in order
to use the former to paint a surface when something
historical ..., is required, and the latter when a land-
scape ,., 1is nceded. 28

With Stirner too, concepts, "if they are divorced from the empirical
29

°

reality underlying them, can be turned inside out like a glove,.."
We will not stop to consider the speculative constructions which the
separation of ideal from material makes possible at this point30. It
suffices to emphasise the two points which these passages make
eminently clear, The first is that it is this initial separation,
and this alone, which grounds the subsequent idealist "conjuring
tricks”Bl; the second that in and through their separation, both

terms of the distinction are rendered, as far as The German Ideology

is concerned, "senseless and empty". This point is immediately
relevant to lFeuerbach, the third of the philosophical trinity treated

2
in The German Ideology, and one for whom, both here and elsewhere,3

Marx and Engels showed considerable sympathy, Feucrbach's superior-
ity is seen as lying in his materialism, which, deficient as it may
be, is recgarded as providing some basis for the transition to an
adequate conception33; but this materialism is crucially vitiated

by not being a materialism of human practice, and, a fortiori, not

being historical, As the first of Marx's famous Theses34 has it:

The chief defect of all hitherto existing materialism
(that of Feucrbach included) is that the thing, recality,
sensuousness, i1s concieved only in the form of the

object or of contemplation, but not as sensuous human
Ektivitz, practice, not subjectively, Hence, in contra-
distinction to wmaterialism, the active side was developed
abstractly by idealism - which, of course, does not know
real, sensuous activity as such, Feuerbach wants sens-
uous objects, really distinct from the thought objects,
but he does not conceive human activity itself as object-
ive activity, 35

In consequence,

Feuerbach's "coaception" of the sensuous world is confined
on the one hand to mere contemplation of it, and on the
other to mere feeling; he says "Man" instead of "real hist-
orical man", ... He does not see how the sensuous world
around him is not a thing given direct from all eteranity,
remaining ever the same, but the product of industry and

of the state of society .,. an historical product .,, Even
the objecte of the simplestﬁmsensuous certainty' are only
given him through social development, industry and commer-
cial intercourse, 36

As far as Feuerbach is a materialist he does not deal with
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history, and as far as he considers history he is not
a materialist, With him materialism and history
diverge completely .,. 37

It should not surprise us to find empiricism, because it deals with
history as a collection of "dead facts", descriked as ''still abstr-
act"?snor to find "so-called objective historiography" branded as
having a 'reactionary character'" on the grounds that it treats "the
historical conditions independent of activity".39

It remains to show, from Marx's own texts (as opposed to from the
logic of his argument), that the matter in his materialism - human
activity - nececssarily included consciousness as one of its attribut-

es, Since I have argued so far from The Germar Ideology, whose

status as an 'authentically' marxist work might concievably be dis-
puted, we will take a text whose maturity is beyond any shadow of a
4

doubt: volume one of CaEital.}O

In The German Ideology we were told that

Men can be distinguished from animals, by consciousness,
by religion, or anything else you like, They themselves
begin to distinguish themselves from animals as soon as
they begin to produce their means of subgistence .., 41

There is, as Marx writes elsewhere, no such thiry as production in
generalaz; there are, however, certain features which are common to

any mode of production whatsoever, Marx deals with these via his
concept of the labour-process, which designates production considered
"independently of the particular form it assumes under given social cond-
itions“43, i.e.,insofar as it is a process which, as '"the everlasting
Nature~imposed condition of human existence" is "independent of

every social phase of that existence, or, rathez, is common to every
such phase"344 Features of the labour process are, ipso facto,
constants of social life, Amongst these features, we are told, is

the following:

At the end of every labour-process, we get a result that
-already existed in the imagination cf the labourer at its
commencement, He not only effects a chazge of form in

the material on which he works, but he also realises a
purpose of his own that gives the law to Lis mcdus oper-
andi, and to which he must subordinate hit will, 45

It is, further, what Marx explicitly calls this ”purposive"46 char-

acter of "labcur in a form that stamps it as exelusively human" that


http://th.it

distinguishces "the worst architect from the best of bces”,4

I have sought, thus far, to indicate some of what is involved in
Marx and Engel's claim to provide a historiography which "does not
explain practice from the idea but explains the formation of ideas
from material practicc”48. Further elaboration of this formula
can best be provided through the detailed examination of specific
instances of how Marx actually does explain the formation of ideas;
a task I shall move on to shortly, But general as the project

outlined in The German Tdeology might be, it does have some very

precise implications for the way in whicihi ideology can be treated,

Before going any further, these must be spelled out,49

Following Marx, I use the term idecology to dernote an account of
the world which is characterised, inter alia, by its overall falsity,
This does not preclude certain of the propositions within an ideology
being true, though by definition not all can be, Prima facie, this
raiscs a problem,

If, like Marx, we assume a general relation of correspondence
between men's action in and consciousness of the world, then this
implies that all consciousness, including ideology, must possess a
minimum of empirical adequacy, I use the terms 'corcespondence'
and 'empirical adequacy' very looscly here: the first is intended to
convey that consciousness must allow men to make sense of and conduct
their practical activity; the second that it must be assumed to be
either true or at least apparently true in respect of practical exp-
erience, ~To specify the latter further, let us say that the implic-
ation of Marx's assumption of correspondence is that the contents of
consciousness at any given point will seem to be true vis-a-vis the
experience of those whose consciousness it is, and, at any rate,
will certainly not be such as to be falsifiable by that experience,
To argue otherwise would be to concede precisely what is denied in
the critique of idealism, namely, the independence of consciousness
from activity, Further: since all human activityso, as Marx repeat-
edly tells us, involves both relations between min and nature, and
social relations among men51, it follows that the requirément of
empirical adequacy holds for both spheres; men's consciousness, be
it ideological or not, must be assumed to be truc or apparently true
with regard to such features of both the natural and the social

world as fall within the province of theixr experience, But if this

is the case, then the putative falsity of ideolury becomes relatively




problematic,

In the first place: the assumption of correspondence precludes our
accounting for ideology in genceral on the basls of alleged inadequac-
ies of perception (“seeing things wrong") on the part of the knowing
subject, whether these inadequacies be inherent or cocrced, For
example: Marx could not hold to the view of consciousncss propoundéd
above and at the same time consistently assert that the subordination
of the working class to bourgeois idcology is a consequence of their
indoctrination by the ruling-class owned mass media simpliciter; for
to do so would be to assume that the experience of the proletariat
was limited to the reading of bourgeois newspapers (which would be
consistent, but wrong) or that their consciousness was a tabula rasa
open to infinite manipulation (which would not be comsistent at all).
This is not to say that, insofar as the reading of newspapers is one
facet of working class activity, their contents {(and a fortiori whose
class interests they express) might not be one, possibly very import-
ant element in the explanation; so long as it was accepted that the
possibilities of indoctrination were ultimately limited by the comp-
atibility of what was being said with the totaliiv of the other
elanents of proletarian experience, The question would therefore

finally resolve itself into one of the capacity of a particular life-
2 v

“~

experience to sustain a given interpretation,

This negative injunction can be put in positive form, Marx's
view of consciousness allows one, and only one, type of explanation
of ideology, If ideological accounts of the world are false, then
this falsity must itself be explained in terms of the naturec of the
experience which is capable of sustaining such illusions; illusions,
moreover, which we must assume to be empirically adequate in respect
of the experience of the knowing subject, Any other explanatory
strategy would involve abandoning either the postulate of the exper-
iential basis of consciousness, or the claim as to the falsity of
idcology. '

But, secondly: to account for the falsity of ideology this way
is implicitly to query the adequacy of the criteria to which the
"truths of experience' make appeal, and to suppose the existence
(and superiority) of some higher sct of such criteria, which I will
call scientific ones, But then science itself is a form of human
consciousness; we must therefore espect the possibility of this, too,
to be accounted for in similarly matevial terms, Marx, in short,
must not only be able to tell us why the world ie constituted in
such a way as to sustain more or less ideologica) accounts of itself;

he must also elaborate why the same world can supnort its scientific
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analysis; and he must explain idcology without ipso facto precluding
. 53 . . .

science, and vice versa, This second problem will be considered in

the next chapter; we will confine our attention here to the first,

that of the material foundations of ideology.

To clarify how Marx deals with the problem, it is necessary at
this point to introduce a distinction which is central to his devel-
oped critique of political economy and arguably implicit in his

.

. » ') - .
writings from The German Ideology onwards, I refer to the distin-

ction betweea phenomenal forms and essential relations, or, for

short, phenomenon and essence, In the course of his work Marx uses

numerous other synonyms to express the same idea,55 This central
distincticn will be further examined in Chapter Two, after we havc
looked at various instances of its employment, Here T will restrict
myself to some preliminary observations which bear directly on the
point at issue, Of necessity, therefore, some of what immediately
follows is gubject to later refinement:,

Thenomenal forms are most simply defined as those forms in which

the external world 'presents itself'50 to practical experience, To
say this does not, as we shall see below, imply that human activity
plays no role in constructing the world that thus presents itself,
but merely that at any point there exists a constituted world with
which men are confronted as a datum, Nor does it entail denying
that what presents itself is already conceptually mediated (though
it is of course an implication of what has been argued above that
how the world can be conceptualised is itself limited by the nature
of that world, as encountered by men in their practical activity),
More briefly put: phenomenal forms are simply forms of experience,
As noted above, for Marx '"language is the language of reality"; I
will term the categories through which forms of experience are imm-

ediately grasped phenomenal categories,

The concept of essential relation is more complex, and cannot be
elucidated at this point, It suffices, for present purposes, to
anticipate a future argument (and demonstration) and assert that by
essential relations Marx means those relations whose existence must
be postulated in order to render explicable the existence of the
phencmena themselves, Essential relations are essential, therefore,
in the sense that they constitute the conditions of existence of
the phenomenal forms themselves,

Unlike phenomenal forms (for which it is the case as a matter of
definition), essential relations need not be transparent to direct

expericnce, Conversely, experience need neot dircctly be experience
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of things in their 'essential' as opposed to their phenomenal form,
In short, phenomenal forms may diverypce from, and to that extent
mask or obscure, the essential relations of which they are the form
of manifestation, This divergence, in turn, forms the foundation
of Marx's conception of ideology and at the same time defines the
project of his science, For a consciousness grounded in direct
experience will be ideological to the extent that phenomenal forms
diverge from, and thereby distort, the essential relations they
express; whereas it is the task of science to lay bare the essence
'within' or 'behind' these phenomena, and at the same time reveal
why the two shculd diverge in the first place, Assuming this can
be done, Marx will have satisfied the conditions of the first prob-
lem outlined above: he will have established the possibility of an
illusory or ideologlcal consciousness without abandoning the post-
ulate of the experiential basis of all ceonsciousness, or infringing
the requirements of correspondence and empirical adequacy that this

postulate impliecs,

Before passing on to a consideration o its employment, a further
point remains to be made in respect of the phenomenon/essence dist-
inction itself.

As we shall see, the distinction, and the demarcation of ideology
from science which it sustains, are fundawmental to Marx's work, and
particularly to its centicpiece, the four57 volumes of Capital, It
is hardly surprising, thercfore, to find that asscrtions of the foll-

owing kind are widespread:

... the philistine's and vulgar ecconomist's way of looking
at things stems from .., the fact that it is only the dir-
‘ect form of manifestation of relations that is reflected

in their brains and not their inner connection, Incident-
ally, if the latter were the case what need would there be

of science ?
—— 58

If, as the reader will have realised to his great dismay,
the analysis of the actual intrinsic relations of the cap-
italist process of production is a very complicated matter
and very extensive; if it is a work of science to resolve
the visible, merely cexternal movoment into the true intrin-
sic movement, it is self-evident that conceptions which
arise about the laws of production in the minds of

agents of capitalist production and circulation will diver-
ge drastically from thesc real laws and will merely be the
consclous expressioa of the visible movements, 59

And then, of course, there is the famcus aphorism which encapsulates

them all:
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coe all science would be superfluous if the outwavd’
appearance and the essence of things directly
coincided, .

° 60

But if they are takeﬁ out of their context, such remarks are apt to
mislead, For their proper conclusion is not, as some have assert-
ed, that ideology is the inevitable accompaniment of all forms of
social life, but that there ave indeed civrcumstances in which science
- or at least, a science of the social - is superfluous.61 The most
obvious case in point is communism,6Z

So far as Marx was concerned,

The life-process of society, which is based on the
process of naterial production, does not ~lrip GEf
irs mystical vell until it is treated as - .. duction
by freely associated men, and is conruinagl  regul-
ated by them in accordance with a scttled plun, 63

Iuv a conmunist society, we ares to iivfer, ‘the practical relatl ..o of
averydry life" would “offer o waa none bug pesfoctly onzel: gioo
2.ad reasonable relations with vegazxd to his fallovwer aad e &0 2"
Her is this, in Marx's view, mer-iy a retlonalis. wiop a2, it Ix
s50lidly grounded in the potentialitie: oI the pri.cat, Lo Y00 e
find hiwm hailing the passags of tho e e ve BitD in tie ~fiowien

terms:

|

; This struggle about the lepgal restricrion cf the
hours of labour raged the more fiercely siwvce, apart
from frightened avarice, it told indead upon the
great contest between the blind rule of the supply
an:l demand laws which form the pelitical economy of
the middle class, and socia! »roduction coantrolled
by social foresight, whichi forms the political econ-
omy of the working class, Hence the Tern Hours Bill
was not only a great prarcical success; it was the

victory of a principle; it was the first time that
iv bread daylight the politicul economy of the midd-
le class succumbed to the policical cconowy of tha
workine class, 65

Co-operative factories are acclaim.d in the same text as an equal, if
not greateyr, proof "by deed, instead of by argumernt™ of thx viciility
of Ythe political economy of labour" - "social production contvollaod
iy social fores oht - over "tine politicni econcuy of pyoperiy’

But we need not loci oniv ©o the futare, or Mivi's ancicipanio

P Lt
1

<7 it din the prerant, fws walnillons whavgce form of crnifestating o
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not such as to mislead the subject, Marx on several occasions67

contraste fecudalism and capitalism in terms of the transparency of
their respective production relations, Under the rule of capital,
he argues, surplus-labour is never evident on the phenomenal level;

its products take the form of profit and interest68 which seem to

3
originate from capital, and rent, which appears to derive from the
land, We will investigate the reasons for this in due course, In
fcudalism, on the other hand, surplus~labour has "an independent and
palpable form”69 in the corvee; and though the serf may labour, he
does not do co under the same illusions as his proletarian counter-
part, For here the direct producer works, say, three days a week
on his own land, feeding himsclf and his family, and three days a

week on the lord's domain, feeding him and his retainers; hence,

this identity of surplus-value with unpaid labour of
others nced not be analysed here, because it still exists
in its visible, palpable form, since the labour of the
direct producer for himself is still separated in space
and time - from his labour for the landlord, and the latter
appears directly in the brutal form of enforced labour

for a third person, 70

All this yields the following conclusion,

We have no license to assume, a priori, that spontanecus consc-
iougness will necessarily be ideological, or, what comes to the same
thing, that essential relations will always take a phenomenal form
which conceals their true substance, The reason is not only that,
as we have seen, Marx himself does not: he could not, without relin-
quishing all materialist claims of whatever naturc, In order to
sustain his claim as to the falsity of ideology, without abandoning
his materialist view of consciousness, Marx is obliged, as I sought
to show above, to employ a phenomenon/essence distinction, Its use
enables him to reconcile his conception of consciousness and his
critique of ideoiogy in so far as, and only in so far as, he is able,
via the distinction, to explain why experience itself should be such
as to mislead the subject, But this explanation will itself be
materialist only to the extent that the misleading properties of the
phenomenal forms are explicable in terms of distinctive features of
the essential relations held to underly them, Should they-not be,
Marx will be forced back into precisely the dilemma the phenomenon/
essence distinction is needed to resolve, The corollary, however,
is unavoidable: the derivation of esscential relations, and a fortiori
the explanation of ideolegy, must be ewpirically specific,

Hence, a further specification: we may legitimately regard the
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distinction bctween phenomenal forms and essential relations as a
mothodological invariant of Marx's conceptual apparatus, inasmuch
as his analyses always scck to establish the grounds of possibility
of defined groups of phenomena, But to use the distinction does
not per se imply that phenowenal forms are illusory; and where this
is held to be the case, then an empirical explanation of their

alleged opacity must be given,

In the remaining sections of this chapter I will extend, illustrate
and further substantiate the foregoing arguments in the context of an
evamination of two of the most celebrated analyses in CaEitaI: that
of the fetishism of commodities in volume one, and that of the so-
called 'trinity formula' in volume thrce, and part three of Marx's

intended fourth volume, his Theories of Surplus Value,’ In so far

as Capital is, as its subtitle7l states, 'a critique of political
econonmy', it is, as we might expect in view of what has been suggested
already, heavily laden with analyses of the material foundations of
political economy's errors, and can very usefully be read as an exteunded
treatise on the nature and sources of bourgeois ideology. I can,
therefore, make no claims to exhaustiveness, The points I wish to
malkke are however quite adequately supported by theze two analyscs,

which I regard as paradigmatic, 1 will of course take every opport-~
unity to refer clsevhere where relevant, whether in my text or its

supporting docurmcntation,

2, The language of Commodities,

The difficulties of the opening chapters of the first volume of
Capital are notorious. Marx himself wrote that '"To understand the
first chapter, especially the section that contains the analysis of
commodities, will .., present the greatest difficulty"z; a difficulty
he felt himself powerless to overcome, despite frequent attempts at

revising those "arduous'" first chapters, simply because in his view

There is no royal road to science, and only those who
do not dread the fatiguing cliwmb of its steep paths
have a chance of gaining its luminous summits, 3

Commentators otherwise as far apart as Althusser and Korsch agree in
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disregarding Mrrx's somewhat comfortless homily; both advise reading
Capital in an order other than that in which Marx presented it to

his public,4 Marx himself put his finger on the main source of
difficulty: "To the superficial observer, the analysis ,,, seems to
turn upon minutiae, » It does in fact deal with minutiae ,.,"05 But
for Marx these minutiae are of supreme importance: "they are of the
same order as those dealt with in microscopic anatomy",6 I hope to
show that he was right, at least as far as their importance in his

own science was concerned, What Marx sets out to analyse in Part I
of Capital is what he calls "the economic cell-form" of bourgeois
society - "the commodity form of the product of labour - or the value-
form of the commodity”,7 The analysis does indeed rest on the most
subtle distinctions, but this cannot be dismissed as the mere conseq-
uence of Marx's belated flirtation with Hegelian "modes of expression”;8

it has quite another source:; the comwodity itself is "a very queer

thing, abounding in metaphysical subtleties and theological niceties",
If, then, we wish to comprehend this economic cell-form of bourgeois
society, we ignore Marx's apparent sophistries at our peril,10
Marx begins Capital with the commodity on the (not unimportantll)
grounds that it is as "an immense accumulation of commodities'" that
wealth in capitalist society '"presents itself",12 He begins, that
is to say, with a phenomenal form, Its analysis rests on a number of
distinctions which it is essential to grasp, The first, and probably
the simplest, lies between the use-value, or utility of the commodity
and its exchange-value, The second, and undoubtedly the most diffic-
ult, lies between the exchange-value or value-form of the commodity
and its value, The third, which Marx describes as "the pivot on
which a clear comprehension of Political Economy turns"13 lies between
labour which produces use-values, useful or concrete labour, and
labour which produces value, abstract labour, All three are neccss-
ary to what follows, although it is with the second distinction that
I shall be mainly preoccupied, Before proceeding any further, I
will briefly discuss each distinction in turn; though this will erntail
a little subsequent repetition, it is justified in the interests of

clarity.

Use-value/Exchange-value,

Marx's initial definition of a commodity is "an object outside us,

a thing that by its properties satisfies human wants of some scrt or

il
anotherx," As he goes on to show, this does not suffice to defirne

“



the commodity; not all objects which fall under this definition arc
commodities, But this initial definition does &allow us to derive
the concept of use-value: the utility of a commodity lics in its
capacity to satisfy these neceds, its particular use-value varying
according to which needs it satisfies and how it does so. It
follows that, firstly, the use-value of a commodity is limited by
its physical properties, and, secondly, this use-value is not rel-
ated to the amount of labour involved in producirg the commodity in
question, Use-values are therefore specific to particular kinds of
commodity, and differences betwcen use-values are of a qualitative
kind., Qua use-values, commodities are incommensurable; they cannot
be substituted for one another, It is this, in fact, which provides
the rationale for their exchange, Marx tells u:z, further, that use-
values constitute "the substance of all wcalth, vhatever may. be
the social form of that wealth'"; and since excha:ge-value is one such
form, use-values are, a fortiori, '"the material d‘epositories of exch-
ange—value”.15 By implication, therefcre, use-value is a category
applicable to all modes of production, a trams-historical category; and
this, in fact, is why it can be derived from an Incomplete definition
of a commodity, one which abstracts precisely frim its distinctive
features as a social form of wealth,

A more adequate definition of the commodity w:uld be an object with
a use-value which is produced for the purpose of exchange; the product
of labour becomes a commodity only as and when ii is offered for sale,
In the course of exchange (and, in its seller's magination, prior to
it) it acquircs a form which differs from its si:ple physical form,
that of its use-value; Marx calls this new form its exchange-value,
The exchange-value of a commodity expresses, say in the form of a
price, its propensity to exchange with other cormodities; more precis-
ely, it expresses, in quantitative terms, the prsportion in which it
will exchange with them, In their exchange-valzes, therefore, all
commodities acquire a common form in which their differences as use-
values are effaced, Whereas use-values express the qualitative in-
conmensurability of different commodities, their exchange-value or
value form expresses their qﬁantitative commensurability; whereas the
use~values of commodities are specific to their wind, exchange-value
is a property common to all commodities, Finally, in contrast to the
conceplt of use~value, that of exchange-value is :learly a historical
category; it is applicable only to those forms of society in which

goods are produced for the purposes of exchange.
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Exchange-value (form of value)/ Value,

We now come to the finest of Marx's distinctions, which requires
extremely careful elucidation,

At first sight exchange-value appears to be "something accidental
and purely relative", and therefore "an intrinsic value, i,e,, an
exchange—valﬁe that is inseparably connected with, inherent in comm-
odities, scems a contradiction in terms"16. Exchange-value, after
all, merely expresses the proportion in which a given commodity will
exchange for another; and prima facie this would seem to depend upon
entirely subjective factors (the strength of the seller's desire to
sell, and the buyer's wish to buy). Lxchange-value thus '"presents
itself as ,., a relation constantly changing with time and place"l7;
as an attribute of the commodity which is both momentary and variable,
It scems to be subject to no law other than that of caprice,1

But, says Marx, this is a superficial view, If we look beyond
the isolated transaction, he argues, we will find that any commodity
is potentially exchangeable for any other, Its exchange-value can
thus be expressed in the form of definite quantities of all other
conmodities; or, to put it another way, any single commodity has as
many exchange-values as there are commodities against which it can
exchange, It follows that, qua exchange-values, these latter comm-
odities too are mutually exchangeable in exactly the same proportions,
From this Marx draws two conclusions, which are of cardinal importance

to an understanding of his theory of value:

... first: the valid exchange-values of a given commodity
express something equal; secondly, exchange-value, general-
ly, is only the mode of expression, the phenomenal form, of
something contained in it, yet distinguishable from it,

My resume is scarcely less baldly stated than Marx's own argument as
he presents it in the opening few pages of Capital; and he is far from
over-generous with elaboration, A fuller statement would run rather
as follows, |

Why commodities are exchanged in the first place can perfectly well
be explained via the concept of use-value, It is the incommensurabil-
ity of commodities, qua use-values, which constitutes the rationale for
their exchange. But whilst exchange thus presupposes the qualitative
incomuensurability of commodities, it also supposes their quantitative

commensurability; and it is this that is expressed in their exchange-
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values, whether in the simple value-relation x commodity A = y comm-

odity B, or in the more elaborate form of commodity prices, However,

It is apt to be forgotten that the magnitudes of differ-
ent things can be compared quantitatively, only when
those magnitudes are expressed in terms of the same unit,
It is only as expressions of such a unit that they are

of the same denomination, and thercfore commensurable, 20

Therefore, Marx reasons, commoditiecs must share some common property
which allows of their being thus cowpared. Since it has already
been shown that as use-values commodities are not commcnsurable, and,
indeed, precisely this incommensurability has been appealed to in
order to explain the necessity of exchange, this common property can
have nothing to do with use-value, Marx consequently designates it
by another name: value,

He then goes on to argue that commodities possess only one such
common property: they are all21 products of human labour, The value
of a commodity is therefore a function of the labour socially necess-
ary to its production, The qualification 'socially necessary to' is
important; for, according to Marx, it is not the labour actually
embodied in any given commodity that constitutes its value, but that
labour which would be required to produce a commodity of that kind
under socially average22 conditions, Providing we remember this
qualification (and certain others which I will discuss in the context
of the third of Marx's distinctions) we may accurately regard value
as simply materialised, congealed, or, metaphorically speaking, '"dcad"
labour, The measure of labour is time: it therefore follows that the
value of a commodity will vary directly with the dﬁration, and invers-~
ely with the productivity, of the labour required to produce it, Ex-
change-values (or, in their developed form, relative price323) thus
express nothing but relations between definite quantities of labour,
or, in the f.inal analysis, a sct of social relations between commodit
producers,

So much for the "something equal" which Marx considers exchange-
values to express, and his grounds for positing it, We now come to
his second conclusion, Why should value, thus defined, assume the
phenémenal form of exchange-value 7 Marx's answer lies in the nature
of valuc itself,

Valuc, according to Marx, has "a purely social reality"; it is "a
non-natural property,,, something purely social”za. To say this

does not imply that value is in any way fictitious; Marx clearly
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belicves that value is realzs, inasmuch as human labour (and, more-
over, a hisﬁorically specific kind of human labour26) is really
embodied in the commodity. But because the reality of value is
social rather than natural, it has no independent mode of exist-
cnce; or, what comes to the same thing, the social reality of the
commodity, as a value, directly coincides with its natural, bodily,
physical form. The value of a commodity is not evident in the
same way as are its colour, shape, hardness, etc.; and nor, in con-

sequence, is it phenomenally distinguishable from any of these prop-

erties or their ensemble:

The value of commodities is the very opposite of the-
coarse materiality of their substance, not an atom of
matter enters into its composition. Turn and exam-
ine a =zingle commodity, by itself, as we will, yet in
so far as it remains an object of value, it seems
impossible to grasp it. 27

In the production of the coat, human labour-power, in
the shape of tailoring, must have becn actually oxp-
ended, Human labour is therefore accumulated in it,.
In this aspect the coat is a depository of value, but
though worn to a thread, it does not let this fact
show through. 28

Value, in sum, is not capable of presenting itself phenomenally as
. ) oy R A*)
such: it "does not stalk about with a label describing what it is"

Therefore:

If we say that, as values, commodities are mere cong-
elations of human labour, we reduce them by our anal-
ysis, it is true, to the abstraction, value; but we
ascribe to this value no form apart from their bodily
form.

30

But it has previously been argued that a commodity's bodily form

is that of its use-value: '"Use-value as an aspect of the conmodity
coincides with the physical palpable existence of the commodity".31
The conclusion is inescapable. Value per se does not present
itself on a phenémenal level, within the commodity, as distinct
from that commodity's use-value.

Here, therefore, arises the difficulty. Value, according to the
foregoing analysis, is the basis of the commensurability of commod-
ities; it is the common property which allows of their exchange in
definite quantitative proportions. But we are now told that the

immediate form of existence of value is indistinguishable from use-
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valuc; and the use-value of a commodity, as we know already, exp-
resses not what is common to it and all others, but precisely what

differentiates it from all others. The immediate form of existence

of value, therefore, is not one in which the commensurability of all
commodities is expressed. From this follows the necessity of value
assuming, on the phenomenal level, a form which differs from what I
have termed its immediate form (the use-value of the commodity in
question); a form in which the value of a commodity is expressed as,
firstly, independent of the use-value of the given commodity, and,
sccondly, something which is common to all commodities:.}2 The same
point may be put the other way around: we know from cxperience that
the commensurability of commodities is expressed, in the form, for
example, of their prices. Our analysis tells us both that the basis
of this commensurability is value, and that value is incapable of
phenomenal expression per se. If our anclysis is correct, then it
must be the case that the phenomenal form of value, exchange-value -
the form, in other words, in which that which makes commodities comm-
cnsurable is expressed in our expericnce - differs from value in its
immediate form. We have arrived, by a rather long dectour, at the
second of Marx's conclusions,

I will say no more at this point about what phenomenal form value
does assume; for this is of supreme importance to Marx's analysis of
fetishism, and will be considered in detail shortly. What matters
here is simply to clarify the nature, and grounds, of Marx's three

basic distinctions. We will therefore pass at once to the third.

Useful Labour/Abstract Labour.

