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Preface to the Annotations

These Annotations discuss ManCapital paragraph by paragraph and, if necessary, sen
tence by sentence. They consist of a new translation of Magext, printed in parallel with
the German, interspersed with comments. These comments tmake the micro-logical
development of Marx’s argument explicit, including thoseps which Marx himself only
indicated through his terminology, or which he took for geghand did not think he had to
explain, or about which Marx was silent at this point for atfeasons.

This interpretation of Marx is deeply indebted to Criticadlsm, a philosophical current
founded by Roy Bhaskar which, in my view, is the best systemuvelopment of Marx’s
methodology available today. Critical Realism arose froadern philosophical critiques of
positivism, and furnishes a derivation from first princgplef many themes that are present
in Marx’s reasoning, but which are rarely explained by Maimself.

Marx himself used a method inspired by Hegel, in which healttgesink his thoughts into
the subject-matter so deeply that he could see the subjattéinmot from the point of view
of a consciousness alien to the subject-matter but thraegiwin logic. His derivations look
therefore like a priori constructions but they are not; hattaned to the subject matter in
such a way that the inner logic of the environment in which MMaas immersed himself,
shows itself as his spontaneous thinking. This can be jedtifiy the fact that capitalism
is the society which we reproduce every day with our own astisherefore an intelligent
introspection of our own acts should help us understandthetare of this society. Critical
realism does not require this immersion; its frame of refeeecreates a scaffolding which
allows us to see the structure of the society from the outsidés outside view makes all
those things explicit which Marx himself, in his state of irarsion, left implicit—but which
nevertheless directed his thinking. The explanationsrginvethese Annotations are not
always identical to Marx’s own explanations but | hope towglhlat they can nevertheless
make sense of Marx’s development at every step. | see my wairkha re-interpretation
of Marx in Critical Realist terms, but | am trying to use Gzl Realism to pull Marx’s
intuitions and thought processes out into the open. It is eemedestrian approach than
Marx’s own, it is walking up the stairs of a well-organize@golding rather than climbing
the rock itself. | hope this scaffolding can traveled by many therefore allows discussion
at a level which was formerly unaccessible.

Xi

Preface to the Annotations

In keeping with their purpose making Marx more accessilbles¢ Annotations are writ-
ten for everyone, whether lay person or expert, who is istecein understanding Marx’s
Capital. Marx’s Capital is an important but difficult philosophical work. A moderracker
who is trying to work through it alone is likely to miss imparit aspects of it. The reading
of Capital has to be taught. On the other hand, anyone making the effartderstand how
Marx argues inCapital, acquires tools which also allow a better understanding ademn
capitalist society itself.

My interpretation of Marx is limited by the fact that | do natve a full understanding of
Hegel’s framework or, what would be necessary here, of Marew of Hegel's framework.
Therefore | am still groping when | am talking about Hegeliancepts themselves, and any
help by better experts than | will be appreciated.

These Annotations are freely available as pdffiles. In thleictronic version they contain
thousands of live links which enable the reader to quicklig@wfrom one part of the text to
related passages elsewhere. They are part of a collectjudf 6fes with annotations to other
economic writings of Marx. The comparison of different vers of the same argument is
often useful for a better understanding of the argumerif.itSdis collection also includes
a glossary, which gives an overview how certain philosoglitErms are used by Marx, and
which | hope will help in the difficult task of translating Mar Again, this glossary takes
full advantage of the capability of the pdf readers to follow links.

A special version of these Annotations is used as textbookricon-line class which |
regularly teach at the University of Utah. This class editimly uses excerpts of the full
text, but has hundreds of study questions and additiona¢nahtdded. | owe thanks to
the students in these classes, whose insights and alsodeistizndings have helped me to
refine my interpretation of Marx’s text.

Page references apital refer to the Vintage resp. Penguin edition [Mar76]. The Ger-
man text also displays the corresponding page number in éhem&h Marx Engels Werke
[Mar62], which is a reprint of the Fourth German edition. Karetz Verlag gave me kind
permission to use the page numbers and the translations tddinotes from MEW. Along
with the page numbers, also a count of the paragraphs is.gvepital |, 164:3/0 means:
the third paragraph starting on p. 164 in the Vintage editidhe “/0” indicates that this
paragraph is going over to the next page.

Grundrisse 94:1 denotes a passage@mnundrisse Marx’s first draft of Capital, which
is reproduced in Volumes 28 and 29 of tMarx Engels Collected Workgvar86] and
[Mar87b], and which is also separately available in a Vief®&gnguin edition [Mar73]. This
latter page number is the one used here, and the German pagpersuicome from [Mar74].
| also often refer to Marx’€ontribution to the Critique of Political Economwhich is an
earlier published version of the first part@épital I. The English page numbers come from

Xii



Volume 29 of theCollected Work$Mar87b], and the German page numbers from [Mar71].

Here are some of the other sources used: Marx’s manudReiptilts of the Immediate
Process of Productioris referred to in the translation included as appendix toVinéage
edition of Capital | [Mar76]. Sometimes | also refer to the French translatioCapital,
which was done under Marx’s close supervision, and abouthviiarx commented in the
preface ofCapital I, 105:3, that certain passages were clearer than the Getmave been
using the MEGA edition [Mar89]. | am also using MEGA for the@mn text of the first
edition [Mar83].

These Annotations here are one of a collection of interling@f files; an overview of the
other files is available in overview.pdf.

The new translation contained in these Annotations hasuhgoge to make the precise
meaning of Marx’s text better intelligible to the Englishesking audience. | consulted
the translations in [Mar76], [Mar70], and also the excdllganslation [Mar30]. | did not
try to reproduce all ambiguities of the German text. If thar@an can be understood in
two different ways, and interpretati@nis, in my view, clearly right while interpretation
is wrong, then my translation will only try to bring out inpretationa. Notes about the
translations are typeset in small print in three columns.

In the translation, | sometimes translated Marx’s examipl&xitish currency into a dec-
imal currency (dollars), at the exchange réte-$4.80.£1 consists of 20 shillings, therefore
1 shilling=24 cents, and 1 shilling consists of 12 pencegfoge 1 penny=2 cents.

For the sake of this commentary, some chapters are dividedrinre sections and sub-
sections than the division made by Marx himself. The newfsoiuced subtitles are given
in square brackets.

These Annotations are under constant revision, but youakvilys find the current up-
to-date version at the web site of the Economics Departmeititeo University of Utah
http://www.econ.utah.edu/ehrbar/akmc.htm. Hans is committed to keeping this
work freely available and eventually tEX source code will also be published.

Hans G. Ehrbar

Econ Department, University of Utah
1645 Campus Center Drive, Rm. 308
Salt Lake City UT 84112-9300, USA
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Preface to the First Edition of

‘Capital’

This is the text of the preface to the first edition as it wasuded in the fourth edition. The
original text of the first edition is available as a separdgsfifist. pdf.

This preface begins with a few remarks about the connecetmdenCapitaland Marx’s
earlier workA Contribution to the Critique of Political Econonfwhich is also included in

this collection as a separate file akmcq.pd

89:1 This work, whose first volume | now

f).

11:1 Das Werk, dessen ersten Band ich

submit to the public, forms the continua- dem Publikum tibergebe, bildet die Fortset-

tion of my bookZur Kritik der Politischen
Oekonomige published in 1859. The long
pause between the first part and the cont

zung meiner 1859 veroffentlichten Schrift:
LZur Kritik der Politischen Oekonomie".
inDie lange Pause zwischen Anfang und Fort-

uation is due to an illness of many yearg’setzung ist einer langjahrigen Krankheit ge-
duration, which interrupted my work again schuldet, die meine Arbeit wieder und wie-

and again.

89:2 The substance of that earlier work
summarized in the first chapter of this vo
ume. This is done not merely for the sak
of connectedness and completeness. T
presentation is improved. As far as circun
stances in any way permit, many points on
hinted at in the earlier book are here workg
out more fully, while, conversely, point
worked out fully there are only touche
upon in this volume. The sections on th
history of the theories of value and of moné
are now, of course, left out altogether. Hov
ever, the reader of the earlier work will fin
new sources relating to the history of tho
theories in the notes to the first chapter.

der unterbrach.
is 11:2 Der Inhalt jener friheren Schrift
I- ist restimiert im ersten Kapitel dieses Ban-
edes. Es geschah dies nicht nur des Zu-
'heammenhangs und der \ollstandigkeit we-
n-gen. Die Darstellung ist verbessert. So-
Iyweit es der Sachverhalt irgendwie erlaubte,
2dsind viele frither nur angedeuteten Punkte
5 hier weiter entwickelt, wahrend umgekehrt
d dort ausfuhrlich Entwickeltes hier nur an-
egedeutet wird. Die Abschnitte Uber die Ge-
pyschichte der Wert- und Geldtheorie fallen
v-jetzt natlirlich ganz weg. Jedoch findet der
0 Leser der fruiheren Schrift in den Noten zum
seersten Kapitel neue Quellen zur Geschichte

jener Theorie eroffnet.
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Next come some interesting methodological remarks.

89:3/0 Beginnings are always difficult in

all sciences. The understanding of the fif
chapter, especially the section that contal

11:3/0 Aller Anfang ist schwer, gilt in
sfeder Wissenschaft. Das Verstandnis des
nersten Kapitels, namentlich des Abschnitts,

the analysis of commaodities, will therefore der die Analyse der Ware enthalt, wird daher
present the greatest difficulty. | have pop-die meiste Schwierigkeit machen. Was nun

ularized the passages concerning the s
stance of value and the magnitude of val

as much as possible.

1 This seems the more necessary, in that e
the section of Ferdinand Lassalle’s work agair]
Schulze-Delitzsch in which he professes to gi
‘the intellectual quintessence’ of my explang
tions on these matters contains important m
takes. If Ferdinand Lassalle has borrowed
most literally from my writings, and without]
any acknowledgement, all the general theoreti
propositions in his economic works, for examp
those on the historical character of capital, on t
connection between the relations of producti
and the mode of production, etc., etc., even do
to the terminology created by me, this may ps
haps be due to purposes of propaganda. | am
course not speaking here of his detailed workin
out and application of these propositions, whi

Linaher die Analyse der Wertsubstanz und der
ualNertgroRRe betrifft, so habe ich sie moglichst
popularisiert

en 1 Es schien dies um so notiger, als selbst der
stAbschnitt von F. Lassalles Schrift gegen Schulze-
veDelitzsch, worin er,die geistige Quintessenz*

a- meiner Entwicklung Uiber jene Themata zu geben
s-erklart, bedeutende MiRverstandnisse enthalt. En
al-passant. Wenn F. Lassalle die samtlichen all-
gemeinen theoretischen Satze seiner dkonomi-
tabchen Arbeiten, z.B. Uber den historischen Cha-
erakter des Kapitals, Uber den Zusammenhang
hezwischen Produktionsverhaltnissen und Produk-
pntionsweise usw. usw. fast wortlich, bis auf die von

wrmir geschaffene Terminologie hinab, aus mei-

r-nen Schriften entlehnt hat, und zwar ohne Quel-
denangabe, so war dies Verfahren wohl durch
g-Propagandariicksichten bestimmt. Ich spreche
thnatrlich nicht von seinen Detailausfiihrungen
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mind has sought in vain for more than 2,000mehr als 2000 Jahren vergeblich zu er-
years to get to the bottom of it, while on grinden gesucht, wahrend andrerseits die
the other hand there has been at least|aAnalyse viel inhaltsvollerer und kompli-
approximation to a successful analysis pfzierterer Formen wenigstens annahernd ge-
forms which are much richer in content andlang. Warum? Weil der ausgebildete Kdrper
more complex. Why? Because the completéeichter zu studieren ist als die Kdrperzelle.
body is easier to study than its cells.
This is an explanation why he begins with the commaodity.

Question 1 What did Marx mean with his formulation “the value form iggit in content”?
Question 2 Why is the complete body easier to study than the cells?

Moreover, in the analysis of economic Bei der Analyse der 6konomischen Formen
forms neither microscopes nor chemicalkann auRerdem weder das Mikroskop die-
reagents are of assistance. The power| afien noch chemische Reagentien. Die Ab-
abstraction must replace both. straktionskraft muf3 beide ersetzen.

1 Marx compares abstraction with a microscope or the setupchieaical experiment.
Abstraction is therefore not the process which leads us flemempirical surface phenom-
ena to the underlying forces, but abstraction allows us & bt the surface phenomena in
the right way (stripping off inessential contaminationsgotting down to the simplest phe-
nomena eschewing the too highly developed forms) so thatgsions about the underlying
driving forces can be drawn.

und Nutzanwendungen, mit denen ich nichts zu
tun habe.

After this, the foreword to the first edition 11:3/0 says thapecially the analysis of the
form of value in the first edition was difficult to understabdcause Marx had made the di-
alectic much “sharper” than i@ontribution Therefore the first edition contained a special
appendix in which this analysis was explained in a simpler even textbook-like (schul-
meisterlich) manner. Beginning with the second editiois, #ppendix was worked into the
main text, therefore the passage in the foreword explaithirsgappendix was omitted. De-
spite the reworking of this passage, it seems that Marx densd the analysis of the form of
value, i.e., Section 1.3, to be the most difficult, becausenibst abstract, part of the book.
The value-form, whose fully developed Die Wertform, deren fertige Gestalt die
shape is the money-form, is very simple andGeldform, ist sehr inhaltslos und einfach.
slight in content. Nevertheless, the humarDennoch hat der Menschengeist sie seit

| have nothing to do with.

XV

But for bourgeois society, the commodity
form of the product of labor, or the value

- Fur die burgerliche Gesellschaft ist aber die
- Warenform des Arbeitsprodukts oder die

form of the commaodity, is the economic Wertform der Ware die dkonomische Zel-
cell-form. To the uneducated observer, thdenform. Dem Ungebildeten scheint sich ih-
analysis of these forms seems to turn upome Analyse in blo3en Spitzfindigkeiten her-
minutiae. It does in fact deal with minutiag, umzutreiben. Es handelt sich dabei in der

but so similarly does microscopic anatomy

The “commodity form of the product of

. Tat um Spitzfindigkeiten, aber nur so, wie es
sich in der mikrologischen Anatomie darum
handelt.

labor” is not the samettess “value form of the

commodity.” Their relationship is explained in 153:2/0.tBforms share the honor of being

called here the economic “cell form” of ca

pitalist socielty., capitalist society is not only

based on every product of labor being produced as a commabditylso on the agents on
the surface of the economy treating the labor in these coritresds objective properties of

the products.
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Question 3 Why does Marx say: the “commodity form of the product of Idbor the
“value form of the commaodity” are the economic cell form? Expwhat each of these two
forms is and how they are related. (Try this question onlpif gre able to answer question
259 below.)

90:1 With the exception of the sectionon  12:1 Mit Ausnahme des Abschnitts Uber
the form of value, therefore, this volumge die Wertform wird man daher dies Buch
cannot stand accused on the score of diffinicht wegen Schwerverstandlichkeit ankla-
culty. I assume, of course, a reader who|iggen konnen. Ich unterstelle natirlich Le-
willing to learn something new and there- ser, die etwas Neues lernen, also auch selbs
fore to think for himself. denken wollen.

Although Marx uses England as his main illustration, whield lat his time the most
highly developed and purest capitalism, his study was &levant for those countries where
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se, not even the degree to which the underlying forces havergted social antagonisms,
but these underlying forces themselves, which are as iabkpat work in Germany as they

capitalism was not yet developed as much, such as Germany:

90:2 The physicist observes natural pr
cesses either in situations where they app
in the clearest form with the least contan
ination by disturbing influences, or, whe
ever possible, he makes experiments
der conditions which ensure that the pr
cess will occur in its pure state. What
have to examine in this work is the cap
talist mode of production, and the relatio
of production and forms of intercourse th
correspond to it. Until now, their locus clag
sicus has been England. This is the re
son why England is used as the main
lustration of the theoretical developmentg
make. If, however, the German reader phg
saically shrugs his shoulders at the conditi
of the English industrial and agriculturg
workers, or optimistically comforts himsel
with the thought that in Germany things a
not nearly so bad, | must plainly tell him
De te fabula narratur!

p- 12:2 Der Physiker beobachtet Naturpro-
paresse entweder dort, wo sie in der pragnan-
n-testen Form und von storenden Einflissen
- mindest getriibt erscheinen, oder, wo mdg-
nlich, macht er Experimente unter Bedingun-
D-gen, welche den reinen Vorgang des Prozes:
| ses sichern. Was ich in diesem Werk zu
i- erforschen habe, ist die kapitalistische Pro-
sduktionsweise und die ihr entsprechenden
at Produktions- und Verkehrsverhaltnisse. Ihre
- klassische Statte ist bis jetzt England. Dies
ader Grund, warum es zur Hauptillustrati-
[-on meiner theoretischen Entwicklung dient.
| Sollte jedoch der deutsche Leser pharisaisct
ridie Achseln zucken Uber die Zustande der
orenglischen Industrie- und Ackerbauarbeiter
| oder sich optimistisch dabei beruhigen, dal3
f in Deutschland die Sachen noch lange nicht
eso schlimm stehn, so muf3 ich ihm zurufen:
. De te fabula narratur!

The things which Marx says here are generally valid for akmseces, not only political
economy but also for physics. The subject of scientific ingare not the phenomena per
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are in England. Germany will eventually look like England:

90:3/0 Intrinsically, it is not a question o
the higher or lower degree of developme
of the social antagonisms that spring fro
the natural laws of capitalist production.
is a question of these laws themselves,
these tendencies winning their way throu
and working themselves out with iron ne
cessity. The country that is more develop
industrially only shows, to the less deve
oped, the image of its own future.

f  12:3 Anund fir sich handelt es sich nicht
ntum den hdheren oder niedrigeren Entwick-
mlungsgrad der gesellschaftlichen Antagonis-
t men, welche aus den Naturgesetzen der ka-
opitalistischen Produktion entspringen. Es
ghhandelt sich um diese Gesetze selbst, um
- diese mit eherner Notwendigkeit wirkenden
edund sich durchsetzenden Tendenzen. Das
I- industriell entwickeltere Land zeigt dem
minder entwickelten nur das Bild der eig-
nen Zukunft.

Marx’s remarks about the scientific method in general arg sgnilar to Bhaskar’s ap-

proach in [Bha78], with one difference: in
talk about thedevelopmentf the generative
in [Bha93], does Bhaskar say that fealist

Hiealist Theory of SciencBhaskar does not
forces studied by the scientist. Only nhatet,
Theory of Scieneeust be dialecticized.

This said, Marx makes nevertheless some remarks abouttiaien in Germany.

91:1 But in any case, and apart from g
this, where capitalist production has ma
itself fully at home amongst us, for instang
in the factories properly so called, the si
uation is much worse than in England, b
cause the counterpoise of the Factory A
is absent. In all other spheres, and jy
like the rest of Continental Western Europ
we suffer not only from the development ¢
capitalist production, but also from the in
completeness of that development. Alon
side the modern evils, we are oppress
by a whole series of inherited evils, arig
ing from the passive survival of archaic arf
outmoded modes of production, with the
accompanying train of anachronistic soci
and political relations. We suffer not onl

Il 12:4/0 Aber abgesehn hiervon. Wo die
lekapitalistische Produktion vollig bei uns
eeingebirgertist, z.B. in den eigentlichen Fa-
t- briken, sind die Zustande viel schlechter als
e-in England, weil das Gegengewicht der Fa-
rtdrikgesetze fehlt. In allen andren Spharen
sigualt uns, gleich dem ganzen ubrigen konti-
e,nentalen Westeuropa, nicht nur die Entwick-
f lung der kapitalistischen Produktion, son-
- dern auch der Mangel ihrer Entwicklung.
g-Neben den modernen Notstanden driickt uns
eeine ganze Reihe vererbter Notstande, ent-
5- springend aus der Fortvegetation altertumili-
dcher, Uberlebter Produktionsweisen, mit ih-
irrem Gefolg von zeitwidrigen gesellschaft-
allichen und politischen Verhaltnissen. Wir
y leiden nicht nur von den Lebenden, sondern

from the living, but from the dead. Le moit auch von den Toten. Le mort saisit le vif!
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saisit le vif! |

91:2 The social statistics of Germany af
the rest of Continental Western Europe al

1d  15:1 Im Vergleich zur englischen ist die
esoziale Statistik Deutschlands und des ubri-

in comparison with those of England, quite gen kontinentalen Westeuropas elend. Den-

wretched. But they raise the veil just enou
to let us catch a glimpse of the Medusg
head behind it. We should be appalled

our own circumstances if, as in Englan
our governments and parliaments perio
cally appointed commissions of inquiry int
economic conditions; if these commissiof
were armed with the same plenary powers
get at the truth; if it were possible to find fg
this purpose men as competent, as free fr
partisanship and respect of persons as

England’s factory inspectors, her medic
reporters on public health, her commissio
ers of inquiry into the exploitation of womer
and children, into conditions of housing an
nourishment, and so on. Perseus worg
magic cap so that the monsters he hunt
down might not see him. We draw the mag
cap down over our own eyes and ears so
to deny that there are any monsters.

yjhnoch luftet sie den Schleier grade genug,
'sum hinter demselben ein Medusenhaupt
atahnen zu lassen. Wir wirden vor uns-
d,ren eignen Zustanden erschrecken, wenn
ji-unsre Regierungen und Parlamente, wie in
0 England, periodische Untersuchungskom-
nsmissionen tUber die 6konomischen Verhalt-
taonisse bestallten, wenn diese Kommissio-
r nen mit derselben Machtvollkommenheit,
prwvie in England, zur Erforschung der Wahr-
areeit ausgerustet wirden, wenn es gelange
alzu diesem Behuf ebenso sachverstandige
n-unparteiische und ricksichtslose Manner
n zu finden, wie die Fabrikinspektoren Eng-
dlands sind, seine arztlichen Berichterstat-
ter Uber,Public Health* Offentliche Ge-
edundheit), seine Untersuchungskommissare
iclber die Exploitation der Weiber und Kin-
ader, Uber Wohnungs- und Nahrungszustande
usw. Perseus brauchte eine Nebelkappe zu
Verfolgung von Ungeheuern. Wir ziehen
die Nebelkappe tief iber Aug’ und Ohr, um
die Existenz der Ungeheuer wegleugnen zu

Now some important remarks about the

konnen.
purpose of this thieatemnalysis: Marx thought

that the social processes which lead to the abolition oftalgin were well under way

already in 1872:

91:3/0 Let us not deceive ourselves abqut 15:2/o0 Man muf} sich nicht dartiber tausche
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ing class. In England the process of trarjsse. In England ist der UmwalzungsprozelR
formation is palpably evident. When it has mit Handen greifbar. Auf einem gewissen
reached a certain point, it must react on theHohepunkt mul3 er auf den Kontinent riick-
Continent. There it will take a form mor¢ schlagen. Dort wird er sich in brutaleren
brutal or more humane, according to the de-oder humaneren Formen bewegen, je nach
gree of development of the working class it-dem Entwicklungsgrad der Arbeiterklasse
self. selbst.

The novel development in England is described as follows:

Apart from any higher motives, then, th
most basic interests of the present ruliy
classes dictate to them that they clear out
the way all legally removable obstacles
the development of the working class. F
this reason, among others, | have devote
great deal of space in this volume to the h
tory, the details, and the results of the E
glish factory legislation.

1+ Capitalists do not act altruistically bu

e Von hoheren Motiven abgesehn, gebietet al-

ngso den jetzt herrschenden Klassen ihr eigen-

obtes Interesse die Wegraumung aller gesetz-

olich kontrollierbaren Hindernisse, welche

prdie Entwicklung der Arbeiterklasse hem-

d anen. Ich habe deswegen u.a. der Geschich-

s-te, dem Inhalt und den Resultaten der engli-

n-schen Fabrikgesetzgebung einen so ausfuhr-
lichen Platz in diesem Bande eingeraumt.

t in their own mostftsh interest if they make

room for the development of the working class. Why? Becdusénterests of the working
class allow the capitalist mode of production to flourishtdrghan the narrow class interests
of the capitalists. Marx says something similar in 408:2/0.

One nation can and should learn from ot
ers. Even when a society has begun to trg
down the natural laws of its movement+
and it is the ultimate aim of this work to re
veal the economic law of motion of moder
society—it can neither leap over the natuf
phases of its development nor remove thg
by decree. But it can shorten and lessen
birth-pangs.

h-Eine Nation soll und kann von der andern
ickernen. Auch wenn eine Gesellschaft dem
— Naturgesetz ihrer Bewegung auf die Spur
- gekommen ist—und es ist der letzte End-
n zweck dieses Werks, das tkonomische Be-
alwegungsgesetz der modernen Gesellschaft
2nzu enthilllen—, kann sie naturgemaRle Ent-
hevicklungsphasen weder Giberspringen noch
wegdekretieren. Aber sie kann die Geburts-
wehen abkirzen und mildern.

1+ This is against voluntarism. (Marx discusses voluntaritso & 184:3/00.)

this. Just as in the eighteenth century théWie der amerikanische Unabhangigkeits-
American War of Independence sounded thérieg des 18. Jahrhunderts die Sturmglocke
tocsin for the European middle class, so (infir die europaische Mittelklasse lautete, so
the nineteenth century the American Civil der amerikanische Burgerkrieg des 19. Jahr-
War did the same for the European work-hunderts fur die europaische Arbeiterklas-

XiX

Question 4 What is voluntarism?

| Finally, Marx emphasizes that the target of his critiquehis $ocial structure, not the
individuals themselves.
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92:1 To prevent possible misunderstan
ings, let me say this. | do not by any mea
depict the capitalist and the landowner
rosy colours. But individuals are dealt wit
here only in so far as they are the persg
ifications of economic categories, the beg
ers of particular class-relations and intereg
My standpoint, which views the develog
ment of the economic formation of societ
as a process of natural history, can less th
any other make the individual responsib
for relations whose creature he remains 4
cially, however much he may subjectivel
raise himself above them.

1 If the development of the social struc

d- 16:1 Zur Vermeidung moglicher Mii3-
nsverstandnisse ein Wort. Die Gestalten von
nKapitalist und Grundeigentiimer zeichne ich
h keineswegs in rosigem Licht. Aber es han-
ndelt sich hier um die Personen nur, soweit
arsie die Personifikation 6konomischer Kate-
tsgorien sind, Trager von bestimmten Klas-
- senverhaltnissen und Interessen. Wenigetr
y als jeder andere kann mein Standpunkt, der
adie Entwicklung der 6konomischen Gesell-
leschaftsformation als einen naturgeschicht-
olichen ProzeR auffalt, den einzelnen ver-
y antwortlich machen fur Verhaltnisse, deren
Geschopf er sozial bleibt, sosehr er sich
auch subjektiv Uber sie erheben mag.
ture is a process afrahhistory, this means it

cannot be explained by the attitudes of the individualivioday. Marx says here that
one cannot blame today’s individuals for capitalism, beeawe all are the products of our
society (despite the fact that some may subjectively risendelves far above this).

Now some remarks about the sociology of economics:

92:2/o In the domain of political econt

omy, free scientific inquiry does not merel
meet the same enemies as in all other ¢
mains. The peculiar nature of the mat
rial it deals with summons into the fray o
the opposing side the most violent, sord
and malignant passions of the human brea
the Furies of private interest. The Esta
lished Church, for instance, will more reag
ily pardon an attack on thirty-eight of its
thirty-nine articles than on one thirty-nint
of its income. Nowadays atheism itself

16:2 Auf dem Gebiete der politischen

y Okonomie begegnet die freie wissenschaft-
loliche Forschung nicht nur demselben Feinde
e-wie auf allen anderen Gebieten. Die eigen-
n tumliche Natur des Stoffes, den sie behan-
iddelt, ruft wider sie die heftigsten, kleinlich-

aisten und gehassigsten Leidenschaften de
p-menschlichen Brust, die Furien des Privat-
l- interesses, auf den Kampfplatz. Die engli-
5 sche Hochkirche z.B. verzeiht eher den An-
h griff auf 38 von ihren 39 Glaubensartikeln

s als auf 1/39 ihres Geldeinkommens. Heut-

a culpa levis, as compared with the criti- zutage ist der Atheismus selbst eine culpa

cism of existing property relations. Neve

advance. | refer, as an example, to the B

- levis, verglichen mit der Kritik Uberlieferter

d~ortschritt unverkennbar. Ich verweise z.B.

theless, even here there is an unmistak}t?IEigentumsverhéltnisse. Jedoch ist hier ein
I

Book published within the last few week

:auf das in den letzten Wochen veroffent-
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‘Correspondence with Her Majesty’s Mig
sions Abroad, Regarding Industrial Que
tions and Trades’ Unions’. There the re
resentatives of the English Crown in foreig
countries declare in plain language that
Germany, in France, in short in all the ciV
ilized states of the European Continent,
radical change in the existing relations b
tween capital and labor is as evident and
evitable as in Eng]and. At the same tim
on the other side of the Atlantic Ocean, M
Wade, Vice-President of the United State

- lichte Blaubuch; Correspondence with Her

s-Majesty’'s Missions Abroad, regarding In-

b-dustrial Questions and Trades Unions*. Die
nauswartigen Vertreter der englischen Kro-
inne sprechen es hier mit diirren Worten aus,
- dal3 in Deutschland, Frankreich, kurz allen
aKulturstaaten des europaischen Kontinents,
e-eine Umwandlung der bestehenden Verhalt-
n-nisse von Kapital und Arbeit ebenso fuhlbar
e,und ebenso unvermeidlich ist als in Eng-
r.land. Gleichzeitig erklarte jenseits des At-

slantischen Ozeans Herr Wade, Vizeprasi-

has declared in public meetings that, afterdent der Vereinigten Staaten von Nordame-

the abolition of slavery, a radical transfo
mation in the existing relations of capitd
and landed property is on the agenda. The¢
are signs of the times, not to be hidden

purple mantles or black cassocks. They
not signify that tomorrow a miracle will oc+
cur. They do show that, within the rulin
classes themselves, the foreboding is eme
ing that the present society is no solid cry]
tal, but an organism capable of change, a
constantly engaged in a process of chang

r- rika, in offentlichen Meetings: Nach Besei-
| tigung der Sklaverei trete die Umwandlung
>sder Kapital- und Grundeigentumsverhalt-
hynisse auf die Tagesordnung! Es sind dies
d&Zeichen der Zeit, die sich nicht verstecken
lassen durch Purpurmantel oder schwarze
) Kutten. Sie bedeuten nicht, dall morgen
rgAMunder geschehen werden. Sie zeigen, wie
s-selbst in den herrschenden Klassen die Ah-
nacung aufdammert, dal3 die jetzige Gesell-
e.schaft kein fester Kristall, sondern ein um-
wandlungsfahiger und bestandig im Prozel
der Umwandlung begriffener Organismus
ist.

Now a summary of the different volumes Marx was planning tievr

93:1 The second volume of this work wil
deal with the process of the circulation ¢
capital (Book Il) and the various forms g
the process of capital in its totality (Boo
1), while the third and last volume (Book
IV) will deal with the history of the theory.

93:2 | welcome every opinion based

| 17:1 Der zweite Band dieser Schrift wird

of den Zirkulationsprozeld des Kapitals (Buch

f 1) und die Gestaltungen des Gesamtpro-

k zesses (Buch lll), der abschlieBende dritte
(Buch 1V) die Geschichte der Theorie be-
handeln

n 17:2 Jedes Urteil wissenschaftlicher Kri-

scientific criticism. As to the prejudices df tik ist mir willkommen. Gegeniiber den Vor-
so-called public opinion, to which | have urteilen der sog. dffentlichen Meinung, der
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never made concessions, now, as ever,
maxim is that of the great Florentine:

‘Segui il tuo corso, e lascia dir le genti.’
93:3 Karl Marx
93:4 London, 25 July 1867

mich nie Konzessionen gemacht habe, gilt mir
nach wie vor der Wahlspruch des grof3en
Florentiners:
| Segqui il tuo corso, e lascia dir le genti!
17:3London 25. Juli 1867
17:4Karl Marx
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Postface to the Second Edition

At the present time, only the second half
discusses his method.

99:2 That the method employed in Capi-

tal has been little understood is shown by t

of this postscephcluded here, in which Marx

25:1 Die im,Kapital angewandte Me-
hehode ist wenig verstanden worden, wie

various mutually contradictory conceptionsschon die einander widersprechenden Auf-

that have been formed of it.

fassungen derselben beweisen.

99:3/0 Thus the Paris Revue Positiviste 25:2-3 So wirft mir die ParisefRevue
reproaches me for, on the one hand, tregtPositiviste" vor, einerseits, ich behandle die

ing economics metaphysically, and, on t

heOkonomie metaphysisch, andrerseits—man

other hand imagine this!—confining myse|f rate!l—, ich beschranke mich auf blof3 kriti-

merely to the critical analysis of the actu

al sche Zergliederung des Gegebnen, statt Re-

facts, instead of writing recipes (Comtist zepte (comtistische?) fur die Garkuche der
ones?) for the cook-shops of the future. PoZukunft zu verschreiben. Gegen den Vor-
fessor Sieber has already given the answewurf der Metaphysik bemerkt Prof. Sieber:

to the reproach about metaphysics:
‘In so far as it deals with actual theory,

th ~Soweit es sich um die eigentliche Theorie

method of Marx is the deductive method of the
whole English school, a school whose failings
and virtues are common to the best theoretical

handelt, ist die Methode von Marx die deduk-
tive Methode der ganzen englischen Schule,
deren Mangel und Vorziige den besten theo-

economists.’
Mr M. Block—in Les Théoriciens du social

retischerOkonomisten gemein sind.*
25:4-5 Herr M. Block—;Les Théoriciens

isme en Allemagne. Extrait du Journal desdu Socialisme en Allemagne. Extrait du
Economistes, Juillet et Aout 1872—makesJournal desEconomistes, juillet et aolt

the discovery that my method is analyti
and says:

‘With this work, M. Marx can be range
among the most eminent analytical thinkers{

The German reviewers, of course, cry 0

c, 1872'—entdeckt, dall meine Methode ana-
lytisch ist, und sagt u.a.:

~Par cet ouvrage M. Marx se classe parmi les
esprits analytiques les plus éminents.”

ut 25:6-7 Die deutschen Rezensenten schrei-

against my ‘Hegelian sophistry’. The EuU- en naturlich Uber Hegelsche Sophistik. Der
ropean Messenger (Vyestnik Evropy) of St.Petersburger, Europaischer Bote", in ei-
Petersburg, in an article dealing exclusivelynem Artikel, der ausschlief3lich die Methode
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with the method of Capital (May 1872 issug¢, des,Kapital* behandelt (Mainummer 1872,

pp. 427-36), finds my method of inquir

p. 427-436), findet meine Forschungsme-

stricly realistic, but my method of presen- thode streng realistisch, die Darstellungs-
tation, unfortunately, German-dialectical. |t methode aber ungliicklicherweise deutsch-

says:

| cannot answer the writer of this review in
any better way than by quoting a few e
tracts from his own criticism, which may
apart from this, interest some of my reade
for whom the Russian original is inaccess

ble.

100:1/00 After a quotation from the
preface to my Zur Kritik der Politischer
Okonomie, Berlin, 1850, p. iv—-vii,, wherg
| have discussed the materialist basis of 1
method, the reviewer goes on:

‘At first sight, if the judgement is made on th
basis of the external form of the presentatio
Marx is the most idealist of philosophers, arn
indeed in the German, i.e. the bad sense of
word. But in point of fact he is infinitely more
realist than all his predecessors in the busing
of economic critique ... He can in no sense

=)

l

d
he

PSS
pe

called an idealist.’

‘The one thing which is important for Marx i
to find the law of the phenomena with whosg
investigation he is concerned; and itis not on
the law which governs these phenomena,

so far as they have a definite form and my-

tual connection within a given historical pe

riod, that is important to him. Of still greatef

importance to him is the law of their variation

of their development, i.e. of their transition

from one form into another, from one serig
of connections into a different one. Once |
has discovered this law, he investigates in d
tail the effects with which it manifests itself in
social life ...

dialektisch. Er sagt:

LAuf den ersten Blick, wenn man nach de
auRern Form der Darstellung urteilt, ist Mar:
der groR3te Idealphilosoph, und zwar im deu
schen, d.h. schlechten Sinn des Wortes. In ¢
Tat aber ist er unendlich mehr Realist als a
le seine Vorganger im Geschaft der dkonom
schen Kritik ... Man kann ihn in keiner Weise
einen Ildealisten nennen.”

25:8 Ich kann dem Herrn Verfasser nicht

-besser antworten als durch einige Ausziige
, aus seiner eignen Kritik, die zudem man-
rechen meiner Leser, dem das russische Ori-
i-ginal unzuganglich ist, interessieren mogen.

25:9-27:0 Nach einem Zitat aus meiner

e

ly
in

Vorrede zur,Kritik der Pol. Oek.”, Berlin
2 1859, p. IV=-VII, wo ich die materialistische
nyGrundlage meiner Methode erortert habe,
fahrt der Herr Verfasser fort:

»Fur Marx ist nur eins wichtig: das Geset:
der Phanomene zu finden, mit deren Unters
chung er sich beschaftigt. Und ihm ist nich
nur das Gesetz wichtig, das sie beherrscht, ¢
weit sie eine fertige Form haben und in ei
nem Zusammenhang stehn, wie er in ein
gegebnen Zeitperiode beobachtet wird. F
ihn ist noch vor allem wichtig das Gesetz ih
rer Veranderung, ihrer Entwicklung, d.h. de
Ubergang aus einer Form in die andre, aus
ner Ordnung des Zusamenhangs in eine and
Sobald er einmal dies Gesetz entdeckt hat, L
tersucht er im Detail die Folgen, worin es sic
im gesellschaftlichen Leben kundgibt . ..

1+ So far, Kaufman has characterized Marx as a developmentti dealist: Marx is in-
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terested in (1) the law of the phenomena, (2) the law of thegband development of these
laws, and (3) the manifestations of this layThe next passage is more epistemological:

Consequently, Marx only concerns himse

with one thing: to show, by an exact scien-

tific investigation, the necessity of successi
determinate orders of social relations, and
establish, as impeccably as possible, the faj
from which he starts out and on which h
depends. For this it is quite enough, if h
proves, at the same time, both the necess
of the present order of things, and the n
cessity of another order into which the firg
must inevitably pass over; and it is a matt
of indifference whether men believe or do n
believe it, whether they are conscious of it

not. Marx treats the social movement as a pf
cess of natural history, governed by laws n
only independent of human will, conscious
ness and intelligence, but rather, on the cg

trary, determining that will, consciousness and

intelligence ...

If

to
cts

ity

er

n_

Demzufolge bemiiht sich Marx nur um eins:

durch genaue wissenschaftliche Untersuchung
die Notwendigkeit bestimmter Ordnungen

der gesellschaftlichen Verhaltnisse nachzu-
weisen und soviel als moglich untadelhaft

die Tatsachen zu konstatieren, die ihm zu
Ausgangs- und Stitzpunkten dienen. Hierzu
ist vollstandig hinreichend, wenn er mit der

Notwendigkeit der gegenwartigen Ordnung

zugleich die Notwendigkeit einer andren Ord-

nung nachweist, worin die erste unvermeidlich

Uibergehn muf3, ganz gleichgliltig, ob die Men-

schen das glauben oder nicht glauben, ob sie
sich dessen bewuf3t oder nicht bewuf3t sind.
Marx betrachtet die gesellschaftliche Bewe-

gung als einen naturgeschichtlichen Prozel3,
den Gesetze lenken, die nicht nur von dem
Willen, dem BewulRtsein und der Absicht der

Menschen unabhangig sind, sondern vielmehr
umgekehrt deren Wollen, Bewuf3tsein und Ab-

sichten bestimmen ...

1+ Kaufman does not say how Marx proves these necessities \hédndependent of the
intentions and consciousness of the agents, although éses tefempirical facts as points of
departure and support. The missing concept here is thatohdeorder argumentg). The
next passage discusses the role of human consciousness:

XXVi

If the conscious element plays such a suborgd

nate part in the history of civilization, it is self:
evident that a critique whose object is civilizg
tion itself can, less than anything else, have f

its basis any form or any result of conscious-

ness. This means thatitis not the idea but o
its external manifestation which can serve
the starting-point. A critique of this kind will
confine itself to the confrontation and compal
ison of a fact, not with ideas, but with anothe

fact. The only things of importance for this

inquiry are that the facts be investigated
accurately as possible, and that they actug

or

ly
as

= 7T

AS
Iy

Wenn das bewuf3te Element in der Kulturge-
schichte eine so untergeordnete Rolle spielt,
dann versteht es sich von selbst, da die Kri-
tik, deren Gegenstand die Kultur selbst ist,
weniger als irgend etwas andres, irgendeine
Form oder irgendein Resultat des Bewul3tseins
zur Grundlage haben kann. Das heif3t, nicht
die Idee, sondern nur die auBere Erscheinung
kann ihr als Ausgangspunkt dienen. Die Kritik
wird sich beschranken auf die Vergleichung
und Konfrontierung einer Tatsache nicht mit
der Idee, sondern mit der andren Tatsache. Fur
sie ist es nur wichtig, dal beide Tatsachen



| Now Kaufman turns to the historical dim

form different aspects of development vis-&

vis each other. But most important of all is th
precise analysis of the series of successio
of the sequences and links within which th
different stages of development present the
selves.

It will be said, against this, that the gener
laws of economic life are one and the same,
matter whether they are applied to the prese
or the past. But this is exactly what Marx de
nies. According to him, such abstract law
do not exist ... On the contrary, in his opin
ion, every historical period possesses its oy
laws ... As soon as life has passed throu
a given period of development, and is passi
over from one given stage to another, it begi
to be subject also to other laws. In short, ec
nomic life offers us a phenomenon analogo
to the history of evolution in other branches ¢
biology ...

e
ns,
e
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moglichst genau untersucht werden und wirl
lich die eine gegenuiber der andren verschi
dene Entwicklungsmomente bilden, vor aller
aber wichtig, daf3 nicht minder genau die Ser
der Ordnungen erforscht wird, die Aufeinan
derfolge und Verbindung, worin die Entwick-
lungsstufen erscheinen.

ension of Marx’s nath

Aber, wird man sagen, die allgemeinen Gese
ze des dkonomischen Lebens sind ein und d
selben; ganz gleichgultig, ob man sie auf Gi
genwart oder Vergangenheit anwendet. Gra
das leugnet Marx. Nach ihm existieren solcl
abstrakte Gesetze nicht ... Nach seiner Me
nung besitzt im Gegenteil jede historische P
riode ihre eignen Gesetze ... Sobald das L
ben eine gegebene Entwicklungsperiode bt
lebt hat, aus einem gegebnen Stadium in €
andres ubertritt, beginnt es auch durch and
Gesetze gelenkt zu werden. Mit einem Wor
das okonomische Leben bietet uns eine d
Entwicklungsgeschichte auf andren Gebiete
der Biologie analoge Erscheinung ...

| Now the depth dimension of economic laws:

The old economists misunderstood the naty
of economic laws when they likened them {
the laws of physics and chemistry. A mon
thorough analysis of the phenomena sho
that social organisms differ among themselv
as fundamentally as plants or animals. |
deed, one and the same phenomenon falls
der quite different laws in consequence of t
different general structure of these organis

the variations of their individual organs, an
the different conditions in which those organ
function. Marx denies, for example, that th
law of population is the same at all times ar
in all places. He asserts, on the contrary, th
every stage of development has its own |3

re

of population ... With the varying degrees g

Die alten Okonomen verkannten die Natu
Okonomischer Gesetze, als sie dieselben r
den Gesetzen der Physik und Chemie verg
chen ... Eine tiefere Analyse der Ersche
nungen bewies, daf} soziale Organismen si
voneinander ebenso griindlich unterscheid
als Pflanzen- und Tierorganismen ... Ja, eil
und dieselbe Erscheinung unterliegt ganz ui
gar verschiednen Gesetzen infolge des ve
schiednen Gesamtbaus jener Organismen,
Abweichung ihrer einzelnen Organe, des Ui
terschieds der Bedingungen, worin sie fun}
tionieren usw. Marx leugnet z.B., dal3 da
Bevolkerungsgesetz dasselbe ist zu allen Z
ten und an allen Orten. Er versichert im Ge
genteil, daf? jede Entwicklungsstufe ihr eigne
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development of productive power, social co
ditions and the laws governing them vary to
While Marx sets himself the task of following
and explaining the capitalist economic ord
from this point of view, he is only formulat-
ing, in a strictly scientific manner, the aim thg
every accurate investigation into economic li
must have ... The scientific value of such &
inquiry lies in the illumination of the special
laws that regulate the origin, existence, devg
opment and death of a given social organig
and its replacement by another, higher o
And in fact this is the value of Marx’s book.’

h

Bevolkerungsgesetz hat ... Mit der verschied-
nen Entwicklung der Produktivkraft andern
sich die Verhaltnisse und die sie regelnden
Gesetze. Indem sich Marx das Ziel stellt, von
diesem Gesichtspunkt aus die kapitalistische
Wirtschaftsordnung zu erforschen und zu er-
klaren, formuliert er nur streng wissenschaft-
lich das Ziel, welches jede genaue Untersu-
chung des 6konomischen Lebens haben muR3

. Der wissenschaftliche Wert solcher For-
schung liegt in der Aufklarung der besondren
Gesetze, welche Entstehung, Existenz, Ent-
wicklung, Tod eines gegebenen gesellschaft-
lichen Organismus und seinen Ersatz durch
einen andren, hoheren regeln. Und diesen
Wert hat in der Tat das Buch von Marx."

102:1 Here the reviewer pictures what he 27:1 Indem der Herr Verfasser das, was er
takes to be my own actual method, in a strik-meine wirkliche Methode nennt, so treffend
ing and, as far as concerns my own appligaund, soweit meine personliche Anwendung
tion of it, generous way. But what else is hederselben in Betracht kommt, so wohlwol-

depicting but the dialectical method?

lend schildert, was andres hat er geschildert
als die dialektische Methode?

| Marx differentiates between the mode of inquiry and the mafdepresentation of the

results of this inquiry:

102:2 Of course the method of presen-
tation must differ in form from that of in-

27:2 Allerdings muf3 sich die Darstellungs-

quiry. The latter has to appropriate the ma-weise formell von der Forschungsweise un-

terial in detail, to analyse its different forms terscheiden.
- sich im Detail anzueignen, seine verschied-

of development and to track down their in

Die Forschung hat den Stoff

ner connection. Only after this work hg
been done can the real movement be app
priately presented. If this is done succeg
fully, if the life of the subject-matter is now
reflected back in the ideas, then it may a
pear as if we have before us an a priori co
struction.

snen Entwicklungsformen zu analysieren
rasnd deren innres Band aufzuspiiren. Erst
snachdem diese Arbeit vollbracht, kann die
wirkliche Bewegung entsprechend darge-
p-stellt werden. Gelingt dies und spiegelt sich
nnun das Leben des Stoffs ideell wider, so
mag es aussehn, als habe man es mit einer

Konstruktion a priori zu tun.

Marx’s methodological Introduction tGrundrisse [mecw28]37:2—-38:1, illustrates this
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distinction between research and representation in much detail.

Term Paper Topic 5 Discuss Marx’s methodology as explained in the IntroductxdGrund-

risse

| The remark about a priori constructions refers to Hegel daddtiowers. Marx adds
some important remarks about the relation between his rdethd Hegel:

102:3 My dialectical method is, in its
foundations, not only different from the
Hegelian, but exactly opposite to it. Fa
Hegel, the process of thinking, which h
even transforms into an independent sy
ject, under the name of ‘the Idea’, is th
creator of the real world, and the real wor
is only the external appearance of the idg
With me the reverse is true: the ideal
nothing but the material world reflected i

the mind of man, and translated into forms

of thought.

102:4/o | criticized the mystificatory sid¢
of the Hegelian dialectic nearly thirty year
ago, at a time when it was still the fash
ion. But just when | was working at thg¢
first volume of Capital, the ill humoured
arrogant and mediocre epigones who nc
talk large in educated German circles b
gan to take pleasure in treating Hegel in t
same way as the good Moses Mendelssq
treated Spinoza in Lessing’s time, name
as a ‘dead dog'. | therefore openly avowe
myself the pupil of that mighty thinker, an

27:3 Meine dialektische Methode ist der
> Grundlage nach von der Hegelschen nicht
r nur verschieden, sondern ihr direktes Ge-
e genteil. Fur Hegel ist der Denkprozel3, den
ber sogar unter dem Namen Idee in ein selb-
e standiges Subjekt verwandelt, der Demiurg
ddes wirklichen, das nur seine aufRere Er-
rascheinung bildet. Bei mir ist umgekehrt das
sldeelle nichts andres als das im Menschen-
n kopf umgesetzte und tibersetzte Materielle.

> 27:4 Die mystifizierende Seite der He-
s gelschen Dialektik habe ich vor beinah 30
- Jahren, zu einer Zeit kritisiert, wo sie noch
> Tagesmode war. Aber grade als ich den er-
, sten Band degKapital" ausarbeitete, ge-
owfiel sich das verdrieR3liche, anmalliche und
e-mittelmalige Epigonentum, welches jetzt
heim gebildeten Deutschland das grof3e Wort
hfuhrt, darin, Hegel zu behandeln, wie der
lybrave Moses Mendelssohn zu Lessings Zeit
rdden Spinoza behandelt hat, namlich dts

d ten Hund”. Ich bekannte mich daher offen

even, here and there in the chapter on thals Schiller jenes grol3en Denkers und ko-

theory of value, coquetted with the mode
expression peculiar to him. The mystifica
tion which the dialectic suffers in Hegel’

pfkettierte sogar hier und da im Kapitel tber
- die Werttheorie mit der ihm eigentiimlichen
Ausdrucksweise. Die Mystifikation, wel-
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ner. With him it is standing on its head. |t sender und bewuf3ter Weise dargestellt hat.

must be inverted, in order to discover the ra-Sie steht bei ihm auf dem Kopf. Man muf3

tional kernel within the mystical shell. sie umstilpen, um den rationellen Kern in
der mystischen Hulle zu entdecken.

The comments about Hegel are followed by comments aboutittiectical method in
general:

103:1 In its mystified form, the dialecti 27:5/0 In ihrer mystifizierten Form ward
became the fashion in Germany, because idlie Dialektik deutsche Mode, weil sie das
seemed to transfigure and glorify what ex-Bestehende zu verklaren schien. In ihrer ra-
ists. In its rational form it is a scandal and tionellen Gestalt ist sie dem Biirgertum und
an abomination to the bourgeoisie and [tsseinen doktrinaren Wortfiihrern eifrger-
doctrinaire spokesmen, because it includesis und ein Greuel, weil sie in dem positiven
in its positive understanding of what exists aVerstandnis des Bestehenden zugleich auch
simultaneous recognition of its negation, itsdas Verstandnis seiner Negation, seines not-
inevitable destruction; because it regards evwendigen Untergangs einschlief3t, jede ge-
ery historically developed form as being in wordne Form im Flusse der Bewegung, al-
a fluid state, in motion, and therefore graspso auch nach ihrer verganglichen Seite auf-
its transient aspect as well; and because itaf3t, sich durch nichts imponieren laR3t, ih-
does not let itself be impressed by anythingrem Wesen nach kritisch und revolutionar
being in its very essence critical and revolyu-ist.
tionary.

1+ Marx emphasizes here that dialectics not only looks at wé)dilut also at what is not,
at the absences. It explores how things negate themselddwanthey must be criticized.

| Finally, from dialectic in general Marx goes over to dialeat contradictions:

103:2 The fact that the movement of cap- 28:1 Die widerspruchsvolle Bewegung

hands by no means prevents him from beinghe die Dialektik in Hegels Handen erleidet,
the first to present its general forms of mo-verhindertin keiner Weise, dal} er ihre allge-
tion in a comprehensive and conscious manmeinen Bewegungsformen zuerst in umfas-

XXiX

italist society is full of contradictions im-
presses itself most strikingly on the pra
tical bourgeois in the changes of the pe
odic cycle through which modern industn
passes, the summit of which is the gene
crisis. That crisis is once again approachin
although as yet it is only in its preliminary
stages, and by the universality of its field

action and the intensity of its impact it wil
drum dialectics even into the heads of t
upstarts in charge of the new Holy Prussia
German empire.

XXX

der kapitalistischen Gesellschaft macht sich
c-dem praktischen Bourgeois am schlagend-
ri-sten fuhlbar in den Wechselfallen des peri-
y odischen Zyklus, den die moderne Industrie
raturchlauft, und deren Gipfelpunkt—die all-
ggemeine Krise. Sie ist wieder im Anmarsch,
obgleich noch begriffen in den Vorstadi-
pfen, und wird durch die Allseitigkeit ihres
Schauplatzes, wie die Intensitat ihrer Wir-
nekung, selbst den Gliuckspilzen des neuen
n-heiligen, preuBisch-deutschen Reichs Dia-
lektik einpauken.
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Part |I.

Commodities and Money

1. The Commodity

Moore and Aveling translate the the outward behavior of “the commodity” is the same as
chapter title ‘Die Ware€ as commoditiewill be discussed, Fowkes's.
“Commodities.” The plural is rather than the inner structure of

unfortunate, since it suggests that the commodityOur translation

Chapters One, Two, and Three of the first volume&apital are grouped into part One.
They discuss commodities and money, but not yet capital.

1.1. The Two Factors of a Commodity: Use-Value and
Value (Substance of Value, Magnitude of Value)

Marx uses the word ‘value’ in a very specific meaning. Valuar(stimes Marx calls it
‘commodity value’) is that property inherent in the comntgdihich is responsible for its
ability to be exchanged on the market. ‘Value' is not an eth@ategory. It also does not
indicate a subjective valuation (how much someone valuggetung). Instead, it is an
economicategory.

Also the word ‘use-value’ is used in a specific meaning: the-welue of a commod-
ity is the menu of possible uses of the commaodity. Althougdewwalue’ and ‘value’ both
contain the word ‘value’, use-value ii®t a particular kind of value. In hislotes on Wag-
ner's Textbook of Political Econonfynecw24]545:1, Marx calls use-value the “opposite
of value, “which has nothing in common with value, except thalue’ occurs in the word

‘use-value’.

Question 6 The first thing that Marx says about the commaodity is thatéspnts itself to
the economic agents as a thing with two different propertiss-value and exchange-value.
Why does the title of the first section then say that the twtofaof the commodity are
use-value andtalue instead of use-value and exchange-value?

According to the title of section 1.1, the two factors of tleerenodity are use-value and
value. In the first unpublished draft version of this title[Mar87a, p. 1], the factors had



1.1. Use-Value and Value

been use-value and exchange-value—more about this in .15Belparentheses in the title
indicate that value is considered here under the aspestiliftanceand magnitude The
third aspect of value, itborm, will be analyzed later, in section 1.3.

Although Marx does not subdivide section 1.1 into subsestithe present Annotations
divide it into four subsections, numbered 1.1.a — 1.1.d,us®ladditional unnumbered sub-
titles in the first of these subsections.

Subsection 1.1.a (125-126:1) briefly surveys the use-\ltlengs.

Subsection 1.1.b (126:2-127:1) begins with the obsenvdltiat in addition to use-value,
the commodity has “exchange-value”—in other words, irgtebuusinga commodity the
owner also has the option &xchangdt. Then Marx takes a closer look at the exchange
relations between commaodities, in order to conclude thatctimmodities’ ability to be
exchanged, i.e., their exchange-value, is the manifestatf a deeper-lying property of
commaodities, called “value.”

In subsection 1.1.c (127:2-128:3), Marx focuses on thetopreswhat is value?” Just as
a detective makes inferences about what actually happeoexfie traces left at the scene
of the crime, so will Marx make inferences about the “substdiof value from the “forms”
under which the economic agents deal with value. This sledattroductive argument
leads to the conclusion that the substance of valgengealed abstract labor

Subsection 1.1.d (128:4-131:1) discusses a differentcageralue: not its substance
but its magnitude; not why products must enter the marketbeneixchanged, but how the
exchange proportions are determined which the market gesefor them.

Section 1.2 concentrates once more ondhlestancef value, which plays a pivotal role
in Marx’s theory. Section 1.3 takes a closer look atftiren of value. Section 1.4 represents
a switch in the level of the discourse: Marx points out a deiitecongruity between content
and form and asks “why this content takes that form” 173:1/00

1.1.a. [The Commodity as Natural Object and Use-Value]
[The Commodity Form of Wealth]

125:1 The wealth of those societies, |n  49:1 Der Reichtum der Gesellschaften,
which the capitalist mode of production in welchen kapitalistische Produktionsweise
reigns, presents itself as an “immense hgaperrscht, erscheint als einangeheure Wa-
of commodities rensammiung?,. ..

1 Karl Marx, Zur Kritik der Politischen Oeko- 1 Karl Marx, ,Zur Kritik der Politischen Oe-
nomie Berlin 1859, p. 3. konomie“, Berlin 1859, pag. 3.

1 This reference is 269:1.

1. The Commodity

Ben Fowkes, the translator in
[Mar76], translates
“Warensammlurigas “collection

of commodities.” This is
unfortunate, since “collection”
connotes a systematic purposeful
act. Marx does not want to imply
that people are collecting

commodities. His starting point is
the observation thatll elements
of wealth are commodities. He
uses the word Sammlung as

colloquial German, underlines the
informal meaning of this sentence.
Our translation mixes the levels of
formality as well: it uses the more
synonymous to Ansammiung formal “immense” (immeasurably
The Moore-Aveling translation large) alongside the informal
“accumulation” is better here. The “heap.”

adjective ‘Ungeheurg which is

We will discuss this sentence word for word, first “wealttinen “capitalist mode of pro-
duction,” “reigns,” “commodity,” and “presents itself.”

Wealth: “Wealth” is anything that enhances human life. Marx meame materialwealth,
i.e.,thingswhich enhance human life.

Question 9 Can one say that happiness is the only true wealth?

Question 10 Wouldn't scarcity be a better starting point for understarglhow a given
society is functioning than wealth? When there is scarttiig, means there is a heed to act,
whereas wealth consists of dead things. Scarcity leads distmver what drives society,
wealth does not.

Nowadays one often reads that the subject of economicsiisitscaMarx differs in two
respects: he does not call it “economics” but “political eemy,” and he does not begin
with scarcity but with wealth. liGGrundrisse the first draft ofCapital, he says on p. 852:1/0:
Political economy has to do with the spé-Die politische Okonomie hat es mit den
cific social forms of wealth, or rather of the spezifischen gesellschaftlichen Formen des
production of wealth. Reichtums oder vielmehr der Produktion

des Reichtums zu tun.

A similar point of view is implied by the title of Adam Smithlsook [Smi65]An Inquiry
into the Nature and Causes of the Wealth of Natiofisis title announces the topic of the
book as the wealth afations Here in the first sentence Gfapital, Marx speaks not of the
wealth of nations but the wealth sbcieties

One usually thinks of wealth as the wealth of individualstressamount of things owned
by an individual. This is a superficial view. Wealth is ingioally social:

e Certain aspects of wealth can not be attached to individ®aiblic parks or beaches,
clean air, lack of noise or crime, a livable city layout, allelements of wealth which
either everybody in society has, or nobody has.
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e Even private wealth, which only benefits one or few individuaas a social dimen-
sion. Arich person not only has access to things but, moreitaptly, has the ability
to make others work for him or her. See 764:1/0. Someone madupe the things a
wealthy person consumes.

Marx uses the word “wealth” not only for trebundancer extravagancef things enhanc-
ing human life;anythingwhich enhances human life, however modest it may be, is part ¢
society’s wealth.

Capitalist Mode of Production: At this point, the phrase ‘capitalist mode of produc-
tion’ is only a name for the topic to be investigated. This eahowever, already indicates
that capitalist society is characterized by its organizatf production It is one of the
basic tenets of Marx’s theory of society that the organiratf production has a profound
influence on all the other social relations.

Marx’s Capital therefore offers an explanation of those aspects of cégitaihich per-
tain to theeconomymoney, wage-labor, economic growth, globalization, tharess cycle,
the coexistence of wealth and poverty, the persistenceafanic underdevelopment, etc.
Marx’s Capital does not give an explanation of capitalist democracy, i@gonal political
relations, or the recurrence of wars. Occasionally it issge to draw inferences from the
economic structure about the political structures necgdsanaintain this economic struc-
ture, compare 158:5/0, 178:1/0, 270:3/0. This informagibaut the requirements which the
state must meet in order to sustain capitalist economitioek does not yet constitute a
theory of the state itself.

The reference to the ‘capitalist mode of production’ in thistfsentence indicates that
the subject of this chapter is not some historical “simpleowdity production” or some
utopian “fair and equitable” society, but capitalism. Marapital is not a blueprint for
a socialist economy. It is an attempt to gain a thorough wtdeding ofcapitalism It is
necessary to understand capitalism in order to overcome it.

Reigns: The word “reigns” has two meanings. One the one hand it simmagns: where
the capitalist mode of production prevails, where it is the@miorm of production. However,
Marx’s word is not ‘vorherrscht (prevails) but the shorter and strongererrscht whose
principal meaning is “to rule.” Perhaps Marx wanted to esgrene of the following points
with this:

e All relations of production known today, whether capitalis not, can be said to
“rule”, because of the fundamental role of those socialti@ia having to do with
productionamong the broader social relations.

1. The Commodity

o If the capitalist mode of production comes in contact withestmodes of production,
it tends to corrode them and supplant them by capitalistiosis.

transitive verb “dominates”
(beherrscht)but the subject is not
capitalism but exchange:
“presupposes ... the elimination
... of all undeveloped,

The French edition says “reigns,”
while the Moore-Aveling
translation says “prevails.” In a
letter to Engels on April 2, 1858,
Marx uses the unambiguous

pre-bourgeois modes of
production, which are not
dominated to their full extent by
exchange.” [mecw40]298:5/0

Commodity: A commodity issomething produced for sale or exchangghis is what
the reader needs to know about the commodity in order toviodhe argument. In English
business parlance, the word ‘commodities’ is used for pctslwhich are available from
many suppliers, and which are standardized, so that thersason, apart from price, for
the buyer to prefer one supplier over another. Marx duatsnean it this way. For him,
a commodity is everything, whether raw material or finisheddy whether a specialized
brand name article or a staple, that is produced for sale.

Exam Question 11 Whatis a commodity? Marx does not give the definition of a codity
but an analysis. How would you define the thing he analyzels@ &nswer can be given in
one sentence.)

Presents Itself as an Immense Heap of Commodities: Two different assertions are

woven together in this clause:

¢ In capitalist society, wealth takes the form of commaoditiess, almost all the things
which make up the riches of capitalist society are produoediid traded in markets.
They are produced not because they constitute wealth, batise they can be sold at
favorable prices. “Even during a famine, corn is importedause the corn-merchant
thereby makes money, and not because the nation is stdr{fifeyx quoting Ricardo
in Contribution 389/0.)

e This isobvious everyone is aware of it, and the members of capitalist §pbigndle
commodities and purposefully treat them as commoditiesyalay. (We will see later
that many other important aspects of capitalist socialticela donot enter general
awareness but arise “behind the back” of purposeful agijvit

The word that is translated here as “presents itself” is im@m “erscheint i.e., literally,
“appears.” Marx conscientiously uses the word “appear’ndver he discusses the manifes-
tation of some invisible background on an accessible stdgee this invisible background is
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social wealth. Much of what is done in any society has to db e production and dispo-
sition of wealth. In capitalism, this wealth confronts thagtical activity of the individuals
mainly in the form of commodities.

Fowkes translatesetscheirit with
“appears,” i.e., he, like Marx
himself, emphasizes the first
assertion; by contrast, the
Moore-Aveling translation

(“presents itself”) and the French
translation (“s'annonce comme”)  assertions more clearly than the
emphasize the second assertion.  very condensed formulation here
Earlier versions of this sentence in in Capital CompareContribution
Marx’s other publications or 269:1 andGrundrisse 881:2.

manuscriptseparatehese two

Question 15 Give examples for alternative forms, other than the comtyaddim, in which
material wealth confronts the individual member of socigiyher in non-capitalist soci-
eties, or non-commodity wealth in capitalist societies).

First Sentence as a Whole: The clause “wealth presents itself as an immense heap ¢
commaodities” is critical of the social form taken by wealticiapitalist society, not of wealth
itself. Wealth has becomeallection of thingsand therefore has only a very extraneous
relation to the individuals who avail themselves of this itfeaThe ownership of money
or commodities does not require any essential relation detvthe owner and the object—
while wealth of sheep, for instance, in earlier societies waly possible if the owner was a
capable shepherd; s€rundrisse221/222.

Question 20 Describe a situation in daily life in which the extraneousardcter of the
relation between wealth and wealth holder becomes an issue.

Question 23 Is capitalism the only type of society known to us in whictwvallth takes the
form of commaodities? (In order to answer this question priypgou should already have
some knowledge of Marx@apital)

Question 24 What does the study of commodities have to do with the classapitalist
society (capitalist class and working class)?

[Invitation to Begin the Analysis of Capitalism with the Commodity]

All this was a discussion of the first sentence only. It is timgo on:
The single commodity appears as thle- | ... die einzelne Ware als seifigementar-
mentary fornmof this wealth. form.

1. The Commodity

1 This means on the one hand that the commodity is a simpkeorentaryas in elemen-
tary algebra) form of wealth. Indeed, a one-line definitiaffised to define the commaodity,
a commodity is anything produced for sale or exchange. Inrttreductionto Grundrisse,
[mecw28]37:2—-38:1, Marx says that the mind has to begin witth simple categories in
order to assimilate the world, even though these simplegoats may not refer to the most
fundamental relations in reality. In hidotes on Wagnefmecw?24]545:2/o Marx calls the
commodity “the simplest economic concretum,” i.e., it i2 an abstract concept but some-
thing concrete that one can touch, but it is the simplest shicly. Instead of saying that
in capitalism, most wealth takes the form of commoditiesyauld also have been true to
say that most labor takes the form of wage-labor—but the ifiefinof wage-labor is not
elementary but presupposes the definition of many otheranmcategories first.

On the other hand, Marx says here that the commodity is theezitary form ofwealth
i.e., that other forms of wealth can be reduced to, or areldpueents of, the commaodity
form. In the preface to the first edition Gfapital, p. 89:3/0, Marx brings a fitting metaphor:
the study of the commodity is just as important for an underding of the capitalist econ-
omy as the study d single undifferentiated celt for an understanding of the human body.
We cannot yet know at this point whether this is true, i.e.M@announces here how one
will be able to justify this starting point once the invesiiipn of all social forms of wealth
is complete.

The analysis of the commodity will there- Unsere Untersuchung beginnt daher mit der
fore be the starting point of our investiga- Analyse der Ware.
tion.

This sentence has a “therefore” in it, i.e., Marx is drawimgirgference from what was
just said about the commodity. Regarding the characterisfriference, textual evidence is
ambiguous.

e The Moore/Aveling translation says that the analysis ofdti@modity “must the the
starting point,” which is stronger than the German “will the tstarting point.” We
can assume for sure that Marx and Engels knew about and aggpttoe “must” in the
English version. This text variant indicates that Marx hasvinced himself that the
commodity is the necessary starting point, perhaps becaissihe elementary form
of wealth as just explained, even though he cannot give gfathf of this here.

¢ In the formulation in the German edition, “will be the stagipoint,” Marx uses what
was just said as grounds to begin his book with the commodiitjpout claiming
that this is the only possibility. It can be seen as an intatif commodities are so
prevalent in capitalist society, then an analysis of the mawlity looks like a good
place to begin the investigation of capitalism. Therefetts|do it!
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In the debate around “where to begin,” two questions shootdbe confused. One is
whether certain things must be explained before othersnétance, whether it is necessary
to explain the commodity before one can explain capital. XMdearly argues that it is.
Reality has different layers, i.e., certain real thingskard on top of other things (which are
themselves equally real). Somehow, the commodity is “sérighan money, and money
“simpler” than capital. InGrundrisse 259, Marx writes:

In order to develop the concept of capital,|itUm den Begriff des Kapitals zu entwik-
is necessary to begin not with labor but withkeln, ist es notig nicht von der Arbeit, son-
value or, more precisely, with the exchange-dern vom Wert auszugehen, und zwar von
value already developed in the movementjoidem schon in der Bewegung der Zirkulati-
circulation. It is just as impossible to passon entwickelten Tauschwert. Es ist ebenso
directly from labor to capital as from the dift unmaoglich, direkt von der Arbeit zum Kapi-
ferent human races directly to the banker,|otal Uberzugehen, als von den verschiedner
from nature to the steam engine. Menschenrassen direkt zum Bankier oder
von der Natur zur Dampfmaschine.

The other question is whether it is necessary to furnish afpadready at the beginning,
that this is where one should begin. This is impossible ard ahnecessary. In order to
know what a good starting point is one must have results, leuare just at the beginning,
i.e., we do not yet have any results. As long as the readeiotaake issue with the content
of the writer's arguments, he or she should therefore netinpt the writer at the beginning
with the question “why do you begin here?”

Question 25 Would it have been possible to start the bdgdpitalwith a more common-
sense definition of capitalism, such as, capitalist prouuncis production for profit?

Exam Question 27 If Marx wanted to start his book with first principles, why did pick
the analysis of the commodity and not the analysis of theymiiah process or the analysis
of value?

Question 28 How does Marx’s starting point differ from usual approack@gconomics?

After Marx’s two-sentence justification why one should lmegiith the commodity, the
analysis of the commodity begins without further ado. Itlwake up the whole chapter
One.

[Every Commodity is a Useful Thing]

In his Notes to Wagnerfmecw24]544:6/0, Marx writes that his point of departusetie
“form of appearance” of the commaodity, i.e., the form in whithe commodity enters the

1. The Commodity

practical activity of the economic agentsLet us therefore imagine that Marx is interview-

ing someone living in a capitalist society. Marx gives thesgpn a commodity and says:

“Here is a commodity. 1 would like to know what this commodgyfor you. Please describe

to me what you see.” The first answer Marx is likely to get ishiOsee a useful object.”
125:2 The commodity is at first an exteé- 49:2 Die Ware ist zunachst ein aulle-

rior object, a thing, which by its properties rer Gegenstand, ein Ding, das durch seine

satisfies human wants of one sort or anotheigenschaften menschliche Bedurfnisse ir-

gendeiner Art befriedigt.

Fowkes translates this sentence as: choice: the other things cannot be “The commaodity is, in the first
“The commodity is, first of all, an  said without saying this thing first, place, an object outside us, a thing
external object, a thing which they should therefore not be which by its properties satisfies
through its qualities satisfies imagined to be coexistent with this human wants of some sort or
human needs of whatever kind.” first thing. The “all” of which this another.” The formulation “in the
The formulation “first of all” can is the “first” do not yet exist. first place” makes this first step too
be misunderstood to mean that this And looking at the end of the static: it gives it a permanent

is the main property of the sentence, Fowkes’s formulation “place” instead of formulating it as
commodity, that the other “of whatever kind” collapses two a transient point of entry, which
properties of the commodity are steps into one: (1) the commodity one has to pass through in order to
secondary. Itis not Marx’s satisfies some want, and (2) it does get to the other things. And calling
intention to say this. Even if one not matter which want it satisfies.  the commaodity “an object outside
interprets the formulation “first of ~ Step (2), thendifferencetowards us’ adds the interpretation to the
all” as a matter of order in the the kind of want, comes only in text that this is what the
representation, not a matter of the next sentence. But in defense commodity is for us, the reader,
importance, it wrongly evokes the  of Fowkes one could say that the  although | think Marx is

image that we could say many French translation, which was describing here what the

things about the commodity, but closely edited by Marx himself, commodity is for those handling
this is what we choose to say first. collapses these two steps as well. the commodity.

However we do not have this The Moore-Aveling translation is:

The commaodity is called an “exterior” object because it ex@utside humans. Despite
its independent existence, this object “satisfies humartsaaione sort or another.” This
has importantimplications. In order to survive, humanstaaasume exterior things which
they must produce socially with the help of other exteriangdis. If the social control over
these things is such that one part of society is forced to vimrknother part of society, this
is called “exploitation.” Marx is therefore very aware oétbxterior character of these useful
things. He addresses it in his Introductior@oundrissgmecw28]31:2/o with respect to the
finished product, and in hi@ritique of of the Gotha Programmnjemecw] with respect to the
means of production. I€apital itself, he takes up this theme in chapter Two, p. 181:3/0,
and chapter Nineteen, p. 675:3.

Although a commodity is more than just a useful object—tlealez should think of it as
a useful object produced for the exchange—the first thingthetical agents notice when

10
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they hold a commodity in their hands is that it is such a usafjgct. This is the place where
one has to start if one wants to know what the commoditiesarthé practical agents and
what they, therefore, do with the commodities. Despitedtsifiarity, the concept of a useful
object it is not entirely trivial. Marx is using almost a pageelaborate on it. The remainder
of the current paragraph clarifies what “useful” means, teet paragraph will say a few
things about “exterior objects,” and the paragraph after dksks how such exterior objects
can be useful.

The nature of such wants, whether theyDie Natur dieser Bedurfnisse, ob sie z.B.
arise, for instance, from the stomach orfroTindem Magen oder der Phantasie entspringen
imagination, makes no differenée. | andert nichts an der Sache.

“Phantasiéis translated here with
imagination A commodity which

has no use whatever, but people
think it does, has a use-value.

1 Marx does not mean to say here that all human wants are eqeaméfely says that
the nature of the want which a commodity satisfies has noigarni its economic role as a
commodity Market relations do not ask whether a product is socialkirdele or not. They
do not distinguish between use-values that satisfy some hasds, and those that are not
immediately necessary for human survival. The only thirag thatters is whether it can be
sold at a favorable price.

Because of this indifference, the commodity form can bectirageneral form of wealth
only in societies which have achieved material abundanamdURtivity must be quite high
for society to be able to “afford” a social form of wealth whits indifferent towards the
use-value. Marx says something to this effect inlhtsoductionmanuscript, p. [mecw28]
41:2-42:0. Even today, some branches of production are gtegihfrom the commodity
form because the commodity form has socially undesiraléfigations: education, roads.
Increases in wealth and productivity allow more and moreiohsservices to be “privatized.”

Question 31 Using modern experience, describe some implications, gobdd, of the in-
difference of market relations towards the nature of thedserehich the commodity satisfies.