This third distinction parallels the first, and follows on the
second. Just as the commodity can be considered from two aspects,
that pf its use-value and that of its value, so too can the labour
involved in its production. The usc-value of a commodity is always
produced by means of "productive activity of a definite kind and
excrcised with a definite aim”33. Labour, regarded from this

point of view, Marx terms useful labour: "a special sort of prod-

uctive activity, the nature of which is determined by its aim, mode
34

of operation, subject, means, and result." Just as the use-value

of a commodity is specific to commodities of its kind, so is the

type of uscful labour by means of which it is produced; to use Marx's

own examples, weaving and tailoring, as forms of useful labour, are




as different, and differ in the same way, as linen and coats (when
considered as use-values). Different kinds of useful labour are
thus no more commensurable than are the use-valucs they create;
what count in both the productive activity and the product are the
specific differences.

Lastly, and as once again with usc-value, the concept of useful

labour is a trans-historical category:

So far, thercfore, as labour is a creator of use-value,
is useful labour, it is a necessary condition, independ-~
ent of all forms of society, for the existence of the
human race; it is an eternal naturc-imposed necessity,
without which there can be no material exchanges between
man and Nature, and therefore no life. 35

All that Marx says here in respcct of useful labour he subscquenc1y36
extends and systematises through his concept of the labour-proccess
(as distinct.from the production process), one aspect of which I had
occasion to touch upon above.

The concept of useful labour is not one which presents particular
difficulty, for the simple reason that what it designates is labour
in its natural form. The same, however, cannot be said of the other
term of the distinction, abstract labour. It is not an easy concept,
and Marx's own exposition of it is one which, as we shall see, leaves
plenty of room for misunderstanding. But before we confront the
difficulties, let us clarify their context by looking at why Marx
rcquires such a concept as abstract labour in the first place.

The reason is basically simple, and Marx's argument only the cor-
ollary of that he advanced in the course of deriving the concept of
value itself. The value of a commodity, we saw, is defined in
terms of the labour socially necessary to its production, on the
grounds that commodities are only commensurable when regarded as
embodiments of definite quantities of materialised labour. But this,
Marx holds, supposes that the kinds of labour embodied in commodities
are themselves commensurable (and therefore quantifiable); or, to
express the same thing differently, only labour in a form that is
common to all commodities can be regarded as constitutive of valﬁe.
If we do not recognise this, we end up by re-creating precisely the
impasse we found ourselves in when trying to compare commodities as
use~-values, only in this case the problem is confronted on a deeper

level, If this is the casc, it cannot be labour in its specifically
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useful form, or uscful labour, which crecates voiue; for we have scen
that while useful labour is involved in the pro'nction of all comm-
odities, it is common to them only in the sense that use-value itself
is; useful labour is common, but only inasmuch :: it takes a differcnt
form in the production of each kind of cowmodity. When, in other
words, we speak of useful labour, we indicate nex what ic common to
but precisely what differentiates human labour's various forms. 1In
seeking for what all forms of commodity producin:; labour share,
thercfore, we must abstract from the useful character of labour, just
as we did from the utility of its products,. Ami to designate the
labour involved in producing commodities as regerded from this second
viewpoint, we will need a seconc¢ concept. This concept is abstract
labour. Thus, the concept of abstract labour v:fers to commodity
producing labour viewed in terms of its common ¢ .aracteristics, or,
more precisely, according to those common charac cristics which make
it value producing, as opposed to use-value proc.::zing, labour.

It is here that our difficulties begin. For Marx's texts tend
to conflate, or at least do not adequately disti:guish or define the
relations between, different aspects of the concept of abstract lab-
our; whilst a failure to examine the concept in Lhe full range of its
uses can, as Rubin and Colletti37 have shown, su:tain disastrously
restricted definitions. As with so much else i. the analysis of
commoditieé, we are once again in the realm of wi nutiae, but minutiae
whose theoretical implications are immense. L i1l focus here upon
only those aspects of the problem relevant to my subscquent argument,
and in conscquence its presentation is deliberatcly simplified; for
its full and more than adequate elaboration, I can only refer to
Isaak Rubin's superlative discussion.

In Capital, Marx's first substantial definition of abstract labour

is in terms of what Rubin calls 'physiologically equal labour':

Productive activity, if we leave out of sight its special
form, viz., the uscful character of the latour, is noth-
ing but the expenditure of human labour-pover. Tailoring
and weaving, though qualitatively differen! productive
activities, are each a productive expenditure of human
brains, nerves and muscles, and in this sernse are human
labour. They are but two different modes of expending
human labour-power. 39

Thus defined, abstract labour is simply any labour whatsoever viewed
as a process of consumption of definite quantitics of human energy.

As such, it is at least theoretically subject to quantification,




according to its duration on the one hand and its intensity on the
otherqo. The conditions of the problem of commensurahbility outlined
above have apparently been satisfied.

In order to show the inadequacies of this putative solution, we
have but to look at what follows from it. Let us imagine that this
definition exhausts Marx's conception of abstract labour. Two
inferences might then be drawn, .

The first, which is unavoidable once abstract labour has been ass-
imilated to physiologically cqual labour simpliciter, is that the
concept of abstract labour, just like that of useful labour, is yet
a further trans-historical category. Marxists have in fact held

this; we may cite, by way of example, Karl Kautsky's Economic Doct-

rines of Karl Marx:

On the one hand, labour appears to us as the productive
expenditure of human labour-power in general, on the
other hand, as specific human activity for the attain-
ment of a given object. The first aspect of labour
forwms the common element in all the productive activit-
ies carried on by men; the second varies with the nature
of the activity. 41

Whercas Marx entitled the scction of Capital from which his above-
quoted 'physiological' definition of labour is takeu, 'The Two-fold

Character of the Labour embodied in Commodities', Kautsky blithely

transfers the distinction to "all the productive activities carried

.

on by men". Isolated passages in Marxaz, when taken out of contoxt,
might scem to support this; but it is not justified.whcn his analysis
of abstract labour as a whole is considered. However, the main
point is this: having identificd abstract with physiologically equal
labour, Kautsky was not only justified in universalising Marx's
third distinction, but could not do otherwise. For if we assert
(as Marx does) the physiologically equal character of human labour
in general, then we cannot deny it of any particular social form of
human labour; and if we then regard physiologically equal labour as
synonymous with abstract labour (as Kautsky does), it follows that
all human labour, and not just that involved in the production of
commodities, can be regarded as both useful and zbstract.

The second inference is perhaps less obligatovy, but there is no
good reason to stop its being drawn: it is that :bstract labour is

merely a theoretical construct, a 'mental genersiisation', as Colletti

., 43 .
has phrased it. By this I mecan not that abstract labour is a




~23-

theoretical construct in the obvious sense that any concept must be,
but that it is, specifically, an abstraction to which there corrves-
ponds no distinck object of an empirical order, whether natural or
social, In this it would differ from both a concept like useful
labour, which refers to labour in, so to speak, its natural form,

and a concept like exchange-value, which designates a definite and
distinctive social reality,. Abstract labour, if defined in purely
physiological terms, clearly has no natural existence outside useful
labour itself, and thus appecars to be merely an abstraction from the
latter; but nor does it have any particular social form of existence
either, since all social forms of labour can be described as abstract.
It is therefore difficult to avoid the conclusion that abstract labour,
thus defined, is a mere thcorctical construct whose rationale is no
more than a rather dubious heuristic one, Such a conclusion is, of
course, extremely damaging to Marx, given the crucial role which, as
he repeatedly emphasised44, the distinction between useful and abstr-
act labour plays in his analysis. Critics have ncver been slow to
haul Marx over the coals as a builder of elegant systcms vitiated by
the arbitrariness of their prcmises.45

To appreciate fully the damage done by identifying abstract with
physiologically equal labour, however, we need to cast our minds back
to what abstract labour was intended to explain in the first place.
Here the full significance of the inferences I have drawn from this
identification is palpably evident.

What Marx sets out to explain in Chapter One of Capital is, in his
own words, "the commodity form of the product of labour - or the valuc-
form of the commodity". Commodity form and value-form are not in
fact strictly synonymous, though Marx frequently elides the two terms.
The value-form (exchange-value) is, strictly speaking, one aspect of
the commodity form itself, the other being use-value. ut the
elision is quite comprehensible, for the simple reason that the problem
of explaining the commodity form ultimately resolves itself into the
problem of explaining the value-form. Use-value is an attribute of
the product of labour under all conditions, and cannot, ipso facto,
be used to explain that which differentiaées the commodity from other
social forms of the product, viz., its value-form. To explain the

valuc-form is therefore precisely to elucidate the differentia specif-~

ica of the commodity form itself, But this means that what we have

to explain is a phenomenon which, to use a phrase Marx employed of

another social reclation of capitalist production, "has no natural basis,
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neither is its social basis one that is common to all historical
pcriods".46

Tt is in this context, that c¢f a very definite kind of problem,
that Marx» introduces the concepts of value and abstract labour. The
problem is defined in such a way that it only allows of a certain
kind of solution. The goal of the analysis must be to elucidate
not only those conditions of existence of the commodity form which
coincide with the conditions of existence of the product of labour
in general (as Marx does via the concepts of use-value and useful
labour, and, morec comprechensively, through his concept of the labour
process); it must be, quite specifically, to enumcrate those condit-
ions which allow the product of labour to assume the value-form, this
being what distinguishes the commodity form itself. If the value-
form is a historical one, these conditions must be themselves hist-
orical, too. And in so far as the concepts of value and abstract
labour purport to articulate these conditions, they must be histor-
ical categories. Conversely, in so far as the concepts of value
and labour are not historical categories, but categories applicable
to all modes of production, they will not be capable of explaining
what we might call the differential historicity of the value-form;
the mystery of the commodity form will not have been resolved. Prima
facie, therefore, we would expect abstract labour to be a historical,
and not a transhistorical category; and a category which grasped a
distinctive set of socio-historical conditions (i.e., a particular
social form of labour), a catecgory to which, in other words, therc
corresponded a distinctive object of an empirical order. But as we
have seen, both of these conditions arc violated so soon as abstract
labour is defined as physiologically equal labour.

If, therefore, Kautsky et al are correct in their interpretation
of Marx's distinction, the riddle of the commodity-form remains to
be solved, and the place of the concepts of value and abstract labour
in the analysis becomes inexplicable. Instead, we have a new twist
to the problem; which is to explain why, if the existence of abstract
labour is a sufficient condition for the production of value, and
abstract labour is universal; the product of labour does not always
assume the value-form. Alternatively, we have to concede that the
existence of abstract, qua physiologically equal labour, is a necess-
ary, but by no means a sufficient condition for exchange-value. In
either case, the best that can be said of the analysis is that it
remains to be completed.

My analysis so far has concentrated upon the logical implications

of reducing abstract to physiologically equal labour. I now need



to show not just that it would have made nonsense of Marx's analysis
had he made this reduction, but that he did not in fact do so; and
further, having suggested that physiologically equal labour does not
exhaust Marx's conception of abstract labour, I have to show where
and why it does fit in.

First, then: what did Marx uwnderstand by abstract labour ?

I will give as brief a definition as I can, and then expand.

Abstract labour is'private labour considered from the point of
view of its social character, and the only possible medium throuzh
which private labour can be established or achieve expression as a
part of the total social labour. I describe abstract labour as a
medium through which, rather than a form in which, the social char-
acter of private labour is established and achieves ewpression for
quite deliberate reasons. As we shall see, the only form in which
the fact that private labour is social is expressed is the wvalue-
form itSelf. Thus abstract labour (like value) is, for Marx, a
definite social reality, but not one capable of direct phenomenal

expression:

It is the expression of equivalence between differcnt
sorts of commodities that alone brings into relief the
specific character of value-creating labour, and this
it does by actually reducing the different varicties
of labour embodied in the different kinds of commodit-
ies to their common quality of human labour in the
abstract. 47

Hence, when we bring the products of -our labour into
relation with each other as values, it is not beccuse
we scc in these articles the material receptacles of
homogciiesus human labour. Quite the contrary: when-
ever, by an exchange, we cquate as values our differ-
ent products, by that very act, we also equate, as
human labour, the different kinds of labour expended
upon them, We are not aware of this, nevertheless
we do it. 48

Let me now try to clarify these theses.

All human labour (excepting that of a Robinson Crusoe, which need
not concern u349) is social.  Individual labour is part of that of
the society as a whole in more than a trivial sense. A moment's
reflection is enough to establish that reproduction of the conditions
of production is a necessary condition of any social ecxistence, and
that this is itself dependent upon the maintenance of definite prop-

ortions between different kinds of useful labour. These proportions

are historically variable, depending upon the productivity of labour,
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the extent and range of people's needs, etec., etc., but they are never
arhitrary. Individual labour, in short, is always related to the
labour of other individuals organically, as one element in a definite
set of qualitative and quantitative vclations of mutual intcrdepend-
ence. In this sense, regarded as a component of the process of
social reproduction, individual labour is always social. This much
can be stated a priori. However, both the ways in which the correct
proportions between different kinds of individual labour are sustained,
and, in consequence, the forms in which the social character of indiv-
idual labour are manifested, will vary historically according to the
mode of production. Both must therefore be ascertained empirically.

In societies in which the distribution of labour is subjcct to

net social regulation, whether communally or by a ruling class,
arl labour will be directly social, Useful labour (labour which prod-
uces a use-value) and social labour (labour which produces a socially
required use-value) will coincide; there will be no divergence, in
other words, between the natural form of labour and che form in which
its social character is expressed. Marx discusscs several examplces

in both the Critique of Political Economy and Capital:

... under the rural patriarchal system of production,
when spinner and weaver lived under the samec roof -
the women of the family spinning and the men weaving,
say for the rcquirements of the family - yarn and
linen were social products, and spinning and weaving
social labour within the framework of the family ...
the product of labour bore the specific social impr-
int of the family relationship with its naturally
evolved division of labour. Or let us take the
services and dues in kind of the Middle Ages. It
was the distinct labour of the individual in its
original form, the particular features of his labour
and not its universal aspect that formed the social
ties at that time. 50

Similar points are made in respect of, for example, both primitive
communes and the socialist order of the future.51 What all these
cases share is the fact that labour as such is directly, and soc-
ially distributed and organised, on the basis of accumulated exp-
erience. And because of this, its social character is evident in
its immediate or concrete form.

But not all societies are of this kind; and societics in which
commodity production is the dominant mode most certainly is not,
Here, labour is divided without being socially distributed; to put it
another way, the social division of labour, both gualitative and

.quantitative, is spontaneous in the sense of being frce from overall
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social regulation. Labour, far from being dircctly social, is, in
appcarance and in fact, private. By private labour Marx means the
labour of independent individuals who are linked together by no
overall social connexion other than those established in the exchange

of their products,

As a general rule, articles of utility become commodities,
only because they are products of the labour of private
individuals or groups of individuals who carry on their

work independently of cach other. The sum total of the
labour of all these private individuals fowms the aggregate
labour of society. Since the producers do not come into

social contact with ecach other until they cxchange their
products, the specific social character of cach producer's

‘ labour does not show itself except in the act of exchange.

} In other words, the labour of the individual asserts itself
as part of the labour of socicty, only by neans of the rel-
ations wlhich the act of exchange establishes directly bet-
ween the products, and indirectly, through them, between
the producers, 59

In this case, then, labour as such is not subjeci to direct social
distribution and organisation. The producer only knows whether his

labour is or is not social a posteriori, according to whether or not

there is a market for its product: "In this way, the character that
his own labour possesses of being socially useful takes the form of
the condition, that the product must be not only useful, but useful

for others ..."53.

And he cannot ascertain this in advance, because
of the spontaneity of the distribution of labour. Labour in its
natural form, or useful labour, is thercfore not immediately social;
its social character is established post festum, through exchange.
Now, it was argued above that reproduction involved the maintenance
of correct rclations between different kinds of labour in both a
qualitative and a quantitative sense. In commciity production, a
qualitative imbalance will be expressed in terms of either an absolute
shortage (no commodities to be had at any price) or an absolute glut
(commodities unsaleable at any price) of products. Quantitative
imbalances will be expressed in terms of too few, or too many, comm-
odities of a given kind and commodity prices will vary accordingly,
going above or below value according to the fluctuations of supply
and demand. Equilibrium will be expresgsed at the point where all
commodities exchange at their values; where, in other words, supply
and demand coincide.54 Thus, the fact that (at equilibrium) useful

and social labour coincide is expressed only in the form of relations

between commodities (balance of demand and supp!v) and features of
-

. . . . . . DS .
commodities (their holding their 'natural price V77, In short, the
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social character of private labour finds expression only in the value-
form of its product, This is only the corollary ol the way social
reproduction is ensured in practice; the proportionality of different
kinds of labour is achieved only via movements of labour consequeﬁt
upon price changes. Whercas, in those modes of production we have
previously considered, the correct distribution of labour is brought

about through social regulation, in commodity productiocn

in the midst of all the accidental and ever fluctuat-
ing exchange-relations between the products, the labour-
time socially necessary for their production forcibly
asserts itself like an over-riding law of Nature. 56

57 . . .
"Absurd"” ', therefore, as this way of cxpressing the soccial character

of labour might be, it has an emphatically material foundation:

... the relations connecting the labour of one individual
with that of the rest appear, not as direct social relat-
ions between individuals at work, but as what they really
are, material relations between persons and social relat-
ions between things. 58

So: the social character of private labour assumes the value-form
of the product, exchange-value, and in reality is cnsured only through
relations between exchange-values, But we know from our previous
analysis of exchange-value that it presupposes value, and value {n
turn presupposes the commensurability of diffcrent kinds of labour.
This necessarily leads to the following conclusion: where labour is
private, the expression of its social character (and therefore, in
practice, the maintenance of the continuity of the reproduction pro-
cess) requires its equalisation. Where labour is directly and soc-
ially distributed, no such necessity arises: it does where labour is
private, because, firstly, there correct proportions between different
kinds of labour are effected only indirectly, through the -exchange of
products, and because, secondly, that the products can assumc a form
in which they can be universally59 exchanged is itself contingent upon
the reduction of diverse kinds of concrete labour to a form in which
they arve commensurable.

At this point, we may return to the question of physiologically
equal labour,

It is perfectly true to say that for Marx, once wc abstract from

the specifically useful characteristics of labour, nothing rcmains

but physiologically equal labour, labour considered as the simple
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expenditure of human Iabour-powor§o And this, of course, constitulcs
the 'rational kernel' of the analysis of Kautsky et al. What choeir
conception totally fails to express, however, in first reducing the
concept of ahstract labour to physiologically equal labour, and then
universalising it, is the following. Abstract labour is not phys-
iologically equal labour per se, though it is undoubtedly the casc

that it is only the physiologlical equality of labour which allows of
labour being expressed in the abstract, through the value-form of the
product, The physiological equality of labour is, in other words,

a natural presupposition of abstract labour; the physiological equal-
ity of labour permits the quantitative commensurability of its prod-
ucts to be expressed in the value-form, Jut this, a natural attribute
of labour is not in itself the significant factor, or enough to dafine
labour as abstract. The natural attribute derives its significance
wholly from the social function it performs; it is significant because,
and only because, it serves as a vehicle for expressing the social
character of private labour. The point may be clarified by analogy.
Precious metals are capable of bccoming money only because of certain
of their natural features (durability, infinite and equal divisibility,
standard quality, etc.,etc.)6l; but it is not their natural form eo
ipso which makes them money. Gold is not value, but merely the form
in which it is represconted; money, as we shall see below, Is not a
natural but a social phenomcnon.

Thus: abstract labour is not reducible to physiologically equal
labour, though the latter is its presupposition. Conversely, phys-
iologically equal labour is not always abstract. Abstract labour, if
we wish for a functional definition, is the medium through which the
social character of private labour achieves expression in the value-
form of the product. If we wish for a substantive definition, it is
physiologically equal labour insofar as, and only insofar as, it
assumes this function. Once we have said this, it is evident that
abstract labour is a historical category, one which supposes a precise
set of historical conditions for its application; and it is also an
implication that, as a category which designates such a specific social
constellation, it is no mere abstraction in the sense specified above.

I will conclude this discussion with a passége from Marx, written
before he had yet adequately distinguished useful and abstract labour.
It captures the difficulties, and ambivalences I have attempted to

unravel very precisely:

Labour seems quite a simple category. The conception of
labour in this geneval form - as labour as such - is also
immeasurably old. Nevertheless, when it is economically
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concieved in this simplicity, 'lahour' is as modern a
category as are the relations which create this simple
abstraction. / ... [/

/... /] Indifference towards any specific kind of
labour presupposes a very developed totality of real
kinds of labour, of which no single one is any longer :
predominant. As a rule, the most gencral abstractions
arisc only in the midst of the richest possible concrote
devclopment, where once thing appears as common to many,
to all. Then it ceaces to be thinkable in a particular
form alone. On the other side, this abstraction of
labour as such is not merely the mental product of a
concrete totality of labours. Indif{ference towards
specific labours corresponds to a form of socicty in
which individuals can with ease tvansfer from one labour
to another, and where the specific kind is a matter of
chance for them, hence of indifference., Not only the
category, labour, but labour in recality has here become
the means of creating wealth in general, and has ceased
to be organically linked with particular individuals in

any specific form, Such a state of affairs is at its
most developed in the most modern form of existence of
bourgeois society - in the United States. Here, then,

for the first time, the point of departure of modern
economics, namely the abstraction of the category
"labour', 'labour as such', labour pure and simple,
becomes true in practiee. The simplest abstraction,
then, which modern economics places at the hecad of its
discussions, and which cxpresses an immeasurably ancient
rclation valid in all forms of society, nevertheless
achieves practical truth as an abstraction only as a-
category of the most wodern society. /.../

This example of labour shows strikingly how even the
most abstract categoriecs, despite their validity -
precisely because of their abstractness -~ for all epochs,
are nevertheless, in the specific character of this
abstraction, themselves likewise a product of historic
relations, and possess their full validity only for and
within these relations, 62 '

Armed with these three distinctions, use-value/exchange-value,
exchange-value/value, and useful labour/abstract labour, we may now
pass directly to Marx's analysis of the fetishism of commodities.

I will deal with the latter in three stages. First, following
Marx, I will take up the distinction between value and value-form
at the point where I left it above, in order to elucidate how, in
the establishment of the phenomenal form of exchange-value, we have
what I shall call the elementary structurc of fetishism. I will
then discuss what is involved in the fetishism of commoditics in
more general terms. Finally, I will consider Marv's analysis of

the fetishism of commoditics as a whole in the light of what was
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argued in the first section of this chapter, and use it as & basisg

from which to extent those arguments.

At the beginning of the famous scction of Capital in which "The
Fetishism of Commoditics and the Sceret Thereof" is examined, Marx
argues that the '"mystical", the "enigmatic" character of the comm-
odity derives neither from its use-value, nor from "the nature of

the determining factors of value" per se, There is nothing myster

ious about use-value; nor is either the physiological equality of
labour, or the fact that the labour-time involved in the production
of a use-value should be of social import, or, finally, the fact

that labour is not only individual but social, difficult to grasp.
"Whence, then, arises the enigmatical character of the product of
labour", Marx asks, "so soon as it assumes the form of commodities.
Clearly from this form itself".63 We know, from what has been said
already, that what distinguishes the commodity from other forms of
the product of labour is its exchange-value, or value-form, It is
this, therefore, that requires further analysis, L terminated my
discussion above with a demonstration of why, according to Marx,

this form must differ from what it expresscs, namely, value (and in
the final analysis, abstract labour). We must now investigate what,
in positive terms, this form is; how, in other words, value is
phenomenally expressed. Let us therefore follow Marx through his
account of the value-form; or, to be more precise, of successive
value~forms in the plural, for what he in fact presents us with is a
kind of ideal \rccoqstruction()4 of the genesis of the ultimate and
only fully adequate,value—form of the commodity, its money- or price-

form.

The simplcest value-form is the accidental or elementary form of

value (Form 4). This can be expresscd by the simple equation:

x commodity A = y commodity B.

Marx distinguishes the two poles of the expression as the relative
and the equivalent form of value respectively: x commodity A, the
quantity whose value is being expressed, is said to take the relative
form because its value is expressed relative to that of B; whilst

y commodity B is termed the equivalent, because in this expression it

scrves as the cquivalent in which the value of x commodity A is

expressed, The distinction is at first sight a rather puzzling




one, since in this form the cquation is clearly reversible; its
importance becomes fully apparent when more developed forms of

value are considered, in which the value-equation cannot be reversed
without another form of value altogether being dcrived.65 We must,
however, cling to one point, which is apparently trivial but in

fact absolutely fundamental, This is that although in this form
(and indced all value-forms other than the money—form)66 any comm-
odity can occupy either position in the equation, no commodity can
occupy both positions simultancously. The expression x commodity A
= x commodity A, in other words, would not be a value-expression. To
say this is only to re-statec a point argued at length above, which
is that the value of a commodity is not distinguished phenomenally
from its material substance, or use-value (and, likewise, the labour
constitutive of this value, abstract labour, has no immediate form
outside usecful labour). The implication is that no commodity, when
taken in isolation, 1s capable of cxpressing its own value; or, as

Marx puts it,

If ... we bear in mind that the value of commodities has

a purely social reality, and that they acquive this real-
ity only in so far as they are expressions or embodiments
of one identical social substance, viz., human labour, it
follows as a matter of course, that value can only manif-
est itself in the social relation of commodity to commodity.

67

Clearly thic is what happene here. The value of commodity A does
achieve expression as something distinct from A's use-value; but it
is by no means dircctly expressed as a definite quantum of congealed
labour, It is expressed, on the contrary, in the "bodily form" of

a definite quantity (y) of another commodity (B): "use-value becomes
the form of manifestation, the phenomenal form of its opposite, val-
ue”.68 The exchange-value of the relative commodity is expressed in

the form of the use-value of the equivalent. Mutatis mutandis, (i):

the useful labour embodied in B stands for the abstract labour embod-
ied in A: "concrcte labour becomes the form under which its opposite,
abstract human labour, manifests iLself”69; and thus- (ii) the specific
kind of private labour which produccd B, by virtue of the fact that

it is equated in the value-expression with the abstract labour spent
on A, comes to stand for social labour (since, as we have seen, it is
only by becoming abstract that the social character of private laboux
can be expressed): '"the labour of private individuals takes the form

. . . . 0
of its opposite, labour directly social in its form."/
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These latter points require amplification.

I have shown previously that for Marx neither the social character
of private labour, nor abstract labour, nor value ave capable of
imnediate and independent phenomenal cexpression. The cocial char-
acter of private labour is established only post festum, through the
exchange of products, and the lattcr supposcs both the reduction of

different kinds of useful labour to abstract labeur, and the reduct-

ion of different use-values to valucs, Only thus are commodities
rendered commensurable. However, the immediate form of abstract

labour coincides with useful labour itself, whilst the inmediate form

of value coincides with use-value, the natural form of the product

of labour.  Hence the need for an independent phenomenal form of
value. Marx has now shown how such a form may be constituted, via
the relations established in exchange between two commodities. But

it is clear that, whilst the value-relation x coumodity A = y comm-
odity B does indeed allow the value of A to assuue, for the first
time, a form independent of A's use-value, this value-form does not
express the value of A as what it is, namely, matcerialised abstract
labour. The value of A is not directly expresszd in terms of labour
at all; and in so far as it can be said to be tlus expressed indirect-
ly or by implication, it is not expressed in terwms of the labour
which created its value, abstract labour.

Specifically, the following three transformaiions characterise
the expression of relative value in the valuve-form of the equivalent
commodity. Firstly and fundamentally: a defin.:c social substance,
the value of A, is phenomenally cxpressed in or represented by a
material fofm, the bodily form or usec-value of 1. Secondly, and
co-relatively; to the extent that A's value is cxpressed in terms of
labour, it is represented by the useful labour wiiich produced B,
This once again means that a definite social phl:omenon, the abstract
labour which, according to Marx, alone makes A aad B equatable as
values, 1s cxpressed in the natural form of a given kind of useful
labour. Thirdly, by a final twist, the speciflic useful labour
which produced B, a particular kind of private l+bour, comes, by
virtue of the fact that it expresses, indirectly, the social charac-
ter of the labour involved in A, to appear as divectly social labour;
conversely, the social character of all labour is represented in
the material shape of a specific kind of privat. (and useful) labour.7
In sum, then, value can achieve independent exp.cssion in the value-

form of exchange-valuc, but only on condition ¢ these three invers-

ions, all of which distort the cascntial velat? ns involved. Ve
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should note, incidentally, thait Marx is thoroughly emphatic on this
point: "exchange-value is the only form in which the value of comm-
oditics can manifest itself or be exprcssod”.72

What all these transformations, or inversions, share is that in
all cases the purely social (value, abstract labour, social labour)
is represented or expressed by the natural (use-valuc, concrete
labour, private 1ab0ur).73 It is this mode of expression which I
call the elementary structure of ferishisam, At this point a coroll-
ary might be mentioned, which will show its importance below: to
express the social by the natural is simultaneously to express the
historical by the universsl.

Form A, then, is capable of expressing the value of a commodity
(A) as something distinct from the use-value of that commodity; but
value is still not expressed as something common to all commodities.
This defect is remedied in the second form of value, which Marx

calls the total or expanded form. The equation for this is:

z Com. A = u Com. B=v Com. C =w Com. D=x Com, E =

&c. (Form B),

The cxpanded form is implied in the elementary form, inasmuch as the
number of value-relations of the kind x commodity A = y commodity B
in which commodity A can stand is limited only by the total number
of commodities, and their combination yields Form B.

In ¥Form B two points, in particular, are clarified. In the first

place,

The value of a single commodity, the linen for example, is
now expresscd in terms of numberless other elements of the
world of commodities. Every other commodity now bec-
omes a mirror of the linen's value. It is thus, that

for the first time, this wvalue shows itself in its true
light as a congelation of undifferentiated human labour,
For the labour that creatcs it, now stands cxpressly
revealed, as labour that ranks equally with every other
sort of human labour, no matter what its form. / ... _/
The linen, by virtue of the form of its value, now stands
in a social relation, no longer with only one other kind
of commodity, but with the whole world of commodities. As
a commodity, it is a citizen of that world. At the same
time, the interminable series of value equations implies,
that as regards the value of a commodity, it is & matter
of indifference under what particular form, or kind, of
use-value it appears. 75

This passage needs to be rezd with carc. In the cupanded form of

value, in which the value of a commodity is capable of rapresentacion
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in the physical forms, or use-values, of any number of others, Marx
argucs, the status of these physical forms as modes of representat-
ion is very much more evident: for it is clear that the capacity of
commodities I, C, D, ...n to cxpress A's values is in no way a func-
tion of their physical attributes (except in the limiting sense that
to be a commodity, and thus stand in one of these value-relations, a
product must have some use-value). That each equivalcent is a form
of expression of value, rather than value per se, is clearer here
than in form A. Similarly, if and insofar as what is represented
or expressed is labour, it palpably cannot be labour in any partic-
ular useful form, since this differs between commodities B, C, D,
&c. But it would be wrong to understand Marx as saying that in Form

B the fact that it is labour which constitutes value is phenomenally

evident; it remains the case, as with every valuc-form, that the soc-
ial substance value is expressed in thec material form of another comm-
odity.

There is, however, one important distinction between the expanded
form of value, and all the others with which Marx deals. In the
latter, as in Form A, the role of the equivalent is played by a
single commodity, whereas in Form B all commodities bar the one whose
value is being expressed play this role. Form B is therefore less
Jikely to sustain the illusion that the commodity which plays the role
of the equivalent is value simpliciter than the other foims. This
may scem an unlikely illusion in respect of, say, the elementary form
equation 20 yards of linen = one coat; but it is, or at least histor-
ically has been, very much more plausible when the equivalent has been
‘gold, as Marx repeatedly shows in his discussion of the Mercantile
and Monetary systems of economics.76 In the expanded form of value,
by contrast,'even though the fact that value is based in labour is
not phenomenally evident, the fact that it is not based in the physic~
al attributes of a distinct commodity is; this form, therefore, points
to abstract labour as the substance of value much more directly than
any other. This, T take it, is the mecaning of Marx's above-quoted
remarks,

The second clarification offered by the expanded form relates to
the quantitative proportions in which commodities are exchanged. In
Form A the cxchange proportions (x» & y) could have appearced arbitrary,
and thus, to a superficial analysis at 1east77, the value of commodit-

ies could have been seen as the conscquence of these exchange ratios.
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But in Torm B, Marw argucs, this view can no longer be sustailned: it
is evident that definite proportions obtain, and the value of comm-

odity A stays constant throughout its expressions:

It becomes plain, that it is not the exchanpe of comm-
odities which regulates the magnitude of their value;
but, on the contrary, that it is the magnitude of
their value which controls their exchange proporticns.

78
So much for the expanded form of value. Like the clementary form,
it has its defects, Though it expresses the fact that value is

common to all commodities by implication, it still does not do this
directly; it does not yield a gencral cxpression of value common to
all commodities, but merely "a many-coloured mosaic of disparate and
independent expressions of value“79 in which the fact that value is
comuon to all commodities is mercly implicit. Thus, in general,

the first two forms of valuc serve only "to express the value of a
commodity as something distinct from its use-valuc or material form'".
The communality of value has yet to achieve direct phenomensl expr-
cssion, We can, however, derive such an expression by reversing the
equation of Form B, thus giving "expression to the converse relation
already implied in the scries"gl. This will give us Form €, the

general form of value, which can be represented by:

u Com. B

v Com. C

w Com. D = z Com, A
x Com. E

&c.

There is no formal distinction between this, and Form D, the money-
form of value, to derive which we simply substitute a given quantity
of money (in Marx's own formula, 2 oz gold) for z Com. A in the above
equation, I will therefore dcal with both together.

In Forms C & D, "All cowmodities now express their value (1) in an
elementary form, because in a single commodity; (2) with unity, because

. 82 . , ,
in one and the same commodity.' Both criteria for the expression

of value are now satisfied:

The value of every commodity is now ... not only diff-
erentiated from its own use-value, but from all other




use-values generally, and is, by that very fact, expr-
essed as that which is common to all commoditics. By
this formAL Marx is talking of Form €, but the point
applies cqually to Ferm D_/ commodities are, for the
first time, cffectively brought into relation with one
another as values, or made to appear as exchanpe-values.,

83

Marx's second criterion, viz., that value be expressed as common to
all commoditiesaa, is now satisfied because in Forms C & D all comm-
odities (unlike in Form A) have their value expressed in a Single

equivalent (unlike in Form B). These developed forms thus "give to
the world of commodities a general social relative form of valuc”85
in so far as, and only in so far as, they exclude all but one comm-
odity from the equivalent form, It is the social sanctioning of

this exclusion that alone distinguishes the general from the money-form

of value:

The particular commodity, with whose bodily form the
equivalent form is thus socially identified, now becowmes
the money-commodity, or serves as moncy., It becomes
the special social function of that commodity, and con-
sequently its social monopoly, to play within the world
of commodities the part of the universal ecquivalent. 86

Thercwith all commodities assume a value-form distinct from their
bodily form (a price); '"the general form of relative value of the

vorld of commodities obtains real consistence and general social

Ly 8 .
validity." 7 The money-form is, conversely, "the only adequate form

88

of existence of exchange-value."
The money-form of value is no less fetishistic than any of its
predecessors. If anything, it is more so: for the incarnation of
the social substance, value, in a thing, which was apparent in Form
A and nearest to unmasking in Form B (which followed directly from A),
is now thoroughly counsolidated. In Form A this might have appeared
accidental, while in Form B it was evident that the capacity of a
commodity to assume the equivalent form was not a function of its
physical attributes; but neither of these considerations apply in
the case of the money-form. One and only onec thing, the money-
comnodity, becomes the social form in which the value of all commod-
ities is expressed, and thus the appearance of accident associataed
with Form A is removed; and in the same movement all other commodities

arc precluded from assuming the equivalent form, and thus the insights




which Form B might have made available are now denied us. Value is
now unambiyuously and uniquely identified with the bodily form of the
universal equivalent. Marx summarises what has taken place as

{follows:

We have already seen, from the most elementary express-
ion of value, x commodity A = y commodity B, that the
object in which the magnitude of the value of another
object is represented, appecars to have the equivalent
form independently of this rclation, as a social prop-
erty piven to it by Nature, We followed up this false
appecarance to its final establishment, which is compl-
ete so soon as the universal equivalent form becomes
identificd with the bodily form of 2 single commodity,
and thus crystalised into the money-form. What appcars
to happen is, not that gold becomes money, in conscquence
of all other commodities cxpressing their values in it,
but, on the contrary, that all other commodities univer-
sally cxpress their values in gold, because it is imoncy.
The intermediate steps of the process vanish in the res-
ult and lcave no trace behind. 89

We should briefly recall, at this point, the fact that the three
transformations or inversions discussed above in connexion with the
clementary form of value are identificd by Marx as characteristic
of the equivalent form as such.go It 1s, in brief, the fetishist-
ic mode of representation which constitutes the most basic link
between the elementary and the moncy-form of value, and which lecads
Marx to insist that '"the whole mystery of the form of value lies
hidden in this elementary form“91; just as it is this same fetish
which prevented economists penetrating the value-form when it was
presented in its "dazzliag moncy—form"gz.

1t is in the context of these remarks, finally; that we nust

interpret such statements as the following:

The gencral value-form, which represents all products of
labour as mere congelations of undifferentiated human
labour, shows by its very structure that it is the soc-
-ial resume of the world of commodities, That form con-
sequentially makes it indisputably evident that in the
world of commodities the character possessed by all lab-
our of being human labour constitutes its specific social
character.

93

This is true, providing we do wot take "indisputably cvident' to mecan
phenomenally evident. Tt is the case that (as argued above for Form

B) if we have already reduced cxchange-value to value, and value to
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Tabour, then the structure of valuc~foyrms € & D do indecd make it
"indisputably evident" that the labour in question must be of a
kind which is common to all commodities, i.e. abstract labour.
But this supposcs that we have already begun to penetrate behind
the material veil94 in which value is wrapped. In the meantime,
it remains the case that in neither the general nor the money-
form is value phenomenally expressed as labour. Quite the con-
trary: the fetishism inhercent in the simplest of value-relations
achieves its consumation in the w.oney-form, Thus money may be,
as Marx asserts, "the direct incarnation of all human 1ab0ur"95;

but it is as well to remember that

It is, however, just this ultimate money-form of the
world of commodities that actually conceals, instead
of disclosing, the social character of private
labour, and the social relations between the
individual producers. 96

From here, we may pass to some more general remarks,

In the foregoing analysis, Marx was always very carecful to
distinguish between those attributes of phenomena which derived
from their material form, and were thus attributes of phenomena
of that type or class per se, and those attributes of phenomena
which derived from their social form, and thus became attributes
of phenomena of that.type only as a conscquence of their stand-
ing in a particular set of social relations, (The term 'phen-
~omena' is used here, and throughout the discussion which immedi-
ately follows, to refer to both objects and activities). Each
set of attributes was apprehended through categories of differ-
ent orders: thus the material attributes of the commodity were
grasped through the concept of use-value, its social attributes
through the concepts of exchange-value and value; the material
attributes of commodity producing labour through the concept of
useful labour, its social attributes through the concepts of
private and abstract labour. RBecause categories of the first
order designated the material fcatures of a given class of
pheuomena, they were universal or transhistorical categories,
i.c. categories under which all the phenomecna of that class

would fall; while because categories of the seccond order referr-
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ed Lo the social characteristics of phenomena, and therefore pre-
supposea the existence of a specific set of social relations
vithin which the phenomena acquired those characteristics, they
werce historical categories, i.e. categories under which only some
of the phenomena of a particular class could be subsumed. The
distinction between material and social attributes of phenomena
is not, incidentally, confined to the analysis of the commodity:
the conceptual bifurcation which it sustains is one of the meth-
odological lynchpins of Capital. I shall therefore return to
this point in Chapter Two. ,

A fetishised discourse is characterised, on a theoretical level,
by the confusion of these two sets of attributes. What arc in
fact material characteristics of phenomena are misapprchended as
social characteristics, whilst social characteristics are seen as
deriving from material forms, Though Marx allows of and instances
both types of error, it is the latter with which T shall be mainly
concerned, and which alone can be properly described as fetishistic
in the secnse Marx gives the tcrm.97 We are therefore dealing with
a process in which the characteristics that material phenomcna take
on solely as o consequence of their standing in definite social
relations ave ascribed to those phenomena in their material form,
and thus to phenomena of that kind per se, irrespective of social
context.

This has two immediate implications. In the first place, the
world becomes de-socialised: relations between men take on "the
fantastic form”98 of relations between things. Secondly, and just
as importanktly, the world becomes de-historicised: becausc the
propertics phenomena acquire in consequence of their standing within
spcecific social relations are seen as inherent in those phenomena

per se, they are seen, ipso facto, as universals.

I will now exemplify these points with regard to Marx's critic-
icms of various analyses of value in political economy. The main
burden of my argument will be to establish that, firstly, the fet-
ishistic nature of thesc analyses in no way derives from their def-
ccetive perception of the phenomena, but, if anything, from precisely
their 'realism'; and secondly, that they are well-grounded empiric-
ally.

I will consider two analyses of value which are, for Marx, quite
unambiguously fetichistic. These are the theories of the Monetary

and Mercantile systoems, which Marx regards as being to all extents
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Cs 99 .
and purposcs the same on this issuc”™”, and the polemics of Samuel

Bailey and the anonymous author of Observations on cercain Verbal

. . - 100 . . C o
Disputes in Tolitical Econowmy., .. against Ricarde and his con-

ception of value. Though widely scparated in tiwe, political
| tendency (Bailey and the "Verbal Observer”101 were frce-traders,
the mercantilists protectionists), and content, thesc analyses,
so far as Marx was concerncd, shared one essential feature: both
failed to distinguish the form of value {rom valuc itsc]f.loz In
other words, both were specifically fetishistic in that they saw
the social characteristies of the equivalent in the value-cquation
as inherent in the material form of that cquivalent, i.e. as a
function of its natural propertics. Bailey and the "Verbzl Obser-
1"

" are distinguished from the monetarists and mercantilists by

their relative sophisticavior: whereas the latter identify value
with the physical form of the universal equivalent (precious metals)
per _se, the former effect an initial analytic regress, and identify
it with the physical attributes of all commodities, i.e. with use-
valuec.

"The mercantile system ... with its crude realism'" is identified

as

the actual vulgar economy of that period, pushing into
the background in favour of its own practical interests
the beginnings of scientific analysis made by Petty and
his successors,

: g 103

Vulgar economy, for Marx, is not a pretty cpithet: it designates

‘that style of analysis which

deals with appecarances only, ruminates without ceasing
on the materials long since provided by scientific
economy, and there secks plausible explanations of the
most obtrusive phenomena, for bourgecois daily use, but
for the rest, confines itself to systematising in a
pedantic way, and proclaiming for everlasting truths,
the trite ideas held by the self-complacent bourgceois-
ie with regard to their own world, to them thc best of

all possible worlds.
104

Elsewhere, Marx describes vulgar cconomists as "hired prize-fighters"

. , 105
~fired by "the bad conscience and the cvil intent of apologetic”.

We are not concerned here with the political character of vulgar
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economy, however, so much as with what distinguishes it theoretically:
and in this, the decisive point is precisely its "crude realism".

The monetary and mercantile systems, according Lo Marx, grasp value
in the "purely fantastic form" of gold and silver; for them "gold and

106

silver, i.e., money, alone constitutes wealth, In Marx's terms,

this represents the resolution of value into the "pure form of value,
the form in which the product makes itsclf manifest as genceral social

107 R C oy A . ;
labour: money." This is fetishism in its classic form: the facuil-

ty that gold and silver acquire of representing valuc by virtue of the
fact that they stand in'a given social relation is secen as an objective
characteristic of precious metals per sc: to the monctarists and merc-
antilists "gold and silver, when serving as moaney, did not represent a
social relation between producers, but were natural objects with
. . . 108 . . . C s
strange social properties. Marx pinpoints this fctishism as the

. . 109 .
source of all the illusions of the monetary system : amongst which
110

b

he numbers a conception of value based on relative perishability
and of the ideal form of wcalth as the hoardlll; an understanding ol
surplus-value as mere profit upon alienationllz; and a restriction of
the description 'productive' to those branches of labour whose goods
were capable of yielding a favourable gold balance in international
trade.ll3 All these Marx brands as "fatuous conceptions”.l14 In
spite of this, and the labelling of the mercantile and monetary syst-
ems as varieties of vulgar economy, Marx treated them very much more
generously than did many of his predecessors. 15
Monctarism and mercantilism, Marx points out, arose in the infancy
of bourgcois production, when production itself remained overwhelming-
ly fcudal (i.e. production for use) and "the spherc of commodity
circulation was the strictly bourgeois economic sphcre”116. And it

was, Marx asserts,

consistent with the rudimentary stage of bourgeois prod-
uction that those misunderstood prophets should have
clung to the solid, palpable and glittering form of
exchange-value, to exchange-value in the form of the un-
iversal commodity as distinct fvom all particular comm-
odities. 117

Mars is making more than a crude correlation between historical and
theoretical immaturity here; his argement is that there is a sense
in which the illusions of mercantilists and monctarists were nct only

comprchensible, but actually cerrect,
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If, as argued above, value is the labour congealed in a commodity,
then its cxistence is clearly bound up with the existence of that
commodity itself, The value of a comnodity will ordinari]_yl18 dis-
appear when the commodity itself is consumed or otherwise destroyed.

Ceteris pavibus, thercfore, if one is interested in amassing wealth,

as opposed to procuring consumables (use~values), one should strive
to exchange perishable for less perishable commodities, or ideally,
for precious metals, the most durable of all commodities and thus the
most adcquate receptacle for v{»\]ue.]']'9 It is this which explains
the preoccupation of thé monetary and mercantile systems with the

form of value, and constitutes their rational element;:

They quite correctly stated that the vocation of bour-
geols society was the making of money, and hence, from
the standpoint of simple commodity production, the
formation of permanent hoards which necither moths nor

rust could destroy. It is no refutation of the Mone-
tary system to point out that a ton of iron whose
price is £3 has the same value as £3 in gold. The

point at issue is not the magnitude of the exchange-
value, but its adequate form. 122

Marx adds the important qualification 'from the standpoint of simple
commodity production' for the following reason. Capitalist preduct-
ion is distinguished (as a variety of commodity production) from
simple commodity production primarily‘by the existence of labour-
power as a commodity on the markct.123 Labour-power is a unique
commodity inasmuch as its consumption is productive of value; for

the consumption of labour-power is the expenditure of labour. In
this situation, therefore, a capitalist may exchange noney against
labour-power, and, in consuming that labour-power, produce more valuc
than that he originally laid out in its purchase. It would thus be
quite senseless for a capitalist to transform his products into money
merely in order to hoard it; foxr though his value would thereby stay
intact, it would not be augmented while it lay idle, whereas it would
be if he were to retransform it into the elements of production and
begin the production process anew. Indeed, other things being ecqual,
the rate at which he could increase the value of his capital would
depend upon the rapidity of these various metamorphoses, ot the
velocity of the turnover of his capital. All this, however, supposcs
the existence of labour-power as a commodity, for it is this that
creates the possibility of using a sum of value to produce a surplus-
value.

In simple commodity production, however, this pre-supposition is
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lacking, and the original point about the durability of the matcrial
form in which value inheres becomes the over-riding consideration.
Assuming all commodities exchange at their valueslza, it would be as
senscless for a commodity producer to exchange any more money for
less perishable goods than he had to, if, that is, he wishes to amass
wealth, as it would be for the capitalist producer not to. For no
value can be gained from such a transaction; but, because of the
change of foim, much can potentially be lost, In so far, therefore,
as the monetary and mercantile systoems correspond to a situation of
simple commodity production, their propositions have a very consider-
able historical validity, and their consideration with form rather
than magnitude of value is quite proper. 25

Bui Marx goes still further than this:

Political economy errs in its critique of the Monetary
and Mercantile systems when it assails them as mere
illusions, as utterly wrong theories, and fails to not-
ice that they contain in & primitive form its own basic
presuppositions. These éybtems, moreover, remain not
only historically valid bubt retain their full validity
within certain spheres of the modern economy. 126

As Marx» goes on to explain, they do so to the extent that moncy as
the developed form of value and thus the incarnation of specifically
bourgeois wealth (i.e. value, as opposed to use-value), as opposed to
money in its various technical function5127, persists in the capital-
ist economy; as it necessarily must do, inasmuch as the circulation
of capital is accomplished by and rests upon the circulation of comm-
oditics, and the latter is achieved through all commodities assuming
a money-form. A striking illustration of this argument is provided
in Capital III, when Marx discusses sacrifices of real wealth (by
which is meant, here, use-values) made in order to maintain wealth in

monetary form in periods of crisis; he comments:

But how are gold and silver distinguished from other
forms of wealth ? Not by the magnitude of their value,
for this is determined by the quantity of labour
incorporated in them; but by the fact that they repres-
ent independent incarnations, expressions of the social
character of wealth. / ... / This social existence
of wealth therefore assumes the aspect of a world
beyond, of a thing, matter, commodity, alongside of and
external to the real elements of social wealth. 128

If we may summarise these points: Marx argues, on the one hand,
that the monctary and mercantile systems represent the height of
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fetishism, but insists, on the other hand, that they retain a subst-
antial historical and a limited contemporary validity, They are
fetishistic in that they explain the specifically social properties
that precious metals acquire within the social relations of comwod-
ity production by natural features of thosc metals themselves; we
might add, moreover, that this is a fetish of the crudest kind, in
so far as its object is the phenomenal form of value per se. We
will find, in the analyses of value yet to be discusscd, that in
other cases fetishism arisce only after prior analytic regression.
This is why the monctary and mercantile systems descrve the appelation
'vulgar', It is, further, obviously the case that value cannot be
understood historically if it is understood as a natural rather than
a social attribute of phenomena; and so, despite the fact that the
monetarists and mercantilists, precisely by focussing on the form of

value in opposition to use-value, pointed to the diffcrentia specif-

ica of bourgeois wealth and the emerging mode of production (viz.,
that "it is dominated by exchange—value”lzg), these systems express
the historical as universal. There is a strong parallel here with
the physiocrats, a school of economists who manégcd, in Marx's
view, to express, for the first time, the conditions of capitalist
production in what purported to be a defence of feudalism; in this
case too it was fetishism which robbed them of a secure historical
anchorage, But despite all this, Marx upheld the validity of the
monetary and mercantile systcms, He was not content, as were his
predecessors, with refuting their conceptioans, but sought to reveal
their foundations; and these, for Marx, were emphatically real. He
showed both why, given the premise of simple conmodity production,
these systems should be concerned with the form of value, and why
this concern should focus on durability. The implication is that
these systems were perfectly adequate on a practical level, even if
their theoretical underpinning was faulty. This, in turn, is to
be explained by precisely their phenomenal adequacy: for, on Marx's
own account, it is the case that the only adequate form of value is
the money-form, just as, within simple commodity production, the
rational way of amassing value is by transforming commodities into
money and money into a hoard. Thus it is the nature of the phen-
omena which explains the peculiarities of the conception; and the
phenomenal adequacy of the conception which explains its tenacity.
And if this involves the tenacity of an illusion, this cannot be

attributed to the monctarists' and mercantilists' stupidity, and

still less to any deficiencies in their perception of the phenomena:
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it is the way in which the phenomena present themselves that succours

the illusion, As we have scen,

Because the product is not produced as an immediate
object of consumption for the producers, but only as
a bearer of value as a claim, so to speak, to a
certain quuantity of all matcerialised social labour,
all products as valucs are compelled to assume a
form of existence distinct from their existence as
usc-values, And it is this development of the lab-
our embodied in them as social labour, it is the
developrent of their value, which determines the
formation of money, the ncecessity for commodities to
represent thomselves in respect of one another as
moncey ~ which means merely as independent forms of
existence of cxchange-value - and they can only do
this by setting apart one commodity from the mass of
commodities, and all of thom measuring their values
in the use-value of this excluded commodity, thereby
directly transforming the labour ewmbodied in this
exclusive commodity into general, social labour,

130

Let us now turn to Samuel Bailey and his anonymous mentor. Here
we may be rather briefer, since many of the rclevant points have been
covered already, and repetition would be superfluous,.

Both authors accused Ricardo and his followers of reify
concept of value, transforming it from a purely relative atctribute the
commodity acquires in exchange into an absolute property which the
commodity is alleged to posscss independently of and prior to it. In
Marx's terms, in other words, Bailey and the 'Verbal Observer' failed
(or rather refused) to distinguish value from exchange-value, holding
that the latter was the sole reality and the former no more than "a
scholastic invention of economists”13l. So far as Bailey is concerned,

therefore,

Value denotes consequently nothing positive or intrinsic,
but merely the relation in which two objects stand to
each other as exchangeable commodities. 132

... we may speak of it as money-value, corn-value, cloth
-value, according to the commodity with which it is com-
pared; and hence there are a thousand different kinds of
value, as many kinds of value as there are commodities
in existence, and all are equally rcal and equally
nominal, 133

Value is thus not an intrinsic property of a commodity, but cntirely a

function of the exchange-relation. It follows, intecr alia, that "'it'

(value) 'cannot alter as to one of the objects compared, without alterjng
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134 )
as to the other...'" . For this not to be the casc, there would

have to be an independent standard in terms of which the respective
values of the related commoditics could be separately ascertained,

and it is precisely this possibility which is denied in the assert-
ion that value is no more and no less than value in exchange.

The 'fiction' of an intrinsic value, in Bailey's view, derives
from the way in which relations between commodities arc obscured by
the intervention of money, and the misunderstandings of political
economists in respect of the latter. First, it was (according to
Bailey, wrongly) inferred that since all commodities could enter
into a value-relation with money, and in practice normally did so
rather than enter direcctly into value-rclations with one another,135
then the scale of relative priccs merely expressed relative values,
considered as something intrinsic and measurable in monetary terms.
This is, of course, Marx's argument, Sccondly, this inference led
to a search for a so-called 'invariable measure of value' in terms
of which these relative values could be accurately mcasured: various
commodities played this role in the history of political cconomy;
gold itself, corn, and, in Bailey's interpretation of Ricardo at
leastljﬁ, labour, Both Bailey and Marx regarded the latter search
as thoroughly misconcieved: but whereas Bailey assumed that in dem-
olishing the second problem he had similarly disposed of the firsc,
Marx denied this,

Let us first deal with Bailey's solution to the second problem,
which is as elegant as it is simple. He simply demenstrated that,
assuming constant value-relations between all other commodities, the
value of the equivalent in which their values were expressed could
vary infinitely without the relative values of the other commodities
being affected. Any change in the value of the equivalent would
have the same impact throughout all the value-relations in which it
stood, and thus the proportional relations between the values of the
other commodities thus expressed would remain constant. Hence, an
equivalent commodity, and specifically, money, could function perfe-
ctly adequately as a measure of valuc (on the classical economists'
own assumptions) without its value having to be constant. Having
summarily dealt with the problem of an invariant measure of value,
Bailey assumed that he had removed the rationale for any concept of
value other than that of exchange-value (or, in a monctarised econ-

omy, price); for, historically, the raison d'etre of such & concept

had been precisely the wrongly assumed need for an invariant measure.
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If, recasoned Bailey, the problem'of an invariant mcasurce of value is
a fictional one, then so must be the various solutions to it, above
all the Ricardian one which takes labour as such a measure. Given
various difficulties in Ricardo's awn position (particularly the fact
that he tended to see labour as a solution to this misconcieved prob-
lcm137, and the difficulties he had reconciling his notion of value
with the cmpicical reality of price formationlBs) Bailey's arvgument
was apparently a strong onc.

Marx isg in total agrcement with Bailey as to the fallacious nature
of the scarch for an invariant mecasurae of value, regarding his work
as a significant contribution to the clarification of the role of
money qua measure of value.139 Indeed, Marx went so far as to argue

“ov the measure of value (in the scnse of the equivalent commodity)
had to be variable: this followed from the fact that only an object
which had a value, i.,e., only a comnodity, could scrve as equivalent
in the value-rclation; for the value of all commodities must be var-
iable, since it depends upon the productivity of the labour which

produced them. "Variability is preciscly the characteristic of val-
140

ue”

Thus he showed, firstly, that one does not have to adher to
a conception of the invariability of the values of the equivalent comm-
odity in order to sustain a conception of value as immanent in the
comnodity and independent of exchange-value. But Bailey's argument
implied, in his own view, that once the possibility of an equivalent
of variable value is admitted, then the immanentist conception of
value simply becomes redundant. It is this implication which Marx
disputes,

Hlere, Marx asserts that Bailey and those he criticises share a
common confusion, between the "external” a;d the "immanent' measure
of value; and that while Bailey is correct in respect of the former,
he cannot generalise his conclusions to the latter. By an external
measure of value, Marx means simply an cquivalent commodity, whether
particular or universal, i.c., the commodity in tcrms of definite
quantities of which the valucs of one or all other commodities can
be measured or expressed. According to Marx, however, that values
can be thus expressed assumes, as we have seen, the existence of
value in the commodity prior to its exchange. This, in turn, assum-
es that it has some immanent measure: something which '"constitutes
value and is therefore also the immanent measure of value”.lhl In
Marx (if only ambiguously in Ricardolaz) it is a measure of value in
this latter scnse that is constituted by labour-time. Labour-time

143

is not a commodity and hence has no value, variable or otherwise;
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and it is this, Marx holds, that cconomists, "impelled by an instinct-
144 .
ive thought" , were really searching for under the guise of a comu-

odity of constant value:

Historically it is quite correct that the search for
value is at first based on moncy, the visible express-
ion of commodities as value, and that consequently the
search for the definition of value is (wrongly) rep-
resented as a search for a commodity of "invariable
value', or for a commodity which is an "invariable

- "
measure of value". 145

It is this which explains Bailey's clision of extcrnal and immanent
measure of value, and assumption that having shown the possibility of
a commodity of variable value officiating as the former, he had at
the came time dispensed with the need to detcrmine the latter. How-

ever,

Bailey has this in common with the other fools: to
determine the valuc of commoditics means to find their
monetary expression, an external measure of their
value, They say, however, impelled by an instinctive
thought, that this measure then must have invariable value,
and must itself therefore stand outside the category
of value, whereas Bailey says that one does not nced
to understand it; since one doces in fact find the
expression of value in practice, and this expression
itself has and can have variable value without prejud-
ice to its function. 146

Bailey, in short, repeats the identification of value with its phen-
omenal form which we saw, for example, with the mercantilists, and
it is only this which allows him to think that in showing how value
could be expressed in a commodity whose value was variable, he had

exhausted the problem of its determination, As Marx puts it,

Becausc he finds it /value/ reflected in the monctary
expression, he does not nced to "understand" how this
exprcession becomes possible, how it is determined,
and what in fact it expresses. 147

For Marx himself, however, the necessity for answering these latter
questions is imperative, and his own answers are untouched by Bailey's
criticisms, The grounds for the value/value~form distinction have

been explicated above, and I will wnot repeat them here in detail:

Marx argues (in an exposition of his case which is far fuller than
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that presented in the Critique of Political Economy or the opening

chapter of Capital) that if commodities arc capable of assuming a
common value-~form, then this supposes they share some property in
terms of which they are (quantitatively) coumensurable, and this
can only be the materialised (abstract) labour which they contain.
The latter is the immanent measure of value, which, however, as we
have secn, can only be expressed phenomcnally through the external
measure of the value-form,

Let us now turn to the question of the sense in which Marx holds
the analyses of the 'Verbal Observer' and Samuel Bailey to be spec-
ifically fetishistic.