This indifference makes it possible that some people arennadirished and homeless in
the midst of great wealth and waste. However this indiffeesis also a liberation from the
mediocrity and boredom of a strictly needs-based prodnctio

In footnote 2, Marx cites someone who, in his enthusiasm athauliberation from a
pre-determined circle of needs, denies that there are #ieyatices between different types
of wants:

11
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2 “Desire implies want; it is the appetite of th 2 Verlangen schlieRt Bediirfnis ein; es ist der
mind, and as natural as hunger to the body | . Appetit des Geistes, und so naturlich wie Hunger
The greatest number (of things) have their valuefiir den Korper . .. die meisten (Dinge) haben ih-
from supplying the wants of the mind.” Nicholas ren Wert daher, daf3 sie die Bedurfnisse des Gei-
Barbon [Bar96, pp. 2, 3] stes befriedigen“. Nicholas Barbon [Bar96, pp.

2, 3]

1t By proclaiming the equality of all wants as an eternal trigarbon gives legitimation
to emerging capitalism, in which production is determinatydy the buying power of the
consumers, not by the hierarchy of their needs.

|l The next sentence in the main text clarifies that producedgesatisfy human wants,
but they do so indirectly.

Nor does it matter hereowthe object sat-| Es handelt sich hier auch nicht daruwig

isfies these human wants, whether directlydie Sache das menschliche Bediirfnis befrie-

as object of consumption, or indirectly asdigt, ob unmittelbar als Lebensmittel, d.h.

means of production. als Gegenstand des Genusses, oder auf ei-
nem Umweg, als Produktionsmittel.

In the Moore/Aveling translation, this last sentence bggyith “neither are we here con-
cerned to know how” instead of “nor does it matter here.” Alse French edition has the
word “savoir” (to know) in this sentence. This reference ¢ait* concerns to know” is out
of place. Marx is discussing here the social properties afroodities: although they are
inanimate things they harness human activity. The comnssdjtractical usefulness acts as
a lense which focuses the diffuse activities of those humdividuals who deal with them.
This focusing power is so strong that it is no longer correday that the commaodities are
the objects of individual actions; instead, the actionshefindividuals handling the com-
modities must be seen as the effects of the social powerddéatthe commodity. It is not
the commaodity owners who act, but the commoditieglactughtheir owners.

The commodity’s ability to focus human activity is the samteether the commodity sat-
isfies the needs of the stomach or the needs of human imawginethether it satisfies them
directly as means of consumption or indirectly as means oflpetion. This is relevant
information about capitalist society. It is a statementwthbe real world, not an announce-
ment of the topics Marx chooses to discuss here. In othersydrg meant as an ontological
statement, whereas the Moore/Aveling translation corveinto an epistemological state-
ment. This transposition of ontological into epistemotagifacts is called the “epistemic
fallacy.” It is a form of irrealism, since it shifts all the gty into the head and does not
see the activity in the world. Fowkes'’s translation hasghtithis time, but similar errors
appears many times in both translations.

From the indifference of the social powers of the commodityards the nature of the

12
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use-values follows that the key to an understanding of tiencodity cannot be found in
the wants it satisfies! This is the point where Marx parts waith all of utility theory.
Had Marx foreseen how entrenched the “subjective” conciydlae would become (which
does derive the value of a thing from the wants it satisfies)wbuld probably have said
more about it at this point. The only place where he addrebsesubjective concept of
value is a brief remark about the disutility of labor in foota 16 paragraph 137:1 in section
1.2. Also Marx’s criticisms of Jeremias Bentham (see fotanse footnote 63 to paragraph
758:1/00 in chapter Twenty-Four) are criticisms of the fdations of modern neoclassical
utility theory.

Question 32 What might Marx have said about the subjective value coretgpis point?

Although Marx is right to emphasize here, at the very begigmf the investigation, that
the social powers of commodities have nothing to do withrthee-values, we will get to
know later several important cases in which the use-vales lave economic implications.
The use-value of gold mimics the social properties of vathes (s why gold became the
money commodity) 183:2/0, the use-value of labor-powdrésmlue which it creates 270:1,
the use-value aspects of production give rise to the ecanoategories of constant capital
and fixed capital, etc.

Exam Question 33 Does the use-value of a commodity depend on the person t@ing i

125:3/o Every useful thing, such as irop, 49:3/o0 Jedes nutzliche Ding, wie Eisen,
paper, etc., is to be looked at under two gsPapier, usw., ist unter doppeltem Gesichts-
pects:quality andquantity, punkt zu betrachten, nacBualitat und

Quanti@t.

By “quality of a thing” Marx means those characteristicserhdistinguish different kinds
of things. Such qualitative differences have a deep sigrifie for commodities; if all com-
modities were qualitatively equal, there would be no needef@whange. But even if the
gualities are the same, things can still differ quantigltivQuantities play an important role
for commodities as well; in order to exchange different kindlcommodities, the quantities
must be adjusted accordingly. Marx is therefore discussarg the foundations, the basic
alphabet, from which commodity relations are constructeHe discusses quality first:
Every such thing is an assemblage of manyledes solche Ding ist ein Ganzes vieler Ei-
properties, and can therefore be useful |igenschaften und kann daher nach verschie:
various ways. The discovery of the differ- denenen Seiten nitzlich sein. Diese ver-
ent aspects of things and therefore of theischiedenen Seiten und daher die mannig-
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manifold uses is a historical deéd. | fachen Gebrauchsweisen der Dinge zu ent-
| decken ist geschichtliche Tat.

1 How can a thing have properties which are not obvious but inestiscovered? The
answer lies in a throwaway remark of Marx’s in 149:2/o0, adaug to which the properties
of things manifest themselves in their relations with ottiéngs. This is a secret critique
of Hegel'sLogic. In Hegel's system, the properties of things are more basig the things
themselves. For Marx, the existence of the things is thebga®n. The properties slumber
inside the things and must be awakened through practiekiation with them.

The example in footnote 3 illustrates the importance oftiigtorical process of discovery:

3 “Things have an intrinsick vertue” (this i 3 ,Dinge haben einen intrinsick vertue* (dies
Barbon’s special term for use-value) “which ipn bei Barbon die spezifische Bezeichnung fur Ge-
all places have the same vertue; as the loadstpnerauchswert), der iberall gleich ist, so wie der
to attract iron” [Bar96, p. 6]. The property which des Magnets, Eisen anzuziehen* [Bar96, p. 6].
the magnet possesses of attracting iron, becagmBie Eigenschaft des Magnets, Eisen anzuziehen,
of use only after discovery, by means of thatwurde erst nutzlich, sobald man vermittelst der-
property, of the polarity of the magnet. selben die magnetische Polaritat entdeckt hatte.

1t Marx does not agree with Barbon that the use-value of somgikialways the same.
The magnet’s ability to attract iron, which has been knowndenturies, for a long time
remained a mere curiosity. The main use of magnets was niotabidity to attract iron,
but the compass (there is no iron at the North Pole, and théhNRmle does not attract the
compass needle, it only turns it). Only after scientiststhigir attempts to explain these
magnetic phenomena, discovered the electromagnetic fiddx(calls it “magnetic polar-
ity”), did electromagnetic phenomena obtain a major immeachuman life (electric lights,
telegraph, radio waves).

Things which have the same quality can still differ quatititdly. Hegel's basic definition
of quantity is that it is a characteristic of the thing whiabed not define the thing. Even if
you change the quantity of a thing you still have the samegthiHowever if this was the
whole truth then one would find everything in all quantiti®ut elephants are always big
and mice always small. To do justice to this, Hegel introdube concept of “measure” for
the right quantity for a given quality.

For Hegel, the measures, just like the qualities, are isittito the things. In Marx’s
paradigm, not only the qualities but also the measures depepractical (social) activity:
So is also the establishment of soaiaéa- | So die Findung gesellschaftlichtal3efir
suresfor the quantitiesof these useful ob- die Quanti&t der niitzlichen Dinge.
jects.
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Fowkes'’s “socially recognized sociality. On the other, Marx measurement but to discover
standards of measurement” is distinguishes betweeMalf3 and qualitatively how something
imprecise. On the one hand, social Maf3stab The main historical deed should be measured.
recognitionis only one part of is not the finding of a unit of

Since the qualities are different, also the measurementhéodifferent use-values are

different. InContribution 269:2, Marx gives examples:
Different use-values have different mea-lhrer natirlichen Eigenschaften gemafi be-
sures appropriate to their different chargcsitzen verschiedene Gebrauchswerte ver-
teristics; for example, a bushel of wheat,|aschiedene MaRe, z.B. Scheffel Weizen,
quire of paper, a yard of linen. Buch Papier, Elle Leinwand, usw.

These examples show that not only the measuring units theesséut also the question
whether the object is measured by its weight, volume, lergtlergy content, etc., are de-
termined socially. Some things have more than one measwreingtance, wages can be
measured in several different ways, see 683:4/0.

Question 36 Can you think of an example in which the quantity of somethiffiects its
quality, for instance some physical matter two litres ofehhare qualitatively different than
one litre of it?

Marx concludes his brief discussion of quantity with thearation that the quantitative

measures are only in part determined by the qualities oktltluiags; in part, they depend
on social convention—for instance, the measuring units:
The diversity of these measures of com-Die Verschiedenheit der Warenmal3e ent-
modities originates in part from the diverge springt teils aus der verschiedenen Natur der
nature of the objects to be measured, and izu messenden Gegenstande, teils aus Kon
part from convention. vention.

After these general considerations about the nature ofhinggs themselves Marx goes
into more detail how these things can be useful for humane.might say that the preceding
paragraph discussed the usdghihg, while the next paragraph will discuss thsefulthing.

126:1 The usefulness of a thing makes| it 50:1 Die Nutzlichkeit eines Dings macht
ause-valué | es zumGebrauchswert

This introduction of the term “use-value” sounds like a tdogy—nbut it is not. For a
correct understanding of this sentence, it is necessarlatifycthe difference between the
propertiesof a thing, itsusefulnessand itsuse-value:

e Properties are intrinsic to a thing. One should considantae something dormant,
the thing’s potential. These properties wake up and martifesnselves only when
the thing is placed in eelation with other things.
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e The usefulness of a thing (in the first edition@épital, 18:2, Marx writes more ex-
plicitly: usefulness for human life) is the manifestatidiite properties in one particu-
lar relation, namely, in its relation to humans. The usefasof a thing is therefore not
intrinsic to the thing itself, but it is a relationshiyptweerthe thing’s properties and
human needs. It depends not only on the thing but also on heinfiarsheep would
hardly consider it to be one of its ‘useful’ qualities that@#n be eaten by human be-
ings” [mecw?24]538:6/0. A thing is useful if its propertieeeaable to serve human
needs. Since human needs depend on social factors, suahmnfy technology, and
customs, usefulness inherits this dependence.

e The sentence “the usefulness of a thing makes it a use-vigltied definition of “use-
value.” The use-value of a thing is its usefulness—whichwas just explained, is
a relative concept-eonsidered as a property of the thing itselfhe use-value of a
thing is therefore not one of the properties of the thing,thatrelationship between
these properties and human needs or wants tlaitributed tothe thingas if it was a
property of the thing. (The modern concept of “utility fuiwet” attributes this same
relationship to the human rather than the thing.)

There are many other examples of such relative “properttesiutyis perhaps the most
familiar one. It is, strictly speaking, not a property of anthto be “beautiful.” Rather,
“beauty” is a relationship between the properties of theghand the human senses and
feelings, which is neverthless attributed to the thing alofhe proverb “beauty is in the eye
of the beholder” reminds us of the relative character of thecept.

Question 37 Bring other examples of relative “properties” such as beaat use-value.

Things which are useful for human life are given special rartteey are called “goods”
or “articles,” because people are practically approprgathem in the production process
and also have to haggle with others over these things. Thiysthey first practically and
then theoretically distinguish the things which are use&fithem from all other things. All
this is explained in Marx’s notes on Wagner, beginning wittefw24]538:6/0.

The attribution of the usefulness to the thing itself is nst ja theoretical exercise but it
reflects social reality. There is a subtle difference betwasgying: “I am using the thing”
and: “the thing has use-value for me.” In the first phrasehtlmaan is the agent in control,
in the second phrase, the human has become the consumebefiiicial properties of the
thing. The individual’s ability to use external things toneehis or her needs has become a
power of the thing itself. Marx’s statement that commoditi@ve use-value is a statement
about how commodity-producing society relates to thinlgsigs are viewed as imbued with
powers.
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Question 38 Why is the usefulness for human life attributed to the thmg & was a prop-
erty of the thing itself?

Locke’s definition of use-value (which he calls “natural #d} in footnote 4 is in full
accord with Marx’s: it vividly describes how a relative cept (“fitness for human life”)
becomes an attribute of the thing itself.

4“The natural worth of anything consists in it 4 Der natiirliche worth jedes Dinges besteht
fitness to supply the necessities, or serve the cprin seiner Eignung, die notwendigen Bedurfnisse
veniences of human lifeJohn Locke[Loc77, p. | zu befriedigen oder den Annehmlichkeiten des
28]. menschlichen Lebens zu dienendohn Locke

[Loc77, p. 28].

Question 39 What is the meaning of “natural” in the term “natural worth”?

In the remainder of the footnote, Marx argues that “natur@iti’ should be interpreted
as “use-value” instead of “value:”

4ctd |n English writers of the 17th century w 4ctd|m 17. Jahrhundert finden wir noch haufig
frequently find “worth” in the sense of use-valug, bei englischen SchriftstellerpWorth* fur Ge-
and “value” in the sense of exchange-value. Thisbrauchswert undValue® fur Tauschwert, ganz
is quite in accordance with the spirit of a lan- im Geist einer Sprache, die es liebt, die unmittel-
guage that likes to use a Teutonic word for thebare Sache germanisch und die reflektierte Sache
immediate thing, and a Romance word for the fe-romanisch auszudriicken.
flected thing.

The translation “the actual thing”
versus “its reflection” is

misleading, since it denies that the
reflected thing is actual too.

Question 40 Take some simple object, a shoe or a rubber ball, and diffextenbetween its
properties, its usefulness, and its use-value.

|l The practical mind does not notice the difference betweemte-value of a thing and
its properties, because one needs possession of the thongginto be able to take advantage
of its usefulness. Marx formulates this as follows:
But this usefulness does not dangle in mid-Aber diese Nutzlichkeit schwebt nicht in
air. Conditioned by the physical propertiesder Luft. Durch die Eigenschaften des Wa-
of the body of the commodity, it has no ex- renkdrpers bedingt, existiert sie nicht ohne
istence apart from the latter. denselben.
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The translation “derived” is consider the humans involved,
wrong. The usefulness of athing  both physically and socially. Marx
cannot be derived from its physical means “conditioned” mainly in an
properties; one also needs to enabling sense here, although the

modern meaning emphasizes more
its restrictive dimension.

The terminology “body of the commodity” shows that for Matixe thing which physi-
cally makes up a commodity cannot be identified with the coutitydtself—just as a person
cannot be identified with his or her body. (The social “sodla@ommaodity, its value, will
be discussed shortly.)

To paraphrase Marx’s argument: what people really wantesue-value of the things,
not the things themselves, but they can only benefit fromethise-values when they have
possession of the things themselves. This is the basis éosdhial rules in a commodity
society regulating who can have access to witdhgs

Question 42 Do transportation, electricity, information, servicestpnts, other so-called
“immaterial” commodities, fit under the definition of a comdity given here?

Some products have a use-value which does not require therpre of the original prod-
uct but which can be conveyed by simple copies of the proddfteén, capitalism has created
institutions (patents and copyrights) which mimic the basiationship described here that
the use-value is only available if the unique original pretds present. While capitalism
extends commodification in some areas, it also restrictsdthers. Things which accord-
ing to their use-values are perfectly capable of being ttaakecommodities, do not take
commodity form for overriding social reasons: the use ofimaublic education, radio/TV,
certain banking services, etc.

Finally it may be worth pointing out that the formulation ‘g®not dangle in mid-air” is
again a critique of Hegel and of all idealist philosophy. Ptato and Hegel, the properties
of thingsweredangling in the air, they had their separate existence adsde

After having introduced, ever so briefly, the relationshigveen use-value and the prop-
erties of the commaodity, and the distinction between theroorlity and the body of the
commodity, Marx obtains permission from the reader to sifypiis wording by calling the
body of the commodityd use-value.”

The bodyitself of the commodity, such as DerWarenkrper selbst, wie Eisen, Weizen,
iron, wheat, diamond, etc., is therefore|aDiamant usw., ist daher ei@ebrauchswert
use-valueor a good. oder Gut.
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This sentence cannot be useful.”
understood in the Moore-Aveling

translation: “A commodity, such

as iron, corn, or a diamond, is
therefore, so far as it is a material
thing, a use-value, something

The version of this sentence in the First EditiorGafpital, 18:2, leaves no doubt that this
is a terminological convention:

For the sake of brevity, the useful thing itself Abkiirzend nennen wir das nutzliche Ding
or, in other words, théody of the commod; selbst oder denVarenkrper, wie Eisen,
ity, such as iron, wheat, diamond, etc., wjll Weizen, Diamant usw.,Gebrauchswert
be called aise-valuegood, article. Gut, Artikel.

In the later editions, it is still a terminological conveartj but since Marx furnishes a
better logical justification for it, and at the same time ustrser formulation, it has become
more difficult to see that it is merely a convention. The arguatis: In order to avail onself of
the use-value of a commaodity, nothing more nor less is nacg$san its physical presence.
Therefore it is justified, when speaking about the body ofai@modity, to simply call it
“a use-value.” The word is therefore used in two meaningschvtio not conflict with each
other.

Use-value can also be attached to the absence of thingsb#emee of illness, crime,
pollution, etc. Since these use-values cannot be commaddifieeadily, they are neglected
in a commodity society.

| After saying that for the enjoyment of the use-value the ptaypresence of the com-
modity is needed, Marx emphasizes that this is all that isleée
This characteristic of a commodity does nptDieser sein Charakter hangt nicht davon ab,
depend on whether appropriating its usefulob die Aneignung seiner Gebrauchseigen-
properties costs more or less labor. schaften dem Menschen viel oder wenig Ar-

beit kostet.

It is the physical properties of the good and only those toatey its use-value. The
labor producing the product is no longer there. It has disapgd into the product; it is
sublated(aufgehobenin its result. AboutAufhebungcompare Hegel's Logic, [Heg69a, pp.
106-108].

| The usefulness of a commodity not only depends on its prigsertith reference to
human needs (its use-value), but also on its quantity. OHggram of milk will not do for
the baby. This is the reason why society does not abstract fine quantities of the use-
values—they play an important part in exchange relationg. teoretical discourse about
economic relations has to follow suit:

When examining use-values, we always asBei Betrachtung der Gebrauchswerte wird
sume to be dealing with well-defined quai-stets ihre quantitative Bestimmtheit voraus-
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tities, such aslozensof watches yards of
linen, ortonsof iron.

gesetzt, wibutzendUhren,Elle Leinwand,
TonneEisen usw.

This is all Marx says about use-value here. Since the comméatim is (at first) in-
different towards the kinds of use-values, any closer dmration of the particularities of
use-values cannot enlighten us about the character ofl smtiaconomic relations in capi-
talism. Of course, this does not mean that use-values atevent for practical life:

The use-values of commodities furnish theDie Gebrauchswerte der Waren liefern das
material for a special branch of knowledge,Material einer eignen Disziplin, d&¥arenkunde
whose textbooks are the commercial prad-

uct manuals.

5 In bourgeois societies the legal fiction pré- 5 In der birgerlichen Gesellschaft herrscht die
vails that every one, as a buyer, possesses an| efietio juris, daf3 jeder Mensch als Warenkaufer ei-
cyclopedic knowledge of commaodities. ne enzyklopadische Warenkenntnis besitzt.

1t This knowledge is not taught in schools but passed on infynteardware is a popular
conversation topic.

Transition to Exchange-Value

The remainder of the paragraph paves the ground for thesismuof the next major topic,

theexchange-value
Use-value actualizes itself only by use frDerGebrauchswertverwirklichtsich nurim

consumption. Gebrauch oder der Konsumtion.

The Moore-Aveling translation has the next. | replaced it with a the Fowkes translation. | see no
a colon between this sentence and period, as in the German and also reason for a colon here.

A thing may have the most beneficial properties for humanspigewill not benefit from
it unless they take a specific act of “using” the thing. This @fcusing is often, but not
always, at the same time the “consumption” of the things,it. destroys the thing or makes
its use-value unavailable for others.

The above sentence also clarifies the terminology: if onbaxges things, or also if one
collects them in the basement in the hope that they will apate, one doesot use them.
“Use” is seen here in contradistinction to exchange.

Question 45 Is it also true that exchange-value only realizes itselfohtange? (Difficult
question which requires good knowledge of Marx.)
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Question 46 Certain use-values are produced with the purpose never tasked. For in-
stance nuclear weapons which are developed for the sake@ireiece. It is true for these
use-values too that their use-value actualizes itself oniis use?

Use-values constitutthe material content| Gebrauchswerte bildeden stofflichen In-
of wealth whatever itsocial formmay be. | halt des Reichtumswvelches immer seine
gesellschaftliche Forraei.

1t A thing which has properties useful for human life, consadiefrom the point of view
of its possible uses by humans, is called “use-value.” Rebahdle use-values every day.
Their existence depends on use-values. This is true in esaoiety. The available use-
values constitute the material wealth of a socidtfdut in capitalism, useful things have an
additional specific social power: they can be traded or solthe market.
In the form of society we are about to con-In der von uns zu betrachtenden Gesell-
sider, they are, in addition, the material car-schaftsform bilden sie zugleich die stoffli-
riers of—exchange-value. chen Trager des—Tauschwerts.

whose use-value is intact has the
additional power of being
exchangeable.

| avoided translating Stoffliche
Traget with “material
depository.” The emphasis is not

on someone or something
depositingexchange-value in the
article, but that any commaodity

1t Exchange-value is that social relation or social custonttvhilows commodities to be
traded for each other or for money. Marx’s short sentenaediicing the exchange-value
makes the following implicit claims:

e Exchange-value is social, not individual. If two individsidecide to exchange some-
thing which is not commonly exchanged, this does not give thing an exchange-
value.

e Exchange-value resides in the commodities themselves eXtteange of commodi-
ties is not embedded in a bigger social ritual (as the exahafgvedding rings is
embedded in the marriage ceremony), but the things theesahe exchangeable (if
they are commodities). Exchange-value is also not atetbtd the commodity owner,
but the commodity itself. Although the commodity owner nantiee exchange pro-
portions and decides on the exchange, these exchange fiwogare considered to
belong to the commaodity, not its owner.

e Exchange-value cannot be derived from the use-valuesiedoRather, commodities
have a second quality, separate from their use-valuesweatimvs them to be traded
on the market.
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Marx characterizes the relation between use-value andhegehvalue with the words: use-
values are the materiatarriers’ of exchange-value. What does this mean? If a commaodity
loses its use-value then it also loses its exchange-valeseitheless the use-value is not the
source of the exchange-value: if a certain use-value besdraely available to all (bread
growing on wild trees) then it still is a use-value but no lenlgas exchange-value. Marx will
elaborate on this relationship in 131:1, after we know lvetteere exchange-value comes
from.

Question 47 Which of the following did Marx say, and could he also havel saiy of the
others?

(a) The commodity is the carrier of exchange-value.

(b) The use-value is the carrier of exchange-value.

(c) The commodity is the carrier of value.

(d) The use-value is the carrier of value.

Exam Question 50 What is the exchange-value of a commodity? (Give its defimitiot
an analysis where it comes from).

Question 51 Joseph, who lives in a capitalist society, regularly swaigstife with the wife
of his friend. Does this mean Joseph’s wife has exchangeswalcapitalism?

Question 52 In the United States of America, children who lose their biieyh often get a
quarter for each tooth from their mother who pretends to leettoth fairy. Does this mean
that baby teeth have exchange-value in this society?

Question 53 If husband and wife exchange wedding rings during their mage ceremony,
does this establish a special exchange-value for thesa?ing

Question 54 What would a Marxist say about the following argument: thehexge-value
of an item is created through demand, not by the item itseifolbody demands the item, it
cannot be traded for anything. In other words, exchangewé created by people wanting
the item.

Exam Question 55 Explain in your own words what it means to say that use-vadmeshe
“material carriers” of exchange-value.

Question 57 If the exchange-value of a commodity cannot be derived fterase-value,
then a used commodity should have the same exchange-vauseas commodity, as long
as it is not broken. Right or wrong?
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Question 58 The use-value of a commodity is the utility one gets fronquisithe exchange-
value is the utility one gets from using those things one caafetthe commodity for. Right
or wrong?

1.1.b. [From Exchange-Value to Value]

In the practical activity involving commodities, two difnt aspects of each commodity
demand the attention of its owner: on the one hand, its usexyvand on the other, the
quality which was just introduced, namely, its exchangieaT his double character of the
commaodity is so basic that i@ontribution 269:1, it is the first thing Marx says about the
commodity. InCapital, by contrast, these two aspects are introduced sequgnthafirx
first gives a brief discussion of use-value and only aftedsantroduces exchange-value.
Right now we are at the beginning of the discussion of exchamdue. Imagine Marx
still interviewing the individual in capitalist societyhis time asking “tell me about the
exchange-value of your commodity.” Most likely, this perseould reply: “The exchange-
value consists in the amount of other commodities which | geinfor mine.” This is the
most striking practical implication of the exchange-vabfi@ given commodity:

126:2 Exchange-value manifests itself at 50:2/0 Der Tauschwert erscheint zunachst
first as thequantitative relation the pro- | als dasquantitative Verfltnis, die Pro-
portion, in which use-values of one sortportion, worin sich Gebrauchswerte ei-
are exchanged against use-values of anotheer Art gegen Gebrauchswerte anderer Art
sorf— ... | austauschef, ..

Marx writes here “at first” because (a) on the one hand, thetifative exchange propor-
tion between two use-values is the first thing one sees oitieamge-value of a commodity,
but (b) on the other hand, the exchange proportion betweetistated commodities is not
a full manifestation of exchange-value. For instance, Megitikshow in section 1.3 that the
existence of money, the thing that can buy every commoditggo a manifestation of the
exchange-value of the commodities.

[Discovery of a Contradiction]

Interestingly, the first manifestation of exchange-valoesinot fit together with the things
said (or implied) about exchange-value when it was intredyjast a paragraph ago. Exchang
value was introduced as something attached to (or “carbg)l’a commodity’s use-value.
The obvious first manifestation of exchange-value, the amgk proportion, however, can-
not be attributed to angnecommodity; rather it is a relation betweemo commodities.
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| Marx will remark on this discrepancy shortly, but first he qtsi out that exchange
proportions are relative also in a different sense: theyfieeted by exterior circumstances.
At different times and different places, the same commeslithay be exchanged at wildly
different proportions.

...—a proportion which constantly changes. . . ein Verhaltnis, das bestandig mit Zeit und
with time and place. T Ort wechselt.

Everybody living in capitalism is familiar with the relatty and variability of exchange-
proportions, i.e., Marx is not saying anything new here. tBig variability seems to refute
the things said or implied when exchange-value was firsbéhiced. If exchange-value
is something immanent in the commodity, one should not exibés manifest itself as a
relationbetweencommaodities, a relation which is moreover highly variabépending on
the circumstances:

Hence exchange-value seems to be somdéer Tauschwert scheint daher etwas Zufalli-
thing accidental and purelyelative A | ges und reirRelatives ein der Ware inner-
“valeur intrinséque,” i.e. an immanent ex- licher, immanenter Tauschwert (valeur int-
change-value, that resides in the commofpirinseéque) also eine contradictio in adjeéto.
ties, seems therefore a contradiction Fn

terms’ |

An “accidental” outcome is an indeterminate outcome whihadt subject to an inner
necessity. “Purely relative” means: it does not come frommabmmodities themselves, but
only from their relation to each other.

The source of the French quote “valeur intrinséque” is mearc Marx possibly refers
to the definition of “value” in footnote 6, which was origihaliven in French (compare
footnote 6 to paragraph 18:3 in the first edition).

Although Marx makes is sound as if this was a contradictiohignreasoning about the
exchange-value, this is really a contradiction in the thigkand the experiences of people
living under capitalism. Both of the discrepant notionsethiMarx contrasts here with each
other are part of common consciousness. Not only is thehitityeof exchange-proportions
obvious to all, but on the other hand people also have thé&imtuhat exchange-value is
something anchored in the commodity, it is a second propenigh commodities have in
addition to their use-values. (This is how exchange-valae imtroduced earlier.) People
have contradictory notions in their heads because theid laxperience is contradictory.

Marx shared the view of many Hegelians of the time that erogirévidence is full of
contradictions, although people often do not recognizentas such. Compar@€ontribu-
tion, 275:1/0, and the postface to the Second editioCapital, p. 103:2. Just as Marx
considers it a contradiction that money is at the same tiniéng and a social relation, so
he also considers it a contradiction that exchange-valakttse same time immanent to the
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commodities and a relation between commodities.

Exam Question 60 Which empirical evidence might lead to the conclusion tlxahange-
value is not something inherent in the commodity?

Question 62 In 126:2, Marx says that certain superficial evidence seaniadicate that
exchange-values are accidental and relative. How muchtisitthere to this? To what
extent are exchange-values indeed accidental, and to wiemtare they indeed relative?
(This question requires familiarity with things Marx sagsdr.)

Question 63 Are there other places i€apitalwhere Marx says that the exchange values
seem accidental?

In a dialectical investigation, the discovery of contraidics is as important as their
subsequent resolution. Marx just pinpointed a contraaticiin the empirical evidence of
commodity-producing economies. This is a scientific achieent. People living in commodity
producing societies typically do not notice that this is atcadiction.

Question 64 Marx discusses at length the question whether value isnsitrito the com-
modity or relative. What is the view of mainstream economnigses it consider value to be
intrinsic or relative?

Evidence which is contradictory cannot be used as a basisdaral inferences. What
should a scientist do if the evidence is contradictory? Régfoemulation that the exchange-
value “seem$accidental is a hint. The word “seems” stresses the limitearacter of this
inference, which was obtained by looking only at the first ifestation of exchange-value
and nothing else|} If this limited viewpoint leads to contradictions, thenstriecessary to
take a more thorough look at the evidence:

Let us consider the matter more closely. | Betrachten wir die Sache naher.

Exam Question 66 Why does Marx’s inquiry sometimes reach an impasse whicltoobn
be resolved by “considering the matter more closely”?

1 This is a standard formulation of Marx’s when his investigatreaches an impasse
(compare e.g. pp. 180:2 and 300:1/0). Such an impasse doeseaa that an error has been
made, but that it has become necessary to probe into degpes laf reality. The next three
paragraphs will be devoted to this “closer consideratiothefmatter,” but let us first look at
the footnotes to the above paragraph.
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[Footnotes]

In the Preface to the Third edition, p. 108:1, Engels writest the footnotes document
“where, when and by whom an economic idea conceived in theseaf development was
first clearly enunciated.y The first footnote 6 justifies Marx’s entry point into exchang
value by documenting that the view of exchange-value as mgatitative proportions can
be found in the literature.

6 “The value consists in the exchange propdr- © ,Der Wert besteht in dem Tauschverhaltnis,
tion between one thing and another, between thislas zwischen einem Ding und einem anderen,
amount of one product and that of another.” Lezwischen der Menge eines Erzeugnisses und der
Trosne [LT46, p. 889] eines anderen besteht.” Le Trosne [LT46, p. 889]

1t This point of view reflects the practical concerns of the cadity traders, see footnote
17 to 140:3/0o, but it is one-sided. A theoretical analysis @ hope of uncovering the real
connections if it does not take all aspects into considemagven if (or especially if) they
are contradictory.

Question 67 The French economist Le Trosne wrote that the value of a tbamists in
its exchange-proportions with other things. Does Marx agéth this, or how would he
re-formulate this proposition to make it correct?

|l Footnote 7 shows that also the subsequent step in Marx'sremgi) which seems to
come to the conclusion that exchange-value cannot be intierthe commaodity, has prece-
dents in the literature.

7 “Nothing can have an intrinsick value” Bar 7 Nichts kann einen inneren Tauschwert ha-
bon [Bar96, p. 6] or, as Butler says, “For what ben“ Barbon [Bar96, p. 6], oder wie Butler sagt:
is worth in anything but so much money as 'twi|ll ,Der Wert eines Dings ist grade so viel wie es
bring.” einbringen wird."

1 Marx takes the perceptions of these earlier economistewsgyi They usually have
their justification, even if the authors themselves do natelthem in the right context.

Question 68 The English economist Barbon wrote that nothing can havegimsic exchange-
value. Does Marx agree with this, or how would he re-formailiis proposition to make it
correct?

Question 69 How is Barbon’s statement that nothing can have an intriegichange-value
related to Butler's statement that the worth of somethingstgts in the amount of money for
which it can be exchanged?
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[First Thought Experiment]

After this look at the footnotes let us go back to the main.tekhe “closer considera-
tion” announced by Marx consists of two thought experimémterhich Marx draws out
the implications of two additional familiar facts. Each bese thought experiments picks
out a familiar aspect of the activity of individuals when yhgeal with commaodities, and
then makes inferences about the social relations whiclcmdhdividuals to engage in these
activities.

| The first thought experiment reminds us that one quarter afatvisan not only be
exchanged for one other commodity, salps. of iron, but for many different commodities:

127:1 Any given commodity, one quar- 51:1 Eine gewisse Ware, ein Quarter Wei-
ter of wheat for instance, is exchanged fprzen z.B., tauscht sich mit Stiefelwichse
x shoe polish, oy silk, or z gold, etc.—in | oder mity Seide oder miz Gold usw., kurz
short, for other commaodities in threost di- | mit andern Waren in demerschiedensten
verse proportions Proportionen

The evidence of actual exchange-value yields thereforevamabilities. Exchange pro-
portions not only vary with time and place, but also with tteune of the equivalent ex-
changed. While the first variability is beyond the controlindividuals and is consid-
ered an irregularity, the second variability is a generaltgepted and expected property
of exchange-values.

Marx focuses on this second kind of variability, the abilifythe wheat to be exchanged
for many different other goods, because it makes the exfamianplausible which offered
itself for the first variability. If we consider only one paif commaodities, say 1 quarter
wheat versusa Ibs. of iron, then it might be plausible to conjecture thaitlexchange pro-
portion depends on a special relationship between the vdveatr and the iron owner, or
on the circumstances of the exchange. But if the wheat isasgdd for many other com-
modities, it is much less plausible to assume that each sttheny exchange proportions
depends on specials relationship which the wheat owner ithahe owners of the many
other commaodities. Rather, this evidence is consistettt ivihat those different exchanges
are but different ways of signaling something that has to il the wheat owner himself or
herself.

Since this may be an unfamiliar kind of reasoning, | will givere an example where
something happened to me personally which prompted me tty &ipp same logic in a
different context. Once | was driving my car in the eveningitsp and some car facing me
in the opposite lane blinked its lights at me. First | thoughis must have been someone
who knew me, i.e., | assumed that the reason for the blinkiag something between the
driver of the other car and myself, somethietative. But since it was getting dark | couldn’t
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make out who was sitting in the other car. Only afténer cars blinked their lights at me,
too, did | realize | had forgotten to turn on my own headlights., their blinking did not
signal a relationship between them and me, but it signaledetung abouimealone.

Marx, of course, does not bring the example with the blinkdags, but he makes essen-
tially the same argument in terms of a dialectical negatiomegation. |l The present step
is the negation of the original “use-values are the mateaaliers of exchange-value,” in
which it had been tacitly understood that each use-valuehasxchange-value only:
Instead of one exchange-value, the wheaMannigfache Tauschwerte also hat der Wei-
has, therefore, a great many. T zen statt eines einzigen.

|l The negation of the negation uses the fact that shoe-pslikhetc., are all received in
exchange fowheat One does not need to be a friend or relative of the ownersoa-plolish
or silk to make these exchanges, all that is necessary istigadwns wheat. Therefore each
trader who made one of these exchanges could in principdéhalse made any of the others.
This is the meaning of the word “replaceable” in the nextesecé:

But sincex shoe polish, as well agsilk, as | Aber dax Stiefelwichse, ebensg Seide,

well asz gold, etc., is the exchange-value ofebensa Gold usw. der Tauschwert von ei-

one quarter of wheak shoe polishy silk, z | nem Quarter Weizen ist, musserStiefel-

gold, etc., must be exchange-values replacewichse,y Seide,z Gold usw. durch einan-

able by each other or equal in magnitude.| der ersetzbare oder einander gleich groR3e
Tauschwerte sein.

1+ How did Marx make the step from “replaceable” to “equal in miagde’? The “re-
placeability” has the implication that none of these exdeanis inherently more favorable
than the others. The trader who exchanged his quarter oftvalgeénst 5 Ibs of shoe polish
cannot say he got a worse deal than the one who exchangeddréergqnf wheat against 1
yard of silk. Had he preferred the silk he could have exchdmggwheat for silk instead of
shoe polish.} But if the exchange-values can be compared with each ottaartigatively,
they must be based on an equal quality. All the exchangessaitithe wheat therefore are
just different ways to say the same thing about wheat (justedifferent cars blinking their
headlights said the same thing about my own headlights).

It follows therefore, firstly: the valid exq Es folgt daher erstens: Die gliltigen Tausch-
change-values of a given commodity ex-werte derselben Ware driicken ein Gleiches
press an equal content. aus.

more awkward formulation “. ..
driicken ein Gleiches aus.” Indeed,

Moore-Aveling and Fowkes both
write: express something equal.
The word “something” is “die gultigen Tauschwerte right now we only know that all
unfortunate here because it derselben Ware drucken etwas the different exchange-values are
suggests that the equal content is a Gleiches aus” he uses the slightly the expression of some equal

thing. Marx himself avoids this
connotation: instead of writing
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not be able to understand the point
of the second thought experiment.

underlyingsocial relation Only each commodity. It is therefore
Marx’s second thought experiment important that the translation not
will show that this underlying already anticipate the result of this
social relation can be reduced to a second thought experiment,
substance (i.e., a “thing”) inside because otherwise the reader will

1 Marx writes here Valid exchange-values” presumably because only those exchang
values are replaceable with each other which have gendidityanot those coming from
special circumstances such as the trader having to make safeer being mis-informed
about the exchange-value of his or her product.

Question 70 Why does Marx write in 127:1 “the valid exchange-valuesstaad of simply
“the exchange-values™?

So far Marx has argued from the point of view of the individcainmodity-owners. These
commodity-owners treat the many exchange-values of tlrenmaodities as replaceable ex-
pressions of the same thingl In a second step, Marx argues that this expression is th
reason why commodities have to go through the exchange:

But secondly, exchange-value itself cannoZweitens aber: Der Tauschwert kann tber-
be anything other than the memode of | haupt nur diAusdrucksweisalie ,Erschei-
expression“form of appearance,” of some nungsform“ eines von ihm unterscheidbaren
content distinguishable from it. Gehalts sein.

present time we only know that the
source of exchange-value does not
lie in the sphere of circulation but

Moore-Aveling has: “secondly, suggests that exchange-value is
exchange-value, generally, is only reducible to somsubstance

the mode of expression, the contained in the commodities.
phenomenal form, of something Although this is true, it will only elsewhere. Nothing is said yet
contained in it, yet distinguishable  be derived in the second thought  about it that this source is a
from it.” This is problematic for experiment. If this result is already substance residing in the

the reason already pointed outin  pronounced now, then the purpose commaodities.

the preceding translation note. The of the second thought experiment

word “something contained in it” becomes unintelligible. At the

1 In other words, exchange-value is a social relation whitdwa the expression of some
deeper content in the sphere of exchange. This means, egelvatue does not originate in
the sphere of exchange at all, it is so-to-say remotely otiatt: it is the form in which a
deeper social relation manifests itself on the surface.

Question 71 What is the difference between mode of expression and foappefarance?
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Question 72 First give Marx’s arguments how one can come to the conciu$iat exchange-
value is not something inherent in the commodity. Then dipre, in your own words,
Marx’s rebuttal that, despite these arguments, excharagge\seems to be something inher-
ent to the commodity after all.

Although Marx says here only that the content underlyingegtkehange-value must lokf-

ferentfrom exchange-value, the understanding is that this coydrich drives the exchange-
value, does not originate in the sphere of exchange at alhjubduction Obviously, the
commodity exchange is only the second act in a two-act drémedjrst act being the pro-
duction of the commodities. Production is private, and ttaekmt is the only arena through
which the producers come in contact with each other and thewners. These basic facts
about our society must be kept in mind to understand the dpugtnt here. Marx wrote in
theIntroductionto Grundrisse [mecw28]37:2—-38:1:
“The subject, society, must always be ep-Auch bei der theoretischen Methode daher
visaged ... as the pre-condition of compre-muld das Subjekt, die Gesellschaft, als Vor-
hension even when the theoretical method iussetzung stets der Vorstellung vorschwe-
employed.” ben.

Question 73 Is there other surface evidence, other than the variabilftgxchange propor-
tions, indicating that exchange-value is the expressiosonfie deeper relation of produc-
tion?

If exchange-value is the form of appearance of some sodtion located not in the
sphere of circulation itself, this explains the variagildf exchange-value with time and
place which prompted us to embark on our thought experiméetchange-value is only
the surface-echo of an underlying social relations havrdptwith the production of wheat,
then we should expect that this echo might also be affectemthmr circumstances. Marx
will say more about this in chapter Three, p. 195:2/0.

[Second Thought Experiment]

This was only the first of two thought experiments constityfilarx’s “closer consideration
of the matter.” It came to the conclusion that exchangee/slwuemotely controlled; it is the
surface expression of some deeper but invisible socidioalaThis explains the variability
of exchange-value, but it does not yet explain how exchasmdige can also be inherent. How
can something as relative and symmetric as an exchangengtween two commodities
be attached to one of the two commodities, i.e., be congidaneexchange-valuef the
wheat? In order to solve this puzzle, Marx makes a secondjtit@xperiment:
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127:2 Let us furthermore take two com- 51:2 Nehmen wir ferner zwei Waren, z.B.
modities, e.g., wheat and iron. Weizen und Eisen.

Marx goes back to the exchange relation betwencommodities. He picks two com-
modities which were politically relevant at his time; whaad iron are a reference to the
corn laws. [Cle79]

The proportions in which they are ex- Welches immer ihr Austauschverhaltnis,
changeable, whatever the numbers may pegs ist stets darstellbar in einer Gleichung,
can always be represented in an equation imorin ein gegebenes Quantum Weizen ir-
which a given quantity of wheat is equatedgendeinem Quantum Eisen gleichgesetzt
to some quantity of iron, say 1 quarter wheatwird, z.B. 1 Quarter Weizen a Ztr. Eisen.
=xIbs. iron.

In his first thought experiment in the previous paragraphI,2Viarx had pointed out that
not only one, but many different commodities give a signah®wheat. Their signal can
therefore not be a private communicatiogtweereach commaodity and the wheat, but the
reflection of a social property of wheat itself, i.e., of tleeial relations which govern the
production of wheat. He could have made this argument eutée gignal between the com-
modities had not been a relationship as symmetric as an egetralation (but, for instance,
cars blinking their lights). Now Marx takes the additionatf into his argument that the
signal sent by the other commaodities is gyenmetriaelationship of exchangeability.

Since exchangeability of wheat for iron also implies exdeability of iron for wheat,
the iron itself possesses that what it attests to the whedlgvby contrast, the cars blinking
their lights at me had most likely not forgotten to turn onitlmvn headlights). In other
words, this relationship between wheat and iron is the esgiva of anequality Itis a
different equality than that which had been the focus of tet fhought experiment. There,
in 127:1, Marx referred to the equality of shoe polish, sijkld, (and also iron) with each
other as expressions of the exchange-value of the wheat. Hdorefers to the equality
between any one of these expressions, say iron, and the itdedht
What does this equation say? | Was besagt diese Gleichung?

1t This is a surprising question, which seems more appropioditerature critique than
economics. Why is Marx interested in what the surface intéyas “say”? Answer: he looks
at the surface interactions in order to understand theoekof production that are reflected
in and mediated by them. By asking what these interactioag’Be is investigating the
messages filtering down to the private producers if the coditpdraders on the surface
routinely exchange their commodities.

Question 74 Comment about the following critique of Marx: When Marx ask®at is
the meaning of the exchange relation between two commsditee commits the error of
treating the economy like a literary text. The actions ofébenomic agents must be causally
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explained, but any reflection about their “meaning” is anarpretation which does not help
us understand what is really going on.

That in two different things—in 1 quarter of Dal ein Gemeinsames von derselben Grolie
wheat and irx Ibs. of iron—exists a “com-| in zwei verschiedenen Dingen existiert, in 1
mon something” in the same quantity. Quarter Weizen und ebenfalls Ztr. Ei-
sen.

1t By exchanging their commodities, the market agents acttheiif commodities, despite
their different use-values, were equélSince the messages which these exchange relations
send down to the producers say that all commodities are gifl@ak concludes that, from
the point of view of production, these commodities are inbegual:
The two things are therefore equal to a thind,Beide sind also gleich einem Dritten, das an
which is in itself neither the one nor the und fur sich weder das eine noch das andere
other. ist.

1+ This step from the surface expressions to the underlyiragiogis is based on the as-
sumption that the surface activity on the market is congruéth the structures in the hid-
den sphere of production. In other words: exchange, in wihieltcommodities are treated as
equals, can only then play the important role in the cagitalconomy which it does play, if
the commaodities are not made equal through the exchangédrbatig equabeforebeiung
exchanged.

| Marx concluded from his first thought experiment that exgjeamalue is only a form
of appearance of some content different from exchangeeyalut he left the nature of this
content unspecified. All we know is that it is some underlysogial relation, presumably
having to do with the production of the wheat. The secondghbexperiment allows him
to say more about this content: it is some equdistancevhich the commodities contain
already before they are exchanged. This greatly simplifiestéask of understanding the
exchange relations. All we need to know is: what is this satst, and how much of itis in
each commodity? Marx formulates this idea as follows (aedue of the word “reduce” is
significant here):
Each of the two, so far as it is exchange-Jedes der beiden, soweit es Tauschwert, mufd
value, must therefore be reducible to thisalso auf dies Dritte reduzierbar sein.
third.

1 In the first edition, p. 19:1, and Malue, Price, and Profjtp. [mecw20]121:2, this sen-
tence contains the additional clause that each must beitdeltic this thirdindependently
of the othelmy emphasis). This makes it clearer what Marx means withwtirel “reduce”
here. Itis the reduction of a relatitietweerihe things to a substance containvdgthin each
of the partners in the relation.
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[Polygon Analogy]

|l The next paragraph brings a metaphor clarifying this redact

127:3 A simple geometrical example may 51:3 Ein einfaches geometrisches Bei-
make this clear. In order to determine andspiel veranschauliche dies. Um den Flachen-
compare the areas of polygons, one decgminhalt aller gradlinigen Figuren zu bestim-
poses them into triangles. Every triangle ismen und zu vergleichen, lost man sie in
then reduced to an expression that is quitéreiecke auf. Das Dreieck selbst reduziert
different than the triangle’s visible shape, man auf einen von seiner sichtbaren Figur
namely, half the product of the base timgsganz verschiednen Ausdruck—das halbe
the altitudeba/2. Produkt seiner Grundlinie mit seiner Hohe.

1t The clearest formulation of this polygon illustration canfbund inValue, Price, and
Profit, p. [mecw20]121:3. Here is my own explanation of the pointiia trying to make.
Polygons (i.e., figures bounded by straight lines) areedlatith each other in the following
way: of two arbitrary polygons the first is either bigger thamaller than, or equally large
as the second. In order to show that polygois bigger than or equally large as polygon
B, one might proceed as follows: cut polyg8rinto pieces and place these pieces on top
of B in such a way thaB is completely covered by them. Although this is a concepiual
simple prescription, in practice this cutting can be a trigeometrical exercise. There is
indeed a procedure which can be implemented much more éagitactice. All one has to
do is to measure the area of both polygons separately, byngsrsing each into triangles
and adding the areas of these triangles. These two numbrénfilicate which is bigger
and by how much. The existence of such a procedure, which regjyires one to look
inside each polygon separately in order to know how theyedtaeach other, is what Marx
means by the formulation that, for the purposes of thisiaiatieach is, independently of
the other, reducible to a third{} After this metaphor, Marx announces what the next step ir
the derivation must be:
In the same way, it is our task to redugeEbenso sind die Tauschwerte der Waren zu
the exchange-values of the commodities to aeduzieren auf eiGGemeinsamesvovon sie
common substana& which they represent ein Mehr oder Minder darstellen.
a greater or smaller amount.

Question 77 Marx argues that commodities are exchangeable only bectugsecontain
some common substance. Bailey denies this. He comparescthenge-value of commodi-
ties with the distance between points, which is not basedammmanonality between the two
points but is purely relative: “As we cannot speak thie distance of any objeetithout
implying some other objetietween which and the former this relation exists we cannot
speak of the value of a commodity but in referencartother commodity compared with it
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A thing cannot be valuable in itself without reference tothieo thing any more than a thing
can bedistant in itselfwithout reference to another thing.” [mecw32]329:3. Cormne

The identification of what this substance is (a substancetwiarx calls “value,” see
128:4), will be the subject of the next passage, called havsextion 1.1.c. If such a sub-
stance can be found, this would explain why the exchangeoptiops between wheat and
many other commodities are considered the exchange-gélilee wheat: because they are
reducible, in the sense just explained, to a substanceeitis@wheat itself. After Marx has
found such a substance, his whole study of the value remtigihbe reduced to the study
of this substance. Whenever Marx speaks of the commoditydhages,” he is referring to
this common substance inside the commodities.

Therefore a resolution can be offered to the contradictiamd\jrappled with in the pas-
sage called here subsection 1.1.b, that exchange-valms seethe one hand intrinsic to the
commodities, and on the other purely relative and accidleBi@hange-value seems intrin-
sic because it is the expression of a substamsidethe commodities, and it seems relative
because this expression takes the form @flation between different commodities.

1.1.c. [From Value to Labor]
[Substance of Value has Nothing to do with Physical Matter]

After spending several paragraphs with the subtle and fadiimg) inference that exchange-
value must be the expression of some common substance theid@mmodities, the next
paragraph seems to shatter this result again. In this pgyhgMarx comes to the con-
clusion that there can be no such substance inside the physidies of the commodities
themselves. This conclusion is stated right at the beg@nin

127:4-128:1 This common substange 51:4-52:2 Dies Gemeinsame kann nicht
cannot be a geometrical, physical, chem-eine geometrische, physikalische, chemi-
ical, or any other natural property of the sche oder sonstige natirliche Eigenschaft
commodities. der Waren sein.

[Argument in Value, Price, and Profit] Value, Price, and Profjtp. [mecw20]121:5/0,
comes to this conclusion by the simple argument that exahaafye is social and therefore
has nothing to do with the natural qualities of the things.

Question 78 What is wrong with Marx’s argument iMalue, Price, and Profiwhy did he
change his argument later?
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[Argument in the First edition of Capital] The First edition, p. 19:3, arrives at the
same conclusion (and more) from a closer look at the charatthe exchange relations.
This argument starts with the observation that marketioglatrepresent an abstraction. This
argument is then elaborated in the second and later editioihgve will first look at it in its
version in the first edition. Marx’s writes here:

That the substance of exchange-value
something quite independent and differe
from the physical-tangible existence of th
commodity, or from the commaodity’s deter
minate being asise-value can be seen by
a first glance at the exchange-proportion.
is exactly characterized tgbstraction from
use-value For, if considered according tg
its exchange-value, one commodity is ju
as good as any other, as long as it is pres
in the right proportior?.

iDall die Substanz des Tauschwerths ein

nivon der physisch-handgreiflichen Existenz

eder Waare oder von ihrem Dasein &&-

- brauchswerthdurchaus Verschiedenes und
Unabhangiges, zeigt ihr Austauschverhalt-
IniR auf den ersten Blick. Es ist charakterisirt
eben durch diédbstraktion vom Gebrauchs-

D werth Dem Tauschwerth nach betrachtet

stist namlich eine Waare grade so gut als jede

ergndere, wenn sie nur in richtiger Proportion
vorhanden ist.

1+ As | already said, the main argument here is that the markghamge contains an
abstraction. This “abstraction” does not mean that comtgdriders disregard use-value

when they make their exchanges! In cha
for the commodity traders, who must rec

pter Two, 179:1, Malbxdigcuss the dilemmas
oncile their inditineeds for use-values with

the social constraints imposed by the exchange-valuesvBait matters at the present point
in the derivation is that the market as a whole changes diftause-values into each other,
no use-values have special roles, none have a permaneptiftoThe messages which the
exchange relations on the market send to the producers, \atahvihe market in order to

1. The Commodity

[Argument in the Second and later editions of Capital] In the later editions, this
argument is broken up into three somewhat tedious stepsgalp the rest of paragraph
127:4-128:1. (In the MEW edition and the translations, plaigagraph is broken up because
the Barbon quote was turned into a display quote. But Marxdrnaginally written it as one
solid paragraph.) If you are willing to accept the conclasjou may skip over the rest of
this paragraph and continue with 128:2. For those with ehqagience, here is the version
of this argument as it is made in the most recent editionSagfital. The first step is the

following:
The bodily properties of commodities ent¢rlhre kdrperlichen Eigenschaften kommen

the picture only in so far as they make theliberhaupt nur in Betracht, soweit selbe sie
commodities useful, i.e., turn them into use-nutzbar machen, also zu Gebrauchswerten.
values.

here about “our” attention. Marx
is not explaining why he as a the translation turned an
researcher looks at the bodily ontological question into an
properties of the commodities, but epistemological one.

he investigates how the economic

agents themselves relate to their

The Moore-Aveling translation
says: “Such properties claim our
attention only in so far as they
affect the utility of those
commodities, make them
use-values.” It is wrong to speak

commodities. One might say that

1t The bodily properties of a commodity are also relevanpfoduction But this does not
concern the commodity traders in the sphere of circulatimr.them, the bodily properties
are only interesting to the extent that they affect the waes of the finished products.
But these use-values cannot contribute to the common sulestahich the commodities
have as exchange-values, because it is exactly the purpegelmnge to replace one use-
value by another. Marx calls this an abstraction:

make their production decisions, do not single out pardicuse-values, all are the same.
Whatever role the use-values may play in individual excleashggisions, it is not apparent
to an observer of the overall exchange relations.

Question 79 In 127:4-128:1, Marx says that the exchange relation is abtarized by an
abstraction from use-values. What does this mean? Expldimsuch a way that your
12-year old would understand.

Question 80 Marx says that the exchange-relations are characterizediyabstraction
from use-values. But use-values do affect the exchangejpiops. If a use-value is in high
demand compared to supply, then it commands a higher exehaadge. If a competitor
brings out a better product, the firm’s own product may not aaly more. Can this be
reconciled with the claim of abstraction from use-value?
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On the other hand, however, it is exactly theAndrerseits aber ist es grade die Abstraktion
abstraction from the use-values of the comvon ihren Gebrauchswerten, was das Aus-
modities which evidently characterizes theirtauschverhaltnis der Waren augenscheinlich

exchange relation.

charakterisiert.

In the French edition [mecw], the above sentence has twa.pdrhe first half of the

sentence speaks about the actions of the
But on the other hand it is evident that o

commodity traders:
eMais d'un autre coté il est evident que I'on

abstracts from the use-value of the com-ait abstraction de la valeur d’'usage des mar-

modities when one exchanges them ...

chandises quand on les échange

Again, this cannot mean that the trading partners disrefpgrdse-values, but that the act
of exchange itself is an act of abstracting of the use-vahiese it replaces one use-value by
another. In the second half, Marx makes the transition fioenidividual acts of exchange

to the exchange relations “themselves:”
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... and that every exchange relation is itse¢lfet que tout rapport d’échange est méme ca-
characterized by this abstraction. T ractérisé par cette abstraction.

When he writes that the exchange relations are “charaetéfig,” Marx presumably
refers to the information available to the producers fromlyzing the multitude of exchange
acts happening on the markégtAll one can see from looking at the exchange relations fromr
afar is that the market allows any two use-values to be exgdgthagainst each other. This is
“evident” because of the following simple and well-knowntfabout the exchange relations:
In this exchange relation, one use-value|idnnerhalb desselben gilt ein Gebrauchswert
just as good as another, as long as it|igrade so viel wie jeder andre, wenn er nurin
present in the proper quantity. gehoriger Proportion vorhanden ist.

1+ This short proof of Marx’s subsidiary claim that the exchednglations are character-
ized by an abstraction from use-values concludes the phadfuse-value cannot enter the
“common substance,” and in the First edition, this paralgrapds here.| In the Second
edition, the paragraph is made longer. First Marx adds saméeg documenting that this
abstraction from use-values has been observed in thetlitera
Or, as oldBarbonsays, “One sort of wares Oder, wie der altdBarbonsagt: ,Die eine
are as good as another, if the values pé&Varensorte ist so gut wie die andre, wenn
equal. There is no difference or distinctignihr Tauschwert gleich grof3 ist. Da existiert
in things of equal value® keine Verschiedenheit oder Unterscheidbar-
keit zwischen Dingen von gleich groRem
Tauschwert.8

Footnote 8 gives the reference [Bar96, p. 53], and adds erdiff passage from the same
source [Bar96, p. 7], which again says that exchange relatiake abstraction from use-
values:

8 “One sort of wares are as good as anothegr, 8 One sort of wares are as good as anoth
if the values be equal. There is no differen¢e if the values be equal. There is no differenc
or distinction in things of equal value ... On or distinction in things of equal value ... One
hundred pounds worth of lead or iron, is of @s  hundred pounds worth of lead or iron, is of a
great a value as one hundred pounds worth of great a value as one hundred pounds worth
silver and gold.” (N. Barbon, I.c. pp. 53 and  silver and gold.“ (N. Barbon, l.c. p. 53 u. 7.)

7)

(1)

[Alternative Argument in the Second and later editions] | Marx concludes the
paragraph with an alternative short but very abstract graifthe common substance cannot
have anything to do with use-value. The connection to theipus argument lies in the fact
that commodities are exchanged because their use-valeegialitatively different. So far
as they are exchange values, however, commodities can améyduantitative differences.
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These exchange-values can therefore not derive from thalitatively different use-values.
As use-values, commodities are, above &llAls Gebrauchswerte sind die Waren vor al-
of different qualities; as exchange-valugslem verschiedner Qualitat, als Tauschwerte
they can only be of different quantities, andkdnnen sie nur verschiedner Quantitat sein,
consequently do not contain an atom of useenthalten also kein Atom Gebrauchswert.
value.

1t This is an application of the general principle that two tfsnwhich are quantitatively
different must be qualitatively equal—since one cannot garma apples and oranges. It
should be noted here that despite Marx’s arguments heredhst cannot come from use-
value, neoclassical economics does derive value from akev

[Commodities Have Labor in Common]

This is again an impasse: the commodities must contain $ongeequal, but this equal
thing cannot have anything to do with their use-valugddarx resolves this with the bold
assertion that there is only one other thing which the comtieschave in common:

128:2 If we then disregard the use-vallle 52:3 Sieht man nun vom Gebrauchswert
of commodities, they have only one prop-der Warenkorper ab, so bleibt ihnen nur
erty left, that of being products of labor. noch eine Eigenschaft, die von Arbeitspro-

dukten.

1+ This is formulated as if one could reach this conclusion ulgtoa purely deductive
thought process, i.e., as if abstraction from use-valudaviead one immediately to labor
as the only property left. I€ontributionand in the first edition o€apital, however, Marx
does not make the sweeping claim that labor is dhty property left. InContribution
270:3/o0, Marx says that the use-values traded as comm®d#iee a dual character: on the
one hand, they are means to support human life, and on thg tithg are also the products
of human life. While the first aspect does not give commoyatitthe commodities, the
second aspect does. In the first edition, 19:5, Marx first #agsthe common substance
must be somethingocialsince it is not natural, and then he introduces labor—witlashd
and without the claim that this is the only possibility.

While the second and later editions@dpital formulate the transition to labor as if it was
a logical necessity, they make even fewer efforts than teedition orContributionto give
aproof. Obviously, the second and later editions do not bring &lgbssible arguments in
favor of this conclusion. The transition to labor must tliere be considered an additional
judgment about commodity producing societies, whictelatedto the earlier judgments,
but cannot balerivedfrom them. Although it is possible to read off the surfacatiehs
that exchange-value must be a form of appearance of sorgdthirich Marx calls value)
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located in a different sphere, these surface relationsdaipsielves do not allow us to deduce
where value is located and how it originates. The distimckietween what the commodities
themselves tell us and that what has to be found out by goigriakthe sphere of circulation
is also made in the manuscript 4:2, and in 166:2/0, Marx séyalue ... does not have it
written on its foreheadhatit is.”

Question 83 “Exchange-value cannot be anything other than the mode pfession, the
‘form of appearance’, of some substance distinguishablafit’ (p. 127:1).

a) How did Marx come to this conclusion by observing the ergbaelations between
commodities?

b) What is this substance distinguishable from the exchaagjge?

¢) Does mainstream economics distinguish between exchaige and the substance
expressed by exchange-value?

d) Why is this substance equal for all commodities?

e) How does Marx argue that this substance does not come freimuse-values?

f) How does Marx come to the conclusion that this substanoeesdrom labor?

Since it was generally accepted in classical theory (the@mic mainstream when Marx
wrote) that there was a link between value and labor, Manasggly did not find it neces-
sary to bring more arguments that such a link exist<Cdntribution 275:1/0, Marx writes:
Everybody understands more or less clearlyfes schwebt allen mehr oder minder vor, dafi3
that the relations of commodities as ex-das Verhaltnis der Waren als Tauschwerte
change-values are rather the relations of th@ielmehr Verhaltnis der Personen zu ihrer
persons to the productive activities of onewechselseitigen produktiven Tatigkeit ist.
another.

This does not mean that the labor theory of value itself waisghaommon consciousness.
But as long as the labor theory of value was the consensusariwmg economic theorists,
the pre-scientific reflection that labor must matter for thehange-values of the goods had
become common sense. Marx would probably have made a moedtdibdefense of the link
between labor and value had he foreseen that eventually,sslick would become deeply
discredited in mainstream economics.

Question 85 Why did Ricardo’s discovery of the determination of valuddiyor attract
the following critique: “Mr. Ricardo’s system is one of d@ds ... its whole tends to the
production of hostility among classeand nations ... His book is the true manual of the
demagogue, who seeks power by means of agrarianism, warlandgs” [Car48]
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[Metaphor of the Corrosive Glare]

| Instead of spending many words on defending the labor thevglue, Marx builds on
it. He emphasizes one aspect of it which the classical ecst®imad ignored, namely, the
quality of the labor which is reflected in value. The argument whidlo¥es next is Marx’s
own; it cannot be found in the earlier versions of the labaotly of value in classical

political economy.
However, the product of labor has aIreaTyJedoch ist uns auch das Arbeitsprodukt be-

undergone a change in our hands. reits in der Hand verwandelt.

French edition, p. 22:1: “Mais déja Fowkes: “Even the product of an “itself” which is not in the
le produit de travail lu-méme est  labor has already been transformed German, but in the French.
métamorphosé a notre insu.” in our hands.” Moore-Aveling has

1t The phrase “in our hands” makes it clear that Marx is not yi&trtg about the quality
of labor in the production process, but still about the pridwof labor traded on the market.
Of course, these products themselves are not changed ketteusurface activity makes
abstraction of their use-values. The change Marx is talkingut here is one between the
products of labor as seen by the surface agents, and thdssiginigah the handling of these
products on the surface sends to the private producersnBigiad of saying: if abstraction
is made from this and this on the market, then only that antlrdraains visible to the
producers who take their cues from the market, Marx uses #taphor of us, the readers,
picking up the product with our hands and looking at it withoak that abstracts from its
use-value, and the product itself changing because we lobkes if our abstract glare had
set it on fire).

| The next several sentences stay with this metaphor that tive readers ofCapital,
change the products of labor by abtracting from their udaega Marx proceeds slowly and
thoroughly, first going from the use-value of the productadifdr to its bodily forms:
If we abstract from the use-value of the Abstrahieren wir von seinem Gebrauchs-
product of labor, then we abstract at thewert, so abstrahieren wir auch von den
same time from the bodily constituents andkorperlichen Bestandteilen und Formen, die
forms that make it a use-value. es zum Gebrauchswert machen.

1t Here is the interpretation of this passage assuming thak Mses the metaphor of
the corrosive glare in order to describe the signals semt fitee market to the producers
observing the market. If the handling of the products of taiyp the commodity traders
makes abstraction of their use-values (this is a relatiprsétween the commodity and its
owner handling it on the surface) then this means for theymrtsdof labor themselves that
their bodily shapes and components have become irreletrdasti§ the implication of this
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relationship for the commodity itself). The switch from thee-value to the bodily character
of the thing seems pedantic—after all, in 126:1 Marx had iokth permission to ignore
this distinction—but here it is necessary because it is &chwirom the perspective of the
consumers, who look at the commodities as use-values, toetfspective of the producers,
for whom the commodities are things which need to receiviageuseful bodily properties
in the production process.
Itis no longer a table, a house, yarn, or anyEs ist nicht langer Tisch oder Haus oder
other useful thing. All its sensual propertiesGarn oder sonst ein nitzlich Ding. Alle
are extinguished. seine sinnlichen Beschaffenheiten sind aus-
geldscht.

1t The “it” in this last sentence is the product of labor. Of cgmyrit is still relevant that
the thing does have some useful properties, but due to theerofthe markets, which can
turn every use-value into every other use-value, it no longggters which useful properties
a given product of labor has. (One might object here that sosgevalues are more in
demand than others, but at the present stage of his derisiéox does not yet talk about
the mechanisms which bring supply and demand in line, butnass instead that every use-
value is needed.)} Next, Marx discusses the implications for production: theteaction
from the bodily shapes and components of the product of latmtes the kind of labor
irrelevant whose product it is:
It is therefore no longer the product of car- Es ist auch nicht langer das Produkt der
pentry, masonry, spinning, or any other spe-Tischlerarbeit oder der Bauarbeit oder der
cific kind of productive labor. Spinnarbeit oder sonst einer bestimmten

produktiven Arbeit.

To avoid confusion, the translation stayed away from any composites sentence before last: “It is no
used the words “carpentry,” which have “labor” in them. The longer a table, a house, yarn.”
“masonry,” and “spinning,” and choice of labors parallels the

| Although the question on the table is still: “how did theductsof labor change in our
hands?” the next long sentence no longer discussesdidectsof labor but the labor whose
products are traded on the market. Along with the changédsiptoducts of labor, the labor
itself changes as well. This is an extension of Marx’s ojmetaphor: our abstract glare
not only sets the products on fire but also retroactively firglthe labor which produced
the products. This extension of the metaphor signifies aansitin of Marx’s field of vision:
he no longer limits himself to looking at the signals which tharket sends to the producers,
but he also looks at the producers’ reactions to these sigidhey see that all commodities
on the market are treated as equals, regardless of the Isidilyes and components of
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these things, the producers’ reaction must be that theysbkms disregard the differences
between the labors producing these different useful things
Along with the useful characteristics of the Mit dem niitzlichen Charakter der Arbeits-
products of labor, the useful characteristicsprodukte verschwindet der nitzliche Cha-
of the various kinds of labor represented jnrakter der in ihnen dargestellten Arbeiten,
them disappear. e

1t This only tells us what is erased by this abstraction, itetelis us which aspects of
labor donot contribute to the value of the product and therefore areidensd irrelevant by
the producers.) But what remains? The assumption is here that somethingiremain.
Exchange relations on the surface are real, they have cpogars. This causal power
cannot come from nothing, there must be something real didttem of it. The reduction
of the exchange relations on the surface to one common sdesis not merely a way of
thinking about these relations, but this common substasetf is real. It is real, but it is
not a physical aspect of the bodies of the commodities. &alstieis a physical aspect of the
production process of the commodities—an aspect so tantjibt everybody has first-hand
experience of it whenever they work.

| To prepare the answer to the question what this tangiblegamtimes smelly) aspect
of production is, Marx observes that the useful charactéawdr is not only what makes it
productive of useful things, but it is also that aspect oblalhich differentiates one kind of
labor from another.
Therefore, also the different concrete forms. .. es verschwinden also auch die verschie-
of these labors disappear. denen konkreten Formen dieser Arbeiten,

| And since our abstraction erases that which makes the elifféabors different, what
remains must be what all labor have in common:
They no longer differ from each other, but ... sie unterscheiden sich nicht langer, son-
are altogether reduced to equal human laodern sind allzusamt reduziert auf gleiche
human labor in the abstract. menschliche Arbeit, abstrakt menschliche
Arbeit.

1+ That what all human labors have in common is called here “hulabor in the ab-
stract,” which means, labor “indifferent towards the partar form of labor” Contribution
271:1). Marx also uses the formulation “equal human labehich contains the hint that
this substance of value is something social (since equiglity relation betweedifferent
labors). But the implications of this will not be unpackediLih29:2; for now the argument
proceeds as if the value of a commodity came from the actbalr levhich produces that
particular commodity.

Let us take stock again where we are. If the exchange retatarthe surface abstract
from the useful qualities of the products of labor, this hafapact on the private producers,

42



1.1. Use-Value and Value

who observe the market relations for their production dess It does not lead them to
abstract from labor altogether, but it leads them to abtsfram the characteristics which
differentiate the different labors from each other. In ottiverds, they are led to treat all
labors as equal, as one homogeneous mass.

But it is possible for them to do this consistently and susfidly only if the labors are
indeed a homogeneous mass. The background assumptioe iagen that the system as a
whole fits together, that the surface relations would haemmeodified or discarded if they
did not fit together with the underlying production relasohe question arises therefore:
what do all the different activities which we call “labor"yain common? Language already
anticipates that they hawmmethingn common since we are using the same word “labor”
for them. (Marx remarks on this in the Introduction@Goundrisse [mecw28]40:2/0.) At the
present point, Marx does not answer this question otherlig@iving a name to that which
is common to all labors (he calls it equal human labor or alsstiuman labor). But at this
point we can only guess what this name refers to.

Question 86 Take two very different kinds of labor, such as teaching amgtruction work,
and discuss in what respect they are equal.

This is the end of the corrosive glare metaphor, and alsorideoéthe paragraph. This
end is a little abrupt, since the reader is left wonderingtitia that all human labors have
in common. Marx will devote the entire section 2 of chaptee@a this, but for now he
returns from the short digression about what happens toathar litself to his earlier, still
unanswered question, namely, what happens tgtbéuctof labor if one abstracts from
its use-value. Interspersed in this further developmenwdver, is a brief remark which
is relevant for the present digression about labor: In thédhei of this next step in the
derivation, at 128:3, Marx says that all labors are expeneltof humamabor-power This
is, in a nutshell, what the labors themselves have in comifioa presentation of the French
edition of Capital is improved. In French, the term “labor-power” is introddcdready at
the end of this paragraph here, p. 22:1, where it belongh, tvé words:

Only the common character of these labardl ne reste donc plus que le caractére com-

remains: they are reduced to equal humamun de ces travaux; ils sont tous ramenés at

labor, to an expenditure of human labor-mé&me travail humain, & une dépense de for-

power without consideration of the partig- ce humaine de travail sans égard a la forme

ular form in which it was spent. particuliere sous laquelle cette force a été
dépensée.

In the French edition, therefore, the brief digression albloe character of commodity-
producing labor has a more satisfactory conclusion—whitthé German and English edi-
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tions this digression ends before the last step is madelastistep being supplied a little
later as a side remark in the further development.

Question 87 Marx says that as use-values commodities do not contain @m af value.
Would he also say that the labor process does not contain@m af abstract labor?

If Marx therefore inferred earlier that the ubiquitous eanfes on the surface must be
guiding a production structure which keeps track of sonmgtlequal in the commodities,
and that this common substance cannot have anything to tdlhéir use-values, he argues
now that this substance must have to do with labor, but it cebeausefullabor but must be
labor as expenditure of human labor-power.

Question 88 In 128:2, Marx says that the products of labor change if oreadjards their
use-value, and that this change in the products also calmselabor itself to change. Does
this argument, in which the causal order of things seemstBxaversed, have any validity?

[The Value Quasi-Material]

The explanation of the quality of abstract labor as the edjtere of human labor-power
is the deepest insight about value so far, but it is not theaérnide current train in Marx’s
argument.} The next paragraph returns to the original question ansluslhow theyroduct
of labor has changed. (Later, in 142:2, Marx emphasizes the negedditis additional
step from abstract labor to congealed abstract labor.) Tbéugts of labor, when bathed
in the market's corrosive abstractness, emerge as sorgathite different than their bodily

shapes:
128:3 Let us consider now what remaifns 52:4 Betrachten wir nun das Residuum

of the products of labor. Nothing has re-der Arbeitsprodukte. Es ist nichts von ih-
mained of them except the same ghostlikenen tbriggeblieben als dieselbe gespenstige
material, ... Gegenstandlichketit, . ..

This is finally the answer to the question how the productabbt have been mutated
in our hands. As exchange-values, the products of labor cmiynt as the ghosts of the
labor-power which was consumed during their productionctiSe 3, 138:2/0, picks up
from here and shows that these ghosts will not rest until fimel/reincarnation in money,
the second form which the commodity needs besides its ddtrm. And just as a ghost
consists of matter which is not of this world—it can be seenh ibinterpenetrates with
earthly matter—so do commodities, as values, consist ofrapiysical yet material-like
substance which Marx, literally, calls “value materidlittWertgegenstandlichkeit) The
definition of “materiality” (Gegenstandlichkeiths opposed to “materia{Gegenstandjs
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object without lgenmaterial object—just as

the appellation “your royal highnesgkonigliche Hoheit)denotes someone who is elevated

without sitting on a mountain. Marx’s ter

m(Wertgegensténdlichkerft)ill therefore be

translated with the clumsy but (as | understand it) precipeession “value quasi-material.”
In the first edition ofCapital, 30:1, Marx says

In order to grasp linen as the material e
pression of mere human labor, one mustd
regard everything that actually makes it &
object. The materiality of human—Iabqg
that is abstract, lacking further quality an
content—is, of necessity, an abstract ma
riality, a thing made of thoughfThus, cloth
woven from flax becomes a phantom sp
by the brain.

X-Um Leinwand als bloR3 dinglichen Aus-
isdruck menschlicher Arbeit festzuhalten,
anmuf3 man von allem absehen, was sie wirk-
r lich zum Ding macht. Gegenstandlichkeit
d der menschlichen Arbeit, die selbst abstrakt
teist, ohne weitere Qualitat und Inhalt, ist not-
wendig abstrakte Gegenstandlichkeit, ein
unGedankending So wird das Flachsgewebe
zum Hirngespinst.

1t This abstract materiality of labor is what we call here thei@auasi-material.