Ricardo, it will be recalled, is attacked in the Observations on

Certain Verbal Disputes for allcgedly transforming value from some-~

thing relative (i.e. exchange-value) into something absolute. Marx,

to begin with, denies that this is the case:

On the contrary, as a use-value, the commodity appcars
as something independent. On the other hand, as value
it appears as something merely contingent, something
merely determined by its relation to socially necessary,
equal, simple labour-time. It is to such an cxtent
relative that when the labour-time required for its-
reproduction changes, its value changes, although the
labour-time really contained in the commodity has
remained unaltered, 148

Thus, though value is immanent in the commodity in the sense that it
is a characteristic it acquires independently of, and prior to, its
exchange, it is in no sense 'absolute', Marx goes on to point out
that this characteristic, furthcrmore, is one only acquired under a

definite set of historical conditions:

Where labour is communal, the relations of men in their
social production do not manifest themselves as "valucs"
of "things", Exchange of products as commoditics is a
method of exchanging labour, /it demonstrates/ the dep-
cndence of the labour of eacﬁuupon the labour of the
others /and corresponds to/ a certain mode of social
labour or social production. 149

. 150
On the other hand, Marx asserts, the "'verbal' wiseacre" , by

confusing the substance of value with the form in which it is rep-
resented, "has sunk into fetishism'" and indced "transforms what is
151

relative into something positive', Marx cites the same passape

from the Observations in support of this contention in both Capital

and Theories of Surplus Value, viz.: "Value is a property of things,
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riches of men" . Value, here, means exchange-value, riches, usc-

value, For Marx, this involves getting the material and the social

attributes of the commodity precisely the wrong way around. Thus,

use-values ... as far as men arc concerned, arc, of course,
riches, but it is through its own properties, its own qual-
ities, that a thing is a usc-value and therefore an element
of wealth for men. Take away from grapes the qualities
that make them grapes, and their use-value as grapes dis-
appears for men and they ccasce to be an element of wealth
for men. Riches which are identical with use-valucs are
properties of things that are made use of by men and

which express a relation to their wants. 153

On the other hand,

As values, commodities are social magnitudes, that is to
say, something absolutely different from their "properties"
as "things". As values, they constitute only relations

of men in their productive activity. 154 -

This quid pro quo occasions the following comment:

In the first part of my book /i.e. the Critigue of Political
Economy / I mentioned that it is characteristic of labour
based on private exchange that the social character of
labour "manifests" itself in a perverted form - as the
"property" of things; that a social relation appears as a
relation between things (betwecen products, values in use,
commodities). This appcarance is accepted as something
real by our fetish-worshipper, and he actually belicves

that the exchange-value of things is determined by their
properties as things, and is altogether a natural property
of things, No scientist to date has yet discovcred what
natural qualities make definite proportions of snuff tobacco
and paintings "equivalents" for one another.

Thus he, the wiseacre, transforms value into somcthing abs-
olute, "a property of things", instead of seeing in it only
something relative, the relation of things to social labour,
social labour based on private exchange, in which things
are defined not as independent entities, but as mere
expressions of social production. 155

* Bailey commits substantially the same error, thcugh in his case the

fetishism is rather more refined:

he concieves value, though not as a property of the individual
object (considcred in isclation), but as a relation of objects to

one another, while it is only a representation in objects,




an objective expression, of a relation between men,
a social relation, the relationship of men to their
reciprocal productive activity, 156

Thus, as in the monetary and mercantile systems, the fetishism
here stems from the identification of value with the phenomenal
form in which it is reprcsented.157 But in this case the fetish
is less overt: unlike the monctarists and mercantilists, Bailey
and the 'Verbal Observer' effect an initial analytic regress from
the money-form to simpler forms of value, Value is not derived
frem the bodily form of the moncy-commodity per sc: money is now
recognised as one commodity among others, and value seen as a
function of exchanges between commodities, of which the commodity/
money exchange is but a special casec. In all such exchanges the
term value merely denotes exchangecable value, i.e. a particular
quantity of any given equivalent; and in so far as these exchange-
propoxtions are explained at all, then the explanation proceeds
from the material properties of the commodities exchanged, i.e.
from usec-value, It is this Marx scizes upon as fetishistic.lss

We should note that the empirical réalism which we saw to be
a central feature of the monctary and mercantile systems 1s just

as central to the theories of Bailey and the Observations, For

the analytical regress upon which these theories are constructed
is not, like Marx's, one which procceds from obscrvables to unob-
scervables (value, abstract labour), but from one set of observable
phenomena (prices) to another (direct commodity exchanges), These
theories can thug claim the same kind of cmpirical adequacy as
thosce of the monctarists and mercantilists, And they can, indeed,
claim rather more: for the critique of the transformation of value
into a fictional entity inherent in the commodity can be as well
applied to the mercantilists and monetarists as Ricardo; they too
were ensnared in the false problem of an invariant measure of
value.

Bailey and his anonymous precdecessor, in sum, appear to have
wielded Occam's razor to very good effect: by demonstrating
the spuriousness of the problem which provided the rationale for
the construction of what they saw as fictitious entities, they at
the same time did away with both the neecd for these entities them-
sclves, and the basis from which the classical economists criticised

159 ;
previous identifications of value and exchange-value. Bailey




and the 'Verbal Obscrver' thus scem to have the best of both worlds:
the cempirical adequacy of the mercantilist and monctarist accounts
(which Ricardo so blatantly lacks), without their tlicoretical crud-
ity; and Ricardo's coherence, without his alleged mctaphysics.

Marx, of course,disputes these claims; but thecy are by no means
self-evidently ludicrous, There is, therefore, no perversity in
accepting the conclusions advanced by Bgilcy and the author of the

Observations; if anything, it would be perverse rot to do so given

their undoubted phenomenal adequacy and apparent theoretical ripour
on the one hand, and the shortcomings of competing thceories on one
or both of these counts on the other. In Marx's view, there are
very good reasons for rejecting these superficially attractive acc-
ounts, some160 of which I discussed in commexion wiih the distinct-
ion between the substance and form of value; in ti:e cnd, Marx argues,
the nature of the phenomena is such as to render cmpirical adequacy
an insufficient criterion of truth, and hence these accounts are
unacceptable, But this is far from self-evident, aend needs to be
demonstrated; indeed, it could not be sgelf-evident, since the crux
of Marx's argument is preciscly the claim that the plicnomenally
evidcﬁt, in commodity production, is mislcading. This wmeans that
demonstration of the falsity of these accounts is problematic, in so
far as further criteria of truth are implicitly appealed to. These
will be further investigated in the next chapter, For the moment,
however, it suffices to point out that for Marx, here as in the case
of the monetary and mercantile systems, an empirically adequate view
may well bé‘fetishistic, and, conversely, a fetishistic theory can
be sustained precisely by its empirical adequacy. It follows that,
assuming consciousness corresponds to phenomena in the sense outlined
above, the fetishism of the explanation is itself explicable in terms
of the nature of the phenomena it seeks to explain. It is not an
implication of this that all accounts of the phenomena of commodity
production must therefore be fetishistic; it is an implication, on
the other hand, that accounts which depart from phenonecnal forms,
without explicating their conditions of possibility adequately will

and must be.

At this point, we may return to the issues raised in the opening
section of this chapter.

There, I argued that Marx faced peculiar problems when it came to
accounting for idcology. On the one hand, his general view of con-

sciousness was one which assumed the correspondence of concept to
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object. The implication was that men's ceonsciousness must normally
be presumed empirically adequate in respect of their subjective
expericnce, On the othcr hand, HMarx claims that ideolopy is false.
Once having assumed correspondencae as a general property of all con-
sciousness, Marx is precluded from cxplaining idcology by any putat-
ive non-correspondence of consciousness and its objects: we must
extend the presumption of empirical adcquacy to ideology too.
Wherever, therefore, Marx wishes to describe a form of social consc-
iousness as ideological, he is obliged to explicate the experiential
grounds for its cuistence; he must, in other words, account for the
alleged falsity of .ideology in terms of the nature of the phcnomena
which it purports to grasp. Only then can he consistently uphold
his claim as to the falsity of ideology without relinquishing his
assumptions about the nature of consciousness in genceral, This
problem, we saw, provides the context and rationale for the essence/
phenomenon distinction, through which Marx seeks to resolve his dil-
emma, I argued further that fhis strategy required that why phenom-
znal forms werce misleading, if they were asserted to be so, itself
demanded explanation in terms of the distinctive features of the ess-
ential relations underlying them. Use of the distinction in the
context of the problem of ideology, in short, would always have to
be empirically speccific.

This is not the place to discuss the adequacy of Marx's own theory
of value, upon which his explanation of fetishism is predicated. This

is a matter for my next chapter, when we shall look at his procedures

in greater detail,. I hope, however, that I have made his intentions
sufficiently clear. As my cxamples showed, Marx attempts to cxplain

fetishistic discourses on the basis of their correspondence to phen-
omenal forms, specifically, in this case, to the value-form; and as T
sought to demonstrate in my account of the theory of value itself, he
arguecs the rationale of the value-form from the essential relations of
conmodity production, i.e. from private labour. We saw, further,
that Marx was concerned to argue both the phenomenal adequacy of the
fetishised accounts, and the historical parameters of fetishism. In
sum, both of the criteria I‘set up earlier in this chapter for an
explanation of ideology consistent with Marx's view of consciousncss

are satisfied by his account of the fetishism of commodities,

1
3. The Religion of the Vulpar.




The so-called trinity formula attempts to specify the gources
ol revenue of the "three big classes”2 of bourgecois society, the
wapze-labourers, the capitalists, and the landowners. Since,
following from a convenient confusion in Adam Smith3, it explains
the price of the product by the summation of these revenues, it
is in addition a theory of value. For Marx, the formula marks
the nadir of vulgar economy in both its functions.

In his lengthy discussion of the trinity formula in Notebook XV

of Theories of Surplus Valuec, written in October and November of

1862, Marx commences by giving the formula as capital - profit,
land -~ rent, labour - wages.a In each pair the second term names
the revenue, the first its alleged source. In the course of the
discussion, however, Marx rapidly moves to an assertion that "“it

is interest, not profit, which appears to be the creation of value
> ] > PI

arising from capital as such and thevefore from the mere ownership
of capital; consequently it is regarded as the specific revenue
created by capital".5 The 1862 discussion forms the basis for
what Marx intended, according to a draft plan of January 1863, to
be two concluding chapters of volume III of Capital on 'Revenue
and its Sources' and 'Vulgar Economy'.6 These were never fully
re-written. The topics were treated again fragmentarily in the
voluminous manuscript of 1864-5, and thesce fragments sc. . .. Lngels
as the basis from which he wove together chapter XLVIIT of volume
ITT of giﬂiﬁil-7 Here, Marx incorporatds the shift from capital -
profit to capital - interest forceshadowed in the earlicr discussion.
Having initially defined the trinity formula as capital - profit
(profit of enterprise plus interest), land - ground-rent, labour -
wages, Marx immediately asserts that "the above trinity formula
reduces itself more specifically to" capital - interest, land -
ground-rent, labour - wages.8 The formula is treated in-this
form throughout the subsequent discussion. The grounds for the
shift from profit to interest are well explicated in both texts.
Given the complexity of the ideological transformations
comprised in the trinity formula, which are far more complex than
those we have examined in connexion with commodities and money
(which Marx regarded as relatively simple mystifications), it will
be wise to begin by saying a little about Marx's own views on the
nature and sources of revenue in capitalist society, before dealing

with the trinity formula proper.

Tor Marx, labour is the sole source of value, though not the
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only constituent of use-valuc, the substance of wealth. We have
seen that value is the social form of wealth specific to commodity
production. Capitalist production is a variety of the latter. Qua
quantities of value, therefore, all recvenues in bourgeois society
must derive from labour. Neither land, nor capital considered
from the purcly material point of view as "the sum of the material
and produccd means of production”11 (in any case a fetishised viecw),
can crcate value, though both must enter inte the production of a
commodity as use-value, and thus constitute material presuppositions
of value. In short, the labour of the working class wust create
not only its own wages, but also the rcvenucs of the other two
classes.,

Such is Marx's basic contention, We must now examine its

mechanisms and conditions in more detail.

As T have mentioned previously, the distinguishing fcature and

sine qua non of capitalist production is the existence of labour-

power as a commodity on the markct.lz Labour~power is man's
capacity to labour: it is this that the worker sells his employer,
the capitalist, in return for his wagcs.13 In practicc, as Marx
is well aware, the level of wages will fluctuate according to a
wide variety of factors, and wages will sometimes fall below, and
sometimes rise above, the value of 1abour—power14: but Marx assumes
throughout Capital that the level of wages corresponds to the value
of labour-power. In part, this is consequential upon his assuming
for all of volumes I and II, and part of volume ITII, that the law
of value, which governs all commodity production, holds within the
capitalist economy.15 This law states that commodities will
cxchange according to the amount of labour socially necessary to
their production, i.e., at their values. Marx's reasons for making
this assumption will be further considered below. In particular,
however, Marx wished to dgmonstrate that exploitation (in the strict
sense of appropriation of the product of unpaid labour and the value
it contains) is in no way inconsistent with the operation of the law
of value undcer capitalist conditions, but is rather its necessary
corollary.

Marx assumes, therefore, that the capitalist both buys his elem-
ents of production (instruments of production, raw materials, and
labour-power) and sells the commodities produced by means of their

consumption in the production process at their value. The problem

then is to explain how the capitalist can nonetheless appropriate




a quantity of value over and above that which he originally laid
out in the purchase of his elcments of production, without these
conditions being breached.

Marx's solution rests on a crucial distinction between the
value of labour-power and the valuc produced in its productive
consumption, These are quite different magnitudes, and it is
the increment of the latter over the former which constitutes
surplus-value.

The value of labour-power, like that of any other commodity,
is determined by the labour socially necessary to its production.
Since labour-power does not reside cutside the person of the lab-
ourer himsclf, this value is determined by the labour necessary
to produce his means of subsistence; and since, further, labourers
are produced in the physiological sense only by labourer's famil-
ies, we must include their means of subsistence of well. Thus
the value of labour-power is determined by the labour-time necess-
ary to the production of the means of subsistence of the 1abourerb
and his family. We should note, in passing, that though what
constitutes 'subsistence' is clearly subjecct to a physiological
minimum, its actual level is determined historically; for, as
Marx makes clear on many occasions, the nature, range and extent
of people's needs vary according to the level of development of
their material production and the forms of life it is capuble of
sustaining.16 Marx calls the labour-time required to produce
the means of subsistence necessary labour-time,

It follows that the value of labour-power is determined prior
to, and independently of, the production process in which labour-
power is incorporated after it has been alienated.

Following this alienation, the capitalist is entitled to con-
sume the commodity he has purchased. But the consumption of
labour-power is the expenditure of labour; and the expenditure of
labour is the creation of value. If, therefore, the labourer is
required to work longer than the necessary labour-time, he will
not only produce a new value equivalent to that ewbodied in his
wages, i.e., replace the value expended by the capitalist in the
purchase of his labour-power; he will also produce an additional,
or surplus-value. Both the replaced value and the surplus-value
will be contained in the product (as will the value of the means
of production, which is prescrved when consumption is productive17).
The capitalist can thercfore sell his product, at its valve, and

recover his original capital-valuc together with an increment.




Such, briefiy stated, is Marx‘s theory of surplus-value, It
hinges on a point pithily exprcssed by Frederick Engels, viz.: "it
ig ... clear that what a labourer produces and what he costs are
just as much different things as what a machine produces and what

. 18
it costs."

At this point, a number of terminological precisions may be
introduced.’

Capital is a sum of valuc which, when cxpended in the way out-
lined above and under the conditions that presupposes, yields a
surplus-value and thus augments itself.19 In the course of its
career or circuit, this capital-value undergoes several metamorph-
oses or assumes different material forms.20 I will consider the
circuit starting from money-capital, since this was my point of
departure in elaborating the théory of surplus-value.

Money-capital is capital in the form of money. It assumes this

form prior to the purchase of the elements of production, i.e.,
when any capital first begins operation and after cach sale of its
products thereafter, All money, given the conditions of capital-
ist production, is capable of becoming capital, assuming only that
it is available in sufficient quantity to buy elements of product-
ion of a kind consistent with the social development of technology
in its chosen sphere of investment.

In order to become capital, moncy must be invested in (a) means
of production and (b) labour-power, so that the process described
above may commcnce, The capital invested in means of production

Marx terms constant capital, that expended upon labour-power vari-

able capital. The grounds for the distinction, which is a central
one in Marx, <derive from the role of the two kinds of capital in
the process of sclf-expansion of capital-value, Constant capital

(¢) is so called because its value remains unaltered throughout the
circuit; the value of meauns of production is simply transferred to
the product pro rara to the velocity of their consumption, No
value is crecated in the consumption of mcans of production; the
porticn of the value of the product which derives from means of
production is value that those means had prior to the production
process. Variable capital (v), on the other hand, is exchanged as
wapes against a commodity whose cousumption produces value, and,
providing the working~day exceeds nccessavy labour-time, sufplus—

value, This part of capital is termecd variable because the value

produced as a consequence of its expenditure will vary according
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to the determinants of surplus-value, viz., the productivity of
labour (the main22 determinant of necessary labour~time) and the
length of the working-day (which, for a given necessary labour-
time, determines surplus 1abour-Lime).23 If these axe givea, so
will be the ratio of necessary to surplus-labour, Surplus-value
will then vary directly with the magnitude of the vaviable capital
advanced, irrespective of the size of the constant portion.

Since, ex hypothesi, variable capital is equal in valuc to the

product of necessary labour, and surplus-value is the product of
surplus-labour, the same ratio must be expressed by (i) surplus
labour-time/necessary labour-time, and (ii) surplus-value/variable
capital (s/v). Marx terms this ratio (which he usually calcul-
ates as a percentage) the rate of exploitation (since it also

expresses the ratio of paid to unpaid luabour) or rate of surplus-

value. This must at all costé be distinpuished from the rate of
profit, which is the ratio of surplus-value to total capital, or
s/(c + v). The rate of profit is determined not only by the rate
of surplus-value, but also by the ratio of constant to variable

capital, c¢/v. Marx calls this latter ratio the orgonic composit-

ion of capital.

The concept of organic cowmposition of capital expresses the
same relation (c¢/v) considerced from two points of vicu. On the
onc¢ hand, from a material point of view, c¢/v expresses proportions
of means of production to labour in the labour-process, When he

wishes to refer to the composition of capital strictly in this

sense, Marx talks of the technical composition of capital. On the

other hand, the c¢/v relation is also one between quantities of

value in the self-cxpansion process of capital. To apprchend the

relation in this sense, Marx employs the concept of value-composition

of capital. Organic composition is specifically defined as '"the
value-composition of capital, in so far as it is determined by its

; . . 24
technical composition and mirrors the changes of the latter".

Now: clearly for any given capital at any point in time technic-

al and value-~composition will coincide, and in this sensec Marx is

Equally clearly, however, the rates at which the two change need not

coincide, and to this extent Marx is at the least misleading in his

suggestion that changes in value~cemposition "mirror" changes in

technical composition. Assuming a hypothetical normal composition

of capital in terms of which deviations could be measured, it would

be perfectly possible, within limits, to have a high technical and

25

right to assert that "between- the two there is a strict correlation".



- 00~

a low value-composition, and vice versa,

The rcason for this is as follows.

The technical composition of capital is entirely a function of
the productivity of labour in the brauch of production in which a
given capital is employed. Productivity is expressed by the
‘quantity of means of production a labourer will transform into
products in a specified period of time; clecarly, therefore, as the
productivity of labour rises, so will the ratio of means of prod-
uction to labour, and thus, in a capitalist cconomy, the technical
composition of capital. Tor any given level of productivity,
this ratio will be known; and thus, given (a) the length of the
working-day and (b) the respective values of the elements of prod-
uction, how capital, considered as a sum of value, must break down
into constant and variable portions will directly follow.

Howcver:lthe value of the elements of production is dectermined
not by the productivity of labour in the branch of production in
which they are consumed, but by its productivity in the branches in
which they are produced (as is the case with all commodities). It
follows that we cannot derive the value-composition of any given
capital {rom its technical comppsition simpliciter; the latter will
give us the respective amounts 5f means of production and labour
requisite for a given production process, but cannot itself yield
the values of those amounts. This depends, above all, upon the
relative productivity of labour in those sectors in which (a) the
means of production and (b) the mcans of subsistence (whose value
determines that of labour-power and thus the variable capital out-
lay) arc produced. Consequently, assuming no change in the value
of the elements of production, a rise in technical composition will
lead to a corresponding rise in value- and therefore organic compos-
ition, ut equally, a situation is possible in which the product-
ivity of labour rises faster in the sector producing means of prod-
uction than in the scctor in which those mecans are consumed. In
this casc, we will have both a rising technical composition of cap-
ital in the second sector (because of its rise in productivity) and
a falling organic composition (because of the faster rise in prod-
uctivity in the first sector).26

This point is important for two reasons. In the first place,
it offers an example of the distinction betwecen the two orders of

concepis Marx employs which I drew in the previous section of this

chapter, and which T will discuss further in the next, Secondly,

it is arpuable that one of the most contentious points in Marx's
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cconomics, his postulated tondency of the average vate of profil to
fall with the development of capitalist production, is predicated
upon an uncharacteristic confusion of the technical and value-
composition of capital, I will take this argument no further here,
since it is marginal to the aims of this thesis.27

Let: us return to the metamorphoses of capital.,

Thus far, we have seecn that money-capital 1s exchanged for the
elements of production, as a condition of its entering the product-
ion process in which, according to Marx's theory of surplus-valuc,
the expansion of its value takes place. In this state, as maeons
of production and living labour, Marx tervms capital productive
capital. At the end of the production process a producl emcrges,
which is sold on the market as a commodity. Capital has now ass-

umcd the form of commodity-capital.,

The value of commodity capital compriscs three elcements., (1)
The value transferred to the preduct by means of the productive
consuﬁption of the means of production, (2) The ncwly created
value, equivalent to that of the original variable capital, preduced
in the consumption of labour-power during the necessary labour-time,
(3) A wholly new value, produced by lzbour during the hours of
surplus labour-time. On the sale of his commodity, we assuwme at
its value, the capitalist will recover his original value intact
together with an increment. At the same time, he will reconvert
bis capital into the form of money-capital, ready to bepin the

circuit ancw.

So far, we have established the naturc of the revenue of the
working class in capitalist society, wages, and its source, their
own 1abour_28 On the above account, if we assume that production is
renewed at the same level and the value of its elements remains
unchanged, both the portion of the value of the product transferred
from the means of production, and the portion which is equivalent to
the variable capital, must Dbe laid out once again iu constant and
variable capital respectively. This leaves the surplus-value as
the only possible source of the revenues of all other classes. We
have therefore to ascertain how surplus-value is tvansformed into

profit, interest and rent. I will deal with these seriatim.
(i) Profit.

Hitherto, as we have scen, Marx has assumed that all commoditics

sell at their values., When he comes to cousider the transmutod




forms of surplus-value, however, Marx drops this 355umption.29

If it were the case that commodities sold at their values in a
capitalist cconomy, then, assuming a uniform rate of surplus-valuc
(s/v), the rate of profit on different capitals (s/(c + v))
would vary directly with their organic compositions (c¢/v).  But
this, according to Marx, is not and could not be the case in a
capitélist cconomy; what in fact happens ig that on average, the
amount of profit a capital yiclds is proportional to its overall
magnitude (¢ 4 v) irrespective of its organic composition. The
veason {or this lies in competition betwecen capitals™ ; in general,
over time, capitals will tend to gravitate to spherves of investment
where the profit rate is highest. The consequence will be, on the
onc hand, a relative superfluity of commodities in scctors with a
prceviously above normal rate of profit, and, on the other, an equiv-

alent shortage in those sectors wherc thc rate of profit was

abnormally low before. In the first case, supply will exceed
demand, and conscquently market-price will fall below value. The
rate of profit will therefore fall. In the second case, demand

will cutstrip supply, prices will rise above wvalues, and so will

the rate of profit. Thus discrepancies between organic compositions
and individual rates of profit arc ironed out through the deviations
of prices from values consequent upon fluctuations of supply and
demand.,

Marx introduces the following concepts to analysc this equalis-
ation process.  Const-price (k) is the cost-price of his elements of
production for the capitalistjl, i.e., the price of (v + ¢). Profit
(p) is the percentage mark-up on cost-price consistent with the

average rate of profit. The latter, which is established through

the process of equalisation I have just described, is that profit rate
~which a capital of average organic composition (i.e. a capital whose
composition is the same as that of the total social capital, total c

+ total v) would yield. Price of production is the price at which,

discounting temporary fluctuations of market-prices which Marx ass-
umes to even out over timejz, cormoditics will sell. Given the
transformation of individual surplus-value into average profit, it
will comprise cost-ﬁrice plus average profit (k + p). In cases in
which the ovganic composition of a capital is below avcerage, and
thus, if no equalisation took place, the rate of profit would be

higher, prices of production will be below values; conversely, the

products of capitals with above-average orpganic compositions will
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have prices of production above their values. On Marx's account in
Cupital 11133 these deviations will mutually compensate one another,
with the result that (a) total value = total prices of production,
and (b) total profit = total surplus-value. Marx's own demonstrat-
ion of this claim is quite inadequate, since it rests on the assump-
tion that the cost-price of the elements of production coincides
with their value and not their price of production; an assumption
which is obviously not consistent with the rest of Marx's argument.Ba
Howcvcr,'we need not pet embroiled in the intricacices of the trans-
formation problem here, or give detailed consideration to the formal
adcequacy of Marx's or any other putative solution.35 The mein
point of relevance to the analysis of the trinity formula is the
following.

Given the transformation of valuces into pricces of production, the
profit reaped by a capital will diverge from the surplus-value that
capital actually appropriates, except in the exceptional case of a
capital of average composition. Profit will not mercly appear to
be a function of total capital outlay, irrespective of composition;
it will indeed be such. The magnitude of profit will be divectly
related to the magnitude of the investment, via the average rate of
profit. The connection between surplus-value and its dcterminants
is beginning to be obscured.

We will now turn to how it is stil) further obscured in the der-

ivative forms of surplus-value, interest and rent.
(ii) Interest.

I have noted previously that all money, supposing only that it is
available in sufficient quantity, is capable of being transformed
into capital. Under the conditions of capitalist production, as
against those of simple commodity production, therefore, money gains
a new use-value: that of serving as a source of profit when employ-
cd as money-capital, Like all privately-owned usc-values in any
comodity economy, this use-value can be sold: it is not money as
such which is being sold (which would be a meaningless procedure),
but woney, specifically, in its guise of potential capital. In
Marx's words, '"capital as capital becomes a commodity”36. Interest
is the 'price' of capital as a commodity.

Both the 'sale' of moncy as capital, and its 'price', have dist-

inct peculiaritics. In the first place, it is not the sum of moncy

(the principal) as such which is sold, but the use-value of this
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sum in its capacity of potential capital, To sell a sum of money an
moncy would be senseless, What therefore bappens is thal a sum is
lent for a specified period, to be repaid at the end of that period
at a given rate of interest. The interest is the price of the use-
value of the princip@l when it is employed as capital, not the

price of the principal itself (which is, of course, its facc-valuc).
Marx sometimes draws an analogy with the buying and selling of labour
-power as a commodity: whereas, for cxample, in slave societies, a
wan's labour-power as such are bought and sold, i.e., his person is
siienated, in bourgeois socicty it is only the temporary use of this
labour-power which the worker sells the capitalicet.

Secondly, the 'price' of money when sold as potential capital is
sat a true price. By a true price Marx mcans a monetary expression
of value. Evidently the same sum of moncy cannot have two values,
one value as money and one as capital; it has, after sll, only been
produced once. The price of money is its face-value, not an incre-
ment upon it. Unlike true prices, therefore, interest is not det-
ermined directly or indirectly by the law of value. The rate of
intervest, unlike the rate of profit, is determined entirely by the
supply and demand of money which can be lent as potential capital,

or intcerest-bearing capital.

Interest can only have one source. Previcusly we have assumed
that the industrial capitalist operatcs with his own capital; now
we sce that he can operate on borrowed éapital. He must, however,
pay interest on the latter out of his own revenue. But we know
that the sole source of the capitalist's revenue is surplus-valuc,
which he recieves in the transmuted form of profit, Interest must
thus derive from surplus-value, and represent a deduction from the
capitalist's profit. The profit remaining after this deduction

Mar» refers to as profit of enteorprisc. For reasons vhich we shall

further investigate below, the interest/profit of enterprisc dictin-
ction is habitually made in respect of all capital, not just capital

which is borrowed,.

(iii)  Rent,

Rent, for Marx, represents a further form of surplus-value, orv
deduction from profit. He distinguishes two forms of rent, differ-
ential and absolute.

Rent, in general, is what the capitalist pays the landowner for

the use of his land.
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Differential rent is determined as follows.
In capitalist production the values of all commoditics of a given
kind will normally be governed by thosc which are produced under the

most favourable conditions. utatis mutandis, the same is true of

their prices of production, Since the main determinants of produc-
tivity are soc13137 or technical, and to that extent veplicable, the
force of competition will ensure that this will be the case., Any
improvements in productivity in onc firm will cnable it to lower the
price of its products and thercfore corner a larger market; hence,
such improvements rapidly become generalised throughout a sector of
production, either through the expansion of one firm at the expense
of its competitors, or through the competitors themselves introduc-
ing the same innovations, It follows that the labour-tiwe socially
necessary for the production of a commodity will, under competitive
conditione, tend to gravitate towards the wminimum time in which that
commodity will be produced.

Now, this will obviously be the case in agriculturc as well, in
that inefficient production will not determine value. Let us assume
therefore that all land producing agricultural commoditics for thc
capitalist market is worked with optimal cconomy. We are still left
with one extremely important difference from industrial PrOdUCtiOHZb
conditions of production in agriculture differ betwecn cnterpriscs
for natural recasons, The fertility of land itself varics; and in
conscquence the same capital investment in different avcas will give
different amounts of crops, This remaius the case when we consider
improvements resulting from human endevour: for these improvements
themselves will require additional capital investment, whether as
constant capital (c.g. fertilisers) or variable capital (e.g. terrac-
ing). The values, qua individual values, of crops will vary accord-
ingly, as will individual prices of production.

In Marx's view, the value of crops of a particular kind will be
governed by the individual value of those produced on the worst of
the cultivated land, i.e., under the least favourable conditions.
This does not represent a negation of the foregoing points concerning
the effects of competition, so much as a special case of their appli-
cation. We have assumed optimal economy of cultivation, A growth
in demand cannot therefore be met from savings in this spheve; it
can only be satisfied by extending the avea cultivated. Ooc. wily,
this will involve bringing successively worse tracts of land under

the plough. Since there is a demand for the products cof this infer-

ior land, the time spent in producing them must be socially
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necessary. They will therefore sell at their prices of produccion.
These prices of production, however, will be above those of the
crops prown on better land. Rut thesce latter crops will sell ac

the same price of production as those of the inferior land, simply

because, ox rpothesi, there is a demand for crops whose price of
\ production is that high, There is no competitive advantage to be

gained by selling cheaper, because, on our assumptions (a) more
intensive cultivation (and thercfore cornering the market) is not
possible, whilst (b) demand is guaranteed, In practice, of course,
prices will be detcrmined through the market and thus competition
will operate; but its effects will be to drive the worse cultivatead
land from the market if its producc is superfluous, rather than to
destroy the differentials between fertility and individual prices
of production on the land which is cultivated. The price of prod-
uction governing that of all agricultural commodities of a given
type will therefore alter with the fluctuations in demand; but at
any given point, it will be that of the products of the worst land
which must be cultivated in order to satisfy demand,

This implies that the profit on the products of botter land will
be considerably above the average profit. We can take the profit
on the worst land as equal to the average: if it was below it, there
would be no incentive for the capicalist to invest, while if it was
above it, either still worse land could be brought into cultivation
(because demand continued to exceed supply) or (if supply and demand
coincided) it would be forced down to the average through competiticn.
The cost of production of crops on better land is lower; which means

that if they sell above their individual prices of production, their

profits must be higher, This difference between individual and
social price of production constitutes differential rent. The land-
ownef, by virtue of his ownership of the land, is able¢ to intercept
the capitalist's surplus-profil and appropriate it as rent. Hence,
(1) the worst land under cultivation at any given point bears no
diffcrential rent; here individual and social prices of production,
and hence individual and avevage profit, coincide, and rent would
thus represent a deduction from average profit and therchy constit-
ute a disincentive to investment; and (2) the level of differential
rent varies directly with the productivity of the land; the capital-
ist can yield up to the landlord the whole of his surplus-profit,
and still make the average profit. 1In so far as ront is a deduction

from profit, of course, it must be a form of surplus-valde, Though

its magnitude varies with the fertility of the land, surplus-profit
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as_such is not created by the land. Rather, the superior fertility

of a given picce of land allows the capitalist who works it access
to a greater proportion of the social surplus-valee than those whosce
conditions of production are less favourable, and Lhe lundowner is
able to intcrcept this excess in the shape of ground-rent,

Absolute vent is rather simpler.

Hitherto I have assumed that the products of Lhe worst land sell
at their prices of production, and that this land in consequence can
yield no rent. However, on the basis of the above exposition it is
clear that if, even after worse land has been cultivated, demand
continues to excecd supply, the products of this land will continue
to sell above their prices of production. In this situation, the
capitalist could rcap the average profit from the poorest land, and
the landowner could still charge a rent. Rent of this kind Marx
calls absolute rent, its existence being explained by the fact that,
on the onc hand, the landlord will not lease land unlcss he cawn get
ground-reni for it while, on the other hand, the capitalist will
only invest if he has a rcasonable expectation of making an average
proflit, Thus, vnder capitalist conditions, it is not strictly
accurate to say that the prices of agricultural products are rcpulat-
ed by the price of production of those grown on the worst land;  ixvy
arc regulated by these, together with an increment constituted by the
absolute rent, which therefore coustitutes the only ronut on the worst
land, and a portion of that on all other land. Its level is determ-
ined by supply of and demand for land,.i.c. by compctition amongst
landowners on the one hand and agricultural capitalists on the other,

Aing to Marx himscll, absclute rent is not, strictly spcaking,
Ao, ULy TONnt., Its presupposition is the generally lower organic
composition of capital in agriculturc as compared to industry, the
effect of which is that the values of agricultural products are above
their prices of production, This means that the products of the
poorest land can sell at warket-prices which are above their prices
of production, yet still below, or at least not above, their values.

39, then the effect of the landowner's

If this situation prevails
intervention is merely to forestall the entry of agrarvian rates cf
profit into the overall equaiisation: they will be equalised only
after the deduction of absolute vent from surplus-value, Market
prices in agriculture will thercfore always be above truc prices of
production, since they will comprise not only the cost-price of the

products on the worst land plus average profit, but also absclute

rent,
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Following Marx, I have established the concepts of differential
and absolute rent by excmplifying agriculture. Other land, however,
obviously also bears ground-vent: urban building land, {ishcries,
land bearing extractive industries, and so on. In such cases, Marx
holds, the concepts and explanations developed here are equally

applicable:

Wherever natural forces can be monopolised and guarantee
a surplus-profit to the industrial capitalist using them,
be it waierfalls, rich mines, waters teeming with fish,
or a favourably located building site, there the person
who by virtue of title to a portion of the globe has
becowe the proprictor of these natural objects will wrest
this surplus-profit from functioning capital in the form
of rent, 40

Pefore returning to the trinity formula, two general points which
emerge from the foregoing summary boar enphasis.

I'irstly, so far as Marx is concerncd, only the labour of the
workers crcates the revenue of the three classes; the value this
labour produces being divided, according to the principles set out
above, between wages and surplus-value in the first instance, and
between profit, interest and rent thereafter,

Sccondly, the value of the product is determined directly, and its
prece of production indirectly, by labour-time. Value is given by
the formula ¢ + v + s, wherce ¢ is the value of the means of production
(deriving from past labour spent on their production), and (v + s) is
valuve added by the labour expended in the immediate production process
itself. Prices of production, as we have scecen, are transformations
of values, given by the formula k 4 p, where k must itself be taken
to consist of prices of production.Al The price of production of a
commodity will normally differ from its value, and hence will not
dircctly cxpress the labour embodied in that commodity. llowever, it
is important to realise that the concept of price of production rests
on that of value, in so far as the deviations of prices from values
arc themsclves explained by the operation of the law of value under
capitalist conditions.

This can be readily demonstrated.

The immediate explanation of why prices diverge from values lies

in the fluctuations of supply and demand consequent upon the movements

of capital in search of hipgher rates of profit..  These movements arc




-69-

themselves explicable, however, only if, ceteris paribus, profit

varies with the organic composition of capital. This is explained
by the theorv of surplus-value, which shows that Lhe magnitude of
the surplus-value extracted by a capital is a function of the size
of its variable portion alonc. But this theory in turn supposcs
the Qalidity of the law of value, of which it reprcecscnts the applic-
ation under capitalist conditions,

With these points in mind, we may approach Marx's critique of the
trinity formula. I shall first examine the threoe relations capital
- interest, land - rent, labour - wages, individually, and then
consider the salient features of the ferwula as a whole. Finally,
I will discuss the nature of the ideolegical distortions accomplished
in the trinity formula, and relate thesc to points established above.

With this I shall conclude this chapter.

(i) Capital - Interest.

As we have scen, the prcesupposition of interest [ox Marx 1s gross
profit on productive capital, of which it constitutcs a secondary
division, We should note, in passing, that the form of gross prof-
it is one in which the truc determinants of surplus-value ave
already considerably obscured. Marx gives three principal reasons
for this.42

Firstly, profit on capital is calculated on total cutlay (c + v),
not on variable capital alone, though given the rate of exploitation
the latter is the only determinant of the surplus-value a capital
produces. This mode of calculation is totally rationnl, since it
measures what is of interest to the capitalist“3, namcly, the self-
expansion of capital-value; but its effect is to obliterate the
distinction between constant and variable capital and thus make all
parts of capital appear equally productive, Seccondly, profit, even
though it consists of a value created in the production process, is
only realised through circulation upon the sale of the product in
which this surplus-value is embodied. In consequence, the mass of
profit yielded by a capitai‘in a given period will vary, ceteris
Baribus, with ifs time of circulation. Thus two capitals equal in
all ?espects save the duration of the circulation-time would give
different amounts of profit in the same time, and if, then, their

rates of profit were expressed as annual rates, these would differ;

perhaps substantially. The turnover of capital is thus a real

Y
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. 44
determinant of the amount of the profit falling to a given capital.
It is, for Marx, a purely ncgative determinant; it In no way creates
surplus-value or profit, but merely acts as a barricr Lo its process
of realisation. Since, however, in reality it noncthcless does
determine the profit falling to a given capital, it can casily
appear as a creative factor in its own right, Marx is not short on
instances of illusions arising from circulation.45

. In both of these cases it is only the connection between surplus-

. value and its determinants which is obscured; but the mass of surplus

~value appropriated by a capital and the mass of the profit it will

recicve remain identical. But in a capitalist economy, as we have
o . seen, this in fact ocecurs only cxceptionally.

Thirdly, after an average rate of profit has been cstablished and
values accordingly transformed into prices of production, surplucs-
value and profit diverge for all capitals other than those of average
composition, Here, therefore, it is not a mode of calculation that
relates prof{it to the total capital advanced; it ie a rcal process.
There is in consequence rarely any divect correlation between ouvtlay

. -s and magnitude of profit, Prima £ , exploitation is onily

rclevant to the explanation of surplus-profit, if deviations can here

be explained in terms of exceptional cheapness, intensity or duration
4

of labour.

We are therefore dealing with a form of vevenue, gross profit,
vhosc real determinants are by no mcans readily apparent, even before
its sub-division into interest and profit of enterprisc. Nenethieless
grosc proflit remains, for Marx, the immediate form in which surplus-
value is realised in a capitalist cconomy, and thus constitutes the
specific revenue of capital, Interest and profit of centerprise are
consequently subordinate forms which pre-suppose gross profit itself.
The trinity formula, however, operates with no such category: inter-
est, the mere subdivision of profit, is elevated into the only form
of revenuc which derives from capital as such; and profit of enter-
prise,'in consequence of this reasoning, is subsumed under the relat-
ion labour - wages. Since intcrest derives from capital per se, it
accrucs to the owners of capital, irrespcective of how capital is
actually employed; profit of enterprise, on the other hand, is viewed
as stemming specifically from the productive cmployment of capital,
and thus from the labour of the capitalist. Interest is the reward
of ownership, profit of enterprise of industry or entrepreneurship,

Marxz, characteristically, goes to considerable lengths to show

the phenemenal support for this fallacious recasoning.

fF
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We may consider this question in two stages: fivst, the busis fox
rclating interest to ownership of capltal and thus capital as such,
and profit of enterprisc to the productive employment of capital and
thercfore the labour of the capitalist, in the first place; and
sccond, the basis for generulising the distinction, which originally
devives from the opposition between the revenues falling to lenders
and borrowers of capital, to all capital.

Let us assume, to begin with, that the interest/profit of enter-
prise distinction applies only in respect of interest-bearing capital

strictu sensu, i.e., to that capital lent by a moneyed capitalist to

an industrialqg capitalisg., llere, as we have scen, interest is the
portion of gross profit whiclh falls to the moneyed capitalist, its
magnitude being determined by the prevailing rate of interest, and
profit of entcrprisc, the remainder of the gross profic, is pocketed
by the industrialist himecelf. Since gross profit arises only as a
conscquence of the productive employment of the lent capital, it is
the latter which in fact creates both revenues.

But, Marx argues, this is not how it will appear to the borrower.
e will regard interest as a function of the ownership of capital,
and therefore, by a further deduction, see intercst-beaving as an
attribute of capital as such; and he will sece profit of enterprise
as the specific product of capital in operation, working capital, and
thus specifically of his labowr as industrialist, Various factors
reinforce this perception of the situation. On the one hand, the
rate of interest is apparently (and ro some extent reallyag) fixed
outside the production process, and, in any event, confronts any

"

Tower as a pre-given magnitude, the price of capital, On the
~nnd, it is undoubtedly the casc that the excess of profit
above intevest really does depend upen the individual capitalist's
acumen and skill in a multitude of ways; economy in the use of the
elements of production, ability to buy and sell when the market is
.

most favourable, and so onJO. To recognise this is not to gainsay
the laws we have discussed above; it is, rather, to point to the
mechanicms through which the operation of these laws is actually
enforcéd in the normal competitive market situation. There are,
therefore, stvong threads of truth lyiung behind the relations capital
- intecrest and labour - profit of centerprisc.

The consequence of this way of cceing things, however, is that a
merely quantitative sub-division of cue revenue (profit) with one

source (surplus-labour) is transformcd into a qualitative distinction

between heterogencous reventucs (intevest and prefit of enterprisc)
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with distinct sources (capital, and the labour of the capitalist).

The illusions comprised in the formula capital - interest arce
thus well-founded on the phenomenal planc as regards interest-bearing
capital in Marx's sensec. But why chould the samo illusions arisc »
in respect of all capital ?

The most general, and, in some ways, the most fundamental reason
is the following.51 Civen the conditions of capitulist production,
it is the case that any sum of value, whether in commodity or moncy
form, is potential capital; it can, in other words, be used as a
means of extracting surplus-value. Tt can, furtlier, be sold as such
and thus has a price, given by the prevailing rate of interest; and
can thus command a specified amount of surplus-value, in the form of
interest, even when not employed productively by its owner. It is
therefore true to say that once capitalist producticn oxists, it is
the irmancent attribute of value to command surpluz-value, oy, other-
wise put, of capital to bear interest. Marx, as mentioned previously,
frequently has recourse to analogy with labour—power.52 Labour-powcy
is a commodity which possesses the attribute of creating value when
its use-value is consumed. Similarly, matcrialiscd labour or value
has, within capitalist production, the attribute of being a source of
surplus-value for its owner when it is uscd as capital. The diffey-
ence between the two lies in the fact that labour can create value
in all commodity-produciag societies, whereas the ability of value to
officiate as a means of appropriating surplus-valus supposes a n
restrictive set of conditions, the social relations of capitalisc
production, But this is not phenemenally evident, All that is
evident is that value, directly in its money-form and potentially in
its commodity-form, is, whether its owner uses it productively on his
own account or mercly lends it at interest, a source of more value.
Equally, profit of enterprise is sclf-cvidently derived from the
emytoyment of capital in the pfoduction process. Analytically, we

resolved interest and profit of enterprise into portions of

gross profit, thercby implying that both are proedicated upon the use
of capital as productive capital; a resolution which, incidentally,
supposes a prior reduction of value to labour and surplus-value to
surplus-labour, The capitalist, however, always has the guarantee
of lending his cepital at the curreat rate of interest, and thus
deviving his revenue by virtue of cwnership as such, For all pract-
ical purposes, it is the attribute of iwmwoney to make monecy; the

conditicns of its doing so arc not ecvident in the process,




Apgain, Marx cites various rveinforcing circumstances,
Firstly, the illusion that capital yields surplus-value independ-

ently of its productive employment is true for any individual
3

Lo

capitalist; it ccases to be true only for the total social capital.
Sccondly, capital may in fact bear interest even vhen loaned to

-
finance non-productive consumption, as with, for example, pawnshops.Ja
This is simply a development which supposes the prior existence of the
typical form of interest-bearing capital, vhose determinants, however,

O,

it clearly confuses. Thirdly, and more importantly,

vhether the industrial capitalist operates on his own or
on borvowed capital does not alter the fact that the
class of moncy-capitalists confronts him as a special
kind of capitalists, money-capital as an indcependent
lcind of capital, and intercst as an independent form of
sarplus-value peculiar to this specific capital. 55

Several points are involved here. Money-capital gains interest
independently of production, by virtue of being moncy-capital. The
rate at which this occurs is determined independently of production,
Though there is a relation of loang-term dependence of the rate of
interest on the rate of profit, it is a tenuous cne at bcst56; the
main determinant is the supply of moncy-capital in vespect of the
Tating demand, The rate of intcerest ie, in addition, given in
Lot at any point in tiwe, and the same for all borrvowers. This
is in sharp contrast to the rate of profit, which is unstable, never
known a priori, and equaliscd over time only through tlie forces of
competition working within and between different sectors of product-
ion. We may also note here that the time of return of interest,
being fixed contractually, is nowhere directly related to the real
turnover of capita157; whilst, finally, the form of interest-bearing
capital is unitary (moncy).58 These are all factors which, in
Marx's vicw, strengthen the illusion that the bearing of interest is
an immancnt attribute of moncy as such, heace of all capital in that
it is capable of assuming the money-form, and hinder any accurate
percception of the true relation between gross profit, profit of
enterprise, and interest. All thesc civcumstances which conspire
to directly relate interest to capital in its morey-form, irvrespcctive
of its mode of cmployment, arc of coursae complemented by the very
real hazardousness of profit of eonterprise, and the constant fluct-

59

uations in its magnitude as cowpared with that of intcrest.

For the sake of completeness, a fourth point must be mentioned.
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Mari wore than once cites the histovical priovity of usurvcer's capital

(which, unlike interest-bearing capital proper, does not suppose the
P - . . . 0o L.

conditions of capitalist production ) as an additional recason for

why interest-bearing capital should be scen in the popular imaginat-

ion as capital par excellence, and interest as the defining revenue

¢
of capital.Jl

So far, T have mainly discussed Marx's attempts to establish the
phenomenal rationale behind the contention that interest is the form
of revenue typical of capital as such, and profit of cnterprise a
by-product of onc of its modes of cmployment. But we should not

ioverlook the fact that Marx does not repard the relating of profit

- of enterprise to the labour of the capitalist (as opponcd to, say,
its explanation in terms of selling above value) as mere apologetics,
this too u . Zienomenal supports, Some have alrcady boeozn
mentioned, Others include the relative complexity of the labour of
the capitalist as cowmpared with that of his employeces, wheve profit
of enterprise is seen as 'wages of superintendence'; a point backed
up by the fact that, as capitalist production develops, so does the
function of management as a sepavate facet of the social division of
1abom.‘.6Z The confusion of profit of ernterprise with genuine wages
of cuperintendence is that much casicr, given the existence of the
latter in the form of managerial salavics in enterpriscs wvheve
ownership and management diverge; though, as Marx remarks, this
becomes rather more difficult and the confusion corvespondingly more

apologetic as the institution of paid supervisors (from foremen up)

deve -2 and the gap between manaperial salarvies and profit of
widens, More gecnerally, the veduction of profit of

caterprise to a wage for the labour of the capitalist is predicated
upont two sets of fuctions which, thouph analytically distingaishabic,
coincide phenomenally under capitalist conditionsg; those of the
regulation of production, which, in Marx's view, is a corollary of
any form of social 1abour63, and the enforcement of exploitation,
which is specific to class sociecties, The capitalist's exercisc of
the latter is readily identified with the fulfillment of the former,
and thus with a kind of labour which is performed universally. The
apitalist sces himself as a functionary of the simplc labour-process,
and his 'wage' is related to the complexity and centrality of his

task as a labourer.

Let us now turn to the consequences of this first relation in the

trinity formula.
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Gross profit is for Marx 'the specific characteristic form of
surplus-value belonging to the capitalict mode of prnduction”.64
As we have seen, it is by no maoans a form in which the nature and
determinants of surplus-valuc arve immecdiately vevealed: but the
relation capital - profit (gross profit, not profit of cnterprizc)
is at least accurate, It shows that interest and profit of
enterprise have the same source, appearances notwithstanding, even
if this source is net transparent, The trinity formula, on the
other hand, fractures the real relation existing betwcen these
two and assimilatee each to an independent source, intcrest to
capital, and profit of enterprise to the capitalist's labour, In
so doing it does more than obscure the source of surplus-value, as
does the form of gross profit, It positively falsifies it.

The transformation of the relation capital - profit into that
of éapital - interest/labour - profit of enterprise is achieved by
means of the attribution of the apparent characteristics of a
secondary form of capital, intervest-~bearing capital, to capital
per se. Marx describes interest-bearing capital as that form in
which "the relations of capital assume their most externalisced and
most fetish-Tike form'", :

Interest-bearing capital presents itsclf as simply "a relation-
ship of magnitudes, a relation of the principal sum to itsclf as a
self-cxpanding value, as a principal sum which has produced a
Surplus—value”.66 A given sum of money (say £1,000) has a value
as money (its face value) and an incremental value as capital (say
£1,050) which constitutes its pricc as calculated on the current
rate of intercst,. The relation is prima facie incomprchensible,
£1,000 -~ £1,050, M - M': "the primary and most general formula of
capital reduced to a meaningless condensation".67 The formula
is meaningless because there is no apparent relation between the
increment, in the form of intercst, and the process of procduction
and cxploitation by means of which this increment is generated:
interest is "a form in which the source of profit is no longer
discernible, and in which the result of the capitalist process of
production - divorced from the process - acquires an independent
ckistcnce“.68 All that is‘evident is the transfer of money from
ohp person to another69, and its return wvith interest. Interest
-béaring capital is never scen to leave the money-form,

a form in which all its specific attributes are oblitexr~



-70-

ated ana its real cloments invizible, For wmoney is
preciscely that form in which the distinctive features
of comuodiities as usc-values ave obscured, and heuvce
also the distinctive features of the industrial
capitals wihich consist of these commoditics and
conditions of their production, It is that form in
vhick value - in this casc capital - exists zs an

el PO
independent exchange-value, 20

It will be recalled that the cxplanation of surplus-value (and a

. fortiori its transmuted forms) hanps precisely upon the usc-value
of one such comsodity, labour-power,

Hence, Marx argucs, the wroperty of generating value appears to
be an inherent attribute of value as cuch, especially in 1ts money
~form, Just as, to the Mercantilists and Rullionists, g¢old and
silver were intrinsically wealth, £o now money is intrinsically
interest-bearing; it at any rate appears to be such in intevest-

bearing capital:

Capital appears as a wysterious and self-creasting
source of interest .- the source of its own incrcase.
The thing (money, commodity, value) is now capital
even as a mere thing, and capival appears as a mere
thing, The result of the entive process of re-
production appears as a property inherent in the
thing itself. ... In interast-bearing capital,
therefore, this automatic fotich, secelf-expanding
value, monay generating moncy, xre brought out din
their pure state and in this {form it no longoer
bears the birthmarks of its origin, The social
relation is consummated in the relation of a thing,
of money, to itself. Instcad of the actual trans-
formation of money into capital, we see here only
form without content. 71

"It becomes a property of money to genevate valuc and yield interest,
72
"

much as it is an attribute of pear-trees to beay pears. As wo
have seen, given the conditions of capitalist production, it indced
is an attribute of money to command surplus-value, and that it has
a price in the form of interest merely serves to express this fact,
But,
{

What makes it capital before it centers the procecs

Jof production/ so that the latter merely develops

its immanent character ? The social framcwork in

whiclhi it exists. ..,
73

The social conditions of intcrest are not however apparent in




, .
ihe }orm of interest itsclf. The capital/Tabour relation throuph
which surplus-value is in fact cxutracted is nowhere in ecvidence;

all we are presented with is the mysterious M - M',

Marx is not the only one to find the latter incomprihensible;
and the trinity formula goes beyond this simple phencmenal form,

We should note, nonetheless, that desgpite its mystique, the view
that value per se is productive of value lies behind such thoroughly
everyday notions as those of Richard Trice concerning compound
1nLercst.7a For the adhierents of the trivity formula, the
difficulty lies in the fact that capital appears, in its monaey-form,
‘to have two different values, a face-value as money and a value as
capital. Intecrest is therefore not explained as the product of
capital as value, but by the use-value of its material factors: the
vulgar economist "flees from capital as value to the material
substance of capital; to its use-value as a condition of production
of 1abour, to machinery, raw materials, etc.”75 The trinitarian
sees the means of production as the source of that component of

the price of the product which resolves itsclif into intecest; by
the same logic, capital is identified with the means of production,
and means of production under all circumstances become capital,
Needless to say, Marx finds this putative solution most unsatis-
factory, since for the incomprehensible relation M - M', it merely
substitutes "a wholly incommensurable one betwecen a use-value, a
thing on one side, and a definite social production relation,
surplus-value, on the other.“76 Surplus-value can no more be
cizplained by use-value than can value,

Whether the mystification is taken in its simple form, or as
developed in the trinity formula, it has very similar consequences,
The internal relations which link interest to its true source are
falsified, and another set substituted, which are specifically
fetishistic, ‘

- In the simpler mystification, the capacity to generate value is
seeh as an inherent attribute of money, Here, the additicnal
attfihutes that- money and commodities acquire within the social
reclations of capitalism (as against those of simple commodity
sroduction), solely by virtue of their functions as money-capital
and conmodity-capital in the specifically capitalist mode of
production, are presented in interest; but in a form in which they
are complctely severed from the production process in terms of

vhich they can alone be comprehended. Thus, Marx writes that
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dnterest in itself expresses preciscly the 0\1“! nee of
the conditions of labour o ol in their social
contvodicticon und in thaiv transtorweniion into personal

foreen which confront labour and donnnate laboaur, Tt
sums up the alicnated charecter of tho conditions of
labour in relation te the activity of the subjcct, Tt

repyesonis the dwnership of copital or were capital
properly as rhe means oo appropristiong the products of
othier people's labour, as i contyol) over other

; people's labour, Jut it presents this character of
' capital as somecthing belonging to it apart from the !

production precess itscll and by no wceans as resulting
from the specific determinace form of the production

S 255 itself. .
. procc itse 47

The prasupposition of intercst i profit, and of profit, the social

"roelation between capitalist amd wae-1abourer which makes the

i " -fien and appropriation of surplus-value possible,  This is
sor in which, on the one hand, labouyr-power is a commodity,

and one which has the fortunate attribute (for its buyer) of being

a source of more value when consumed than it itself possesses; on

the other hand, that labour-power can be thus consumed by ics

wrchaser (and, indeed, that it should appear as a coumodity in the

. ~t place) assumes that the latter possceses the means of product-
N : . ) . - s
ion, It is this relation which transforms the means of production

(or their value-~cquivalent in money) into capital, a mecans of
compelliing and appropriating surplus-value; capital is therefore at
root a social relation, and a cocrcive one at that. ’ Conversely,
for reasons we have investigated above, given this rclaticon and the
'specific determinate form' of production following fvom it, all
value is potentially capital, and gives ccoummand over surplus-~labours
and its products. It is this that is expressed in interesi. Lut

as we have scen the form of interest itself is not one in which any

connection to production is directly apparent. More specifically,
it reveals absolutely no connection to labour, its true source, As
L cinues,

Interest presents capital not in opposition to 1nbour,

J . .