1. The Commodity

e The commodity as use-value is produced in a process in whietuseful labor is
used up. After the production process is finished, the usalhalr no longer exists as
labor but is sublatedaufgehobenjn its result (Marx uses the terminology that it is
now objectifiedlabor). In chapter Seven, p. 289:2, Marx gives an exampleavings
process of sublation is incomplete: an inept laborer withired the user of himself
every time the product is used, by the flaws in the product. tBatskillful laborer
disappears behind the product.

e As value, however, the labor itself lingers on, it is accuated in the commodity. It
is what makes the commodity exchangeable. Marx calls it fomes “crystallized,”
sometimes “congealed.” This terminology indicates thatlébor is no longer liquid,
but it has also not disappeared into its product, it stilkesds labor. The laborer who
produced this product still remembers his labor and keek tf it, because he needs
the product as proof that he or she has performed this lalwbisaherefore entitled to
the products of the labors of others. One can get this labak bat of the commodity
and convert it into the congelation of a different kind of dabby exchanging the

Question 89 Is Marx’s concept of “value quasi-material” attached to coradities, but sep-
arate from their physical material, a metaphor? Is it a phasy, an invention, which Marx
needs to hold his labor theory of value together? Is Marx gamerboard here? Or does
the value quasi-material really exist?

According to the editors of MEGA in [Mar87a, p. 23*], this coful formulation raised
doubts whether Marx’s analysis was indeed materialistgfioee the later editions @apital
express the same idea in more muted terms:

Question 90 Does Marx’s “value quasi-material'{Wertgegenstandlichkeitjave proper-
ties similar to physical matter?

... a mere congelation of undifferentiated... eine blof3e Gallerte unterschiedsloser
human labor, i.e., of the expenditure of menschlicher Arbeit, d.h. der Verausgabung
labor-power without regard to the form gf menschlicher Arbeitskraft ohne Rucksicht
its expenditure. auf die Form ihrer Verausgabung.

The metaphor “congelation”is significant. A congelatioanismmobilized, frozen liquid.
This metaphor indicates that the abstract labor spent idymiag the commaodity is still
present as labor. In this respect, the abstract labor diffem the useful labor producing
the commaodity, which no longer exists as labor, but is offjedtin the use-value of the
commodity. Here are more details about this:
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commodity for some other commodi

ty.

The fact that the abstract labor lives on in the commodgyaboris spelled out most
clearly in Marx’s draft manuscript for the second editiorGapital, published in [Mar87a,

p. 32:4]:

What remains is a merely phantastic obje
tivity—objectivity of abstract human labor
objective formof abstract human labor, i.e
human labor, in a congealed state rather th
a liquid state, in a state of rest rather than
state of motion.

But let us return to the text of the fourth
These things represent nothing but that
their production human labor-power ha
been expended, human labor has been

cWas Uubrigbleibt ist eine rein phantasti-

, sche Gegenstandlichkeit—Gegenstandlich-

, keit abstrakt menschlicher Arbeigegen-

amstandliche Formabstrakt menschlicher Ar-
aeit, also menschliche Arbeit, statt in flussi-
gem Zustand, in geronnenem Zustand, statt
in der Form der Bewegung, in der Form der
Ruhe.

edition:

inDiese Dinge stellen nur noch dar, dal3 in

asihrer Produktion menschliche Arbeitskraft

amerausgabt, menschliche Arbeit aufgehauft

cumulated.

Ist.

Marx does not write here: “the commodity embodies the lalboit™the commodity rep-
resents the labor.” Compare 296:3/0. In other words, thencodity still vividly remembers
that the expenditure of human labor was necessary to pragacel it walks around telling
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everybody, “I am the product of social abstract labor.” Heerethe commodities say it in
the only language they are capable of, by their exchanggaeta(compare 143:3/0).

As crystals of this social substance whichAls Kristalle dieser ihnen gemeinsamen ge-
they have all in common they are values+—sellschaftlichen Substanz sind sie Werte—
commodity values. Warenwerte.

Question 92 In every society, production implies the expenditure of &urabor-power.
Value is the crystallization of abstract human labor, andtaéict human labor is the expen-
diture of human labor power. Does this mean value is a categdrich applies to every
society?

Two explanations are necessary here.

(1) In the above sentence, abstract labor is called a “sauibistance, although from the
development so far it would rather seem that it is a physickigsubstance. The social
character of abstract human labor will be thematized in th step of Marx’s discussion,
in 129:2.

(2) Marx does not say that commoditieavevalue, but that thewre values “as crystals
of abstract human labor.” On many future occasions, foaimst in 134:2, Marx says that
“as values,” the commaodities are crystals of abstract ladwothat in a commodity produc-
ing society, individuals treat their products “as valueldére is an attempt to explain this
terminology. Value is a social relation. The typical soc&lhtion dictates that specific in-
dividuals must have certain kinds of interactions. Theaaeiation “value” has a different
implication for individual activity: everybody in societg compelled to act as if commodi-
ties, besides their physical body, also had some invisilalerial-like substance inside them,
which is equal for all commodities (evidenced, for instarimethe price of the commaodity).
Value is therefore an object-like social relation, i.ehds two contradictory aspects: on the
one hand it is a social relation, on the other it is an objefciMdrx speaks of it under the
aspect of it being an object, he calls it “value quasi-matéri

Marx is not satisfied with saying: “two commodities are exafeable because both labors
producing them are the expenditures of human labor-powestéad he says: commodities
are exchangeable because they are the congelations @altatman labor. I.e., he derives
that what the commodities do from what the commaodities ahés i€ an important additional
step. Valueis real. A price tag can be as effective as a bradkimpreventing access. People
can, so to say, bump their heads against price tags. Theyarae because of them. A price
tag must therefore be the expressiorsomethinga nothing cannot be so powerful. This
something is abstract human labor, a real aspect of eveoy fabcess.

Exam Question 93 What is value (according to Marx)?
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Since the concept of value was introduced in the above paphgit should be noted that
Marx uses the word “value” in a very specific meaning. It doesrefer to a “worth” or
“relevance” of something to an individual, that can be defimeany society. It is that social
property which makes things exchangeable in a commodifggodf in other societies cer-
tain things are generally highly “valued” (in the usual ldamderstanding of the concept),
but they are not available for sale, Marx would not assigne#b them. “Value,” as Marx is
using this word, is not derived from worth, but from abstrsmtial labor, and also does not
express worth. Perhaps it is better to disregard the fatMhax uses the word “value” for
it, he might as well have used the acronym “CAL,” for “congmhhbstract labor.” In other
words, prices, for Marx, do not express intrinsic worth. @a tontrary, the measurement
of everything by abstract labor distorts society’s priest For a beginner, this central point
of Marx’s theory is easy to misunderstand.

Question 94 Use-value is the quality of the commodity, and exchangeevalits quantity.
Right or wrong?

1.1.d. [The Quantity of Value and Individual Differences]

Section 1.1.d (which is our name for the last part of sectidn &nd section 1.2 investigate
value independently of its form. The difference betweertisacl.1.d and section 1.2 is
that section 1.1.d discusses commoditiesmékind, thequantityof value, andndividual
differences in competences and dexterity of the workerdymring thesame kindf product,
while section 1.2 discusses commodities which are the mtsdhf different kindsof labor,
thequality of value, and the reduction of skilled labor to simple labor.

We are at a turning point in our investigation. Until now wesdaug deeper and deeper
into the hidden structures underlying the exchange of codities, in order to lay bare the
value of a commodity and the substance of which value cangistimely, abstract human
labor. From now on, the investigation is focused on valudfitmot merely as that which
explains the exchange-value, but in its own right.

This new beginning is marked by a short summary. This sumisagt presentin the first
edition or the French edition, but the second edition, p3,/@ntains it in exactly the same
wording as the fourth edition. An earlier version of this gguaph is preserved in Marx’s
preparatory notes for the second edition, p. 4:2. It will Beful to look at the beginning
sentences of this draft first:

One has seen: The exchange relation|itMan hat gesehn: Das Austauschverhaltnifd
self of the commaodities, or the form of their der Waaren oder die Form ihréRusch-
exchange-valueharacterizes this exchangewerthsselbst charakterisirtihn afbstrakti-
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value asabstraction from use-valueThis | on vom GebrauchswertiDie letztre, wenn
abstraction, if actually carried out, yields the wirklich vollzogen, ergiebt deferth wie
valug as it was just determined. er so eben bestimmt ward.

Warning, | went out on a limb with this translation here!

1+ Marx distinguishes here between those things which oneezaoh off directly from the
surface, and those which require digging. The exchangdioak themselves, through the
form in which they appear on the surface, tell us that exchargdue is an abstraction. No
digging required for that. But they cannot reveal the basistliis abstraction. To say it
again: By looking at the exchange-relations we could seeath@ommodities are treated
as equals, but the basis for this equality was not apparent these exchange-relations.
Additional research was necessary, which probed into ddapers beneath the exchange
relations on the surface, to find this basis. Marx refers imgbcond step of the derivation
with the words “if this abstraction is actually carried 6uih this second step, the abstraction
is no longer the negative act of disregarding certain aspbuat the positive act of identifying
that which remains after these aspects have been disregasidarx says in section 2, p.
134:3/o.

After this, we are in a better position to decipher this sumyniaits final version in the
second and later editiong. It is formulated in a contracted way, but Marx obviouslylstil
had the same reasoning in mind:

128:4 In the exchange relation of the 53:1 Im Austauschverhaltnis der Waren
commodities themselves, their exchangeselbst erschien uns ihr Tauschwert als et-
value appeared to us as something quite inwas von ihren Gebrauchswerten durchaus
dependent from their use-values. unabhangiges.

1t The commodities themselves, through their exchangeisakbn the surface, are telling
us that their exchange-value is an abstraction. “Appeared’tis in the past tense because
Marx refers here to his discussion in 127:4-128j1But the commodities are not telling
us what the basis of this abstraction is. To find this basishagto actively investigate
the situation—not simply read off what was already appafaittfind the hidden influences
beneath the surface phenomena:

Now if one really abstracts from the use- Abstrahiert man nun wirklich vom Ge-

values of the products of labor, one obtainsbrauchswert der Arbeitsprodukte, so erhalt

their value, as it was just determined. man ihren Wert, wie er soeben bestimmt
ward.

1t This is a reference to and shorthand summary of the developméhe two immedi-
ately preceding paragraphs, from the abstraction fronvaiees implied in the exchange
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relation in 128:2 to the homogeneous character of the “abistruman labor” represented in
the value of the commaodities in 128:3. Marx writes here “eghs it was just determinéd
(my emphasis) because “value” is no longer a placeholded viarthat which underlies
exchange-value, as the word was used in the first edition i, it we know now what
value is, it is congealed abstract labor.

The common substance which is repre-Das Gemeinsame, was sich im Austausch-
sented in the exchange relation or exchangeverhaltnis oder Tauschwert der Ware dar-
value of the commaodities is therefore theirstellt, ist also ihr Wert.

value.

1 We have thus answered the question posed at the end of 12fa:ismthe substance

inside the commodities of which exchange-value is the foFappearance?
As our investigation proceeds, it will take Der Fortgang der Untersuchung wird uns
us back to the exchange-value as the negeguriickfihren zum Tauschwert als der not-
sary mode of expression or form of appearwendigen Ausdrucksweise oder Erschei-
ance of value. For the present, however, wewungsform des Werts, welcher zunachst je-
have to consider value independently of thisdoch unabhangig von dieser Form zu be-
form. trachten ist.

1+ The discussion of the forms of appearance of value can belfgusection 1.3. But
right now Marx is going to discuss quantity and quality ofuglnot its form. The remainder
of section 1.1 focuses on tlggantityof value (and the changes in its quantity), while section
1.2 takes another detailed look at its quality.

129:1 We saw that a useful article has 53:2 Ein Gebrauchswert oder Gut hat al-
commodity value only because abstract uso nur einen Wert, weil abstrakt menschli-
manlabor is objectifiedor materializedin | che Arbeit in ihmvergegensitndlicht oder
it. materialisiertist.

Fowkes translates it as “A
use-value, or useful article,
therefore has value only

valuable, and others my think that translation, | tried to preclude this
“value” is a short form for same confusion by suppressing the
“use-value.” In the German, such  formulation “use-value” altogether
because...” Some readers may confusion is warded off by the and writing “commodity value”
think here that “having value” in colloquial use of the indefinite instead of “value.”

this sentence means to be ethically article “einen Werl In the

1 Marx is no longer speaking about exchange-value here, louttahalue. Value manifests
itself in exchange-value, i.e., it has real effects. Thaneft must itself be real. The above
formulation reminds us that value is created in a real pmdé® production process, by
the expenditure of human labor-power. After the end of thedpction process, when the
labor-power has been spent, this expenditure of labor-psiiflexists—as value. The labor
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is not only (qua concrete labor) objectified in the productéming that it no longer exists
as labor), but also, qua abstract labor, accumulated inribgtupt and still present as labor
(value iscongealedabor). This congealed abstract labor is the common subsiasidethe
commaodities which manifests itself in the exchange retetj@nd to which these exchange
relationsbetweerthe commodities can treduced In the First edition, 38:1, Marx describes
this reduction as follows:

Their socialrelation consists exclusively in lhr gesellschaftlichesVerhaltni? besteht
counting for each other as only quantita-ausschlie3lich darin einander als nur quan-
tively different, but qualitatively equal (and titativ verschiedne, aber qualitativ gleiche
therefore replaceable by one another and exand daher durch einander ersetzbare unc
changeable with another) expressions of thisnit einander vertauschbare Ausdriicke die-
social substance which they share. ser ihrer gesellschaftlichen Substanz zu gel-
ten.

Since values only differ quantitatively, Marx looks now htfre magnitude of value is
determined:

How, then, to measure thmeagnitudeof this
value?

The answer to this question will not given in one shot but illdeveloped step by step.
The first step seems obvious:
By theamountbf the value-constituting subr Durch dasQuantumder in ihm enthaltenen
stance, i.e. labor, contained in the article. | ,wertbildenden Substanz*, der Arbeit.

1+ A useful article can exchange itself for other articles omrarket because its produc-
tion required part of society’s pool of abstract labor, jliist the production of the other
goods on the market. The question of the magnitude of vakiethe question of how much
of this pool of abstract labor is represented by a given coditnds decided by how much
living labor was used in the production of this commodity.

Marx means here not only thairect labor content (labor input in the last production
process making this specific commodity), but th&l labor that went into the product and
into the materials of which the product consists, and alsooarated portion of the labor
needed to produce the machinery and buildings. This may Geatgthings in practice, but
the principle seems simple enoughone just has to go into the factory with a stop watch.
The quantity of labor, again, is measuredDie Quantitat der Arbeit selbst mif3t sich an
by its duration, thelabor-timeg which finds | ihrer Zeitdauer und die Arbeitszeitbesitzt
its standard of measurementirell-defined | wieder ihren Mal3stab abestimmten Zeit-
pieces of timdike hour, day, etc. teilen wie Stunde, Tag usw.

Wie nun dieGroRReseines Werts messen?
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In the previous sentence, Marx had measured by its duration. Both from its quantitative aspect (one
said: the magnitude of value is Quantumand Quantitatare might translate it as “amount”),
measured by th@uantumof the usually translated as quantity. The while the quantity of the thing is
labor contained in it. Now he says: difference is subtle: ®uantumof this quantitative aspect itself.
the Quantitatof labor itself is something is that thing, considered

Question 96 Why is labor measured here by labor-time, and not by courtimg many
movements were made, or by the drops of sweat of the laborey, the discomfort of the
laborer?

1t This seems an obvious and straightforward prescriptifriNevertheless it leads to
absurd results:

129:2 It might seem that if the value gf 53:3 Es konnte scheinen, daf3, wenn der
a commodity is determined by the amountWert einer Ware durch das wahrend ihrer
of labor spent in its production, the morne Produktion verausgabte Arbeitsquantum be-
lazy and inept the laborer, the more valug-stimmt ist, je fauler oder ungeschickter ein
ble his commodity would be, because moreMann, desto wertvoller seine Ware, weil
time would be required in its production. | er desto mehr Zeit zu ihrer Verfertigung
braucht.

“It might seem that” is a better
translation than: “some people
might think that.” AlsoValue,

Price, and Profithas: it might
seem that. It is not a subjective
matter, not a matter of the

individual stupidity of the
observer, but this semblance is
baked into the reality itself.

Question 97 Is it a character flaw to be lazy in an exploitive system?

1t Once again we ended up in an impasse. Let us recapitulateghmant. We observed
that commodities, on the market, were treated as equalse 8iey are not equal as physical
objects, their only commonality being that they are produwftlabor, this equality must
be the surface echo of the fact that in production, the laporducing these commodities
count as equal. Of course, the producers can only then sfaltggnd enduringly treat the
different labors as equal if there is something actuallyagégquthem. We found such a thing:
the actual equality of all labor processes consists in bil&®eing the expenditure of human
labor-power.

But when we tried to use this insight to determine the quanfitvalue, we ran into the
paradox of the lazy or incompetent laborer. What did we @ak? We tried to explain a
social relation by a physiological fact, i.e., we committhd error of reductionism. The
physiological equality of all labor is the material baske tondition for the social relation
of abstract labor, but it is not that social relation itséffother words, the fact that all labors
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are the expenditure of human labor makgsossiblefor society to treat all labors as equal,
but is by itself not yet this equal treatment. This equalttresnt is a social act. Until now,

human labor in the abstract had been introduced simply aafbpenditure of human labor-

power, without a social element. The lazy worker remindshas abstract labor is indeed
social.

By the way, inContribution the social character of abstract labor was thematized muc
earlier. Already during the introduction of abstract lahiar271:1, Marx said that value-
producing labor was not only abstract but a@meral i.e., it transcended the individuality of
the producers. But when Marx wro@apital, he made no mention of this general character
of abstract labor, although it was implicitly there (andded away) in the word “equal.” In
Contribution273:1, Marx introduces socially necessary labor-timehwituch less fanfare
than here, not triggered by an impasse as it is he€aipital.

On the other hand, if we look at the first edition@épital 20:2, the argument until this
point is identical to that in the later editions.

| The resolution of the impasse is therefore the reminderttiesubstance of value is
equal human labor. Marx had already said in 128:2 that thstanbe of value is made up of
“equal human labor, human labor in the abstract,” but urtithe had not drawn attention
to the social relation hidden in the little word “equal.” Ndsva good opportunity to make
this point, because it is obvious to the reader that the labtre slow worker produces less
value per hour than that of the fast worker.

The labor, however, which constitutes theDie Arbeit jedoch, welche die Substanz der

substance of value is equal human labor, exWerte bildet, ist gleiche menschliche Arbeit,

penditure of the same human labor-power. Verausgabung derselben menschlichen Ar-
beitskratft.

1 Itis easy to feel misled or entrapped here. First Marx ltisrieader into forgetting that
he is not talking about concrete labor because he uses tlE'labor” several times without
the attribute “abstract” or “equal.” Then he makes a big falssut it that he has arrived at
an absurd result. Why didn’t he say the correct thing alrestdige beginning, which would
have prevented the paradox of the lazy worker from croppp®Why did Marx wait until
now to explicitly address the social dimension of abstrabbt, where the failure to do so
hit him in the face with the paradox of the lazy worker? Hemsome thoughts about this:

On the one hand, this paradox is a convincing reminder thzdldgbor is asocialdeter-
mination, that equality is eelation between different labors.

On the other hand, just as our theoretical development tarthe dilemma of the lazy
worker, every commodity producer is confronted with thisisadilemma in his or her daily
practical activity. Commodity producers themselves dokraiw either how much value
their commodity has, all they know is how much time their aete labor takes. Neverthe-
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less, their production decisions will ultimately lead te thutcome that exchange-values are
governed by abstract social labor. The step from the coatabbr-time to the magnitude
of value, which Marx brings here in his abstract derivatimust be made by them in their
practical activity. Marx shows awareness of this conneatiben he says in 167:1/o that the
quantitative movements of the exchange proportions fdre@toducers to actually equalize
their labors.

Finally, one might answer this question on merely styligtiens: as long as Marx could
wait until now, as long as his earlier derivation could pregteithout mentioning that ab-
stract human labor is really something social, it was ok aobéntion it. Marx tries to make
his derivation immanent; he follows the inner developmédrthose determinations he has
already found and does not take in new facts or new ideasthigiimmanent development
requires it. This is more than just a matter of style; thizylaway of bringing in new
arguments causes these arguments to be discussed at thtatvpere they are relevant in
practice.

Question 99 Regarding the question how to measure the quantity of vidaex first gives
a wrong answer, which is based on an oversight, and then ctrie Why doesn'’t he give
the right answer right away?

The last sentence we just read in 129:2, which reminds th@ergat abstract human
labor is a social relation because it is “equal human labsithe very next sentence after
Marx makes the social character of equal labor drasticddlsirdoy the paradox of the lazy
worker. But, as soon as Marx introduces this social chargleeeimmediately shows how
to get away from this social character again. Let us see hawhd above sentence, the
transition from labor to labor-power is accompanied by agiton from “equal” to “same.”
The labors arequalto each other because they are expenditures of one asditigauman
labor-power. Being expenditures of one and the same huntem-foower explains why
they are equal to each other—and now we no longer have to déreihe social relation of
equality but with the glob of human labor-power from whicleske labors are derived. We
reduced the social relation of equality to a substance|airagain to the polygon metaphor
in 127:3.

|l But if we look at this substance, we notice that this glob ofnlan labor-power is
composed of many individual labor-powers:

The total labor-power of society, which is Die gesamte Arbeitskraft der Gesellschaft,
represented in the values of the commodgidie sich in den Werten der Warenwelt dar-
ties produced by that society, counts herestellt, gilt hier als ein und dieselbe menschli-
as one and the same human labor-power, akhe Arbeitskraft, obgleich sie aus zahllosen
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though it is composed of innumerable indi- individuellen Arbeitskraften besteht.
vidual labor-powers. j

|} The next question is therefore: how are the individual lgbmwers, which have indi-
vidual differences between them, combined to form this alVéody constituting society’s
aggregate labor-power? This is an issue that arises in eoaigty. One rational way to
resolve this might perhaps be to pair the unskilled worketh gkilled workers who can
train them. In computer issues, there are many mailing iisighich “newbies” can get
advice from experienced technicians. In a market systémctimbination is done on much
harsher and more punitive terms: each individual laborgrawakes its contribution to the
whole only to the extent that it conforms to the social averag
Each of these individual labor-powers is theJede dieser individuellen Arbeitskrafte ist
same human labor-power as any other, to thdieselbe menschliche Arbeitskraft wie die
extent that it has the character of the averandere, soweit sie den Charakter einer ge-
age labor-power of society and takes effecsellschaftlichen Durchschnitts-Arbeitskraft
as such, and therefore requires, for producbesitzt und als solche gesellschaftliche Durct
ing a commodity, no more labor-time than schnitts-Arbeitskraft wirkt, also in der Pro-
is necessary on an average, no more than duktion einer Ware auch nur die im Durch-
socially necessary schnitt notwendige odemesellschatftlich
notwendigeArbeitszeit braucht.

1 It cannot be otherwise in a market economy, in which the iidial labors relate to
each other only as equal labor.

In this last passage, the word “average labor-power” is i@k, What is an average
labor-power? In its modern definition, the word “averagehates the arithmetic mean of
all actual labor processes. Such an approach to the corgutditsocially necessary labor-
time was taken in [Fla83]. Although this is acceptable fomapdified mathematical model,
it should not be taken literally. Marx’s concept of “averagees not specify whether the
median or the arithmetic mean or some other formula is mekfdgthematical formulas
know nothing about the specific circumstances. It would bgimi&a formula existed that
could tell what the socially normal level is in every coneretrcumstance. The question
which labor process is socally necessary must be decideccaseaby-case basis. The fact
that Marx wrote hecessaryn the average” and nohéedecbn the average” is consistent
with this interpretation that “average” is not an empiricategory.

Question 100 Imagine you were studying Marxism together with a friendj éme friend
said to you: Doesn't the labor theory of value imply that, there lazy and inept the laborer,
the more valuable his commodity would be? How would you angwe friend?
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Question 102 Why is value determined by the labor-time needed under tbialgoaver-
ageconditions of production, rather than by tiestconditions of production attained in
society?

Question 103 The value of the product is determined by the socially necgdabor-time.
What are the implications of this for a capitalist supemighis employees?

| In order to determine when a given production methaigally necessarMarx looks
at two things: the labor-power used (skill and intensityd &achnology.
The labor-time socially necessary is that ne-Gesellschaftlich notwendige Arbeitszeit ist
quired to produce an article under the pre-Arbeitszeit, erheischt, um irgendeinen Ge-
vailing socially normal conditions of pro: brauchswert mit den vorhandenen gesell-
duction and with the socially average degreeschaftlich-normalen Produktionsbedingun-
of skill and intensity. gen und dem gesellschaftlichen Durch-
schnittsgrad von Geschick und Intensitat der
Arbeit darzustellen.

Later, in 303:1, Marx clarifies that the skill-level of thebtarer and the intensity of the
labor must be that which is normfalr the branch of production in question

Labor-power and technology enter the concept of socialbgssgary labor-time as follows:

e Regarding labor-power, different labor-powers are notyaqual; and not every
individual has the same talents, skills, or is putting in saene effort. But it is well
known what the average is because most labor-powreraverage. The reduction of
a given labor-power to this average labor-power is made byspieed of the output
(i.e., a labor-power that produces twice as fast as the geatso produces twice the
value).

e Regarding technology, that production method is the slgcradrmal one which is
prevalent and/or up to date. It is an abstraction from irtliai circumstances of pro-
duction as well as from production methods which deviatmftioe norm. This notion
of “necessary” is compatible with the fact that in an econamyhich innovations are
constantly made, some of the productive resources are esaitg always outdated.

Exam Question 104 The value of a commodity does not increase if it is made byvaato
inept laborer. Explain carefully why not. Whose decisioit ie keep the value of the output
of a slow worker below the time actually used for its produc® How is it enforced?

Socially necessary labor-time is therefore a well-defirmttept, but as the word already
indicates, it is not identical to the labor-time actuallgdsThe following example illustrates
this difference:
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The introduction of power looms into Eng- Nach der Einfuhrung des Dampfwebstuhls

land probably reduced by one half the lab
required to weave a given amount of yal
into cloth. The English hand-loom weaver
as a matter of fact, continued to require t
same time as before; but after the chan

prin England z.B. genigte vielleicht halb so
rnviel Arbeit als vorher, um ein gegebenes
5,Quantum Garn in Gewebe zu verwandeln.
neDer englische Handweber brauchte zu die-
geser Verwandlung in der Tat nach wie vor

the product of one hour of their individual dieselbe Arbeitszeit, aber das Produkt seiner

labor represented onlyalf an hour’s social
labor, and consequently fell to one-half i
former value.

In this example, the socially necessary

individuellen Arbeitsstunde stellte jetzt nur
snoch einehalbe gesellschaftliche Arbeits-
stunde dar und fiel daher auf die Halfte sei-
nes frihern Werts.
labor-time is netaerage of the old and new

production methods, but the labor-time required by the nethiod. Why? Because power
loom weaving is not only much cheaper production but alsapcton on a much larger
scale, so that hand weavers simply cannot coexist. In thenMexy chapter, p. 557:1/00,

Marx elaborates on this example in a way
necessary labor-time much more explicit.

Now Marx summarizes his findings:

129:3/o That which determines the ma
nitude of the value of any article is therefo
only the amount o$ocially necessary labor
or thelabor-time socially necessary for it
production®

which makes the ldyutdi the reign of socially

0- 54:1 Es ist also nur daQuantum ge-

esellschaftlich notwendiger Arbeibder die
zur Herstellung eines Gebrauchswerts ge-

5 sellschaftlich notwendige Arbeitszewel-
che seine WegroRebestimmt?

The footnote cites an early source which expresses thispdonésocially necessary labor

very clearly.

9 “The value of them (the necessaries of lif¢]
when they are exchanged the one for another
regulated by the quantity of labor necessarily 1
quired, and commonly taken in producing them
[Ano39, p. 36] This remarkable anonymoy
work written in the eighteenth century bears 1
date. Its content makes it clear, however, tha
appeared in the reign of George Il about 1739
1740.

Exam Question 105 Carefully explain how
duction of an article is determined. Is it
produce this article?

), 9 ,Der Wert von Gebrauchsgegenstanden, so-
ibald sie gegeneinander ausgetauscht werden, is
e-bestimmt durch das Quantum der zu ihrer Pro-
" duktion notwendig erheischten und gewohnlich
s angewandten Arbeit. [Ano39, p. 36] Diese
omerkwirdige anonyme Schrift des vorigen Jahr-
ithunderts tragt kein Datum. Es geht jedoch aus
orihrem Inhalt hervor, daf? sie unter Georg Il., etwa
1739 oder 1740, erschienen ist.

the “socially necessary labor-tinfet the pro-
the same as the tmaeded in the average to
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Question 106 Did Marx introduce additional assumptions in order to resothe paradox
of the lazy worker, or does his solution follow from assupbngimade or results derived in
section 1.1.d?

Question 107 Marx argues in chapter One that the quantity of value is dateed by so-
cially necessary labor-time. Does this mean the exchamgpeptions between commaodities
must be proportional to the socially necessary labor-tirregssary to produce these com-
modities?

At the level of chapter One, which discusses commodity pctidao in general, not yet
capitalism, socially necessary labor is theasuring sticlof the extent to which individual
labor creates value. Under capitalism this measuring biédomes a redimit:

The capitalist sees to it that he (the worker) ... only useaach labor-time as
is necessary in the average for the production of the pro@®esultsl010:1/0,
related also 1020:3).

A worker who is slower than the others will not find a job in dapsm.

After his discussion of socially necessary labor-time, ¥Mgives an alternative, quite dif-
ferent argument why the labor necessary under normal cstamaes, instead of the actual
labor used, determines the value of a product.

The individual commodity counts here gevh-Die einzelne Ware gilt hier Uberhaupt als
erally as an average sample of its kifd. | Durchschnittsexemplar ihrer At.

1+ Marx writes “heregenerally (hier iberhauptpecause commodities count as average
samples of their kind not only with respect to labor-timet, &lso with respect to their use-
values, etc. See 200:4/0 and 317:4/dne can also find this in the literature:

10 “A|l products of the same kind in fact for 10 Alle Erzeugnisse der gleichen Art bilden
only one mass, the price of which is determing¢deigentlich nur eine Masse, deren Preis allgemein
generally and without regard of the particular cir- und ohne Riicksicht auf die besonderen Umstan-
cumstances.” Le Trosne, [LT46, p. 893] de bestimmt wird.“ Le Trosne, [LT46, p. 893]

This alternative argument is very brief, but easily elabeta Even if the socially neces-
sary labor-time is not actually contained in a particulaice for sale, it usually is contained
in the majority of other articles which have the same useezalnd as long as the use-values
are identical, the buyers will not pay a higher price for dmetfor the other. An exception-
ally slow worker must therefore compete with identical@des made by average laborers,
therefore he cannot fetch a better price than they.

Isn’t this a much clearer and more convincing argument thararlier abstract reasoning
about socially necessary labor-time? Why didn’'t Marx makis the centerpiece of his
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discussion? Answer: because this alternative argumeyt statirely on the surface of the

economy, in the competition between the different goodsigpnbto the market. Marx says

again and again that knowledge of these competitive meshenis not necessary, that the
basic character of capitalism can be derived without loglincompetition. The derivation

of socially necessary labor earlier in this subsection baretfore be viewed as the derivation
of a result which is familiar to all of us because it is the catitive outcome from the basic

organization of production in capitalism, but the derigatproceeds without resorting to

competition. Marx says more explicitly, as a side remarkhapter Fourteen, 464:1/0, that
the extraneous competitive interactions force the produtteadhere to the law of socially

necessary labor-time (a basic law of capitalism which dagslarive from competition):

In the production of commodities generall
the labor-time expended on a commodi
must not exceed that which is socially ne
essary for its production.

y, Dal} auf eine Ware nur die zu ihrer Herstel-
tylung gesellschaftlich notwendige Arbeits-
c-zeit verwandt wird, erscheint bei der Wa-

This takes therenproduktion Uberhaupt als aul3rer Zwang

form of an external compulsion by conl- der Konkurrenz, weil, oberflachlich ausge-

petition, since, in the surface interaction

s,driickt, jeder einzelne Produzent die Ware

each individual producer is obliged to sell zu ihrem Marktpreis verkaufen muf3.

his commodity at its market-price.

Marx stresses on various places throughout his economiingsj for instance in 433:1,
that competition, i.e., the interaction of the economicragen the surfacegnforcesthe

laws of “capital in general,” but these laws cannoteeivedfrom competition. Rather they
must be derived from an analysis of the economic core stradgelf, from what Marx calls
the “immanent laws of capitalist production” or the “innextare of capital.”

Question 108 What does Marx mean with the statement that “the individiahmodity
must here generally be considered as an average sampleldnd%? Give examples. Also
try to give a reasoning why Marx’s statement might be true.

Question 109 The magnitude of value is not determined by the labor-tinteadly in the
product, but by the labor-time socially necessary to pratie product, because on the
market, a product made under exceptional circumstanceslistinguishable from a product
made under normal circumstances.

Is this Marx’s argument? If you think it is, don’t answer tlijgestion but go back and
re-read the text. If you agree that it is not, this questiofoisyou: Why did Marx not make
the above simple argument?

Next, Marx summarizes the results of his derivation:
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Commaodities, therefore, in which equg
amounts of labor are embodied, or whig
can be producedith the same labor-time
have the same magnitude of valueThe
value of one commodity is to the value g
any other, as the labor-time necessary
the production of the one is to that necessse
for the production of the other. “As values
all commodities are only greater or small
amounts otongealed labor-timg!!

al Waren, worin gleich gro3e Arbeitsquanta
henthalten sind oder die therselben Arbeits-
zeit hergestellt werden konnen, haben da-
herdieselbe Wertdil3e Der Wert einer Wa-
f re verhalt sich zum Wert jeder andren Ware
owie die zur Produktion der einen notwendi-
arge Arbeitszeit zu der fur die Produktion der
5, andren notwendigen Arbeitszejils Werte
ersind alle Waren nur bestimmte Mafgsstge-
ronnener Arbeitszeit!!

11K. Marx, l.c., p. 6

11K, Marx, l.c., p. 6

This last sentence is a literal quote frdDontribution271:2/0, with the only difference
thatContributionwrote “exchange-value” instead of “values.”

After this determination of the magnitude of value, Marxatisses now circumstances

under which this magnitude changes:
130:1/0 The value of a commodity re
mains constant as long as the labor-time
quired for its production also remains cof
stant. But the latter changes with every va
ation in theproductive power of laborThe
productive power of labor is determined 4
many different circumstances, such as t
workers’ average degree of skill, the lev
of development of science and of its techn
logical applicability, the social organizatio
of the production process, the extent and
fectiveness of the means of production, t
conditions found in the natural environmer
and others.

54:2/0 DieWertgidReeiner Ware bliebe
redaher konstant, ware die zu ihrer Produk-
n-tion erheischte Arbeitszeit konstant. Letzte-
ri-re wechselt aber mit jedem Wechsel in der
Produktivkraft der Arbeit Die Produktiv-
y kraft der Arbeit ist durch mannigfache Um-
hestande bestimmt, unter anderen durch den
el Durchschnittsgrad des Geschickes der Ar-
o-beiter, die Entwicklungsstufe der Wissen-
n schaft und ihrer technologischen Anwend-
efbarkeit, die gesellschaftliche Kombination
hedes Produktionsprozesses, den Umfang und
t,die Wirkungsfahigkeit der Produktionsmit-
tel, und durciNaturverléltnisse

With so many factors affecting the value of a commodity, dmeud not expect it to be

constant for long. Agriculture is a notoriou
For example, the same quantity of labor
present in eight bushels of wheat in favg
able seasons and in only four bushels in U
favorable seasons.

s example:

isDasselbe Quantum Arbeit stellt sich z.B. mit
r-gunstiger Jahreszeit in 8 Bushel Weizen dar,
nmit unginstiger in nur 4.

In a second example, Marx discusses the value of raw material
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The same quantity of labor provides mo
metal in rich mines than in poor. Diamond
are of very rare occurrence on the earth
surface, and hence their discovery requi
on an averagea great deal of labor-time
Consequently they represent much labor
a small volume.

1.1. Use-Value and Value

reDasselbe Quantum Arbeit liefert mehr Me-

stalle in reichhaltigen als in armen Minen

1susw. Diamanten kommen selten in der

e&rdrinde vor, und ihre Findung kostet da-
herim Durchschnittviel Arbeitszeit. Folg-

irlich stellen sie in wenig Volumen viel Arbeit
dar.

1. The Commodity

present situation prices are below their values determinyetheir labor content, scarcity
cannot have been the reason for these prices.

Question 113 After claiming that the value of scarce goods is determingdabor-time,
Marx brings the example where one scarce good, gold, hisitlyi never has traded at
prices proportional to the labor-time embodied in it. WhatMarx trying to prove with this
counterexample to his own theory?

Question 112 How is the value of raw materials determined in Marx’s thébiow does
the scarcity of these materials influence their value? Is¥aargument still valid in the
case of an exhaustible resource, which is present only itefsuipply?

According to a naive neoclassical approach, natural dyaaffiects the price in the fol-
lowing way: supply is limited, and therefore a high price ecassary to keep demand in
line with supply. Marx postulates a different mechanisme ttuthe natural scarcity of the
materials, a lot of labor is needed to extract the matergaid,the high price is a reflection
of this quantity of labor.

Next Marx gives empirical evidence which seems to conttaui& own thesis: namely,
that market prices of scarce materials betowtheir labor content. The “Jacob” he refers to
here is [Jac31, Vol. 2, p. 101].

Jacobquestions whether gold has ever begrnlacob bezweifelt, da? Gold jemals seinen
paid for at its full value. This applies vollen Wert bezahlt hat. Noch mehr gilt
still more to diamonds. According tes- | dies vom Diamant. Nacltschwegehat-
chwege the total product of the Brazilian te 1823 die achtzigjahrige Gesamtausbeute
diamond mines for the eighty years endingder brasilischen Diamantgruben noch nicht
in 1823 still did not amount to the price of den Preis des 1 1/2jahrigen Durchschnitts-
11/2 years’ average product of the sugamprodukts der brasilischen Zucker- oder Kaf-
and coffee plantations of the same countryfeepflanzungen erreicht, obgleich sie viel
although the diamonds represented muctmehr Arbeit darstellte, also mehr Wert.
more labor, therefore more value.

Marx does not explain why there is a discrepancy betweernr taddent and market price.
Like all laws, the law that the magnitude of value is set by duantity of labor is only
a tendencial law, whose effect may be modified or blocked bgrogffects. This itself is
nothing remarkable. But it is relevant that in this casegwiarébelowinstead of above labor
content. If scarcity were to affect prices directly, i.&urdugh deficient supply, rather than
through labor content, then one should expect prices otecaiaterials to be above their
values. In his “Notes to Wagner” [mecw24]536:8/0, Marx disses situations in which a
commodity is scarce, in which case, he says, their priceslaoge values. Since in the
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At the end, Marx returns from the discussion of raw matetialthe discussion of tech-
nical change in general. Diamonds lend themselves wellisottansition, since industrial

production of diamonds is thinkable.

With richer mines, the same quantity of Mit reichhaltigeren Gruben wirde dassel-
labor would represent itself in more dig- be Arbeitsquantum sich in mehr Diamanten

monds, and their value would fall. If ma
succeeded, without much labor, in tran
forming carbon into diamonds, their valu
might fall below that of bricks.

Technological progress induces a disc
real wealth:

n darstellen und ihr Wert sinken. Gelingt es,

s-mit wenig Arbeit Kohle in Diamant zu ver-

e wandeln, so kann sein Wert unter den von
Ziegelsteinen fallen.

repancy, even aachetion between value and

In general, the greater the productive powerAllgemein: Je grofRer die Produktivkraft der

of labor, the less the labor-time required
produce an article, the lower the mass of |

toArbeit, desto kleiner die zur Herstellung ei-
anes Artikels erheischte Arbeitszeit, desto

bor crystallized in that article, and the lower kleiner die in ihm kristallisierte Arbeitsmas-

its value. Inversely, the lower the produ

t- se, desto kleiner sein Wert. Umgekehrt, je

tive power of labour, the greater the labar-kleiner die Produktivkraft der Arbeit, de-

time necessary to produce an article, and

hsto groRer die zur Herstellung eines Artikels

greater its value. The value of a commodity,notwendige Arbeitszeit, desto groRer sein

therefore, varies directly as the quantity, a
inversely as the productive power, of the |

ndwWert. Die Wertgrof3e einer Ware wechselt
a-also direkt wie das Quantum und umgekehrt

bor which comes to fruition in the commod- wie die Produktivkraft der sich in ihr ver-

ity.

wirklichenden Arbeit.

With changes of productive powers of labor, the relatiopstétween the use-value and

the value of a commodity changes. It is

therefore fitting thét section concludes with

some more general remarks about the relationship betweewahse and exchange-value.

131:1 A thing can be a use-value without

55:1 Ein Ding kann Gebrauchswert sein,

being a value. This is the case whenever Jaohne Wert zu sein. Es ist dies der Fall, wenn
bor is not necessary to mediate its utility tosein Nutzen fur den Menschen nicht durch
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man. Air, virgin soil, natural meadows, url- Arbeit vermitteltist. So Luft, jungfraulicher

planted forests, etc. A thing can be usef

ul,Boden, natirliche Wiesen, wildwachsendes

and a product of human labor, without be-Holz usw. Ein Ding kann nitzlich und Pro-
ing a commodity. He who satisfies his owjn dukt menschlicher Arbeit sein, ohne Ware
need with the product of his own labor cre- zu sein. Wer durch sein Produkt sein eige-

ates use-values, but not commodities. In

ornes Bedurfnis befriedigt, schafft zwar Ge-

der to produce the latter, he must not onlybrauchswert, aber nicht Ware. Um Ware zu

produce use-values, but use-values for o
ers, social use-valuegAnd not merely for

thproduzieren, mul3 er nicht nur Gebrauchs-
wert produzieren, sondern Gebrauchswert

others. The medieval peasant produced &ir andre, gesellschaftlichen Gebrauchs-
grain-rent for the feudal lord and a grain- wert. {Und nicht nur fur andre schlechthin.
tithe for the priest; but neither the grain- Der mittelalterliche Bauer produzierte das
rent nor the grain-tithe became commodi-Zinskorn fiur den Feudalherrn, das Zehnt-
ties simply by being produced for others. Inkorn fur den Pfaffen. Aber weder Zinskorn
order to become a commodity, the prodyctnoch Zehntkorn wurden dadurch Ware, dal3

must be transferred to the other person,

osie fur andre produziert waren. Um Ware zu

whom it serves as a use-value, through theverden, muf3 das Produkt dem andern, derr

medium of exchangg!® Finally, nothing
can be a value without being an object

es als Gebrauchswert dient, durch den Aus-
bftausch iibertragen werdéh? Endlich kann

utility. If the thing is useless, so is the labgr kein Ding Wert sein, ohne Gebrauchsgegen-

contained in it; the labor does not count

labor, and therefore does not create value.

Part of this passage was written by Eng

112 |Note by Engels to the fourth German ed
tion:] | have inserted the passage betwen bra
because, through its omission, the misconcept

asstand zu sein. Ist es nutzlos, so ist auch die
in ihm enthaltene Arbeit nutzlos, zahlt nicht
als Arbeit und bildet daher keinen Wert.

els:

- 113 Note zur 4. Aufl.—Ich schiebe das Ein-
cegeklammerte ein, weil durch dessen Weglassung
orsehr haufig das MiRverstandnis entstanden, je-

has very frequently arisen that Marx regarded ev-des Produkt, das von einem andern als dem Pro-

ery product consumed by someone other than
producer a commodity.

theuzenten konsumiert wird, gelte bei Marx als
Ware.—F.E.

This remark about the relationship between use-value acttberge-value concludes sec-
tion 1.1. Here is a related passage frGampital IIl, 786:1:

Use-value is the carrier of exchange-valyeSo ist der Gebrauchswert Gberhaupt Trager

but not its cause.
could be obtained without labor, it woul

If the same use-valuedes Tauschwerts, aber nicht seine Ursa-

che. Derselbe Gebrauchswert, kdnnte er

have no exchange-value, yet it would re-ohne Arbeit verschafft werden, hatte kei-
tain, as before, the same natural usefulnessen Tauschwert, behielte aber nach wie vor
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as use-value. On the other hand, a thi
cannot have exchange-value without havi
use-value, i.e., without being such a natu
carrier of labor.

gseine natirliche Nutzlichkeit als Gebrauchs-
gvert. Andrerseits aber hat ein Ding keinen

alfauschwert ohne Gebrauchswert, also ohne
solchen naturlichen Trager der Arbeit.

The second sentence in this excerpt argues that the useisalat the cause of exchange-
value, since there are use-values which are not exchargesyand the third sentence ar-
gues that it is the carrier, because there are no exchargeswsithout a use-value.

In the first edition, 21:2, the following paragraph followsw which introduces the sub-

ject of section 1.2:
We know now thesubstancef value. Itis

labor. We know themeasure of its magni-

tude itis labor-time Itsform, which is what
makes thevalueanexchangevalue remains
to be analyzed. But first, the determinatio

Wir kennen jetzt dieSubstanales Werths.
Es ist dieArbeit Wir kennen seirGrolRen-
mal Es ist dieArbeitszeit SeineForm,
die denwWertheben zunTausch¥Verth stem-
nspelt, bleibt zu analysiren. Vorher sind je-

which we have already found must be devel-doch die bereits gefundenen Bestimmungen

oped a little more closely.

etwas naher zu entwickeln.

1.2. Double Character of the Labor Represented in

Commodities

After an introductory paragraph, Marx first discusses lgiraducing use-value and then
labor producing value. He looks at the latter both from datlie and quantitative angles.

131:2/0 Originally, thecommodityap-
peared to us as somethihgo-edged use-
valueandexchange-value.

The original use okwieschlachtig
is zwieschlachtiges Schwert
(two-edged sword), hence the
translation “two-edged.”

Here is the Moore Aveling
translation: “At first sight a
commaodity presented itself to us
as a complex of two
things—use-value and

first sight, there
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exchange-value.” It should not be
called “a complex,” since the

connection between the two does
not strike the eye “at first sight”; at

be a confusing muddle between
the two. Use-value and

exchange-value can also not be
called “things,”

56:1 Urspriinglich erschien uns dila-
re als einZwieschéchtiges Gebrauchswert
und Tauschwert.

“edges” is more adequate. The
words “moments” (as in angular
moments) or “edges” (as in the
two edges of a sword) imply that
one cannot exist without the other
(value cannot exist without
use-value), while “things” has the
connotation that both can exist
separately.

is more likely to

moments” or



1.2. Double Character of Labor

1+ This two-edged character of the commodity is easy to seeryBudy handling com-
modities on the surface of the economy has to grapple withBut the following observa-
tion is not immediately obvious from surface experience:
Later on, it turned out that also the labor, $oSpater zeigte sich, daf3 auch die Arbeit, so-
far as it finds expression in value, no longgerweit sie im Wert ausgedriickt ist, nicht mehr
possesses the same characteristics which bdieselben Merkmale besitzt, die ihr als Er-
long to it as creator of use-values. zeugerin von Gebrauchswerten zukommen.

Question 115 If the product is different, then the labor producing thisguct must be dif-
ferent as well. Isn’t this obvious? Why does Marx act as & thds a scientific insight?

1t Note that Marx has switched from “exchange-value” in the Bentence of the para-
graph to “value.” Marx refers here to the analysis in 128&tstg with the words “the
product of labor has already undergone a change in our HaMadst of that earlier analy-
sis had focused on the common substance whiclptb@uctsof labor have as values, but
starting in the middle of 128:2 until the end of that same gaaph Marx had also said some-
thing about the labor producing these commaodities. Thegmtesection looks at this labor
in much more detail.

One of the emphases of the earlier analysis was that thd satti@ quasi-material inside
the products is real. These Annotations tried to make tHjzée by saying itis as real as a
brick wall. The analogy of a brick wall is even strengthengthie present section, because
Marx argues here that, just like a brick wall, the value cunaaterial has to be produced by
areal process. The labor process must therefore acconptishings at the same time. On
the one hand, it produces the use-value of the commodityparide other it also produces
this value quasi-material. The present section showsltleaettwo goals are not in harmony
with each other, because they depend on different aspetis ¢tdbor process. The French
version of the above sentence, p. 25:1, defines this dishgrmmore explicitly than the
German:

Later on, we saw that all the characteristicsEnsuite nous avons vu que tous les ca-
which distinguish the labor producing use-racteres qui distinguent le travail productif

values disappear as soon as the labor pxde valeurs d'usage disparaissent des qu'il
presses itself in value. s’exprime dans la valeur proprement dite.

The fact that the labor process has two conflicting goals isrgnortat characteristic of
capitalism:
| was the first to critically prov& this | Diese zwieschlachtige Natur derin der Ware
twofold nature of the labor contained iL enthaltenen Arbeitist zuerst von mir kritisch
commodities. | nachgewiesen wordées.
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12].c., pp. 12, 13, and passim 12| c.p. 12, 13 und passim
1t The reference in the footnote@ontribution p. 276:1-277.

Question 117 How did Marx “critically prove” (131:2/0) that labor under apitalism has
a two-edged character?

Marx considers this as one of the most important pointSapital. In a letter to Engels
dated August 24, 1867 he writes:

The best in this book is, 1., (and this is whatDas Beste an meinem Buch ist 1. (darauf be-
all understanding of theeAacTs is based| ruhtalles Verstandnis der facts) der gleich
upon) thedouble character of labgrac- | im Ersten Kapitel hervorgehobn®oppel-
cording to whether it expresses itself in use-charakter der Arbeitje nachdem sie sich in
value or exchange-value, which | emphasizeGebrauchswert oder Tauschwert ausdriickt;
already in thdirst chapter. .

In the next sentence now Mapital, the importance of this point is emphasized as well:
Since this point is pivotal for an understand-Da dieser Punkt der Springpunktist, um den
ing of political economy, it will be explained sich das Verstandnis der politisch@kono-
here in more detail. mie dreht, soll er hier naher beleuchtet wer-
den.

Why is this such a pivotal insight? Although the value of tbemenodities is not physical—
it is only a quasi-material and not a material—one shouldsagtit is a social fiction. It has
a physical basis because the process which creates valyghigsical process. Value is a
social relation which has a material basis, and with the fald-character of labor Marx
addresses this material basis.

1.2.a. [A Closer Look at Useful Labor]

132:1 Let us take two commodities sug¢h 56:2 Nehmen wir zwei Waren, etwa einen

as a coat and 10 yards of linen. Assume thékock und 10 Ellen Leinwand. Der erste-
former has double the value of the latter, sore habe den zweifachen Wert des letzteren,
that, if 10 yards of linen=W, the coat= | so dal3, wenn 10 Ellen LeinwandW, der
2W. Rock=2W.
Marx begins with two arbitrary commodities with differergasvalues. In the right propor-
tions they can be exchanged against each other. But for Hoaisiion that follows it is
not necessary that they have equal values; in the exampleotitehas twice the value of
the linen. For the discussion of use-values it would not dsemecessary to look at two
commodities, one would be enough. And indeed, Marx focuses tin the coat:
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132:2 The coat is a use-value that satisfles 56:3 Der Rock ist ein Gebrauchswert, der
a particular want. ein besonderes Bediirfnis befriedigt.

(Of course, linen is a use-value too.)
To bring it into existence, &pecific sort| Um ihn hervorzubringen, bedarf es eiter
of productive activityis necessary, specified stimmten Art produktiver &tigkeit Sie ist
by its purpose, mode of operation, object,bestimmt durch ihren Zweck, Operations-
means, and result. weise, Gegenstand, Mittel und Resultat.

The word that is translated with
“bring into existence” is in
German ‘Hervorbringefi (bring
forward). “Bring forward” is the

etymological meaning of
“produce”: pro is forward, and
ducere is to lead. This choice of
words signals a transformational

view of production: production is
not the creation of something new,
but it only “brings forward” what

is already there.

1+ Coats do not grow on trees. They cannot exist without “prtide@ctivity.” The word
“productive activity” refers to the purposeful and conss@ctivity which only humans can
perform, see 283:2/0. In chapter Seven, Marx will discugsdhtivity in more detail. At
the present point, the double character of labor is discuasea necessary implication of
the commodity relation. In chapter Seven, it will be disesas the deliberate procedure
how to exploit the laborer. Presently Marx is making a comgoa: he highlights those
aspects of labor which are different if the activity is seerttee production of use-values
than if seen as the production of value. The first point picetlby Marx is that for the
production of use-value, each such productive activitytrbasvery specific. It must satisfy
certain conditions without which the desired use-valugpdmwill not materialize. What is
translated here with “specification” is in German the Hegyefidetermination.” Marx brings
five such determinations or specifications defining the lgisocess producing coats. The
first is its purpose: “What do | want to get done?” The next ¢joess: “What kind of
activity is necessary to achieve this?” Hence, “What to wamk and what to work with?”
And finally, “Are my efforts yielding the desired result?” ffot, the labor process must
be modified until it does. In 295:4/0 Marx reiterates thatsthare the aspects of human
productive activity.

Question 121 Can you think of determinants of the labor process which ddetong to it
as useful labor?

| The rest of the paragraph defines the terminology. (a) Whesives refer to labor under
the aspect of the usefulness of its product, we call it “udafor.”
The labor whose usefulness represents itseDie Arbeit, deren Nutzlichkeit sich so im
in the use-value of its product, or in the faﬁrﬁtGebrauchswert ihres Produkts oder darin
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that its productis a use-value, will simply bie darstellt, daf3 ihr Produkt ein Gebrauchswert
calleduseful labor ist, nennen wir kurzwegutzliche Arbeit

The phrase “labor whose usefulness represents itself indaevalue of its product” can
be understood in two different ways:

e labor is useful if it produces a product that has any useevafwhatever kind,
o labor is useful to the extent that its product is useful.

In order to remove this ambiguity, Marx adds the clause “dhmfact that its product is a
use-value.” This means, the first meaning applies here. dime tuseful labor” does not
involve a judgment about the use-value of the product. Ef/émeiend product is useless
or even destructive, the labor producing it is called “ukflbior” as long as it manages to
produce this end product. E.g., the labor producing nueleapons falls under the category
of “useful labor” as defined here.

| (b) Conversely, if we use the term “useful labor” we referttodffect on the use-value
of the product (and not to any other effects it may have on theker etc.).
Whenever we call it such, we will consider Unter diesem Gesichtspunkt wird sie stets
it with respect to itauseful effect 1 betrachtet mit Bezug auf ihrevutzeffekt

Question 122 If the product is useless, can the labor producing it stilldoasidered useful
labor?

| Marx started with two commodities, coat and linen. Each hasrg specific kind of
laborin it. l.e., the labors needed to produce the diffevsetvalues are vedifferentfrom
each other.

132:3 Just as the use-values of coat and 56:4 Wie Rock und Leinwandjualita-
linen arequalitatively differentso also are| tiv verschiedne Gebrauchswerss sind die
the activities that mediate the useful properihr Dasein vermittelnden Arbeitequalitativ
ties of coat and linentailoring andweaving | verschieden-SchneidereundWeberei

1t Labor is called here the mediator, not the creator of thevatge, because the potential
for use-values is contained in the physical qualities otltiegs.

“Daseiri—an often-used
colloquial term which was given a
philosophical meaning by Hegel.

are the activities
that mediate their
determinate being,

A more literal translation of the
sentence we just read would be:

Just as the coat and

the linen are two tailoring and The determinate being of
qualitatively weaving something is a form of existence in
different The term “determinate being” isa Which certain inner traits of that

thing (here: those relevant for
human life) are brought forward.

use-valuesso also translation of the German
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|l The qualitative difference between the labors is avecessarpecause we began with
two commodities which are (in the right proportiomchangeablagainst each other.
Were these two objects not qualitatively dif- Waren jene Dinge nicht qualitativ ver-
ferent use-values and therefore the productschiedne Gebrauchswerte und daher Pro-
of useful labors of different quality, they dukte qualitativ verschiedner nitzlicher Ar-

1. The Commodity

not mediated by the operatives exchangind’rodukteaustauschen.
theirindividual products r

| An additional element, in addition to division of labor, isaessary for commaodity
production.
Only the products omutually independent Nur Produkte selbstandiger unvdn einan-

could not face each other @mmmodities
Coats are not exchanged for coats.

beiten, kdnnten sie sich Uberhaupt nicht als

ThaVarengegenilbertreten. Rock tauscht sich

same use-value is not exchanged for thenicht aus gegen Rock, derselbe Gebrauchs

same use-value.
|} Generalizing this from our two examp

wert nicht gegen denselben Gebrauchswert.
le commodities to athooodities, one sees that

commodity production has a big system of division of labathi@ background:

132:4 In the totality of all different use
values or bodies of commodities appears
totality of equally diverse useful labors, dif
fering in order, genus, species and variety,
asocial division of labor

56:5/0 In der Gesamtheit der verschieden-
artigen Gebrauchswerte oder Warenkorper
- erscheint eine Gesamtheit ebenso man-
—nigfaltiger, nach Gattung, Art, Familie,
Unterart, Varietat verschiedner nitzlicher
Arbeiten—eine gesellschaftliche Teilung

der Arbeit

Since commodities can only be exchanged if their use-vaunedifferent, Marx con-
cludes that a social division of labor must be present whentiae products are generally
produced as commodities. Although a social division of tab@ne of theprerequisitesof
commodity production, it enters this derivation hafeer commodity production. Marx be-
gins with the premise that commodity producing societigstend function, and asks what
else we know about a society if we know that it produces conitiesd |} This does not
mean that the division of labor developiadrder tomake commaodity production possible.
Marx addresses this in his next point. Not every society wlithsion of labor produces

commaodities.

This division of labor is a necessary cof
dition for the production of commodities
though it does not follow, conversely, tha
the production of commodities is a nece
sary condition for the division of labor. In
the primitive community in India there is so
cial division of labor without theproducts
becomingcommodities Or, to take a lesg
remote example, in every factory the lab
is systematically divided, but this division i

n-Sie ist Existenzbedingung der Warenpro-
, duktion, obgleich Warenproduktion nicht
it umgekehrt die Existenzbedingung gesell-
s-schaftlicher Arbeitsteilung. In der altindi-

schen Gemeinde ist die Arbeit gesellschaft-
- lich geteilt, ohne daf3 dieroduktezu Waren

werden. Oder, ein naher liegendes Beispiel,

in jeder Fabrik ist die Arbeit systematisch
prgeteilt, aber diese Teilung nicht dadurch ver-
5 mittelt, dal die Arbeiteihre individuellen
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self-directed private laboréace each othe
as commodities

der unablangiger Privatarbeitenreten ein-
anderals Warengegenuber.

Question 123 How does the division of labor in commodity-producing stegediffer from

that in other societies? (Some material for
105:0).

132:5/0 We have therefore seen: |

answering thieQion is inGrundrisse102:2—

57:1 Man hat also gesehen:

This paragraph recapitulates what has been said about led@fuin this section.

The use-value of every commodity incorp
rates useful labor, i.e., a specific purpose
productive activity.

1 This summarizes 132:2.
Use-values cannot confront each other
commodities unless they are produced
qualitatively different useful labors.

1t This is a summary of 132:3.

In a society in which productgenerallytake

the form ofcommaoditiesi.e., in a society of
commodity producers, this qualitative dif
ference between the useful labors that &
carried on independently from each other
the private businesses of self-directed p
ducers, develops into a system with mal
components, a social division of labor.

D-In dem Gebrauchswert jeder Ware steckt
fueine bestimmte zweckmaRig produktive
Tatigkeit oder nutzliche Arbeit.

assebrauchswerte konnen sich nicht sig-

y ren gegenibertreten, wenn nicht qualita-
tiv verschiedne niitzliche Arbeiten in ihnen
stecken.

In einer Gesellschaft, in der die Produkte
allgemeindie Form derWare annehmen,
- d.h. in einer Gesellschaft von Warenpro-
areluzenten, entwickelt sich dieser qualita-
agive Unterschied der nitzlichen Arbeiten,
owelche unabhénging voneinander als Pri-
hywatgeschafte selbstandiger Produzenten be-
trieben werden, zu einem vielgliedrigen Sy-
stem, zu einer gesellschaftlichen Teilung der

Arbeit.

1+ This final passage of the paragraph repeats 132:4: dividitabor is a precondition of
commodity production. Marx adds here that this preconditsoreproduced and extended

by commodity production itself. This is th

e only new obseiva in this paragraph, but it

is an important recurring theme. By reproducing its preigitps, commodity production
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makes itself independent of these prerequisites—withHositit would not be able to gain a
life of its own. In 252:2/0 and 711:1, Marx shows that also ihes respects, the capitalist
system reproduces its prerequisites.

Exam Question 126 (a) Why is it necessary for the exchange of commaoditiesiegtdon-
tain qualitatively different kinds of useful labor?

(b) Can commodity production exist without division of lebo

(c) Can division of labor exist without commodity produnfo

(d) How does commaodity production influence the divisiomlobt?

Before turning to exchange-value, Marx makes two side remaach in a separate para-
graph, addressing possible misunderstandings of the above

(1) Since use-values must be produced in all societies, dgbktrhink that everything
said so far is valid in all societies. This is true with one orant caveat: although useful
labor is a transhistorical necessity, and although therlplmcesses producing different use-
values can be very different from each other and requireiipekills, it does not follow
that specific individuals must be tied to specific labor psses on a full-time basis:

133:1 Anyhow, it makes no difference to  57:2 Dem Rock ist es ibrigens gleichgl-
the coat whether it is worn by the tailor or by tig, ob er vom Schneider oder vom Kun-
the tailor's customer. In either case it servesden des Schneiders getragen wird. In beiden
as a use-value. Fallen wirkt er als Gebrauchswert.

1t The use-value of the coat is the same whether or not the padsoiconsumes the coat
has also produced it. (By contrast, a coat produced forcggifumption does not count as
value.

Question 127 Marx says in 133:1 that it does not matter for the use-valughef coat
whether it is worn by the tailor or by someone else. |s thigexirfor every use-value?
If you write a computer program for yourself then you ofteeydifferent principles than if
you write it for others to use. A program which “works for ma’aften poorly documented
and does not consider all the possible situations whicleudifit users of the program might
find themselves in.

| Not only is it irrelevant, from the point of view of use-valughether the coat ison-
sumedby the person who made it or by someone else, but the prisogaeerning thero-
ductionof this use-value are also not affected by it whether tailphas become a separate
profession:
Nor is the relation between the coat and theEbensowenig ist das Verhaltnis zwischen
labor producing it altered in and for itsel]; dem Rock und der ihn produzierenden Ar-
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by the circumstance that tailoring becomgsbeit an und fiir sich dadurch verandert, dai3

a particular trade, a separate branch of
social division of labor.

helie Schneiderei besondre Profession wird,
selbstandiges Glied der gesellschaftlichen
Teilung der Arbeit.

|l Coats can be produced without anyone being a tailor:
Forced by the want for clothing, humans tgi-Wo ihn das Kleidungsbedurfnis zwang, hat

lored for thousands of years before anyo
became a tailor.

neler Mensch jahrtausendelang geschneidert,
bevor aus einem Menschen ein Schneider
ward.

1 Marx is well aware that every production process is by netyess-operative and there-
fore social. In hidntroduction to Grundrissgmecw?28]18:1, he writes that solitary produc-
tion is as unthinkable as solitary language. But Marx’s p@rere that it is not necessary
to have the same person tied to one production process fonthele lives. As he famously
remarked, people can be tailors in the morning and philosigaih the afternoorContribu-
tion 278:1 seems relevant for the preceding passage, althoadtiriésses a slightly different

issue.

Question 129 Would a society in which people tailor in the morning and psdphize in
the afternoon not be filled with dilettante tailors and plibphers neither of whom has time

to get to the bottom of their profession?

| Although the division of humankind into specialized pr&fiess is not a transhistorical

necessity, useful labor itself is:
But at all times, a special purposeful produ

c-Aber das Dasein von Rock, Leinwand, je-

tive activity, assimilating particular nature- dem nicht von Natur vorhandnen Element
given materials to particular human wants,desstofflichen Reichtumsuf3te immer ver-
has been necessary to mediate the usefuhittelt sein durch ein spezielle, zweckmaRig

properties of coat, linen, and all other el
ments ofmaterial wealthnot spontaneously
provided by Nature.

e-produktive Tatigkeit, die besondere Natur-
stoffe besondren menschlichen Bediirfnis-
sen assimiliert.

1+ This sounds as if a solitary human being would be able to predivarx neglects to
say here that production requires skills and the produceahmef production, which make
every production process a truly social matter. This oraisdgioes not affect the point Marx
is trying to make here, namely: Since produced use-values are necessary for human life,

so is useful labor.
So far as labor forms use-values, i.e.uas-

Als Bildnerin von Gebrauchswerten, als

ful labor, it is therefore a necessary con-nutzliche Arbeit ist die Arbeit daher eine
dition, independent of all forms of society, von allen Gesellschaftsformen unabhangin-
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for the existence of the human race; it is ange Existenzbedingung des Menschen, ewi-
eternal nature-imposed necessity, in ordel tge Naturnotwendigkeit, um den Stoffwech-
mediate the metabolism between man andel zwischen Mensch und Natur, also das

1. The Commodity

Now back to the main text: Nature not only delivers the matem which labor acts, but
the labor process itself is assisted by natural forces.

nature, and thus human life.

menschliche Leben zu vermitteln.

(2) In his second side remark, Marx reminds us that humarr lalonot produce use-

values without the contribution of nature.

133:2/0 Any of the use-values coat, line
etc., in short any body of a commodity, i
acombination of two elementsmatter and
labor. If we take away the useful labor e

n, 57:3/o0 Die Gebrauchswerte Rock, Lein-

s wand, usw., kurz die Warenkorper, sividr-
bindungen von zwei ElementeNaturstoff

-und Arbeit. Zieht man die Gesamtsum-

pended upon them, a material substratinme aller verschiednen nitzlichen Arbeiten

is always left, which is furnished by natur
without the help of man.
tion man can proceed only in the same w
as nature itself does, i.e., lhanging the
forms of mattef3

Thetransformationaliew of production i

13 “All phenomena of the universe, whethdr

they are produced by the hand of man or by t

e ab, die in Rock, Leinwand usw. stecken, so

In his produc- bleibt stets ein materielles Substrat zuriick,

aydas ohne Zutun des Menschen von Natur
vorhanden ist. Der Mensch kann in sei-
ner Produktion nur verfahren, wie die Na-
tur selbst, d.h. nur didormen der Stoffe
andern!3

mplied here is emphasized in the foatnot

13 Alle Erscheinungen des Weltalls, seien sie
hehervorgerufen von der Hand des Menschen oder

general laws of physics, are not actual creatignglurch die allgemeinen Gesetze der Physik, sind

but solely modifications of matter. ‘Putting to|

gether’ and ‘separating’ are the only elementsdiglich eine Umformung des Stoffes.

which can be found in analyzing the idea of r
production; and the same applies to the reprod

- nicht tatsachliche Neuschopfungen, sondern le-
Zusam-
- mensetzen und Trennen sind die einzigen Ele-
ucmente, die der menschliche Geist immer wieder

tion of value” (use-value, though Verri in his con- bei der Analyse der Vorstellung der Reproduk-
troversy with the Physiocrats is not quite certaintion findet; und ebenso verhalt es sich mit der

himself which kind of value he is speaking of

Reproduktion des Wertes" (Gebrauchswert, ob-

and of wealth, when earth, air, and water trans-gleich Verri hier in seiner Polemik gegen die Phy-
mute themselves in the fields into grain, or if Qy siokraten selbst nicht recht weifl3, von welcher

the hand of man the secretion of an insect tral
mutes itself into silk, or if some metal pieces al

arranged in order to form a watch.” [Ver04, pp.

21, 22]

nsSorte Wert er spricht)und des Reichtums, wenn
eErde, Luft und Wasser auf den Feldern sich in
Korn verwandeln oder auch wenn sich durch die
Hand des Menschen die Abscheidung eines In-
sekts in Seide verwandelt, oder einige Metallteil-
chen sich anordnen, um eine Repetieruhr zu bil-
den.” [Ver04, pp. 21, 22]
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What is more, in this labor of forming he i
constantly helped by natural forces.

5 Noch mehr. In dieser Arbeit der Formung
selbst wird er bestandig unterstitzt von Na-
turkraften.

| Summary: However indispensable labor is, it is not the onfyrédient necessary to
produce the use-values which humans need. Nature is indiapée too.

We see, then, thafabor is not the only
source of the use-values it produces of
material wealth As William Pettyputs it:
labor is its father and the earth its mother.

Arbeit ist alsonicht die einzige Quelle der
von ihr produzierten Gebrauchswertdes
stofflichen ReichtumsDie Arbeit ist sein
Vater, wieWilliam Pettysagt, und die Erde
ist seine Multter.

Question 130 When Marx wrote that labor is the father and natural forces ttre mother
of use-values, should he also have included produced mdgm®duction in addition to

nature and labor?

Exam Question 132 Is labor the only source of the use-values of its productsiamother

factors contribute to the use-values as w
products, or do other factors contribute to
which makes things exchangeable.)

In his Critique of Gotha Programmemar
81:2, Marx says the same thing:
Labor isnot the sourceof all wealth. Na-
tureis just as much the source of use-valu

ell? Is labor thly @ource of the values of its
the values ag?2wgMalue” is here the property
ginal note to the first part @fL, p. [mecw24]

Die Arbeit istnicht die Quellealles Reich-
edums. DieNatur ist ebensosehr die Quel-

(and it is surely of such that material wealthle der Gebrauchswerte (und aus solchen be-

consists!) as labor, which itself is only th

e steht doch wohl der sachliche Reichtum!)

manifestation of a force of nature, humanals die Arbeit, die selbst nur di&uRRerung

labor-power.

Question 134 Saying that labor is the sou

einer Naturkraft ist, der menschlichen Ar-
beitskraft.

rce of all wealth seems a pro-etoskance. In

[mecw24]81:2, Marx argues on the contrary that the assertiwat labor is the only source
of use-values is a pro-capitalist and anti-worker ideolo@gn you guess, without going to

Marx’s text, how that can be the case?
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1.2.b. [Labor Producing Value: Quality]

134:1 Let us now pass from the commo
ity, so far as it is a useful object, to thalue
of commodities.

We are still looking at the same two com

them as values instead of use-values:
134:2 By our assumption, the coat

worth twice as much as the linen. But th
is merely aquantitativedifference, which
does not yet interest us at this point.

d- 58:1 Gehn wir nun von der Ware, soweit
sie Gebrauchsgegenstand, tilber zum Waren
Wert

modities as in 132ut,now we are looking at

s 58:2/0 Nach unserer Unterstellung hat er

sRock den doppelten Wert der Leinwand.
Dies ist aber nur eimuantitativer Unter-
schied, der uns zunachst noch nicht interes-
siert.

When discussing the use-value aspect of labor, in 132:3x kiad begun with the differ-
ences between these-valuesf coat and linen. Now he begins with the differences betweel
their values But the difference between their valuesmgrelya quantitative, instead of a
qualitative, difference. Why “merely”? Because if one &tdrom a quantitative difference

it is easy to get equality:

We recall, therefore, that if the value of the Wir erinnern daher, da3, wenn der Wert ei-
coat is double that of 10 yds. of linen, 20 nes Rockes doppelt so grof3 ist als der von
yds. of linen have thesame magnitude of 10 Ellen Leinwand, 20 Ellen Leinwartie-

valueas one coat.

“Doppelt so groB3 alsshould be

‘doppelt so gro3 wie Marx often

selbe WertgiRehaben wie ein Rock.

confusesdls’ and “wie.”

1. The Commodity

| Despite these differences, Marx brings now three examplasich different kinds of

labors are treated as equal—not on the m

There are, however, states of society
which one and the same maloes tailoring
and weaving alternately, so that these ty
forms of labor are mermodifications of the
labor of the same individuand not yet spe-
cialized and fixed functions of different pe
sons; just as the coat which our tailor mak
one day, and the trousers which he mak
another day, require only a variation in th
labor of one and the same individual. Morg¢
over, we see at a glance that, in our capital
society,a given portion of human labas,
in accordance with the varying demand,
one time supplied in the form of spinning
and at another in the form of weaving. Th
change may not always take place withqg
friction, but take place it must.

arket but in praxuitself:

inEs gibt jedoch Gesellschaftszustande, worin
derselbe Menschabwechselnd schneidert
vaund webt, diese beiden verschiednen Ar-
beitsweisen daher nuvlodifikationen der
Arbeit desselben Individuumand noch
- nicht besondre feste Funktionen verschied-
eqer Individuen sind, ganz wie der Rock, den
esinser Schneider heute, und die Hosen, die
eer morgen macht, nur Variationen derselben
2-individuellen Arbeit voraussetzen. Der Au-
isgenschein lehrt ferner, daf? in unsrer kapi-
talistischen Gesellschaft, je nach der wech-
atselnden Richtung der Arbeitsnachfrage,
, he gegebene Portion menschlicher Arbeit
sabwechselnd in der Form von Schneiderei
utoder in der Form von Weberei zugefihrt
wird. Dieser Formwechsel der Arbeit mag
nicht ohne Friktion abgehen, aber er muf

1t To recapitulate, these three examples
routinely weaves and tailors, i.e., there is

gehen.
are (1) there amtigsdn which the same person
no divisionadfdr between these two activities;

(2) even today when the division of labor is deeper, eaclviddal still performs different

Marx will return to thequantitative differencen p. 136:1; but right now we arrived, by the
simple trick of doubling the amount of linen, at two comm@aitwhich can be exchanged
for each other.

As values, the coat and the linen are thingsAls Werte sind Rock und Leinwand Dinge
of alike substanceobjective expressions of vongleicher Substanobjektive Ausdriicke
labor of the same kind gleichartiger Arbeit

This was the result gained earlier, in 128:2. At that eapieint, Marx did not explain
very well what that means. This explanation is given hererxMieegins with the remark
that tailoring and weaving, as useful labors, cannot be #séslfor value, because they are
(as was stressed in 132:3 during the discussion of the Use-&spect of labor) qualitatively
different:

But tailoring andweavingare two qualita-
tively different labors.

Aber Schneiderei und Weberei sind qualita-
tiv verschiedne Arbeiten.
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labors in turn; and (3) under capitalism, workers frequentiange jobs, i.e., they switch
from one compartment of this social division of labor to drest (Note that this undermines
the justification of the division of the working class intgpseate professions: if most people
are able to do most kinds of labor, then this compartmerattidia is not necessary.)

| Now Marx brings the resolution, explaining in what respatfedent labors are equal
(and why the just-mentioned switches between differerdrglare possible and indeed so
common).