] but, on the contrary, as having no wclation to labour,

= - . 0

Ei and merely as a relation of once capitalist to another;

Y conscquently, a5 a catepovy which is quite cexntrinsic to,

and indcependent of, the relaticon of capital to-labour,
The division of the profit amengst the capitalists doas

not affect the worker. Thug the form of

profit which is the special ox v of thL contradic
. ' ~
tory character of capital, is vhich

this contradiction is colp]‘fL.y obliterated and
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cxplicitly lelt out of account, Aport frowm exproessing
.1 the capacity of wmoney, coumoditics, ctc., to axpand
theiv own value, interest, insofar as it prescols
gurplus-value as something deriving {rom money, commod-
itics, cote., as their natural fruit, is therefore
mercly a manifestation of the mystification of capital
in its most extreme form; insofar as it at all
represents a social relatien as such, it expresses
mercly relations between ClplLdllStb, and by no means

relations between capital and labour. 80

Here, the capital/labour relation and therchby the true source of
interest are veiled because valuce presents itself as capital outside
“production, Lut we are no botter ofl with the rcffnvmtnts of the
trivity forumula proper, In this case, the comection with product-
ion is reo-cstablished; but production is cenceptualised in purely
material fawuion, as the simple labour-process, 1,e., precisely in

i
that form in which the differentia specifica of its capitalist mode

is eliminated, In the tyrinity formula, it is unot the social
relnt;ons within which the material elements of producticn stand
within capitalism whicli accounts for their abiiity to function as

capital, and, in conscquence, for the capacity of value pav se to

gt

represent a claim on surplus-value in the foim of LHLLlGoL by virtue
4

of itsg usc-value as potentinl capital, On the contrary, it is the

use~-value of means of production as means of production which is

Lheld to explain interest. Marx pinpoints the error in a justly

famous passage:

... capital is not a thing, but rather a definite soclal
production relation, belonging to a definite historical

{ .- formation of society, which is manifested in a thing and

" lends this thing a specific social character. Capital

is rot the sum of the material and produced means of

production. Capital is yather the means of production

transformed into capital, which in themselves are no

| more capital than gold or silver in itself is money. It

', s the mecans of production ronopolised by a certain

E seclion of sociecty, confronting living labour-power as

ﬁ products and working conditions rendered independent of

1y, this very labour-power, which arc personificd through
this antichesis in capital, Tt is not merely the

. products of labourcrs turned dinto indepondent powers,

v products as rulers and Luvoers of thelr producers, but

© rather also the social forces of their labour aund social-
ised form of this labour, which confront the labourers as
properties of their products, Here, then, we have a
defindte and, at first glance, very mystical, social form
of onc of the factors in a historically produced social
production process, 81



If, as argued at length above, value is not a natural but a strictly
social property of material cbjects, and one which derives solely
from "the peculiar social character of the labour that produces them“?z
then a fortiori we cannot explain thce ability of capital to produce
valve in the form of interest by the use-value of one of its
material forms (means of production). The attempt to do so, on the
other hand, has clear consequcnces, Capital is reduced to means of
production, and means of production are seen as capital under all
conditions; while in this case too, the capacity of capital to bear
interest is unconnected to its relation to labour. Means of
production and labour become quite distinct sources of value and
revenue.

We thus arrive at a situation in which either interest 1s seen as
stemming from value, but outside the process of production in which
alone it arises; or, where it is linked to production, it is viewed
as the product of one of the elements of the simple labour-process
irrespective of its social form. In both cases the labour/capital
relation remains unexplicated, and the property of beaving interest
which value and its material embodiments acquire solely as the
consequence of their role in a mode of production predicated upon
this relation becomes seen as a property of either value, or one of
its material forms, per se. Interest becomes the recultant not of
a definite set of relations between men, but of "the relation of men
to things having a definite social che‘«racter".83

A parallel mystification accompaniecs profit of enterprise, once
interest has been declared the unique revenue of capital,

In this case, there is no distinction made between the labour of
the capitalist and the labour he exploits. Both are regarded as
labour in its natural form, i.e., to employ categories used above,
useful labour. The specific product of labour, and its peculiar
revenue, is declared to be the wage; profit of enterprise is thus
one wage among others, Any antagonistic relation between capital
and labour is immediately eliminated; capital, qua working capital,
is collapsed into labour, As with the relation capital - interest,
we find the same correlation of a material universal (labour) and a
social particular (the wage); It is accomplished by 2 similar
double generalisation: on the one hand, just as capital is rcduced
to the material form of means of production and thereby universal-
ised, so are the distinctive labours of worker and capitalist

reduced to their common material denominator of useful labour, and

in this form directly assimilated to all human labour; on the other
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hand, just as, in consequence of the assimilation of capital to
means of production and assertion that interest 1s its product,
interest is universalised, so, in the relation (uscful) labour -
wages, all labour is understood as wapge-labour. Although in this
case profit of enterprise is not regarded as the product of a
thing, its conception remains fetishistic; the socially specific is

again explained by the materially universa1.84

(ii) Land - Rent.

In order to understand Marx's account of the phenomenal bases
of the land - rent relation, a further point must be elaborated,
This concerns the price of land,

We saw above that the price of capital as a commodity (interest)
is not a true price, Similarly with the price of land; though it
is bought and sold like other commodities, land, not being a
product of human labour, has no value and cannot therefore have a

~price in the strict sense of the word. The price of land does not
therefore express its value,

However, the determination of the price of land is by no means

arbitrary. We arrive at this price by what is called capitalising

the ground-rent. To capitalise a sum means to express it as the
yield on a (fictitious) capital, which, if invested at the current
rate of interest, would give that sum in the form of interest. If,
for examplc, the annual rent on a piece of land is £1,000 and the
rate of interest 5%, capitalising the rent yields a fictitious
principal of 120,000. This is then considered as the value or
price of the land, neither 'value' nor 'price' of course beingz used
in their precise senses. This mode of determination is quite
rational, given the conditions of capitalist production: it treats
land as equivalent to loan capital, i.e., as a medium commanding a
portion of surplus-value (which, for reasons we have investigated,
it in fact does). The level of the price is that above which it
would be unprofitable to invest in land as opposed to employing
one's capital as interest-bearing capital, and below which, we
assume, it will not fall since demand would push it up again,

From this it follows that, firstly, what appears as the price of
land is more accurately regarded as the price of rent: for it is
the use-valuc of land as a means of access to surplus-value which

forms the basis for this price; and, secondly, that, since the

price is arrived at by capitalising the rent, rent constitutes
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the presupposilion of the price of land, and camnot, ipso facto,

be determined by it,

To return to the illusions of the trinity formula.

The formula asserts, briefly, that rent is that portion of the
value and thercfore the price of the product which derives from the
land, and hcnce naturally accrues to the landowner. The first (and
most obvicus) basis for this is the following.

The prevalent form of rent, upon which absolute rent constitutes
a uniform suwvcharge, is differential rent, It arises when, under
capitalist conditions, a non-replicable, i.e., a natural, productive
advantage can be monopolised, By a productive advantage is meant
some condition of production which, via its raising of the productiv-

'ity of labour, enables a given commodity to be produced with the
expenditure of less labour-time than that socially necessary for the
production of commodities of that kind; i.e., at a price of product=~
ion beneath the norm. As we have scen, this implies surplus-profit,
which will be intercepted by the landowner in the form of ground-
rent, As in the case of the interest/profit of enterprise distin-
ction, the category of ground-rent will be extended to cover casecs
in which the capitalist owns the land on which he works, once it is
accepted that rent is the product of land,

Now, the magnitude of differential rent will vary with the
surplus~-profit, and therefore according to variations of labour
productivity on different areas of land; and these variations in the

productivity of labour are in turn, ex hypothesi, entirciy the

result of variations in natural conditions of production, Thus
differential rent varies directly with the latter. In the paradigm85
case of agriculture, for example, "differential rent is bound up
with the relative soil fertility, in other words, with properties

arising from the soil as such”.86 More specifically,

the rent is paid on a definite arca of land; it is
capitalised in the valuc of the land; this value rises
and falls in accordance with the rise and fall of rent,
The rise and fall of rent is calculated with repard to
a piece of land which remains unchanged (whereas the
amount of capital operating on it changes); the differ-
ence in the types of land is reflected in the amount of
rent which has tc be paid for a given yardage, the

total rental is calculated on the total area of the land
in order to determine the average rental, for examnle,
of a square yard. / ... / The farmer has to pay rent
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so much per acre of land, according to the quality of
the land, If its quality improves or deteriorates,
then the rent he has to pay on so many acres riscs or
falls, He has to pay rent for the land irrespective
of the capital he employs on it; just as he has to pay
interest irrespective of the profit he makes. 87

On the phenomenal level, the true source of surplus-value is no more
cvident here than in intercst or indecd gross profit. On the other
hand, the relation of rent to land, and magnitude of ront to

quality of land, is massively apparent: from all sides, "rent, a

part of surplus-value, is represented in relatlon to a natural

. 88
element, independent of human labour," This then censtitutes a

first and powerful support for the trinitarian conception.

A closely related point is the following,

Land is not merely a condition of all production but a productive
forces in its own right, It is self-evidently productive of use-

values, and, ceteris paribus, the number of use-values yielded on a

piece of land will vary with its quality. We know that value is

a function of labour~time, irrespective of the number of use-values
in which that labour-time is materialised. But so long as value
has not been reduced to labour, but is concieved fetishistically as
an attribute of the product deriving from its physical qualities,
then clearly land as a productive force will appcar as a direct

determinant of value, and thus of rent, As Marx writces,

The land or nature as the source of rent, i.e., landed
property, is fetishistic enough, But as a recult of a
convenicnt confusion of use-value with exchange-value,
the common imagination is still able to have recourse
to the productive power of nature itself, which, by
some kind of hocus-pocus, is personified in the
landlord. 89

Since land is itself productive (of use-value) and is
itself a living productive force (of use-value or for
the creation of use-values), it is possible ... supers-
titiously to confuse use-value with exchange-value, i.,e.,
to confuse it with-a specific sccial form of the labour
contained in the product. 90

Onc more aspect of the phenomenal basis of the land - rent relation
descrves mention,

The landowning class, according to Marx's analysis, is a totally

parasitic one. It merely intercepts a portion of surplus-value




whicli would otherwise fall to capital, The condition of this
interception is private property in land, which is a conditicn of
capitalist production itselfgl; thus, though the landowning class
is not constitutive of capitalism in the same sense as are the
bourgeoisie and the proletariat, it is an inevitable corollary.
The landed gentry, however, arve unlikely to see theaselves as mere
parasitcs, On the one hand, for the recasons given above, they
are likely to regard rent as the product of the land itself; and
on the other, they will apparently have paid for their land at its
price, and thus given a fair equivalent for their scurce of income,
Land will be seen, as it were, as a rent-bearing capitalgz, just
as means of production are seen as interest-bearing, and thus as a
legitimate source of income to its owncr by virtue of the value it
adds to the product created with its aid. We know from our own
analysis that in fact the price of land is precisely » way of
expressing land as such a cepital, by a process of pure analogy
vwith interest-bearing cabital, and that rent lies behind the price
of land rather than the other way about: but this is not self-
evident, It will seem as if both the price 6f land and the rent
it bears. are related to, and their magnitudes explained by, an
independent variable, the value-creating propensity of the land
itself, This view, ilncidentally, may be held even if the fact
that the price of land is merely capitalised rent is understood, so
long as rent itself continues to be regarded as value added to the
product by the 1zmd.93
It needs no further exposition, I hope, to show that this secound
relation in the tyrinity formula is no less fetishistic than the
first, and accomplishes thc same obliteration of essential relations,

Let us therefore pass immediately to the third,

(iii) Labour - Wages.

In this case, the terms of the problem are slightly different,.
In the case of interest and rent, it was simply untrue that they
were products of .capital and land respectively, Wages, however,
are the product of labour, since wages are a quantity of value and
labour creates all value. What needs to be explained is why labour
should be regarded as the source of only this part of what it in

94 , . . .
fact creates, Let us first consider the phenomenal foundations.




These are most extensively discussed in Marx's chapter on the wage-

form in Capital 125a chapter which has rightly been seen as central
. . 6

to Marx's conception of ideology.9

Marx begins this chapter with the observation that

On the surface of bourgcecois socicty the wage of the
labourer appears as the price of labour, a certain
quantity of money that is paid for a certain quantity
of labour, Thus people specak of the value of labour
and call its expression in money its necessary or
natural price, 97

We know that for Marx labour, not being itself a product of labour,
cannot have a value, 'Value of labour' is "an expression as
imaginary as the value of the carth", and, a fortiori, "'price of
labour' is just as irrational as a yellow logarithm.”98 When
people speak of the value and price of labour, they are really, in
Marx's view, talking of the value and price of labour-powver. The
wage is merely the phenomenal form of the value of labour-power.

It should not surprise us to find that Marx lists this claim as one
of "the three fundamentally new elements of the book / Capital ~/"99;
we have seen that the distinction between labour and labour-power
is the lynchpin of the theory of surplus-value,

Marx's claim to novelty here is a justified one, for classical
economy was no more immune to this confusion than its vulgar
successor, Indeed, the latter is apparently far the more consistent
of the two, Classical economics was predicated upon the labour
theory of value, which holds that the value of commodities is a
function of the labour they contain, Problems arose so soon as it
was asserted that the commodity sold by the labourer to his employer
was his labour simpliciter, For, on the face of it, one either had
to take the value of labour as equivalent to that of its product, or
ocnc had to determine it by the production costs of labour, i.e., by
wages., The first strategy precludes any explanation of profit, and
therefore implies that the law of value cannot hold in a capitalist
econonmy ; tﬁe second saves the possibility of profit, but begs the
question of the price of labour by surreptitiously turning it into
a qucestion of the price of the labourer himself.loo The difficult-
ics attendanﬁ upon both tend to undermine the theoretical basis of
the entire classical conception. Tor the vulgarians, on the other

hand, no such difficulties arise: since they do not adhere to the

labour theory of value, they can quite happily continue to regard
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wages as the price of labour, This price is only one component of
the price of a good, the others comprising intercst and rent, The
latter, in turn, are explained by quite different sources. Wrong
as they might be, the adherents of the trinity formula do not have
the zame prohlems of consistency as Smith, Ricardo or their
disciples,

Marx, as we might expect, ecxplains the tenacity of the confusion
by the fact that the nature of the wage as a payment for labour-
power was not phenomenally evident, whercas an apparcat correlation
between labour performed and wages paid was overvhelmingly so.
Imaginary as the value and price of labour might be, they are not

the fruit of "poetic license”101:

These imaginary expressions arise ..., from the relations
of production themselves. They are categories for the
phenomenal forms of essential relations. That in their
appearance things often represent themselves in inverted
form is pretty wecll known in cvery science except
Political Economy. 102

In this case, there are a number of relevant factors.

Most generally, the form of the labour-power/wages exchange is
one consistent with all transactions in the sphere of circulation,
the sphere were, according to Marx, "Freedom, Equality, Property
and Benthanm' reign undisturbed.w3 The exchange is one between
owners of different commodities, who, we assume, exchange equival-
¢nts, The capitalist will buy labour-power at its price of
productionloa. There is no hint of exploitaticn here, and, indeed,
it does not take place here. Further, there is nothing in the
form of the transaction which is priwa facie irrational: on the
surface, all value relations link incommensurables to one another,
use-values to the value-form; the expression value of labour is no

, . 1
more sclf-evidently absurd than the expression value of cotton. 05

It becomes absurd only in the light of analysis which reveals any

such expression as an expression of materialised labour-time, On

the face of it, therecfore, the exchange is a thoroughly normal one.
It is likely to be secen aé a sale of labour, rather than labour

-power, because, inter alia, the labourer is paid after his work is

done, ostensibly for that work; f{rom his own point of view, it is

a specific kind of useful labour which he has supplied and which he

was employed to d0106; and it'is his labour, and only his labour,
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which yiclds him his wage. Even if, for whatever reason, the

wage he recieves changes, It remains a payment for the same working

-day or working--week.lo8 Finally, the actual forms in which wagces
are normally paid, by the hour or by the piece, are such as to
dircectly relate the wage to work performcd.lo9 Other factors

could also be mentioned.llo The capitalist is no more likely to
recognise what he is paying for than the labourer, We have seen
various of the numerous circumstances that obscure the fact that
his revenue derives from surplus-labour, and there is no point in
reiterating them here, To be sure, the capitalist will attempt
to keep his wage~-bill down; but this economy appears no different
from those he is equally constrained to practice with regard to
his constant capital, his time of circulation, and so on¥11 The
ultimate source of profit may be labour; but how much profit a
capitalist makes is dependent, in reality as well as appearance,
on a host of other factors. In sum, therefore, there is little
on the surface of society to convince either the labourer or the
capitalist that wages are not the price of labour, and more than
enough to make both think they arve,.

The consequences of this misconception, however, arc clear

cnough:

The wage-form ... extinguishes every trace of the
division of the working-day into necessary labour and
surplus-labour, into paid and unpaid labour, All
labour appears as paid labour,

Marx claborates by way of some instructive comparisons:

In the corvee, the labour of the worker for himself,
and his compulsory labour for his lord, differ in
space and time in the clearest possible way. In
slave-labour, even that part of the working-day in
which the slave is only replacing the value of his own
means of existence, in which, therefore, in fact, he
works for himself alone, appears as labour for his
master. All the slave's labour appcars as unpaid
labour, In wage-labour, on the contrary, cven
surplus-labour, or unpaid labour, appears as paid,
There the property relation conceals the labour of

the slave for himself; here the money-relation
conceals the unrequited labour of the wage-labourer. 112

We might note, in passing, that to regard the wage as a payment
for labour in no way precludes bitter struggles being fought over

wliiat the value of labour - an inherently indeterminable magnitude -
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is or should be, Enough people have died seeking a fair day's
wage. The latter is for Marx a contradiction in terms, for

obvious reasons, Hence the conclusion of Wages, Pricc and Profit,

the mere corollary of all that has been presented so far:

Instead of the conscrvative motto, ' A fair day's wages
for a fair day's work!' they ought to inscribe on their
banner the revolutionary watchword, 'Abolition of the
wapges system!'!

. 113

So much for the phenomenal basis of the labour - wages relation.
Let us now consider its theoretical implications.

We have seen, on the one hand, that Marx arrives at his thesis
that it is labour~power, and not labour, which the worker sells to
the capitalist, by a consistent application of the labour thcory
of value; and that it is this proposition which underpins the
theory of surplus-value and a fortiori Marx's explanation of the
revenues of capitalists and landowners. We also saw, on the
other hand, that the classical economists could only maintain both
the view that wages are the price of labour, and the labour theory
of value, at the cost of consistency. Tf, therefore, wages are Lo
be regarded as the price of labour, then the labour theory of value
(and with it, if Marx is correct, all possibility of understanding
capitalist productiorn) must be abandoned. This is the road
travelled by the trinity formula, If wages are the price of labour,
i.e., a full reimbursement for the share of the value of the
product added by labour, then the rest of this value must derive
from elsewhere and labour cannot be the sole source of value. It
is no distance to the assertion that the other revenues, like
wages, are proportional rewards due to the other factors of prod-
uction, So soon as we substitute the relation labour - wages for
the relation necessary labour - wages (which is accurate for the
conditions of capitalist production) we inevitably reinforce the
other two fetishistic relations in the trinity formula., Indeed,
Marx goes so far as to assert that the relation labour - wages is

"the basis for the other two":114

Since wages here appear to be the specific product of

labour, its sole product (and they are indecd the sole
product of labour for the wage-worker), the other payts
of value - xrent and profit (intercst) - appear to flow
just as neézssarily from other specific sources. And
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just as that part of the valuc of the product which
consists of wages /is concieved/ as the specific

product of labour, so thosc parts of value which
arc made up of rent and profit must be regarded as
specific results of agencies for which they exist
and to which they accrue, that is, as offspring of
the earth and of capital, respectively. 115

Here then, not only are essential relations Jdestroyed, as in the
two previous cases, but this destruction is the keystone of the
trinity formula as a whole. It is accomplished by precisely the
same kind of operation as that in which interest is linked to
capital (ﬂgg means of production), or rent to land, In the first
place, the r;ccifically social characteristics ¢f the alleged source
of revenuc are seen as congruent with, and explained by, the material
attributes of all phenomena of that kind. In this case, the capacity
of wage-laboux, i.e., of labour which is coupled to the means of
production only through an exchange of labour-pswer as a commodity
against variable capital, to yield a wage whichk forms part of the
price of the product is explained with referenc: to the useful role
of all labour in the process of production. This serves as the
basis from which the characteristics of wage-labhour can be predicated
of all labour; we have seen a bizarre instance o»f this already, in
the cxplanation of profit of enterprise as the srage for the labour of
the capitalist, In the process, of course, th» differentia
specifica of the capitalist process of production, and the social
relations within which it can alone take place, are utterly
obliterated. The labour which is alleged to crcate wages is, so far

as Marx is concerned,

a mere ghost ~ "the" Labour, which is mno more than an
abstraction and taken by itsclf does not exist at all,
or if we take that which is behind it, the productive
activity of human beings in general, by which they
promote the interchange with Nature, divested not only
of every social form and well-defined chavacter, but
even in its bare natural existence, independent of
society, removed from all socicties, and as an expres-
sion and confirmation of life which the 5zill non-
social man in general has in common with the one who
is in any way soclal, 116

) Let us now consider the salient characteristics of the trinity

formula as a whole,
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I have tried to show, firstly, that cach of the component
rclations of the trinity formula is well supported plhicnomenilly.
Sccondly, I have suggested that there are respects in which the
explanation of révenues which the trinity formula yields is at
first sight more cohcrent than that offercd by classical political
economy. Of particular importance here is that the difficulties
of the latter apparcntly derive from its centrepiece, the labour
theory cf value, whilst the trinity formula is built upon the
rejection of preciscly thiec theory. I. say 'apparently' derive
from the labour theory, because as Marx shows it is not the theory
itself which in fact creates the difficultics so much as its
inconsistent application; but we should note here that the very
inconsistency which vitiates the classical conception is, so far
as Marx is concerned, one which is firmly predicated upon the
way in which the phenomena of capitalism present thowmselves on the
'surface of sociecty', Be that as it may, the trinity formula
can plausibly claim to have the same kind of advantages, both
empirical and analytic, over its classical precursors as did
Bailey's view of value (and, a fortiori, its neo-classical scion)117
over the Ricardian,

For Marx, however, this cohecrence of the trinity formula rests
upon a specifically fetishistic foundation, We have investigated
this for each individual relation in the formula, and seen that in
each case the coherence is achieved only by explaining the social
chavacteristics taken on by the eclements of production within the
social relations of capitalism by the material propertics of these
elements in their natural form, We thus end up with a formula in
which there is a rigorous correlation between three revenues, and
three factors of production; as revenues, i,e,, quantities of value,
interest, rent and wages (including, here, profit of centerprise) are
quite commensurable, They are phenomena of the same kind. In the
same way, land, labour and capital (understood as mcans of product-
ion) are also commeunsurable; they are the elements of any labour
process whatzacver, For Marx, the mistake lies simply in the link
the formula establishes between the two sets.

It is a forced link, resting upon the fallacious identification
of landed property with land, capital with mcans of production, and

wage~labour with labeour, Properly concieved,

the alleged sources of the annually available weaith




~91-

belonpg to widely dissimilar spheres and are not at all
aunalogous to one ancther, The have about the same
relation to each other as lawyer's fees, rod bects and
mugic,

118

The coherence has an incohcrent foundation, It is accormplished only
by this initial collapse of the social into the material. Marx's
analysis, on the other hand, can show, firstly, that the characteris-
tics the trinity formula attributes to the clements of production are
not present under all social regimes. Secondly, it can account for
why the elements of production should acquire these cpecific
characteristics under the conditions of capitalist production, and
produce a thoroughly consistent account of reut, interest and wages
in that context. Finally, it claims, via the analysis of phenomen-
al forms and a demonstration of the corrcspondence of the formula to
these forms, to be able to situate the crrors of the trinity formula
itself within that same set of conditions.

On Marx's account, the fetishism produces rather more than a
plausible idcology. As we have seen, the ideology is necessarily
one in which internal relations - here, relations of exploitation -
are destroyed, and historicity obliterated, As in fetishised views
of value, the world is simultancously de-socialiscd and de-historic-
ised, I have commented upon this sufficiently in my zccount of the
individual relations of the formula, and will elaborate no further
here. It is, however, worth drawing attention to the political
implications of these consequences.

' I argued in the first section of this chapter that the tenacity
of an ideology which serves the interests of a ruling class cannot,
on Marx's assumptions, be ecxplained simply by the latter's control
of the "'means of ideological production'; the reason being above all
that given Marx's understanding of consciousness, expcrience itself
must be regarded as the major such 'mcans'. It is clear, however,
that the trinity formula is such an ideology: it relates the three
revenues in capitalist society to sources which are not only quite
independent of one another, but are also present in all forms of
society, and eliminates any perception of exploitation en route. As

Marx puts it, the formula

renders a substantial service to apologetics. For lin
the formula/ land - rent, capital - ionterest, labour -
wages, for example, the differant forms of surplus-value




and cenfigurations of capitalist production do not
confront one anothexr as alienated forms, but as
heteropenceous and Independent forms, merely different
tfrom onc another but not antopgonistic, The
different revecuucs are dbxlvod “from quite different
sources, onc from land, the seccond from capital and

the third from labour, Thus they do not stand in
any hostile conncection to onc ancther because they
liave no inncr comnection whatsooever. If they

navertheless worlk together in production, then it is
a harmonious action, an expression of harmony, as,
for example, the peasant, the ox, the plough and the
land in agriculture, in the real labour process, work
together harrnoniously despite their dissimilarities,

119

We do not need to impute ideological intentions to the adherents of
the trinity formula in order to recognise that the formula itself
"corregponds to the intercsts of the ruling classes by proclaiming
the physical necessity and eternal justification of thieir sources
of revenue".lzo The eternal justification follows directly from
the alleged physical necessity, and the latter, we have seen, is a
proposition which enjoys considerable phconomenal support. Marx
generalises the point against the Ricardian socialist Thomas

Hodgskin, who held an intentional theory of ideology:

Hodgskin says that the effeects of a certain social

foxm of labour are ascribed to objccts, to the products
of labour; the relationship itself is imagined to exist
in materizal form, We have already seen that this is a
characteristic of labour bascd on commnodity production,
on exchange-value, and this quid pro quo is revealed in
the commodity, in money ... and to a still higher degree
in capital. The effects of things as materialised
aspects of the labour process arc attributed to them in
capital, in their personification, their independence

in respect of labour, They would cease to have these
effects if they wecre to ceasc to confront labour in
this alienated form, The capitalist, as capitalist,

is simpiy the perscnification of capital, that creation
of labour endowed with its own will and personality
which stands in oppositioun to labour. Hodgskin regards
this as a pure subjective illusion which conceals the
deccit and the interests of the exploiting classes. He
does not see that the way of looking at things arises
out of the actual relationship itself; the latter is not
an expression of the former, but vice versa, 121

jiu is the fetichistie basis of the trinity formula which explains
its conservative Lias, not the other way about. The couverse holds
of a thecry which accurately grasps the historical basis of the

capital/wage-labour relationship, and thus of the class revenues in
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bourgeois society, As Marx observes in his discussion of Richard
Jones, a follower of Ricardo who went beyond his mentor by showing

the historicivy of capitalicm,

from the wmoment that the bourgeois mode of production
and the conditions of prcduction and distribution
which correspond to it are rcecognised as historical,

the delusion of vegarding them as natural laws ol

production vanishes and the prospect opens up of a
ncew society, /a new/ economic social formation, to
whicl: capitalism is only the transition, 122

In conclusion, I will not attempt to show that in his analysis
of the twvinity formula, just as in that of the commodity, Marx
fully mecets the criteria for an explanation of ideolopy which I
set out in the first section of this chapter. That he does is,
T hope, more than evident from my exposition,. Instead, I wish
to emphasise the systematic linkage between various properties of
the ideologies examined in this chapter on the one hand, and
between Marx's criticisms of these ideologies on the other, TFor
the conuexions between an account grounded in phenomenal forms
and confined by phenomenal categories, its ahistoricity, and its
ultimately consecrvative character are hardly fortuitous, As I
hope I have demonstrated in both the analyses I have considered,
the conscrvatism stems from the lack of historicity, which is in
turn predicated upon the fetishism; whilst the condition of the
fetishism is the lack of distinction, on a phenomenal level,
between material and social attributes of phenomena and, indead,
the representation of the latter by the former. Marx therefore
needs, above all, a method of analysis which will enable him to
penetrate the fetishism, cr, in other wonrds, to distinguish the
social and material characteristics of phenomena. lie must, in
brief, go from the way in which the phenomena present thoemselves
to the conditions of that presentation, Having doue that, he
will then be in a position to determine the conditions under
which the configuration of the phenomena can be changed. The
presuppositions, procedurcs and criteria of proof of such an
analysis form the object of my next chapter. I hope, in this ’
first one, that I have iandicated some of the reasons for its

necessity,




CRAPTER TWO INTERNAL MACHINERY

to bring a science by criticism to a point where it
can be dialectically presented is an altogether
different thing from applying an abstract rcady-made
system of logic to mere inklings of such a system.

Karl Marx
Letter to Lngeis,
February lst, 1858

(1858c)
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Chiaptoer Two Internal Machinesr
—aptelr 1wo Y

I will begin by clarifying what I intend to try and do in this
chapter,

We have seen that what Marx understood by ideology, how it
arises and how it should be explained ave all reasonably clearly
sct out in his work, most notably in the four volumes of Capital,
This is not to imply that there can be no disgputes of interpret-
ation; but there is at least a clear explanatory paradigm present
in the text in terms of which they can be situated.

It is rather different so soon as we try and talk about Maxns's
conception of science.

Though there is evidence that he intended to do so, Marx nmevcr
wrote a cystematic methodological text.l Nor did he leave cnough
in the way of explicit comments upon scientific method from which
we could reliably attempt to reconstruct one. Here, more than
almost anywhere else, he bequeathed us a legacy of fragments:
disconnected and frequently obscure or ambiguous remarks scattered
throughout published texts and manuscripts, most of them directly
related to a particular task in hand.

Thus, amongst Marx's published writings, we have for instance
the seven observations on the method of political cconomy which

open the second chapter of The Poverty of Pniloscphy, or the well

known discussion of dialectic which closes the 'Afterword' to the
second German edition of Capital. The difficulties to which such
texts give rise are well illustrated by the variety of conflicting
accounts commentators offer on what Marx meant by the metaphors of
'inversion' (of the terms of Hegel's dialcctic) and 'extraction'

"

(of its 'rational kernel' from its 'mystical shell') in the latter.”

Such disputes can hardly be solved by an appeal to what Marx says,

since it is precisely his meaning which is at issue.
The problems are if anything even more acute in the case of
werks which were not revised for press by Marx himself, like the

first part of The German Ideology, the 1857 'General Introduction',

the many sections of Theories of Surplus Value in which Marx

reflects ou questions of method in his predecessors' work, or the
valuable 'Marginal Notes' on Adolf Wagner's Lchrbuch. In all

these cases we are faced not only with the problem of correct

interpretation of difficult statements presented by the publiched
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work, but there are further difficultics concerning the status of
these texts themselves and their relation to published nmaterial,

Ave we, fov cxample, to give more credence to what is said about

the categories and wéthods of political cconomy in the 1857

'General Introduction' than in The Poverty of Philosophy, on the

grounds that it is a later work, written in the wake of Marx's
systematic study of political economy in the early fifties ? Or
should we rather attend to the unfinished and tentative quality

of the Introduction, bearing in mind that Marx eventually suppressed
it in favour of his famous 1859 'Prefacc’ ?3 What are we Lo make
of Marx's contrary statements on correct and scienlific starting-
points for analysis in the 'General Introduction' and the 'Marginal
Notes' on Wagner ? What status, in general, should we grant to

The German Idecology, a text more forthcoming on matters of method

than most, but one written in advance of the vast bulk of Marx's
work on political economy, and during a period, morecover, in which
he still adhered to positions which conflicted with those developed
subsequently ?4 These issues ave not scholastic ounes; the texts
frequently contradict one another on impovtant points, and how

they are interpreted has decisive implications for our gencral view
of Marx's work,

We are faced, in short, with the nced to provide criteria of
interpretation other than those of simple faithfulness to the texts
themsclves,

We do, however, possess another resource: we have, in the shape
of Capital above all, but also in historical analyscs like The

Eighteenth Brumaire, or political commentaries like The Critique of

the Gotha Programme, the results of Marx's practice; a practice he
indisputably considered scientific. It would secm scnsible to try
te elucidate what Marx understood by science by a conceptual
reconstruction of the analytical practices through which such
results were produced; to take Marx's [inished analysces, and ask the
simple question, "how were they nossible ?" Arguably, such a
procedure would be worthwhile cven if Marx had written his projected
'"Dialectics'., There is a casc to be made for learnine from practice.
Without that 'Dialectics', hovever, this strategy becomes imperative,

But to attempt such a transcendental analysis itself has definite
implications for interpretation.

In attempting to elucidate the analytic conditions of possibility

of finished pieces of work, both substantive and crifiical, we will
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be confrontaed with decisions that have to be made concerning such
mattcrs as the definition of concepts, the status of propositions,
the role of particular forms of recasoning, or the naturc of Marx's
claims; and they are rarely quecstions which admit of casy solution.
Let us take, for example, the deflinition of concepts: we will find
a concept apparently clearly defined in one context, only to be
used differently in another, Are we to go by the definitioan, or
develop a new one which provides for the concept's full range of
uses ? In what follows, I will do the latter, siuncec iy aim is to
reconstitute Marx's procedures., Thus, I would not vregard a list
of quotations from Marx which prima facie contradicted my account
of a concept as valid cobjection, unless these illustrated a
significant usage of the concept in question which was actively
precluded by my new definition, The critecion which governs my
interpretation is, therefore, consistency with Marx's practice.
This is implicit in the question “how is such and such a piece of
work possible 7"

But there are other difficulties of a more complex kind, Marx,
for example, [rvecquently put forward general propositions without
making clear whether they were mecant to be assumptions or conclusions
of analysis, or on what basis their claims to truth rested. In
some cases a proposition advanced in one text has its status quite
explicitly clarified elsewhere; but this is by no means always the
situatlion, And where it is not, it is sometimes possible to put
forwavrd more than one view, without there being any clear decision
procedurcs on the basis of which we could decide betwecen them; here,
my first criterion proves insufficient. In this case, we appeal,
openly or otherwise, to factors outside Marx's worl itsclf; our
interpretations are partly dependent upon commitment to models of
scientific procedure in terms of which what Marx did merely can
be characterised, and our support or denigration of Marx's work is
in turn partially predicated upon our arguments about these models

themselves., That this is a fcature of marxist debate is obvious;

part of the problem is that it is not admitted. In what follows,
I see no poiut in attempting to bide the fact that I am concerned
to develop an interpretation of marxism which does fit my own views
of scientificity, which are not cxclusively derived from the work
of Karl Marx himself, Clearly, my first criterion will quite
rightly limit how far I can go in this direction; but where cases

of doubt arise after I have employed it, then I will be predisposed,
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for reasons other than consistency with the texts simpliciter, to
iunterpret in a particular way, There is thereiore undeniably an
clewment of construction in what {ollows, I do not believe there
is not in any similar endevour, and nor do I rxegard it as a bad
thing; it becomes such only when interpretations are taken as
authoritative, and the authority in question is spuriously claimed
to be that of the texts themselwves,

My claim, therefore, caanot be to provide an account of Marx's
scientific procedures in any definitive sense, T wish, rather, to
develop an account of a set of procedures which T believe to be
marxist, on the basis of a consideration of Marx's texts, T would
defend the account as being as consistent with the texts as any;
and as more conducive to the development of a fruitful marxism than

some,

1. Fundamental concepts,

The 1857 'General Introduction' (ts the Grundrisse, the effective
first draft of Capital) opens with the words:

. . . . 1
The object before us, to begin with, material production,

I propose to take this as a definition of Marx's field of analysis,
at least as it emerged by 1845.2 It may of coursc be objected that
Marx's field was very much wider, embracing entire social formations;
but I hope to show, as the argument of this chapter
develops, that for Marx to study material production is to study
social formations, and vice versa,

In this section, I will consider the principal gencral concepts

through which Marx grasps material production, I will begin by

distinguishing two kinds of argument in Marx which provide grounds
for the study of material production, and go on to define Marx's
basic concepts in a way which assumes the truth only of the least
contentious of the two, These concepts, production in general,

node of production, forces of production, and relations of procuction;
will then be examined seriatim, T will conclude with some remnrka

-

on the role such concepts can piay within Marx's analysis ag a whole,

First then:; Marx's two arpuments,
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The first may be called an avrgument {rom presuppositions: Mary
contends that material prodoucticn is a universal condition of hunen
. . . ] . . 4

cxistence following directly from man's '"physical corganisation"

and thercfore constitutes the sive qua non of any and all social

life, It is well expressed in The German Ideology:

the first premise of all human existence and, thaerefore,
of all history /is/ the premise ... that men nmust be in
a position to live in order Lo be able to "“make history".
But life involves before everything else eating and
drinking, a habitation, clothing and many other things.
The first historical act is thus the production of the
means to satisfy these needs, the production of material
life itself, 5

As Marx and Engels go on to make clear, 'first historical act' is
meant in a logical sense as much as a temporal one: production is
"a fundamental condition of all history, which today, as theusands
of years ago, must daily and hourly be fulfilled merely in order to

. , 6 .
sustain human life". As Marx put it twenty years later,

Just as the savage must wrestle with Nature to satisfy
his wants, to maintain and reproduce life, go must
civilised man, and he must do so in all sccial
formations and under all possible modes of production. 7

The sccond argument is subtly different, It states not that
production is a condition of, but that it specifically "conditions
the general process of social, political and intellectual life".8
The verb 'conditions' (or, in some translations of this passage,
'determines') is normally, though not always, interpreted in causal
terms.9 An elaboration of an argument of this kind might be the

following:

- The specific eceonowic form, in which unpaid surplus-
labour is pumped out of direct produccrs, determines
the relationship of rulers and rulad, as it grows
dircctly out of produciion itself and, in turn,.
reacts upon it as a determining element. Upon this,
however, is founded the entire formation of the
econonie community which grows up out of the
production relations themselves, thereby simultane-
oucly its specific political form. It is always the
direct relationship of the owners of the conditicns
of production to the dircet producers - a relation
always naturally corresponding to 2 definite stope in
the development cf the methods of lakour and thereby
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its social productivity - which reveals the innermost
secret, the hidden basis of the entire social structure,
and with it the political form of the relation of ‘
sovercignty and dependence, in short, the corresponding
specific form of the state, 10

On the face of it, production is included here as the determining
element in a chain of causal relations. It could be argued that
in fact such arguments should not be interpreted in causal terms.
But even so, there rcomains an esscntial diffevence between this
argument and the former: the difference between postulationg a
merely logical connection between production and other aspects
of social life, and postulating a positive connecticn between the
specific forms of both. It is not the same thing at all to say
that without production there can be no social life, which is a
virtual truism, and to say that the specific mode of production is
“the hidden basis of the entire social structure", which is a
considerable substantive claim, Nor does the second follow from
the first.

I will leave the question of whether both arguments are needed
to sustain Marx's investigations into production hanging in mid-
air for the time being; it is clear that in practice Marx used the
second thesis, which summates ccrtain of his general conclusions,
as, in his own words, "the guiding principle" of his studies.ll But
this does not of itself mean that marxist analysis has to be
sustained by this argument, whether we regard it as one advanced a
priovi or as an inductive generalisation, And clearly, there are
good reasons for abandoning it as an assumpticn held prior to any
analysis; it pre-empts rather a lot of what we might expect it to
be the job of empirical analysis to rcveal, As T say, T will not
take up the question here; I will siwply explicate the concepts by
means of which Marx apprehends production, on the assumption that
the first argument, which is largely uneobjectionable, provides
sufficient ground for studying production in the first place. The
question of tlie relation between production and social life in
general then becomes an open question. I aim to shecw,
in the rest of this chapter, that it can vremain such for marxism;
that neither Marx's concepts, nor his methods, assume the ‘truth of
the second argument, whilst his analyses can be perfectly adequately
generated by means of the employment of these concepts and methods

themselves,
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Now to production.

We may begin by looking ali the cvoncepts of production in peneral

and mode of production,

"A1l epochs of production”, Marz holds, "have certain common
traits, common characteristics”.lz These are not accidental; the
fecatures shared by all human production processes derive from the
fact that there are certain conditions shared by all productive
activity. Men cannot producc, for exumple, without an instrument
of labour, or without a raw material (in the non-tcchnical aense13)
to work on: similarly, they cannct produce without lahour. The
enunexration of these conditions counstitutes a valid description of
the "labour-process independently of the particular form it assumes
under given social conditions”.14 Conversely, what we grasp via
the concept of production in general (Grundrisse) or the labour-
process (Capital) is that without which '"no production will be

R
thinkable”.l) It follows that the concepts through which we
grasp production in general can be applied to the phenomena of all
modes of production, They are transhistorical categories, in the

sense in which that term was used in Chapter One, The concepts of

forces and relationg of preduction, with which I will shortly deal,
are of this iind. '

However, no production takes place except under some sct of
sozial conditions. The concept of production in general therefore
remains an abstraction, albeit a rational one, in the sense of
being a concept to which no distinct object of an empirical order

corresponds. In Marx's words,

There are characteristics which all stages of production

have in comwon, and which are established as genszral

oncs by the mind; but the sc-called general preconditions

of all production are nothing more than these abstract

moments with which no real historical stage of production
. 1- -

can be gracped, 16

In talking of production in general, we are abstracting precisely
from the “essential differences“l7 which distinguish different
historical epochs, stages or modes of production. We may
claborate the concept of production in general ad nauseam, but this
will never give us any ewmpivical purchase, All wve are elaborating

in the end ie definition of production, a series of "flat

L)

[

tautologies’, If, like Marx, we are concerned with production

as it cmupirically ocecurs, then we must study not production in
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general, but definite medes of production, I praposc, for reasons

which T hope will become clcarer later, to follow The German
Idcology in defining a mode of production in the simplestlpossiblc
way, as "the way in which men produce their means of SUbsistence."19

At this point, a fine but crucial distinction is called for.

The concept 'mode of production' can be generated out of an
analysis of production in general. It will thus be entirely
comprised of transhistorical categories, The concepts of specific
modes of production (Asiatic, feudal, capitalist, etc.), however,
arc arrived at differently. They ave specified through historical
as well as transhistorical categorices, and historical categories can
only be constituted through empirical rescarch, The point is a
simple one, but important: it implies, inter alia, that what is
specific to marxist analysis cannct be defined solely through the
cnumeration of its major concepts, but must equally be defined by
marxist analytic procedures, since these are thewmselves basic to

the formation of one important class of its concepts.

In what immediately follows I will be talking solely of the
concept 'mode of production’.

This concept is derived from the analysis of the chavacteristics
of production in general in the following way. According to Marx,
all production involves two conceptually distinct types of relation:
(1) a relation between man and Naturc; and (2) a social relation
betwcen men themselves, Thus, he defines production as "appropriat-
ion of naturc on the part of an individual within and through a
specific form of society"zo, and asscrts, at slightly more length,

that

In production, men not only act on nature but also on
one another., They produce only by co-operating in a
certain way and mutually exchanging their activities.
In order to produce, they enter into definite
connections and relations with one another and only
within these social counnections and relations docs

their action on nature, does production, take place, 21

We should note, in respect of this and similar statements, that the
claim is not that production qua action on nature causes social
relations, but that it involves them; it cannot take place outside
them, Some social relatiouns, thercfore, fall within the concept

of preduction, We should also note that there is no a priori
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claim to the cffect that there is a one to one relation betucen any
given mode ol material appropriation or men/nature relation, and a
definite set of social relations. To say Chat thexre can be no
productive action on naturc outside of social relations does not

in and of itsclf preclude the same form of action on nature (say
large-scale machine production) taking place within different
complexes of social reclations,

From here, we may derive the concept of mode of production, If
production is in general charactcrised by the combination of relations
of men to naturc and social relations between men themselves, we can
distinguish different ways in which men produce according to the form
these relaticne take in each casc, and the way they arc combined, A

mode of production is thus a specific combination of productive forces

(or relations of mer to nature) aud relations of production (or social

relations between men). Since both my description of productive
forces as relationszz, and reduction of the category 'relations of
production' tn zocial relationsz3 arc contcntibus, I shaill say 4
little more about these two concepts,

I'coductive forces is a very much more complicated concept than a

supcerficial recading of Marx wight suggest. Hormally, its refercnce
is assumed to be technological, Thus, we can turn to Wage Labour

and Capital and find that the forces of production are unambiguously
. . . 24 . . .
cquated with "the material mecans of production"” |, a notion which is

. . , , . 25 .

in turn clearly defined in the first volume of Capital. But it
can casily be shown that Marx rarely uses the term in so narrow a
scnse., A more acceptable definition might seem to be that given by

Joscph Stalin is his Dialectical and Historical Materialism, which

includes labour within the productive forces:

The instruments of production wherewith material values
are prodaced, the pcople who operate the instruments of
production and carry on the production of material
values thanks to a certain production expericnce and
labour skill - all these elements jointly constitute
the productive forces of society. 26

Stalin immediately goes on to describe the social relations of
production as "another aspect of preduction'", thus definitively
scparating forces and relations, The separation in turn underpins
the account of historical change given in the pages which directly

Y

follow, in which the dynamic is the forces/relations contradiction

and the determining moment of the productive forces is the
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instruments of production, Marxism is thereby ceffcclively collapued
into technological determinicm, It might be objecrted that we can
accept Stalin's definition ol productive [ovces without his crude
historical schemas, However, this line of argument has its dangers,
Once we define productive forces in a way which excludes social
relations, it becomes exceecdingly difficult to intcrpret-Marx's
numcrous statcments about forces/relavions contradictions as anything
but a profession of straightforward technological detcrminism, If
he lacks the appropriate casuistry, Stalin a2t least has the merit of
consistency,

I do not wish te claim that the concept of productive forces is
reducible to that of production relaiions, nor to abandon any
distinction between the two. I do, however, wish to show that Marx
not infrequently included, amongst other things, social relation
within the concept of productive force. I chall arjpue that in
consequence the concept is best defined reclationally, as a synonym
for the man/nature relation spoken of above, rather than in the more
restricted senses I have discussed. With such a definition, the
alleged problem of technological determinjism disappears, since
technology simpliciter ceases to be one of the terms of the welevant
contradiction.

I will instance two passages, onc from The Gevwan Tdeolery and

ore from the Grundrisse, in which Marx quite categorically statces,
first in general and then in respect of a specific mode of
production, that social relations must be considered as productive
forces in their own right, I will then briefly discuss an analysis
of historical change which is predicated upon ‘a classic forces/
relations contradiction, but in which the forces in question are
themselves social relations, The analysis in question is important
for two reasons. Firstly, it is not taken from an unrevised text,
but from the centrepiece of Marx's work, volume one of Capital; and
secondly, it described the 'paradigm' transformation, that between
feudalism and capitalism; In passing I would suggest that analyses
of this kind provide a better starting~point for commentary than the

single tendentious passage in The Poverty of Philosqphy27 which has

so offen been taken (together with the 1859 'Preface') as the zlpha
and omega of marxism,

In The German Ydeoology Marx conceptualises production, in terms

reminiscent of a passage I have alrcady quoted, as follows:

The production of life ... now appears as a double
relationship: on the one hand as a natural, on the
other as a sgocial relationship, By social we
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understand the co-cperation of several individuals,
no matter under what conditions, in what munner,
and to what end. Tt follows from this that a
certain mode of production, or industrial stage,

is always combined with a certain mode of co-
operation, or social stage, and this wmode of

co-opc:stion is itsell a "productive force', 28

This is asserted of production in gencral, and is thus a fortiori
true for any particular mode of production. As the Grundrisse

illustrates in respect of the primitive commune:

The original unity between a particular form of
community (clan) and the correspouding pycperty in
nature, or relation to the objective conditions of
production as a natural being, as an objective
being of the individual mediated by the commune
... has its living reality in a specific mode of

production itself, a mode which appears both as a
relation between the individuals, and as their
specific active relation to inorganic nature, a
specific mode of working (which is always family
labour, often comnunal labour). The community
itself appears as the first great force of
production ... 29

In the same text Marx repeatedly points out that "1life in the
community" is a "basic presupposition of the reproduction of both
the individual and the community".30

Let us finally turn to the testimony of Capital.

In his analysis of the emergence of manufacture out of medieval
handicrafts production, Marx notes, firstly, that "a greater number
of labourcrs working together, at the same time, in one place (or,
if you will, in the same field of labour), in order to produce the
same sort of commodity under the mastership of one capitalist,
constitutes, both historically and logically, the starting-point of
capitalist production', Secondly, "with regard to the mode of
production itsclf, manufacture, in its strict mcaning, is hardly to
be distinguished, in its earlier stages, from the handicrafts
trades of the guilds, other than by the greatér number of workmen
employed by one and the same individual capital, The workshop of
the medieval master handicraftsman is simply enlarged.“31 Thus
there is no technolcgical distinction of any significance batween
the old and the emergent modes of production.  There is, however,

an important distinction between their productive forc

The sum total of the mechanical forces cxerted by
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isolated workmen differs from the social force that
is developed, when many hands take part
simultaneously in one and tho same undivided
operation, such as raising a heavy woignt, turning
a winch, or removing an obstacle. Tn such caces
the effect of the combined labour could either not
be produced at all by isolated individual labour,
or it could only be produced by a grcat expenditure
of time, or on a very dwarfed scale, Not only
have we haere an increase in the productive power of
the individual, by means of co-opevation, but the
creation of a new power, namely, the collective
power of masses ... 39

Marx leaves us in no doubt as to where this power comes from:

The special productive powesr of the combined
working-day is, under all circumstances, the
social productive power of labour, or the
productive power of social labour, This power

is due to co-operation itself, 33 :

We might recall, at this point, that the ascription of this special
productive power to capital, concieved as the ensemble of the means
of production, is repeatedly denounced by Marx as fetishistic,

Marx then goes on to argue that this, so-called formal subject-
ion of labour to capital both antedates and constitutes the
condition for its real subordinationBS: in other words, that the
combination of producers as wage-labourers under the aegis of
capital precedes the existence of a process of production wihich
tcechnically requires that combination, and indeed forms the basis
upon which such a process can develop. It is the existence of a
set of capitalist production relations which impels (and explains)
the constant endevour of capital to increase relative surplus-
value (i.,e. to decrease the portion of thc working-day devoted to
necessary labour), and it is this tendency in turn which results

in the technelogical revolution of production:

the production of relative surplus-value revolution-
ises out and out the technical processes of labour
and the composition of socicty. It therefore pre-~
supposcs a specific mode, the capitalist mode of
production, a mode which, along with its methods,

means and conditions, ariscs and develops itself
spontancously on the foundation offered by the,
formal subjection of labour te capital, In the

course of this development, the formal subjection
ig replaced by the real subjection of Iabour to
capital,

r 36

'




-106-

In fine: all threce of my cexamples show how Marx treated relations
of productioun as productive forcces; and the third dllustrates how a
nexus of productive forces that are in the first instance of a social
and not a technical character may still ‘'come into conflict with the
existing reclations of production”.j7 If we wish to talk causally,
it is not the steam-mill that gives us the industrial capitalist, but
capital which gives us both modern industry and the steam-mill,
This ought to suggest that Marx's svatement (apparently) to the
contrary should not be interprected in causal terms at all.38

Thus, Marx's concept of productive forces cannot be reduced to a
synonym for the technical aspects of production, I have shown that
the concept includes sccial relations; it could equally be
demonstrated that it includes "all new dcvelopments of the universal
labour of the human spirit and their social application through
combined 1abour”.39 Now, I have defined the concept of productive
forces relationally, as another term for the man/nature relation
spoken of above, The advantages of doinpy so are twofold. On the
one hand, thisg definition clearly allows us to include within the
concept all factors through which men increase the productivity of
their labour, or develop their productive forces, without our having
to decide a priori what these factors are. It thus provides for
Marx's usages, both those I have discussed and others. On the
other hand, this definition is in accordance with, and derivable
from, tha concept of production in general as dealt with previocusly.

Let us now turn to the concept of relations of production, Here

I may be a good deal briefer, since many of the relevant points have
been made already.

I have quoted several passages, from widely separated texts, in
which Marx states that production is irreducibly social, that is,
that all human productive activity involves social relations. By
relations of production I understand, very simply, "the social
relations within which individuals produce".40 In vicw of what has
been said previously, this definition needs only clarification
rather than further textual support. Two points are of particular
importance, _ v

In the first place, I do not describe all the social relations
within which productively active individuals stand as production
relations; the term applies to those social relations which are
demonstrably constituents of their mode of production as defined
above., ilowever, I include within the concept all social relatiouns

which fall into this class: thus there is no a priori exclusion of
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pavticular types of social relation (ideolopical or political, for
cxumch) from the category, and there is ne vestriction of the
concept to a specific kind of substantive relation (for instance,

to property relationSAl). What is, or is not, a production

relation in any given mode remains an open question to be settled

by cmpirical enquiry, These stipulations are consequential upon

my developing the concept of mode of production, and a fortiori

that of production relation, out of what can be said about producticn
in gencral. That social production involves social rclations is a
truism, but one which sustains the definition I have advanced: it
does not, however, provide grounds for saying anything a priori

about what form, in any given case, the social relations in question
will take. We thus possess no criterion on which we could either
include all social relations within the concept, or exclude certain
kinds of relation, We can only advance positive definitionz of
production relations in respect of definite ways in which people
produce, or modes of production; but this supposes empirical
investigation. Positive definitions cannot ecmerge out of reflecticn
on the properfies of production in general.

Should we wish for a more restrictivé definition of production
relations, we would have to support it with a wider set of & priori
tenete than those introduced hitherto. If, for example, we chose
to regard the second of Marx's arguments in support of taking
material production as the object of analysis as an a priori thesis,
we might then select a definition in accordance with it, Naving
assumad fhat property relations hold the key to the social structure,
we might reasonably réstrict the concept of production relations to
relations of ownership, However, it is my intention to show that
Marx's substantive analyses do not require so elaborate a scaffold
of a priovri propositions, I therefore choose the open~cnded
definition, which is all that can be validly derived from the
concept of production in general. Use of the latter, of course,
needs only Marx's first argument to sustain it. Though I will not
do so at this point, I hope to show, as the argument of this
chaptcer unfolds, that my definitjion provides for Marx's Qsages in

a way that muce restricted ones could not.

The second precision is somewhat more complicated: but it again
illustrates the limitations of genaral concepts, and the central
role that aempirical work must play wiithin marxism in the construction

of analytic coucepts themsclves.
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I have argued previously that for Marx all production entails
men entoeving into definite social relations. I also centendad
that this did not involve assuming that one and only one set of
social relations was compatible with a given way of productively
appropriating nature, We saw subsequently that medieval
handicrafts production could go on under both fecudal and early
capitalist social regimes; Murx similarly cxpected that socialist,
as well as capitalist, social regimes would both make use of large-
scale machine production.42 It is evident that insofar as the
mode of material appropriation itsclf involves definitce social
relations (particular forms of co-operation or technical division
of labour for example), then these relations would have to be
present in all the social formations in which the givean form of
productive appropriation of nature occurrved, But it is equally
clear that thesc relations do not exhaust the social relations
involved in any particular mode of producticn.

Now, it remalns the case that, in eny mode of production, to
enter into a productive relation with nature is ipsc facto to
become a participant in a definite set of social relations. To
talk of a mode of material appropriation independently of specific
modes cof production is merely to engage in abstraction: the
abstracticn is useful, in that it indicates that we do not assune
a one to one relation betweon modes of material appropriation and
social relations, but the fact remains that nature canrot be
productively appropriated except through some definite sect of
social relations, At the level of a mode ef production, therefore,
the internality of the relation between acting on nature and being
part of a specific network of social relations still holds. The
fact that consideration of the characteristics of a mode of
material appropriation, abstracted as a conceptual entity, does
not suffice to yield,the social relations which are comprised in
a mode of production, however, means that we need to define the
concept of relations of production, understocd as the social
relations within which men produce, relative to the latter and not
the former. And this once again mecans that we are unable to
construct positive or substantive definitions of production

relations except on the basis of empiriczl research.

Let me briefly review some of the more imporxant peints in the

foregoing arguments, and draw some conclusions,
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I began by distinguishing two kinds of argument found in Mary
which could be usced as grounds for taking material pyvoduction as the
object of enquiry. The first, the argument from presuppositions,
was unexceptionable; the second, ii trcated as an a pricri argument,
involved assuming very much more. The proposition that all social
life pre-supposes material production can reasonably be treated as
self-evident, but this is not the case with the clain that product-
jon determines social life, or, if we take the sccond argument in a
weaker form, with a claim that there is a positive rclation between
modes of production and other arcas of social life, like the state.
If such assertions are true, then they are not self-evidently so.
There are therefore strong reasons for not taking them as assumptions,
But in that case, we need to show that Marx's substantive analyses
can Ee generated without such assumptiouns. I claimed that this
could be done.

I then investigated, and attempted to define Marx's key analytic
concepts, mode, forces, and relations of production in a monner
which did not assume the validity of his second argument, I did
this on the basis of Marx's concept of production in general, taking
into account Marx's usages of these concepts where difficulties
arose, as in the case of the concept of productive forces, In each
cazse we ended up with open-ended definitions, definitions without
positive content: mode of production as way in which men produce
their means of subsistence, and forces and relations of producticn
as the relations between men and nature, and the social relations,
involved therein. This implied that concepts of specific modes of
production, and a fortiori the forces and relaticns of which they
were comprised, could not be generated a priori.