134:3/o If we disregard the specificity gf Sieht man ab von der Bestimmtheit der pro-
the productive activity and therefore the use-duktiven Tatigkeit und daher vom nitzli-
ful character of the labor, then nothing re-chen Charakter der Arbeit, so bleibt das an
mains of it but that it is arexpenditure of| ihr, dal sie ein¥erausgabung menschlicher
human labor-powerTailoring and weaving,| Arbeitskraftist. Schneiderei und Weberei,
though qualitatively different productive ag- obgleich qualitativ verschiedne produktive
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tivites, are both the productive expendituresTatigkeiten, sind beide produktive Veraus-
of humanbrains, nerves, and muscles, andgabung vonmenschlichenmHirn, Muskel,
in this sense are bottuman labor Nerv, Hand, usw., und in diesem Sinn beide
menschliche Arbeit

All these labor processes have something in common. By ubmgame phrase “human
labor” for the different activities weaving, spinning, gtour language already implies that
they have something in common. Marx will discuss this agaitd2:1. Footnote 17a to that
later paragraph 142:1 refers explicitly to the use of thedwtabor.” The mind can make
abstractions in various ways, and not all of them have sawgiificance. For instance, in
his discussion of the various attempts to explain what a imadh, in 492:3/0, Marx gives
examples of abstractions which are useless for an unddistpof the economic function
of machinery under capitalism. The abstraction “labor,tbytrast, has been singled out by
Marx in Grundrissel03:1-105:1 as an abstraction which, although it is validlliepochs,
obtains its “full validity” only under capitalism—becausader capitalism, labor has social
significance only as abstract labor.

Question 136 Define abstract labor and explain why Marx’s theory can bemamized as:
“Under capitalism, labor has social significance only as @hst labor”

On the one side, the labor process is the application of hwskils which transforms
the bodily properties of the product; on the other side, ihesexpenditure of human brain,
muscles, nerves, etc. Abstract labor is, as the word sayabstnaction, but it is a “real”
abstraction. IrContribution 272:3/0, Marx calls the reduction of different labors talifn
ferentiated, homogeneous, simple labor a “real abstnactio

1. The Commodity

justification as well.) Just as burning is a real abstradtionature, so the reduction of all
commodities to the expenditure of human labor-power caethin them is a real abstraction

This reduction takes the form of an abstrag
tion, but it is an abstraction that is mad
every day in the social process of produ
tion. The dissolution of all commodities int
labor-time is no greater an abstraction, a
is no less real, than the dissolution of all g
ganic bodies into air.

c-Diese Reduktion erscheint als eine Abstrak-

etion, aber es ist eine Abstraktion, die in

c-dem gesellschaftlichen Produktionsprozef}

n taglich vollzogen wird. Die Auflosung aller

ndVaren in Arbeitszeit ist keine groRere Ab-

r-straktion, aber zugleich keine minder reelle
als die aller organischen Korper in Luft.

Not only can a chemist, in his mind, make the “abstractiot il organic compounds are
basically the combination of carbon and hydrogen atomsthguprocess of burning, which
transform<C into CO, andH into H,O, implements this abstraction in reality. The fact that
all organic compounds consist 6fandH atoms makes it possible for them to burn, but
this fact alone does not mean that they are indeed burning.t{® fact that our world is in

a combustible state, far from chemical equilibrium, shaelahind us that the environment
we live in is the creation of living organisms—the word “ongel’ has therefore a modern
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made in society whenever there is commodity production.eNbat Marx uses air in a

different metaphor in 166:2/0.

Question 137 Carefully explain the meaning of the statement: “The diggoh of all com-
modities into labor-time is no greater an abstraction, agdo less real, than the dissolution

of all organic bodies into air”

Question 138 Why is the abstraction whic
At the same time you should also explain
is a “real” abstraction.

Since this is so important, | will bring
abstraction has a basis in reality. In 164:1
For in the first place, however varied th
useful labors or productive activities migh
be, it is aphysiologicaltruth that they are
functions of thehumanorganism, and that
each such function, whatever may be its
ture or its form, is essentially thexpendi-
ture of humanbrain, nerves, muscles, sen
organs, etc.

The following passage, as the precedin
tion, 166:1:
Equality of entirely different kinds of la-
bor can be arrived at only by aabstrac-
tion from their real inequalityby a reduc-

h leads to abstract labor a “realbstraction?
why the abstracfiati organic bodies into air

here three more pgesaunderlining that this

, Marx writes:

e Denn erstens, wie verschieden die nutzli-

t chen Arbeiten oder produktiven Tatigkei-
ten sein mogen, es ist eipphysiologische
Wabhrheit, dal3 sie Funktionen degensch-

atichen Organismus sind und daf} jede sol-
che Funktion, welches immer ihr Inhalt und

seihre Form, wesentlichverausgabungvon
menschlichentirn, Nerv, Muskel, Sinnes-
organ usw. ist.

g one, is taken frermdmmodity fetishism sec-

Die Gleichheittoto coeloverschiedner Ar-
beitenkann nur in eineAbstraktion von ih-
rer wirklichen Ungleichheibestehn, in der

tion to the characteristic they have in com-Reduktion auf den gemeinsamen Charakter,

mon, that of being thexpenditure of humar
labor-power beinghuman laborin the ab-
stract.

den sie alsverausgabung menschlicher Ar-
beitskraft abstraktmenschliche Arbeitbe-
sitzen.

Finally another place from section 3 of chapter One, 150:2:

In tailoring, as well as in weaving, huma
labor-power is expended. Both, therefor
possess the general property of being humn

n In der Form der Schneiderei wie in der Form
e, der Weberei wird menschliche Arbeitskraft
amerausgabt. Beide besitzen daher die allge-

labor, and there may be cases, such as
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thmeine Eigenschaft menschlicher Arbeit und
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production of value, in which they must be mdgen daher in bestimmten Fallen, z.B. bei
considered only under this aspect. der Wertproduktion, nur unter diesem Ge-
sichtspunkt in Betracht kommen.

Exam Question 139 What is abstract human labor? | want you to say what it is, nloatv
its significance is in commodity-producing society! Thasetao different questions.

To sum up, labor is the expenditure of human brain, muscte,irtall societies. This
abstraction of labor can always be made theoretically. Biytim commodity production is
this abstraction made not only by a theoretical onlookeblyigociety itself. And the differ-
ence is as drastic as the difference between a chemist &matie chemical composition of
organic matter and organic matter burning. After this digren about real abstractions, let
us turn back to the text we are presently discussing. Aftecudising abstract labor, Marx
looks more closely at that what these abstract labors hagerimmon. This leads to the
concept of labor-power:

They are but two different forms of expend- Es sind nur zwei verschiedene Formen,
ing human labor-power. T menschliche Arbeitskraft zu verausgaben.

Exam Question 141 What is the difference between labor and labor-power?

Although tailoring and weaving are usually done by difféne@ople, they could in princi-
ple be done by the same person. The concept of human labargpatential labor instead
of actual labor) contains an abstraction from the varioe$ulsctivities in which the labor-
power can be realized. What the different labors have in comiw that all labors are the
expenditure of human labor-power.

Let us take stock where we are in the argument. We will backtealittle, in order to
show the parallel questions arising on different levels.

Looking at the sphere of exchange, Marx made the observdi@through the exchange,
the different use-values are treated as equals. This légbtquestion: what are the grounds
for this equal treatment? Is it a social fiction valid only be surface of the economy, or are
the commodities really somehow equal?

Since the commodities ase-valuefiave nothing in common, Marx concludes that their
equality must come from the labor producing them. But theie problem. Although labor
is something all commodities have in common, the laborsyeindy different commaodities
are clearly not equal either. The dilemma is still theres inerely shifted from the surface
to the sphere of production. But here, on the level of therglthis dilemma can indeed be
solved—because the labor processes producing these vaisewvalueseally have some-
thing in commonwhereas the commodities as use-values do not. All laboatever its
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concrete form, is also “abstract labor"—not because we bank tabout it in the abstract,
but because all labor is the expenditure of human labor-pdvee, human nerves, brains,
muscles etc. Abstract labor in this definition is a real asp&every labor process.

Finally, if one takes a closer look at labor-power, the saffeaina pops up for a third
time. After encountering it on the level of use-values andhanevel of labor, we encounter
it now on the level of labor-power. The dilemma is: although avrived at labor-power in
our search for something that is equal in commodities ancetbee for the basis for the
equalization of all commodities through the exchange, dindagh it is true that the labor-
powers of different individuals are largely similar, the &till not entirely equal.

It is true, human labor-power itself must be Allerdings mul3 die menschliche Arbeits-
more or less developed before it can be exkraft selbst mehr oder minder entwickelt
pended in different forms. But the value ¢f sein, um in dieser oder jener Form veraus-
a commodity represents human labor plaingabt zu werden. Der Wert der Ware aber
and simple, the expenditure béiman labor | stellt menschliche Arbeit schlechthin dar,
in general. Verausgabungmenschlicher Arbeittiber-
haupt.

Fowkes translatesdllerdings

with “of course.” This gives a
wrong connotation. After “of
course,” one expects an objection

whose refutation was already

implied in what was said before.
But Marx is about to bring some
new arguments which have not

been anticipated above.
Moore-Aveling write “it is true,”
which is the better translation.

The clause “it is true’(allerdings)is Marx’s admission that we still haven't arrived at
something entirely homogeneous. Although most peoplediresocould perform, or could
be trained to perform, most jobs in society, not everybodyado every job. There are still
differences in labor-power. This is what Marx is going toodiss next.

Marx’s formulation “this human labor-power itself must berma or less developed before
it can be expended in different forms” is a little misleading might create the impres-
sion that all differences between different labor-poweesa a purely quantitative nature
(“more or lesy. Quantitative differences between labor-powers aresistant with market
relations, because quantitative differences imply gatiié equality.

But the qualitative differences between different labowprs can arise in different ways:

1. Labor-power may differ by its development (schoolingjrting, experience). This
can be naturally reduced to a quantitative difference,esome can say the value of
the product not only comes from the time the laborer is wagliroductively, but also
from the training time. If a surgeon spends 15 years leartongerform a certain
operation, and then performs this operation for anotherelsg; then every hour he is
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working in the latter 15 years would be creatimgce as much value as an unskilled
laborer. If one includes the labor performed by his teachatsthe labor necessary
to produce the materials and equipment used during thisitigaione obtains an even
higher ratio. (Nevertheless, the higher earnings of a surge the U.S. more than

make up for this, but we are talking here about value createtdncome earned.)

2. However there are some differences between labor-pawecs cannot be reduced to
guantitative differences. There are things certain irtligis can do and others cannot
do, even with the best training.

Marx only mentions differences in development at this pdietause most differences be-
tween labor-powers are only differences in developmeimt tetause this gives him a good
transition to simple unskilled labor which Marx will dis@iaext. But from other scattered

remarks it can be inferred that Marx was aware that some sifeneshces do not have to do

with development. Especially interesting is the footnddd.p. 304:3/0, almost at the end
of chapter Seven, where Marx makes the following points:

e The differences in labor-powers are smaller than is gelydvalieved, and these dif-
ferences may have accidental causes.

e With the development of capitalist production these déferes tend to be reduced
further by progressively de-skilling many labor processes

e Whatever differences remain, they are reflecteduantitativedifferences as to how
much value one hour of labor creates—although the diffaerietween different
labor-powers are by no means always of a quantitative nature

Here is therefore a complete solution of the third dilemrhat by exchanging the prod-
ucts of labor, society acts as if all labor-powers were edualin reality they are not: Most
differences between labor-powers are differences initrgjrand these differences can be
naturally reduced to quantitative differences. Some tptale differences between labor-
powers remain which have nothing to do with training. Therad general law governing
the reduction of these remaining differences to quangatifferences. The terms of their
gquantitative reduction are decided case by case; it mayndepe the constellation of de-
mand and supply, or on the relative strength of the contgridierests at the given time.

Question 143 The exchange of commodities poses a dilemma: what are thmdgcfor
treating tangibly different commodities as equals? Thismddma is then also echoed on the
level of the labors producing these commodities, and onewel lof labor-powers. On each
of these three levels the dilemma has a different resolutidescribe these three different
resolutions.
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In the passage we are presently discussing, Marx’s empisasi& on the modalities of
this reduction, but on the character of that kind of labowpowhich serves as the measur-
ing stick, that to which all other labor-powers are reduclé. argues that it is the simple
“unskilled” labor everyone in the given society is able tafpem, and before even saying

this he comments that this amounts to a shoddy treatmenedfuman factor in capitalist

society:

And just as in bourgeois society a general
a banker plays a great role, while menan
on the other hand, has a very shabby pért
so here withhuman labor It is the expen-
diture of simplelabor-power, i.e., of labor-
power which, on the average, apart from a

oMWie nun in der burgerlichen Gesellschaft
ein General oder Bankier eine grol3e, der

, Menschschlechthin aber eine sehr schabige
Rolle spielt}* so steht es auch hier mit der
menschlichen ArbeitSie ist Verausgabung

nyeinfacherArbeitskraft, die im Durchschnitt

particular development, exists in the organjeder gewohnliche Mensch, ohne besondere

ism of every ordinary individual.

14 Hegel,Philosophy of Right§190.

Entwicklung, in seinem leiblichen Organis-
mus besitzt.

14 vgl. Hegel,,Philosophie des Rechts", Ber-
lin 1840,§190.

Footnote 14 is a reference to Hedehilos

ophy of Right§190.

“Bourgeois society” is a term occasionally used by Marx fapitalist society. In capi-
talist society, humans are defined by the social functioeyg #ssume, whereas usually little

attention is paid to the human individual

supporting thasecfions. In the same way, a

society in whichcongealedabor, value and capital, is in highest esteem, assigiigitmg
labor a very shabby part. It is a sociological paradox thakilied labor, which creates all

value, is generally sneered at in capitalist
The first edition, p. 24:2/o, gives here

society.
the example that #bed of a farm hand may

produce twice as much value per day than that of a tailor. Nkexk remarks that there are
national differences regarding the character of simplewarskilled labor. Although this is
important for an understanding of international trade,iit e disregarded here:

Simple average laborit is true, varies its
character in different countries and differe
cultural epochs, but is given once the socieg
is given.

Die einfache Durchschnittsarbeselbst wech-

htselt zwar in verschiedenen Landern und

tyKulturepochen ihren Charakter, ist aber in
einer vorhandenen Gesellschaft gegeben.

Next Marx discusses how the labor whichist simple labor is expressed in value:
More complicated labor counts merely asKompliziertere Arbeit gilt nur alpotenzier-

potentiatedor rathermultiplied simple la-
bor, so that a smaller amount of complicat
labor is equal to a bigger amount of simp
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te oder vielmehmultiplizierteeinfache Ar-
bcbeit, so dafd ein kleineres Quantum kompli-
ezierter Arbeit gleich einem grof3eren Quan-
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labor. | tum einfacher Arbeit.

“Potentiated” means here: labor of higher potency. The Wordltiplied,” which Marx
prefers to the word “potentiated,” better expresses thatdifference is quantitative, not
qualitative. Marx does not say here: “more complicatedi@&multiplied simple labor,” but
he uses the formulatiortbunts agnultiplied simple labor.” There is a qualitative differenc
between simple and complicated labor; one cannot get tter kay multiplying the former.
Even if you assemble 1,000 construction workers, and gismtall the time they need, they
still won't be able to do the work of a doctor or a scientist oviduoso musician. But
commodity producing society acts as if complicated laborease mere multiple of simple
labor. This is what Marx means with the word “counts.” The &6merely” in “counts
merelyas” stresses that a qualitative difference, that betweaeplsiand complicated labor,
is reduced to anerelyquantitative one (this phrase is used in 134:2).

That this reduction is constantly being mageDal} diese Reduktion bestandig vorgeht,
is shown by experience. T zeigt die Erfahrung.

Question 145 Which experience is Marx referring to when he says in 134:3Tbat this
reduction is constantly being made is shown by experiefce”

What experience? The experience that markets, which mreken all labor-powers are
equal or at most quantiatively different, flourish despite fact that there are qualitative
differences among labor-powers. Marx’s appeal to expeddrere is on the one hand an
admission that there is no general law governing this redimcand on the other hand he

can only appeal to experience because m
the different kinds of labor-power may not

arkets survivedteltgp indeterminacy. Even if
have been alledaationally, the markets have

done a good enough job to regulate the economy.

A commodity may be the product of th
most complicated labor, but t@lueequates
it to the product of simple labor, therefor
this value only represents a certain amou
of simple labor®

| In a footnote, Marx reminds us that at
income received by the workers, but abou

15 The reader must be aware that we are
speaking here of thevagesor values that the la-

e Eine Ware mag das Produkt der komplizier-

testen Arbeit sein, ihiWert setzt sie dem

e Produkt einfacher Arbeit gleich und stellt

ntaher selbst nur ein bestimmtes Quantum
einfacher Arbeit dat®

the present time we arget talking about the

t the value theyymed

ot 15 Der Leser muR aufmerken, daR hier nicht
vom Lohnoder Wert die Rede ist, den der Arbei-

borer receives for a given labor-time, but of the ter fur etwa einen Arbeitstag erhalt, sondern vom

valueof the commaodity in which that labor-time
is materialised. Wages is a category that does

Warerwert, worin sich sein Arbeitstag vergegen-
nastandlicht. Die Kategorie des Arbeitslohns exi-
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even exist yet at this stage of our presentation] stiert Uberhaupt noch nicht auf dieser Stufe der
Darstellung.
1+ This footnote explicitly refers to Marx’s method of taking one thing after another;
certain things do not yet “exist.” [Rei70, p. 131]

Question 146 In a footnote to 134:3/0, Marx says that the category of wadpss not yet
exist at the pressent stage of the representation. Find @ilaees inCapitalwhere he says
that certain categories do not yet “exist” for him.

The different proportions, in which differ; Die verschiednen Proportionen, worin ver-
ent sorts of labor are reduced to simple l[a-schiedne Arbeitsarten auf einfache Arbeit
bor as theirstandard are established by a auf ihre Mal3einheitreduziert sind, werden
social process that goes on behind the backdurch einen gesellschaftlichen ProzelR hin-
of the producers and, consequently, seemter dem Rilcken der Produzenten festgesetzt
to be fixed by custom. For simplicity’s sake und scheinen ihnen daher durch das Her-
we shall henceforth consider every kind pfkommen gegeben. Der Vereinfachung hal-
labor-power to be immediategimplelabor- | ber gilt uns im Folgenden jede Art Arbeits-
power; by this we do no more than save ouyrkraft unmittelbar fureinfacheArbeitskraft,
selves the trouble of making the reduction. wodurch nur die Mihe der Reduktion er-
spart wird.

It has sometimes been argued that the reduction of comgtidatsimple labor is a cir-
cular argument invalidating the labor theory of value. | ge®s an instance in which the
“dirty” reality is not entirely congruous with the forms obsial interaction that have de-
veloped in a capitalist economy. Although commodity exg®presumes that all labor-
powers are equal, there are in fact differences, which aneher usually small. To repeat,
this has two consequences. Under developed commodity egel{aapitalism) there is the
tendency to equalize and de-skill the labors. This wellvikmdact itself corroborates the
thesis that abstract labor constitutes the substance vévdlhe remaining differences are
treated as quantitative differences only. This reductibqualitative to quantitative differ-
ences in labor-power does not follow a general law but dependtonstellational, irregular
(“accidental”) circumstances, such as discrepanciesdmtwdemand and supply, or custom.

Question 147 Is Marx’s appeal to experience regarding the reduction ofpticated to
simple labor a circular argument?

The next paragraph gives a summary, parallel to 132:5/o0s $tinmary compares the
things said about value and abstract labor to the thingsadaodit use-value and concrete
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labor. This comparison backs up the claim made in 131:2/fothlgacharacteristics of labor
creating use-value are different than those of labor argatalue. Here is the first of three

1. The Commodity

1.2.c. [Labor Producing Value: Quantity]

Now the quantitative aspects of abstract human labor willliseussed. Some of this dis-

comparisons:

135:1/0 In thevaluescoat and linen, ab-
straction is made from the difference of th
use-valuesnow we have seen that also i
thelabor that represents itself in these v
ues, abstraction is made from the differen
of its useful forms tailoringandweaving

Moore-Aveling again transpose it
into the epistemological realm
when they write: “Just as,

linen as values,

Second comparison:
Theuse-valuesoat and linen are theom-
binationsof purposeful productive activitieg
with cloth or yarn. Thevaluescoat and linen
are, in contrast, merfeomogenous congela
tions of labor Now we have seen that als
the labor contained in thesmluesdoes not
count by virtue of its productive function
towards cloth and yarn, but only agpendi-
tures of human labor-power

Third comparison:

Tailoring and weaving are necessary e
ments in the creation of these-valuegoat
and linen, precisely by thedifferentquali-
ties, but they are theubstancef thevalues
of coat and linen only in so far abstrac-
tion is made from their particular qualitie
and both possess tlsame qualitythequal-

therefore, in viewing the coat and

59:1/0 Wie also in demVertenRock und
irLeinwand von dem Unterschied ihr&e-
n brauchswerteabstrahiert ist, so in deAr-
I- beiten die sich in dieseMVertendarstellen,

a/on dem Unterschied ihreriitzlichen For-
men derSchneidereuindWeberei

makes the same error.
we abstract from

their different use-values.” Fowkes

Wie die GebrauchswerteRock und Lein-
wand Verbindungereweckbestimmter, pro-
duktiver Tatigkeiten mit Tuch und Garn

- sind, dieWerte Rock und Leinwand dage-

0 gen bloRegleichartige Arbeitsgallertenso
gelten auch die in diesaifertenenthaltenen

5 Arbeiten nicht durch ihr produktives Ver-
halten zu Tuch und Garn, sondern nur als
Verausgabungen menschlicher Arbeitskraft

e-Bildungselemente d€@ebrauchswertRock
und Leinwand sind Schneiderei und We-
berei eben durch ihrgerschiednerQuali-
taten; Substanzdes Rockverts und Lein-
wandvertssind sie nur, soweit von ihrer be-

5 sondren Qualitatibstrahiertwird und bei-
de gleiche Qualiét besitzen, dieQualitat

ity of human labor

menschlicher Arbeit

Question 148 Just as a horse has muscles and bones in it, a commodity had lad®or

and abstract labor in it. Explain. Is this als

o true for a praet which is not a commodity?
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cussion repeats 130:1/0, but important ad

136:1 Coats and linen, however, are n
merely values in general, but values of giv¢
magnitudes and, following our assumptio
the coat is worth twice as much as the
yards of linen. Where does this differeng
in value come from? From the fact that th
linen contains only half as much labor as tk
coat, i.e., labor-power has to be expend
twice as long to produce the second as
produce the first.

ditions are made.
ot 60:1 Rock und Leinwand sind aber nicht
=nnur Werte Uiberhaupt, sondern Werte von be-
n,stimmter GroRe, und nach unsrer Unterstel-
10lung ist der Rock doppelt soviel wert als 10
eEllen Leinwand. Woher diese Verschieden-
eheit ihrer WertgroRen? Daher, dai3 die Lein-
newand nur halb soviel Arbeit enthalt als der
edRock, so dalR zur Produktion des letzteren
talie Arbeitskraft wahrend doppelt soviel Zeit
verausgabt werden muf3 als zur Produktion
der erstern.

1t The formulation “the coatontaingwice as much labor as the linen” is a metaphor. The
second half of the last sentence above explains how thigainetés to be read: labor-power
has to be expended twice as long to produce the coat thamthe INot “is” expended but
“has to be” expended because tlezessarjabor is twice as long. Marx will be much more

explicit about this point later, in 676:2/0.
136:2 While, therefore, with reference t
use-value, the labor contained in a commd
ity counts only qualitatively, with referenc
to value it counts only quantitatively, afte
being reduced to human labor pure and si

0 60:2 Wenn also mit Bezug auf den Ge-
dbrauchswert die in der Ware enthaltene Ar-
e beit nur qualitativ gilt, gilt sie mit Bezug auf

r die Wertgrol3e nur quantitativ, nachdem sie
mbereits auf menschliche Arbeit ohne weitere

ple. In the former case it was a matter of theQualitat reduziert ist. Dort handelt es sich

‘how’ and the ‘what’ of labor, in the lattern
of the ‘how much’, of the temporal duratio

um das Wie und Was der Arbeit, hier um ihr
n Wieviel, ihre Zeitdauer.

of labor.

Question 149 Marx says in 136:2: “With reference to use-value, the labontained in a
commodity counts only qualitatively” This seems to be intaiction to things he says
elsewhere. More labor produces more product, and the gtyaotia product is relevant for
its use-value. In 126:1 Marx says: “When examining use-@gjuve always assume to be
dealing with well-defined quantities, such as dozens of vegtcyards of linen, or tons of
iron.” Is this an inconsistency in Marx’s theory?

|} This has important implications:
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Since the magnitude of the value of a com-Da die Wertgrol3e einer Ware nur das Quan-
modity represents nothing but the quantitytum der in ihr enthaltenen Arbeit darstellt,
of labor embodied in it, it follows that all miissen Waren in gewisser Proportion stets
commaodities, when taken in the right pro- gleich gro3e Werte sein.

portions, must be equal in value.
1+ The equalization of all commodities o

n the surface throlmghexchange-relations has

therefore a counterpart in production. In the productiarcpss, all commodities are equal-

ized because they all represent abstract h
| From here until the end of the section
136:3 If the productivity of all the dif-

ferent sorts of useful labor required, let (

say, for the production of a coat remains u

changed, the total value of the coats pn

duced will increase along with their quan
tity. If one coat representsdays’ labor, two
coats will representxX2days’ labor, and so

on. But now assume that the duration of t

labor necessary for the production of a cg

is doubled or halved. In the first case, ol

coat is worth as much as two coats were |

fore; in the second case two coats are 0

worth as much as one was before, althou

in both cases one coat performs the sa
service, and the useful labor contained in|

remains of the same quality. One change I

uman labor.
, Marx discusses clsinggroductivity:
60:3 Bleibt die Produktivkraft, sage al-
Isler zur Produktion eines Rocks erheischten
n-nitzlichen Arbeiten unverandert, so steigt
o-die WertgroRe der Rocke mit ihrer eignen
- Quantitat. Wenn 1 Rock, stellen 2 Rocke
2x Arbeitstage dar usw. Nimm aber an, die
zur Produktion eines Rocks notwendige Ar-
nebeit steige auf das Doppelte oder falle um
atlie Halfte. Im ersten Fall hat ein Rock so-
neviel Wert als vorher zwei Rocke, im letztern
eFall haben zwei Rocke nur soviel Wert als
nlyworher einer, obgleich in beiden Fallen ein
glRock nach wie vor dieselben Dienste lei-
metet und die in ihm enthaltene niitzliche Ar-
itbeit nach wie vor von derselben Gite bleibt.
adber das in seiner Produktion verausgabte

taken place, however: a change in the qua

nArbeitsquantum hat sich verandert.

tity of labor expended to produce the article.
Rising wealth can therefore be accompanied by decreaslog.va

136:4/0o In itself, an increase in the qua
tity of use-values constitutes an increase
material wealth. Two coats will clothe twg
men, one coat will only clothe one man, et
Nevertheless, an increase in the amount
material wealth may correspond to a simu
taneous fall in the magnitude of its value.

n- 60:4/0 Ein groRres Quantum Gebrauchs-

invert bildet an und flr sich grof3ren stoffli-

b chen Reichtum, zwei Rocke mehr als einer.

c.Mit zwei Rocken kann man zwei Menschen

okleiden, mit einem Rock nur einen Men-

I-schen usw. Dennoch kann der steigenden
Masse des stofflichen Reichtums ein gleich-
zeitiger Fall seiner Wertgrol3e entsprechen.

| Next Marx asks where does this discrepancy in the movemenedoom? (Marx

87

1. The Commodity

does not talk here about two movements, one of the use-vahesne of the values, but
he considers it one movement which is self-opposed.) Inraéind the origin of this

opposition, note that “how productive is a given labor?”tie same kind of question as:
“which use-value does a given labor produce?” It refers #éoctbncrete useful labor, not the

abstract labor.

This self-opposed movement arises out
the two-edged character of labor. Product
ity, of course, is always the productivity o
concrete, useful labor; it determines how €
fective a purposeful productive activity ca|
be in a given period of time. Useful labg
becomes, therefore, a more or less abund

oDiese gegensatzliche Bewegung entspringt
v-aus dem zwieschlachtigen Charakter der Ar-
f beit. Produktivkraft ist naturlich stets Pro-
f-duktivkraft nutzlicher, konkreter Arbeit und
n bestimmt in der Tat nur den Wirkungsgrad
r zweckmagiger produktiver Tatigkeit in ge-
agiebnem Zeitraum. Die nitzliche Arbeit

source of products in direct proportion as itswird daher reichere oder dirftigere Produk-

productivity rises or falls. As against thig
however, variations in productivity in them

, tenquelle im direkten Verhaltnis zum Stei-
- gen oder Fallen ihrer Produktivkraft. Da-

selves have zero impact on the labor repregegen trifft ein Wechsel der Produktivkraft
sented in value. As productivity is an at- die im Wert dargestellte Arbeit an und fir

tribute of labor in its concrete useful form,
naturally ceases to have any bearing on t
labor as soon as we abstract from its cg
crete useful form. The same labor, then
fore, performed for the same length of tim
always yields the same amount of value, i
dependently of any variations in its produ
tivity. But it provides different quantities
of use-values during equal periods of tim
more, if productivity rises; fewer, if it falls.
For this reason, the same change in prod
tivity which increases the fruitfulness of la
bor, and therefore the amount of use-valu
produced by it, also brings about a reducti
in the value of this increased total amount,
it cuts down the total amount of labor-tim
necessary to produce the use-values. T
converse also holds.

t sich gar nicht. Da die Produktivkraft der
hatonkreten nitzlichen Form der Arbeit an-
ngehort, kann sie natirlich die Arbeit nicht
e-mehr beriihren, sobald von ihrer konkreten
e nitzlichen Form abstrahiert wird. Dieselbe
n-Arbeit ergibt daher in denselben Zeitraum-
C-en stets dieselbe Wertgrol3e, wie immer die
Produktivkraft wechsle. Aber sie liefert in
e;demselben Zeitraum verschiedene Quanta
Gebrauchswerte, mehr, wenn die Produktiv-
Lderaft steigt, weniger, wenn sie sinkt. Der-

- selbe Wechsel der Produktivkraft, der die
e$ruchtbarkeit der Arbeit und daher die Mas-
brse der von ihr gelieferten Gebrauchswer-
ifte vermehrt, vermindert also die Wertgrof3e
e dieser vermehrten Gesamtmasse, wenn er
[hdie Summe der zu ihrer Produktion notwen-
digen Arbeitszeit abkirzt. Ebenso umge-
kehrt.

Since labor has a double character, it h
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German edition 26:3/0 has here an additional paragraph asighg this contradiction;
It follows from what has been said so far Aus dem Bisherigen folgt, daf3 in der Ware
that, although it is not true that the com- zwar nicht zwei verschiedne Sorten Arbeit

modity contains two different kinds of la
bor, nevertheless theamelabor has differ-

stecken, wohl abatieselbéArbeit verschie-
den und selbst entgegengesetzt bestimmt ist

ent and even opposite determinations, acje nachdem sie auf deBebrauchswerter
cording to whether it is seen in relation to Ware als ihrProduct oder auf derWaren-

the use-valueof the commodity as itprod-
uctor to thecommaodity-valuas labor’'s own

Wert als ihren bloRgegensindlichenAus-
druck bezogen wird. Wie die Ware vor

material expression. Just as the commogd-allem Gebrauchsgegenstand sein muf3, urr

ity must above all be a useful object in o
der to be value, so labor must above all

- Wert zu sein, so mul3 die Arbeit vor allem
beniitzliche Arbeit, zweckbestimmte produk-

useful labor, purposeful productive activity, tive Tatigkeit sein, um als/erausgabung

in order to count agxpenditure of humarn

labor-powerand therefore abuman labor
pure and simple.

menschlicher Arbeitskrafund daher als
menschliche Arbegchlechthin zu zahlen.

1+ The French edition [mecw] has a similar paragraph with thenorable formulation
that “the same labor is here opposed to its¢i§’méme travail y est opposé a lui-méme)

Question 150 Since productivity is a quality of useful labor, one might expect it to play
a great role in capitalism. But it does. Why?

Question 151 Discuss the implications of

the fact that an increase in maltevealth in

the form of commodities may be accompanied by a decrease itothl amount of their

value. Do you know examples from mode
detrimental effects?

rn capitalism whesepiitiverse relationship has

Question 152 It is easy to see that with higher productivity a greater amtoof use-values

may represent a lower commodity-value
Capital136:4/0 says more than that. Marx

(which depends oordabntent). But Marx’s
claims that this discreyyaand even opposition

comes from the two-edged character of labor. How does heestigig claim, or how might
one argue for or against such a proposition?

137:1 On the one hand, all labor is an ex-

61:1 Alle Arbeit ist einerseits Veraus-

1. The Commodity

the other hand, all labor is an expenditurewert. Alle Arbeit ist andrerseits Verausga-
of human labor-power in a particular form bung menschlicher Arbeitskraft in besond-
and with a specific aim, and in this quality rer zweckbestimmter Form, und in dieser
of being concrete useful labor, it producesEigenschaft konkreter niitzlicher Arbeit pro-

penditure, in the physiological sense, of hu-gabung menschlicher Arbeitskraft im phy-
man labor-power, and in this quality of be- siologischen Sinn, und in dieser Eigen-
ing equal human labor or abstract human [aschaft gleicher menschlicher oder abstrakt
bor, it forms the value of commodities. Oh menschlicher Arbeit bildet sie den Waren-
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use-valued®

| duziert sie Gebrauchswerté.

Three of these four statements are valid in all modes of priooiy, while one statement,

“and in this quality of being equal human

labor or abstrachhn labor, it forms the value

of commaodities” is only valid in commaodity producing sodgest

In footnote 16, Marx plays two quotes from Adam Smith agagérasth other:

16 In order to prove that ‘labor alone is the ul-

16 Um zu beweisen,daR die Arbeit allein das

timate and real standard by which the value of allendgiiltige und reale MafR ist, woran der Wert al-
commodities can at all times and places be estiler Waren zu allen Zeiten geschatzt und vergli-

mated and compared’, Adam Smith says this:

chen werden kann“, sagt A. Smith:

The first quote sounds unobjectionable if taken by itsel&bdr alone” is the ultimate

standard of value. However in a second
value to the laborer:

16ctd ‘Equal quantities of labor, at all times

and places, must have the same value for the
borer. In his ordinary state of health, strength a
activity; in the ordinary degree of his skill an
dexterity, he must always lay down the same p
tion of his ease, his liberty, and his happines
Wealth of Nation§Smi39, Bk. I, ch. 5, pp. 104—
5].

guote Smith addsdhat blways has the same

16ctd  Gleiche Quantitaten Arbeit miissen zu
laallen Zeiten und an allen Orten fir den Arbeiter
ndselbst denselben Wert haben. In seinem norma-
d len Zustand von Gesundheit, Kraft und Tatigkeit
or-und mit dem Durchschnittsgrad von Geschick-
5.lichkeit, die er besitzen mag, muf er immer die
namliche Portion seiner Ruhe, seiner Freiheit
und seines Gliicks hingeben.;Wealth of Na-
tions* [Smi39, BK. I, ch. 5, pp. 104-5].

From the juxtaposition of these two quotes Marx draws fourchasions:

(1) When Smith wrote in the first quote *

‘labor alone,” he did remlly mean labor but he

meant the value of labor to the worker. Otherwise he wouldhawe found it necessary to

prove, in the second quote, that the value

16ctd On the one hand, Adam Smith here (b
not everywhere) confuses the determination

of labor is alwagsame.

it 16ctd Einerseits verwechselt A. Smith hier
of(nicht Uberall) die Bestimmung des Werts durch

the values of commaodities by the quantity of la- das in der Produktion der Ware verausgabte Ar-
bor expended in their production with the de- beitsquantum mit der Bestimmung der Waren-
termination of the values of commodities by the werte durch den Wert der Arbeit und sucht daher

value of labor. This is why he finds it necessary
prove that equal quantities of labor always ha
the same value.
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(2) Now, “on the other hand,” Marx remarks that Smith’s atp¢rto prove that labor
always has the same value also reflects some correct thinking

16ctd On the other hand, he has the hunch thiat, 16¢td Andrerseits ahnt er, daR die Arbeit, so-
in so far as labor manifests itself in the value pf weit sie sich im Wert der Waren darstellt, nur als
commodities, it only counts as an expenditure ofVerausgabung von Arbeitskraft gilt, . ..
labor-power.

A proof that labor always has the same value is on the one heceseary to round out
Smith’s mistaken theory that the value of the products @srivom the value of labor. But on
the other hand this proof also reflects the correct insightt ttiat which creates value must
indeed benomogeneousAccording to Marx, this homogeneous substance is not theeva
of labor but abstract human labor, the expenditure of lggmaver. According to Smith, it is
the disutility of labor (i.e. its value according to a sultjee concept of value). It is not very
far-fetched to confuse the expenditure of labor-power withdisutility of labor, since the
expenditure of labor-power does take effort, which may tereésutility.

(3) After finding a kernel of truth in Smith’s error, Marx shevthat even in this most
favorable reading, Smith is not completely right but makesadditional error:

16ctd Byt then he views this expenditure  16¢d faRt diese Verausgabung aber wie-
merely as the sacrifice of ease, liberty, and hapder bloR als Opfer von Ruhe, Freiheit und Gliick,
piness, not also as man’s normal life activity. nicht auch als normale Lebensbetatigung.

According to Smith, it is the sacrifice and pain of the workérieh creates value, while
according to Marx, the value of the product arises from tleetfaat the worker’s life activity
is directed towards this and not some other product. Sniithrssposition of labor itself into
that what labor is for the humans is the errontdthodological individualism

Exam Question 153 How does Marx's labor theory of value differ from an explaoatof
value by what today would be called the “disutility of labor., the “sacrifice of ease,
liberty, and happiness™?

(4) Finally, Marx remarks that Smith’s second error was irexpby the evidence of the
modern wage relation:

16¢ctd He s guided here by the evidence of trre 16ctd Allerdings hat er den modernen Lohnar-
modern wage laborer. beiter vor Augen.

Smith’s thesis that the value comes from the disutility dfdareflects the experience of
the modern wage laborer in two ways:

(a) The payment of the price of labor to the laborer can be bgeneryone, while the fact
that labor is the source of value (of more value than the kbgets) is hidden. This leads
to the assumption that the visilgheice of labor is the source of the value of the product, not
the labor itself. This price is then explained by the valuéheflabor to the laborer.

(b) The exploitation inherent in capitalism leads to paliafud abusive labor processes.
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Question 154 How was Smith influenced by the evidence of the modern wagestalshen
he formulated his thesis that the value of a product is detezthby the laborer’s “sacrifice

of ease, liberty, and happiness™? (Attem

pt this Questioly dnyou know the answer to

Question 153, and know something about Marx’s theory of vealsr.)

The influence of the wage labor relation on Smith’s thinkimgaminiscent of Marx’s ar-

gumentin 151:4, that Aristotele’s analysis
did not advance past a certain point, due
next quote shows that other economists d

16ctd Adam Smith’'s anonymous predecess
cited in note 9, is much nearer the mark wh¢
he says: ‘One man has employed himself a we
in providing this necessary of life ... and he th
gives him some other in exchange, cannot ma
a better estimate of what is a proper equivale
than by computing what cost him just as mu
labor and time: which in effect is no more tha
exchanging one man’s labor in one thing for
time certain, for another man’s labor in anoth
thing for the same time’ [Ano39, p. 39].

The end of footnote 16 is a remark by
Character of Labor.”

16ctd [Note by Engels to the fourth Germal
edition:] The English language has the adva
tage of possessing two separate words for th
two different aspects of labor. Labor which cre
ates use-values and is qualitatively determineq
called ‘work’ as opposed to ‘labor’; labor which
creates value and is only measured quantitativ
is called ‘labor’, as opposed to ‘work’.

1.3. The Form of Value, or

of the commgdiespite promising beginnings,
to the limitatidnSreek society. However the
id not share Sreitios:
r, 16ctd _vjel treffender sagt der Note 9 zi-
entierte anonyme Vorganger von A. SmithEin
elMann hat eine Woche auf die Herstellung die-
atses Bedarfsgegenstandes verwandt ... und der,
kevelcher ihm einen anderen Gegenstand im Aus-
nttausch gibt, kann nicht richtiger abschéatzen, was
hwirklich gleichwertig ist, als durch die Berech-
n nung, was ihm ebensoviel labor und Zeit kostet.
aDas bedeutet in der Tat den Austausch der la-
erbor, die ein Mensch in einer bestimmten Zeit auf
einen Gegenstand verwandt hat, gegen die labor
eines andren, in der gleichen Zeit auf einen ande-
ren Gegenstand verwandt.“ [Ano39, p. 39]

Engels about the wholiose2, “The Double

h  16ctd__ (7yr 4. Auflage: Die englische Spra-

n-che hat den Vorzug, zwei verschiedne Worte fir

psdiese zwei verschiednen Aspekte der Arbeit zu

2- haben. Die Arbeit, die Gebrauchswerte schafft
isind qualitativ bestimmt ist, hei3t work, im Ge-
gensatz zu labor; die Arbeit, die Wert schafft und

elywur quantitativ gemessen wird, heif3t labor, im
Gegensatz zu work. Siehe Note zur englischen
Ubersetzung, p. 14.—F. E.

the Exchange-Value

Marx is in the midst of his discussion of value, which folloasimple scheme. After having
discussed its substance (abstract labor) and magnitudel{gmecessary labor-time), Marx
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discusses now itkorm (exchange-value), in a section bearing the title: “The Fofivalue,
or the Exchange-Value.”

Question 155 If the first chapter is such a systematic discussion of vailg is it then
called “Commodities” and not “Value™?

[From Form of Commodity to Form of Value]
[Marx’s Definition of Form of Value]

In capitalism, production is private, i.e., there is no direoordination among producers
or between producers and consumers. The main channel thgligh the many private
production processes are in communication is the valuergestkin these production pro-
cesses. Value is a homogeneous “quasi-material” insidedhmemodities which, although
invisible, sends socially highly effective signals to pucdrs and consumers. In the present
section 1.3 Marx is investigating these signals or, in hisiteology, he is investigating the
form in which the value created in the private production proegseanifests itself to the
economic agents.

While value itself is a social relation gifroduction aform of value is a social relation
governing the interactions on tterfaceof the economy. Since these surface relations
are commodity relations, they are attached to commoditesthey are socially generated
properties of commodities. Such a social propertyisran of value if it enables the com-
modity to which it is attached as Marx paraphrases in the Edtion 631:1, to appearto
other commoditiess value to count as valugandto act on it as valug This summary is
very general. In his detailed argumentation Marx is moreiige Capitalism is an ongoing
social system which reproduces itself because the formalabattached to the commodi-
ties enable the economic agents to take two kinds of act{dyshey give the producers the
information necessary so that they can produce their ptediscvalues, and (2) they allow
the agents to take advantage of the values of the commoditig®ir possession. Marx
never formulates these two criteria explicitly, but mosttad time he talks about “forms of
value” he one of these two criteria.

[Summary of Marx’s Argument]

The result of the current section 1.3 will be that two compatary forms of value to-
gether generate and transmit the information needed by ritaate producers to produce
their products as commodities. One specific commodity (dmldin principle it can be any
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commaodity) is designated by society m®neyi.e., it is accepted in exchange for all other
commodities. All other commodities entering circulatiavaprices i.e., their owners pub-
licly announce how much money is necessary to buy them. Bawmrgey and having a price
are both forms of value, both are socially generated prgsssf commodities in circulation.
A system of prices denominated in the same monetary unitleste producers to select
those production methods which only require socially neagsamounts of labor, and to al-
locate their labor to those areas of production which arégh Hemand on the market. This
is Marx’s basic explanation of money. For the genesis of maherefore, the informational
criterion (1) for the form of value plays the dominant role.

Chapter Two will then show that these monetary relatiorsladédp the market participants
resolve the practical difficulties of the trade of their cootities, i.e., that monetary relations
also satisfy criterion (2) for the form of value. This is anpiontant supplementary result;
without it, the market agents would not be motivated to dtalnonetary relations between
their commodities.

In chapter Three, the two above criteria for the form of vale@ppear as “functions of
money”; criterion (1) in the first section, dealing with thenttion of money as measure of
value, and criterion (2) in the second section, the funabiomoney as means of circulation.
The third section shows that the necessities of mediatingnoodity production and circu-
lation have turned money into a too powerful tool, which cannguch more than merely
being a compass for production and aid in circulation.

[The Commodity Needs a Double Form]

After this overview let us now begin with the discussion aftfan 1.3. Marx does not begin
the section with the form ofaluebut with a brief discussion of the form of ttemmodity
The first paragraph 138:1 has the same point of departureza2 ({tBe very first paragraph
of chapter One)—namely, the commaodity. But there is a diffiee. Marx’s earlier point of
departure had been the “form of appearance” of the comm¢@aég-value and exchange-
value), since he was investigating the practical activitthe market participants in order to
make inferences about the underlying commodity relati@yscontrast, here in section 1.3
Marx looks at theproductionof the commaodity, and he uses the results of his earlier arsaly

of the commodity to interpret what he sees:
138:1 Commodities come into the worl 62:1 Waren kommen zur Welt in der Form

in the form of use-values or articles, as iron,von Gebrauchswerten oder Warenkdrpern,
linen, corn etc. als Eisen, Leinwand, Weizen usw.
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The translation “article” is based
on the following passage in the
First Edition, p. 18:2: “For the

wheat, diamond, etc.,@se-valug
good, article.”

sake of brevity, we will call the
useful thing itself or théody of
the commoditysuch as iron,

The German word that is translated here as “article” is, irosentiteral translation, “body
of the commodity,” a phrase which resonates with the birthhampieor “commodities come
into the world.” The comparison of the production of a comiitydith the birth of a baby
is fitting. Humans can survive only society and the birth of a baby is the culmination of a
complex social process. But the baby itself does not yet trevskills, such as language etc.,
which would enable it to sustain itself and meet its needhénsbcial context; it still has to
grow up. Similarly one can say that the use-value, as it eesdirgm the private production
process, still has to grow up: it does not know how to find ity weathe consumer, nor
how it can nourish those who produced it, or pass on its owemapce to other use-values
coming after it. This section explores the establishmethe$e connections.

Question 159 The first section and the third section of chapter OneCapitalboth begin
with the individual commodity. Nevertheless the treatnenuite different. Explain how
the treatment differs, and why.

This is their home-grown bodily form. | Es ist dies ihre hausbackene Naturalform.

1t The “body” of the commaodity, i.e., the commaodity as a phykalgect, is called here
its “bodily form” (my emphasis). In the first edition, 626:1, Marx calls itutse-value form
Here Marx uses the above criterion (2) for a form, becaussiphlpossession of the body
of the commodity allows humans to benefit from its use-vallibe terminology that the
physical object is called a “form” may seem less odd if youkipemind that individuals do
not need the objects themselves but their use-values. Bytcdnnot acquire the use-value
without the object because usually one must have this phlysiject in one’s possession in
order to benefit from its useful properties. Possessionebtject is therefore the interface
through which the consumers of the commodity can accessstwwalue of the commodity.
Marx mentioned this already in 126:1, without using the wdotm.”

Although our definition of form of value included that it is acsal relation, physical
possession of an object it a social relation. (Ownership rightse social relations, but
one does not have to own the commodity in order to take adgardhits use-value. It is
equally possible with a stolen commaodity. Marx alludes te th178:1/0). Since this formis
not a social relation Marx calls it a “home-grown” form. Wkas production is always and
everywhere a social process (Marx says that solitary ptoztuis as impossible as solitary
language), consumption is not. As a rule, individuals domesd social relations to use
their commodities. Criterion (1) is fulfilled automatioafior the use-value form because

95

1. The Commodity

people know how to consume things in their possessionCdntribution 283:1/0, Marx
says that as means of consumption, the commodities “do ijolirgca new economic form
determination.”

Question 164 In Contribution, 270:1, Marx writes: “Although use-valusgrve social
needs and therefore exist within a social context, they ateam expression of a social
relation of production.” Is this correct? For many produgctonsumers need product infor-
mation, instructions how to use it, assistance in settinghepproduct, warranty services if
the product is defective, and maintenance. Are these ratigak of production?

| I just emphasized that production in every society soaial process. Even the “pri-
vate” production ocommoditiess from the beginning social—because for the producers,
the commodities are not use-values (the producers theassgbn’'t need the particular com-
modities they are producing) but values:
But they are more than use-values. They ar&ie sind jedoch nur Waren, wdiloppeltes
commodities, i.e., useful objectsd carri- | Gebrauchsgegenstande und zugleich Wert-
ers of value. trager.

Moore-Aveling tried to capture the of value.” Unfortunately, the
overly complicated Germamr “only” ended up on the wrong only a matter of definition but can
... weil” construction as follows: place. A paraphrase of this be viewed in a very practical way:
“They are, however, commodities, translation which has the “only” at they are only produced because of
only because they are something the right place would be: this other quality which they have
twofold, both objects of utility, “However they only are in addition to being use-values.
and, at the same time, depositories commodities because they are

something twofold.” This is not

1 Itis instructive to compare the above sentence with itdeyarérsion in the first edition,
31:2/o:

The commodity is, since the moment it is Die Ware ist von Haus aus emvieschichtig

made, somethingwofold use-valueand | Ding, Gebrauchswertnd Wert, Produkt

value, the product of useful lab@nd the | nitzlicher Arbeitund abstrakte Arbeitsgal-
congelation of abstract labor. lerte.

I The commodity isise-valuesince the moment it is made, because its production process
has exactly the purpose to give it its use-value. Watuesince the moment it is made,
because its producer produces it only for the sake of itseyadla., he puts his labor into
the commaodity in order to retrieve from the market someose'gkequal abstract labor in a
use-value that suits his needs. This resonates with thiragg bkplained earlier: value is an
invisible but real social substance which the commoditepiae already in the production
process. It also resonates with the definition “a commodityomething produced for the
exchange” used in section 1.1 (even though Marx never fatedithis definition explicitly).
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Question 166 If a commaodity is only produced because of its value, why didxMot say
that commodities come to the world in the form of values?

|} Since a commodity is both use-value and value, and sincafitsal body is only a form
for its use-value, Marx concludes that it also needalae form:

In order to appear as commaodities, i.e., hgveSie erscheinen daher nur als Waren oder
the form of commodities, they need there-besitzen nur die Form von Waren, sofern
fore adouble form a bodily formand a | sie Doppelformbesitzen, Naturalfornund
value form. Wertform.

1 In the first edition, the corresponding sentence 31:2/o camech later: After showing
that the commodity has two forms, Marx says this may seemgrbut on further reflection
itis necessary because the commodity has a double chaaactérerefore needs two forms.
But the argument that the commodity has a double characteth@nefore needs two forms
can be made even before we know these two forms, and indeelisthessions of the form
of value in the appendix of the first edition, and in the secand later editions, shifted the
need of the commodity for a double form to the very beginning.

Question 169 Why can commodities not express their values in their owivakees? (Note
that we are not asking here why the value of a commodity isetetrohined by its use-value.
The expression of value is not the same as the determindticalu®.)

| This is the second time that Marx uses the concept of “formfteAthe use-value
form (or “bodily” form) of the commaodity, he discusses now ¥alueform. Both times,
criterion (2) are in the foreground: just as the “use-valoief’ of the commodity must
enable the commodity owners to take advantage of the usesaf their commodities, the
“value form” must enable them to take advantage of the vatdi¢seir commodities. The
following quote from Theories of Surplus-Value Ill, [mec2]331:4/0, makes it explicit that
the need for a double form is driven by criterion (2) for thenfioof value.
Because the product is not produced as |akVeil das Produkt nicht als unmittelbarer Ge-
immediate object of consumption for the genstand der Konsumtion fur die Produzen-
producers, but only as earrier of value | ten produziert wird, sondern nur alsager
as a claim, so to speak, on a certain quandes Wertssozusagen als Anweisung auf be-
tity of all manifestations of social labor, all stimmtes Quantum aller Darstellungen der
products are compelled to give themselvegesellschaftlichen Arbeit, sind alle Produkte
asvaluesa form of existence distinct from gezwungen, al$Vertesich eine von ihrem
their existence as use values. Dasein als Gebrauchswerte unterschiedne
Daseinsform zu geben.
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1+ The form of value is necessary so that the producer can gdit éoe and benefit from
having produced the product. Now one might argue againstthist the commodity does
not need a value form separate from its use-value form—alptoducer has to do in order
to take advantage of the value in the commodity is to barewiy for something he or she
can use. Marx discusses this possibility in chapter Two8@:1L It works in simple circum-
stances, but not in a developed commodity economy in whiatyrdédferent products enter
the market as commodities. The higher developed forms afevap until the money form,
which will be derived below, become less and less dispersabthe extent and complexity
of commodity production evolves.

The need of the commaodity to have a double form provides #esttion from the form
of the commaodity to the form of value, and from now on Marx osyeaks about the form of
value. But from this introductory passage about the comigddim we know that a form
of value is a social surface relation attached to a commodity

Question 171 The title of Section 3 is “Form of value” Why does Marx thearstis
discussion with the form of the commodity?

[The Only Access Route to the Value Quasi-Material]

According to criterion (2), the form of value is a relation iafm allows the commodity own-
ers to take advantage of the value of their commodities. tieioto see how they can do
this, we have to draw on what we know about value. It was déraaglier, in 127:3, that
as exchange-values commodities are reducible to a comntmtasice. This common sub-
stance is the “value quasi-material” embedded in the conityjadhich Marx first mentions
in 128:3. It complements the commodity’s bodily form justthe soul complements the
human body. According to a draft manuscript for the secoritibexcbf Capital published in
[Mar87a, p. 7:2], Marx considered writing the following eftthe sentence with the home-

grown bodily form:
Their ghost-like value quasi-materialby | lhre gespensterhaftéverthgegengindlich-

contrast cannot be seen. keitist dagegen nicht wahrnehmbar.

The need for a form of value can therefore be paraphrasechascommodity owners
must find a way to make the invisible value quasi-materiah&grtcommodities beneficial
for them. This reference to the value quasi-material didnake it into the second or later
editions ofCapital. As | already mentioned in the annotations of 128:3, Marx hmeaye been
a little cautious with his formulations so that he would netdzcused of idealism. It seems
to me that Marx is leaving a little gap in his argument her@aapntly counting on it that the
reader understands that, when he talks about the body obthenodity, he implicitly also
talks about the body’s “opposite,” the value quasi-matéaaother formulation which did
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not make it into the final editions, see [Mar87a, p. 7:1])téasl of first saying that the form
of value must make the invisible value quasi-material agibés to the economic agents,
Marx’s next step is already to point out an obstacle in rezgthis (unstated) objective:

138:2/0 The quasi-material that makes up 62:2 Die Wertgegenstandlichkeit der Wa-
the value of a commaodity differs in this re- re unterscheidet sich dadurch von der Wittib
spect from Dame Quickly, that one does njotHurtig, daf? man nicht weifl3, wo sie zu haben
know “where to have it ist.

1+ Dame Quickly is a character in Shakespeatééry IV. In part 1, act 3, scene 3,
Falstaff says: “Why, she’s neither fish nor flesh; a man knostsuiere to have her.” Dame
Quickly: “Thou art an unjust man in saying so: thou or any manws where to have me,
thou knave, thou!”

Question 172 Explain the metaphor in which Marx compares a commoditylaerguasi-
material with Dame Quickly. (This is for someone who knovak8épeare!)

The reference to Dame Quickly is a poetic description of tlastand tribulations of the
commodity producer on the market. He spent a lot of time pecoduhis commodity, but
the particular labor he has putinto it does not benefit hinabee he does not need the use-
values he is producing. He produced this use-value onlydemio embed abstract human
labor in his commaodity. This abstract human labor is hisataheck for the things he needs,
which are themselves the product of abstract human laberefére he somehow has to get
access to the abstract human labor in his commodity, to détdichevalue quasi-material
in the commodity he produced. But this material is elusive.

The question is therefore where this value quasi-mategialte had, i.e., how the com-
modity producers can get access to and therefore benefittfrermalue produced by their
own labor. Marx uses an elimination argument based on tHewilg two alternatives
spelled out in the first edition dapital, 30:1:

Commaodities are objects. Whatever they graVarensind Sachen Was sie sind, missen
they must either be as objects or show |insie sachlich sein oder in ihren eigenen sach-
their own objective relationships. lichen Beziehungen zeigen.

Question 173 Give an example of an object for which it is not true that it Isait is as an
object.

| The first alternative is therefore: can we find the value guzierial in the commodity

as an object? The answer is “no.” That so and so much absataat Was used up in the
production of the linen is not evident from its use-value:
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Unlike the crude tangible material of whic

Im graden Gegenteil zur sinnlich-groben

use-values are composed, this value quasicegenstandlichkeit der Warenkorper geht
material does not contain a single atom pfkein Atom Naturstoff in sie ein.

physical matter.

Question 174 How does Marx’s statement

in 138:2/0that a commaodity’segluasi-material

“does not contain a single atom of physical matter” relatenie other statement in 177:3-4
that “no chemist has ever discovered exchange-value inlpealiamond.” Do they say the

same thing or something different?

|l Hence it is impossible to get access to the value inside thenadity through direct

physical interaction with the commaodity:
However much one may tilt and turn a sing
commodity, one will not be able to lay one]
hands on it as a thing consisting of value.
|l Therefore only the other alternative

eMan mag daher eine einzelne Ware drehn

s und wenden, wie man will, sie bleibt unfal3-
bar als Wertding.

remains: this valuesthmanifest itself in the

relationshipswhich these commodities have with each other.

If we remember, however, that commod
ties contain the value quasi-material only
so far as they are expressions of the sa
social unity, human labor, i.e., that the
value quasi-material is something purely s
cial, then we will understand that it can onl
manifest itself in the social relation of com

i-Erinnern wir uns jedoch, dal3 die Waren
nnur Wertgegenstandlichkeit besitzen, sofern
meie Ausdriicke derselben gesellschaftlichen
r Einheit, menschlicher Arbeit, sind, daf ih-
o+e Wertgegenstandlichkeit also rein gesell-
y schaftlich ist, so versteht sich auch von
- selbst, daf3 sie nurim gesellschaftlichen Ver-

modity to commodity.

haltnis von Ware zu Ware erscheinen kann.

[Digression: Social Versus Interpersonal Relations]

1 The same word “social” occurs three t
different meaning in its third occurrence t

imes in this long sergembut it has a slightly
han in the firsbtw will digress here in order

to clarify some basic concepts, so that we can properly wtaled Marx’s argument. First

a word about the concept gbcial relation

s When Marx speaks of social relations, he

often uses the formulation that they are relations “of” thdividuals, not “between” the

individuals. An explanation of this can be

found in the fallng statement irGrundrisse

p. 265:0, which may at first seem astonishing:
Society does not consist of individuals, butDie Gesellschaft besteht nicht aus Individu-

expresses the sum of connections, relationgn, sondern drickt die Summe der Bezie-
in which these individuals stand with rg- hungen, Verhaltnisse aus, worin diese Indi-
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spect to each other. | viduen zueinander stehen.

Question 175 Marx writes: “Society does not consist of individuals, bupesses the sum
of relations in which the individuals stand.” Why did he sshifrom “consist” to “express;’
i.e., why did he not write “society consists of the sum oftiefes in which the individuals
stand™?

If we use the word “society” we are mainly referring to redeis and not individuals. The
relations pre-exist any individuals that may slip into theslations and give them life. For
instance, the roles of a mother or a teacher are very cleaclyrascribed social roles which
preexist any individual mother or teacher living today. agd mothers or teachers did
not create these roles, but their behavior reproduces tioése and, often unintentionally,
transforms them.

Society is therefore not seen as a group of individuals witiber bands between them,
but as a building with many different rooms inhabited by thgividuals. Its architecture can
be studied before one knows anything about the individiatgy in these rooms.

The declaration that “society does not consist of individuenplies that “the social” is
not reducible to the conscious actions and intentions d¥iddals. This view deeply per-
meate<LCapital. The social relation “value” for instance is not explaingdthe goals and
preferences of the commaodity owners, but by the organizatistructure of social produc-
tion.

In capitalism, all labor counts as equal, all labor countshasexpenditure of a part of
the mass of the human labor-power available to society. émyesociety, labor-power must
be expended to shape the use-values of the products. Imakspitthe labor process has a
second effect: people remember how much labor-power thexytsp the production of the
use-value because this use-value is their claim on the ptedd the labors of the others.
The labor-power, therefore, does not disappear when itad up but it is accumulated in
the value of the product. This accumulated past labor-pdsviire “value quasi-material”
Marx is talking about.

Now we know that Marx means when he says that the value quatsrial is something
social. Now what does he mean with the phrase that it can oalyifest itself in the rela-
tionship of commodity to commodity?

The error of trying to reduce society to individuals is madeoften because nothing
happens in society without some individual carrying it othe social structure grows,
so-to-say, behind the backs of the individuals, and is notrotied by the individuals, nev-
ertheless their individual activity is the motor maintaigithe social structure. Example:
if a commodity has value, this causes people to act in ceways with respect to it, and
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on the other hand, only if this activity occurs will a commiydiave value. The commod-
ity owner can therefore benefit from the value in his or her cadity only through the
value-sustaining behavior of other individuals—there asway to benefit from the value
justin a direct physical interaction between the commaodityner and the commaodity itself.
Any form of value must therefore involve interpersonalatyj i.e., activity involving other
commodity owners. And since commodity owners are only thafacter masks” acting out
the relations of the commodities themselves, this intesqueal activity must be kindled by
a relationship from commodity to commodity. Unfortunat@larx’s terminology does not
have a separate word for “interpersonal” as opposed todfaslations but used the same
word “social relations” for them. But the formulation “satrelationof commodity to com-
modity’ makes it clear that Marx means here a relationship in whiehdommodities come
in direct contact with each other, i.e., an “interpersomelationship between commodities.

Question 177 Find other passages of Marx where he is explicitly speakirigterpersonal
or inter-commodity instead of structural social relations

To sum up, this long digression tried to show that the pas$a§&/o can be paraphrased
as: Value is a social relation, therefore we have to look atdinect interactions between
commodities if we want to know how individuals can benefitfirthe values in their com-
modities. Now let’s continue reading Marx’s text.

[Two Brief Digressions by Marx]

Before doing what he said he had to do (namely, investigatditiect social interactions be-
tween commodities in order to find the channels through wbéchmodity owners exchange
information and benefit from their commaodities), Marx hiifigeakes two brief digressions.
| In his first digression, he remarks that a look at the dirgetractions between commodi-
ties was also the starting point for a different investigatinamely, the earlier derivation of

what value is. ) o ]
The exchange-value or exchange relation ofVir gingen in der Tat vom Tauschwert oder

commodities was in fact the starting point in Austauschverhaltnis der Waren aus, um ih-
our search for their value hidden inside it.| rem darin versteckten Wert auf die Spur zu
kommen.

| Already in 127:1, Marx comes to the conclusion that the ergearelations of the
commodities are the “form of appearan¢&rscheinungsformgf something which he later
calls “value.” And in a brief commentary about his startirgi in theNotes to Wagnep.
[mecw?24]544:6/0, Marx says that he initially analyzes tbmmodity in the “form in which
it appears.”
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We must now come back to this form of ap- Wir miissen jetzt zu dieser Erscheinungs-
pearance of value. T form des Werts zuriickkommen.

1 We are therefore arguing in a circle. We started with the fofrappearance of value,
then we inferred from this what value is, and now we have adrivack at where we started.
But this roundtrip was not a waste of time; it allows us nowd& the intelligent questions
about what is visible, for instance, to what extent theséaserforms satisfy criteria (1)
and (2) defined above. These questions will also propel us fhe simplest form of value
to the more developed forms of value. The circular coursdefiivestigation—from the
phenomena to the underlying mechanisms and then back tdea fuiderstanding of the
phenomena—is not an accident. In 102:2 and inlti@duction to Grundrissglmecw28]
37:2-38:1, Marx describes it as a necessary procedureia soEnces.

| Marx’s second digression surveys what must be accomplished

139:1 Everyone knows, if he knows noth-  62:3 Jedermann weil3, wenn er auch sonst
ing else, that commodities have a valuenichts weil3, dal} die Waren eine mit den
form common to them all which presents bunten Naturalformen ihrer Gebrauchswer-
a marked contrast to the varied bodily formste hochst frappant kontrastierende, gemein-
of their use-values—namely, their moneysame Wertform besitzen—die Geldform.
form.

1 The “money form” of a commodity is a concept which belong®inhapter Three,
see 203:3/00. When Marx uses this word already here, hesradethe fact of life that
all commodities can be turned into money, and indercstbe turned into money if their
producer is to benefit from having produced them.

| The money form itself is so striking that it has attractedteofoattention, but nobody
ever tried to explain thgenesiof the money form.

Here however, a task is set to us, whi¢hHier gilt es jedoch zu leisten, was von
bourgeois economics never even tried to acder birgerlichenOkonomie nicht einmal
complish, namely, to trace the genesis [ofversucht ward, namlich die Genesis dieser
this money form, Geldform nachzuweisen,

Question 182 Why did bourgeois economics never attempt to derive thesgené the
money form?

The most casual observer known that in capitalism, moneypaogireverything. One can
fully understand this only if one is aware of an equally peubut less visible fact about
our society: that production is private and its coordinatsomediated through surface inter-
actions on the market. The “genesis of the money form” limkesdtriking and astonishing
money form to this equally remarkable underlying fagtThe second half of the sentence
names the results of such a needed “genetic” approach taieig the money form:
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i.e., to pursue the development of the valliealso die Entwicklung des im Wertverhaltnis
expression contained in the value relation|ofder Waren enthaltenen Wertausdrucks von
the commodities from its simplest, almostseiner einfachsten unscheinbarsten Gestalt
unnoticeable shape to the blinding moneybis zur blendenden Geldform zu verfolgen.
form.

Question 183 Give other examples where a relationship is at the same timexpression
about one of the parties in that relationship.

1t The boast that nobody did this before is Marx’s opener for iglggummary how he
is going to proceed in his genetic approach to the value forte.begins with the value
interactions of the commaodities, i.e., the interactionsclvicommodities have with each
other on the market due to the fact that they contain valughdse value interactions he
is looking for expression®f value, i.e., relations which, since they flow from the \esu
in the commodities, transmit information about these v&luEhere is a hierarchy of such
expressions from simple to elaborate. The principle whiived these expressions forward
is: how well suited is the information contained in thesatiehs for governing the decisions
of the producers of the commodities, i.e., this is critefibn
When this is done, the riddle of money wi|l Damit verschwindet zugleich das Geldratsel.
disappear at the same time.

| translatedGeldratsehvith
“riddle” instead of “mystery.”
Mystery, Geheimnisis an

ontological category: things are
intrinsically geheimnisvoll A
riddle, on the other hand, is

epistemological: someone does
not know something, is perplexed
by it, tries to resolve it.

1 The “riddle of money” is the riddle why money can buy evergthi It is not Marx’s
only concern or even main concern. Marx’s main concern idittkebetween money and
production. But bourgeois economics was preoccupied wichproperties of money in
circulation.

Exam Question 184 Marx announces at the beginning of section 3 of chapter Oaiehthis

going to answer questions which were never even asked bgd&wmisreconomists. Formulate
these questions in your own words.

Question 186 What does Marx understand to be the riddle of money? And h@s He
solve this riddle in section 3?
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[From Commodity Interactions to the Form of Value]

Now Marx begins his analysis. Just before his two digression138:2/0, he said: since
commodity value is something social, it can appear, manifesf, only in the social inter-
actions which commodities have with each other. Now whagratdtions do commodities
have with each other as values? In the First edition, 38pkjme=d here in the present An-
notations, Marx wrote: their social interaction as comntiediis simply that they count
for each other as quantitatively different but qualitativequal blobs of congealed abstract

human labor. This is already quite simple, yet Marx lookstf@simplestsuch interaction:
139:2 Obviously, the simplest value re- 62:4 Das einfachste Wertverhaltnis ist of-

lation is that of one commodity to a single fenbar das Wertverhaltnis einer Ware zu
commodity of a different kind, whatever this einer einzigen verschiedenartigen Ware,
other commaodity may be. gleichgultig welcher.

1t This is the simplest value interaction because both comiiegdire ordinary commodi-
ties. Neither commodity is gold or some other use-value Wwhiedisposes it to function as
money.

Question 188 Why doesn’t Marx say that the simplest value relation is thettveen com-
modity and money?

Question 189 In a capitalist economy very few commodities are directthexged against
each other. Almost all transactions involve money and a codityn Why does Marx start
his investigation with the exchange relation between tworoodities, instead with the much
more common relation between money and a commodity?

The value relation between two commodi-Das Wertverhaltnis zweier Waren liefert da-
ties yields therefore the simplest expressiprher den einfachsten Wertausdruck fur eine
of the value of a commodity. Ware.
Wertausdruck fur eine Ware = Ausdruck fur den Wert eineréVa = Ausdruck des Werts einer Ware.
It An “expression” of value is any relation or behavior thatstxibecause commodities
have value, and that emits information about this valueforn of value is a property of
commodities allowing them to relate to each other as val&esms of value are the roles
which commodities play in an expression of value, see 32ritloe First edition.
The sentence above announces what Marx is investigatirigHexwill first show that the

simplest value relation “yields” or contains an expressibmalue, and then in a long and
abstract development he will analyze the roles of the twornodities in this expression of
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value. In the background are criteria (1) and (2): Marx willéstigate to what extent these
forms of value meet or do not meet the above criteria, andriailo fully meet these two
criteria will also lead to more developed forms.

1.3.A. The Simple, Isolated, or Accidental Form of Value

is a conflict with the use of not used in this translation either.
“elementary” in the very first

paragraph o€apital, this word is

Marx uses the attributeseinfach’
“einzel’ and “zufallig” He does
not use “elementary.” Since there

Assume 20 yards of linen and 1 coat have the same valueg)doth are representations
of abstract human labor, and (b) the socially necessary-tiine to produce them is equal.
How do they interact with each other based on this relati@n, the social connection be-
tween them that they both represent the same amount of efdstrman labor? The simplest
such interaction is that one points to the other as its eqifdhat Marx calls the simplest
value relation | am calling here the simplest value intéoacy Marx picks the linen. His
notation for the 20 yards of linen pointing to the coat asisa is:

139:3—4x commodityA = y commodity 63:1x WareA =y WareB oder:x WareA
B or: x commodityA is worthy commodity | isty WareB wert. (20 Ellen Leinwand = 1
B. (20 yards of linen = 1 coat or: 20 yards Rock oder: 20 Ellen Leinwand sind 1 Rock
of linen are worth 1 coat.) wert.)

made by a man and the linen by a
woman (although usually weaving
was men’s work; spinning was
women’s work).

In Marx’s original text, both linen
and coat are made by men, not Linen is female and coat is male.
women, but Marx playfully uses In order to replicate this colorful
the fact that the German language stylistic play in the translation, |
gives (often rather arbitrary) male  will pretend here that the coat was

and female genders to things.

Since our intuition comes from an already monetized econtmeyfollowing remark may
be useful at this point: “20 yards of linen are worth 1 coatdidifferent and in fact a more
elementary statement than: “20 yards of linen are worth ashnas 1 coat.” The latter
statement refers to the value of both coat and linen as afthimg different from both coat
and linen. This is the point of view of the General equivalsat 159:1. The statement “20
yards of linen are worth 1 coat,” by contrast, can be conseilarprice tag denominated in
coats (instead of dollars). When we say “20 yards of linennangh 100 dollars” we do not
mean that the value of 20 yards of linen is equal touakie of 100 dollars, but we mean
that 100 dollarsare the value of 20 yards of linen. This is how the statement “2@lyaf
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linen are worth 1 coat” should be read: it does not say thavéiheeof the coat is equal to
the value of the linen, but that tlweat itselfrepresents the value of the linen.

Since these Annotation are written for a general audierdiké to take this opportunity
to also address a more basic misunderstanding sometimpsitiag to careless readers of
the text. The form of value, which Marx discusses here, haelation to theuse-values
involved. Unfortunately, Marx chose an example in whichrétie a relationship between
the use-values: linen can be used to make coats (althougk hiaself was thinking of
woolen coats, see 145:2). This invariably leads to miswstdedings, such as, that the coat
represents the value of the linen because it shows what Kingesvalues can be made out
of linen. Or, in the reverse relationship, the linen repneséhe value of the coat, since it
takes this many yards of linen to make a coat. A careful repglithe text will show without
doubt thatthis is totally wrong! The question whether one commaodity is a raw material of
which the other commodity can be made, or any other relatipraf theuse-valueshas no
bearing on the value form. It would have been better had Maasen the relationship

10 bags of potatoes = 1 coat

to make it clear that the value relatiormist a relationship between the use-values. The liner
weaver happens to need a coat and is willing to give 20 yarlilsef in exchange for a coat.
The use-value®f linen and coat need not be related in any way to each othesufth an
exchange to take place.

As the placement of the formula “20 yards of linen is worth atgust below the title
suggests, and as announced in 139:2, this interaction bativen and coat is an interaction
in which the values of linen and coat come to be expressed.x Magoing to flesh this
out now in the next four subsections. The subsection tit[Eoe" Two Poles of the Value
Expression ...” gives a fuller explanation of the simplesiue interaction. Marx does not
fail to mention that this simplest value interaction is apression of value—because it
is—but the first subsection does not yet pay much attentiomhat this expression says
about value. The main result of this first subsection is thmtnl and coat play different
and asymmetric roles in the value interaction “20 yards rodrii is worth 1 coat.” Marx’s
terminology for these different roles is that the linen ighe “relative form of value” and
the coat in the “equivalent form of value.” The subsequebssations “The Relative Form
of Value” and “The Equivalent Form of Value” decipher whae trelative and equivalent
forms of value says about value. The concluding subsecfltre ‘Simple Form of Value
Considered as a Whole” discusses the general relationgtvpekn value and exchange-
value and shows that the exchange relationship betweendmmodities already contains
the germ of money.
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The Two Poles of the Value Expression: Relative Form of Value and Equivalent
Form

63:2 Das Geheimnis aller Wertform steckt

139:5 The secret of all forms of value ligs
in dieser einfachen Wertform.

hidden in this Simple form of value.
In this translation, Simple, Expanded, etc., are capédlibut relative and equivalent are not.

1t This Simple form contains the “secret” to all forms of valxaetly because it is not yet
developed. This lack of development allows the researahse¢ connections which have
been smoothened out and therefore are less easily visittheimore developed forms of
value.
Its analysis, therefore, presents the key diflhre Analyse bietet daher die eigentliche
ficulty. Schwierigkeit.

Question 191 Does Marx contradict himself when he says Simpleform of value idif-
ficult to analyze?

1 In the preface to the First edition, p. 89:3/0, Marx says thpter One is the most
difficult part of Capital. Despite his attempts between the first and second editimake the
analysis of the form of value more accessible, the analysiseoform of value is probably
the most difficult part of chapter One.

Since itis so difficult, let's proceed carefully and metteadiy. || Marx begins by clearing
up a potentially confusing fact: although the equality of thalues of linen and coat is a
symmetric social relation between linen and coat, thegrattions based on this equality
need not be symmetric.

139:6 The two commodities of different
kinds A and B (here linen and coat) obvi
ously play two different roles.

63:3 Es spielen hier zwei verschiedenarti-
ge WarerA undB, in unsrem Beispiel Lein-
wand und Rock, offenbar zwei verschiedene
Rollen.

The discussion in the present subsection (this and the hieé paragraphs) seem more
Hegelian than it is. It looks like an immersion into the meenof the sentence “20 yards
of linen are worth 1 coat.” But Marx has turned Hegel rightesigh. He merely explains in
more detail the interaction between linen and coat whichmmsarized above as “the linen
points to the coat as its equal” and which Marx denotes bydhaitila “20 yards of linen is
worth one coat.”

But this is a very abstract argument requiring subtle thoymgbcesses. For instance
one might wonder whether Marx argues here in a circle bectitsdehe formulates the
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value interaction in an asymmetric way, and then he makeg al&al about it that it is
asymmetric. These doubts can be resolved if we make Marssadt description of the
value interaction more concrete and colorful by contenipdathe situation and thought
processes of the individuals engaged in an exchange. Tlkisatlings easier to understand
although it is logically not as clean as Marx, since it alreaderprets the value relations
as exchange relations on the surface of the economy, white Mastill in the process of
describing how the relations in the production processgatdhemselves onto the surface.
Going this route, asymmetry can established as follows$idfstocial exchange proportion
between linen and coat is “20 yards of linen for 1 coat,” thalots and linen weavers must
be on the market who are willing to make this exchange. Thibamge is not a co-operative
act in which both traders work together towards a common.g0althe contrary, the two
traders have their separate reason for this exchange, \&heobften opposite to each other.
In order to understand the individual activity which sussathis social exchange relation,
one must therefore look at the point of view of each of thedradeparately. By putting the
linen on the left side of the equation, Marx has chooserlitten weaver'spoint of view.
If the linen weaver goes to the market and announces “20 yariilsen are worth 1 coat”
(or puts up a sign next to her piece of linen to that effect, ekpresses her willingness to
exchange 20 yards of linen for 1 coat.

Exam Question 192 Why is the Simple value expression asymmetric between oot a
linen?

| I'will try to show that also the other things Marx says abowgttalue interaction make
sense if we read them as a description of the linen weavéwat&in and thought processes
when she takes her linen to the market.
The linen expresses its value in the coatDie Leinwand drickt ihren Wert aus im
the coat serves as the material in which thaRock, der Rock dient zum Material dieses
value is expressed. Wertausdrucks.

1+ Although Marx states here that this interaction is an exgioesof the value of the
linen—and the notation which Marx chose is not “| am willimgeixchange 20 yards of linen
for 1 coat” but it is the verbal value expression “20 yardsmd is worth 1 coat”™—Marx does
not yet investigate in what way this is really a socially datixpression of the value of the
linen. Of course, for the linen weaver herself, her williega to accept 1 coat in exchange
for 20 yards of linen is an expression of the value of the liréma sense closely related
to the “revealed preferences” argument in modern econorttiedinen weaver knows how
much effort and expense was necessary to produce the lindrshe needs a coat. In light
of this information she is willing to give away 20 yards ofdimfor a coat. In this sense, 20
yards of linen are, for her, worth 1 coat. The use-value ofcibett is therefore for her the
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expression of the value of the linen. (Note that Marx’s owrrengeneral derivation, which
does not explicitly introspect the thought processes ofitten weaver, only arrives at the
statement that “the coat” is the material of the value exgioeswithout specifying that the
use-valueof the coat is this material.)

Modern neoclassical economics infers from this practiealslon that in the linen weaver’s
utility function, 20 yards of linen are ranked lower than atdMarx does not make this ad-
ditional step. Instead, he insists that the linen weaves do¢look at linen as use-value. She
does not need linen, and she did not produce linen for hesn&d even if the linen weaver
was modeled to haveMarxian utility function, i.e., the linen enters her utility funoti not
as a use-value, but as the disutility of her labor, this watidlbe an essentially different
theory than Marx’s own. Of course, the linen weaver knows hayeh labor is in the linen,
and the amount of labor in the linen is necessarily one of élatofs influencing her deci-
sion. But the reduction of all exchange-proportions to tdb@n outcome generated by the
interplay of the decisions of the producers and consumedsnat necessarily something of
which the linen weaver is conscious or which is directly retée in her motivations. Even
a linen weaver who loves nothing more than to make linen rrelistree linen at a price high
enough to enable her to survive.

To say it again: Society is based on people’s actions; whatlpehink and intend is only
relevant to the extent that it determines what they do. Alkwew, and all we need to know
at this point, is that the linen weaver is offering to give hieen in exchange for the coat.
This individual decision can be called an expression of tileevof the linen in the coat not
because the linen weaver is necessarily aware where theetaalkie of her linen comes
from. Of course, the linen weaver knows the labor contentheflinen, and this knowledge
enters her decisions, but so do many other things. Only thkehinteractions between
many producers and consumers will filter out labor contetth@$actor deciding the center
of gravity for the social exchange proportions. It must #fiere be taken in a very broad
sense that her practical actions are an expression of tbedabtent of the linen.

Here is more about it how the market filters out labor: She Igloow much labor is in the
linen. For her personally, this labor is not the only factoher decision. On the market, she
is interacting with many other commaodity producers who &tsow the labor content of their
own products, but who also have many other consideratioeswiey agree to an exchange.
What the individual agents not necessarily know, but Margsdknow, is that labor is the
only consideration which they share, all the other consitilens are accidental and cancel
each other out. This is why Marx can say that the linen weawkstision to accept a coat for
her linen is an expression of thalueof the linen. Marx does not systematically pursue what
the individual agents know and how the information flows frproduction to the market,
although he sometimes remarks on it, see p. See also Enlgéisisto J. Bloch on Sep 21,
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1890:

... history is made in such a way that the final result alwajsearfrom con-
flicts between many individual wills, of which each in turrsizeen made what
it is by a host of particular conditions of life. Thus ther@ annumerable in-
tersecting forces, an infinite series of parallelogramsotds which give rise
to resultant one the historical event. This may again itselfviewed as the
product of a power which works as a whole unconsciously artdowt voli-
tion. For what each individual wills is obstructed by evergeelse, and what
emerges is something that no one willed. Thus history hasagaed hitherto
in the manner of a natural process and is essentially suloj¢ioe same laws of
motion. But from the fact that the wills of individuals—easchwhom desires
what he is impelled to by his physical constitution and exa&rin the last re-
sort economic, circumstances (either his own personalitistances or those
of society in general)—do not attain what they want, but aeegad into an ag-
gregate mean, a common resultant, it must not be concludéthtty are equal
to zero. On the contrary, each contributes to the resultashisto this extent
included in it.

Question 195 The linen weaver’s willingness to trade her linen for a coahiot be an
expression of the value of the linen, due to the principlé thggones are bygones.” The
labor is a thing of the past, it no longer concerns the weaadirthat concerns her is what
exists in the present, which is the linen. The decision tddréne linen must therefore be
based on the linen itself and not on the labor used in the maptdduce that linen. If the
linen weaver trades coat for linen, she therefore reveatspneference of the use-value of
the coat over that of the linen, and does not express the ddlthe linen. Is this a correct
argument, and if not, where is the error?

| The next step in Marx’s analysis of the value interactionimg@rders on tautology:
since this interaction was defined as the linen pointing éodbat as its equivalent, Marx
doesn’t seem to be saying anything new if he calls it active.
The first commodity plays an active role, the Die erste Ware spielt eine aktive, die zweite
second a passive one. I“ eine passive Rolle.

1+ But if we put ourselves in the shoes of the linen weaver, thipcof the linen is
no longer just a matter of grammar. The linen weaver just pced 20 yards of linen—
although she does not need linen. Instead, she has manyetids. Her effort and expenses
producing the linen will be wasted and her needs will remaimet if she is unable to
exchange the linen for the things she needs. Therefore sheotvrest until the linen is off
her shelf. This urgency gives the linen its active character
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Question 196 In the Simple or Accidental form of value, which commodigyplan active
role, and which a passive role? Explain what it means in tliisagion to be active or
passive.

| After showing that the two poles of the value interactiotfietifMarx gives them differ-
ent names:
The value of the first commodity is repre- Der Wert der ersten Ware ist als relativer
sented as relative value, in other words theMert dargestellt, oder sie befindet sich in
commodity is in the relative form of value. relativer Wertform. Die zweite Ware funk-
The second commodity functions as equiv-tioniert alsAquivalent oder befindet sich in
alent, in other words it is in the equivaleft Aquivalentform.
form.

Question 197 First Marx says that the equivalent form is passive, and theruses the
phrase “functions as equivalent” as synonymous to “being@quivalent form.” Why does
he use such an active word as “function” for a role which het jgsphasized is passive?

Viewed as a description of the situation of the individuaheoodity traders, a commodity
is in the relative form of value if it is offered for exchangedause its owner has invested
labor into it and needs the fruits of this labor in a differese-value form. A commodity
is in the equivalent form of value if it is in demand becauseuge-value fits the needs of
someone who has a commaodity to “pay” for it. Being in the eglémt form is also a form
of value, i.e., the coat can only play the role of equivalarihi linen weaver's offer because
it is value as well. Why? Because the linen weaver would naitide to make her offer on
the market if tailors would not also come to the market withtsalriven by the need to turn
the labor in their couts into something useful for them.

Exam Question 199 Explain the different parts played by coat and linen in theatepn
“20 yards of linen = 1 coat.”

The paragraph which we just read explaineddifferencedetween the roles played by
linen and coat; the next paragraph goes one step furtherteggtas th@olar opposition
between these two poles:

139:7/0 The relative form of value an 63:4 Relative Wertform und\quivalent-
the equivalent form are two moments whighform sind zueinander gehorige, sich wech-
belong together, mutually condition eachselseitig bedingende, unzertrennliche Mo-
other, and cannot be separated; but, at thenente, aber zugleich einander ausschliel3en-
same time, they are mutually exclusive prde oder entgegengesetzte Extreme, d.h. Pole
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opposite extremes. They are the two poleslesselben Wertausdrucks; sie verteilen sich
of the same expression of value, distributedstets auf die verschiedenen Waren, die der
over the different commodities which this Wertausdruck aufeinander bezieht.
expression of value brings in relation wit

each other.

Marx claims that linen and coat not only play different roileghis interaction but that
they have a stronger asymmetric relationship which Marisdatre “opposition” (some-
times also translated with “antagonism”). In order to bapkthis claim Marx makes two
specific observations: (a) Not only are the roles of the twmmmodities different, but the
commodities which assume these roles must also have diffese-values. (b) The interac-
tion is of necessity one-sided, i.e., in the interaction lak the linen points to the coat as
its equivalent, the coat does not simultaneously pointeditien as its equivalentl Marx
first shows point (a), that the same use-value cannot ocooipydwles of the Simple value
expression:

I cannot, for example, express the value jofich kann z.B. den Wert der Leinwand nicht
linenin linen. in Leinwand ausdriicken.

| This, too can be translated into the linen weaver's thoughtgss. If she were willing
to exchange linen against linen (perhaps because she iaregioly linen of one color against
identical linen of a different color, or linen today agaitisen tomorrow), then the criterion
for such an exchange would be the equivalence of the usewalithe linen (because the
linen weaver could be producing the other kind of linen hi&rs8uch an exchange would
not say anything about thealueof the linen, i.e., about the relationship between the liner
weaver and the producers of the commaodities the linen wewaats for her own consump-
tion. || Marx’s own argument can be viewed as an abstract condensatibe interactions
just described: the use-values must be different becatiseyifare equal, the closer relation
(equality of use-values) trumps the more distant relateguélity of values).
20yards of linen = 20 yards of linenis notgn 20 Ellen Leinwand = 20 Ellen Leinwand
expression of value. Instead, this equatiprist kein Wertausdruck. Die Gleichung sagt
says that 20 yards of linen are nothing butvielmehr umgekehrt: 20 Ellen Leinwand
20 yards of linen, a definite quantity of the sind nichts andres als 20 Ellen Leinwand,
useful object “linen.” ein bestimmtes Quantum des Gebrauchsge

genstandes Leinwand.

1+ Of course a different but in all respects equal piece of linas the same value as the
original one. But pointing to this different piece does rept anything about the value of the
original linen. § From this Marx draws an important implication: Commaoditizs only
then interact with each othas valuesf they have different use-values.
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Question 201 Why doesn’t Marx simply say: one cannot express the valueef In linen,
because nobody would exchange 20 yards of linen for 20 ydilisena?

The value of the linen can therefore only Der Wert der Leinwand kann also nur rela-
be expressed relatively, i.e. in another com+iv ausgedriickt werden, d.h. in andrer Ware.
modity. The relative form of the value of Die relative Wertform der Leinwand unter-
linen therefore presupposes that some othestellt daher, dal3 irgendeine andre Ware sich
commodity confronts it in the equivalerit ihr gegeniiber in defquivalentform befin-
form. det.

1t The second commodity involved can be any use-value, but ét toel adifferentuse-
value than the first. This concludes Marx’s first point, whicbove called point (a). Al-
though Marx used the word “expression of value” to make tbisifp my Annotations tried
to paraphrase his argument without using the word “exppagdn order to show that at the
moment we are still discussing the value interaction itsadt yet the expression of value
contained in this interaction.

U (b) Now assume condition (a) is satisfied, i.e., two différege-values (linen and coat)
occupy the two poles of the Simple form of value. Even theajiiteraction could in theory
still be symmetric, if the interaction between linen andtdonavhich the linen points to the
coat as its equivalent, is at the same time an interactiorhintwthe coat points to the linen
as its equivalent. Marx denies that this is the case.

On the other hand, this other commodity, Andrerseits, diese andre Ware, die Atgui-
which figures as the equivalent, cannot si-valent figuriert, kann sich nicht gleichzeitig
multaneously be in the relative form df in relativer Wertform befinden.
value.
1t There is no symmetry between the two poles, the two diffesemtmodities indeed play
different parts in their interaction.
Itis not the latter commodity whose value |s Nicht sie driickt ihnren Wert aus. Sie liefert
expressed. The latter commodity only prp-nur dem Wertausdruck andrer Ware das Ma-
vides the material in which the value of the terial.
first commodity is expressed.
1+ Again, for Marx this is simply a detailed explanation of wiia interaction between
linen and coat, which Marx labels by the formula “20 yardsio&h are worth 1 coat,”
looks like. If we put ourselves into the shoes of the linenweeathis one-sidedness of the
interaction is at the heart of her dilemma. She would loveita ter linen into a coat, but
she cannot do this because she produces linen, not coatsefditeeshe offers to turn the
tailor’s coat into linen, in the hope the tailor will take hgp on this and by this also turn
her linen into a coat. But she is very aware that the fact thatlsinks 20 yards of linen are
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worth 1 coat does not mean that the tailor will think 1 coat éstlv 20 yards of linen.

| It follows from the thorough asymmetry of this interactitvat the interaction which we
just described is not the only possible interaction in wHichn and coat interact as values.
Since the interaction which we discussed is not symmetritsaif, there is also a second
interaction, which is the mirror-image of the first.

140:1 Of course, the expression 20 yards 63:5 Allerdings schlie3t der Ausdruck: 20
of linen = 1 coat, or 20 yards of linen arg Ellen Leinwand = 1 Rock oder 20 Ellen
worth 1 coat, also implies its reverse: 1 coatlLeinwand sind 1 Rock wert, auch die Riick-
= 20 yards of linen, or 1 coat is worth 20 beziehungen ein: 1 Rock = 20 Ellen Lein-
yards of linen. wand oder 1 Rock ist 20 Ellen Leinwand

wert.

1t The linen weaver can exchange linen for coat only if the taigrees to this exchange—
and the tailor's agreement indicates that for him, the lirsean equivalent for his coat)
But if the coat is in the relative form of value in thalor's expression of value that does not
mean it is in the relative form of value in thieen weaver'sxpression of value:

But in this case | must reverse the equatig
in order to express the value of the coat r¢
atively; and, if | do that, the linen become
the equivalent instead of the coat.

nAber so muf3 ich doch die Gleichung um-

2l-kehren, um den Wert des Rocks relativ aus-

s zudriicken, und sobald ich das tue, wird die
LeinwandAquivalent statt des Rockes.

In the First edition, 628:2, Marx describes how the linen vees value expression inter-

acts with the tailor’s value expression:
Denken wir uns Tauschhandel zwischg
Leinwandproducent A und Rockproduce
B. Bevor sie Handels einig werden, sagt /
20 Ellen Leinwand sind 2 éitke werth (20
Ellen Leinwand = 2 Rcke) B dagegen:1
Rock ist 22 Ellen Leinwand werth (1 Rod
= 22 Ellen Leinwand) Endlich, nachdem
sie lang gemarktet, stimmen sie Uberein.
sagt:20 Ellen Leinwand sind 1 Rock werth
und B sagt:1 Rock ist 20 Ellen Leinwand

enimagine a barter transaction between linen

ntweaver A and coat producer B. Before they

A\:agree on a trade, A say20 yards of linen
are worth 2 coats (20 yards of linen = 2
coats) whereas B say4: coat is 22 yards of

klinen worth (1 coat = 22 yards of linen}-i-
nally, after bargaining for a long time, they

Acome to agreement. A say20 yards of li-
nen are worth 1 coatand B saysi coat is
worth 20 yards of linen

werth

This shows that Marx had indeed the thought processes oflitleaver and tailor in mind.

1. The Commodity

not want to promote “picture-thinking'Vorstellungen)
1t This concludes Marx’s proof of what we called assertion (b):

The same commodity cannot, therefore,

iDieselbe Ware kann also in demselben

multaneously appear in both forms in theWertausdruck nicht gleichzeitig in beiden

same expression of value.

These formd-ormen auftreten. Diese schlieRen sich viel-

rather exclude each other as polar oppositesnehr polarisch aus.
| The possibility to reverse the interaction between lined enat also has a different
implication: every commodity that can be in the relativenfioof value can also be in the

equivalent form of value.

140:2 Whether a commodity is in the re
ative form or in its opposite, the equivale
form, exclusively depends on the position
holds in the expression of value. That i
it depends on whether it is the commodi

64:1 Ob eine Ware sich nun in relativer
nt Wertform befindet oder in der entgegenge-
it setztenAquivalentform, hangt ausschlie3-
s,lich ab von ihrer jedesmaligen Stelle im
ty Wertausdruck, d.h. davon, ob sie die Ware

whose value is being expressed, or the comist, deren Wert, oder aber die Ware, worin

modity in which value is being expressed.

Wert ausgedrickt wird.

The later editions suppressed any references to them paddyiimecause Marx considered
it as an extraneous imagination and illustration which wasnmecessary in the abstract
development he aspired to. This is not the only occasionevlilarx is hiding or discarding

the crutches which might make it easier to follow his thimkipresumably because he did
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1t This arbitrariness of the commaodity in the equivalent fogaia describes the situation
of the linen weaver. The linen weaver not only needs coatalsotmany other goods, and
whenever she exchanges her linen for these other goods gress&s the value of her linen
in these other goods.

Marx writes “exclusively” because the question whether mewdity is in the relative
or equivalent form does not depend on anythather than its position in the expression
of value. In perticular, the equivalent form is not tied toygrarticular use-values. The
Simple equivalent is still a general form of value in the getisat a commodity does not
have to be gold in order to serve as equivalent. Any commaitybe equivalent, just as
any commodity can be in the relative form. The value formsulised here are transient
forms. Just as an individual in capitalist society is somes buyer and sometimes seller,
so a commodity is sometimes in the relative and sometimdsaretjuivalent form. Other
relations are not transient: a given commodity is not somegi money and sometimes
an ordinary commodity, and the same individual is usually smnetimes a laborer and
sometimes a capitalist.

Question 202 Assume 20 yards of linen and 1 coat have equal value, i.eal equounts of
abstract social labor are necessary to produce them. In tissction called “the two poles
of the value expression” Marx says the following about thiig@anteraction “20 yards of
linen are worth 1 coat” in which the linen points to the coatitssequivalent:

(a) Although the equality of the values of linen and coat iy@mmetric social relation,
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this value interaction is asymmetric: linen and coat plaffaient roles in it.

(b) The linen expresses its value in the coat.

(c) The linen is active, the coat is passive.

(d) It is not possible for linen to express its value in linesther, a commodity with a
different use-value is needed for the expression of itsevalu

(e) If 20 yards of linen and 1 coat have equal values, theiugaklation also makes it
possible to express the value of the coat in 20 yards of liBenthis is a different expression
than the expression of the value of 20 yards of linen in 1 coat.

() Commodities other than coats can also be used for an egjme of the value of 20
yards of linen.

These 6 statements as implications of the original statéf2@nyards of linen are worth
1 coat” They make the meaning of this original statementieikpHowever, Hans argues
in the Annotations that all 6 statements can also be vieweal @sscription of the thought
processes of a linen weaver who needs a coat and who is withirexchange 20 yards of
linen for 1 coat—which is at the same time the exchange aalaliip in the market between
linen and coat. Explain exactly how each point can be derfvaa this scenario.

The Relative Form of Value

Social relations can be and often are expressions of songetti Jane marries John she
enters a specific social relationship with him. By enterihig trelation she at the same
time expresses her love for John, and Jane’s love indiratsly reflects on John, it is an
expression of his qualities as a husband. Many other exaplebe given: whom | date is
an expression of my popularity, salary is often used as espe of self-worth, etc. In the

same way, the social interactions of commodities as valuesxpressions of the values of
these commodities. Marx will show now in great detail hovstkithe case.

From the beginning, Marx has called the simplest value &uttsn anexpressionof
value—and the formula “20 yards of linen is worth 1 coat” idéed an expression, it ex-
presses the value of the linen in the coat. In our intergoetadf Marx’s discussion as the
linen weaver’s willingness to exchange her 20 yards of liieerl coat, it is not only a verbal
expression, but the linen weaver is ready to act on it, by@ougthe coat in exchange for
her linen. Nevertheless this is still a very private expiasavhich originates in the mind of
the linen weaver, and which she has to communicate verbdllythe phrase “20 yards of
linen is worth 1 coat” or by attaching a price tag to her linghshe wants to exchange her
linen. Next Marx will show how the actions of weaver and ta@nerate an independent
representatiorof the value not only of the linen but, in its more developerrfs, of all
value, which can be seen and acted upon by all producers arstiwers of commodities.
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In a further step, Marx will pay special attention to the pteproducersand see how they
use the information contained in this representation.

One might say that until now the Simple form of value was dised from the inside,
i.e., from the point of view of the linen weaver herself. Fraow on it will be discussed
from the outside, i.e., from the point of view of the markettjzgpants who observe the
exchanges without knowing the thought processes of thogemdke these exchanges. In
this new discussion, Marx first looks at relative and eqeimaforms separately, and then at
the relationship as a whole. The relative form has to be disedifirst because it is active.

Content of the Relative Form of Value The derivation of the laws of commaodity pro-
duction and circulation in chapter One is made on the basiggdle commaodity production
(another instance of abstraction). The individuals megetim the market are also those who
produce and consume. Each knows exactly what is involveddduyzing that commodity
which he or she brings to market, and the choices he or shesmakée market are in-
formed by this knowledge. In the subsection which we are abtmtead, Marx is asking
how the linen weaver, by agreeing to trade her 20 yards ofilfoe 1 coat, informs others
about the part of the deep structure of the economy she ididamith, i.e., the production
of linen. This is what Marx calls the “content” of the relaiform of value. Afterwards,
starting with 141:3/o, Marx will broaden his field of vision@look at the joint impact of
the exchange decisions of many individual traders. Butliedboks at two traders only.

140:3/o In order to discover how the Sim-  64:2-3 Um herauszufinden, wie der ein-
ple expression of the value of a commodityfache Wertausdruck einer Ware im Wertver-
is embedded in the value relation betweerhaltnis zweier Waren steckt, muf3 man letz-
two commodities, we must, for now, look at teres zunachst ganz unabhangig von seiner
the value relation quite independently of its quantitativen Seite betrachten.
quantitative aspect.
value relation of two “lies hidden” is wrong. An
commodities.” Fowkes is very expression cannot be hidden. It
similar: “In order to find out how may need deciphering, but there is
Moore-Aveling translation is: “In the simple expression of the value a difference between something
order to discover how the of a commodity lies hidden inthe  that is clearly visible on the

elementary expression of the value value relation between two surface but is not understood, and
of a commodity lies hidden in the ~ commodities.” The formulation something that is hidden.

[Why One Has to Begin
with Quality and Not
with Quantity] The

Question 204 Five times in Section 1.3 Marx uses the formulation that thees/relation
between two commaodities “yields” or “contains” an expressiof value, or that an expres-
sion of value “is embedded” in the value relation. Copy ondlef five sentences where
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he says this (with page reference), and explain in your owrdsvavhat he means by this
formulation.

The word “expression of value” in the above sentence andamtole development that
follows now refers to gublic expression of value, i.e., information about the value ef th
linen which others receive from the market activity of threelh weaver.

This is a little confusing because in the just preceding foanagraphs, the same word
“expression of value” was used for tipgivate expression of value, i.e., for the thoughts
inside the linen weaver’s head which are not visible to atheBut these thoughts lead
to actions which do transmit information to others. Thestoas, and their competitive
responses by other market participants, will be discusseel h

One might think that the most important piece of informaticansmitted by the linen
weaver’s willingness to accept 1 coat in exchange for her&@g of linen is the quantity
of linen which she offers in exchange for the coat. Marx's\abpassage implies that this
is a fallacy. This preoccupation with the quantitggeventsus from recognizing how the
value relation between two commodities is the expressiaghefalues of the commodities
involved. |} But Marx acknowledges that his critique of common sensedbaginly a surprise

to the reader: . . ] ]
The usual procedure is the precise oppositdan verfahrt meist grade umgekehrt und

of this: one sees in the value relation onlysieht im Wertverhaltnis nur die Proportion,
the proportion in which specific quantities worin bestimmte Quanta zweier Warensor-
of two sorts of commodity count as equal toten einander gleichgelten.

each other.

Question 206 The exchange relationship between the commodities is a syriomelation-
ship: if 20 yards of linen can be exchanged for a coat, thenat can also be exchanged
for 20 yards of linen. Besides, Marx said in 126:2 that thigtienship appears at first as
the quantitative proportion in which commodities can behaxwed for each other. Despite
this, Marx argues that the expression of value containetigrelationship is not symmetric
and not primarily quantitative. Summarize in your own woralsd in a way that your 10-
year-old nephew can understand, the arguments used by Maugiport these two claims.

|l Although it is commonly done, the procedure of beginningwite quantities cannot

be right, for methodological reasons alone:
One overlooks that the magnitudes of diffgr-Man Uibersieht, daf3 die GroRen verschiednel

ent things become comparable in quantitaDinge erst quantitativ vergleichbar werden
tive terms only after these things have bepmach ihrer Reduktion auf dieselbe Einheit.
reduced to the same unit.
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previous sentencetian . .. sieht
This is why | used the translation
“one overlooks” instead of “it is

In German, the beginning of the apt to be forgotten.”

above sentencenian dbersielitis
parallel to the beginning to the

1+ Here is the word “reduction” again, which we first encoundeire 127:2. |} There-
fore it is appropriate to look at the quantity only after weoknthat the qualities are equal.
Although this remark is a logical implication of the prevésentence, is a little prema-
ture here because Marx has not yet shown that the qualitteescpral. In the First edition
629:1, this and the preceding sentence were placed bettsaube they came after Marx’s

assertion/proof that the qualities are equal.
It is only as expressions of such a CO':F"'NW als Ausdriicke derselben Einheit sind

mon unit that they are of the same denom=sie gleichnamige, daher kommensurable
ination, and are therefore commensurabl&roRent’
magnitudes. |

Question 207 What is the difference between “being of the same denorpimiaind “being
commensurable magnitudes™?

denomination” is a statement such a unit that
about quality, and “being they are of the
commensurable” a statement same

about quantity. Compare 159:1. denomination, and

Fowkes:
“Only as
expressions of the
same unit do they

have a common This nuance is lost in Fowke’s therefore
denominator, and translation because “having a commensurable
are therefore common denominator” is already magnitudes.”

a quantitative statement.
Moore-Aveling have it right:

commensurable
magnitudes.”
This is an unfortunate translation.
For Marx, “being of equal

This is one of the cases where
Fowkes got it wrong, although the
“Itis only as Moore-Aveling translation had it
expressions of right.

Footnote 17 shows that the common-sense error of focusimantities and forgetting
the qualities is repeated by the economists:

17 The few economists, such as S. Bailey, who 17 Die wenigenOkonomen, die sich, wie S.
have concerned themselves with the analysis| oBailey, mit der Analyse der Wertform beschaftigt
the form of value, were unsuccessful, firstly be- haben, konnten zu keinem Resultat kommen, ein-
cause they confuse the form of value with valuemal, weil sie Wertform und Wert verwechseln,
itself, and secondly because, under the crude|inzweitens, weil sie, unter dem rohen Einflul} des
fluence of the practical bourgeois, they give theirpraktischen Biirgers, von vornherein ausschlief3-
attention from the outset, and exclusively, to thelich die quantitative Bestimmtheit’ ins Auge fas-
quantitative aspect of the question. ‘The com-sen. “Die Verfligung Uber die Quantitat . .. macht
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mand of quantity ... constitutes value’ [Bai37, ;’) den Wert.” [Bai37, p. 11]. Verfasser S. Bailey.
11]. Written by S. Bailey.

Samuel Bailey is an economist whom Marx takes seriously xddrheories of Surplus-
Valug [mecw32]312-353, contain a detailed analysis of Baileyosks.

[Message generated by the Linen Weaver’s Exchange Offer] After all these remarks
about the wrong approach, Marx finally shows us how to dolittrignd tells us what remains

of the Simple form of value if we look at it independently af guantitative aspect.
141:1 Whether 20 yards of linen = 1 coat 64:3 Ob 20 Ellen Leinwand = 1 Rock

or = 20 coats or = coats, i.e. whether a oder = 20 odeix Rocke, d.h., ob ein ge-
given quantity of linen is worth few or many gebenes Quantum Leinwand viele oder we-
coats, each such proportion always impliesnige Rocke wert ist, jede solche Proportion
that the linen and the coat, as magnitudeschlief3t stets ein, dafl Leinwand und Rocke
of value, are expressions of the same unitals WertgroRen Ausdriicke derselben Ein-
things of the same nature. Linen = coat|isheit, Dinge von derselben Natur sind. Lein-
the basis of the equation. wand = Rock ist die Grundlage der Glei-
chung.

1 Our curiosity whether the linen weaver is willing to give 2025 or 18 yards of linen
for the coat she needs should not detract us from a more batsiworthy fact: her exchange
offer tells everyone that in some respects, the two difiecemmodity-kinds linen and coat
areequalto each other.

Question 210 If the linen weaver offers 20 yards of linen for 1 coat, theg@re who has a
coat has the opportunity to convert it into linen. Should¢fiere the basis of the equation
not be called “Coat = Linen” instead of, as Marx says in 141'llinen = Coat"?

| But Marx adds immediately that there is asymmetry in thisadigu Although related,
this asymmetry is not identical to the asymmetry discuseetBB:2. When we looked at
the individual motivation of the linen weaver, the asymmetnsisted in the fact that the
linen is a commodity which the linen weaver has producedutiaich she has intimate
knowledge regarding the labor time, skills, materials, agdipment necessary to produce
it, but which she does not need. The coat is a use-value e ieaver needs. Now, that we
are looking at the social value relation sustained by thdévidual activity, the asymmetry
consists in the fact that linen is offered on the market irhexge for coats, i.e., anybody
who has a coat can convert it into linen. But the reverse doekaid. It is not sure whether
anybody will take the linen weaver up on her offer. Of coulselinen weaver wants to turn
her linen into a coat, but she cannot do it herself. All she @auit turn coats into linen,
therefore she offers to turn coats into linen, in the hopeesmm will take her up on this
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offer. Since the linen weaver publicly offers linen in exoge for coats, the tailor does not
have to go through the trouble of publicly offering his caaekchange for linen. All he has
to do is privately approach the linen weaver with his coat.

141:2 But these two qualitatively equated 64:4/0 Aber die zwei qualitativ gleichge-
commodities do not play the same rolg.setzten Waren spielen nicht dieselbe Rol-
Only the value of thdinenis expressed, not le. Nur der Wert der Leinwand wird aus-
that of the coat. gedriickt.

Both translations say here: Itis
only the value of the linen that is

expressed. This can be
misunderstood to mean: only the

valueof the linen, not its
use-value.

1+ This may seem surprising because elsewhere Marx says tthatddative form of value
and equivalent form are expressions of value. But Marx difiéiates expression and rep-
resentation. A representation of value is an expressiomloy detached from the specific
commodity whose value it expresses. In the equation “20s/aftinen is worth 1 coat,” the
linen is privileged because its value is represented in de@dgandent thing outside the linen,
in the coat. In the discussion that follows, Marx will showatlthe equivalent form develops
from an independent representation of the value of the lioem independent representation
of value in general.

In our analysis of the linen weaver’s thought processes th6l@e had a similar asym-
metry. The linen weaver’s offer of linen for coat is in her ahianly an expression of the
value of the linen, not an expression of the value of the c®lag is simply unable to express
the value of the coat because she does not produce coatsartbte does not know the
value of the coat. But now the situation is different. Eanlie looked at thehoughtsof the
linen weaver. Now we look at the social relations sustainethb linen weaver'sictions
And how does the linen express its value’?f Und wie?

1+ This question signals that we are no longer just acceptingf e linen weavesays
about the value of the linen, but that we are looking what b&oas reveal. How can some-
one witnessing the linen weaver’s offer of linen for a coat #es offer as a representation
of the value of the linen but not of the coat?

By relating to the coat as its ‘equivalent’ qr Durch ihre Beziehung auf den Rock als ihr
the ‘thing exchangeable’ for it. ~Aquivalent oder mit ihr ,Austauschba-
res”.

1t This ability to exchange the coat for linen is a surface refehip, i.e., a social relation
between commodities on the market and, through the detarrtbese commaodities, also
between the commodity owners. These commodity owners dshase the linen weaver’s
need for a coat nor her knowledge about the cost of produbmdinen. They only see that
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coats can, by exchange, be converted into linen.

| Itis paradoxical that the linen weaver’s offer to exchan@eyards of linen for 1 coat,
which for the linen weaver is the expression of the value eflien in the use-value of the
coat, doesot signal to other market participants that the linen is va{de the contrary, the
linen weaver’s offer signals to them that tbeatis value, since the coat has obtained the

1. The Commodity

2. Linenis still linen, a physical object—but one which hatixe. This additional aspect
of it has obtained an independent expression in the coatcHrabe exchanged for
linen.

Both coat and linen are values, otherwise the coat could e@xshanged for linen. But
only the value of the linen isepresentedi.e., obtains an independent expression) in the

magical property of being exchangeable for linen.
On the one hand, the coat counts, in this J;em diesem Verhaltnis gilt der Rock als Exi-

lation, as the form of existence of value,
the material embodiment of value—for onl
as such is the coat the same as the linen.

sstenzform von Wert, als Wertding, denn nur
y als solches ist er dasselbe wie die Leinwand.

Only indirectly, through the detour over the coat, does el weaver’s offer also signal

that the linen is value:

On the other hand, in this relation it is alg
revealed, or obtains an independent expr
sion, that the linen itself is value—for only
as value can the linen point to the co
as something equivalent with linen or e

o0 Andrerseits kommt das eigne Wertsein der
ed-einwand zum Vorschein oder erhalt einen

selbstandigen Ausdruck, denn nur als Wert
atist sie auf den Rock als Gleichwertiges oder
- mit ihr Austauschbares bezuglich.

changeable for linen.
1+ The word “independent” means here:

this expression of theevaf linen is no longer

chained to the use-value of the linen and buried in the thia lofathe linen weaver, but has
its independent existence, for everyone to see and act uod.although the expression

of the value of the linen goes through a

detour, Marx disausisbefore discussing the

expression of the value of the coat. The expression of theevafithe coat will be discussed
in the subsection about the Equivalent Form. It is much maezlihg than that of the linen,
but it is limited in that only one commodity in society can ylde role of being directly
exchangeable against all other commaodities. By contradtpnly the linen, but also all
other commodities can express their values in a generalaqut.

Question 212 What does the linen weaver’s offer to exchange linen for,deltus about
the coat? about the linen? Do not look at the quantities effdsut look at it only as the

qualitative equation “linen = coat”

The qualitative equation “linen = coat” s

ays therefore thiogs:

1. The coat is a thing composed of value or, in other words,nabogliment of value

(Wertding)—it is nothing but value, it
to “buy” linen.

is the form in which value exisliscan be used
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linen weaver's offer to make the exchange

, hot that of thé. €dae can say this enriches the

linen and impoverishes the coat. Linen lives a full life,felr inner traits come to fruition.

The coat on the other hand only serves a

s incarnation of vatuthe value quasi-material

having become actual matter, namely, a coat. It applauds® The linen may be tickled
by this applause, but the coat is little more than a claqueur.

Next Marx brings an unfortunate analogy.
In the same way, butyric acid is a differertt So ist die Buttersaure ein vom Propylformat

substance from propyl formate. Yet both a
made up of the same chemical substang
carbon C), hydrogen ) and oxygen ©).

Moreover, these substances are combir
together in the same proportions in ea
case, namelZ4HgO,. If now butyric acid

were to be equated with propyl format
then, in the first place, propyl formate woul
count in this relation only as a form of exig
tence ofC4HgO,; and in the second place,

would thereby be asserted that butyric ag
also consists o€4HgO,. Thus by equating
propy! formate with butyric acid one woulg
be expressing their chemical composition

everschiedner Korper. Beide bestehn jedoch
esus denselben chemischen Substanzen—
Kohlenstoff C), Wasserstoff Kl) und Sau-
edrstoff ©), und zwar in gleicher prozen-
chtiger Zusammensetzung, namli€HgO,.
Wirde nun der Buttersaure das Propylfor-
2, mat gleichgesetzt, so galte in diesem Ver-
d haltnis erstens das Propylformat bloR3 als
- Existenzform vonC4HgO, und zweitens
t ware gesagt, dal} auch die Buttersaure aus
idC4HgO, besteht. Durch die Gleichsetzung
des Propylformats mit der Buttersaure ware
] also ihre chemische Substanz im Unter-
aschied von ihrer Korperform ausgedriickt.

opposed to their bodily form.
This example is based on mistaken che

mical concepts. Sirtgadacid and propy! for-

mate have an identical chemical form@zHgO,, Marx thought that their difference con-
sisted in a “bodily” dimension not reducible to chemistriile as chemical substances they
were identical. Modern molecular chemistry can give a betplanation: although both

molecules consist of the same atoms, the
arrangement. Therefore the differenceis i

atoms are bounti¢oge a different geometric
ndeed a chemneal

Question 215 Marx gave here a mistaken example of emergence. Give examplere

there is indeed emergence.
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[Characteristics of Value-Producing Labor] So far, Marx discussed the messages
which the linen weaver sends out when she agrees to accept focder linen. The re-
cipients of these messages are not only the other commadlitgrs on the market, but also
the producers of these commodities. Marx focuses now omtpadt of the signals coming
from the linen weaver’s exchange offer on fireducers At the same time, he broadens his
view and looks at the combined impact generatediayyindividual market offers, not just
that of one linen weaver.

In order to describe this impact, Marx usggeechas a metaphor. This speech metaphor
already lurked in the formulation “what does this equatiag® in 127:2, and in the for-
mulation “this equation says” in 139:7/0. The commodisaysomething—not only to us
but also to everybody else, including the private produbetsnd their closed doors labeled
“no admittance.” What are they saying? According to Maneytsay everything which he,
as a writer, and we, as the readers, had to unearth througlusestientific analysis at the
beginning ofCapital.

It is not an accident that the connection between value dnar lss drawn only now.
Until now, “value” was simply the quasi-physical ingrediefithe commodities which made
them exchangeable, but it was unclear where value came fignong as we only look at
the sphere of circulation, we can see that the commoditige kalue, but the relations
in circulation alone do not allow us to infer where this valt@mes from. But if we go
beyond the market, and look how the market information ertex production decisions of
the private producers, then labor comes into the picturenaatically—because ultimately,
labor is the only decision variable for the private prodgcérhe producers use the market
information in order to decide how much labor to allocatehte production of which use-
value. Although the entire subsection has the title “contéthe relative form of value,” we
have only now arrived at the place where Marx discussesdhgentof the relative form of
value.

| Marx begins with the results of his own analysis of the comitypdnd then compares it
with what the commodities themselves tell us. This is a sohagabrupt transition, but this
discontinuity should not surprise us, since an immanenstt@an to labor is not possible as
long as one looks at the sphere of circulation alone.

141:3/o If we say that, as values, com- 65:1 Sagen wir: als Werte sind die Wa-
modities are merely congealed masses|ofen bloRe Gallerten menschlicher Arbeit, so
human labor, our analysis reduces them|taeduziert unsre Analyse dieselben auf die
the abstraction “value,” but does not gie Wertabstraktion, gibt ihnen aber keine von
them a form of value distinct from their bod- ihren Naturalformen verschiedne Wertform.
ily forms.

1+ If one has followed the earlier analysis, one knows that coudities as values can
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be reduced to abstract labor, but one does not know the trasism belt through which
the practical activity of the commodity owners on the susfa€the economy is translated
into an organization of production based on abstract labois transmission mechanism is
implicit in the two aspects of the definition of “form of valugiven in (1) and (2) earlier.

But if we listen to the commodities themselves, they not dellyusthat they are conge-
lations of abstract labor, but they also tell this to the @évproducers and in this way enable
the producers to treat them as commaodities.

It is otherwise in the value relation of ong Anders im Wertverhaltnis einer Ware zur
commodity to another. r‘ andern.

|l Marx introduces now the metaphor that, through their irtiéoas on the market, the
commaodities tell us everything about the nature of valuectvlnie know from our scientific
analysis.

The first commaodity’s value character stepslhr Wertcharakter tritt hier hervor durch ihre
here forward through its own relationship eigne Beziehung zu der andern Ware.
with the second commodity.

1t With the formulation that the commodity’s value charactgteps forward” through its
relationship with the other commodities, Marx had the Hegetoncept oBippearancen
mind. The definition of appearance is ttedl properties of the hidden essence (here of
value) are reflected in the appearance. From a Critical Rqadrspective the goal is more
specific: the relationships and interactions on the suniaest generate the information and
incentives for the producers so that they can treat thetlysts as values, i.e., as containers
of abstract labor, and are motivated to do so. In other wdldgssurface interactions not
only make the true character of the underlying relationsgazable to the researcher, but
they also force the producers to adhere to these underlgiatjons of production if they
want to compete successfully.

| In the next paragraph, Marx shows how it is indicated by thegians of the commodi-
ties that the labor which creates the value of the linen doesliffer from the labor which
creates the value of the coat, i.e., it is human labor in tis¢ratt.

142:1 By setting the coat, for example, as 65:2 Indem z.B. der Rock als Wertding
a thing of value equal to the linen, the com-der Leinwand gleichgesetzt wird, wird die
modity owners also set the labor embeddedn ihm steckende Arbeit der in ihr stecken-
in the coat equal to the labor embedded |irden Arbeit gleichgesetzt.
the linen.

The “for example” means “for Moore-Aveling translation omits
example the coat, but it could also it, although it is important here: it
be any other commodity.” The indicates that we are no longer

talking about the one linen weaver,
but we are talking about the
aggregate effect of many
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individual exchanges.

Instead of “setting equal” the
Moore-Aveling translation has:
“By making the coat the
equivalent of the linen, we equate
the labor embodied in the former
to that in the latter.” Fowkes has:
“By equating, for example, the

coat as a thing of value to the
linen, we equate the labor
embedded in the coat with the
labor embedded in the linen.” The the commaodity owners, and in
“we” in both translations is German he does not use the word
unfortunate: the reader must think “we.”

the “we” is the researcher from the

preceding paragraph which started

with the words “if we say that.”
But it is exactly not; rather, Marx
is talking here about the actions of

Question 216 If the linen weaver is willing to give 20 yards of linen for aatpdoes she set
linen equal to coat or coat equal to linen?

1 If the linen weaver offers linen in exchange for coats, thes is at first only of interest
for the producers otoats If they had ever contemplated switching to the productibn o
linen, this is now no longer necessary. They can just coatpnoducing coats and then
trade their coats for lineril One might say, tailoring counts now at the same time as wgavin
labor, i.e., it counts as that which is common in both kindgbbr, as abstract human labor.
Itis true, tailoring, which makes the coat, |s Nun ist zwar die Schneiderei, die den Rock
concrete labor of a different sort than weay-macht, eine von der Weberei, die die Lein-
ing, which makes the linen. But by equat- wand macht, verschiedenartige konkrete Ar-
ing tailoring with weaving, the commodity beit. Aber die Gleichsetzung mit der Webe-
owners reduce tailoring in fact to what is re- rei reduziert die Schneiderei tatsachlich auf
ally equal in the two kinds of labor, namely, das in beiden Arbeiten wirklich Gleiche, auf
that they are both human labor. ihren gemeinsamen Charakter menschlicher
Arbeit.

1+ When Marx says that tailoring is “in fact” reduced to abstfaeman labor, he means
this in contrast to reducing tailoring “in theory” to abstrdauman labor. In theory, the act
of making coats can always be considered as an expendittwedn labor, just as the act
of weaving linen. But only if the linen weaver is willing to exange linen for coats does
this abstraction gain practical relevance. Now the labdtingacoats counts “in fact” as the
incarnation of abstract human labor which can, if the talmdesires, take the form of linen.

|l Once coats become the means to acquire linen, then alsoviieaving counts as ab-

stract labor because linen can be “sold” for coats.
Through this detour over tailoring they say Auf diesem Umweg ist dann gesagt, dalR
that weaving too, in so far as it weavesauch die Weberei, sofern sie Wert webt,
value, has nothing to distinguish it from ta|- keine Unterscheidungsmerkmale von der
loring, and, consequently, is abstract humarSchneiderei besitzt, also abstrakt mensch-
labor. liche Arbeit ist.

1t Note again the speech metaphor!
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| The more indirect way in which linen counts as abstract l&agrthe advantage that it is

generalizable to other commodities, since
only purchasing linen to purchasing other

the coat'stgldipurchase can be extended from
things as well ti@nother hand, the coat'’s role

is not generalizable; although every commodity owner wsshis or her own commodity
would play the role of general equivalent, only one commooiterall can be in such a role.
This is why Marx looks first at the linen-side of the equatibie. will return to the coat-side

in 142:2.

Only the expression of different sorts
commodities as equivalents makes the s
cific character of value-creating labor appa
ent, by in fact reducing the different kind
of labor embedded in the different kinds ¢
commaodities to their common quality of be
ing human labor in general?

f Nur derAquivalenzausdruck verschiedenar-
betiger Waren bringt den spezifischen Charak-
ir-ter der wertbildenden Arbeit zum Vorschein,
s indem er die in den verschiedenartigen Wa-
nf ren steckenden, verschiedenartigen Arbei-
- ten tatsachlich auf ihr Gemeinsames redu-
ziert, auf menschliche Arbeit Uiberhaudp.

It The above sentence contains another “in fact” because thieetn&lations do those

things in fact which our theoretical analysi
labor to abstract human labor.

s had explorely theoretically: they reduce all

| The thoughts of Ben Franklin, one of the earliest econoneispdoring the nature of
value, are a simple translation of these exchange reldtipsinto words:

172 Note to the 2nd edition: One of th
first economists, after William Petty, to hay
deciphered the nature of value, is the famo
Franklin: “Trade in general being nothing els
but the exchange of labor for labor, the valy
of all things is ... most justly measured by Ig
bor” [Spa36, p. 267]. Franklin is not awar
that by measuring the value of everything ‘in Ia
bor’ he makes abstraction from any difference
the kinds of labor exchanged—and thus redug
them all to equal human labor. Yet he states t
without knowing it. He speaks first of the on
‘labor’, then of another ‘labor’, and finally of]
‘labor’, without further qualification, as the sub;
stance of value of everything.

b 178 Note zur 2. Ausgabe. Einer der ersten
e Okonomen, der nach William Petty die Natur des
usWerts durchschaut hat, der berihmte Franklin,
e sagt:,Da der Handel Giberhaupt nichts ist als der
eAustausch einer Arbeit gegen andre Arbeit, wird
- der Wert aller Dinge am richtigsten geschatzt in
e Arbeit* [Spa36, p. 267]. Franklin ist sich nicht
- bewul3t, dal3, indem er den Wert aller Dingje
inArbeit* schatzt, er von der Verschiedenheit der
esusgetauschten Arbeiten abstrahiert—und sie so
niscauf gleiche menschliche Arbeit reduziert. Was
e er nicht weil3, sagt er jedoch. Er spricht erst
von,der einen Arbeit’, danfpvon der andren Ar-
- beit’, schlieBlich von,Arbeit* ohne weitere Be-
zeichnung als Substanz des Werts aller Dinge.

[Value is Congealed Labor, not Living Labor] | We are not yet done showing how
the value character of the linen steps forward through ggiomship with the coat:
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65:3/0 Es genigt indes nicht, den spezi-
express the specific character of the lahofischen Charakter der Arbeit auszudriicken,
which makes up the value of the linen. woraus der Wert der Leinwand besteht.

Value is not identical to abstract labor itself but itisngealedbstract labor, i.e., although
it is a social relation, it has the character of a materials Tilaterial character of value must
also be expressed in the value relations. (The developntg@ohviollows now is parallel to
the earlier 128:3.)

Human labor-power in its fluid state, or hu- Menschliche Arbeitskraft im flussigen Zu-
man labor, creates value, but is not itsglfstand oder menschliche Arbeit bildet Wert,
value. It becomes value in its coagulatédaber ist nicht Wert. Sie wird Wert in geron-
state, in bodily form. nenem Zustand, in gegenstandlicher Form.
1t The labor producing the linen could have been used to prochets, and it could also
have been used to produce anything else, but it must alwaisderoduct, since storing
the labor as labor is not an option.
In order to express the value of the linen asum den Leinwandwert als Gallerte mensch-
a congealed mass of human labor, it musticher Arbeit auszudriicken, muf3 er als ei-
be expressed as a “materiality,” a thing, thathe ,Gegenstandlichkeit* ausgedriickt wer-
is different than the linen itself and at the den, welche von der Leinwand selbst ding-
same time common to linen and all otherlich verschieden und ihr zugleich mit andrer
commaodities. Ware gemeinsam ist.

The quasi-material character of value must be expressedhdythe relations of the

commodities with each other.
The task is already solved. | Die Aufgabe ist bereits gelost.

The reader can guess at this point how this is already solVad:quasi-material inside
the linen, which makes up the value of the linen and which, akmow, does not intersect
with the physical material making up the linen, is repreadiiity an actual physical material
which is different from the linen, namely, by the coat. Mapeds more than one paragraph
to make this point, i.e., to support his claim that the taskdleeady been solved.

142:3/o In the value relation of the linen, 66:1 Im Wertverhaltnis der Leinwand gilt
the coat counts as a thing qualitatively equader Rock als ihr qualitativ Gleiches, als
to the linen, as a thing of the same nature|a®ing von derselben Natur, weil er ein Wert
linen, because it is a value. ist.

1t This we know already, but in the ne}tsentence Marx says something new, which
needs a proof:
It counts therefore as a thing in which valyeEr gilt hier daher als ein Ding, worin Wert
manifests itself, or which, in its tangible erscheint oder welches in seiner handgreifli-
bodily form, represents value. chen Naturalform Wert darstellt.

142:2 However, it is not sufficient t%
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Marx begins the demonstration of this claim by doubting hbgain possibly be the case:
Yet the coat itself, the body of the commod-Nun ist zwar der Rock, der Korper der
ity “coat,” is purely a use-value. A coat dogs Rockware, ein bloRer Gebrauchswert. Ein
not express value any more than does th&®ock driickt ebensowenig Wert aus als das
first piece of linen we come across. erste beste Stuck Leinwand.

1 In other words, this is again an impasgeBefore resolving this impasse, Marx cannot

resist a pun (uniforms are special kinds of coats), whichleasjzes again that the coat gets
this stature only from society—although once it has thituség it seems as if it had it by its
own nature:
This proves only that the coat counts forDies beweist nur, dafl3 er innerhalb des Wert-
more when inside the value relation with theverhaltnisses zur Leinwand mehr bedeutet
linen than outside it, just as many a humarals auf3erhalb desselben, wie so mancher
counts for more when inside a gold-braidedMensch innerhalb eines galonierten Rockes
uniform than outside it. mehr bedeutet als au3erhalb desselben.

| After this jocular interruption Marx asks what is the basmswhich the coat can be a
representation of the value of the linen?

143:1 In the production of the coat, hu- 66:2 In der Produktion des Rockes ist tat-
man labor-power, in the shape of tailoring, sachlich, unter der Form der Schneiderei,
was in actual fact expended. menschliche Arbeitskraft verausgabt wor-

den.

{+ The tailor has done two things at the same time: On the one hars produced a
coat, and on the other he has used up his own labor-power &r twcdo this. || But the
utilization of human labor-power is exactly the definitidratstract human labor.
Consequently, human labor is accumulatedEs ist also menschliche Arbeit in ihm aufge-
in the coat. hauft.

1 In this last sentence, Marx does not speak about useful lmuttatbstract labor. The
useful labor producing the coat is not accumulated but offiget in the coat, i.e., itis a thing
of the past, with its traces visible in the use-value of thatc®he abstract labor, by contrast,
is accumulated or congealed. It continues to exist in thea®kbor. If one wishes, one can
get this labor back out of the coat again: the linen weavdfér @ an opportunity for the
tailor to retrieve his abstract labor in a form in which it mMagy more useful for him, namely
in the form of linen instead of coats.

Question 217 Marx says that abstract labor has been accumulated in thé. dda would
never say thatoncretdabor has been accumulated in the coat. Why not?

By virtue of this, the coat is a ‘carrier of Nach dieser Seite hin ist der RogKrager
value’, although this property does not shawvon Wert*, obgleich diese seine Eigenschaft
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through anywhere, even where the coat ig aselbst durch seine grof3te Fadenscheinigkei
its most threadbare. j nicht durchblickt.

1t The coat can only be a representation of the value of the lieeause the coat itself is
value. But this value is invisible. Even the most threadlcagd, which allows one to see the
person inside the coat, does not let us see the value ingdmt.

Question 218 Marx says that the human labor accumulated in the coat is isiftle in the
coat. Is this not obviously wrong? Everybody who sees a auawk that it is a product of
human labor, this coat would not exist without the human kdbat produced it.

|l Despite its invisibility, this value inside the coat is vgrgwerful: it governs the linen’s
relationship with the coat.

And in the value relation of the linen, the Und im Wertverhaltnis der Leinwand gilt er
coat counts only under this aspect, countsiur nach dieser Seite, daher als verkorpertel
therefore as embodied value, as incarnat|oiVert, als Wertkorper.

of value.

1t Marx refers here to the reducibility of the exchange relaito a quasi-material inside
the things exchanged, first introduced in 127:2. Since tlohamxge relationship between
coat and linen is reducible to some immaterial substandddrimen and coat, this imma-
terial substance (quasi-material) inside the coat isathly thing that governs the linen’s
relationship with the coat. I.e., not only does the lisesthis invisible quasi-material in the
coat, but this is indeed thanly thing the linen sees in the coat. For the linen, therefore, th
coat consists only of valudl. With this, the first half of the statement 142:3/o is provede T
next sentence celebrates this achievement.

Despite its buttoned-up appearance, thd&rotz seiner zugeknodpften Erscheinung hat
linen recognizes in the coat a splendid kin-die Leinwand in ihm die stammverwandte
dred soul, the soul of value. schone Wertseele erkannt.

1 “ Stammverwandtis a kinship term which emphasizes that two people come fitwen
same breed. Although the coat is made of wool, coat and lireetcat from the same cloth,”
namely, they are both the expenditure of abstract humam.labo

|l But Marx pushes on to make his next argument. By turning tla icdo an expression
of the linen’s value, the linen turns at the same time the itwatan incarnation oéll value,
i.e., all value looks now like coats. Note that Marx uses nogwvord “represent” instead of
the earlier “express.”

The coat, however, cannot represent valu®er Rock kann ihr gegeniber jedoch nicht
towards the linen unless value, for the latte¢rWert darstellen, ohne dal fir sie gleichzeitig
at the same time assumes the shape of a coater Wert die Form eines Rockes annimmt.
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The “nevertheless” in the Fowkes translation is disastrous

1 After the linen has created, in the coat, a representatids eflue which isselbstandig
i.e., stands on its own feet, is no longer attached to the Img detached, the coat tends to
forget that it has obtained its value character from thenlibet seems to have value in its
own right. This tendency is already present in the Simplenfof value but it is almost
imperceptible. The tailor cannot go the the shoemaker ayid'8ee linen weaver is willing
to accept this coat and give me linen in exchange, therefargnt you to accpet this coat
and give me shoes in exchange.” In the Simple form of valugtibd obvious that the coat
has obtained its value character from the linen and has ¥t iontelation with the linen.
But in the further development, after society has procedard the Simple equivalent to
the General equivalent, it is far less obvious that gold Hdaioed its value character only
from the ordinary commodities, on the contrary, gold seamisetvaluable by itself|l The
metaphor of a king applies much more strikingly to the gelnegaivalent form than the
Simple equivalent form. After all, a king does not becomegkiecause one of his subjects
treats him or her as king, but because all of his subjects Hs.“§eneric” application of the
metaphor of the king will be given a little later, in the sectiabout the Fetish-like character
of the commodity, in the footnote to 149:2/0. But let's seeatvMarx says about kings
already now:

An individual, A, for instance, cannot be So kann sich das Individuum nicht zum
‘your majesty’ to another individuaB, un- | Individuum B als einer Majestat verhalten,
less majesty iB's eyes assumes the physi-ohne dal fUrA die Majestat zugleich die
cal shape ofA, and, moreover, changes fa- Leibesgestalt voB annimmt und daher Ge-
cial features, hair and many other things,sichtsziige, Haare und manches andre noch
with every new ‘father of his people’. mit dem jedesmaligen Landesvater wech-
selt.

1 If you are in a one-on-one relation with a king, don’t look fawal characteristics in
his behavior. A king is just a normal human being. His “royattomes from the relations
in which he is placed, not from his inner qualities. If you ati not convinced, assume the
country gets a new king. Suddenly that what seem to be royftd $ftom the characteristics
of the former king to the characteristics of the new king.

To repeat, Marx uses this metaphor to make one point: thesteydto forget that the
value formis a social relation and to consider it an inhegeratity, a tendency which is very
obvious with gold, this tendency is already present, algioln a much more subtle way,
with the coat. This tendency arises as soon as some commbeity linen, has created a
representation of its value in a use-value detached frortirtae itself.

1t The use-value of the coat is therefore not only an expressibalso a representation of
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value. || For the linen this means: it has obtained a value form whictfferent from (and
independent of) its bodily form:

143:2 Hence, in the value relation ih 66:3 Im Wertverhaltnis, worin der Rock
which the coat is the linen’s equivalent, tHedasAquivalent der Leinwand bildet, gilt al-
bodily shape of the coat counts as form pfso die Rockform als Wertform. Der Wert der
value. The value of the commaodity linen is Ware Leinwand wird daher ausgedriickt im
therefore expressed in the physical body|oKorper der Ware Rock, der Wert einer Wa-
the commaodity coat, the value of one in there im Gebrauchswert der andren. Als Ge-
use-value of the other. As a use-value, théorauchswertist die Leinwand ein vom Rock

linen is something palpably different fro
the coat; as value, it is equal to the coat a

sinnlich verschiednes Ding, als Wert ist sie
dRockgleiches’ und sieht daher aus wie ein

therefore looks like a coat. Thus the lingnRock. So erhalt sie eine von ihrer Natural-
acquires a value form different from its bod- form verschiedne Wertform.

ily form.

| Marx punctuates this climax in the argument with a dose o€khberapy for his reli-

gious readers:

The value-character of linen is manifested
its equality with the coat, just as the shee
like nature of christians is manifested i
their equality with the lamb of god.

inlhr Wertsein erscheint in ihrer Gleichheit

p-mit dem Rock wie die Schafsnatur des Chri-

n sten in seiner Gleichheit mit dem Lamm
Gottes.

1t This is the end of the detailed demonstration how the coatthmg outside the linen

represents the value quasi-material of th
already solved,” as Marx had said at the
significant here, because this is the Hegel

e linen, i.e.hefdxplanation how the “task is
end of 142:2. The ftitieeownord “appears” is
ian concept cfappce.

[Commodity Language and its Dialects] | Now Marx concludes the thread about
language started at 141:3/o, by saying once more very glézat everythingwhich our
scientific analysis has unearthed about the commodity isatefil in the relations of the

commodities themselves: _
143:3/o We see, then, that everything o

analysis of the value of commodities prev
ously told us is repeated by the linen itse
as soon as it interacts with another commg
ity, the coat. Only it reveals its thoughts i
the only language it is familiar with, the lan
guage of commodities.

ur 66:4/0 Man sieht, alles, was uns die Ana-

i- lyse des Warenwerts vorher sagte, sagt die
f, Leinwand selbst, sobald sie in Umgang mit

dandrer Ware, dem Rock, tritt. Nur verrat sie

n ihre Gedanken in der ihr allein gelaufigen

- Sprache, der Warensprache.

| Marx recapitulates the two highlights of the earlier detiiva, in order to show how the
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commodity language differs from our own
In order to say that its own value has be
created by labor in its abstract quality of b
ing human labor, the linen says that the co
in so far as it counts as the linen’s equal, i

scientific analysis

enJm zu sagen, dal3 die Arbeit in der abstrak-
e-ten Eigenschaft menschlicher Arbeit ihren
ateignen Wert bildet, sagt sie, daf? der Rock,
esoweit er ihr gleichgilt, also Wert ist, aus

in so far as it is value, consists of the samederselben Arbeit besteht wie die Leinwand.

labor as the linen does itself.

The first{} highlight was the character
representation of congealed abstract labo
In order to say that the sublime quas
material which makes up its value differ
from its stiff and starchy existence as a bog
it says that value looks like a coat, and ther
fore that in so far as the linen itself is
value-thing, it and the coat are as alike
two peas.

of value-producing labor, dreldecond} the

r as a thing.

i-Um zu sagen, dalR ihre sublime Wertge-
s genstandlichkeit von ihrem steifleinenen
yKorper verschieden ist, sagt sie, dall Wert
e-aussieht wie ein Rock und daher sie selbst
a als Wertding dem Rock gleicht wie ein Ei
aglem andern.

1 The commodity relations are therefore considered just aexeht language in which
to say certain things about value. They are no better or warrslg different than human

languages.

Question 219 Take those things which we found out from the analysis ofyalud describe
how the linen itself tells them to us. Can the coat tell us alairatory?

| Even among the human languages some are better able toypatue than others.

Let us note, incidentally, that the languag
of commodities has, in addition to the He
brew, also plenty of other more or less cg
rect dialects. The German word ‘Wertsei
(to be worth), for instance, brings out leg
strikingly than the Romance verb ‘valere
‘valer’, ‘valoir’ that the equating of com-
modity B with commodityA is commodity
A’'s own expression of value. Paris vaut big

jeNebenbei bemerkt, hat auch die Warenspra-
2- che, auRer dem Hebraischen, noch viele
r-andre mehr oder minder korrekte Mund-
n"arten. Das deutscheWertsein* drickt
sz.B. minder schlagend aus als das romani-
, sche Zeitwort valere, valer, valoir, dal3 die

Gleichsetzung der WarB mit der WareA

der eigne Wertausdruck der Waést. Pa-
2nris vaut bien une messe!

une messe!

The analytical effort made i@apitalto understand the commodity is equated here with a

translation. The day-to-day languages of t

he agents alectiaf the commodity language,

i.e., they speak this language but do not necessarily utzchet .
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“correct” dialect?

Question 222 Henry IV compares the trouble of going to mass with the useevaf being

the ruler of Paris and hence France. Does

this mean that thesnsin the relative form and

Paris in the equivalent form? After all, he gives a mass ireoto receive Paris, just as the
linen weaver gives his linen (relative form) in order to re@ea coat (equivalent form).

144:1 By means of the value relatiof
therefore, the bodily form of commodify
becomes the value form of commodigy
i.e., the physical body of commodify be-
comes the mirror which reflects the value
commodityA.18

n, 67:1 Vermittelst des Wertverhaltnisses
wird also die Naturalform der WarB zur
Wertform der WareA oder der Korper der
WareB zum Wertspiegel der Wark.'8

o

[Summary] This and the footnote sum up once more the main message cfeti®n,

that the value relation is aaxpressiorof value:

18 |n a certain sense, every human being is
the same situation as a commodity. As he or s
neither enters into the world with a mirror in the
hand, nor as a Fichtean philosopher who can
‘I am I', a human first mirrors himself in a huj
man. Peter only relates to himself as a hum
through his relation to another human, Paul,
whom he recognizes his likeness. With this, ho
ever, Paul also becomes from head to toe, in
physical form as Paul, the form of appearance
the human species for Peter.

1 And if someone is still puzzled by thi

in 18 In gewisser Art geht's dem Menschen wie
heler Ware. Da er weder mit einem Spiegel auf
r die Welt kommt noch als Fichtescher Philosoph:
sajch bin ich, bespiegelt sich der Mensch zuerst
in einem andren Menschen. Erst durch die Be-
arziehung auf den Menschen Paul als seinesglei-
inchen bezieht sich der Mensch Peter auf sich
v-selbst als Mensch. Damit gilt ihm aber auch
higler Paul mit Haut und Haaren, in seiner pauli-
ofnischen Leiblichkeit, als Erscheinungsform des
Genus Mensch.
s detour, that the expren of the value of the

linen goes through turning the coat into an incarnation dieaone should remember that

also humans define their identity in their

relations withesth By the way, the metaphor

with Peter and Paul has its limits because Peter has no pergating Paul, while the linen
plays an active role in making the coat into the mirror of édue.

By entering into a relation with commodit

Indem sich die Waré\ auf die WareB als

B as the embodiment of value, as a materigl\Wertkodrper bezieht, als Materiatur mensch-

ization of human labor, commodit§ turns

licher Arbeit, macht sie den Gebrauchswert

the use-valueB into the material through Bzum Material ihres eignen Wertausdrucks.
which its own value is expressed. The valueDer Wert der Waré\, so ausgedriicktim Ge-
of commodityA, thus expressed in the use- brauchswert der War8, besitzt die Form
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value of commodityB, has the form of rela-| des relativen Werts.
tive value.

When we interpreted Marx’s preliminary reflections abow theaning of the sentence
“20 yards of linen are worth 1 coat” as the linen weaver’s giévdeliberations, we aready
came to the result that for the linen weaver privately, thewveue of the coat is an expres-
sion of the value of the linen—because the weaver needs ardas willing to give linenin
exchange for it. See the Annotations to 139:6. Now we haualjeisved that in the web of
surface relations embracing the linen weaver when she nteltesxchanges, the use-value
of the coat is an expression of the value of the linen as weldt.dd¢cause society likes coats,
but because the activity of surface agents has created agssikgn of the value of the linen
detached from use-value of the linen. This detached forgetfsrthat it is the value diihen
and becomes the incarnation of value pure and simple. Theasaathing, its natural use-
value form, doubles up as the material for the value formgléiocommodities. The linen
weaver’s private deliberation has therefore gained a becle.

Question 224 How does the social scientist’s analysis of the substanealok differ from
what the commodities themselves tell us about value?

Quantitative Determination of the Relative Form of Value Now let us return to the
quantitative aspect, which had been disregarded eartierhit extent is the relative form
of value determined quantitatively?

144:2 Every commodity, whose value is 67:2 Jede Ware, deren Wert ausgedriickt
to be expressed, is a given quantity of a usewerden soll, ist ein Gebrauchsgegenstand
ful object, for instance, 15 bushels of wheat,von gegebnem Quantum, 15 Scheffel Wei-
or 100 Ib. of coffee. zen, 100 Pfd. Kaffee usw.

1t The phrase “whose value is to be expressed” takes us back ®ittlation at the very
beginning of section 1.3, see 138:1: The linen weaver hadymed linen although she
personally does not need linen. She needs a form of valuesisehse of criterion (2), a
form which allows her to take advantage of the labor she hamfuthe linen.

This was discussed previously, but the earlier discussioiwiwv amended in order to take
in the quantitative dimension which had been set aside inl14luring the week, the linen
weaver produced specific pieces of lingneach having a size, a color, etc., apaach
representing a specific quantity of labor.

This commodity-quantity contains a specific Dieses gegebne Warenquantum enthalt ein

quantity of human labor. bestimmtes Quantum menschlicher Arbeit.
1t The adjective “human” in “human labor” is relevant here. k& not talking about

the linen weaver’s specific labor but about human labor inatb&tract. | If therefore the
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next sentence says that the value form of the commodity mustogedit for each of these
portions of her labor, big or small, we must remember thatlitten weaver does not get
social recognition for her actual labor, but for that labiaattis socially necessary to produce
the products she brings to market.

The form of value must therefore not only Die Wertform hat also nicht nur Wert Uber-
express value itself, but quantitatively deter-haupt, sondern quantitativ bestimmten Wert
mined value, i.e. the magnitude of value. | oder WertgroRe auszudriicken.

Question 225 Can you give an example in which something is the expressianather
thing without being the expression of the quantity of thatothing?

| Marx might have said here “this task is already solved” beeahe surface relationship
which is the starting point for the forms of value has a clasamitative dimension.

In the value relation of commoditA to | Im Wertverhaltnis der Waré zur WareB,
commodityB, of the linen to the coat, there- der Leinwand zum Rocke, wird daher die
fore, not only is the commodity-type coat, Warenart Rock nicht nur als Wertkorper
which counts here as the incarnation pfiberhaupt der Leinwand qualitativ gleich-
value as such, equated in qualitative termgesetzt, sondern einem bestimmten Lein-
with the linen, but also a definite quantity wandquantum, z.B. 20 Ellen Leinwand, ein
of the value-object or equivalent, 1 coat for bestimmtes Quantum des Wertkodrpers oder
example, is equated with a definite quantityAquivalents, z.B. 1 Rock.

of linen, such as 20 yards.

1 It is a little unclear what the word “thereforgtiaher)in this long sentence refers to.
The argument cannot be that the value relations have a tpiar@idimension because the
linen weaver needs a quantitative expression of the vaheeetore | assume the argument
is: since value-producing labor is quantiatively detemlirthe value relations on the surface
are quantitatively determined as well. It is possible tauarthis way: If it didn’t matter to
the producers how much work went into each product, then tken participants would
not pay much attention either to the quantities exchangedemarket. Marx nowhere says
this, therefore it is not clear whether this is what he medmfter talking about the value
relations which contain the value expression, Marx talke about this value expression
itself:

144:2/o The equation 20 yards of linen 67:3/o Die Gleichung;20 Ellen Lein-
=1 coat, or 20 yards of linen are worth Ll wand = 1 Rock oder: 20 Ellen Leinwand
coat, presupposes that 1 coat contains just a@nd 1 Rock wert’ setzt voraus, daf in 1
much of the substance of value as 20 yardfock gerade so viel Wertsubstanz steckt als
of linen, i.e., that the quantities in which the in 20 Ellen Leinwand, dal3 beide Waren-
two commodities are present have cost thejuanta also gleich viel Arbeit kosten oder

137

1. The Commodity

same amount of labor or the same quantitygleich grol3e Arbeitszeit.
of labor-time.

Question 226 Is 144:2/o the first time Marx says that exchange proportimost be quan-
titatively proportional to labor-time, or has he said thiseady earlier?

1+ After having established in the previous paragraph théat B underlying labor pro-
cess and the value relations are quantitatively determimsedast sentence makes a much
stronger assertion: it postulates a quantitative cormredpace between socially necessary
labor in the production process and the exchange propsrtonthe surface. That he is
making this strong assertion without any supporting argusmseems a little baffling. Per-
haps he is guided by the consideration that a form changeotadd or subtract substance,
therefore the quantities are preserved. But earlier, in1,28hen he tried to transfer the
quantity of labor into the quantity of value, he ran into tfealox of the lazy worker and
had to correct himself. Also in the present situation, algsindorrection is in store for him,
since in a capitalist economy the exchange proportionsvae i@ average not proportional
to values but to prices of production. Perhaps he is so rdlakat this because he is making
the tacit second-order argument that the surface relatiam®nly then be coherent with the
process going on in production, instead of interfering viiithf they are also quantitatively
a reflection of the underlying quantity of labor.

Before we continue with the argument, just one brief remdmkt dhe wording. Marx
writes here: “presupposes” because the equation “20 yétaeao = 1 coat” does not mean
that the linen weaver decides how much she wants to give faaa cThe assumption is
that “20 yards of linen = one coat” are the exchange propastipiven by the market. If
these are the prevailing market exchange proportions,tttexe must be linen weavers and
tailors who are willing to make this exchange at these teivtasx picked one of these linen
weavers.

One might think here that Marx makes it too easy for himse#.dthims quantitative cor-
respondence between exchange proportions on the surfddatar content in production
without giving much justificationJ} However even if this correspondence between surface
and underlying relations of production is achieved at onetpibis is continually challenged
by changes of productivity. Here Marx does his homework: Egsgrlose attention to how
such disturbances are reflected on the surface.

But the labor-time necessary for the produc-Die zur Produktion von 20 Ellen Leinwand

tion of 20 yards of linen or 1 coat varies oder 1 Rock notwendige Arbeitszeit wech-
with every change in the productive powerselt aber mit jedem Wechsel in der Produk-
of weaving or tailoring. The influence of tivkraft der Weberei oder der Schneiderei.
such changes on the relative expression ober EinfluR solcher Wechsel auf den relati-
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the magnitude of value shall now be investi-ven Ausdruck der WertgroRRe soll nun naher
gated in more detail. untersucht werden.