On this account, the concepts through which Marx defines his
object of analysis are constructed on the basis of two assumptions,
The first is that put forward in the argument from presuppositions:
social life is prcdicated upon material production. The second is
involved in the concept of production in general: all production
comprises the two kinds of relation I have discussed, ox, on my own
definitions, comprises a spécific combination of productive forces
and production rclations. As T have tried to show, neither these
assumptions, nor the concepls they support, allow us to advance any
significant substantive clajms in respect of particular modes of
production or social formations. Tt rewmains the case that, in the

words of Marx and Engels, -

Lmpirvical observation must in cach separate instance
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bring out empirically, auvd withour any mystification
and speculation, the connection of tihe social and
political structure with production, 43

Nothing about this connection is assumed, beyond the logical relation
postulated in Marx's first argumeni, and the claim that all material
production involves some sct of social relatlons claborated in the
concept of production in gencral, All we start with therefore is a
mandate to investigate production, Having started on the
investigation, we might find further reasons for pursuing it, 1ike;
perhaps, those ekpressed in Marx's second argument, For the moment,
however, we dispense with any such prop, '

The corollary I have mentioned already, but its repetition is
justified by its importance,

We have seen that little can be achieved by means of what Marx
once derisively referred to as '"the German-professorial concept-
linking method".44 Try as we may, we can neither geonerate empiric-
ally significant knewledge by manipulating Marx's fundamental analytic
categorics, not can we construct the hkind of categories which do grasp
empirically specific featurcs of the social world except through
empirical investigation, If, therefore, we are interested in the

differcntia specifica of historical materialism as a mode of social

enquiry, we will not express it by listing concepts of either order:
Marx's general concepts, on their own, vest on truisms, and sexve
only to structure a field of empirical research, whilst the concepts
through whicihh the results of that rescarch are grasped are themselves
comprchensible only in terms of its analytic procedures, It is
therefore to the latter that we must attend, The same conclusion

was expressed, rather more pointedly, by Georg Lukacs:

Orthodox Marxism ,,. does not imply the uncritical
acceptance of the results of Marxz's investigatioas,
It is not the 'belief' in this or that thesis, nor
the exegesis of a 'sacrcd' book, On the contrary,
crthodoxy refers exclusively to method. 45

2. The 'General Intrdduction' of '1857.

I Lhave shown the impossibility of s priori construction of the

cencepts of particular modes of production. Consideration of the
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characteristics of production in general yields concepts of the clasnsces
whose members must- enter into the definition of any mode of production.
But to construct the concept of a particular mode of prveduction is to
determine which members of these classes combine to define it, and this
can be ascertained only through cmpirical investigation, The problem
therefore is to cxplicate the procedurces through which such rescarch is
carried out, in order to establish the rules governing thce formation of
the historical categories through which each individual mode of
production is specified.

Now, empirical investigation is not for Marx a straightforward matter.
I have argued that any mode of production can be defined by a particular
combination of definite forces and relations of production, and what the
forces and relations are; and how theyv are related, must Be determined
empirically. But we know from the analyses considered in Chapter One
that Marx keld that the forces and relations constitutive of a mode of
production need not be phenomenallylcvident, whilst whot is phenomenally
evident might well systematically obscure them. The implication is
that we cannot assume that empirical observation alone will suifice to
cstablish an adequate coacept of a given mode of production, even if, ey
argued above, it must ground all our investigations. Qur proceduros
therefore must not only enable us to identify pertinent phenomena; they
must allow us to penetrate to the essential relations beliind their

phenomeral forms.

In these next two sections, I will be concerned with this latter set
of procedures, those through which Marx reconciles the implications of
his critique of ideology with the need to construct his concepts on the
basis of empirical work, Here, I will present and discuss the problems
of the 1857 'General Introductien', one of Marx's most explicit and
renowned methodological texts., In the next sgection, I shall argue that
the 'critique of the economic catcgories’14Marx bégzan in 1857 with the
Cruundrisse entailed the progressive abandonment of those principles of
analysis advanced in the 'Introduction', and evolved a stratcgy
which resolved the problems inherent in the earlier discussion, I
will argue, therefore, that Marx's 'General Iutroduction' cannot be read
as containing a description of Marx's conception of analysis; it should
be taken, rather, as a superlative formulation of the problems in whose
context the methodologonf Capital was developed. Cominentators who
attempt to directly apply the model of analysis in the 'Introduction' to
Qﬁpi&g}z do Marx a disservice,.

I will begin by presenting some of the key methodological theses Marx

advances in the 1857 text, . .- their ratjonale and some of
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their difficulties. I will wmake awmple use of queitation, for the work
is frequently dense; and T will consider allernative wcadings where
they might be thought to affecct my argument. I will then consider
gome prima facie cvidence, concerning changes in what Marx called his
'method of presentation', in support of the thesis that his conception
of analysis changed as his critique progressed, This will serve as a
bridge to the themes of the next section of the chapter, in which I
shail attempt to revecal the methodology at work in Capital itself, and
show how it resolves the difficulties thrown up in the 'General
Introduction'. This initial study of the '"Introduction' chould not

be taken as a digression, despite my criticisme, It is necessary, for
two reasons. Firstly, it is important to show that Marx advances
beyond the position he took in October 1857, and this can only be done
if that position itsclf is adequately expounded. Sccondly, however,
and crucially, to examine the '"Introduction' in detail is to gain an
invaluable insight into the problems with which Marw grappled, and thus
to be made aware of what lies behind much of what is taken for granted
in Capital. Thus, although 1 will query thce adequacy of the model of
scientific analysis propounded in the 'General Introduction', I do not
seck to belittle the text. I merely wish to situate it, It
represents a watershed in Marx's work, insofar as it marks the start of
the massive theoretical labour that produced the Grundrisse and Capital,
and occupied the rest of Marxz's life. Marn's methodology, I believe,
was forged in the crucible of that endevour, and cannot bLe entirely or
properly derived from the reflectionshe had, at its commencement, about
proper beginnings. The 'General Introduction' is a very hesitant text,
as might perhaps be expected, It should be treated zccordingly, as a
draft that was at leact partly an ezercise in self-clarification, to be
put aside as such later, rather than as a definitive resume of

conclusions,

In the scction of the '"Introduction' entitled "The Mothod of Politic-
al Economy'", Marx bcgins by distinguishing two paths of analysis, each
having a different starting-point and consequential sequence, "Tt
seems to be correct", he says, '"to begin with the recel and concrete,
with the real pre-condition"; in econonmics, therefore, with "the
foundation and the subject of the cntire social act of production", the
population. But, argues Mary, this 'concrecte' is in fact merely "an

abstraction", "the imagined concrete'", "a chaotic conception of tine

whole" when thus concieved, For,
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The population is an abstraction if I leave out, for

example, the classes of which it is composed, these
classes in turn are an empty phrasce if [ am not
familiar with the elemcnts on which they rest, E.g,

wage labour, capital, etc, These latter in turn
presuppose exchange, division of labour,.prices, ectc,
For cxample, capital is nothing without wage labour,
without value, money, price, etc. Thus, if I were
to begin with population, this would be a chaotic
conception / Vorstellung / of the whole ... 3

An immediate conception of the concrcte, in a category like “the
population” is, in other words, vague and indeterminate; its
apparent concreteness is illusory; a category like population is
one which is always in nced of further specificaticn, Thus Marx,

having ccmmenced with population,

would then, by means of further determination, move
analytically towards ever morce simple concepis

1 Bepgriff _/, from the imagined concrete tovards
cver thinner abstractions until I had arrived at
the simplest determinations, Trom there the
journey would have to be retraced until I had
finally arrived at the population again, but this
time not as the chaotic conccption of a whole, but
as a rich totality of many determinations and
relations, 4

The histouy of economic thought exhibits precisely this progression:

The economists of the seventcenth century, c.g.,
always began with the living whole, with population,
nation, state, several states, etc; but they always
conclude by discovering through analysis a swmall
number of determinant, abstract, general relations
such as division of labour, money, value, ectec, As '
soon as these individual mowments had been more or
less firmly established and abstracted, there began
the economic systems, which ascended from the simple
relations, such as labour, division of labour, need,
exchange value, to the level of the state, exchange
between nations and the world market, 5

The latter, Marx concludes, is "obviously the scientifically correct.
methad, The concrete is concrete because it is the concentration
of many determinations, hence unity of the diversc",6 The vision
of science Mirx has here, then, assumes a pre-history in which a
nunber of simple relations or categorics are laboriously analysed
out of immediately empivical conceptions, and then, in science

proper, the systematic construction of richer concepts of the real
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on the bazis of these abstract categorices,
It may at first sight scem strange to find the author of The

German ldeologyv argulng the casce for beginning analysis with

abstract categories, rather than with "the recal individuals, their
activity, and the material conditions under which they live', 1t
would be, if this were Marx's axpument, But it is not, e is
by no means opposing the concrete and the abstract gimpliciter, but
only diffcrent ways of coming to grips with the concrete
conceptuclly, both of which ave abstract in the way all thonght
imust be, but one of which is decmed superior in its capacity to
engender "a reproduction of the concrete by way of thought".7 The
opposition lies not between thought and the world, but between ways
in which the concepts through which thought grasps the world are
produced,

The point is illuminated by what Marx says in his next paragraph,

In the second, scicntific method of aralysis, the concrete
“"appears in the process of thinking ... as a concentration, as a
‘result, not as a point of depawnturc', It is this circumstance
which has misled idealists inco regarding the concrcic world as the
product of thought, But this is to coummit an elementary error,
It is not the concrete world itsclf, but only its conceptual
reproduction, "the concrete in thought", which is the end-product
of conceptual thinking, It remains the case that the concrete
world is "the point of departure in rcality and hence also ... for
observation and conception'; the 'concrete in thought' can only ever
be "a product ... of the working-up of observation and conception
into concepts”.8 Hence, "in the theoretical method, too, the
subject, society, must always be kept in mind as the presupposition“,9

As Marx writes a few pages later,

In the succession of the econcmic categories, as in
any other historical, social science, it must not be
forgotten that their subject - here, modern bourgeois
society - is always what is given, in the head as
well as in reality, and that these categories
therefore express the forms of being, the character-
istics of existenice ,., this holds for science as

well. o

There is therefore no attempt to dany the materialist view of
conccicusness which I discussed above, The point at issue is the
most adequatn way of reproducing the concrete world in a 'concrete
in thought'

, L.e,, conceptually, in neither case are we dealing

direcily with the real world, and to assurme that the non-scientific
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stratagem does 1s misleading. The choice lies between immediate
concepts of the concrete and richer ones produced in the course of
analysis, and the pertinent question is that of the procedures of
the latter. Thus, Marx's decision to begin from abstract concepts
by no means represents a departure from the study of 'the real
individuals ,,."; it is, rather, a means of making an adequate
study possible,

Leaving aside, for the moment, all questions relating to the
details of the strategy Marx proposes here, let us consider only
why he should advocate it, We do not need to seek far for our
answer, We need only to cast our minds back to chapter one, and
recall that although in Marx's eyes '"economic categories are only
the theoretical expressions, the abstractions of the social
relations of production”ll, that does not suffice to make them
adequate concepts, They correspond, in the first instance at any
rate, to phenomenal forms of these relations, and may therefore be
misleading; the Mercantilists, for example, held extremely 'concrete'
notions of value, as did the trinitarians of capital, Immediately
'concrete' categories, Marx reasons, are of this type, and therefore

cannot provide a firm foundation for scientific analysis.

Having decided that the proper path of science is from abstract
to concrete, Marx goes on to consider what principles govern the
order of succession of the categories in analysis,

He first :xamines the possibility that the "simpler categories
also have an independent historical or natural existence predating
the more concrete ones"lz. If this were the case, then the order
of appearance of the categories in analysis would replicate that of
the historical genesis of the relations to which they correspond,
Marx begins by pointing out, against Hegel, that any category, no
matter how simple, supposes the existence of some '"concrete
substratum": the simple category of 'possession', for example, with

which Hegel begins his Philosophy of Right on the grounds that it is

the simplest of juridical relationsg always supposes the existence
of some social group. It therefore assumes some '"'more concrete
Jjuridical category'" like family or clan., The simple and abstract
thus cannot precede the complex and concrete in amy ultimate sense,
But, Marx continues, there is & sense in whichi the question can
be answered in the affirmative, Although any simple category will
always assume the existence. of some more concrete set of relﬁtions,
it may well be the case that the relations supposed by the simpler

categories antedate those denoted by wore concrete ones; this will
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occur where the simpler relations are preserved as subordinate
relations of the whole we are concerned to analyse°13 Marx cites
the category of money, which is both analytically simpler than
that of capital, and historically prior to it, The relations
presupposed by the category money long predated those expressed in
the concept of capital; but the former nonetheless persist in
capitalist societies, In such cases, Marx concludes, 'the path
of abstract thought, rising from the simple to the combined, would
correspond to the real historical process".14

Marx then raises a series of objections to any attempt to
generalise this conclusion,

First, there is not one and only one sequence of historical
development valid for all social formationslsz in Peru, for example,
"the highest forms of economy, e.g., cooperation, a developed
division of labour, etc,, are found"16 even though money is totally
absent, It follows that the historical priority of simpler
categories (in the sense contemplated above) cannot be universal,
Second, even where such priority does exist, the relations which
the simpler category express may only achieve their full flowering
in more developed forms of society, Marx illustrates his thesis
in respect of the 'simple' categories money and labour, I will
follow the argument in detall, since the points Marx raises are
very relevant to the subsequent development of his methodology.

Although money was often present in pre-capitalist societies, its
role was ficquently a very marginal one, In ancient Slav communes,
for example, money was not used except for traffic between different
communities; internally, its importance was negligable., . Hence, "it
is simply wrong to place exchange at the centre of communal society
as the original, constituent element".17 Much the same is true of
the ancient world: money became central in the Roman Empire only in
the years of its dissolution; previously, '"the foundation remained
taxes and payments in kind", and money-relations developed to the
full only in the army, Hence, Marx argués,

This very simple category ... makes a historic
appearance in its full intensity only in the most
developed conditions of society, By no means does
it wade its way through all economic relations .,.
Thus, although the simpler category may have
existed historically before the more concrete, it
can achieve its full (intensive and extensive)
development preciscly in a combined form of society,
while the more concrete category was more fully
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developed in a less developed form of society, 18

The category of labour constitutes an even more striking instance
of this thesis, Since I have quoted extensively from Marx's
discussion of this category above, I need only reiterate its general
conclusions here, Labour, Marx writes, 'seems quite a simple
category", and "the conception of labour in this general form - as
labour as such - is also immeasurably old".19 It is "the abstract
expression for the simplest and most ancient relation in which human

beings - in whatever form of society - play the role of producers"zo-

H
and hence "the simplest abstraction ,., which modcrn economics places
at the head of its discussions, and which expresses an immeasurably
ancient relation valid in all forms of society 0,,"021 On the other
hand, labour, "when it is economically concieved in this simplicity

..o 15 &5 modern a category as are the relations which create this
simple abstraction”zz; it "achieves practical truth as an abstraction
only as a category of the most modern society", specifically the
United States,23 It is worth noting that ten years later, in Capital,
Marx was to write that it was precisely the non-existence of labour in
this simplicity as a 'practical truth' in ancient Greek society,
founded as it was upon slavery, which prevented Aristotle from pushing
through his analysis of exchange-value to its correct conclusiom24
Be that as it may, Marx himself concludes here with a simple statement
of the paradox:

This example of labour shows strikingly how even the
most abstract categories, despite their validity -
precisely because of their abstractness - for all
epochs, are nevertheless, in the specific character
of this abstraction, themselves likewise a product
of historic relations, and possess their full

validity only for and within these relations, 25

Now, if Marx were merely éaying that the simple, general, abstract
categories with which analysis commences can for various reasons only
be arrived at in modern forms of society, but once arrived at, they
do have universal validity, then the foregoing discussion might have
no problematic implications for the methodological strategy he has
outlined, But he goes rather further, and in a direction which
threatens to undermine the general strategy, precisely because it
puts a question mark over the status of the simple categories

themselves; that in their content they have a historical element is
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conceded, They are a product of definite historical relations "in
the specific character of" their abstraction, and in consequence
they '"possess their full validity only for and within these relations',

I will explore the implications of the problems of reconciling the

“ universality of the simple categories with their historical character

. further below, For the moment, it suffices to register Marx's
uncertainties on the issue, These are made clear in the next couple
of "paragraphs,

Marx begins with an assertion which he immediately goes on to

negate in all but name:

. Bourgeois society is the most developed and the most
complex historic organisation of production, The
categories which express its relations, the
comprehension of its structure, thereby also allows
insights into the structure and the relations of
production of all the vanished social formations out
of whose ruins and elements it built itself up,
whose partly still unconquered remnants are carried
along within it, whose mere nuances have developed

. explicit significance within it, etc, Human
anatomy contains a key to the anatomy of the ape,
The intimations of highér development among the
subordinate animal species, however, can be
understood only after the higher development is
already known, The bourgeois economy thus supplies
the key to the ancient, etc, 26

But, Marx hastens to add, this must not be taken to support the kind
of implicitly teleological27 historiography typical of the bourgeois
economists "who smudge over all historical differences and see
bourgeois relations in all forms of society"zs; to use our knowledge
of ground-rent to illuminate tithes or tributes, for example, is not
the same as identifying them. Furthermore, although bourgeois
society may well contain "relations derived from earlier forms" it
may contain them "only in an entirely stunted form, or even travest-

ied".,29 Hence,

Although it is true ,,., that the categories of
bourgeois economics possess a "truth for all other
forms of society, this is to be taken only with a
grain of salt, They can contain them in a
developed, or stunted, or caricatured form etc,,
but always with an essential difference, 30

Marx takes this line of argumernt no further here; but it is fairly

1 .
easy to see the problems to which his discussion gives rise, To put
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it briefly, the categories of the bourgeois economy can only give us
access to its predecessors if the relations they express occur in
them; but this is precisely what Marx denies, by pointing to the

fact that even where these relations do occur, there is always an
'essential difference', We need, therefore, some independent way

of coming to grips with these differences; but this too is precluded,
by virtue of Marx's general methodological strategy of starting from
precisely the simple categories abstracted from the relations of the
economy of capitalism, Hence, it seems that we must either keep the
general strategy, which will allow us only to construct the concept
of the capitalist mode of production31; or we must develop procedures
which enable us to grasp 'essential differences'; in which case the

neced for the general strategy becomes dubious,

I will pursue these difficulties further in due course, and show
how Marx subsequently overcame them, In the "General Introduction',
however, his concern is not centrally with the issue of the status of
the categories (which I have emphasised) but with the question of the
principles governing their sequence; and on this, the foregoing
discussion does allow him to give a clear answer, It is obviously
not the case, he says, that the order of the categories in analysis
conforms to that of their historical appearance; there need be no
necessary relation between the two, We need, therefore, some other

criterion, This 18 introduced in some famous remarks:

In all forms of society there is one specific kind of
production which predominates over the rest, whose
relations thus assign rank and influence to the
others, It is a general illumination which bathes
all the other colours and modifies their
particularity, It is a particular ether which
determines the specific gravity of every being which
has materialised within it, 32

Thus, in capitalist society for instance, "capital is the all-
dominating power" which determines the form that is taken by, for

example, landed property; hence, "it must form the starting-point

33

as well as the finishing-point ,.." Marx makes this new principle
. g-P P p

of succession explicit:

. It would be unfeasible and wrong to let the economic
categories follow one another in the same sequence as
that in which they were historically decisiwve,

Their sequence is determined, rather, by their
~relation to one another in modern bourgeois society,
which is precisely the opposite of that which seems
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to be their natural order or which corresponds to
historical development. The point is not the
historic position of the economic relations in
the succession of different forms of society.
Even less is it their sequence 'in the idca'
(Proudhon) (a muddy notion of historic movement).
Rather, their order within modern bourgeois
society, 3

'

Thus, the sequence of the categories is finally founded on a structural
rather than a historical (or pseudo-historica1)35 principle, that of
the "rank and influence" of relations within tbe society analysed, as
it is determined by its prevalent form of production. Generalising
the conclusion is justified both by the logic of Marx's argument and,
more particularly, by his comparative observations on communal and
feudal forms of production in the remarks immediately preceding the
passage I have just quoted.

I hope to show that this criterion is the one Marx actually employs
in his work, even if its detailed application sometimcs yields an
order other than that mooted here (beginning the analysis of bourgeois
society with the commodity rather than capital, for instaﬁce). But
if this is correct, then the general methodological strategy discussed
earlier becomes even more problematic.

Marx has already told us quite explicitly that the 'simple'’
‘categories which head the analysis of bourgeois society may either
be totally inapplicable elsewhere (money in Peru, or, in the "specific
character or' its abstraction, labour in any pre-capitalist social
formation), or, if they are applicable, may only be so at the margins
of other societies ("it is simply wrong to place exchange at the
centre of communal society ..."). He now tells us that the criterion
of categorial succession is internal to the societies analysed: it is
the importance of the relations denoted by the categories within them.
It follows that the 'simple' categories of bourgeois economics cannot
head the sequence of categories in other social formations, If,
therefore, Marx means the elementary categories of bourgeois economics
when he talks of simple categories (and from the ones he lists it
seems he must) , he cannot operate both his general methodological
strategy as outlined above, and the criterion of succession he has
justvintroduced. For cases other than capitalism, they are .
ingompatible. Now, it might be argued that by simple categories

Marx does not mean the categories of bourgeois economics simpliciter:
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we might take simple categories to mean those applicable to production
in general, i.e.,, genuinely transhistorical categories; or we might
perhaps argﬁe that the methodological progression from abstract and
simple to concrete and complex holds for the analysis of all modes
of production, even if the categories concerned vary between them,

In neither case could the progression from abstract to concrete

be plausibly upheld as the differentia specifica of a scientific mode

of procedure,

If by simple categories Marx means the categories of production in
general, then, as I showed in the first section of this chapter, they
do not suffice to generate the concepts of specific modes of
production, In Marx's words (from this same text) they are concepts
witﬁ which "no real historical stage of production ¢an be grasped":
they cannot therefore stand at the head of a chain of analysis whose
goal is a conceptual reproduction of the concrete, which is what Marx
envisages his simple categories doing. I hasten to add that this
does not mean that such categories have no réle to play in empirical
work; I believe they do, and will attempt to elucidate its character
below. The point is rather that if we were to interpret 'simple
categories' in this fashion, then we would still be left with finding
an appropriately simple starting-point for the analysis of each
singular mode of production. We would, in short, end up with the
problems of the second option:

But this is no more helpful. For if it is held that by simple
categofies Marx means categories whose simplicity and priority is
established relative to each mode of production, then the obvious
question becomes how are such categories produced, Marx gives us
two clues in the ‘'General Introduction'. In his description of the
historyvof bourgeois political  economy, he tells us that the simple
relations with which Smith, Ricardo, et al begin their systems are
generated through preliminary abstraction from 'concrete' (phenomenal)
categories like ‘population'; and at the conclusion of his discussion
he offers a criterion, the hierarchy of relations within the society
in question,'according to which we can determine the proper order of
categorial sequence, We caﬁnot employ the criterion, however, until
the pertinent abstractions have already been produced. We therefore
need to know the procedures which govern the initial process of
abstraction from phenomenal categories, and which ensure that the
abstractions are not as potentially ideclogical as the basis from
which they are generated. On this, bowever, the 'Ceneral

bl

Introduction' is silent, The silence might not be important had
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Marx shown that the simple categories of bourgeois economics have a
universal validity. But not only has he come very close to openly
denying this; he has also produced a criterion for the succession of
catecgories in analysis whose employment precludes our starting from
the categories of bourgeois economics; even where, as in the case of
money in the ancient world, they do have some reference within other
modes of production,

Either argument, then, forces us back into a consideration of how
the simple categories which constitute the starting-point for the
analytic reproduction of the concrete are produced. We cannot duck
the issue of the criteria which govern the generation of abstractions
out of phenomenal categories, And if this is the case, then there
remains no good reason for confining the epithet 'scientific' to the
passage from abstract to concrete alone; this does not suffice to
distinguish a scientific from an ideological analysis. On the
contrary:; our first focus must surely be on the passage from concrete
to abstract, since this constitutes the condition of that second
moment of analysis for which (in the 'General Introduction') Marx
reserves the accolade of 'scientific', We might, indced, go further
and suggest that if either moment of the analysis should be privileged
it is the first; for not only does this have logical priority; it is
also at this level that the break from phenomenal forms and categories
must he assured, and it is in this, as we have seen, that scientificity
for Marx consists.

We might note, finally, that to interpret Marx's reference to
simple categories as a reference to anything other than those of
bourgeois political economy is in any case almost certainly erroneous,
Marx discusses the categories of production in general in a prior
section of the 'General Introduction', and explicitly concludes that
such categories cannot yield concepts of particular modes of product-
ion; indeed, this text was the basis of my arguments to this effect
in the first section of this chapter, The categories Marx actually
lists as 'determinate, general, abstract relations' are those of
classical political economy: they include value, money and exchange-
value, which are hardly "general, abstract determinants which obtain
in more or less éll forms of society”36, but quite specifically
historical categories which suppose the conditions of commodity
production. Lastly, when talking of the sphere of validity of the
simple categories in the text itself, Marx makes it quite clear that
he is talking of the categories of bourgeois economy: it is these

whose universality, he says, "is to be taken only with a grain of
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salt",

When, in February 1859, Marx compiled a rather full index to his
Grundrisse notebooks and the two 1858 drafts of the Critigue37, he
included all the items discussed in the 'General Introduction' bar
one, The exception was the section entitled 'The Method of
Political Economy', If this were the only indication that Marx
might have felt the formulations of the latter had been superceded .
in the course of the vast amount of work he had done in the meantime,
we would be justified in attaching little if any significance to the
omission, But it is not, )

Let us consider first the evolution of Marx's plans,

We can date the section of the 'General Introduction' which Marx
neglected to reference in his 1859 index at mid-September 1857, He

closes it with the following plan:

The order obviously has to be (1) the general, abstract
determinants which obtain in more or less all forms of
society, but in the above-explained sense. (2) The
categories which make up the inner structure of '
bourgeois society and on which the fundamental classes
rest, Capital, wage labour, landed property, Their
interrelation, Town and country, The three great
social classes, Exchange between them, Circulation,
Credit system (private). (3) Concentration of
bourgeois society in the form of the state, Viewed in
relation to itself, The 'unproductive' classes,
‘Taxcs., State debt, Public credit, The population,
The colonies, Emigration, (4) The international
relation of production, International division of
labour, International exchange, Export and import,

Rate of exchange, (5) The world market and crises, 38

Now,'it is obvious that there.were to be a host of transformations
between this early plan and the final shape Marx's critique of the
economic categories did take, and it is equally clear that some

of the subjects mentioned here were never treated except in passing.39
I shall not be concerned with all these transformations, and nor will
I need to stray into the difficult Auestion of to what extent Marx
changed the plans he elaborated in the late 1850's, and to what extent
he simply failed to fulfil them, My interest lies primarily in the
first two items in the table, Here, the nature of the changes is
consistent and unambiguous, and it can hardly be argued that all

they represent is a failure on Marx's part to attain objectives to
which he continued to adhere, Let us examine the evidence,

We can trace modifications of this plan as early as in the second
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notebook of the Grundrisse, which dates from around November 1857,
This contains two further draft plans, both of which omit the
"general, abstract determinants", and begin with capital.,40 By
February of the next year, at any event, Marx had decided on the
plan for six works ('"brochures'") which he was publicly to present
in the 1859 'Preface', He announced these in a letter to Lassalle
as "1) Capital (contains some introductory chapters), 2) Landed
Pi:operty° 3) ' Wage Labour, 4) The State, 5) International
Trade, 6) World M’arket,”41 Another letter to Lassaile, written
in the following month, informs us that the first of these books
‘ would contain three sections: 1) value, 2) money, and 3) capital in
generall:2 In April 1858 Marx wrote to Engels, enlarging upon this
plan: the intention of producing a six part opus is reiterated, as
is the sectional subdivision of its first part, and a considerable
amount of detail iy given concerning the contents of the first two
sections on value and money.43 By this time, the familiar starting
~point of the Critique and Capital is beginning to emerge, The
létter is definitively enunciated on the last page of the last
hotebook of the Grundrisse, in a fragment dating from late May or
early June 1858, which represents the beginning of an attempt to
rework .systematically the entire contents of the Grundrisse
manuscripts, Headed '(l) Value', and marked "This section to be
brought forward'", the fragment opens with the words: "The first
catégory in which bourgeols wealth presents itself is that of the
commoditz,"44

Thus, whilst there are recognisable continuities, there are also
two clear departures from the proposals advanced at the end of the
'General Introduction' which take shape between October 1857 and
June 1858, i.e., contemporaneously with the composition of the
Grundrisse, First and foremost, Marx's initial conception of
starting with "the general, abstract determinants which obtain in
more or less all forms of society" is simply abandoned, The new

beginning is not a generality but a particular, Marx makes this

expl?cit in the 'Preface' to the Critique, which he wrote to replace

the 'General Introduction'::

A general introduction, which I had drafted, is omitted,
since on further consideratiun it seems to me confusing
to anticipate results which still have to be

. substantiated, and the reader who really wishes to
follow me will have to decide to advance from the
particular to the general, 45




















































































































































































































































































































































































































