I did not translate it as: “change in an individualistic bent on it: |
the productivity of weaver or didn’t want it to sound as if the
tailor” because this would have put particular weaver or tailor was not

working fast enough.

1t Perhaps this emphasis on the disturbances comes from ifpletitieat individual surface
activity does not create the social relations, but it repoas them.

The previous discussions of productivity (136:3—-137:@kled at one use-value only.
Now (145:1-146:3) Marx discusses the influence of a changeadductivity on therela-
tive expression of the magnitude of value. He asks whether clsangexchange-value of a
commaodity reflect changes in productivity. The answer is, @it changes in productivity
are not unambiguously reflected in relative value changles.r&ason is simple: a fall in the
productivity of making linen has the same effect on theiatigé values as a rise in the pro-
ductivity of making coats. Therefore even in the best of afles, in which exchange-values

1. The Commodity

rises and falls in direct relation to the valye Wert der Waré, bei gleichbleibendem Wert
of A, if the value ofB remains constant. L‘ der WareB.

This is a paradoxical relationship: infertility means meatue, improvement of the looms
means less value. But it can be understood if we put oursett@she shoes of the linen
weaver: if she can produce more linen in the same time, sheb@ayclined to pay more
linen in order to get a coat.

19 Here, as occasionally also on previolls 19 Der Ausdruck Wert wird hier, wie beilaufig
pages, we use the expression ‘value’ for quanti-schon friher stellenweis geschah, fur quantitativ
tatively determined values, i.e. for the magnitudebestimmten Wert, also fur WertgroRe gebraucht.
of value.

Question 227 Are there places earlier in chapter One where Marx wrote tell where it
would have been more precise to write “magnitude of value™?

If productivity changes on the other pole, there is an invensantitative relationship:

are precisely determined by relative value quantitiesngka in productivity are not well

reflected in the market relations.

The next two paragraphs describe two
ductivity:

145:11. Let the value of the linen charide
while that of the coat remains constant.
the labor-time necessary for the producti

situations, both ofhvimvolve changes in pro-

68:1 1. Der Wert der Leinwand wechs',
Ifwahrend der Rockwert konstant bleibt. Ver-
ondoppelt sich die zur Produktion der Lein-

of linen be doubled, as a result of the in-wand notwendige Arbeitszeit, etwa infolge

creasing infertility of flax-growing soil for
instance, its value will also be doubled. In
stead of the equation 20 yards of linen
1 coat, we will have 20 yards of linen =

zunehmender Unfruchtbarkeit des flachstra-
1- genden Bodens, so verdoppelt sich ihr Wert.
=Statt 20 Ellen Leinwand = 1 Rock hatten wir
p 20 Ellen Leinwand = 2 Rocke, da 1 Rock

coats, since 1 coat contains now only halfjetzt nur halb so viel Arbeitszeit enthalt als

as much labor-time as 20 yards of linen.

on the other hand, the necessary labor-ti
be reduced by one half, as a result of in
proved looms for instance, the value of th
linen will fall by one half. The equation
will therefore now read 20 yards of linen

1/2 coat. The relative value of commodit

f, 20 Ellen Leinwand. Nimmt dagegen die zur
mé&roduktion der Leinwand notwendige Ar-
n-beitszeit um die Halfte ab, etwa infolge ver-
ebesserter Webstiihle, so sinkt der Leinwand-
wert um die Halfte. Demgemar jetzt: 20 El-
= len Leinwand = 1/2 Rock. Der relative Wert
y der WareA, d.h. ihr Wert ausgedrickt in der

A i.e. its value expressed in commodBy

Ware B, steigt und fallt also direkt wie der
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145:2 1l. Let the value of the linen ret

main constant, while the value of the co
changes. If, under these circumstances,

labor-time necessary for the production

a coat is doubled, as a result, for instanc
of a poor crop of wool, we should have, in
stead of 20 yards of linen = 1 coat, 20 yar
of linen = 1/2 coat. If, on the other hang
the value of the coat sinks by one half, the
20 yards of linen = 2 coats. Hence, if th
value of commodityA remains constant, its
relative value, as expressed in commod
B, rises and falls in inverse relation to th

68:2 Il. Der Wert der Leinwand bleibe
atkonstant, wahrend der Rockwert wechsle.
theerdoppelt sich unter diesen Umstanden
ofdie zur Produktion des Rockes notwendige
ceArbeitszeit, etwa infolge unguinstiger Woll-
- schur, so haben wir statt 20 Ellen Leinwand
ds= 1 Rock jetzt: 20 Ellen Leinwand = 1/2
, Rock. Fallt dagegen der Wert des Rockes
snum die Halfte, so 20 Ellen Leinwand = 2
e Rocke. Bei gleichbleibendem Wert der Wa-
re A fallt oder steigt daher ihr relativer, in
tyder WareB ausgedriickter Wert im umge-
e kehrten Verhaltnis zum Wertwechsel vBn

change in the value @.
1t Unlike the effects of changes in the va

lue of the linen, tiiect$ of changes in the value

of coats is no longer plausible from the individual point aéw of the linen weaver. Since
the coat still has the same use-value, and linen still takeshe same amount of labor to
produce, why should she give now suddenly more linen to ge#?c This is one of the
reasons (if | understand him right) why Marx later says thatéquivalent form is not an
expression of the quantity of the value of the coat. But righw Marx is not discussing this

at all. He just assumes that the relative for

m of value iséldEso a quantitative expression

of the value of the linen, but he shows that the value chanfjieeaoat interfere with this
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expression. The first sign of this interference is that twmpletely different mechanisms

yield the same outcome:

145:3/o If we compare the different case¢s 68:3 Vergleicht man die verschiednen
examined under headings | and I, it emerge$-alle sub | und Il, so ergibt sich, daR dersel-

that the same change in the magnitude

obe GroRRenwechsel des relativen Werts aus

relative value may arise from entirely op- ganz entgegengesetzten Ursachen entsprin

posed causes. Thus the equation 20 yard
linen = 1 coat becomes 20 yards of linen

5 @fen kann. So wird aus 20 Ellen Leinwand
== 1 Rock: 1. die Gleichung 20 Ellen Lein-

2 coats, either because the value of the linemvand = 2 Rocke, entweder weil der Wert

has doubled or because the value of the ¢

pater Leinwand sich verdoppelt oder der Wert

has fallen by one half, and it becomes yardgler Rocke um die Halfte fallt, und 2. die

of linen = 1/2 coat, either because the val

ueGleichung 20 Ellen Leinwand = 1/2 Rock,

of the linen has fallen by one half, or be- entweder weil der Wert der Leinwand um

cause the value of the coat has doubled.

die Halfte sinkt oder der Wert des Rockes

auf das Doppelte steigt.
Since these different mechanisms yield the same outconealso possible that they
cancel each other out.

146:1 lll. Let the quantities of labor nec
essary for the production of the linen and t

68:4/0 Ill. Die zur Produktion von Lein-
newand und Rock notwendigen Arbeitsquanta

coat vary simultaneously in the same direc-modgen gleichzeitig, in derselben Richtung
tion and the same proportion. In this caseund derselben Proportion wechseln. In die-
20 yards of linen = 1 coat, as before, what-sem Falle nach wie vor 20 Ellen Leinwand =

ever change may have taken place in th
respective values. Their change of val
is revealed only when they are compar

eid Rock, wie immer ihre Werte verandert sei-
ueen. Man entdeckt ihren Wertwechsel, sobald
pdman sie mit einer dritten Ware vergleicht,

with a third commaodity, whose value has re-deren Wert konstant blieb. Stiegen oder fie-

mained constant.
modities rose or fell simultaneously, and

If the values of all com-len die Werte aller Waren gleichzeitig und in

nderselben Proportion, so wirden ihre relati-

the same proportion, their relative valugsven Werte unverandert bleiben. Ihren wirk-
would remain unaltered. The change in theidichen Wertwechsel ersahe man daraus, dal.

real values would be manifested by an i
crease or decrease in the quantity of co

n-in derselben Arbeitszeit nun allgemein ein
mgroReres oder kleineres Warenquantum als

modities produced within the same labqgr-vorher geliefert wirde.

time.
1t Note Marx’s use of the word “discove
|l All other cases can be reduced to those

r" (because we are tglkibout an expression).
already discussed:

146:2 IV. The labor-times necessary f¢r 69:1 IV. Die zur Produktion von Lein-
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the production respectively of linen and wand und Rock resp. notwendigen Arbeits-
coat, and hence the values of linen and cqatzeiten, und daher ihre Werte, mdgen gleich-
may vary simultaneously in the same direc-zeitig in derselben Richtung wechseln, aber

tion but to an unequal degree, or in opp
site directions, and so on. The influen
of all possible combinations of this kind o

p-in ungleichem Grad, oder in entgegenge-
cesetzter Richtung usw. Der Einflu3 aller
n moglichen derartigen Kombinationen auf

the relative value of a commodity can heden relativen Wert einer Ware ergibt sich

worked out simply by applying cases |,
and Ill.

I einfach durch Anwendungder Falle |, Il und
Il

Summary: Value changese an expression of changes in productivity, but Marx empha-
sizes howincompletethis expression is. It is neither unequivocal nor exhaestiv

146:3 Thus real changes in the magnitu
of value are reflected neither unequivoca
nor exhaustively in their relative expressio

de 69:2 Wirkliche Wechsel der WertgroRRe
lyspiegeln sich also weder unzweideutig noch
n,erschopfend wider in ihrem relativen Aus-

or, in other words, in the magnitude of the druck oder in der Grol3e des relativen Werts.
relative value. The relative value of a com- Der relative Wert einer Ware kann wechseln,
modity may vary, although its value remainsobgleich ihr Wert konstant bleibt. Ihr relati-

constant. Its relative value may remain co
stant, although its value varies; and finall
simultaneous variations in the magnitude
its value and in the relative expression

n-ver Wert kann konstant bleiben, obgleich ihr
y, Wert wechselt, und endlich brauchen gleich-
ofzeitige Wechsel in ihrer Wertgrofe und im
ofrelativen Ausdruck dieser Wertgrol3e sich

that magnitude do not by any means haveeineswegs zu deckef.

to correspond at all poinfd.

Exam Question 228 Give examples illustrating Marx’s remark that the relatifeem of
value expresses the magnitude of value “neither unequliyocar exhaustively.”

Without calling them “defects,” Marx s p
of value. It will be interesting to see to wh
defects, and to what extent they preserve

ointing out herense defects in the Simple form
at extent the leigforms of value remedy these
them.

Marx’s simple if somewhat tedious exercise about how certaimmon changes in pro-
duction are reflected on the surface can be seen part of arrtempdeifmotif permeating
Marx’s discussion, namely, his critique of empiricism. Eleas on various other places,

Marx shows how the empirical facts may
going on.

give misleading infation about what is really

Question 229 Are there other undercurrents or leifmotifs in Marx’s dission other than

his critique of empiricism?
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On the other hand, these comparative increases in prodyctie also a potentially im-
portant economic issue. Marx remarked in his early 1850-diébooks, written while he
worked through Ricardo:

Were this [namely, a rise in productivity] to happen equaall industries,
then values would not change, and the spur for capitalismdiall away.

Presumably, Marx wrote this before he had worked out the einof “relative surplus-
value” which shows that capitalism does indeed benefit fremegalized rises in produc-
tivity. The mature Marx makes related remarks in the secéibout crises inrheories 2
[mecw32]161:1, that overproduction without dispropamtiity would not be overproduc-
tion.

The footnote gives a critique of the literature.

1. The Commodity

footnote 32 to paragraph 173:1/00. The footnote continues:

20ctd My, Broadhurst might just as well sayf
consider the fractions 10/20, 10/50, 10/100 etcgen:

The number 10 remains unchanged, and yet
proportional magnitude, its magnitude in relatig
to the numbers 20, 50, 100 continually dimin

20ctd Herr Broadhurst konnte ebensogut sa-
Man sehe sich einmal die Zahlenverhalt-
itmisse 10/20, 10/50, 10/100 usw. an. Die Zahl
n 10 bleibt unverandert, und dennoch nimmt ihre
- proportionelle Grofe, ihre GrolRe relativ zu den

ishes. Therefore, the great principle that the magNenner 20, 50, 100, bestandig ab. Also fallt das
nitude of a whole number, such as 10, is ‘reg-grof3e Prinzip zu Boden, daf3 die Grof3e einer gan-

ulated’ by the number of times the number 1
contained in it falls to the ground.

The Equivalent Form

iszen Zahl wie 10 z.B. durch die Anzahl der in ihr
enthaltenen Einereguliert” ist.

20 This lack of congruence between the map-

20 Note zur 2. Ausg. Diese Inkongruenz zwi-

nitude of value and its relative expression hasschen der Wertgrof3e und ihrem relativen Aus-

been exploited by the vulgar economists wi

hdruck ist von der Vulgardokonomie mit gewohn-

customary ingenuity. For example: “Once ad-tem Scharfsinn ausgebeutet worden. Z Bebt

mit that A falls, becausd, with which it is ex-
changed, rises, while no less labor is bestowed
the meantime o/, and your general principle of

einmal zu, dafA fallt, weil B, womit es ausge-
inauscht wird, steigt, obgleich unterdessen nicht
weniger Arbeit aufA verausgabt wird, und euer

value falls to the ground ... If he [Ricardo] alr allgemeines Wertprinzip fallt zu Boden ... Wenn

lowed that wherA rises in value relatively t@,
B falls in value relatively toA, he cut away the
ground on which he rested his grand propositiq

zugegeben wird, dal3, weil der Wert vérela-
tiv zu B steigt, der Wert vorB relativ zuA fallt,
n,jst der Grund unter den Fii3en weggeschnitten,

that the value of a commodity is ever determingdworauf Ricardo seinen grof3en Satz aufstellt, daf3

by the labor embodied in it, for if a change i
the cost ofA alters not only its own value in re-
lation to B, for which it is exchanged, but als
the value ofB relatively to that ofA, though no
change has taken place in the quantity of lah
to produceB, then not only the doctrine falls tg
the ground which asserts that the quantity of |
bor bestowed on an article regulates its value,
also that which affirms the cost of an article {
regulate its value’ (J. Broadhurst, Political Eco
omy, London, 1842, pp. 11 and 14).

n der Wert einer Ware stets bestimmt ist durch das
Quantum der ihr einverleibten Arbeit; denn wenn
ein Wechsel in den Kosten vaxnicht nur seinen
eignen Wert im Verhaltnis zB, womit es ausge-

ortauscht wird, verandert, sondern auch den Wert
von B relativ zu dem vorA, obgleich kein Wech-

a-sel stattgefunden hat in dem zur Produktion von
buB erheischten Arbeitsquantum, dann fallt nicht

o nur die Doktrin zu Boden, die versichert, daf3 die

n-auf einen Artikel verausgabte Quantitat Arbeit
seinen Wert reguliert, sondern auch die Doktrin,
dal® die Produktionskosten eines Artikels seinen
Wert regulieren.” (J. BroadhurstPolitical Eco-
nomy", London 1842, p. 11, 14.)

Marx explains his use of the term “vulgar economists” in &ectl.4 of this chapter,
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As the forms of value evolve, the commodity in the relativeriof value is able to express
its value better and better. As if made visible through ara(@amera, the hidden relations
of production project themselves onto the surface and slaiy guide individual activity.

Marx used the metaphor that the commodities themselvassétirough their relations what
we had to unearth tediously in our scientific investigatibthe essence of value. As Hegel

said, “essence must appear,” and it does appear.

The commaodity in the equivalent form, by contrast, is movirtg the opposite direction.
The linen weaver's offer gives the value of the coat a form ak.\But instead of revealing
the essence of value on the surface, this form of value dieguind mystifies the essence of

the coat’s value. This will be discussed no
147:1 We have seen: if commodiy(the
linen) expresses its value in the use-value
a different commodityB (the coat), it im-
presses upon the latter a peculiar form

W.

70:1 Man hat gesehn: Indem eine Ware

oA (die Leinwand) ihren Wert im Gebrauchs-
wert einer verschiedenartigen WaBgdem

ofRock) ausdriickt, driickt sie letzterer selbst

value of its own, namely that of the equiy- eine eigentimliche Wertform auf, die des

alent.

Fowkes'’s translation “impresses
upon the latter a form of value
peculiar to it” is unfortunate. It is
a peculiar form of value, but not a

form of value peculiar to the coat.
My “of its own” is an attempt to
translateselbst:not only the linen
has a form of value, but through

Aquivalents.

the activity of the linen the coat
obtains its own form of value too.

1t Marx had already announced in 139:7/0 that the expressitireofalue of the linen in
the coat has two poles, the relative form of value and thevetgnt form of value. Then in
141:2 Marx had characterized the equivalent form as folldhes linen weaver’s offer turns
the coat into a form of existence of value, an embodiment hies@/Vertding) | In the next
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sentence, Marx does not use the woltlgrtding but redescribes the action of the linen in
such a way that the reader can infer from it what this meanthéocoat:

The commodity linen manifests its own Die Leinwandware bringt ihr eignes Wert-
value-being through the fact that the coat,sein dadurch zum Vorschein, dalR ihr der
without having to assume a form of value Rock, ohne Annahme einer von seiner
distinct from its own bodily form, counts ag Korperform verschiednen Wertform, gleich-
its equal. gilt.

1t Being values, coat and linen have an equal substance—the gaksi-material. The
linen expressethe invisible fact that it and the coat contain an equal szt by offering
itself as an equal to the coat in its ordinary existence. {Thiwhat Marx earlier had de-
scribed as: the coat becomes an embodiment of value.) Thertamh implication for the
coat is that the coat does not need to assume a special fomuiénto be able to refer to the
linen as value, but the coat can do this as a coat. The coatnbdmgve to prove that it is
socially needed, but it is in the privileged position of lgpaccepted as is:

The linen therefore indeed expresses its owmie Leinwand driickt also in der Tat ihr eig-
value-being by the direct exchangeability of nes Wertsein dadurch aus, da3 der Rock un-
the coat for linen. mittelbar mit ihr austauschbar ist.

1 Marx says “indeed’in der Tat)because the equivalent form, the privileged relation in
which the coat finds itself, results from the surface agtifihe deed) of the linen.

The equivalent form of a commodity is cor- Die Aquivalentform einer Ware ist folglich
sequently the form of being directly ex- die Form ihrer unmittelbaren Austauschbar-
changeable with some other commodity. | keit mit anderer Ware.

In other words, for the linen, coats are like money. Coatsalways be accepted in the
exchange against linen. If someone offers coats for linem linen weaver will not say:
“sorry, | don't need a coat right now, | rather have a bathinigj’s

This is a step towards solving the “riddle of money,” i.ew#wds explaining why money is
accepted in exchange for everything. This miraculous ptg@é money is a form of value.
It does not come from a special value of money which other codities lack. Rather, the
value of the equivalent (money) is of the same nature as the i any other good. It
merely has a differerform. Money does not receive this form through its own power, bul
through the activity of all the ordinary commodities.

Question 230 Why is a commodity in the equivalent fodinectly exchangeable with the
commodity in the relative value form? (Also define what it nse@ be directly exchange-
able.)
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[Equivalent Form has No Quantitative Determination] There is no need to discuss
thequality of the equivalent form—it is the natural form of the commugdittherefore Marx
immediately goes over to ttguantitativeaspect.

147:2 If one kind of commaodity, such a
coats, serves as the equivalent of anoth
such as linen, and coats therefore acqu
the characteristic property of being in th
form of direct exchangeability with linen
this does not mean that the proportion
given in which the two are exchangeable.

s 70:2 Wenn eine Warenart, wie Rocke, ei-

ener andren Warenart, wie Leinwand, zum

irdquivalent dient, Rocke daher die charakte-

eristische Eigenschaft erhalten, sich in unmit-
telbar austauschbarer Form mit Leinwand

iszu befinden, so ist damit in keiner Weise die
Proportion gegeben, worin Rdcke und Lein-
wand austauschbar sind.

Fowkes's “providesuswith the
proportion” (my emphasis) is
another instance of a misplaced
transposition of Marx’s statement

exploring these

about social facts themselves into  commit the epistemic fallacy, the
a statement about how we are

translation builds it in afterwards.
social facts here.

l.e., although Marx did not

1 If the linen weaver offers to exchange 20 yards of linen fooatcthis places the coat

into a privileged position. The coat can de
wants to turn itself into linen. But this privil
linen it will become.

cide whether iite&o remain coat or whether it
ege does nbbw the coat to decide how much

| The linen weaver does not decide this either, but the exahpraportion between coat
and linen are a social given ultimately determined by théadlgmecessary labor in coat and

linen:

Since the magnitude of the value of the ling
is given, this proportion depends on th
magnitude of the value of the coat. Wheth
the coat is expressed as the equivalent 3
the linen as relative value, or, inversely, th
linen is expressed as equivalent and the ¢

2nSie hangt, da die WertgroRe der Leinwand
egegeben ist, von der WertgroRe der Rocke
erab. Ob der Rock alé\quivalent und die
andeinwand als relativer Wert oder umge-
ekehrt die Leinwand alé\quivalent und der
pdRock als relativer Wert ausgedriickt sei, sei-

as relative value, the magnitude of the coat'sne Wertgrof3e bleibt nach wie vor durch die

value is determined, as ever, by the labq
time necessary for its production, therefo
it is independent of the form of the coat

brzu seiner Produktion notwendige Arbeits-
rezeit, also unabhangig von seiner Wertform
S bestimmt.

value.

1+ This allows us to repeat a clarification which was made earlithe Annotations (see

our remarks about the word “presuppose
was not made explicit in Marx’s text until h
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is worth 1 coat, is not an expression of the value of the linecalise the weaver decides
how much linen to give for the coat. It is an expression of thlei® of the linen because the
linen weaver, who knows that the socially determined exgkaelation between coat and
linenis 20 yards for one coat, is willing to carry out this bange. What are her alternatives,
if the coat is too expensive? She may leave her need or waalfillafl, or she may try to
meet it with other commaodities (sweater instead of coatf ghe can no longer satisfy her
needs through the production of linen, she can switch toymiod) something different than
linen. These changes in quantities demanded and suppliethern lead to price changes
and ultimately adjust prices so that they become propaatitm socially necessary labor
times. But Marx assumes here that the individual produacadscansumers can only make
quantity decisions, they cannot set prices. Marx assunres ae always irCapital I, that
all these adjustments have been made and commaodities deel taitheir values.

Question 231 In his discussion of the quantitative aspect of the equinteflerm in 147:2,
Marx considers the magnitude of the value of linemgagn Can this be justified, and if so,
how?

| But although the value of coats, together with the value rédi, determines this ex-
change relationship, the quantities which the coat in thévatent form can fetch are not an
expressiorof the value of the coat:

But when the coats assume the place of
equivalent in the value expression, the mg
nitude of their values fails to be expressed
magnitude of value. Rather, coats figure
the value equation merely as specific qua
tities of a certain thing.

héber sobald die Warenart Rock im Wertaus-

gdruck die Stelle dedquivalents einnimmt,

aerhalt ihre WertgroRe keinen Ausdruck als

inWertgroRe. Sie figuriert in der Wertglei-

nehung vielmehr nur als bestimmtes Quan-
tum einer Sache.

The magnitude of the coat’s value is rexdpressedn the equation “20 yards of linen are
worth 1 coat” because the linen weaver does not compare the @& the linen with the

valueof the coat. Instead, she bases her

trading decision on ehithuse-valueof the

coat seems worth the effort she put into making the amouimefilwhich the market forces

her to pay for the coat.

Question 232 The relationship “20 yards of linen are worth 1 coat” says tt29 yards of

linen have the same value as 1 coat, but
Right or wrong?

it says nothing abewdlue of the coat itself.
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Question 234 Can it be called a defect of the equivalent form that the maiglei of value
of the coat is not expressed when the coat is in the equivident only when the coat is in

the relative form?

The claim that the exchange proportion depends on the vdltleeacoat but is not an
expression of the value of the coat needs more clarificatiorthe next paragraph, Marx
deals with a possible objection. The equivalent form of galpecifies the quantity of coats:

20 yards of linen are not worth 2 or 5 co

ats, they are worth X.céad if the value of

the coat would fall in half, then they would be worth 2 coat®eb this not mean that the
quantity of coats is an expression of the quantity of the e/afithe coats? Marx gives a

two-pronged but rather abstract argument

to refute this:

| (1) Coats figure in this relationship only as quantities oédain thing, not as quantities

of value:
147:3/o For instance, 40 yards of ling

n 70:3Z.B.:40 Ellen Leinwand singvert‘—

are ‘worth’—what? 2 coats. Because codtsvas? 2 Rocke. Weil die Warenart Rock hier
play here the role of equivalent, i.e., the uge-die Rolle desAquivalents spielt, der Ge-

value “coat” counts as the embodiment

ofbrauchswert Rock der Leinwand gegenuber

value vis-a-vis the linen, a certain numberals Wertkorper gilt, geniigt auch ein be-
of coats is sufficient to express the value pfstimmtes Quantum Rocke, um ein bestimm-

a given quantity of linen.

tes Wertquantum Leinwand auszudriicken.

| (2) The assumption that the quantity of coats in the equéafi@ryards of linen is 1 coat”
expresses the value of the coat amounts to the assumptioedearlier, that a commodity

can express its value in its own use-value:
Two coats can therefore express the mag

niZwei Rocke kdonnen daher die Wertgrol3e

tude of value of 40 yards of linen, but they von 40 Ellen Leinwand, aber sie kdnnen
can never express the magnitude of theinie ihre eigne Wertgrof3e, die WertgroRe von

own value, the magnitude of the value
coats.

nf Rocken, ausdriicken.

At the end, a very brief remark about the literature.

Because of their superficial reception of th

isDie oberflachliche Auffassung dieser Tat-

fact—thatin the equation of value the equiV-sache, daR daiquivalent in der Wertglei-

alent always has the form of a simple qua
tity of some article, of a use-value—Baile

n-chung stets nur die Form eines einfachen
y Quantums einer Sache, eines Gebrauchs-

and many of his predecessors and followersvertes, besitzt, hat Bailey, wie viele sei-

were misled into considering the expressi
of value as a merely quantitative relatio
Rather, the equivalent form of a commodi

148

pmer Vorganger und Nachfolger, verleitet, im
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does not contain any quantitative determinaenthalt vielmehr keine quantitative Wertbe-
tion of value at all. stimmung.

Fowkes translatesielmehrwith
“in fact” here; but Marx has a

therefore the word “in fact” should
be reserved for this meaning only.

secret meaning for “in fact{in der
Tat), see the comments to 147:1,

The lack of a quantitative determination of value in the eglgnt form will come up
again when Marx discusses the difference between stanélprites and measure of value.

It can also become practically significant in the followiriigiations:

When e.g. cattle was the general equivalent, the marketrdieted the proportions of all
other goods according to the needs of society, but the mdittetot signal whether or not
there were too many cattle produced. This probably did ndétamsince these societies were
such that one could always find uses for cattle.

But in GrundrisseMarx tells the story of a medieval village which ended up witht
enough food because they found gold and everybody was djdgirgold. Under the gold
standard, the global scarcity of gold prevented such owerption (but look at the gold
rushes when new gold resources were discovered).

This lack of good market remedies when there is too much ofitk® money, gave
banks such a strong competitive position (they were ableitgylihe whole economy to
its knees just to make a few dollars profit) that they had todgeilated by the state. This
regulation led to the gradual replacement of the gold stahlokaa standard set by monetary
policy—something which would not have been possible hackthévalent form contained
a quantitative determination of value.

Today we are also witnessing a situation in which Marx’s kuibsight becomes relevant:
US economic policy is obviously debasing the US currencilisere is no inflation because
the equivalent form of value does not contain a quantitatetermination of the value of the
dollar.

[Digression: Expression of Magnitude in Relative and Equivalent Form] Marx
says that the exchange proportions are determined indeptofthe forms, that the relative
form of value is an (albeit imperfecéxpressiorof the magnitude of the value of the linen,
and that the equivalent form of value is not an expressiomefvalue of the coat at all.
Perhaps it is easier to follow Marx’s argument at this poirnwé look at a change in the
exchange proportion between coat and linen. Assume the @ltine linen falls. The linen
weaver is using a more efficient method and can produce muoea per hour. Then she
should also be willing to offer more linen in exchange for toat. This is why it is right to
say that the exchange proportion is an expression of the itualgrof the value of the linen.
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Now assume that for some reason the production of coatsresxjmiore labor, although
the use-value remains the same. Since the use-value rethaisame, the calculation of
the linen weaver, who weighs this use-value against the tiesgled to produce linen, also
remains unchanged. This is why it is right to say that the argle proportion is not an
expression of the magnitude of the value of the coat.

But something else happens if the coats require more labbereTwill no longer be
enough tailors who are willing to give coats away for 20 yasfiinen, and therefore the
socially given exchange proportion between coats and lim#inchange: linen weavers
everywhere will have to pay more linen for a coat. This pribargye is not due to the
linen weaver in any way expressing the magnitude of the vafubte coat. It is due to
tailors expressing the magnitude of the values of their ovadypcts, and it is forced on the
linen weaver by the market. Of course, fewer linen weavellsgeialong with the trade at
this less favorable proportion; but the number of linen veea\agreeing to this trade is an
expression of the magnitude of the value of linen, not of tlegnitude of the value of the
coat. This is an attempt to explain the seeming paradoxlieatxchange proportion agreed
to by the linen weavedepend®n the magnitude of the value of coats, but the linen weaver’s
agreement is not aexpressiorof the magnitude of the value of coats.

[The First Peculiarity of the Equivalent Form] The remainder of the discussion of
the equivalent form is structured around three peculewitf the equivalent form. Marx
introduces the first peculiarity without any transition oeparation of the reader:

148:1 The first peculiarity which strikes  70:4 Die erste Eigentiimlichkeit, die bei
us when we consider the equivalent form [isBetrachtung deAquivalentform auffallt, ist
this, that use-value becomes the form of apdiese: Gebrauchswert wird zur Erschei-
pearance of its opposite, value. nungsform seines Gegenteils, des Werts.

The first peculiarity is not the most basic, but the most obsiof the three.

148:2 The natural form of the commodity =~ 71:1 Die Naturalform der Ware wird zur
becomes form of value. But, note well, this Wertform. Aber, nota bene, dies Quidpro-
reversal happens for commodBy(coat, or | quo ereignet sich fur eine War® (Rock
maize, or iron, etc.) only if some arbitrary oder Weizen oder Eisen usw.) nur innerhalb
other commodityA (linen etc.) enters into 4 des Wertverhaltnisses, worin eine beliebige
value relation with it, and this reversal holgs andre WareA (Leinwand etc.) zu ihr tritt,
only within this relation. nur innerhalb dieser Beziehung.

1 It is obvious that the coat acquires the magical ability tmtitself, by exchange, into
linen only because the linen weaver has offered to exchange for coat. Marx stresses
this obvious fact here (after already having taken the tieuh 142:3/0, of mentioning it
without emphasizing it), because in the more developed fofrthis same social relation
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on the surface of the economy, the dependence on the aaiivitaie commodity in relative
form is no longer obvious. Once the Simple equivalent hasimecGeneral equivalent, and
after the General equivalent has once and for all been amalga with one use-value, gold,
gold has amazing social powers just because it is gold, Isecafuits use-value. Gold has
this social power because society has selected gold as tleeajequivalent. The ultimate
origin of this power, the fact that any equivalent is equéveilonly through the initiative of
the commodities in the relative form of value, is no long@ognizable. Marx calls this the
“solidification of a false semblancgBefestigung eines falschen Schejrsge for instance
in the First edition 34:0, where he says that in the Simplavedent the false semblance
has not yet been solidified. “False Semblances” is not ariep@ogical category, Marx
is not talking about correct or incorrect theories, but orighthsay the surface relations
themselves are lying about it where they come from. This ig thie agents in a capitalist
society cannot get insights into the true nature of theirsdelations through spontaneous
learning. Science is necessary to penetrate these falsaignees.
Since a commodity cannot relate to itsdlf Da keine Ware sich auf sich selbst Algui-
as equivalent, and therefore cannot make|ityalent beziehn, also auch nicht ihre eig-
own physical skin into the expression of its ne Naturalhaut zum Ausdruck ihres eignen
own value, it must relate to another com-Werts machen kann, muf sie sich auf andre
modity as equivalent, and therefore mustWare alsAquivalent beziehn oder die Na-
make the physical skin of another commog-turalhaut einer andren Ware zu ihrer eignen
ity into its own value form. Wertform machen.

1 Instead of his usual metaphor body versus soul, Marx usestherdifferent metaphor
skin versus muscles and bondsIn the next paragraph, yet another metaphor will be in-
troduced: expressing the value of linen in a coat is analsgowexpressing the mass of a

1. The Commodity

is a form of appearance of the heavy matter of a body. But ip#ssage under discussion,
“weight” is not only used to denote this form of appearancd,dlso that what becomes
measurable through this form of appearance, namely, thaituag of the heavy matter of
a given body. So far, modern physics agrees with Marx’s fiotos.

We then take various pieces of iron, whoseWir nehmen nun verschiedne Stiicke Eisen,
weight has been determined beforehandderen Gewicht vorher bestimmt ist. Die
The bodily form of the iron, considered for Korperform des Eisens, fur sich betrach-
itself, is no more the form of appearance pftet, ist ebensowenig Erscheinungsform der
heavy matter than is the bodily form of the Schwere als die des Zuckerhuts.

sugarloaf.

1 We can make sense of this last sentence and the argumenioiw folve assume that
Marx thinks heavy matter is some kind of chemical ingredienévery material body—
similar to phlogiston, an ingredient which some physicimieved represented the heat in
the body. Let’s call the ingredient making the bodies heawg$siton.” Massiton is invisible
and cannot be felt from the texture of the body, but other é&®dan sense it because they
also contain massiton. Iron, regarded in isolation, is @isstlifferent from pure massiton as
the sugarloaf, regarded in isolatiopBut if iron is placed in a weight relation with the sugar
loaf, it counts as pure massiton representing the massitthreisugar loaf. Instead of “pure
massiton” Marx uses the phrase “heavy matter pure and siniple3e Schwergestalt)

| The next step in the argument is: If the need arises to “esgpitbe massiton in the
sugar-loaf, for instance because one wants to buy the sugaeat in a recipe and therefore
needs to know how much sugar it contains, one places the kafaon a scale and looks
how much iron is necessary to counterbalance it—despitéatiighat iron, by itself, is no
better incarnation of massiton than the sugar-loaf.

sugar-loaf in the iron weights which counterbalance it onaes

148:3/0 Let us make this clear with th
example of a measure which belongs
commodities as material objects, i.e. as us
values. A sugar-loaf, because it is a bog
consists of heavy matter and therefore ha]
weight, but one can neither see this weig
nor touch it.

e 71:2 Dies veranschauliche uns das Bei-

tospiel eines Mal3es, welches den Warenkorpe

seals Warenkorpern zukommt, d.h. als Ge-

ybrauchswerten. Ein Zuckerhut, weil Korper,

s &t schwer und hat daher Gewicht, aber man

htkkann keinem Zuckerhut sein Gewicht an-
sehn oder anfuhlen.

[Analogy of the Sugar Loaf]

Marx distinguishes here betweeS¢hweré (translated

here with “heavy matter”) andGewicht (translated with “weight”). “Heavy matter” is the

Nevertheless, in order to express the sug
loaf as heavy matter, we place it into

weight relation with the iron. In this rela
tion, the iron counts as a body representi
nothing but heavy matter. Quantities of irg
therefore serve to measure the weight of t
sugar and represent, in relation to the sug
loaf, heavy matter pure and simple, the i

abennoch, um den Zuckerhut als Schwere
aauszudricken, setzen wir ihn in ein Ge-
wichtsverhaltnis zum Eisen. In diesem
ng/erhaltnis gilt das Eisen als ein Korper,
nder nichts darstellt aul3er Schwere. Ei-
hesenquanta dienen daher zum Gewichts-
amal des Zuckers und reprasentieren dem
n-Zuckerkorper gegeniiber bloRe Schwerge-

carnation of heavy matter.

stalt, Erscheinungsform von Schwere.

For this to work, (1) both objects must contain massiton @&jdn{ust enter a relation
which allows the massiton in the sugar loaf to interact whid massiton in the iron} Marx

underlying concept: it is what physicists call “mass.” Messattract each other. The force
with which a body of heavy matter is attracted by the earthiled its “weight.” This weight
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reiterates these two conditions, first (2) then (1):
This part is played by the iron only Withi¢ Diese Rolle spielt das Eisen nur innerhalb

152



this relation, i.e. within the relation intg
which the sugar, or any other body who
weight is to be found, enters with the iron.

both objects lacked heavy matter, they col
not enter into this relation, hence the of
could not serve to express the heavy mat
of the other.
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dieses Verhaltnisses, worin der Zucker oder
seirgendein anderer Korper, dessen Gewicht
f gefunden werden soll, zu ihm tritt. Waren
Idbeide Dinge nicht schwer, so konnten sie
nenicht in dieses Verhaltnis treten und das eine
tedaher nicht zum Ausdruck der Schwere des
andren dienen.

| At the end is Marx’s proof that both objects contain massitiiis is shown by their

equal quality when placed on a scale.
If we place both of them on the scales, W
see in actuality that as heavy matter they 4
one and the same, and therefore that, tal

eWerfen wir beide auf die Waagschale, so
arsehn wir in der Tat, daf? sie als Schwere das-
eselbe, und daher in bestimmter Proportion

1. The Commodity

tions (preferences) of the economic agen
straints which bind these people together

ts, but it arisma the invisible production con-
in a society.

But both value and heavyness are, in Marx’s eyes, relatiust ds a coat cannot have
value outside a social system which produces many commediiarx thinks that material
bodies have masses only in relation with each other. Theviiatlg paragraph from MEGA

11/6, p. 32:1, interprets Schweré as some
assigned to the solitary body:

thing which is in truth relative, although it is

If | say for instance that the rock is heavy, Sage ich z.B. der Stein ist schwer,drgicke

expressheavyness as a property which c
be attributed to the rock considered in is
lation. In fact, however, its heavyness is
bodily property which it only possesses i

nich Schwere als eine Eigenschaft aus, die
p-dem Stein isolirt fur sich betrachtet, zu-

akommt. In der That ist aber seine Schwere
n eine korperliche Eigenschatft, die er nur be-

in the appropriate proportions, they have theauch von demselben Gewicht sind.

same weight.
1+ This is not a full proof. Had Marx been a physicist, he woulgloahave looked for

independent confirmation that massiton exists. He mad@iépendent confirmation of the

substance of value, when he showed that qua abstract |dbab@i processes indeed have

something in common| Next, Marx discusses the analogy between his weight exampl

and the commodities:

Just as the bodily form of the iron, as a mea-Wie der Eisenkdrper als Gewichtsmald dem

sure of weight, represents nothing but heavyZuckerhut gegeniiber nur Schwere, so ver-

matter towards the sugar-loaf, so, in our gx-ritt in unsrem Wertausdruck der Rockkorper

pression of value, the bodily form of the der Leinwand gegentuiber nur Wert.

coat represents nothing but value towards

the linen.

| After the analogies, Marx also mentions the disanalogies:

149:1 Here, however, the analogy ceasges. 71:3 Hier hort jedoch die Analogie auf.
In the weight expression of the sugar-loaf,Das Eisen vertritt im Gewichtsausdruck des
the iron represents a natural property comZuckerhuts eine beiden Kérpern gemeinsa-
mon to both bodies, their heavy matter; butme Natureigenschaft, ihre Schwere, wah-
in the value expression of the linen, the cgatrend der Rock im Wertausdruck der Lein-
represents a supra-natural property: theiwand eine Ubernatirliche Eigenschaft bei-
value, which is something purely social. der Dinge vertritt: ihren Wert, etwas rein

Gesellschatftliches.

1t The difference is that massiton is natural while the valuasijnaterial is social. Re-
member that “social” not merely means, involving an intécacbetween different people.
The phrase “something purely social” does not mean: ariomg the individual disposi-
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relation to other bodies. The expressigngsitzt im Verhaltni® zu andren Korpern. Der
while not saying anything about this rela- Ausdruck, obgleich er nichts von diesem
tion, implies it. Verhaltnif® sagt, schlief3t es ein.

Marx’s reasoning was, presumably, that something whichahiadative expression (the
famous instantaneous action at a distance representecehyetonian law of mass at-
traction), it must itself be relative. This contradictssd&cal mechanics which deals with
autonomous mass points, but it is vindicated in the the gerleeory of relativity, which
identifies heavy matter as curvature in space. (This latry also explains the other form
of appearance of heavy matter overlooked by Marx: mass rnigtroanifests itself in the
force of gravity but also in its resistance to accelerajioblarx’s mistake was therefore
to interpret the communality of sugar loaf and iron weigrgssame chemical ingredient
instead of their joint embeddedness in higher-dimensispate-time. Bailey’'s counterex-
ample with a distance, which Marx countered correctly, widwdve been a better analogy to
the relation between sugar-loaf and iron weights than theevalation itself.

Question 238 Was Marx’s physics of the law of gravity wrong, and what dbesgsay about
his economics?

There is another difference between this physics exampuplé¢raneconomy, which Marx
does not mention here: the law of gravity continues to funmctivhether or not it expresses
itself to the humans, while the law of value needs this exgioesn order to function.

Question 239 What are the limits of the analogy with the sugar loaf? (Désethis anal-
ogy)
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[Social Origin of Equivalent Form Not Visible] | The limits of the analogy with the

sugar-loaf give a fitting transition to Marx’s
that value is something social, the relative
149:2/o The relative value form of a com

next topic: &quivalent form doesotexpress
fadoesexpress it.
71:4/o Indem die relative Wertform ei-

modity, of the linen for example, expressesner Ware, z.B. der Leinwand, ihr Wertsein
the value-being of the linen as somethingals etwas von ihrem Korper und seinen Ei-

quite different from its body and bodily
properties, namely, for example, as sonmj
thing which looks like a coat. This expres
sion itself indicates that it conceals a soc
relation. Not so with the equivalent form
in which the body of the commaodity itself]
here the coat, just as it is in everyday lif
expresses value—as if its value form we
given to it by nature.

genschaften durchaus Unterschiedenes aus
edriickt, z.B. als Rockgleiches, deutet dieser
- Ausdruck selbst an, daf? er ein gesellschaft-
alliches Verhaltnis verbirgt. Umgekehrt mit
, der Aquivalentform. Sie besteht ja gerade
, darin, dal’ ein Warenkorper, wie der Rock,
2, dies Ding wie es geht und steht, Wert aus-
redriickt, also von Natur Wertform besitzt.

1 When Marx writes here that the expression “conceals” a soelation, this is to be

understood in the meaning: the expressi

on is a visible sairfalationship behind which

an invisible deeper social relation is concealed. The Gerweard “verbergeh connotes

“contain” as much as “conceal.”

The relative form of value itself gives an indication thatsitthe expression of aocial

relation, because it relates the linen to a

different comityipdoat. Not so the equivalent

form. It seems to be a natural property of the coat to be abfleuyg’ linen. Now one might
object and argue: the exchangeability with linen does neinsa natural property of the
coat, since the coat has this property only when placed ivdhes relation with the linen.
Against this, Marx has an interesting and sophisticatedrasmt:

Admittedly, this holds good only within
the value relation, in which the commaodit
linen is related to the commodity coat as i

Zwar gilt dies nur innerhalb des Wertver-
y haltnisses, worin die Leinwandware auf die
tsRockware alé\quivalent bezogen it Da

equivalen?! However, the properties of &4 aber Eigenschaften eines Dings nicht aus

thing do not arise from its relations to othée
things, they are, rather, merely activated
such relations. The coat, therefore, see
to have its equivalent form—its property @
direct exchangeability—just as much frof
nature as its property of being heavy or i
ability to keep us warm.

2r seinem Verhaltnis zu andern Dingen ent-
byspringen, sich vielmehr in solchem Verhalt-
mais nur betatigen, scheint auch der Rock sei-
f ne Aquivalentform, seine Eigenschaft un-
m mittelbarer Austauschbarkeit, ebensosehr
tsvon Natur zu besitzen wie seine Eigen-
schaft, schwer zu sein oder warm zu halten.

The fact that the coat does raltvayshave its direct exchangeability, but only when it is
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placed in the value relation, is still compatible with théséinterpretation that the coat has
its direct exchangeability bgature: Even truly natural properties of things, not conferred
on the things by society but located in the things themsebmesonly then activated, or only
then manifest themselves, when the thing is placed in cemrtdations to other things.

The equivalent form of value is what Marx calls a “determiomtof reflection.” Being
king is also a determination of reflection, and it is surrceshdith similar mystifications as
the value form:

21 such determinations of reflection are alth- 2! Es ist mit solchen Reflexionsbestimmungen
gether very curious. For instance, one man|idiberhaupt ein eigenes Ding. Dieser Mensch ist
king only because other men stand in the relatiore.B. nur Konig, weil sich andre Menschen als
of subjects to him. They, however, think they afe Untertanen zu ihm verhalten. Sie glauben um-

the subjects because he is king.

gekehrt Untertanen zu sein, weil er Konig ist.

[Bourgeois Economists about the First Peculiarity] The discussion of the first pecu-

liarity concludes with a critique of bourgeo

is economigtseir argumentis: gold is nothing

special, because in earlier times much more profane conti@edilayed the same role.

Marx shows that this argument does not

prove what it purgorfgove, by taking it one

step further: the special element is already present inxtigamge relation betweemytwo

commodities.

das den birgerlich rohen Blick des politi-

Hence the mysteriousness of the equivaltnbaher das Ratselhafte dAguivalentform,

form, which only impinges on the crud

bourgeois vision of the political economiit schenOkonomen erst schlagt, sobald die-

when it confronts him in its fully develope
shape, that of money. He then seeks to ¢
plain away the mystical character of go
and silver by substituting less dazzling con
modities for them and, with ever-renewe
satisfaction, reeling off a catalogue of g
the inferior commodities which have playe
the role of the equivalent at one time or a
other. He does not suspect that even the s
plest expression of value, such as 20 ya
of linen = 1 coat, already presents us wi

se Form ihm fertig gegenubertritt im Geld.
exDann sucht er den mystischen Charakter
d von Gold und Silber wegzuerklaren, indem
n-er ihnen minder blendende Waren unter-
dschiebt und mit stets erneutem Vergniigen
Il den Katalog all des Warenpdobels ableiert,
d der seinerzeit die Rolle des Warenaquival-
n-ents gespielt hat. Er ahnt nicht, daf3 schon
mder einfachste Wertausdruck, wie 20 Ellen
d&einwand = 1 Rock, das Ratsel dequiva-
thlentform zu l6sen gibt.

the riddle of the equivalent form.

[The Second Peculiarity of the Equiva

lent Form] The second peculiarity is that

concrete labor is the expression of abstract labor.
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150:1 The body of the commaodity, whic 72:1 Der Korper der Ware, die zuAqui-
serves as the equivalent, always counts|agalent dient, gilt stets als Verkdrperung ab-
the embodiment of abstract human laborstrakt menschlicher Arbeit und ist stets das
while it always is the product of some spe-Produkt einer bestimmten nitzlichen, kon-

1. The Commodity

being human labor, and there may be caseslaher die allgemeine Eigenschaft menschli-
such as the production of value, in whigh cher Arbeit und modgen daher in bestimmten
they must be considered only under this as#allen, z.B. bei der Wertproduktion, nur un-

cific useful and concrete labor.

kreten Arbeit.

Here Marx opposes “always counts” to “always is.” What doestean by “counts”?
There is a discrepancy between what the commodity is (pagj@nd what it counts as so-
cially, between its physical existence and what it reprisi@rthe value relation. By “counts
as the embodiment of abstract human labor,” Marx means: ailer produces something
which can not only be used as a garment, but which can alsodieeged. The tailoring

labor makes more than just coats. The fol

the difference and unity of “counts” and “is”

lowing sentendeisdlialectical conclusion from
(becoming as tmity of being and not being):

This concrete labor therefore becomes WheDiese konkrete Arbeit wird also zum Aus-

expression of abstract human labor.
Next Marx points out the parallelism bet
them. Although we saw the peculiarity in t

druck abstrakt menschlicher Arbeit.
ween commoditiestae labor which produces
he commoditied fitds peculiarity of the com-

modities really stems from the peculiarity of the labors.

If the coat counts as realization of mere 4
stract human labor, the tailoring actually r¢
alized in it counts as the form in which mer

b-Gilt der Rock z.B. als bloRe Verwirkli-
2-chung, so die Schneiderei, die sich tatsach-
e lich in ihm verwirklicht, als bloRe Verwirk-

abstract human labor realizes itself. In thelichungsform abstrakt menschlicher Arbeit.

expression of the value of the linen, the ug
fulness of tailoring consists, not in makin
clothes, and thus also people, but in m4d
ing a physical object which we at once re
ognize as value, as a congealed quantity|
labor, therefore, which is utterly indistin
guishable from the labor objectified in th
linen. In order to act as such a mirror ¢
value, tailoring itself must reflect nothin
other than its abstract quality of being h

edm Wertausdruck der Leinwand besteht die
g Nitzlichkeit der Schneiderei nicht darin,

k-daR sie Kleider, also auch Leute, sondern
c-dald sie einen Korper macht, dem man es an-
ofieht, daf’ er Wert ist, also Gallerte von Ar-

+ beit, die sich durchaus nicht unterscheidet
e von der im Leinwandwert vergegenstand-
flichten Arbeit. Um solch einen Wertspie-

j gel zu machen, muf3 die Schneiderei selbst
I-nichts widerspiegeln aul3er ihrer abstrakten

man labor.

Eigenschaft, menschliche Arbeit zu sein.

The next paragraph is an important anticipation of the saabout the Fetish-like char-

acter of the commodity:
150:2 In tailoring, as well as in weav

72:2/0 In der Form der Schneiderei wie

pect.

This translation was inspired by
the French: “et dans certain cas ... point de vue.”

ter diesem Gesichtspunkt in Betracht kom-
men.

on ne doit les considérer qu'a ce

Marx calls this “not mysterious,” anticipating the questioe will ask on p. 164:2 in the
section about the fetish-like character of the commodity:

There is nothing mysterious in this.

But this unmysterious fact is expressed
But in the value expression of the commo
ity the matter is stood on its head. In order
express the fact that weaving, for instang
creates the value of linen through its gene
property of being human labor rather than
its concrete form as weaving, the concre
labor which produces the equivalent of tH
linen, namely tailoring, is placed in relatio
to it as the tangible form in which abstra
human labor is actualized.

That under certain circumstances labor

| All das ist nicht mysterios.

in an inverted fashi

d-Aber im Wertausdruck der Ware wird die

toSache verdreht. Um z.B. auszudriicken,

edall das Weben nicht in seiner konkreten

raForm als Weben, sondern in seiner allge-

inmeinen Eigenschaft als menschliche Ar-

tebeit den Leinwandwert bildet, wird ihm
edie Schneiderei, die konkrete Arbeit, die

h das LeinwandAquivalent produziert, ge-

tt genUibergestellt als die handgreifliche Ver-
wirklichungsform abstrakt menschlicher
Arbeit.

counts as absatamt isnot mysterious; but that

concrete labor becomes the expression of abstract lal®istimysterious! As in section 4,
Marx contrasts that what the commodities say with how theyitsa

150:3 The equivalent form therefore pofs- 73:1 Esist also eine zweite Eigentiimlich-
sesses a second peculiarity: in it, concrétdeit der Aquivalentform, daR konkrete Ar-
labor becomes the form of manifestation pfbeit zur Erscheinungsform ihres Gegenteils,

its opposite, abstract human labor.
1 Marx announces only now that the th

abstrakt menschlicher Arbeit wird.
ree paragraphs we judtweee a discussion of

the second peculiarity} And he immediately rushes on to the third peculiarity.

150:4/0 Since, however, this concrete la-

73:2 Indem aber diese konkrete Arbeit,

ing, human labor-power is expended. Both,in der Form der Weberei wird menschli-
therefore, possess the general property| ofhe Arbeitskraft verausgabt. Beide besitzen
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bor, tailoring, counts as merely the expres-die Schneiderei, als blo3er Ausdruck unter-
sion of homogeneous human labor, it takeschiedsloser menschlicher Arbeit gilt, be-
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the form of equality with other kinds of

1.3. Form of Value

sitzt sie die Form der Gleichheit mit and-

labor, such as the labor embodied in therer Arbeit, der in der Leinwand steckenden

linen. Although it is performed privately

Arbeit, und ist daher, obgleich Privatarbeit,

1. The Commodity

[Aristotles’s Analysis of the Form of Value] In order to clarify the second and third
peculiarities, Marx discusses next héwistotleanalyzed the form of value:
151:1 The two peculiarities of the equiy- 73:3 Die beiden zuletzt entwickelten Ei-

like all other commodity-producing labor, it wie alle andre, Waren produzierende Arbeit,
is nevertheless labor in an immediately sp-dennoch Arbeit in unmittelbar gesellschaft-

cial form. This is why it represents itself licher Form. Ebendeshalb stellt sie sich

in a product which is directly exchangeabledar in einem Produkt, das unmittelbar aus-
with other commodities. tauschbar mit andrer Ware ist.

[The Third Peculiarity of the Equivalent Form] These two sentences have a convo-
luted grammatical structure. The argument presented ifotlosving:

1. Concrete tailoring labor counts as the expression ofattsfMarx writes here “ho-
mogoeneous” but this means the same) human labor (this settend peculiarity).

2. As such abstract labor, tailoring is equal to all otheotaénd therefore also to the
weaving labor.

3. Due to this equality, tailoring is labor in immediatelycsd form, despite the fact that
it is done privately. (This is what Marx is going to call therthpeculiarity.)

4. (Marx is done with his derivation, but he makes one morp, stachoring a familiar
empirical paradox in this third peculiarity:) Thereforethroduct of the private labor
of tailoring, the coat, is directly exchangeable.

The next sentence identifies the third of these steps atitkdgoeculiarity of the equiva-
lentform: a privately produced commaodity in equivalentfioczounts as its opposite, directly
social labor. The manifestation of this paradox in the highem of the general equivalent
is a “riddle” familiar to everybody in a commaodity societysGuming the gold standard): the
private labor which produces gold has direct social powieis,directly exchangeable for
all other commodities. It is easy to see that this is peculiar

Question 242 Write an essay carefully re-stating in your own words théed#nt steps in
the derivation of the third from the second peculiarity.

It is therefore a third peculiarity of the Es ist also eine dritte Eigentimlichkeit der

alent form just developed here will becom
easier to grasp if we go back to that gre
researcher who was the first to analyse
value form, like so many other forms @

egentimlichkeiten deAquivalentform wer-

atden noch falRbarer, wenn wir zu dem grof3en
hé&-orscher zuriickgehn, der die Wertform, wie
f so viele Denkformen, Gesellschaftsformen

thought, society and nature. | mean Aris-und Naturformen zuerst analysiert hat. Es

totle.

Moore and Aveling translate “Forscher” as

ist dies Aristoteles.

“thinker,” Fowlas “investigator.”

| Unlike Marx, Aristotle begins with a money relationshig.j.using Marx’s example, a
relationship of the form “20 yards of linen are worth 2 PouStkrling.” But Aristotle’s first
observation is that this is essentially the same as “20 yairlitsen are worth 1 coat.”

151:2 In the first place, Aristotle state
quite clearly that the Money form of thg
commaodity is only a further development g
the Simple form of value, i.e. of the expre
sion of the value of a commodity in som
other arbitrarily chosen commodity, for h
says:

“5 beds = 1 house”
(“K\lvor mévte dvtl oixdoc”)
“does not differ” from
“5 beds = a certain amount of money.”
(“K\ivow mévte vl ...

s 73:4 Zunachst spricht Aristoteles klar
2 aus, daf die Geldform der Ware nur die wei-
f ter entwickelte Gestalt der einfachen Wert-
5-form ist, d.h. des Ausdrucks des Werts einer
e Ware in irgendeiner beliebigen andren Wa-
e re, denn er sagt:
»D Polster = 1 Haus"
(wKhivor mévte dvtl oixiac")
Lunterscheidet sich nicht* von:
»D Polster = soundso viel Geld*
(KA ivor mévte dvti . ..
éoou ol Tévte xhlvor”

béo0L ol TévTe xhivon”)

By the way, the Aristotle quotations in this paragraph cafob@d in [Ari26, Bk. V, Ch.
5, pp. 287-9].J In the next paragraph, Marx makes his usual distinction betwthe value

expression, and the value relation in whic

h this expressi@ontained. The value relation

is a social relation, used by individuals to express theesbf their goods.

equivalent form that private labor becomesAquivalentform, daR Privatarbeit zur Form

the form of its opposite, namely labor i
immediately social form.

ihres Gegenteils wird, zu Arbeit in unmit-
telbar gesellschaftlicher Form.

Question 243 Repeat in your own words the three peculiarities of the egjaivt form.
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151:3 He further sees that the value re- 73:5 Er sieht ferner ein, daf} das Wertver-
lation, in which this expression of value is haltnis, worin dieser Wertausdruck steckt,
embedded, requires that the house is qualiseinerseits bedingt, dal3 das Haus dem Pol-
tatively equated with the bed, and that thesester qualitativ gleichgesetzt wird und dafd
things, which are different physical objects, diese sinnlich verschiednen Dinge ohne sol-
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could not be related to each other as comehe Wesensgleichheit nicht als kommensu-
mensurable magnitudes if they were nptrable GrofRen aufeinander beziehbar waren.
equal in essence. ‘There can be no ex;Der Austausch®, sagt erkann nicht sein

change,’ he says, ‘without equality, and noohne die Gleichheit, die Gleichheit aber

1. The Commodity

Question 247 This question is for those who know Classic Greek: Is Eldrédnslation of
Aristotle correct, l.e., did Marx mis-translate Aristoile151:37?

Question 248 Which two steps in the analysis of value did Aristotle makeecty, and

equality without commensurability’ ¢tt’
lobtne un olone ouppetploc”).

1 Aristotle’s last sentence can perhaps
word for “equal” used here is at the same ti
exchange requires fairness, and fairness
commensurable, i.e., can be measured wi

nicht ohne die Kommensurabilitat; bt
lootne un oboneg ouppetploc”).
be understood liettee knows that the greek
me the word for. féiristotle argued therefore:
can only be a&chiethe exchanged goods are
th the same measure.

Question 245 Didn't Aristotle get it wrong when he wrote: “There can be n@bkange with-
out equality, and no equality without commensurability'?iF sounds as if things must first

be commensurable in order to be equal. |
instead of a condition for equality?

Question 246 Aristotle wrote: ‘There canb

sn’t commensutglaiti implication of equality,

e no exchange without equgdibd no equality

without commensurability, What does he mean by this? Whéte difference between

equality and commensurability?

So far, Aristotle’s analysis is amazingly
the next step:

close to MarxsBut Aristotle does not make

Here, however, he falters, and abandons thelier aber stutzt er und gibt die weitere

further analysis of the form of value. ‘It is
however, in reality impossible {fj pev obv

&hndeia ddOVaTov”), that such unlike things
are commensurable,’ i.e. qualitatively equi
Their being set equal must be something fq
eign to the true nature of these things, a me
‘makeshift for practical purposes’.

Analyse der Wertform auf,,Es ist aber in
Wahrheit unmoglich,(t7j pev obv dindeia
aduvartov'), dald so verschiedenartige Dinge
al.kommensurabel’, d.h. qualitativ gleich sei-
oren. Diese Gleichsetzung kann nur etwas der
srgvahren Natur der Dinge Fremdes sein, also
nur ,Notbehelf fir das praktische Bedurf-

nis-.

which step did he not make?

Next, Marx uses Aristotle’s answer itself to infer the reasdy Aristotle did not make

the third step:
151:4 Aristotle therefore himself tells u

74:1 Aristoteles sagt uns also selbst, wor-

what prevented him from carrying his analy- an seine weitere Analyse scheitert, namlich
sis to the end: the lack of a concept of valueam Mangel des Wertbegriffs.

Marx’s argument consists of two steps.

(1) the only thingd taa be equal in commodi-

ties is labor; (2a) if therefore Aristotle says commoditiese nothing in common, (2b) he
indicates that labor is not equal. | split the second steptiwb halves, because Marx first
brings step (2a), then (1), then (2l§)Here is (2a):

What is the equal something, i.e. the cor
mon substance, which the house represe
for the bed in the expression of the value
the bed? Such a thing, ‘in truth, cannot e
ist’, says Aristotle. Why?

n-Was ist das Gleiche, d.h. die gemeinschaft-
nighe Substanz, die das Haus fur den Polster
ofim Wertausdruck des Polsters vorstellt? So
X-etwas kann,in Wahrheit nicht existieren”,
sagt Aristoteles. Warum?

| In order to understand why Aristotle says this, Marx readptes now how we, our-
selves, came to the opposite conclusion. This is step (1):

The house represents for the bed someth
equal, in so far as it represents what is i
deed equal in both, in bed and house. A

inBas Haus stellt dem Polster gegeniiber ein
n-Gleiches vor, soweit es das in beiden, dem
ndPolster und dem Haus, wirklich Gleiche vor-

that is—human labor.

The three occurrences of
“represent” in the above passage,
is the translation oforstellt and
not the usuablarstellt Why does
Marx use a different word here?

Because in Ancient Greece, the
equality between bed and house on labor. The surface agents acted as
the market wasot the surface
representation of an underlying
equality in production. Production

stellt. Und das ist—menschliche Arbeit.

was not based on the equality of

if bed and house were equal
without them being equal. It was
an imagined equality.

By the way, Michael Eldred in http://www.webcom.com/aaietfuntpltcl/exchvljs.html,
which is my source for the meaning of equality as fairness)diates Aristotle differently,
and finds a utility theory of value in Aristotle. He transktihe above sentence with “In
truth, however, it is impossible that things so differentilcobecome commensurable, but
with respect to use this is sufficiently possible.” “with pest to use” means here: that what
is equal in the commaodities is that both are useful.
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1+ We are arguing from the vantage point of a society in whichherge relations are
ubiquitous. Markets are not isolated or peripheral phen@anbut markets are central. In
other words, the individual market agents equate theiryctgdall the time. They can only
do this if there is in fact something equal in the differentheoodities, and when we looked
for this equal thing we found something, namely, all comrtiediare products of the expen-
diture of human labor-powet} Aristotle, on the other hand, could not make this inference,
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since at his time, labor was not equal (an

1.3. Form of Value

d, not coincidbntalarkets played a much less

central role in the economy than they do today).

Question 249 Marx says: The house represents something equal to theed,far as it
represents what is really equal, both in the bed and the hdsgsé this a tautology?

151:5/0 However, Aristotle could not int

fer, from inspecting the form of value it
self, that in the form of commodity-values
all labor is expressed as equal human lal
and therefore as labor of equal validity-
because Greek society was founded on

74:2 Dal3 aber in der Form der Warenwer-

te alle Arbeiten als gleiche menschliche Ar-
, beitund daher als gleichgeltend ausgedriickt
posind, konnte Aristoteles nicht aus der Wert-
—form selbst herauslesen, weil die griechi-
heche Gesellschaft auf der Sklavenarbeit be-

labor of slaves, hence had as its natural baruhte, daher die Ungleichheit der Menschen

sis the inequality of men and of their labo
powers.

r- und ihrer Arbeitskrafte zur Naturbasis hatte.

Question 250 Why does Marx use the strong formulation that Aristotle waableto see
that the social basis for the exchange of commodities li¢éisdriact that they all contain the
common substance ‘labor’? Perhaps this was difficult to bagwas it really impossible?

Question 251 Labor was not equal in Ancient Greece—how could the Gree&s #x-

change?

Now Marx draws his lessons from this example—some sweepinglasions:

The secret of the expression of value, nam
the equality and equal validity of all kind

elipas Geheimnis des Wertausdrucks, die
5 Gleichheit und gleiche Gultigkeit aller Ar-

1. The Commodity

of commodities. Only the historical limi{ ren ein Gleichheitsverhaltnis entdeckt. Nur
tation inherent in the society in which he die historische Schranke der Gesellschaft,
lived prevented him from finding out what worin er lebte, verhindert ihn herauszufin-
‘in reality’ this relation of equality consisted den, worin dennin Wahrheit* dies Gleich-
of. heitsverhaltnis besteht.

Question 252 Isn't it true that humans are equal? Why does Marx comparetmeept of
human equality with a “commonly held prejudice?”

The Simple Form of Value Considered as a Whole

After having separated the Simple form of value into its tvadeg Relative and Equivalent
form, and looked separately at their qualitative and quainte aspects, Marx puts now all
the pieces back together and looks at the deeper insighthlis analytical exercise gave

us about the whole. o )
152:1 The simple value form of a com- 74:3/0 Die einfache Wertform einer Wa-

modity is contained in its value relation with re ist enthalten in ihrem Wertverhaltnis zu
a commodity of a differentkind, or in its ex; einer verschiedenartigen Ware oder im Aus-
change relation with the latter. tauschverhaltnis mit derselben.

1 Itis new and significant that Marx says “value relatmrexchange relation.” The value
relation comes from production: both commodities contdistiact human labor in equal
amounts (i.e., equal socially necessary labor-time). Kebange relation is on the surface.
It is the result of our tedious analysis that the value retats mirrored and represented by
an exchange relation} After naming this result (in such a way that it is even hardee s
that it is a result), Marx develops this result in more detail

of labor because and in so far as they ardeiten, weil und insofern sie menschliche

human labor in general, could not be de
phered until the concept of human equali

ti-Arbeit Uberhaupt sind, kann nur entziffert
tywerden, sobald der Begriff der menschli-

had already acquired the fixity of a com- chen Gleichheit bereits die Festigkeit ei-

monly held prejudice.
comes possible only in a society where t
commodity form is the universal form of th
product of labor, hence the dominant soc

This however be- nes Volksvorurteils besitzt.

Das ist aber
heerst moglich in einer Gesellschaft, worin
c die Warenform die allgemeine Form des
alArbeitsprodukts, also auch das Verhaltnis

relation is the relation between men as posder Menschen zueinander als Warenbesitzel
sessors of commodities. Aristotle’s geniusdas herrschende gesellschaftliche Verhaltnis

is displayed precisely by his discovery of

aist. Das Genie des Aristoteles glanzt gra-

relation of equality in the value-expressignde darin, daf® er im Wertausdruck der Wa-
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The value of commoditA is qualitatively
expressed by the direct exchangeability
commodityB with commaodityA. It is quan-
titatively expressed by the exchangeabili
of a specific quantity of commodit with
the given quantity of commodité.

Der Wert der WareA wird qualitativ aus-
ofgedriickt durch die unmittelbare Austausch-
barkeit der WareB mit der WareA. Er
tywird quantitativ ausgedriickt durch die Aus-
tauschbarkeit eines bestimmten Quantums
der WareB mit dem gegebenen Quantum

In the first edition at this point, 638:2/0,

der WareA.
Marx also said stining about the equivalent

form: “Regarding ... the commodity functioning eguivalentit counts for other commod-
ity as theembodiment of valyeas an articlen directly exchangeable formasexchange-

value” Presumably, this mention of the e

quivalent form was iratently omitted in the

rewriting and re-arranging between first and second edition
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| The common element which emerged in each of these partitwastigations was
therefore that the expression of value leads to a relatioexohangeability—exchange-
value.

In other words, the value of a commodity is In andren Worten: Der Wert einer Ware
independently expressed through its repteist selbstandig ausgedriickt durch seine Dar-
sentation as ‘exchange-value’. stellung als, Tauschwert".

1 “Independently” means here: independently of its own wsea: The power of com-
modity B to purchasé is an expression of thealueof A which is independent of its use-
value (the linen weaver’s offer to give linen for coat hashirg to do with the use-value of
linen). Note that Marx used here “representation” just ab4iR: 1.

Question 253 1 just wrote: “The power of commodity B to purchase A is an egpion of
the value of A” Shouldn't it rather be: “The power of commiydB to purchase A is an
expression of the value of B"?

1 This seems a little anticlimactic because exchange-val@exactly where we started
from. But this circular path was not in vain. We learned atoti it. |} One thing we learned
(or re-confirmed, Marx already said this already in 1274 that the exchange value is not
located inside the commodity, although the value is:

When at the beginning of this chapter weWenn es im Eingang dieses Kapitels in der
said, in common parlance, that a commad-gang und gaben Manier hiel3: Die Ware
ity is a use-value and an exchange-value, wést Gebrauchswert und Tauschwert, so war
were, strictly speaking, wrong. A commod- dies, genau gesprochen, falsch. Die Wa-
ity is a use-value or object of utility, and a re ist Gebrauchswert oder Gebrauchsgegen
“value.” It represents itself as this twofold stand undWert*. Sie stellt sich dar als dies
thing, that it is, as soon as its value assumeBoppelte, was sie ist, sobald ihr Wert eine
its own, from the bodily form of the com{ eigne, von ihrer Naturalform verschiedene
modity different form of appearance, that of Erscheinungsform besitzt, die des Tausch-
exchange-value. werts, ...

Marx discusses this also in Hidotes on Wagnefmecw?24]544:6/0.

The main point Marx makes here is the following: instead girsg “the commodity is
useful thing and exchange-value” one should rather sag: ¢tmmaodityis useful thing and
value, and in relation with other commoditieshiasexchange-value.” Marx distinguishes
here clearly between that what is inside the commodity, gtarabor, which gives it its
value) and what others carry to the commodity (the marketgiaants are willing to accept
the commodity in exchange, thus giving it exchange-valeeabse of the labor embodied
in it).
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The commodity never has this form when... und sie besitzt diese Form niemals iso-
looked at in isolation, but only when itis in liert betrachtet, sondern stets nur im Wert-
a value relation or exchange relation with|aoder Austauschverhaltnis zu einer zweiten,
second commodity of a different kind. verschiedenartigen Ware.

l.e., the coatis in the equivalent form of value only if theelh weaver has just announced
that she is willing to accept linen for a coat.
Once we know this, our manner of speakingWei3 man das jedoch einmal, so tut jene
does no harm; it serves, rather, as an abhresprechweise keinen Harm, sondern dient
viation. zur Abkirzung.

Question 254 Why is it wrong to say that the commaodity is use-value andasgdrvalue?

|} Our arrival back at exchange-value when we were lookingHerforms of value also
tells us about the relationship between value and excheaalge-: This is one of the central
insight of the whole development of the Simple form of value:

152:2/o Our analysis proved that the 75:1 Unsere Analyse bewies, dal3 die
value form or the expression of the valueWertform oder der Wertausdruck der Wa-
of the commodity springs from the nature of re aus der Natur des Warenwerts entspringt,
commodity value, instead of value and mag-nicht umgekehrt Wert und WertgroRe aus
nitude of value springing from their mode af ihrer Ausdrucksweise als Tauschwert.
expression as exchange-value.

In the First Edition, the transitional paragraph 43:4 betwsections 1.3 and 1.4 reiterates
that this is one of the central finding of this section.

Question 255 Did Marx prove that exchange-value springs from the natdrecanmodity
value, instead of value and magnitude of value deriving eaohange-value? If so, describe
how this proof proceded.

Our arrival at the climax of subsection 1.3.A is celebratgd flanfare consisting of three
parts. First a humorous introduction taking up the remaimdg@aragraph 152:2/0, which
makes fun of mainstream economics. Then follow two solentagraphs, one connecting
the Simple form of value with the contradiction between uakie and value, and the other
connecting it with the commaodity form of the product. Botle @msights into the big con-
nections which we earned by our patient working through theutiae of the Simple form
of value.

First the theory-critical introduction:

This second view is the delusion shared pyDies ist jedoch der Wahn sowohl der Mer-
the Mercantilists (including Ferrier, Ganilh, kantilisten und ihrer modernen Aufwarmer,
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-wie Ferrier, Ganilh uswf? als auch ih-

hash of Mercantilism) with their antipodes, rer Antipoden, der modernen Freihandels-
the modern traveling salesmen of FreeCommis-Voyageurs, wie Bastiat und Kon-

Trade, such as Bastiat and his consor

tssorten. Die Merkantilisten legen das Haupt-

The Mercantilists place their main empha-gewicht auf die qualitative Seite des Wert-
sis on the qualitative side of the expressiprausdrucks, daher auf diAquivalentform

of value, hence on the equivalent form
the commaodity, which in its finished forn
is money. The modern pedlars of free trad
on the other hand, who must get rid of the

vfder Ware, die im Geld ihre fertige Gestalt

besitzt—die modernen Freihandelshausie-
erer dagegen, die ihre Ware um jeden Preis
irlosschlagen mussen, auf die quantitative

commodities at any price, stress the quanSeite der relativen Wertform. Fir sie exi-

titative side of the relative form of value.

stiert folglich weder Wert noch Wertgrof3e

For them, accordingly, there exists neitherder Ware auf3er in dem Ausdruck durch das
value, nor magnitude of value, anywhefeAustauschverhaltnis, daher nur im Zettel

except in its expression by means of the g
change relation, that is, in the daily list g
prices current on the Stock Exchange.

x€les taglichen Preiskurants.
f

22F . A. Ferrier (assistant customs-inspectdr), 22 Note zur 2. Ausg. F. L. A. Ferrier (sous-

[Fer05], and Charles Ganilh, [Gan21].

The Scotsman Macleod, whose function it
to trick out the confused ideas of Lombatr
Street in the most learned finery, is a sy

inspecteur des douanes), [Fer05], and Charles
Ganilh, [Gan21].
isDer Schotte Macleod, in seiner Funkti-
don, die kreuzverwirrten Vorstellungen von
c-Lombardstreet moglichst gelehrt herauszu-

cessful cross between the superstitious Merputzen, bildet die gelungene Synthese zwi-
cantilists and the enlightened pedlars of freeschen den aberglaubigen Merkantilisten und

trade.

den aufgeklarten Freihandelshausierern.

Mercantilists (quality, superstition) and free tradengdtity, enlightenment), as well as
Macleod, a recent unhappy cross of the two, share the erabwv#tue originates from its
form, while Marx just showed the opposite. Marx uses the Wik trade pedlars{Frei-
handelshausierburschealso in footnote 48 to paragraph 349:2—-350:1 of chapter Tien.
Contribution 389/0, Marx uses similar metaphors, equating the Morsttawith catholics

and the Mercantilists with protestants.

Question 256 How can one equate mercantilism with superstition and frade with En-
lightenment? (See alg@ontribution p. 389/0.)

Contribution footnote * to 301:3 has a

brief remark about Macleod’s bdblkory of

ExchangelLondon 1858, and footnote * to 375:1/0 a longer discussioni®Theory and
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Practice of Banking etc1855. Footnote 12

in chapter Four@épital I, 255:1, also makes

a short mention of that latter book. Henry Dunning Maclewddifrom 1821-1902.

The next two paragraphs underline the i
First Marx shows that this is how society p

153:1 Our closer scrutiny of the expres-

sion of the value of commodit4 contained
in the value relation ofA to B has shown

mportance of theaeetsult of this subsection.
rocesses itsiiatierontradictions:

75:2/o0 Die nahere Betrachtung des im
Wertverhaltnis zur WarB enthaltenen Wert-
ausdrucks der Wark hat gezeigt, dal3 inner-

that within that relation the natural form halb desselben die Naturalform der Wdxe

of commodityA counts only as a thing of
use-value, while the natural form & fig-

ures only as form of value, or a thing d
value. The internal opposition between us
value and value, hidden within the con
modity, is therefore presented by an exterr
opposition, i.e. by a relation between tw
commodities such that the one commodi

nur als Gestalt von Gebrauchswert, die Na-

turalform der WareB nur als Wertform oder
f Wertgestalt gilt. Der in der Ware eingehill-
ete innere Gegensatz von Gebrauchswert und
- Wert wird also dargestellt durch einen aul3e-
aten Gegensatz, d.h. durch das Verhaltnis
0 zweier Waren, worin die eine Wardgeren
yWert ausgedruckt werden soll, unmittelbar

that whose value is to be expressed, countaur als Gebrauchswert, die andre Ware hin-
immediately only as a use-value, wheregggegen,worin Wert ausgedriickt wird, un-
the other commodity, in which that valug mittelbar nur als Tauschwert gilt. Die einfa-

is expressed, counts immediately only
exchange-value. Hence the Simple form
value of a commaodity is the simple form g

ache Wertform einer Ware ist also die einfa-
ofche Erscheinungsform des in ihr enthaltenen
f Gegensatzes von Gebrauchswert und Wert.

appearance of the opposition between use-

value and value contained within the com-

modity.

1+ Thedevelopmenof this opposition in the more developed forms of value isshigject

of 160:4.

Question 257 In 153:1, Marx says that the commodity whose value is to beesgpd,
counts immediately only as a use-value, and the commodithiich that value is expressed,
counts immediately only as exchange-value. Isn't it justdpposite? The linen, whose
value is to be expressed, counts for the linen weaver as agehaalue, and the coat, in
which the value of the linen is expressed, counts for the imeaver as use-value.

The next paragraph places this central result in world histo

153:2/o0 The product of labor is an object

of utility in all states of society; but onl

76:1 Das Arbeitsprodukt ist in allen ge-
sellschaftlichen Zustanden Gebrauchsge-

during a historically specific epoch of devel- genstand, aber nur eine historisch bestimmte
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opment, in which the labor expended in theEntwicklungsepoche, welche die in der Pro-
production of a useful article is represent@edduktion eines Gebrauchsdings verausgabte
as a ‘bodily’ property of that article, namely, Arbeit als seine,gegenstandliche” Eigen-
its value, is the product of labor turned info schaft darstellt, d.h. als seinen Wert, ver-
a commodity. wandelt das Arbeitsprodukt in Ware.

In this long sentence, Marx says (without putting sufficiemphasis on it) that the his-
torical conversion of the product of labor into a commodétgiiven by the exchange. First,
people exchange their goods, and then they modify theirymtieh relations in order to
produce for the exchange. l.e., those relations on the @yrfahich the whole section 3
has identified as the form of value, historically precede stimdulate the creation of that of
which they are the form. Marx says something related als@®2/o. From this follows
Marx’s next conclusion:

It therefore follows that the Simple valug Es folgt daher, dalR die einfache Wertform
form of the commaodity is at the same time der Ware zugleich die einfache Warenform
the simple commaodity form of the product des Arbeitsprodukts ist, daf} also auch die
of labor, and also that the development pfEntwicklung der Warenform mit der Ent-
the commodity form coincides with the de- wicklung der Wertform zusammenfallt.
velopment of the value form.

Fowkes writes here: “It therefore
follows that the simple form of
value of the commodity is at the
same time the simple form of

value of the product of labour,” ...
This seems to be a simple typo,
presumably Fowkes meant to
write: “It therefore follows that the

simple form of value of the
commodity is at the same time the
simplecommaodity fornof the
product of labour.”

The Moore-Aveling translation is very good here; it is ckrahan the German and seems
inspired by the French edition: “It therefore follows thaételementary value form is also
the primitive form under which a product of labor appearsdrnisally as a commodity, and
that the gradual transformation of such products into coditigs proceeds pari passu with
the development of the value form.”

Question 259 Why does the development of the commodity form of the predintide
historically with development of the form of value? |.e.ywlid history not proceed in such
a way that the products of labor first developed into comniesland then, after some time
lag, the form of value of these commodities went throughwts development?

Question 260 In a number of places i€apitalMarx refers to the commodity form of the
product and the value form of the commodity almost as if thexg wne and the same thing.
Find those places.
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Question 261 Derek Sayer, in [Say79, p. 19/20], writes: “Commodity forndavalue-form
are in fact not synonymous, though Marx frequently elidest#to terms. The value-form
is, strictly speaking, only one aspect of the commodity fole other being use-value. But
the elision is quite comprehensible because the problempéiming the commodity form
ultimately resolves itself into one of explaining the vioen. Use-value, as an attribute of
the product of labor under all conditions, cannot be usedda@n that which differentiates
the commodity form, whereas exchange-value expressesyettas differentia specifica
Comment.

After this pause and celebration, Marx rushes on in the aggimAfter recognizing, in
152:2/0, that the exchange relations of commodities arexpression of their value (and
thus rightly deserve the name “forms of value”) we are alde &bsee the insufficiencies,
defects, of this expression in satisfying criterion (1).

154:1 One sees right away the insuffi- 76:2 Der erste Blick zeigt das Unzulang-
ciency of the Simple form of value, of this liche der einfachen Wertform, dieser Keim-
embryonic form which must undergo a se-form, die erst durch eine Reihe von Meta-
ries of metamorphoses before ripening intomorphosen zur Preisform heranreift.
the price form.

11 Right after announcing a discussion of the insufficiencredadects of the Simple form
of value, Marx remarks about the ripening of these forms—abse the defects will be reme-
died in the “riper” forms.

| Marx does not simply say that the expression as a whole i<tiede but he finds a
defect in the relative form of value, and then shows its camgradefect in the equivalent
form of value.

154:2 The expression of the value of com-  76:3 Der Ausdruck in irgendwelcher Wa-
modity A in terms of some arbitrary othef re B unterscheidet den Wert der Wakenur
commodityB merely distinguishes the value von ihrem eignen Gebrauchswert und setzt
of A from the use-value oA, and therefore| sie daher auch nurin ein Austauschverhalt-
also only place®\ in an exchange relation nis zu irgendeiner einzelnen von ihr selbst
with one particular different kind of com: verschiednen Warenart, statt ihre qualitative
modity, instead of representirijs qualita- | Gleichheit und quantitative Proportionalitat
tive equality with all other commodities and mit allen andren Waren darzustellen.
its quantitative proportionality to them.

1t By expressing the value of a commodity in the use-value offaréint commaodity, the
Simple form of value represents value as something thaffesreint from its use-value, but
not as something that is qualitatively equal for all comntiedi This is a serious defect.
The decisions of the linen weaver to accept coats, of thénbuto accept bread, etc., do not
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| On the side of the equivalent, this same defect shows itsdle fact that the coat is

directly exchangeable only with the linen
poor incarnation of value.
To the Simple relative form of value o

, hot with othenepodities. l.e., the coat is a

f Der einfachen relativen Wertform einer Wa-

a commodity there corresponds the Ispre entspricht die einzelndquivalentform

lated equivalent form of another commo

i1-einer andren Ware.

ity. Thus, in the relative expression of valyeim relativen Wertausdruck der Leinwand,

of the linen, the coat possesses the form
equivalent, the form of direct exchangeab
ity, only in relation to this one kind of com-

ohur Aquivalentform oder Form unmittelba-
I-rer Austauschbarkeit mit Bezug auf diese
einzelne Warenart Leinwand.

So besitzt der Rock,

1. The Commodity

supplied easily, and 157:3 can serve as a hint: althoughaemodity producer specializes
on producing a limited range of use-values, he or she needy different use-values. Each
linen weaver on the market is therefore likely to have a simaplist: she not only needs a
coat but a number of different things as well.
Different Simple expressions of the value pfJe nachdem sie also zu dieser oder je-
one and the same commodity arise therefor@er andren Warenart in ein Wertverhaltnis
according to whether this commodity enterstritt, entstehn verschiedne einfache Wertaus-
into a value relation with this or that othdr driicke einer und derselben Waré.
kind of commodity??
222 Note to the 2nd edition. For instance ih 22 Note zur 2. Aufl. Z.B. bei Homer wird
Homer, the value of a thing is expressed in a seder Wert eines Dings in einer Reihe verschiedner

modity, the linen.

Question 262 When Marx talks about the “defects” of the Simple form of ealin what
respect are they defects?

| Although the transition from Simple to Expanded form of walkemedies the just-
mentioned defect, this defect is not the driving force bdhime transition. Rather, the
transition occurs spontaneously, “by itself.” We will sdegly that the transitions from
the Expanded to the General form of value, or from the Gerffierad of value to the Money
form, are no longer spontaneous but require deliberatalsacis.
154:3 However, the Simple form of valu 76:4 Indes geht die einzelne Wertform
passes by itself into a more complete forrrf. von selbst in eine vollstandigere Form tber.
1+ Although Marx says here that the Expanded form of valuemde complete than the
Simple form, he will say in 156:2/0 that the Expanded forno, is incomplete.

|l Thepossibilityof a remedy can be teased out of the defect of the Simple fornalaé
in the following way: It is a defect that value is expressediity one arbitrary commodity.
This arbitrariness contains the key to transcending tHisadelt does not matter which kind
the second commaodity is, therefore many expressions ofdhe\of each commodity are
possible.
Although this Simple form expresses theVermittelst derselben wird der Wert einer
value of a commodityA in only one com-| Ware A zwar in nur einer Ware von and-
modity of another kind, it is a matter of com- rer Art ausgedriickt. Welcher Art aber diese
plete indifference what this second com-zweite Ware, ob Rock, ob Eisen, ob Weizen
modity is, whether it is a coat, iron, corn, usw., ist durchaus gleichgltig.
etc.

| In the next sentence, Marx states that the theoretical lpibgsof multiple equivalents
becomes a reality, without giving reasons why this must beBdt such a reason can be
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ries of different things.

Dinge ausgedriickt.

| And if one looks at all linen weavers together, then almogtuse-value is likely to be

exchangeable for linen somewhere.

The number of such possible expressions i®ie Anzahl ihrer moglichen Wertausdriicke

limited only by the number of the differen
kinds of commodities distinct fromA. The
isolated expression d¥’s value transforms

t ist nur beschrankt durch die Anzahl von ihr
verschiedner Warenarten. |hr vereinzelter
Wertausdruck verwandelt sich daher in die

itself therefore into the indefinitely expand- stets verlangerbare Reihe ihrer verschiednen

able series of different Simple expressio
of that value.

Question 264 Describe the “defects” of th
defects generate their own remedy.

nseinfachen Wertausdriicke.

e Simple form of value, and ekpleow these

1.3.B. The Total or Expanded Form of Value

The Expanded form of value is a transitional phadeufchgangsphasén the first edition,
43:4) between the Simple and the General forms of value. Jutisection is written in a

terse, telegraphic style.

154:4z commodityA = u commodity B
or =v commodityC or =w commaodityD or
= x commodityE or = etc.

155:1 (20 yards of linen=1 coator=1

77:1zWareA = u WareB oder =v Ware
C oder =w Ware D oderx WareE oder =
etc.
D 77:2 (20 Ellen Leinwand =1 Rock oder =

Ib. tea or = 40 Ib. coffee or = 1 quarter af 10 Pfd. Tee oder = 40 Pfd. Kaffee oder = 1
wheat or = 2 ounces of gold or = 1/2 ton ¢f Quarter Weizen oder = 2 Unzen Gold oder

iron or = etc.)
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If one combines all the things linen weavers are willing teegat in exchange for 20
yards of linen, one gets the Expanded form of value of linemthke absence of money,
the Expanded form can be a generally accepted social fornalakwnly if one unique
dominant commodity, such as cattle, is used to acquire hiratommodities. See 158:3,
160:6, andContribution 286:3/000 where Marx says that the Expanded form of value i
only theoretical. In developed commodity production, tixp&hded form exists only as the

1. The Commodity

modity with which it is compared, and henc
there are a thousand different kinds of value,
as many kinds of value as there are commodi-
ties in existence, and all are equally real and
equally nominal’ [Bai25, p. 39].

der Ware, mit der sie verglichen wird; und
daher gibt es tausend verchiedene Arten von
Werten, so viele, wie Waren vorhanden sind,
und alle sind gleich real und gleich nominell.
[Bai25, p. 39].

specific form in which the General equival

The Expanded Relative Form of Value

155:2 The value of a commaodity, of th

ent expressesaiisey

77:3 Der Wert einer Ware, der Leinwand

linen for example, is now expressed [nz.B., ist jetzt ausgedriickt in zahllosen and-

countless other members of the world
commaodities.

1 Starting from the exchange relationship
ously, that there must be weavers who tr

fren Elementen der Warenwelt.

between linen aadisc we had inferred, previ-
ade linen for coatsv We are broadening our

view and also look at those weavers who trade their linen fberocommodities. We get
a multitude of expressions which does not stem from any plidiiy of the value of linen,
but simply from the fact that linen weavers, like everybotieehave many needg. But

for those looking at this relation from the o
diffracted into a bewildering multitude of d
The body of every other commodity now bé
comes a mirror of the linen’s valifé.

utside, the dmrfpct that linen is a value is now

ifferent expetons:

b- Jeder andre Warenkdrper wird zum Spiegel
des Leinwandwert$®

It seems contradictory to mirror the same thing in many difé mirrors. Footnote 23
discusses how this contradiction was noted in the liteeatur

23 For this reason one speaks of the coat-va
of the linen when its value is represented in cog
or of its corn-value when expressed in corn, a
so on. Every such expression says that it
the linen’s value which appears in the use-valu
coat, corn etc.

ue 23 Man spricht deshalb vom Rockwert der

tseinwand, wenn man ihren Wert in Rocken, von

ndhrem Kornwert, wenn man ihn in Korn darstellt

isetc. Jeder solche Ausdruck besagt, dal3 es ihr

edNert ist, der in den Gebrauchswerten Rock, Korn
usw. erscheint.

1 This last sentence is an echo of the argument made in 127e%e tvarious exchange
relations are the expressions of something that has to diotiétlinen alone, namely of the

value of the linen.} Bailey interprets them
indicate that linen has more than one valu
‘The value of any commodity denoting its

r -
lation in exchange, we may speak of it as .|..
corn-value, cloth-value, according to the com-

differently. He thinks these exdm®relations

e:

.Da der Wert jeder Ware ihr Verhaltnis irr
Austausch bezeichnet, konnen wir ihn be
zeichnen als ... Kornwert, Tuchwert, je nac
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S. Bailey, the author of this anonymous work, S. Bailey, der Verfasser dieser anonymen Schrift,
which in its day created a considerable stir jndie ihrer Zeit viel Larm in England machte,
England, was under the delusion that by point-wahnt durch diesen Hinweis auf die kunterbun-
ing to the multiplicity of the relative expressions ten relativen Ausdriicke desselben Warenwerts
of the same commodity-value he had demolishedalle Begriffsbestimmung des Werts vernichtet zu
any possibility of a conceptual determination of haben.
value.

1+ Of course Bailey has not demolished the concept of value fidtehat the same value
can have multiple expressions does not mean that value swetl-defined concept.

| The footnote concludes with a brief evaluation of Baileydsitibution. Bailey attacked
the labor theory of value, but also exposed many of the wesslaseof Ricardo’s version of
this theory. Marx discusses Bailey at great detailireories of Surplus-Value
Still, despite the narrowness of his own outlook, Daf3 er Uibrigens, trotz eigner Borniertheit, wunde
he was able to put his finger on some serious geFlecken der Ricardoschen Theorie sondiert hat-
fects in the Ricardian theory, as is demonstratede, bewies die Gereiztheit, womit die Ricardosche
by the animosity with which he was attacked by Schule ihn angriff, z.B. in defWestminster Re-
Ricardo’s followers, in the Westminster Review view".
for example.

1+ So far footnote 23.|} In the main text, Marx strikes a more positive note. Far from
refuting the concept of value, the proliferation of equérdk is an accurate reflection of
the underlying reality that as value-creating labor, wegwiounts as equal to the labors
producing coats or wheat or iron or gold:

It is only thus that this value truly appeat
as a congealed quantity of undifferentiatg
human labor. For the labor which creates
is now explicitly represented as labor whig
counts as the equal of every other sort
human labor, whatever natural form it m3
possess, i.e., whether it be objectified in

s So erscheint dieser Wert selbst erst wahrhaft
adals Gallerte unterschiedsloser menschlicher
itArbeit. Denn die ihn bildende Arbeit ist nun
hausdricklich als Arbeit dargestellt, der jede
ofandre menschliche Arbeit gleichgilt, welche
y Naturalform sie immer besitze und ob sie
asich daher in Rock oder Weizen oder Eisen

coat, in corn, in iron, or in gold. oder Gold usw. vergegenstandliche.

1t In connection with what | said earlier, | understand thisteeoe to mean: the surface
relations do not reveal that the commonality inside the coutities is human labor in the
abstract, but once we know this, it becomes clear that maugcss of this labor are accu-
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rately reflected on the surface. This is indeed all that ieesary for the surface relations
to guide production, since the private producers “know'yweell about labor—after all,
the reallocation of their labor is ultimately the only respe to the market signals which
they are able to makel Among others, the surface relations accurately reflectabethat
human labor in the abstract is more than a physiologicalvalid for every labor process
individually, but that the labor processes are placed ifaion to each other as equals, i.e.,
they are compared with each other:

The linen, by virtue of its form of value| Durch ihre Wertform steht die Leinwand da-
no longer stands in a social relation with her jetzt auch in gesellschaftlichem Verhalt-
merely one other kind of commaodity, byt nis nicht mehr zu nur einer einzelnen andren
with the whole world of commodities. As Warenart, sondern zur Warenwelt. Als Ware
a commodity it is citizen of this world. ist sie Burger dieser Welt.

| The next sentence brings another dimension in which this fafrvalue expresses the
truth about value:

At the same time, it is contained in this Zugleich liegt in der endlosen Reihe seiner
endless series of value expressions that thAusdriicke, dal’ der Warenwert gleichgultig

value of the commodity itself has nothing to ist gegen die besondre Form des Gebrauchs
do with the particular use-values in which |t werts, worin er erscheint.

appears.

1 The multitude of expressions indicates that these are ofdyessions and cannot be
the real thing. If the 20 yards of linen are in one instanceharged against 1 coat, and
in another against 10 Ibs. tea, etc., this makes it impldeisitat these come from the rela-
tionships between the owner of linen and the owners of eathest other commodities. It
is much more plausible to assume that all these other contieeddy their willingness to
exchange themselves for linen, express the same thing #i®abmmodity “linen.” Marx
had made a very similar argument at the very beginning of hiag@ter, in 127:1.

Fowkes has: “the endless series of commaodity-value but in general,
value expressions implies that, from every point of view. The
from the point of view of the value phrase tler Warenwert ist

of the commodity, the particular gleichgliltig’ evokes a figurative
use-value in which it appearsisa “feeling” of indifference on part of
matter of indifference.” This is a the commodity-value (it doesn’t
unfortunate formulation because  care in which use-value it is

the particular use-value in which ~ expressed). Fowkes draws from
the commodity-value appears is a this the wrong conclusion that it is
matter of indifference not only something subjective, only valid
from the point of view of the from the point of view of the

value. In my reading of this
sentence, this “feeling” reflects a
deep-seated ontological
indifference (the inner substance
of value has nothing to do with
use-values). Marx wrote this
sentence to point out that this
deep-seated indifference finds its
expression on the surface in the
endless series of equivalents.
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|l On the quantitative side, the Expanded form cushions thatgyaf value from acci-

dental individual circumstances:

155:3/0 In the first form, 20 yards of line
= 1 coat, it might well be a pure accidet
that these two commodities are exchang
able in a specific quantitative relation. |
the second form, by contrast, a backgrou
of this accidental appearance immediate
shines through, which is essentially diffe
ent from it yet determines it. The value @
the linen remains unaltered in magnitud
whether represented in coats, coffee, or irg
or in innumerable different commodities
belonging to the most diverse owners. T
accidental relation between two individu
commodity-owners falls away. It become
plain that it is not the exchange of commog
ties which regulates the magnitude of the
values, but rather the reverse, it is the mg
nitude of the value of commodities whic
regulates the proportion in which they a
exchanged.

n 78:1 In der ersten Form: 20 Ellen Lein-
itwand = 1 Rock kann es zufallige Tatsa-
jeehe sein, dafld diese zwei Waren in einem
n bestimmten quantitativen Verhaltnisse aus-
ndauschbar sind. In der zweiten Form leuch-
2lytet dagegen sofort ein von der zufalligen
r- Erscheinung wesentlich unterschiedner und
f sie bestimmender Hintergrund durch. Der
e Wert der Leinwand bleibt gleich grof3, ob
nin Rock oder Kaffee oder Eisen etc. darge-
, stellt, in zahllos verschiednen Waren, den
heverschiedensten Besitzern angehorig. Das
al zufallige Verhaltnis zweier individueller
sWarenbesitzer fallt fort. Es wird offenbar,
i-daf3 nicht der Austausch die Wertgrol3e der
dirWare, sondern umgekehrt die WertgroRRe der
gWare ihre Austauschverhaltnisse reguliert.

n
e

1t As long as we know that linen has only one value, not many gatigpending on the
circumstances of the exchanges, we know that this valuetigemerated by the exchange

but is generated elsewhere.

Question 266 How does it become plain here that it is not the exchange ofodities

which regulates the magnitude of their val
the value of commaodities which regulates

The Particular Equivalent Form

156:1 Every commodity, such as coat,

ues, but ratherrgverse, it is the magnitude of
the proportiontiictvthey are exchanged?

78:2 Jede Ware, Rock, Tee, Weizen, Eisen

tea, iron, etc., counts, in the expressipnusw., giltim Wertausdruck der Leinwand als
of value of the linen, as an equivalent aTquuivalent und daher als Wertkorper.

therefore a physical incarnation of value.
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than Fowkes, they write “thing
that is value.”

Fowkes translate®/ertkorperwith to say “physical object
“physical object possessing value.” representing value.”
It would have been more accurate Moore-Aveling are here better

Does this mean that regardless of what kind of commodity @seihis always exchange-
able against linen, that one can always find a linen weavemeleds this commodity? This
is not possible. Linen weavers would be flooded with useashobody wants.} Marx
makes this argument on a much more abstract level, by pgintibthe defects of the equiv-
alent form coming with the Expanded relative form of value.

The specific bodily form of each of these Die bestimmte Naturalform jeder dieser
commodities is now a Particular equivalehtWaren ist jetzt eine besondquivalent-

1. The Commodity

156:2/0 Firstly, the relative expression

f  78:3/0 Erstens ist der relative Wertaus-

value of the commodity is incomplete, be- druck der Ware unfertig, weil seine Darstel-

cause the series of its representations ng

véungsreihe nie abschlie3t. Die Kette, worin

comes to an end. The chain, of which eacheine Wertgleichung sich zur andern figt,
equation of value is a link, is liable at any bleibt fortwahrend verlangerbar durch jede
moment to be lengthened by any newly cre-neu auftretende Warenart, welche das Mate-

ated commaodity, providing the material fq
a fresh expression of value.

form of value as
value.”

“Relative expression of value” is
here short for “relative Expanded

r rial eines neuen Wertausdrucks liefert.

an expression of

form alongside many others. In the sameform neben vielen andren.

way, the many specific, concrete, and us

Ebenso gel-
eten die mannigfaltigen in den verschiede-

ful kinds of labor contained in the physical nen Warenkorpern enthaltenen bestimm-

commodities count now as just as many p
ticular forms of realization or manifestatio
of human labor in general.

arien, konkreten, nitzlichen Arbeitsarten jetzt

n als ebenso viele besondre Verwirklichungs-
oder Erscheinungsformen menschlicher Ar-
beit schlechthin.

1t This is already a defect. Human labor as such is undiffesitedi yet it has many dif-
ferent incarnations. Marx does not remark on this specifidalit begins here a systematic
discussion of all the defects of the Expanded form of value.

1t It is not just a theoretical possibility that new use-valueasy enter the market. Of-
ten, new use-values are introduced exactly for the purpbsehieving a more favorable
exchange proportion than would be possible with the estaddi ones. But the Expanded
relative form of value would be unfinished even in a world withtechnical change. If the
linen weaver offers her linen for an assortment of varioll®pgoods, then this assortment
can always only be a sample, only a subset of all the goodseomé#inket. The linen weaver
may well be willing to exchange the linen also for a good whghot in this original subset.

| Lack of simplicity: Whereas abstract value-creating laisosimple, its origin is the
same human labor-power used in various different prodngiiocesses, its representation
is not simple but composed of many different components whave nothing in common
with each other. Marx calls it a “motley mosaic”:
Secondly, it is a motley mosaic of disparateZweitens bildet sie eine bunte Mosaik aus-

Defects of the Total or Expanded Form of Value

In a hurried style, Marx enumerates the “defects” of the ToteExpanded form, and its
“improvements” over the Simple form. In a nutshell, the d¢deare: The Expanded form
is not unique (i.e., the equivalent of the same commoditypidime same everywhere and at
all times), it is not simple (i.e., more than one use-valuevslved in this form, but in real
life one will only deal with one of these use-values at a tina@d it is not uniform (i.e., the
expanded equivalent of linen is qualitatively differertrfr that of boots). One aspect which
is not a defect is that it is representative, i.e., the unenderies of equivalents covers the
whole breadth of what abstract labor can do.

As earlier in 154:2, Marx does not simply say that the Expdnfiiem of value as a
whole is defective, but he allocates the defects to the twespaf the expression. First he
enumerates three defects of the Expangdativeform of value.

|l Incompleteness: Whereas value itself is something fixedgargh, this representation
of value is unfinished and continually subject to extensions

177

and unconnected expressions of value.

| Lack of uniformity: Whereas value of

einanderfallender und verschiedenartiger
Wertausdriicke.
linen is qualitativedgual to the value of boots,

namely, they both are congealed abstract labor, the relftivn of value of linen is different

from that of every other commaodity.

And lastly, if, as must be the case, the rel-Wird endlich, wie dies geschehn muf3, der

ative value of each commodity is express
in this expanded form, it follows that the re

cdelative Wert jeder Ware in dieser entfalteten
- Form ausgedriickt, so ist die relative Wert-

ative form of value of each commaodity is an form jeder Ware eine von der relativen Wert-

endless series of expressions of value wh

cliorm jeder andren Ware verschiedne endlose

is different than the relative form of value gf Reihe von Wertausdriicken.

every other commaodity.
1+ “Different” means here “qualitatively

different” One mdean expression of value

which is qualitatively the same for all commodities and ogliantitatively different. The
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lists of equivalents are originally not proportional to kaither, i.e., they are qualitatively
different from each other.

After the defects of the Expanded relative form, Marx disessthose of the Expanded
equivalenform:

The defects of the Expanded relative form—Die Mangel der entfalteten relativen Wert-
of value are reflected in the correspondingform spiegeln sich wider in der ihr entspre-
equivalent form. | chenderAquivalentform.

| That iron, wheat, gold, etc. are included in the Expandeative value form of linen
does not mean that they suddenly show up on the market as p.gtouheir existence
these use-values are as unrelated as ever. This is why Mgmsbleis discussion of the
defects of the Expanded equivalent form not with the whotayaof commaodities listed
as equivalents, but with the individual commodities inéddn this array, which he calls
“Particular” equivalents:
Since the bodily form of each individugl Da die Naturalform jeder einzelnen Waren-
kind of commodity is here one Particuldr art hier eine besondrAquivalentform ne-
equivalent form amongst innumerable otherben unzahligen andren besondréquiva-
Particular equivalent forms, the only equiy- lentformen ist, existieren tberhaupt nur be-
alent forms in existence are limited equiy- schrankteAquivalentformen, von denen je-
alent forms, each of which excludes any ofde die andre ausschlief3t.
the others.

1 Marx (a) calls these Particular equivalents limited, and<@ys that each excludes
the other. Since Marx will elaborate on (a) in his next secgetet’s first discuss (b). If
linen has coat as one Particular equivalent, this does nahriet the linen weaver whom
the tailor approaches in order to exchange his coat is onengeds a coat; instead, his
Particular equivalent may exclude coats. Although the Bxlpd form of value covers all
commodity owners offering linen, there is not one Particelguivalent which is accepted
by every commodity-owner offering linen. This is a diffet@xclusivity than that between
the Expanded equivalent forms of two different commoditissussed in 158:3.

Similarly, the specific, concrete, useful Ebenso ist die in jedem besondren Wa-
kind of labor contained in each Particularrenaquivalent enthaltene bestimmte, kon-
commodity-equivalent is only a Particular krete, nutzliche Arbeitsart nur besondre,
and therefore not an exhaustive form of ap-also nicht erschopfende Erscheinungsform
pearance of human labor. der menschlichen Arbeit.

If you look at the actualizations of this unlimited serie$igh by necessity consist of only
one piece of the mosaic at a time, then you also lose the ueeness. To stay with our
example, the labor contained in the coat is not an exhaufstive of appearance of human
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labor, it is simply the kind of human labor that produces soat

Lack of uniqueness, which was the first defect on the relaige, is the third defect of
the Expanded equivalent form of value:
Itis true that human labor possesses a cgnbiese besitzt ihre vollstandige oder tota-
plete or total form of appearance in the ag-le Erscheinungsform zwar in dem Gesam-
gregation of its particular forms of appear- tumkreis jener besondren Erscheinungsfor-
ance. But in that case it has no single, uni-men. Aber so besitzt sie keine einheitliche

fied form of appearance.

Erschein-
ungsform.

Question 268 Which characteristics of value are expressed better in tkgaBded form of
value than in the Simple form, and what are the defects of ¥paided form?

As in 154:3, the remedy to these defects is already implidite problem:

157:1 The Expanded relative form g
value is, however, nothing but the sum
the simple relative expressions or equatig
of the first form, such as:

20 yards of linen = 1 coat

20 yards of linen = 10 Ib. of tea, etc.
157:2 Each of these equations implies t
identical equation in reverse:

1coat =
10 Ib. of tea =

20 yards of linen
20 yards of linen, etc.

157:3 In fact, when a person exchang
his linen for many other commodities, an
thus expresses its value in a series of otl
commodities, it necessarily follows tha
the other owners of commodities exchan
them for the linen, and therefore express t

f 79:1 Die entfaltete relative Wertform be-

pfsteht jedoch nur aus einer Summe einfacher

nselativer Wertausdriicke oder Gleichungen
der ersten Form, wie:

20 Ellen Leinwand = 1 Rock

20 Ellen Leinwand = 10 Pfd. Tee usw.
he 79:2Jede dieser Gleichungen enthalt aber

rickbeziglich auch die identische Glei-
chung:

1 Rock = 20 Ellen Leinwand

10 Pfd. Tee = 20 Ellen Leinwand usw.
es 79:3 In der Tat: Wenn ein Mann seine
dLeinwand mit vielen andren Waren aus-
netauscht und daher ihren Wert in einer Rei-
it he von andren Waren ausdriickt, so miissen
genotwendig auch die vielen andren Warenbe-
hesitzer ihre Waren mit Leinwand austauschen

values of their various commodities in on
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1.3. Form of Value

and the same third commodity, the linen.— ren in derselben dritten Ware ausdriicken, in
T Leinwand.—
| Right now Marx assumes that this potential becomes acadjliwithout saying why

and how:

If, then, we reverse the series 20 yards |oKehren wir also die Reihe: 20 Ellen Lein-

linen = 1 coat, or = 10 Ib. of tea, etc., i.e. [f wand = 1 Rock oder = 10 Pfd. Tee oder =

we formulate the converse relation alreadyusw. um, d.h., driicken wir die der Sache

implied in the series, we get:
ziehung aus, so erhalten wir:

Question 269 Why doesn’t Marx go from the Simple form of value directlyhi® General
form of value by letting everyone express their values irstimee commaodity?

Question 270 Imagine a world in which humans only need one use-value taai(e.g.,
some humans survive on carrots alone, others on boots afithers again on shampoo
alone, etc.), but production is such that each productiarcpss yields many different use-
values (i.e., the production process which produces mgk groduces shoe polish, record
players, sausages, cooking oil, roller blades, coats, fassgs, and tooth brushes, and many
other things, as byproducts.) Argue that in such a fictitiowsld, the expression of value
would go directly from the accidental form of value to the grahform of value, bypassing
the expanded form of value.

1.3.C. General Form of Value

79:4
157:4
1 coat 1 Rock =
10 Pfd. Tee =
10 Ib. oftea =
40 Pfd. Kaffee =
40 Ib. of coffee = | 20yards . 20 Ellen
. 1 Qrtr. Weizen = .
1 qtr.ofwheat = } oflinen Leinwand
2 UnzenGold =
2 ouncesofgold = .
) 1/2 Tonne Eisen =
1/2 tonofiron =
. X WareA =
X commodityA =
usw. Ware =

The Changed Character of the Value Form

In the first edition, 643:2, Marx remarks that this form istgudifferent. || The first para-
graph explains the name “General” form of value:
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nach schon in der Reihe enthaltene Riickbe-

1. The Commodity

157:5 The commaodities now express their  79:5 Die Waren stellen ihre Werte jetzt 1.
values (1) in a simple form, because in a sin-einfach dar, weil in einer einzigen Ware und
gle commodity, and (2) in a unified form, 2. einheitlich, weil in derselben Ware. Ihre
because each commodity expresses its valuélertform ist einfach und gemeinschatftlich,
in the same commodity. Their form of valuge daher allgemein.
is simple and common to all, hence genergl.

Fowkes has “The commodities because they all are the usually pool of social labor-power into

now present their values to us, ...” interchangeable applications of the considerations are called, by

The “to us” is not in the same homogeneous finite mass of Marx, the forms, expressions,
Moore-Aveling translation, and it ~ human labor-power. But this representations of value. Since the
is out of place. The expression or intrinsic connection can only agents do not react to value itself
representation of value is a social  affect human activity when it but to these expressions of value, it
necessity, and it has nothing to do  enters the realm of human is important that these expressions
with the readers of this book. In interactions. The interpersonal are faithful expressions of the

the core of the economy, i.e., ata relations which induce the intrinsic properties of value.
systemic level, there is a bond economic agents to take the

between all labors in society intrinsic constraints of this limited

The German word for “general” isdllgemeiri (i.e., allen gemeipncommon to all).

While discussing the difference between the General forartlag previous forms (Simple
and Expanded forms of value), Marx also reviews the chariatits of these previous forms.
He recapitulates their shortcomings and shows how the ptrésen overcomes them.

158:1 The two previous forms (let us call  80:1 Die Formen | und Il kamen beide nur
them A andB) only got as far as express- dazu, den Wert einer Ware als etwas von ih-
ing the value of a commodity as somethingrem eignen Gebrauchswert oder ihrem Wa-
distinct from its own use-value or physical renkdrper Unterschiedenes auszudriicken.
body.

But by emphasizing the distinction between value and utge\af the same commaodity, the
previous forms lost the homogeneity of value itself. Thil i explained in the next two

paragraphs. As a belated elaboration of an obscure hint3rAdg Marx also sketches out
under what circumstances these previous value forms agturmpractice:

158:2 The first formA, produced equa{ 80:2 Die erste Form ergab Wertgleichun-
tions like this: 1 coat = 20 yards of linen, gen wie: 1 Rock = 20 Ellen Leinwand, 10
10 Ib. of tea = 1/2 ton of iron. The valug¢ Pfd. Tee = 1/2 Tonne Eisen usw. Der Rock-
of the coat is expressed as something whichvert wird als Leinwandgleiches, der Tee-
is like linen, that of the tea as somethingwert als Eisengleiches usw. ausgedriickt,
which is like iron. These expressions of theaber Leinwandgleiches und Eisengleiches,
value of coat and tea are therefore as differdiese Wertausdriicke von Rock und Tee,
ent as linen is from iron. This form, it i sind ebenso verschieden wie Leinwand und
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plain, appears in practice only in the ear
stages, when the products of labor are cq
verted into commodities by accidental occ
sional exchanges.

158:3 The second fornB, distinguishes
the value of a commodity more complete
from its own use-value, for the value of th
coat now contrasts its bodily form by assun
ing all possible shapes, that of linen, iro
tea, etc., every shape but that of a coat.

1.3. Form of Value

yEisen. Diese Form kommt offenbar prak-
ntisch nur vor in den ersten Anfangen, wo
a-Arbeitsprodukte durch zufalligen und gele-
gentlichen Austausch in Waren verwandelt
werden.
80:3 Die zweite Form unterscheidet voll-
y standiger als die erste den Wert einer Wa-
e re von ihrem eignen Gebrauchswert, denn
n-der Wert des Rocks z.B. tritt jetzt seiner
n, Naturalform in allen moglichen Formen ge-
geniber, als Leinwandgleiches, Eisenglei-
ches, Teegleiches usw., alles andre, nur nicht
Rockgleiches.

This is a more thoroughly negative expression of value: hyressing the value of a com-
modity in the shape odll other commaodities one says that value is not equanpuse-

value. But this thorough negativity makes
On the other hand, this immediately e
cludes any expression of value common
all commodities; for, in the expression d
value of each commodity, all other con
modities only appear in the form of equiv
alents.

homogeneity isgide:

- Andrerseits ist hier jeder gemeinsame Wert-
toausdruck der Waren direkt ausgeschlossen
f denn im Wertausdruck je einer Ware er-
- scheinen jetzt alle andren Waren nur in der
- Form vonAquivalenten.

For a joint expression of value, two commodities would haved in the relative form of
value at the same time, with some joint equivalent. Both caoutities would have to be in
the active position. This is impossible with the Expandedivajent form, since the second
commodity is included as an equivalent of the first, and tloeeecannot be in the relative
value form at the same time. Marx writes “only” as an equimglbecause the equivalent

form is passive and not very expressive;

for instance, isdu# express the quantity of

the value of the equivalent commodity, see 147:2. Again,XMraentions the historical
conditions under which this form of value occurred first:

The Expanded form of value comes into

-Die entfaltete Wertform kommt zuerst tat-

1. The Commodity

tained expresses the values of the world
commaodities in one single kind of commod
ity set apart from the rest, in linen for ex
ample, and thus represents the values
all commodities through their equality with
linen. The equation with linen differenti
ates the value of every commodity not on
from its own use-value, but from all use

ofVerte der Warenwelt in einer und derselben
-von ihr abgesonderten Warenart aus, z.B.
- in Leinwand, und stellt so die Werte aller
oWaren dar durch ihre Gleichheit mit Lein-

n wand. Als Leinwandgleiches ist der Wert
jeder Ware jetzt nicht nur von ihrem eignen
y Gebrauchswert unterschieden, sondern von
- allem Gebrauchswert, und ebendadurch als

values. Hence the value is expressed as thalas ihr mit allen Waren Gemeinsame ausge-

which this commodity has in common wit

h driickt.

tual existence for the first time when a par-sachlich vor, sobald ein Arbeitsprodukt,
ticular product of labor, such as cattle, |sVieh z.B., nicht mehr ausnahmsweise, son-
no longer exceptionally, but habitually, ex- dern schon gewohnheitsmafig mit verschied
changed for various other commodities. | nen andren Waren ausgetauscht wird.
Homogeneity is regained in the General form of value:
158:4 The new form we have just of- 80:4 Die neugewonnene Form driickt die
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all commodities.

The differentiation between value and use-value proce@uétree steps. The Simple
form of value shows that the value of linen is something diffé from the use-value of
linen (since this value is represented in the use-valueettat). The Expanded form of
value shows the irrelevance of the use-value represettégaiue, compare 155:2, it might
be coats, but it might also be different things. Only the Gahi®rm of value shows that
value is separate from any use-value—because the liner iGBémeral form of value is not
acquired because it is linen, but because it is the Geneualagnt.

1 This last sentence is interesting. In the Simple and als&#panded form of value,
Marx emphasizes that the commodities express their valuteiuse-valueof the Equiv-
alent commodities. With the General form of value this is oiger true. Once one com-
modity has been singled out as the general equivalent, i iemger the use-value of the
commodity serving as equivalent that matters, but the feattt évery other commodity ex-
presses its value in that same equivalent commodity. THisevexpression of all other
commodities makes the equivalent commodiisectly exchangeablen other words, the
equivalent commodity can be used to buy all other commaitie

This expression in one and the same commaodity makes the & émen of value the first
form of value which leads to it that in the production procésescommodities are related to
each other as values, i.e., as blobs of abstract human labor:

Only this form, therefore, has the effect of Erst diese Form bezieht daher wirklich die
relating the commodities with each other asWaren aufeinander als Werte oder lafit sie
values, or enables them to appear to eackinander als Tauschwerte erscheinen.
other as exchange-values.

The General form of value is not only an expression of valuéan expression of value
by a social relation involving all commodities. In this wayan become the social relation
on the surface sustaining production on the core level oétmmomy (here we are talking
about channel (2)).
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1.3. Form of Value

Question 272 In 158:4, Marx writes the following about the general formvafue: “Only
this form, therefore, has the effect of relating the comnieslivith each other as values, or

1. The Commodity

state. This is one of the several place€apital where Marx describes, without explicitly
saying so, tasks of the capitalist state.

enables them to appear to each other as exchange-valuey.'diih’'t he write: “or enables

them to appear to each other as values™?

|l Discussion of the General relative form of value. An impottdifference now is that

this is no longer an “interpersonal” interac
ners, but a relation spanning all of society.
158:5/0 The two earlier forms express t
value of a given commodity either in term
of a single commaodity of a differentkind, o
in a series of many commodities which di
fer from the given commodity. In both case
it is the private task, so to speak, of the i
dividual commodity to give itself a form of
value, and it accomplishes this task witho
the aid of the others, which play towards
the merely passive role of equivalents.
The General form of value is not quite a:
The general form of value, on the othe
hand, can only arise as a joint work of th
whole world of commaodities. A commaodity
gains a general expression of its value o
when, at the same time, all other commog
ties express their values in the same equ
alent; and every newly emergent commo|
ity must follow suit. It thus becomes eV
ident that because the objectivity of con|
modities as values is the purely ‘social e
istence’ of these things, it can only be e
pressed through an all-sided social relatid
consequently the form of their values mu

tion betwean¢bmmaodity and its trading part-

e 80:5/0Die beiden fruheren Formen driicke
s den Wert je einer Ware, sei es in einer ein-
I zigen verschiedenartigen Ware, sei es in ei-
- ner Reihe vieler von ihr verschiednen Wa-
sren aus. Beidemal ist es sozusagen das Pri
n-vatgeschaft der einzelnen Ware, sich eine
Wertform zu gehen, und sie vollbringt es
utohne Zutun der andren Waren. Diese spie-
it len ihr gegeniber die bloR passive Rolle des
Aquivalents.
S passive:
or Die allgemeine Wertform entsteht dagegen
enur als gemeinsames Werk der Warenwelt.
Eine Ware gewinnt nur allgemeinen Wert-
lyausdruck, weil gleichzeitig alle andren Wa-
fi-ren ihren Wert in demselbeAquivalent
ivausdriicken, und jede neu auftretende Wa-
d+enart mufd das nachmachen. Es kommt
- damit zum Vorschein, dal3 die Wertgegen-
n-standlichkeit der Waren, weil sie das blof3
X-,gesellschaftliche Dasein* dieser Dinge ist,
X-auch nur durch ihre allseitige gesellschaft-
njiche Beziehung ausgedriickt werden kann,
stihre Wertform daher gesellschaftlich giltige

be a socially valid form.

Form sein muR3.

Now the quantitative aspect:

159:1 In this form, which sets all com
modities equal to the linen, the commod
ties appear not only as qualitatively equal,
values in general, but also as values whq
guantities can be compared.

- 81:1 In der Form von Leinwandgleichen

i-erscheinen jetzt alle Waren nicht nur als

agjualitativ Gleiche, Werte Uberhaupt, son-

seern zugleich als quantitativ vergleichbare
WertgrolZen.

The rest of the paragraph elaborates how they can be compared
Because the magnitudes of their values ar&\Veil sie inre WertgroRen in einem und dem-

expressed in one and the same material,

linen, these magnitudes are now reflected
each other. For instance, 10 Ibs. of tea
20 yards of linen, and 40 Ibs. of coffee

20 yards of linen. Therefore 10 Ibs. of tg
= 40 Ibs. of coffee. In other words, 1 |b. g
coffee contains only a quarter as much of t
substance of value, that is, labor, as 1 Ib.
tea.

theelben Material, in Leinwand bespiegeln,
irspiegeln sich diese Wertgrol3en wechselsei-
=tig wider. Z.B. 10 Pfd. Tee = 20 Ellen Lein-

= wand, und 40 Pfd. Kaffee = 20 Ellen Lein-
awand. Also 10 Pfd. Tee = 40 Pfd. Kaffee.
f Oder in 1 Pfd. Kaffee steckt nur 1/4 soviel
heWertsubstanz, Arbeit, als in 1 Pfd. Tee.

of

It is therefore a very good form of value. Every commodity tias form of value with

one exception:

159:2/0 The General relative form q
value of the world of commaodities exclude
only one commodity, the linen, on which
imposes the character of General equivale

f 81:2 Die allgemeine relative Wertform

sder Warenwelt drickt der von ihr ausge-

t schlosseneAquivalentware, der Leinwand,

ntden Charakter des allgemein8quivalents
auf.

Next Marx asks how the value of this excluded equivalent coity is expressed:

The bodily form of the linen is the commo
form taken by the value of all commodi
ties. Linen is therefore directly exchang
able with all other commodities.

n lhre eigne Naturalform ist die gemeinsame

- Wertgestalt dieser Welt, die Leinwand da-

e-her mit allen andren Waren unmittelbar aus-
tauschbar.

This is an important observation: since

all commoditiesregp their values in the Gen-

Question 273 Describe the joint work of all commodities which is necegdarappropri-
ately express the value of one commodity.

Clearly, this “joint work of the whole world of commaoditiesfiust be supervised by the
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eral equivalent, this General equivalent commodity isatiyeexchangeable with all com-
modities. What does “directly exchangeable” mean? If yde &@n ordinary commodity to
market, two questions must be resolved for an exchange thrgagh: (1) does your trad-
ing partner need your commaodity, and (2) how much of his owmmodity is he going to
give you for your commodity. Your commodity is called “ditBcexchangeable” if question
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1.3. Form of Value

(1) is always answered in the affirmative. Nobody will ture tinade down with you be-
cause they don’t need your commodity (if your commodity & @&eneral equivalent). Only
question (2) matters, the exchange proportion between toeamodity and the General
equivalent. l.e., the General equivalent can be usédyother commaodities. This power to

1. The Commodity

coverage alone that it is the social expresder gesellschaftliche Ausdruck der Waren-
sion of the world of commodities. Thug welt ist. So offenbart sie, dal’ innerhalb die-
it makes it plain that within this world the ser Welt der allgemein menschliche Charak-
general human character of labor forms itster der Arbeit ihren spefizisch gesellschaft-

buy everything is a direct and positive exp
The bodily form of the linen counts a
the visible incarnation, the general soci
chrysalis state, of all human labor. Wea
ing, the private labor which produces line
is at the same time labor in general soc
form, the form of equality with all other

ression of theealf the equivalent commodity:

5 |hre Korperform gilt als die sichtbare In-

alkarnation, die allgemeine gesellschaftliche

v-Verpuppung aller menschlichen Arbeit. Die

n, Weberei, die Privatarbeit, welche Leinwand

alproduziert, befindet sich zugleich in allge-
mein gesellschaftlicher Form, der Form der

kinds of labor. The innumerable equationsGleichheit mit allen andren Arbeiten. Die
of which the general form of value is com- zahllosen Gleichungen, woraus die allge-

posed equate the labor realized in the lin

emmeine Wertform besteht, setzen der Reihe

with the labor contained in every other com-nach die in der Leinwand verwirklichte Ar-

modity. They thus convert weaving into th
general form of appearance of undifferen
ated human labor. In this manner the lab
objectified in the values of commodities i
not just represented negatively, as labor

e beit jeder in andrer Ware enthaltenen Arbeit
ti-gleich und machen dadurch die Weberei zur
orallgemeinen Erscheinungsform menschli-
s cher Arbeit Uberhaupt. So ist die im Waren-
invert vergegenstandlichte Arbeit nicht nur

which abstraction is made from all the con-negativ dargestellt als Arbeit, worin von al-
crete forms and useful properties of actyallen konkreten Formen und nutzlichen Ei-

work. Rather its own positive nature is e
plicitly brought out. It is the reduction of
all kinds of actual labor to their commo
character of being human labor in gener
of being the expenditure of human labo
power.

- genschaften der wirklichen Arbeiten abstra-
hiert wird. Ihre eigne positive Natur tritt
n ausdricklich hervor. Sie ist die Reduktion
alaller wirklichen Arbeiten auf den ihnen ge-
r-meinsamen Charakter menschlicher Arbeit,
auf die Verausgabung menschlicher Arbeits-

kraft.

Question 275 How does the General Equivalent form of value express tte l@presented

in value not only negatively but also positively?

Now the whole of the General form of value:

160:1 The General form of value, i 81:3 Die allgemeine Wertform, welche
which all products of labor are presenteddie Arbeitsprodukte als blof3e Gallerten un-
as mere congealed quantities of undiffergnterschiedsloser menschlicher Arbeit dar-
tiated human labor, shows by this generaktellt, zeigt durch ihr eignes Geruste, daf? sie
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specific social character.

lichen Charakter bildet.

Interdependence of the Development of Relative Form of Value and Equivalent

Form

The main objective of section 1.3 is an understanding of gemésis” of money, see 139:1.
Money is a commodity which is always in the general equiviaferm. The equivalent,
however, is passive. In the present brief subsection Maswshhat also thdevelopmenbf
the equivalent form is passive; it is driven by the develophoé the relative form.

160:2 The degree of development of tH
equivalent form corresponds to that of th
relative form of value. However it should b
noted that the development of the equivald
form is only the expression and result of th
development of the relative form.

e  81:4 Dem Entwicklungsgrad der relativen

eWertform entspricht der Entwicklungsgrad

e derAquivalentform. Aber, und dies ist wohl

ntzu merken, die Entwicklung dérquivalent-

eform ist nur Ausdruck und Resultat der Ent-
wicklung der relativen Wertform.

| More specifically, the equivalents in the Simple, Expanded, General forms of value
are generated through the actions of the commodities indifresponding relative forms of

value.

160:3 The Simple or Isolated relativ
form of value of one commaodity convert
some other commodity into a Simple equi
alent. The Expanded form of relative valu
that expression of the value of one con
modity in terms of all other commoditieg
imprints on those other commodities th
form of various Particular equivalents. F
nally, a particular kind of commodity ob

e 82:1 Die einfache oder vereinzelte relati-
s ve Wertform einer Ware macht eine andre
/-Ware zum einzelneAquivalent. Die entfal-
e tete Form des relativen Werts, dieser Aus-
n-druck des Werts einer Ware in allen andren
, Waren, pragt ihnen die Form verschiedenar-
etiger besondereAquivalente auf. Endlich
- erhalt eine besondre Warenart die allgemei-
ne Aquivalentform, weil alle andren Waren

tains the form of General equivalent, bg-sie zum Material ihrer einheitlichen, allge-

cause all other commodities make it the m
terial embodiment of their unified and ger
eral form of value.

The equivalents go through the progres

ameinen Wertform machen.
i

sion individual-tipaar—general.

Despite the correspondence in the development paths ofithpdles, these paths them-
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selves do not converge but, on the contrary, the “antagdiistween the two poles becomes

stronger. (This antagonism will then be us

ed, in chapter, T8d:2, to explain the practical

implementation of the forms of money along with the develeptrof commodity produc-
tion itself.) We use “antagonism” as translation for the iBan wordGegensatAn the First

edition, 645:2, it is called a “polar antago

nism,” which iphined to be an “inseparable

connectedness and at the same time continual exclusion.”

160:4 Concomitantly with the develop
ment of the value form itself, however, d¢
velops also the antagonism between the 1
ative form of value and the equivalent forn
the two poles of the value form.

82:2 In demselben Grad aber, worin sich
- die Wertform uberhaupt entwickelt, ent-

elwickelt sich auch der Gegensatz zwischen
n, ihren beiden Polen, der relativen Wertform
undAquivalentform.

This antagonism is already present in the Simple form ofejadithough both sides consist

of arbitrary commodities:

160:5 The first form, 20 yards of linen 1
1 coat, already contains this antagonism,
does not attach it.

r  82:3 Schon die erste Form—20 Ellen
puteinwand = 1 Rock—enthalt diesen Gegen-
satz, fixiert ihn aber nicht.

The antagonism is not “attached” or “fixed” to the commoditiecause one cannot say,

for instance, that the linen is in the relative

and the co#liérequivalent form. One can only

say that for the weaver, the linen is in the relative and tret dothe equivalent form, but
for the tailor just the reverse holds: for him, the linen ishe equivalent and the coat in the

relative form.

According to whether we read the samiele nachdem dieselbe Gleichung vorwarts

equation forwards or backwards, each
the two commaodity poles (such as linen a
coat) is found in the relative form on on

other.

ofoder riickwarts gelesen wird, befindet sich
ndiedes der beiden Warenextreme, wie Lein-
e wand und Rock, gleichmafig bald in der

occasion, and in the equivalent form on tTereIativen Wertform, bald in dehquivalent-

form.

| This indeterminateness makes it difficult to see that theea & an antagonism.

Here it is still difficult to keep hold of the
polar antagonism.

Es kostet hier noch Milhe, den polarischen
Gegensatz festzuhalten.

| The Expanded form of value is no longer symmetric, but itersal leads to a new form

of value, the General form of value.

160:6 In formB, only one commodity at
a time can expand its relative value into
totality, and it only possesses this Expand

82:4 In der Form Il kann immer nur je ei-
ane Warenart ihren relativen Wert total entfal-
eden oder besitzt sie selbst nur entfaltete re-

relative form of value because, and in so fi

arative Wertform, weil und sofern alle andren
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as, all other commodities are with respe
to it, equivalents. Here we can no long
reverse the equation—such as 20 yards
linen =1 coat or = 10 Ib. of tea or = 1 qua
ter of wheat etc.—without altering its whol
character, and converting it from the E
panded form into the general form of valug

1 Form B: interchange of the sides no
interchange transfornidinto C.

| In form C, the antagonism develops
equivalenbecausall others are not.

161:1 Finally, the last formC, gives to
the world of commodities a general soci
relative form of value, because, and in so fi
as, all commodities except one are there
excluded from the equivalent form. A sin
gle commodity, the linen, therefore has t
form of direct exchangeability with all othe
commodities, in other words it has a imm¢
diately social form because, and in so far &
no other commodity is in this situatic.

1+ This also means: as soon as a gene

ctWaren sich ihr gegeniiber in déquivalent-
prform befinden. Hier kann man nicht mehr
oflie zwei Seiten der Wertgleichung—wie 20
- Ellen Leinwand = 1 Rock oder = 10 Pfd. Tee
e oder = 1 Qrtr. Weizen etc.—umsetzen, ohne
- ihren Gesamtcharakter zu verandern und sie
2. aus der totalen in die allgemeine Wertform
zu verwandeln.

longer possible in the sametiequaSuch an

into a contradiction: one comiydsligeneral

82:5 Die letztere Form, Form lll, endlich
al gibt der Warenwelt allgemein-gesellschaft-
ariche relative Wertform, weil und sofern, mit
biner einzigen Ausnahme, alle ihr angehori-
- gen Waren von der allgemeinehquiva-
nelentform ausgeschlossen sind. Eine Ware,
r die Leinwand, befindet sich daher in der
e-Form unmittelbarer Austauschbarkeit mit
asallen andren Waren oder in unmittelbar ge-

sellschaftlicher Form, weil und sofern alle
andren Waren sich nicht darin befind&n.
ral equivalent existst bager is marginalized.

This is even enforced by modern anti-trust laws. “Recigyoagreements,” i.e., agreements
of the sort: | buy this from you if you buy that from me, aredj#d. Two firms are not allowed

to co-operate so as to protect themselves

from the markaop. |

|l Footnote 24 says two things: (A) it explains that this antagim is by no means obvi-
ous, and (B) from there it leads to Proudhon’s petty bourgiEology, which denies that

there are antagonisms.
24 It is by no means self-evident that the for

24 Man sieht es der Form allgemeiner unmit-

of direct and universal exchangeability is an an-telbarer Austauschbarkeit in der Tat keineswegs
tagonistic form, as inseparable from its oppp-an, dal} sie eine gegensatzliche Warenform ist,
site, the form of non-direct exchangeability, asvon der Form nicht unmittelbarer Austauschbar-
the positivity of one pole of a magnet is from the keit ebenso unzertrennlich wie die Positivitat ei-
negativity of the other pole. This has allowed thenes Magnetpols von der Negativitat des andren.
illusion to arise that all commodities can simul- Man mag sich daher einbilden, man kdnne allen
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taneously be imprinted with the stamp of diretft Waren zugleich den Stempel unmittelbarer Aus-
exchangeability, in the same way that it might betauschbarkeit aufdriicken, wie man sich einbil-

imagined that all Catholics simultaneously c3
be popes. It would, of course, be highly desirah
in the eyes of the petty bourgeois, who views t
production of commodities as the absolute su
mit of human freedom and individual indepen
dence, if the inconveniences connected with t

form, notably also the impossibility of direct ext

changeability of commodities, could be remove

anden mag, man kdnne alle Katholiken zu Papsten
lemachen. Fur den Kleinburger, der in der Waren-
heproduktion das nec plus ultra menschlicher Frei-
m-heit und individueller Unabhangigkeit erblickt,

- ware es natlrlich sehr wiinschenswert, der mit
nigdieser Form verbundnen Mi3stande Uberhoben
zu sein, namentlich auch der nicht unmittelba-
d.ren Austauschbarkeit der Waren. Die Ausmalung

This philistine utopia is depicted in the socialism dieser Philisterutopie bildet Proudhons Sozialis-

of Proudhon, which, as | have shown elsewhe
does not even possess the merit of originali
but was in fact developed far more successfu
long before Proudhon by Gray, Bray and ot
ers. Even so, wisdom of this kind is still rife i
certain circles under the name of ‘science’. N
school of thought has thrown around the wo
‘science’ more haphazardly than that of Prou
hon, for “Where thoughts are absent, words 3
brought in as convenient replacements.”

emus, der, wie ich anderswo gezeigt, nicht einmal
ty,das Verdienst der Originalitat besitzt, vielmehr
lylange vor ihm von Gray, Bray und andern weit
h- besser entwickelt wurde. Dies verhindert solche
Weisheit nicht, heutzutage, in gewissen Kreisen,
ounter dem Namen deyscience” zu grassieren.
rdNie hat eine Schule mehr als die Proudhonsche
d-mit dem Wort,science" um sich geworfen, denn
re,wo Begriffe fehlen, da stellt zur rechten Zeit ein
Wort sich ein.”

1 Marx refers here to his 1847 polemic against Proudhon, Thefoof Philosophy,

chapter One. The quotation at the end o

f the footnote is atkligltered quotation from

Goethe, Faust, Part |, Scene 4, Faust's Study. Relatedisagtote 40 to paragraph 181:2

in chapter Two.
William J. Blake wrote in [Bla39, pp. 625

—27]: “Proudhonisims dogged the footsteps of

Marxism from 1847 to the present day. Its type of thinkindnis $standard ‘radical’ approach

to the world. It is common to currency refo

rmers and fasgisttheory), and its isolation of

the banker as the source of all evil is extremely popular. iBlacks any understanding of
the totality of production relations, and is gaseous.”

Question 276 Why is it not possible that al

After this digression in the footnote let
ment was: all commodities share a joint
except one are excluded from the general

| Catholics are simultaneoysipes?

us go back to thenrtakt, in which the argu-
relative form of eahecause all commodities
| equivalent formceSpeople accept the general

equivalent for their own commodities because they know taeyuse the general equivalent
to purchase the things they need, the question is relevamttm® value of this excluded

commodity is expressed.
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161:2 The commaodity that plays the ro
of General equivalent is on the other hat
excluded from the uniform and therefor
General relative form of value. If the linen
or any other commaodity serving as Genef

e 83:1 Umgekehrt ist die Ware, die als all-

hdgemeinedquivalent figuriert, von der ein-

e heitlichen und daher allgemeinen relativen
, Wertform der Warenwelt ausgeschlossen.
alSollte die Leinwand, d.h. irgendeine in all-

equivalent, were, at the same time, to shargemeinerAquivalentform hefindliche Wa-

in the relative form of value, it would hav¢
to serve as its own equivalent. We shou
then have: 20 yards of linen = 20 yards
linen, a tautology in which neither value ng
its magnitude is expressed.

> re, auch zugleich an der allgemeinen relati-

ldven Wertform teilnehmen, so mufite sie sich

bfselbst zunAquivalent dienen. Wir erhielten

r dann: 20 Ellen Leinwand = 20 Ellen Lein-
wand, eine Tautologie, worin weder Wert
noch Wertgrof3e ausgedrickt ist.

Marx calls “20 yards of linen = 20 yards of linen” here a “tdotgy,” while his formulation
in 139:7/0 suggested that this equation does have a mealtiraygh it is no longer an
expression of value. This is one of the places where Marx itla inconsistent in his

argument.

In order to express the relative value of th
General equivalent, we must rather revel
formC. This equivalent has no relative forn
of value in common with other commodi
ties; its value is, rather, expressed relative
in the infinite series of all other physicd
commodities. Thus the Expanded relati
form of value, or fornB, now appears as thg
specific relative form of value of the equiv
alent commodity.

nieUm den relativen Wert des allgemeinen
sé\quivalents auszudriicken, miissen wir viel-
n mehr die Form Il umkehren. Es besitzt kei-
- ne mit den andren Waren gemeinschaftliche
lyrelative Wertform, sondern sein Wert driickt
| sich relativ aus in der endlosen Reihe aller
eandren Warenkorper. So erscheint jetzt die
b entfaltete relative Wertform oder Form Il als
- die spezifische relative Wertform dégqui-
valentware.

This expression of the value of money is relevant becausedter no longer compares
the value of his commodity with the use-value of the equivgléut with the bundle of
use-values which a given sum of money can buy.

Transition from the General Form of Va

lue to the Money Form

162:1 The General equivalent formis offle  83:2 Die allgemeinéiquivalentform ist
of the forms of value. Any commodity can eine Form des Werts Uberhaupt. Sie kann

therefore be the General equivalent. Hoy-also jeder Ware zukommen.

ever whatever commodity it is, it is only i

Andrerseits
befindet sich eine Ware nur in allgemeiner

General equivalent form (forr®) because| Aquivalentform (Form 111), weil und sofern
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and in so far as all other commodities ek-sie durch alle andren Waren afsquiva-
clude it from their ranks and treat it as thelent ausgeschlossen wird. Und erst vom
equivalent. And it is not until this exclusion Augenblick, wo diese AusschlieRung sich
has once and for all confined itself to oneendgiiltig auf eine spezifische Warenart be-
specific kind of commaodity, that the uniform schrankt, hat die einheitliche relative Wert-
relative form of value of the whole world of form der Warenwelt objektive Festigkeit
commaodities has gained objective fixity andund allgemein gesellschaftliche Gultigkeit
general social validity. gewonnen.

The transition from formg\ to B to C was driven by the defects of these forms, their insuf-
ficiencies in expressing value. The transition frGrto D, by contrast, is driven by an inner
tension in formC itself. The General equivalent form is a form of value whieim e as-
sumed by every commodity, but this form has a very excludiaacter: if one commodity
is in this form, all other commodities are excluded from ihi§tension between arbitrari-
ness and uniqueness can only be resolved by a social act fikéshone commodity as

General equivalent.
162:2 As for the specific kind of com 83:3/0 Die spezifische Warenart nun, mit

modity, with whose natural form the equiv- deren Naturalform did\quivalentform ge-
alent form socially grows together, it be- sellschaftlich verwachst, wird zur Geldware
comes the money commaodity, or assume®der funktioniert als Geld.

money functions.

Fowkes translates this passage as: implies the harmonious merger of
“The specific kind of commaodity two things that fit together. Marx
with whose natural form the writes “verwéchst not

equivalent form is socially “zusammenwéachstvhich
interwoven now becomes the connotates the growing together of
money commodity, or serves as two things which have nothing in
money.” The social coalescence ~ common, like a tree growing

Marx talks about here does not together with a rock that is in its
have the character of an way.

interweaving. Interweaving

| avoided the formulation
“functions as money” although
this is what Marx wrote, because
in chapter Three, the function of
money as money is distinguished
from its function as measure of
value or means of circulation. In
other words, here the translation
tries to use a more consistent
terminology than Marx himself.

1t Note that Marx writes here “become.” The fixing of the role @ngral equivalent
on one specific kind of commodity (gold) is only the beginnafgnoney. In chapter Three,
section 3, Marx says that a second social act, namely thetiaday the same commodity as
means of circulation, will be necessary before the moneyroodity becomes full-fledged
money.
Playing the part of General equivalentwithinEs wird ihre spezifisch gesellschaftliche
the world of commodities becomes its spL-Funktion, und daher ihr gesellschaftliches
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cific social function and consequently its sp-Monopol, innerhalb der Warenwelt die Rol-

cial monopoly. In formB, the commodities

le des allgemeineAquivalents zu spielen.

figure as Particular equivalents of linen, andDiesen bevorzugten Platz hat unter den Wa-
in form C they jointly express their relativé ren, welche in Form Il als besondigjuiva-
values in linen; now there is one particl-lente der Leinwand figurieren und in Form
lar commodity which has historically cont 1l ihren relativen Wert gemeinsam in Lein-
quered this favored position: gold. If, then, wand ausdriicken eine bestimmte Ware hi-

in form C, we replace the linen with gold
we get:

1.3.D. Money Form
162:3

20 vyardsoflinen =

1 coat =
10 Ib.tea =
40 |Ib. coffee =
quarter of corn =
ton of iron =
commodityA =
etc.

162:4 Fundamental changes have tak
place in the course of the transition frof
form A to form B and from formB to form
C.

2 ounces
of gold

X NP

storisch erobert, das Gold. Setzen wir daher
in Form IIl die Ware Gold an die Stelle der
Ware Leinwand, so erhalten wir:

84:1

20 Ellen Leinwand =

1 Rock =
10 Pfd. Tee =
40 Pfd. Kaffee =
Qrtr. Weizen =
Tonne Eisen =
WareA =

2 Unzen
Gold

X NIF

en 84:2 Es finden wesentliche Veranderun-
mgen statt beimUbergang von Form | zu
Form I, von Form Il zu Form IIl.

1+ By implication, the difference betwe&handD is notfundamental.

As against this, there is no difference b
tween formsC andD, except that gold in-
stead of linen has now assumed the Gene
equivalent form. Gold is in fornD what
linen was in formC: the General equiva;
lent. The advance consists only in that t
form of direct and general exchangeabilit
in other words the General equivalent forn

e-Dagegen unterscheidet Form IV sich durch
nichts von Form Ill, auBer dal jetzt statt
sraleinwand Gold die allgemein&quivalent-
form besitzt. Gold bleibt in Form IV, was
die Leinwand in Form Il war—allgemeines
heAquivalent. Der Fortschritt besteht nur dar-
v,in, dafd die Form unmittelbarer allgemeiner
h,Austauschbarkeit oder die allgemeitgui-

has now by social custom irrevocably b
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come entwined with the specific bodily form wohnheit endguiltig mit der spezifischen Na-
of the commaodity gold. T turalform der Ware Gold verwachsen ist.

Not the form as such differs, only the use-value this formtiached to. “Gold” and
“linen” in this passage must be understood metaphoric@lbld stands for a specific com-
modity which is by social custom always in the General edaivaform, while “linen”
stands for a General equivalent which is decided case by paseaps because it is most
convenient for the situation at hand. This seems to be onlptesdifference, but it has im-
portant implications. The welding together of a particulae-value with a particular form
of value generates a true novelty, and the functions of mamepapter Three show how
fertile this combination is.

the Moore-Aveling translation
does not use the word “specific”
here.

In the German original, the word
“spezifisch was used once in
162:1, twice in 162:2, and once in
162:4. This term is also used

elsewhere, e.g., in 188:2, see my
annotations there, and in

Contribution 303:4/0. Despite the
apparent significance of this term,

This particular use-value was gold because this use-valofoans best with the prop-
erties of a General equivalent (see chapter Two, 183:2/atahat). The next paragraph
shortly sketches how gold started out as an ordinary commyadd gradually conquered
the position of being recognized everywhere as the Gengtavaent. Only after this has
been accomplished has there been a difference between tieeaGform of value with gold
as the equivalent, and the Money form of value.

162:5/0 Gold confronts the other com- 84:3 Gold tritt den andren Waren nur als
modities as money only because it prg-Geld gegeniber, weil es ihnen bereits zu-
viously confronted them as a commodity.vor als Ware gegeniiberstand. Gleich al-
Like all other commodities, one of its func- len andren Waren funktionierte es auch als

1. The Commodity

General form of value transform itself intf

the Money form.
This answers the question, posed in 13

9:1, of the genediedflbney form, but it does

not show in what respects the Money form differs from the Ganferm of value. What
Marx calls here the Money form is not a new form of value butdbalescence of the General
equivalent with a specific use-value. This creates somgtiéav, which will be explored in

chapter Three.

Exam Question 278 The difference between the Money form (under the gold stdhdad
the General equivalent form is small; nevertheless it hamiriant implications. Elaborate.

Question 279 Compare Marx’s derivation of money with the derivations ofhey in mod-

ern Economics

Next Marx mentions briefly what becom
lent form turns into the Money form.

163:1 The Simple relative expression of

the value of some commodity, such as ling

es of the relative fofmalue when the equiva-

84:4 Der einfache relative Wertausdruck
neiner Ware, z.B. der Leinwand, in der be-

in the commodity which already functions reits als Geldware funktionierenden Ware,

as the money commodity, such as gold,
the price form. The ‘price form’ of the liner

isz.B. dem Gold, ist Preisform. DigPreis-
form* der Leinwand daher: 20 Ellen Lein-

is therefore: 20 yards of linen = 2 ounceswand = 2 Unzen Gold oder, wenn 2 Pfd.St.
of gold, or, if 2 ounces of gold when coined der Miinzname von 2 Unzen Gold, 20 Ellen

give£ 2, 20 yards of linen £ 2.

Leinwand = 2 Pfd.St.

This discussion will be continued in much more detail in deaphree, see 189:1. In the

tions was that of an equivalent, either
Simple equivalent in isolated exchange

aAquivalent, sei es als einzelndgjuivalent
sin vereinzelten Austauschakten, sei es als

or a Particular equivalent alongside otherbesondresAquivalent neben andren Wa-

commodity-equivalents. Gradually it begg
to serve as General equivalent in narrow
or wider circles. As soon as it has won th
monopoly of this position in the value ex
pression of the world of commaodities, dog
it become the money commodity. And onl
from the moment that it has already becor
the money commodity, does form dif-

ferentiate itself from fornC, i.e., does the

nrenaquivalenten. Nach und nach funktio-
enierte es in engeren oder weiteren Kreisen
eals allgemeined\quivalent. Sobald es das
- Monopol dieser Stelle im Wertausdruck der
2sWarenwelt erobert hat, wird es Geldware,
y und erst von dem Augenblick, wo es bereits
neGeldware geworden ist, unterscheidet sich
Form IV von Form 111, oder ist die allgemei-
ne Wertform verwandelt in die Geldform.
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last paragraph of section 1.3, Marx returns frbrback toA and thus concludes the circle.

163:2 The only difficulty in the compre

85:1 Die Schwierigkeit im Begriff der

hension of the Money form is that of grasp- Geldform beschrankt sich auf das Begreifen

ing the General equivalent form or, mofr
broadly, of the General form of value, forn
C. Form C can be reduced by working
backwards to fornB, the Expanded form of
value, and its constitutive element is foAn
20 yards of linen = 1 coat or commodity
A =y commodityB. The Simple commod-
ity form is therefore the germ of the Mone
form.

196

eder allgemeinerAquivalentform, also der
n allgemeinen Wertform Gberhaupt, der Form
y 1l Form Il 16st sich riickbezuglich auf
in Form I, die entfaltete Wertform, und ihr
konstituierendes Element ist Form I: 20 EI-
len Leinwand = 1 Rock odetr WareA =y
WareB. Die einfache Warenform ist daher
y der Keim der Geldform.



1.3. Form of Value

The first edition, 43:4, brings a transitional paragraptehehich reiterates what Marx
considered the most important finding of this section:

As one sees, the analysis of the commq
ity yields all essentiadeterminations of the|
form of value It yields the form of value it-
self, in its opposite moments, th@eneral
relative form of value the General equiv-
alent form finally the never-endingeries
of Simple relative value expressignghich
first constitute a transitional phase in the d
velopment of the form of value, in orde
to eventually turn into thepecific relative
form of value of the General equivalent

Marx distinguishes here betwegmeneral
commodity, andpecificvalue forms, which
However the analysis of the commodit
yielded these forms aforms of the com-
modity in general, which can therefore b
taken on by every commodity—although i
a polar manner, so that when commodity
finds itself inoneform determination, then
commoditiesB, C, etc. assume thetherin
relation to it.

dMan sieht: die Analyse der Ware ergibt alle
wesentlicherBestimmungen deWertform
und die Wertform selbst in ihren gegensatz-
lichen Momenten, dieallgemeine relative
Wertform die allgemeineAquivalentform
endlich die nie abschlieRendrReihe einfa-
cher relativer Wertausdrcke welche erst

e-eine Durchgangsphase in der Entwicklung

r der Wertform bildet, um schlieZlich in die
spezifisch relative Wertform des allgemei-
nenAquivalentaumzuschlagen.

value forms, which can be assumed by any

cannot.

y Aber die Analyse der Ware ergab diese For-
men alsWarenformeniberhaupt, die also

e auch jeder Ware zukommen, ngegenatz-

nlich, so dalR wenn die WarA sich in der
einenFormbestimmung befindet, die Waren
B, C, usw. ihr gegenuber diandre anneh-
men.

| The last sentence is especially significant.

It was however of decisive importance
discover the inner necessary connection |
tweenformof value,substancef value, and
magnitudeof value, i.e., expressed ideally
to prove that théorm of value springs from

0 Das entscheidend Wichtige aber war den
beneren notwendigen Zusammenhang zwi-
schen Weiform, Wertsubstanzind WergrofRe
, zUu entdecken, d.h. ideell ausgedriickt, zu be-
weisen, dal3 die Wddrmaus dem Wektegriff

the concepbf value.

The German word is “ideell” and

not “ideal”; i.e., this is not awrong reflection of this

entspringt.

(idealistic) expression, but it is the  One might translate it as:

reality in theory. “expressed epistemically.”

Marx did not begin with the concept of value to derive fromhi¢ form of value, but he
began with the analysis of a concrete object of practicaliagtnamely, the commaodity.
Then at the end he can step back and summarize his findingsheitvords: the form of
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value springs from the concept of value. This is a reversélagfel, the necessity of which
is best seen if one translated it into the core-surface jradMarx tried to show in this
derivation that monetized market relations are the appatgpsurface relations which induce
the economic agents, who interact in this way on the surtagaoduce value in the core of
the economy.

Question 282 Compare the discussion of section 1.3 in these Annotatieres Wwith the

discussion of section 1.3 in [Sek97, vol. 1, pp. 34 ff.].

1.4. The Fetish-Like Character of the Commodity and
its Secret

In the first German edition dfapital, chapter One ended with a seven-page passage about

the fetish-like character of the commodity, starting atl44zor the second German edition,
Marx profoundly revised this passage and almost doubléeritgth. But even the second
edition must be considered incomplete. Marx discusses &eet of questions which are
extremely important for understanding capitalism and th&sjbilities to overcome it.

Although Marx does not divide section 1.4 into subsectitingse Annotations divide it
into five parts. The whole section is an analysis of the s@uezal implications of what
Marx calls the mysterious character of the commodity. Manst fjives a characterization
of what the mysterious character of the commodiysists in(subsection 1.4.a) and then
asks where itomes fron(1.4.b). Since social relations take the form of mysteriobjgc-
tive phenomena, scientific efforts are necessary to uratetshese phenomena enough so
that “successful” action within this framework is possiblhis is the origin of “bourgeois
economics,” which is discussed in subsection 1.4.c. Stieset.4.d gives four examples of
societies in which social relations do not take a mystifiaanfdfollowed by a short sketch
of the correspondence between religion and the relatiopsaxfuction. Subsection 1.4.e
is related to 1.4.c; it points out the theoretical errors, ‘fletishism,” of bourgeois political
economy. The subtitles for these subsections are givenuaredrackets because they do
not come from Marx.

Before our detailed commentary of section 1.4 can begin, wst took at its title, which
reads, in German,Der Fetischcharakter der Ware und sein Geheirhkisually, “Fetisch-
charakter der Wateis translated with “commodity fetishism.” Howewer, a maaecu-
rate translation would be “fetish-like character of the ocoodity.” Marx distinguishes be-
tween “fetishism,” which is a false “story” guiding pradaicactivity, and “fetish-like char-
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1.4. Fetish-Like Character and its Secret

acter,” which is a property in fact possessed by socialimat Commaodities havefatish-
like character while members of capitalist society often dispfatishism(systematized in
“bourgeois economics”). Fetishism and bourgeois econsmilt be discussed in subsec-
tions 1.4.c and 1.4.e. A brief allusion to fetishism is athggiven at the end of 1.4.a, but the
early parts of this section focus on tfedish-like characteof the commodity.

Thereof.” Fowkes translated it as
“The Fetishism of the Commaodity
and its Secret.” Both are wrong.

In the Moore-Aveling translation,
the title is: “The Fetishism of
Commaodities and the Secret

The French edition says correctly:
“Le caractere fétiche de la
marchandaise et son secret.”

Exam Question 283 What is the difference between commodity fetishism anetiséflike
character of commodities?

1.4.a. [Exactly Which Aspects of the Commodity are Mysterious?]

Marx begins his discussion with the statement that comriesditre “mysterious.” By this
he means that the social relations encapsulated in the cditiesoare not visible to or
controlled by the commodity owners. Then he asks where xacthe commodity is
this mystery located. He rules out the use-value (163:3fd) the contentof the value
determinations (164:1), in order to arrive at temmodity fornof the product (164:2). To
illustrate the mysterious character of the commodity fdvtarx brings analogies of the eye
and religion (164:3/0). Afterwards, in what we call subsattl.4.b, Marx will go on to
investigatethe origin, in the relations of the producers in the production processhis
mysterious character of their products on the surface oétiomomy.

163:3/0 At first glance, acommodity 85:2 Eine Ware scheint auf den ersten
seems to be something obvious and trivial. Blick ein selbstverstandliches, triviales Ding.
1 A commodity seems to be something “obvious and trivial"—eama useful object
with simple properties that are easily examined and undedst| In the next sentence,
Marx says that the scientific analysis of this seemingly #ngject shows that it is really
something complicated. One would expect that scientifidyaisbegins with something
complex and reduces it to something more simple. If one dyrstarts with something sim-
ple, how can research make it more complex? Because thessgughce properties turned

out to becontradictory In order to resolve these contradiction, Marx had to digpée@and
uncovered so-to-say a busy inner life beneath the comnagtiiiland appearances:
But its analysis brings out that it is quite in- Ihre Analyse ergibt, daf3 sie ein sehr ver-
tricate, abounding in metaphysical hairsplit-tracktes Ding ist, voll metaphysischer Spitz-
ting and theological niceties. findigkeit und theologischer Mucken.

1+ Each word in the above sentence refers to one of the resuthe @&arlier analysis:
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e The commodity is “intricate”—because it has many deterindms, it has not only
use-value but also value, which manifests itself in variforsms—from the simple
exchangeability of two commodities to the power of moneyug éverything.

¢ It engages in “metaphysical hairsplitting"—because in toenmodity itself, these
multiple determinations are undeveloped, so that one nbedsowers of abstraction
to grasp them. (See First edition, 28:6/0).

e It abounds in theological niceties—because money can beared to the god of
commodities, as Marx did in the First edition, 37:1.

These references to the First edition were necessary bettaisentence under discussion
was already present in the First edition, while two of thecHfeplaces this sentence seems
to refer to did not make it into the later editions.

The commodity has properties which do not come from its gafdbody, and which
reveal their origin only in distorted ways. This comes outtrsirikingly in the three pecu-
liarities of the equivalent form, 148:1: use-value becotheform in which value manifests
itself; concrete labor the form in which abstract labor, anigiate labor the form in which
social labor manifests itself. Indeed,@ontribution the commodity fetishism section con-
sisted of one long paragraph 275:1/0 taking the place ofciwh peculiarity Also in Cap-
ital, one can find the fetish-like character enumerated in pnaith these peculiarities, see
chapter Three, p. 208:2/0.

Question 284 Which evidence prompts Marx to say, at the beginning of thexr@odity
Fetishism section, that the commodity is “intricate” or “rsigrious™?

Question 285 In Capital163:3/0 Marx says that the commaodity is “intricate” or “myst-
ous,” while in hisNotes on Wagneffmecw24]544:6/0 he says it is simple. What gives?

Marx calls the commaodity “intricate” or, in the next sententmysterious,” immediately
after giving a theory which fully explains the commodity.€limysterious character is there-
fore not a reflection of our ignorance about the commoditye T@mmodity is mysterious
because the simple social relations which our analysisateddan the commodity are not
expressed in the commodity in a straightforward mannerdad to contradictory and con-
torted surface expressions. Marx asks now: what is it alh@set underlying simple relations
which prevents them from being expressed in a simple way?rbleepds here in two steps.
First, following his earlier analysis, he cuts the commypdito several (conceptual) pieces
and asks which of these pieces is mysterious (i.e., leadsntivadictory expressions). In his
own words, this is the question where the mysterious charatthe commodity is located.
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And after having identified those elements and ruled outrsthés next question is: what
is it in those elements that causes their expressions toriieaclictory? This is the question
about the source of the mysterious character.

Question 286 If the commodity, empirically, is not mysterious, but itgestific analysis
reveals that it has a mysterious character, doesn'’t this mtbat the scientific analysis is
wrong?

Question 289 Comment on the following statement: “After a long and tediexplanation
of the commaodity, Marx surprises his reader at the end of t#raPne with the assertion that
the commodity is mysterious. This is Marx’s last-ditchretim drag commodity production
into the dirt, after his own analysis could not turn up muchttis wrong with it. Ironically,
Marx admits here that his explanation of the commodity is bsin satisfactory, since it
mystifies something that is really plain and simple”

| First therefore, Marx looks where the mysterious charauftdre commodity is located.

Many economic phenomena in capitalism haveoatwardly “magical”’ character. The
power of money to purchase everything, or the power of chfmtgrow quasi on its own
accord, sudden financial crises and breakdowns of econamietly, inflation, unemploy-
ment, stock market booms and busts, salaries which havéngdth do with the skills or
experience of the recipient, the tendency of wealth to cotmate rather than dissipate, even
modern consumerism, i.e., people’s over-attachmentngthiand the social status conveyed
by the clothes one wears or the car one drives—in all theseqrhena the economy seems
to have a separate “life.” Although the economy is the proddfiche economic agents, it
seems to be independent of them.

Modern economics does not admit that the economy is beyanddhtrol of the eco-
nomic agents. The theory @htional expectationss a good example for an explanation
according to which the mysterious phenomena of modernalegpit are the outgrowth of
nothing other than pure human rationality in the absencalbiifformation. At most, mod-
ern economics finds irrationality at the level of individiedhavior (Keynes), but never in
the social structure as such.

Far from denying the mysterious character of the commobtirx considers it so im-
portant that he interrupts his analysis of the social fotnesrtselves, in order to understand
why they are mysterious. But instead of picking out some efttanyoutwardlymysterious
phenomena, he tries to find the root of this magic by investigahe mysterious character
of thecommodity of the “elementary” social form, see 125:1. The commodityady con-
tains in an undeveloped form many of the determinations afeyand capital, and Marx
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asserts that also the outwardly magical and self-actingachers of money and capital have
their root in the more subtle mysteries of the commodity.

Exam Question 293 Why does Marx explore the mysterious character of the contynod
which is bland and abstract, instead of picking up one of t@yrstriking outwardly mys-
terious phenomena of capitalism?

Question 294 Whether the commodity is “mysterious” or not is a value judgtnwhich
can neither be proved nor disproved. Do you agree? What wighalck say about this?

In the next few paragraphs, Marx asks: exactly which aspettteocommodity is myste-
rious? Since Marx is looking for an absence here, the abs#ratarity and control, he uses
an elimination argument: he rules out all those cases wharigyds present

As the first step in this elimination, Marx rules out the contitgs use-value.

So far as it is ause-valuethere is nothing| Soweit sie Gebrauchswertist nichts My-
mysterious about the commaodity, whethgrsterioses an ihr, ob ich sie nun unter dem
we consider it from the point of view that, Gesichtspunkt betrachte, dal3 sie durch ih-
by its properties, it satisfies human needsre Eigenschaften menschliche Bedurfnisse
or that it first obtains these properties as thévefriedigt oder diese Eigenschaften erst als
productof human labor. Produktmenschlicher Arbeit erhalt.

The next passage focuses on the second alternative, thegbi@dprocess:

The activity by which man changes the Es ist sinnenklar, dal der Mensch durch sei-
forms of the materials of nature in a man-ne Tatigkeit die Formen der Naturstoffe in
ner useful to him is entirely accessible toeiner ihm nitzlichen Weise verandert. Die
the senses. The form of the wood, for in-Form des Holzes z.B. wird verandert, wenn
stance, is altered when a table is made puman aus ihm einen Tisch macht. Nichts-
of it. Nevertheless the table is still a piece pfdestoweniger bleibt der Tisch Holz, ein or-
wood, an ordinary thing which can be see¢ndinares sinnliches Ding.
and touched.
1+ The production process is entirely accessible to the sease®re literal translation
would be: it is clear to the senses that mankind changes thesfof the natural materials.
This is a process which one can fully experience with ongisesg, as opposed to the social
processes investigated in this book, which are not parteoéthpirical experience.

Question 295 Isn't it reductionism to say that the table is wood, as Marysa 163:3/07?
And what about tables made from other materials?

Doesn’t Marx set up a straw man here? Would anyone seriohsli that the use-value
of commodities, or the process producing this use-valumisterious? Marx’s denial of
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worded very chyefiarx chose formulations

emphasizing th&ansformationakcharacter of production. (This transformational chanacte

was already addressed earlier in 133:2/0

and its footna)eMl@rx’s secret message here

is that anyone who does not hold this transformational vielieles in miracles. In other
words, Marx is using the first, trivial step in his eliminatito promote a transformational

view of material production, instead of a vi
nothing.

ew in which protlan creates something out of

Material production changes the form of things in a usefuhnea. This process is based

on science, not magic; therefore it does

not lead to the lbss@al control. But things

look different when the social context of production is ddesed, i.e., when the article is
no longer seen as a mere use-value but as a commodity:

But, as soon as the table steps foeth a
commodity it changes into something tha
has extrasensory features attached to its g
suous existence. It not only stands with i
feet on the ground, but in relation to all othg
commodities it turns itself on its head, an
evolves out if its wooden brain grotesqu
ideas, far spleenier than if it suddenly we
to begin dancing®

“Aus freien Stiicken”: Fowkes'’s
translation “of its own free will”
has connotations to “will” which
do not belong here. Perhaps one

could say “of its

spontaneity and

Aber sobald erals Ware auftritt, verwan-

it delt er sich in ein sinnlich Ubersinnliches

eming. Er steht nicht nur mit seinen FufRen
tsauf dem Boden, sondern er stellt sich al-
2rlen andren Waren gegeniber auf den Kopf
dund entwickelt aus seinem Holzkopf Gril-

elen, vielwunderlicher, als wenn er aus freien
FeStiicken zu tanzen begantre.

own whim, also inspired by the French “que si

accord.” The translation here uses elle se mettait a danser.”
“suddenly” because this implies

self-activity. It is

1t Marx brings again several colorful metaphors referringitoilar aspects of the com-
modity as his formulations in the second sentence of 163W8hereas the former metaphors
emphasized that the commaodity contained forces which arelmgous to those handling
the commodities, the present metaphors indicate that tmenoality acts on its own accord:

e As a commodity, a table is sensuoaisd extrasensory—because it is not only the
product of useful labor but at the same time the accumulatfambstract labor. In
164:3/o Marx will use the formulation “sensuous-extrasensr social.”

e |n relation to all other commaodities, the table stands ohéad.—This is a reference
to the three peculiarities of the equivalent form, in whibk form itself is the exact

opposite of that what this form repre

sents and regulates.
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e The table evolves out of its wooden brain grotesque ideagmeeYalue manifests it-
self in the relation between commodities, the commodigessto be animated beings
with their own intentions and social relations.

The metaphor in this last item shows that Marx considers @minlaws to beendencial
The results of the analysis of the commodity earlier in cafne are compared here to a
“spleen” in the commodity’s head, i.e., asamdencyo act in a certain way, not necessarily
any particular action itself. Only the higher forms of cajift wealth (money and especially
capital) depend on it, for their existence, that these tecids are enacted.

Footnote 25 brings an example where the tables literallynteglance:

25 One remembers that China and the tables 2°Man erinnert sich, daR China und die Tische

started to dance when all the rest of the worldzu tanzen anfingen, als alle tbrige Welt stillzu-
seemed to stand still—in order to encourage thestehn schien—pour encourager les autres.
others.
1 Spiritistic table-shifting had become fashionable duting reactionary aftermath of the
1848 revolution in Germany. Marx saw the irony: while sogiedgress was frozen, tables
began to move. “China” is a pun. It refers at the same time eégttrcelain dishes on the
moving tables and to the Taiping-revolution in China, whiktarx hoped, would encourage
others to follow suit.

Commodities are the unity of use-value and value. Sincevakee has been ruled out,
Marx looks now whether the mysterious character of the codityocan have something to
do with value.

164:1 The mystical character of the com- 85:3/0 Der mystische Charakter der Ware
modity does not arise, therefore, from itsentspringt also nicht aus ihrem Gebrauchs-
use-value. wert.

1t This summarizes the results of the previous paragraph.

No more does it spring from the content of Er entspringt ebensowenig aus dem Inhalt
the determinations ofalue derWerbestimmungen.

Moore and Aveling translated
“Inhalt’ with “nature.” But in the
modern usage of the word

“nature,” not only/nhalt but also
Formwould be considered part of
the commodity’s nature. Marx is

trying to say something much
narrower here.

1+ This formulation may create the impression that we will aleme up empty-handed
if we look at value. But this impression is false. Marx does$ say that the mysterious
character does not come from value. He says that it does nw é@m thecontentof the
value determinations, i.e., from the (social) stuff valsieniade of. The “contentinhalt) of
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the value determinations must be distinguished here frensdicialformwhich this content
takes in a commodity society. The first edition, 44:2/o, folates the same idea a little
differently:

No more does it spring from the determina-Er entspringt ebensowenig aus déerbe-
tions ofvalue considered for themselves f stimmungen, fur sich selbst betrachtet.
“Considered for themselves” means: considered not asrditations of value but in their
own right. Stepping out of the Hegelian form-content pagadione might say: the myste-
rious character does not come from those aspects of thd poaiaiction process which are
regulated by the value relations between the commoditléfortmulated this way, Marx’s
next step in 164:2 follows immediately: it must come from tdoenmodity form, i.e., from
the objectified surface relations which regulate thesedasd social production. But let us
discuss things in order.)

From various earlier places (most clearly expressed inwlettansitional passages in
the first edition ofCapital, 21:2 and 42:4) we know that Marx distinguishes betweerethre
determinations of value(a) its substance() its quantity, andy) its form. Thecontent
of these determinations, i.e., the stuff which these aspEotalue are made out of, afe)
human labor in the abstract (i.e., the expenditure of ladmver), (8) socially necessary
labor-time, andy) a social relation on the surface of the economy (the form tfevis
exchange-value, which is a social relation).

In order to prove that the mysterious character does nonggrom the content of the
value determinations, Marx argues that these three kindsudffthemselves are not mys-
terious, and/or that they are not peculiar to commoditydpoing societies but can also be
found in societies which are not mysterious. Regardimgthe argument is:

For in the first place, however varied the Denn erstens, wie verschieden die nitzli-
useful labors or productive activities might chen Arbeiten oder produktiven Tatigkei-
be, it is aphysiologicaltruth that they are| ten sein mogen, es ist eirghysiologische
functions of thehumanorganism, and that Wahrheit, daf3 sie Funktionen desensch-
each such function, whatever may be its nalichen Organismus sind und daf} jede sol-
ture or its form, is essentially thexpendi- | che Funktion, welches immer ihr Inhalt und
ture of humanbrain, nerves, muscles, senseihre Form, wesentlichverausgabungvon
organs, etc. menschlichentdirn, Nerv, Muskel, Sinnes-
organ usw. ist.

The word “essentially” here indicates that it is not possital eliminate all effort out of
the production process. Although production uses natoraks, it is not the spontaneous
outcome of these natural forces. Nature has to be directdtlbans to have the effect
that humans desire. This “directing” the natural forcetheathan giving in to them, is an
activity which requires effort. Physicists know that eneigneeded to keep a system in a
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state of low entropy. This here is an analogous situation.

The “physiological truth” that all production is the expémde of human labor-power
makes itpossible but by no means necessary, that all labor-powers be trégtedciety as
parts of the same homogeneous mass. This is exactly what$dgiedn 150:2. The exam-
ples of the other societies, which will be given later in théxtion, starting with 169:2/0,
show that not all societies treat their labor-powers as amedgeneous mass.

Question 296 What is an “essential” property of something? What can belsaisupport
of Marx’s claim that labor is “essentially” expenditure ofuman brain, nerves, muscles,
sense organs, etc.?

Question 297 Do you know production processes in which humans partieipédthout hav-
ing to spend any effort?

Question 298 Skip forward to subsection 1.4.d, pp. 169:2/o — 171:2/0, dasdcribe the
social role played by the fact that all labor is the expenditaf human labor-power in the
Robinson example and the other examples of non-capitaligises given there.

Point(B3), the quantity of value, is discussed as follows:
Secondly, regarding that which underlies theWas zweitens der Bestimmung der Wert-
determination of the magnitude of valug, grof3e zugrunde liegt, digeitdauerjener
namely, theduration of that expenditure orf Verausgabung oder di@uantifitder Arbeit,
the quantity of labor, thisquantityis even | so ist dieQuanti&it sogar sinnfallig von der
palpably distinguishable from thguality of | Qualitat der Arbeit unterscheidbar.
labor.

Question 299 What does Marx mean with the “palpable difference betweedlityuand
quantity of labor,” and why is this adduced as evidence that¢ontents of the value deter-
mination are not mysterious?

One can only conjecture what Marx might have meant with thelgable difference”
between quantity and quality of labor. Perhaps Marx referthé fact that the quantity
of value is not given by the actual labor-time but by the dbciaecessary labor-time—a
difference which can be deadly. But even if one ignores #hisark, the argument given in
the next sentence rules out labor-time as a mysterious aldmeommodity production:

In all states of society, the labtmeit costs | In allen Zustanden muf3te die Arbeiést,
to produce the means of subsistence muswelche die Produktion der Lebensmittel
necessarily concern mankind, although rjokostet, den Menschen interessieren, ob-
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ofleich nicht gleichmafig auf verschiedenen
Entwicklungsstuferf®

Since this is validgenerally the mystery cannot come from labor-time. Even a society tha
is not mystified must take labor-time into consideration.

26 Note to the 2nd edition. The old Germar]
counted the area of an acre of land according t
day’s labor, and therefore the acre was also cal
Tagwerk (also Tagwanne) (jurnale or jurnali
terra jurnalis, jornalis or diurnalis), Mannwerk
Mannskraft, Mannsmaad, Mannshauet etc. Co
pare Georg Ludwig von Maurer, “Einleitung zu
Geschichte der Mark-, Hof-, usw. Verfassung
Munchen 1854, p. 129 sg.

s 26 Note zur 2. Ausg. Bei den alten Germa-
0 aen wurde die GroRRe eines Morgens Land nach
edler Arbeit eines Tages berechnet und daher der
5, Morgen Tagwerk (auch Tagwanne) (jurnale oder
, jurnalis, terra jurnalis, jornalis oder diurnalis),
mMannwerk, Mannskraft, Mannsmaad, Manns-
r hauet usf. benannt. Sieh Georg Ludwig von
. Maurer, ,Einleitung zur Geschichte der Mark-,
Hof-, usw. Verfassung“, Munchen 1854, p. 129

sq.

Question 300 Compare thenefunction of labor-time in the Robinson example, p. 169:2/0,
with thetwo functions of labor-time in the example of an “associatiorireé men,’ i.e., of
a communist society given on p. 171:2/0 in subsection 1.4.d.

Now point(y), theform of value:

And finally, whenever men work for each Endlich, sobald die Menschen in irgendei-
other in any way, their labor also assumeser Weise flreinander arbeiten, erhalt ihre

asocialform.
This sentence is closely related to 138:

Arbeit auch eingyesellschaftlich&orm.
2/o, and can be persgd as: whenever people

are not independent self-sufficient producers, but praduds part of the social web in
which they find themselves, there must be interpersonakiatens between the producers.

There is no mystery involved in this either.

Question 301 The armchair socialist (Kat

hedersozialist) Adolf Wagneote that Marx

“finds the common social substance of exchange-valuén labour” Marx, in his Notes
about Wagnermecw24]534:1, strenuously objects. What, if anythisgyviong with Wag-

ner’'s formulation?

Question 302 Since use-value is not mysterious, the commodity’s mgstercharacter

must come from value.

a. Is a commodity mysterious because i
nerves, muscles, etc., to produce it?

b. Is a commodity mysterious because t
relevant for society at large?

t takes labor, i.e.edpenditure of human brain,

he question how mmetittiakes to produce it is
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c. Is a commodity mysterious because the labors performedcommodity-producing
society are part of an overall social labor process?

d. Is there another aspect of the value of the commodity whiahoverlooked here that
might be mysterious?

The First edition brings now the Robinson example and thengyaof a communist so-
ciety, which is in the later editions moved to 169:2/0 and:2/#1. These example societies
are scrutinized for the roles played by those charactesisfisocial labor which under com-
modity production make up the three determinations of valnghese example societies,
these roles araot mystified. This provides further evidence that the contérihe value
determinations is not mysterious. By pointing out the défe roles they play in different
societies, Marx also clarifies his distinction between tbatentof the value determina-
tions taken by themselves, and the context in which they wesded social significance:
In commaodity-producing society, they are attached to tleevadues of the products as their
values

164:2 From where, then, arises the mys- 86:1 Woher entspringt also der ratselhaf-
terious character of the product of labor, aste Charakter des Arbeitsprodukts, sobald es
soon as it assumes tferm of a commodity | Warenformannimmt? Offenbar aus dieser
Obviously from this form itself. Form selbst.

Marx formulates here the results of the elimination argutriresuch a way that the answer
lies directly in the question, so that it seems almost thiitowever Marx achieves this effect
only by switching without warning from the form of value toettommodity-form of the
product. (Such a “warning” was present in the first editioheve Marx gave his examples
of non-commodity societies which were not mysterious. Aft@ving these examples to a
different place, the transition has become a little abjugy.commaodity-form of the product
Marx means the fact that in a market society, those threerlyinig social necessities which
Marx calls the contents of the value determinations arelegégd by the interactions of the
commodities on the surface of the economy as values.

Marx looks now in detail at these market interactions, tafyevhether they are indeed
mysterious. And he finds a hugéscrepancyincongruity, between the character of those
market interactions themselves and that what they regutaiteeeding methodically, Marx
contrasts the content ¢&)—(y) with the forms this content takes in commodity-producing
society. Regardinga ), Marx writes:

The equality of all human labors obtains Die Gleichheit der menschlichen Arbeiten
the bodily form of the equal value quas|- erhalt die sachliche Form der gleichen Wert-
materiality of all products of labor, ... gegenstandlichkeit der Arbeitsprodukte, ...
An attribute of labor in the production process is represgion the surface as an attribute of
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things. And what is a physiological truth with respect todglbecomes, once it is attached
to the finished product, a social abstraction with no basithénatural world. “So far
no chemist has ever discovered exchange-value either iarhgrea diamond.” (177:3-4).
Only the attributes o€oncretelabor are engraved in the use-value of the product, but thi:
use-value does not reveal how much labor-time was used ttupeoit, and how much of
this labor-time stands up under the test of being “sociaflgassary.” Nevertheless, in a
commodity society, the abstract labor used to produce theéyats is treated as if it was an
additional natural property of the product itself. N¢@)):

... the measure of labor by time takes the... das MalR der Verausgabung menschlichel
form of the quantity of the value of the com- Arbeitskraft durch ihre Zeitdauer erhalt die
modities, ... Form der Wertgrof3e der Arbeitsprodukte,

1} Society’s allocation of labor is not based on the actualddlme spent, but on the results
of haggling on the market place, on the success or failureavkating campaigns. Finally
(y):

... and finally the relations between the prp-... endlich die Verhaltnisse der Produzen-
ducers, in which those social determinationdgen, worin jene gesellschaftlichen Bestim-
of their labors assert themselves and are susaungen ihrer Arbeit betatigt werden, erhal-
tained, take the form of a social relation be-ten die Form eines gesellschaftlichen Ver-
tween the products of labor. haltnisses der Arbeitsprodukte.

My translation of this last passage needs an explanatioh.sAil earlier, one of the im-
portant differences between Marxist and neoclassical@odars is that Marxism does not
reduce the social relations to the individual. The socialnaetion, in which individuals
are embedded, pre-exists the individuals and cannot baiexepl by looking at the individ-
uals themselves. If one looks at the relations of produdticea commodity economy, the
hiatus between social and individual sphere is even widecesndividual producers and
consumers interact in the market, i.e., on the surface oétmmomy, which is dislocated
from production. The mysterious self-activity of the condity, i.e., the fact that the econ-
omy has its own dynamics and follows its own laws, has to da wits irreducibility and
dislocation.

The relationship between individual agency and the sociatext by which it is enabled
and constrained is therefore a very special one. On the oné, mthing happens in a
society without individuals carrying it out. On the othemldaand that will only be devel-
oped fully in the present section, individual consciousvitgtbecomes the motor through
which the blind necessities of the economic structure aisemselves. The ramifications
of this are discussed in more detail in [Bha89, pp. 66—77]r»Mmed a special word for
this intricate relationship: the social relationsetatigen sich(become active) or werden
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betéatigt (are acted out) in the practical activity of the individsallt is an unusual use of
this word, even in German, and in translations, its mearsraften completely obliterated.
In the present passage | translated it with the phrase tafsanselves and are sustained”
in order to capture the two channels that must exist in théiosship: “assert themselves”
refers to channel (1), while “are sustained” refers to cleh(i2).

Whereas Marx stressed before that it is not mysteribaspeople stand in contact with
each other, the paragraph under discussion addressegtheffthis contact, which is in-
deed mysterious: it is a contact betweenpheducts

Question 303 Compare the three discrepanciés)—(y) between form and content of the
value determinations with the three peculiarities of thaieglent form.

The next long sentence summarizes the three points of thpdesgraph, without using
the framework of “form” versus “content” of the “value-detginations,” but explaining in
simple terms what this means:

164:3/0 What is mysterious about the 86:2/0 Das Geheimnisvolle der Waren-
commodity form is therefore simply that form besteht also einfach darin, daf sie den
the social characteristics of men’s own la-Menschen die gesellschaftlichen Charak-
bor are reflected back to them as objectiveere ihrer eigenen Arbeit als gegenstandliche
characteristics inherent in the products pfCharaktere der Arbeitsprodukte selbst, als
their labor, as quasi-physical properties pfgesellschaftliche Natureigenschaften dieser
these things, Dinge zuriickspiegelt,

By “social characteristics of labor” in commodity-prodagisociety Marx means the fact
that all labor counts as a homogeneous fraction of socigiy® of labor-power, and its
guantity is the socially necessary labor-time needed tdyre the products. See e.g. 166:1.
l.e., these are point®r) and(f3) above. Two things are happening: (1) all labor is reduced
to abstract human labor, and (2) this reduction is not a€lidy a direct interaction between
the producers during the production process, but througtctimfrontation of the finished
products on the market. For the individual producer thismsedhat her labor is integrated
into social aggregate labor by the exchange relations wiechroducthas with other prod-
ucts. This is poin{y) above, which Marx summarize next. Marx uses the phraseé&koci
aggregate labor{Gesamtarbeit}o designate the social labor in a commodity producing
society, which consists of many labors performed privatélyesumably Marx chose this
somewhat awkward formulation in order to avoid the connetethat it is collective labor:
and that therefore also the social relation|ofdaher also auch das gesellschaftliche Ver-
the producers to the aggregate labor is fehaltnis der Produzenten zur Gesamtarbeit
flected as a social relation of objects, a relaals ein auf3er ihnen existierendes gesell-
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tion which exists apart from and outside theschaftliches Verhaltnis von Dingen.
producers. T

In the draft to the revisions of the first German edition, whiere published only recently
in [Mar87a, p. 38:5], Marx says explicitly that the reductiof concrete labor to human
labor in the abstract is the specific way how commodity predsicelate their private labor
to socially aggregate labor:

The reduction of the different useful labors, Die Reduktion der verschiednen Arbeiten,
which produce just as many different usefulwelche ebenso viele verschiedne nutzli-
things, tohuman labor that counts as equal che Dinge produciren, aufleichgeltende
as well as the joint measurement of this la-menschliche Arbeitwie das gemeinsame
bor by its necessary length of time, are ob-Messen dieser Arbeit durch ihre nothwen-
viously nothing other than a specific manngrdige Zeitdauer, ist offenbar nichts als ein
how the producers relate to their aggregatéestimmtes Verhalten der Producenten zu
labor, a social relation, which the producersihrer Gesammtarbeit, ein gesellschaftliches
enter within production and with respect {o Verhaltnif3, welches Personen innerhalb der
production. Produktion und mit Bezug auf dieselbe ein-

gehn.

The social relations regulating material production in aiety are called “relations of
production,” and some modern Marxists have adopted theibdistinction between rela-
tionsin production and relationsf production. In the last senten¢e Marx himself makes
this distinction when he distinguishes between relatiomighin” production and relations
“with respect to” production.

Question 304 Explain how value denotes a specific relation of productind aot just the
general relationship between a producer and his product.

Now let us return to Marx’s text iCapital.

Through thisquid pro quq the products of| Durch dieses Quidproquo werden die Ar-
labor become commodities, sensuous thingbeitsprodukte Waren, sinnlich Gibersinnliche
which are at the same time extrasensory|ooder gesellschaftliche Dinge.

social.

In order to treat their products as commodities, the ecooagents have to engage in this
“quid pro qud (interchange, substitution between social relations @dgle and material
relations of things), i.e., they have to act as if these pectalbad their social properties by
nature.

Next, Marx gives two analogies, first the eye and then refigio order to emphasize the
importance and wide-ranging ramifications of this substitu
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In the same way, the impact of light, em- So stellt sich der Lichteindruck eines Dings
anating from some exterior object, on theauf den Sehnerv nicht als subjektiver Reiz
optic nerve, is perceived not as a subjectivades Sehnervs selbst, sondern als gegen-
stimulation of that nerve, but as the physicalstandliche Form eines Dings aufRerhalb des
shape of the exterior object. Auges dar.

Does this mean that the mystification of the commodity refats no greater than the
mystification of seeing through one’s eyes? Is the markeplsimociety’s retina through
which it looks at its sphere of production? On the one handaamesay this, yet there is
an important difference. The light giving rise to the ners@émpulses comes from physical
objects, which emit or reflect light according to their plogdiproperties. The visual repre-
sentation of these objects, which the brain constructs ftemervous impulses in the eye,
gives information about these physical properties and lieljss humans, who are physical
beings, to move about in the physical world and interact Wit his interaction uses the
same laws of physics which would prevail in the outside wattd without this interaction.
By contrast, the properties which the commodities displayh® market arsocially gen-
erated, i.e., they are generated by the activity of the sam®@ah beings who are handling
these objects. l.e., when the economic agents try to takendalye, in their activity, of the
social properties of those objects, they change by theivigcthe very social properties
they are trying to exploit. The summary of the analogy of the ia Table 1.1 tries to draw
attention to this.

Question 306 What corresponds to what in the example with the eye? Giwa aflicorre-
spondences, like: retina—capitalist class (this one isofrse a joke), etc. To what extent
is this an appropriate example, and where does the analogg hia limits?

Here is Marx’s own explanation of the limitations of the af of the eye:
In the act of seeing, however, light is in fa¢ct Aber beim Sehen wird wirklich Licht von
transmitted from one thing, the exterior ob-einem Ding, dem auf3eren Gegenstand, auf
ject, to another thing, the eye. Itis a physicalein andres Ding, das Auge, geworfen. Es ist
relation between physical things. As agairjstein physisches Verhaltnis zwischen physi-
this, the commodity form of the products aof schen Dingen. Dagegen hat die Warenform
labor, and the value relation in which it rep- und das Wertverhaltnis der Arbeitsprodukte,
resents itself, have absolutely nothing to gdoworin sie sich darstellt, mit ihrer physischen
with the physical nature of the products orNatur und den daraus entspringenden ding-
with any relations they have as physical op-lichen Beziehungen absolut nichts zu schaf-
jects. fen.

Why is it so problematic that a social relation presentdfissea quasi-physical property
of the products? Because physical properties are exogeadusman activity, while the
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The stimulation of| The relation of
my optical nerve by| my labor to
light coming from a thing outside social aggregate labor
is experienced in my brain is experienced in my practical activity
as the shape as the exchange-value
(i.e. a physical property) (i.e. a quasi-physical property)
of a thing outside me| of my product.

But in the act of seeing}, whereas in commodity production,
the light | that what | experience as
stimulating my optical nerve quasi-physical properties of the things | am handling
comes from @ is the result of
physical thing outside the eye; my own activity.

Table 1.1.: Correspondence Table for Analogy of Eye

social relations are endogenous:

Itis the specific social relation of the peop|eEs ist nur das bestimmte gesellschaftliche
themselves which assumes for them, as| inVerhaltnis der Menschen selbst, welches
an optical illusion, the form of a relation of hier fur sie die phantasmagorische Form ei-
things. nes Verhaltnisses von Dingen annimmt.

and Paul have: “which, in their
eyes, has here assumed the

“Phantasmagoria” is, according to  exhibited in London in 1802.
the Oxford English Dictionary“a This word will be used again in
name invented for an exhibition of the French translation of 166:2/0.  semblance of a relation between
optical illusions chiefly by means  Moore-Aveling has: “assumes, in  things,” and Fowkes has: “assumes
of the magic lantern, first their eyes, the fantastic form,” Paul for them the fantastic form.”

Marx says (in a more literal translation than the one giveovap that social relations
take a “phantasmagorical” form, using a word that was cofee@dn exhibition ofoptical
illusionsin London 1802. In an optical illusion, you think that you aeeing something
outside the eye which is really generated inside the eyes iBha good metaphor for the
circularity of the commodity relation.

Question 307 In 164:3/0, Marx uses the eye as an analogy but also pointthedimitations
of this analogy. Earlier, in section 3, p. 148:3/0, Marx haskd the weighing of a sugar-loaf
as an analogy, and had described the limitations of thisiemdnalogy in similar words.
Compare these two analogies and their limitations.
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The circularity implied in the representation gbcial relations as quasi-physical prop-
erties ofthingsis also suggested by Marx’s formulations at the beginninthefpresent
paragraph 164:3/o “are reflectbdckto them,” and in the last sentence just discussed: “the
specific social relation of the peopleemselves. . assumetr thent (my emphasis all three
times). The laws of nature are the prerequisites of humavitgctvhile social relations are
its product. The quid pro quo which turns the product of lainéw a commodity implies
therefore that people treat tloreitcomeof their own activity as it it was its nature-given
objectiveprerequisite But without a clear separation of observer and the thingesl,
science is not possible. This is why it is so difficult to ovare the mystification of the
commodity.

In its dealings with nature, mankind has learned to subatdithe laws of nature to indi-
vidual purposes. Nature not only imposes constraints anesséies but is also an enabling
and liberating force. Material production tames natureudyosdinating its forces to human
will. In a commodity-producing society, in which things ssrdowed with social powers,
individuals attempt to use tledcialproperties of things for their personal benefitin a similar
way as material production takes advantage of the natuoglgpties of things. They try to
instrumentalize these social properties, but insteadpgfitey into the natural resources and
thus expanding the powers of humanity they unwittingly epditawing on the energies of
others in society. This may be advantageous for a minoritycAnnot work for everyone.
It does not truly work for anybody, because, instead of beinlg to direct the social forces
to their benefit, individuals become the blind executorsatfia laws which they do not
control.

Modern attempts at individual emancipation fr@ocietyimitate the successful eman-
cipation fromnature And although Marx is all in favor of subjective emancipatidhe
method which is used here, this imitation, dooms them taifail It remains a chase after
optical illusions, or an effort to build a perpetuum mobdean attempt to strengthen oneself
by drinking one’s own blood. By trying to purstigeir goals, while at the same time heeding
the seemingly objective constraints which “the market” as@s on them, and which they do
not recognize as being of their own making, individuals eedhe mere executors of the
inner tendencies of the commaodity.

As long as individuals follow this route, they will not be alib duplicate the successes
which they had in dealing with the physical world. This rouwt# not allow individuals
to transform their social relations into a benign and bersfitackdrop for their individual
purposes. Instead, these attempts lead to the subjugattbmstrumentalization of one
part of society by another—and to the subordination of emeey whether they are on the
“giving” or the “receiving” end of this exploitative relatnship, to the blind laws of capital
accumulation.
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In capitalist society, the individuals’ subordination tucgl laws is the result of a failed
attempt to emancipate themselves from them. This contshsteply with the more “di-
rect” integration of the individual into social relationsepailing in earlier historical periods,
which usually amounted to a forced subjection of individualtives to an overriding social
purpose. IfGrundrisse 83:2/0, Marx emphasizes this difference:

Only in the eighteenth century, in ‘civil socir Erst in dem 18. Jahrhundert, in dgatirger-

ety’, do the various forms of the social con- lichen Gesellschaft’, treten die verschied-

nection confront the individual as nothing nen Formen des gesellschaftlichen Zusam-

more than a means, subordinated to his primenhangs dem Einzelnen als bloRes Mittel

vate purposes, as an extraneous necessity.fir seine Privatzwecke entgegen, als aulier-
liche Notwendigkeit.

1. The Commodity

ends up using the individual’s self-directed activity as thotor for its own blind purposes

of capital accumulation.

Although Marx hints at this circularity in various ways, hever addresses it explicitly.
His most explicit mention of this circularity is the analogjreligion, which comes next.
Marx describes the social reality of religion by how indivals perceive it, i.e., he tacitly
switches over to a new subject: instead of fash-like charactenf the commodity he

discusses now thietishismof the commaodit
In order, therefore, to find an analogy w
must take flight into the misty realm of re
ligion. There the products of the humg
brain seem to be independent beings ¢
dowed with a life of their own, which en
ter into relations with each other and wit

y producers.

eUm daher eine Analogie zu finden, miissen

- wir in die Nebelregion der religiosen Welt

nflichten. Hier scheinen die Produkte des

2nmenschlichen Kopfes mit eignem Leben be-
gabte, untereinander und mit den Menschen

h im Verhaltnis stehende selbstandige Gestal-

| translated this sentence in such a to say that the p
way that the interpretation which |

clearly. Since Marx did not say
“merely a means for his private
purposes’(blof3 als ein Mittel fiir)
but “a mere means{als bloBes
Mittel) 1 assume he did not intend

wanted to emph

its own right but

Here is anotheGrundrissequote, from , wi
That the social connection resulting frof
the collision of independent individuals af
pears with respect to them simultaneoug
both as objective necessity and as exter
bond, represenexactly theirindependence
for which social being, though a necessit
is no more than aneans, and therefore ap
pears to the individuals themselves as son
thing external, and in money, even as a tg
gible thing They produce in and for society

merely private (as opposed to the
consider the correct one comes out “higher” social purposes), but he

social connection was not
something commanding respect in coming in from the outside.

urposes were word “auBBerlich (extraneous)
connotes a degradation as well: the
social connection is not seen as the
culmination of private interests,

but as a constraint and obstacle

asize that the

was degraded to

nothing more than a means. The

here Marx says the same thing at greater lengtt

mDal der gesellschaftliche Zusammenhang,

- der durch den Zusammenstol3 der unabhang

slygen Individuen entsteht, zugleich als sach-

ndlche Notwendigkeit, und zugleich als ein
aulBerliches Band gegeniiberihnen erscheint
stellt eben ihre Unab#&ngigkeitdar, furdie

- das gesellschaftliche Dasein zwar Notwen-

nedigkeit aber nurMittel ist, also den Indi-

nviduen selbst als eiAuRerliches erscheint,

, iIm Geld sogar als ein handgreifliches Ding

as social individuals, but at the same timeSie produzieren in und fur die Gesellschatft,

this appears as a mere means to objec
their individuality.

ifils gesellschaftliche, aber zugleich erscheint
dies als bloRRes Mittel ihre Individualitat zu
vergegenstandlichen.

In capitalism, the individual tries to instrumentalize #$wxial connections for his or her

individual purposes, and fails. It is even wi

orse than a fajlbecause the social connection
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the human race. So it is in the realm often. So in der Warenwelt die Produkte der
commodities with the products of people[s menschlichen Hand.
hands.
The religious analogy is catchy, but it should not cause d¢lager to think that the fetish-
like character of the commodity is merely a matter of an ilus Whether or not people are
aware of the social origin of the quasi-physical properiethe commodity—in their daily
dealings in a commodity society, they are forcedtbas if the commodities were things
which had these social properties just as firmly attacheldamtas their physical properties.
For someone who is forced to act in this way, ieasyto slip into thinking that these social
properties of the commaodities really come from their phgkigakeup. And society relies on
these “slips”: capitalistic social relations can only ntain themselves if most of the people
most of the time “forget,” in their practical actions, thaetpowers of the things which they
are trying to take advantage of originate in their own agtivBut it is far from impossible
to pierce that veil, and nobody individuallyfercedto see the commodity this way. Marx
calls this false consciousness “fetishism.”
This | call the fetishism, which sticks to Dies nenne ich den Fetischismus, der den
the products of labor as soon as they arérbeitsprodukten anklebt, sobald sie als
produced as commodities, and which [isWaren produziertwerden, und der daher von
therefore inseparable from the productipnder Warenproduktion unzertrennlich ist.
of commodities.

commodities,” although of “inherent.”

“anklebend is the direct opposite

Moore and Aveling translate it as
“fetishism inherent in
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This is the first time that Marx uses the word “fetishism” gatthan “fetish-like charac-
ter.” The formulations “inseparable” and “sticks to” indte that fetishism is not a property
of the commodities themselves, but something which can bielest only with great effort
by those who handle commodities. Just as it is very diffiaubivoid getting tar on oneself
if one handles things covered with tar.

Here are some more examples of Marx’s usage of the word Histis” In 176:1, Marx
again uses the term “fetishism attached to” in the conteandflusion (Scheir). In Results
last sentence of 982:1/0, Marx writes: “This constitutesisi®for the fetishism of political
economists.” Although fetishisrsticksto the commodity, it is the fetishistiof” whoever
is deceived by the fetish-like charact&apital 1l, 303:2, has a formulation which can be
taken as a good definition of “fetishism™:

Furthermore this brings to completion the Ferner vollendet sich damit der der biirger-
fetishism peculiar to bourgeois political lichen Okonomie eigentiimliche Fetischis-

economy, the fetishism which mistakes themus, der den gesellschaftlichen, 6konomi-
social, economic character, which is im-schen Charakter, welchen Dinge im gesell-
pressed on things in the social process|okchaftlichen ProduktionsprozelR aufgepragt
production, for a natural character stemmingerhalten, in einen natirlichen, aus der stoff-
from the material nature of these things. | lichen Natur dieser Dinge entspringenden

Charakter verwandelt.

Question 309 How does Marx’s use of the term “fetishism” compare with itsdarn dic-
tionary definition?

Readers in the modern U.S.A. often interpret the term “conitydetishism” to mean
an excessive devotion to material goods. | have no eviddrateMarx ever used it in this
way. And today’'s often-heard admonition that one should“pgeremphasize” material
goods is most of the time merely an attempt to console onabelfit one’s poverty by
thinking poverty is desirable. For the minority who are affittenough that this is an issue,
however, this overemphasis derives from the fetish-likerabter of commodities. Material
possessions become too important because they are théiralis only link to society:
conspicuous consumption compensates for the paucdirexdt social relations. People feel
how much power things have, and they want to retrieve somkei®pbwer for themselves
by owning these things.

Question 310 Modern advertising specialists know that consumers oftgralzertain prod-

uct not because they need this particular article, but beeathey are trying to compensate
for other unmet needs. These compensatory demands areanpiar the economy because
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they are insatiable. Advertising addresses them wheneseggests that social recognition,
happiness, etc. are connected with the possession of arcetigect.

Is this what Marx meant by the “fetish-like character of thmmodity,” or does it con-
tradict it, or would Marx’s theory give rise to amendmentstag theory?

Question 311 Mark Blaug writes in [Bla85, p. 268:2]: “Commodity ‘fetisbin’ refers to
the tendency to reify commaodities, to treat what are in facta relations between men as
if they were relations between things.” Right or wrong?

1.4.b. [The Secret of the Fetish-Like Character]

The metaphor which compares peopliEtishismwith religious superstition jumps ahead
a little bit, since the development so far had focused onféfish-like characterof the
commodity, but it is a fitting transition Marx’s next questiorhe argument in section 1.4.a
shows clearly that Marx does not consider the mysteriousacher of the commodity to
be a reflection of lack of knowledge or false consciousnegh®yndividuals handling the
commaodities, but a property of the commodity itself. Now Mésoks at the core of the
economy, where the commodity is produced, in order to se¢hgh¢here is something in
the core which is responsible for the mysterious charac¢tiieocommodity. In other words,
he is trying to decipher the “secret” of the fetish-like cheter of the commodity.

Textual evidence that Marx considered this so-called ‘&2@s a separate question is
given in [mecw]. That Marx found the question worth askinglso clear from footnote 77a
in chapter Twenty-Five, paragraph 771:1/0.

In the preceding subsection 1.4.a we have learned: the cdiities mysterious fetish-
like character lies in the incongruity, dissonance, betwtbe commaodity form of the prod-
uct on the surface and the underlying social relations irctire which these surface forms
regulate. People’socialrelations appear to them asaterial properties of their products,
theoutcomeof their activity appears to them as firerequisite The surface appearances are
not only misrepresentations, giving a distorted view ofgbeial relations (as we will get to
know in chapter Nineteen), but the entire causality is rex@r The surface agents are not
only thrown into an environment in which their social retais are hidden from them, but
they are also prevented to learn from their experiencesusecthese experiences are the
reflection of their own actions.

Marx devotes the present subsection 1.4.b to the questiethehwe can find something
in production that is reponsible for the mysterious chamact the commodities on the sur-
face. l.e., Marx asks: is there something in the way peofdéaéo each other in production,
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1.4. Fetish-Like Character and its Secret

i.e., not on the market surface but in the core of the econdseifj which already predis-
poses them to lose control over their social relations?

Question 313 Make a thought experiment comparing market production,hiickvan arti-
san produces something for sale, to community productiowhich the same artisan knows
the people who will use the things he is producing, and thesdle same people who
are producing the things the artisan is consuming. If youeatlis artisan, would you act
differently in the market situation than in the communityaiion? Would, over time, the
use-value of your product and the technology of your labahaydifferently in these two
situations?

At the beginning of this investigation, Marx surprises ustvihe claim that we already
know the answer:

165:1 As the foregoing analysis has al- 87:1 Dieser Fetischcharakter der Waren-
ready demonstrated, this fetish-like chargcwelt entspringt, wie die vorhergehende Ana-

ter of the world of commodities has its ori- lyse bereits gezeigt hat, aus dem eigentiim-

gin in the peculiar social character of the la-lichen gesellschaftlichen Charakter der Ar-

1. The Commodity

165:2/0 Objects of utility become com
modities only because they dtee products
of private labors conducted independent
of each other All these private labors to
gether constitute the aggregate social lal
Since the producers do not come into §

87:2 Gebrauchsgegenstande werden tiber-
haupt nur Waren, weil siBrodukte vonein-
lyander unabkngig betriebener Privatarbei-

tensind. Der Komplex dieser Privatarbeiten
ohildet die gesellschaftliche Gesamtarbeit.
o-Da die Produzenten erst in gesellschaftli-

cial contact until they exchange the prod-chen Kontakt treten durch den Austauch

ucts of their labors, the specific social chg
acteristics of their private labors appear on
within this exchange.

“Uberhaupt means: articles of
utility not only owe their
fetish-like character but more

generally their entire being
commodities to the double
character of labor. | left it out in

r-inrer Arbeitsprodukte, erscheinen auch die

lyspezifisch gesellschaftlichen Charaktere ih-
rer Privatarbeiten erst innerhalb dieses Aus-
tausches.

the translation.

“Appear” means here not only that the social relations aieawn before the exchange.

bor which produces them.

“ Fetischcharakter der Warenwelt
is, in both English editions,

“fetishism.”

In a draft version of this passage, Marx

[mew] If we ask the further questior
where this fetish-like character of the con
modity stems from, thisecrethas already
been resolved by the preceding analysis.
springs fromthe special social character o
labor which produces commodities, and tH
correspondingeculiar social relation of the
commaodity producers

beit, welche Waren produziert.

translated incorrectly with

is a little more eoipli

1 [megall/6]39:5 Fragen wir nun weiter,

n-woher dieser Fetischcharakter der Waare,
so ist dieRGeheimnil®ereits geldst durch
Itie vorhergehnde Analyse. Er entspringt

f ausdem besondern gesellschaftlichen Cha-

erakter der Arbeif welche Waaren producirt,
und dem entsprechendeigenttiimlich ge-
sellschaftlichen Verdtni3 der Waarenpro-

ducenten

The foregoing analysis has indeed shown that the forms wdiigh the commodity its
fetish-like character are expressions of the inner nattivaloe. See for instance First Edi-
tion, 43:4. And the most important aspect in this inner ratfrvalue, its “pivot” 131:2/0, is

the double character of labor. If the double

character aflédads to mysterious expressions

on the surface, it is important to know how this double chtaraaf labor is experienced by

the producers themselves:
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These relations already exist before the exchange, on #anbamd because of the real inter-
dependence in society, and on the other because of whatahere@ agents expect to be
the case. But these relations are omtyualized put to the practical test and either validated
or refuted after production itself is already finished. Onlyen it is already too late do the
economic agents enter a framework in which they can intenadtact on their relations:

In other words, the private labors take effe¢t,Oder die Privatarbeiten betatigen sich in der
through their activity, as elements of the sp-Tat erst als Glieder der gesellschaftlichen
cial aggregate labor only through the cop-Gesamtarbeit durch die Beziehungen, worin
nections which the act of exchange estabder Austausch die Arbeitsprodukte und ver-
lishes between the products and, through thenittelst derselben die Produzenten versetzt.
products’ mediation, between the producers.

What does this mean for the practical activity of the prodsid® the production process
itself? This is an investigation of thdirect interactions between the producers of commodi-
ties which are sometimes called the relatiangroduction or themode of production in
the narrow senseCommodities are produced privately, i.e., the produceraat have di-
rect contact with each other while they are producing. Bes¢hprivate labors can keep the
producers alive only as social labor [Mar87a, p. 38:1], dolthe extent to which they can
prove themselves as social labor. The validation of théwape labors as social labor, the re-
ality test, and any practical activity necessary to redertbis after-the-fact reality with the
already finished production, happens retroactively thhoilng success which the products
have on the market.
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Marx draws two implications from this.

1.4. Fetish-Like Character and its Secret

On the one hand, thedpicers themselves are

not deceived: they see the inversion, which was at the hétire detish-like character of the

commodity at the market, as what it is:

To the producers therefore, the social re
tions between their private labcappearas
what theyare, i.e., not as direct social rela
tions of persons during their labor process
themselves, but rather asaterial relations
of persons andocial relations of things

a-Den letzterererscheinerdaher die gesell-
schaftlichen Beziehungen ihrer Privatarbei-

- ten als das, was s&ind, d.h. nicht als un-

esnittelbar gesellschaftliche Verhaltnisse von
Personen in ihren Arbeiten selbst, sondern
vielmehr alssachliche Verhltnisseder Per-
sonen undjesellschaftliche Veditnisse der
Sachen

Question 314 One of Marx’s basic critiques of capitalism is that the sedaappearances
are false, they hide what is going on underneath. But in tleticse about the fetish-like

character Marx seems to deny this critiqu

e since he saysthigatelations of their private

labors appear to the producers as what they are. Can this beneiled?

In the first edition p. 47:2, the formulation is less dramatic

The social relations of their laboese and

Die gesellschaftlichen Beziehungen ihrer

appeartherefore not as immediately social Arbeiten sind und erscheinendaher nicht

The parallel use of “are” and “appear”

als unmittelbar gesellschaftliche ...
leads here to a graneadanhconsistency, be-

cause “appear” requires “as” while “are” cannot be usedttugyewnith “as.” Perhaps Marx

1. The Commodity

cial objectivity as values, which is distingt rer sinnlich verschiednen Gebrauchsge-
from their varied sensuous objectivities asgenstandlichkeit getrennte, gesellschaftlich
use-values. gleiche Wertgegenstandlichkeit.

Does this mean that their labors are not yet equal, becaasxtihange which sets the prod-
ucts equal happens after the production process is finistdéd®urse not. The producers
anticipate the market during production and react to thekatarhen they continue produc-
tion. Therefore they shape the direct production processrding to the requirements of
the market:

This division of the product of labor inta Diese Spaltung des Arbeitsprodukts in niitz-
a useful thing and an embodiment of vallieliches Ding und Wertding betatigt sich nur

is only then carried out in practice whe
exchange has become sufficiently extens
and important to allow useful things to b

n praktisch, sobald der Austausch bereits hin-
veeichende Ausdehnung und Wichtigkeit ge-
e wonnen hat, damit niitzliche Dinge fur den

produced for the exchange, so that theirAustausch produziert werden, der Wertcha-

character as values is already taken into
count during production. From this mome
on, the labor of the private producer in fa
acquires a twofold social character.

How do the producers take heed of the

acrakter der Sachen also schon bei ihrer Pro-

ntduktion selbst in Betracht kommt. Von die-

ctsem Augenblick erhalten die Privatarbeiten
der Produzenten tatsachlich einen doppelten
gesellschaftlichen Charakter.

market outcomes durengroduction process?

The market sanction which everybody tries to guard agassif icourse that the goods
cannot be sold at a profitable price. Howewer this inabilityfétch an appropriate price
can be due to two quite different reasons: either the goodti:m@eded, or the production

re-worded the sentence in the second edition only in ordetreaghten out the grammar,
although after this change, this sentence sounded muctedaad more mysterious. On
the other hand, this is not the only place where Marx usesntioie mysterious formula-
tion. Contribution 321:5 says that commodities can only relate to one anothehat they
are, and in a different context, Marx saysGapital Il, 137:3, that the capitalist production
process appears in the circulation process as what it is.

Question 315 Give an example of social relations between persons that tiad form of
“material relations of persons,” and an example of socialations between persons that
take the form of “social relations of things.”

On the other hand, the fact that they see this inversion doesnuo this inversion, they
are still stuck in it:

166:1 It is only during the exchange that 87:3/0 Erst innerhalb ihres Austauschs
the products of labor acquire a uniform st-erhalten die Arbeitsprodukte eine von ih-
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methods for this good are not efficient en
in the next passage:

ough. Marx distisiges these two mechanisms

On the one hand it must, as a specific usefubie missen einerseits als bestimmte nutzli-

kind of labor, satisfy a specific social nee
and thus prove itself as an element of t

d,che Arbeiten ein bestimmtes gesellschaftli-
heches Bedurfnis befriedigen und sich so als

aggregate labor, as a branch of the spontaslieder der Gesamtarbeit, des naturwichsi-

neously developed social division of labg
On the other hand, it can satisfy the ma
fold needs of its own producer only in so fa
as each particular useful private labor can
exchanged with, i.e., counts as the equal
every other kind of useful private labor.

r.gen Systems der gesellschaftlichen Teilung
i-der Arbeit, bewahren. Sie befriedigen and-
r rerseits nur die mannigfachen Bedurfnisse
behrer eignen Produzenten, sofern jede be-
ofsondere nitzliche Privatarbeit mit jeder and-
ren nutzlichen Art Privatarbeit austauschbar
ist, also ihr gleichgilt.

This is the double character of labor. Labor must fit into thesen of labor as concrete
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1.4. Fetish-Like Character and its Secret

labor, and all labor must be equal as abstract labor.

Question 319 What is the connection between the fetish-like characteh@fcommodity
and the double character of labor?

The economic agents, who observe these market sanctienthatehe market equalizes
their products, but they do not experience their labors gedves as equal—although their
laborsmustbe equal for the products to be equal, as Marx emphaticathrates in the next
passage:

1. The Commodity

The producer considers the social character of his labgr(@mé German hur’” has almost
the meaning ofnerely under the perspective of the practical exigencies of trehamge.
Is it significant that Marx uses a very passive formulationtfas kind of thinking (“his
brain reflects”). It is a spontaneous act quite differentfrihe mental efforts that would
be necessary to penetrate through the fetishized appegrahcommodities. The producer
orients himselimerelyby the surface reactions, instead of directly addressiegtne con-
nections of which he is a part. (This displacement of hisitte from core to surface will
be summarized once more explicitly at the beginning of thé paragraph 166:2/0.)

The next passage give more detail how the two sides of theldahiaracter of labor

Equality of entirely different kinds of la-
bor can be arrived at only by aabstrac-

Die Gleichheittoto coeloverschiedner Ar-
beitenkann nur in eineAbstraktion von ih-

represent themselves to the direct producer:

tion from their real inequalityby a reduc-| rer wirklichen Ungleichheibestehn, in der
tion to the characteristic they have in com-Reduktion auf den gemeinsamen Charakter,
mon, that of being thexpenditure of human den sie ald/erausgabung menschlicher Ar-
labor-power beinghuman laborin the ab- | beitskraft abstraktimenschliche Arbeitbe-
stract. sitzen.

Toto coelomeans “entirely,” and it p. 54:2/0 makes this clear:
refers to verschieden, not to “equality of the labors whicltoto

the Moore-Aveling translation has
it right, but Fowkes got it wrong.

The socially useful character of his private—den gesellschaftlich natzlichen Charak-
labor presents itself to the producer in theter ihrer Privatarbeiten also in der Form,

form that the product of labor has to be us
ful, not to him but to others, and the soci
character of equality of the various kinds

e-dalR das Arbeitsprodukt niitzlich sein muf3,
al und zwar fir andre—den gesellschaftlichen
nf Charakter der Gleichheit der verschieden-

labor presents itself in the form of a com- artigen Arbeiten in der Form des gemein-

mon value-character possessed by these
terially different things, the products of la

maamen Wertcharakters dieser materiell ver-
- schiednen Dinge, der Arbeitsprodukte.

Gleichheit! The French translation coelodiffer from

each other.” Also

In the French edition, p. 54:2/0, an additional sentenclevd now, which is missing

in the German or the English editions, alt

hough one can fiid thhe draft manuscript for

the second German edition, [Mar87a, p. 41]. This additiseatence emphasizes that the
exchange forces the producers to equalize their laborg;dbenot equalize them because

their democratic convictions that everyone is equal.

Only the exchange accomplishes this reduc-.. et c’est I'échange seul qui opére cette
tion by bringing into mutual presence on gnréduction en mettant en présence les uns de:
equal footing the products of the most di- autres sur un pied d’'égalité les produits des
verse labors. travaux les plus divers.

Instead of accepting the equality of their labors as a deditieeunifying principle of so-
ciety, the producers draw their view of their place in sociebm the practical activity
necessary to protect themselves from the detrimentalisasatf the market:

The private producer’s brain reflects thjsDas Gehirn der Privatproduzenten spiegelt
twofold social character of his private labaor diesen doppelten gesellschaftlichen Cha-
only in the forms in which it manifests itself rakter ihrer Privatarbeiten nur wider in den
in his practical interactions, the exchange jofFormen, welche im praktischen Verkehr, im
products. Produktenaustausch erscheinen—
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bor.
1 Although the formulation “the private producer’s brain eefis” may sound as if this
reflection was an illusion generated by false surface ajppeas, this is not the case here.
That the product has to be useful for others, and that it hasmtain as much as possible
of whatever makes them exchangeable (value), are not fatégce appearances. But the
producers’ attention on the market is again an inversiowden cause and effect. The next

three paragraphs contrast what the prod

ucers are doingeinitiverted reactions to the

market to what would be the case in a more rational system.

The next three long paragraphs form a unit which is brokenheu¢ as section 1.4.c.
However the first of these paragraphs begins with a thretisea summary of the results
of section 1.4.b, therefore it will be discussed alreadyehdtr emphasizes what the social
relations of commodity production afer the individuals in those relations:

166:2/0 People do not therefore bring t
products of their labor in relation to eac
other asvaluesbecause they regard thesg
objects ashe mere material shellsf homo-

e 88:1 Die Menschen beziehen also ihre

h Arbeitsprodukte nicht aufeinander alger-

ete, weil diese Sachen ihnen aiol} sachli-
che Hillen gleichartig menschlicher Arbeit

geneous human labor. They proceed in thgelten. Umgekehrt. Indem sie ihre verschie-

reverse order: by equating, in the exchan

yedenartigerProdukte einandeim Austausch

the differentproducts to each other as val
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ues they equate their own different labors asschiedenen Arbeiten als menschliche Arbeit
human labor. They do this without knowint gleich. Sie wissen das nicht, aber sie tun
it.27 | es?

Not even the producers know the character of the social tteshaorganize production.
They do not view the exchange as an arrangement arising framwik social conditions, or
serving certain agreed-on social purposes which go beyxctthage itself, but as a given
environment in which they have to protteemselvesThis drives them to atomistic compe-
tition. They do not see the role their own labor plays in tlseicial relations. This is why
they are unable to take control of their social relations.

Some of Marx’s formulations here raise the question whetigethought the producers
should be criticized for their failure to go beyond the soefa At the very end of chapter
Two, in 187:1, Marx blames the fetish-like character of tloenmodity on the atomistic
behavior of the individual producers. However, in the Freedition, which is the last
edition edited by Marx himself, this criticism of the indikial producers was cut out again.
There are two more omissions in the French edition. The gassaich we discussed last,
in 166:1 is omitted, and also paragraph 165:1 is omittedciwannounces that the origin of
the fetish-like character must be found in the productiatpss.

Footnote 27 addresses the same thematic from a differel@:ang

27 Therefore, when Galiani said: Valueisaré- 27 Wenn daher Galiani sagt: Der Wert ist ein
lation between persons (‘La Ricchezza & una raVerhaltnis zwischen Personen—“La Ricchezza e
gione tra due persone’) he ought to have addeduna ragione tra due persone”—, so hatte er hinzu-
a relation concealed beneath a material shellsetzen missen: unter dinglicher Hillle verstecktes
Galiani [Gal03, t. 3, p. 221] Verhaltnis. Galiani [Gal03, vol. 3, p. 221]

This footnote has the following points of contact with thguament in the main text:

e The footnote shows that, far from viewing their market dtiég as the expression of
the social context in which they stand, the agents even roeleel teminded that value
is asocial relation

e But to call value a social relation, without indicating hawmconsciouslyt is being
entered, is misleading. This is why Galiani “ought” to hadeled some clarification.

e This clarification should have pointed out that the relaifconcealet—because
those engaged in this relation do not know what their refstiip does, e.g., they do
not know that everything they do on the market is based ondbialsequality of their
labors.

e How can it be that they relate to each other without being awéthe content of their
relationship? Because their relations to each other argtitaied by their reactions to
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the quasi-physical properties of the products they arelandience the formulation
that their relations are concealdogheath a material shell

Marx’s gentle correction of Galiani’'s omission foreshadavcritique of classical political
economy which will be made more explicit in the course of thespnt subsection and in
subsection 1.4.e. Classical economists are trying to decithe forms, unveil their hid-
den content, but the fathat the social relationship is hidden does not seem notewoathy t
them—and even less, of course, are they concerned with @&isemavhyit is hidden.

Both footnote and main text emphasize the importance of lp&oawareness of their
social relations.

Marx emphasizes here the importance of people’s awareféissiosocial relations. In
every other respect, his counterfactual summary stateateie beginning of 166:2/0 is
remarkabhlimited. Marx does not contrast commaodity production, the reignbstiact la-
bor, with a society in which the producers enter into a moffedintiated relation with each
other. Rather, he adduces as hypothetical counterparti@ysat which individual labors
relate to each other through the same principle of abstadédr] but this time established
deliberately and with the full awareness of the producethar than as the unconscious
and unintended result of efforts whose superficial goal isab@ll interested in the social
organization of production but circles around individuaniet success.

The principle by which producers coordinate their labothérefore not the main factor
distinguishing commodity society from a free associatiohmdividuals. More important
is the question how consciously the agents engage in thiglt@ion. The main difference
which Marx emphasizes is whether their social arrangenearsbe clearly seen and are
commonly understood, or whether they arise behind the bafokslividuals directing their
purposes elsewhere.

The following passage froB@apital Ill, 958/0, shows once more how important it is for
Marx whether or not people make their social decisicmssciously Marx argues here that
the realm of necessities, the portion of the day which mem havwrestle with nature” in
order to satisfy their needs, will never dwindle to insigrafice—because needs expand as
productivity expands. Although “true freedom?” starts adesthis realm of necessity, here is
what Marx says about freedom in the realm of necessary |adwif:i

958/0 Freedom in this field can only con- 828:0 Die Freiheit in diesem Gebiet kann
sist in socialized man, the associated pronur darin bestehn, dal3 der vergesellschaftete
ducers, rationally regulating their metabolisnMensch, die assoziierten Produzenten, die-
with nature, bringing it under their comt sen Stoffwechsel mit der Natur rationell re-
mon control, instead of being ruled by |t geln, unter ihre gemeinschaftliche Kontrol-
as by a blind power; and carrying out this le bringen, statt von ihm als von einer blin-
metabolism with the least expenditure of en-den Macht beherrscht zu werden; ihn mit
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1.4. Fetish-Like Character and its Secret

ergy and under conditions most favorable to,dem geringsten Kraftaufwand und unter den
and worthy of, their human nature. ihrer menschlichen Natur wirdigsten und
adaquatesten Bedingugen vollziehn.

The requirement that production will go on “with the leasperditure of energy and
under conditions most favorable to, and worthy of, their hamature” is listed here only
second. The first requirement is that people must bring thetabolism with nature “under
their common control, instead of being ruled by it as by adlwower.” This shows again
how important social awareness is to Marx.

1.4.c. [The Necessity of Bourgeois Political Economy]

Individuals have plenty of evidence that the process theyeagaged in is not going in the
direction they want it to go. However they usually do not tikis as a signal that a myopic
manipulation of socially empowered objects cannot giverttiee control over their social
relations which they aspire to. Rather they see it as a cHaiiddles to be solved and a
series of practical problems to be overcome.

The following sentence from the first edition 46:2/0 aptlfides the subject of section
l4c:
First, their relationship exists practically. Erstistihr Verhaltnis praktisch da. Zweitens
Secondly, however, since they are humansaber, weil sie Menschen sind, ikt Verhalt-
their relationship exists as a relationship far nis als Verlltnis fur sie da
them

The word ‘Daseiri hidden in not translate it as “exists,” but |
these two sentences. One should havn't thought of a good way to

capture this.

The next three paragraphs look at the explanations whicagbats come up with in their
efforts to solve the riddles they encounter in their pradtactivity. Marx considers the
mainstream economics of his time (which he calls “bourgpoiitical economy”) to be a
systematic compilation of such explanations. In thesestpegagraphs, the three determina-
tions of value are taken up again in order.

The first paragraph discussés) the substance of valueWe already discussed its in-
troductory passage 166:2/0, which summed up once more teaotimmodity’s fetish-like
character originates. After pointing out that even thosgaged in direct production are
ignorant of the basic character of their own economic refesti Marx continues:

Value, therefore, does not have it written onEs steht daher dem Wert nicht auf der Stirn
its foreheadvhatit is. T geschriebenyaser ist.
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Question 324 Explain Marx’'s metaphor that “value does not have it writ@mits forehead
whatitis” Later in the commodity fetishism section, Marx udes $ame metaphor “written
on the forehead” again in a slightly different context. Cargwhat he says that second

time with what he says here.

Since it is not obvious what value is, val
Value transforms every product of labor int
a social hieroglyphic. Later on, people tr
to decipher the hieroglyphic, to get behirn
the secret of their own social product. (Th
determination of the useful articles\easues
is their social product as much as langua
is.)

Instead of “the secret of their own

product to which they contribute”

ue becomes the tbjescientific analysis:

o Der Wert verwandelt vielmehr jedes Ar-

y beitsprodukt in eine gesellschaftliche Hie-

droglyphe. Spater suchen die Menschen

eden Sinn dieser Hieroglyphe zu entziffern,
hinter das Geheimnis ihres eigenen gesell-

geschaftlichen Produkts zu kommen, denn die
Bestimmung der Gebrauchsgegenstaamide
Werteist ihr gesellschaftliches Produkt so
gut wie die Sprache.

more transformational outlook.

social product,” the French edition (les secrets de I'oeuvre sociale a

says “the secrets of the social

laquelle ils contribuent). This is a

A market which follows laws beyond the control of producard &raders is as contradictory
as a text which cannot be read by its own writer. But this @aiittion is not addressed
by bourgeois economists. They simply use scientific tooldetcipher these hieroglypics,
and they eventually succeed. But their special situatiamely, that the objects of their
scientific research are the result of their own activity, dads that they should do more: not
just deciphering their own relations after the fact, buetakntrol over their social relations
so that they won't take the form of hieroglyphics in the firtdqe. This they do not do,

and this is why Marx says their fetishism persists even dftey have found out that value

comes from labor.

The belated scientific discovery that th
products of labor, in so far as they are va
ues, are merely the objectified expressiq
of the human labor expended to produ
them, marks an epoch in the history
mankind’s development, but by no mea
banishes the illusion that the social charg
teristics of labor seem to be physical chars
teristics of the products. Something which
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eDie spate wissenschaftliche Entdeckung,
|-dafd die Arbeitsprodukte, soweit sie Wer-
nge, bloRR sachliche Ausdricke der in ihrer
ceProduktion verausgabten menschlichen Ar-
nfbeit sind, macht Epoche in der Entwick-
nslungsgeschichte der Menschheit, aber ver-
iIcscheucht keineswegs den gegenstandlichen
cSchein der gesellschaftlichen Charaktere
isder Arbeit. Was nur fir diese besonde-




only valid for this particular form of produc+
tion (production of commodities), namely
that the specific social character of the i
dependent private labors consists in th
equality as human labor and assumes

form of the value-character of the produg
appears to those entrapped in the relatig
of commodity production as a natural fa
that cannot be changed. Even after t
above-mentioned scientific discovery, th
value-character of the product seems an i
mutable given to them, just as the scientif
dissection of the air into its component paf
leaves the atmosphere itself unaltered in
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re Produktionsform, die Warenproduktion,
, gultig ist, dal? namlich der spezifisch gesell-
n-schaftliche Charakter der voneinander un-
eiabhangigen Privatarbeiten in ihrer Gleich-
heeit als menschliche Arbeit besteht und die
t,Form des Wertcharakters der Arbeitspro-
ndukte annimmt, erscheint, vor wie nach je-
ctner Entdeckung, den in den Verhaltnissen
heder Warenproduktion Befangenen ebenso
eendgultig als dal3 die wissenschaftliche Zer-
msetzung der Luft in ihre Elemente die Luft-
icform als eine physikalische Koérperform be-
tsstehen laft.
its

physical configuration.

As on some other places, | went
out on a limb with this translation,
but some of it can be justified by
the French edition. In French,
“verscheucht keineswegs den
gegenstandlichen Schein der

du travail comm
choses, des pro

gesellschaftlichen Charaktere der
Arbeit” is translated with “ne
dissipe point la fantasmagorie qui
fait apparaitre le caractére social

(The wordphantasmagorisctvas
also used in 164:3/0.) And
“ebenso endgiiltigis elaborated

in French as: “tout aussi invariable
e un caractére des et d'un ordre tout aussi naturel.”

duits eux-mémes.”

The discovery that air is a mixture of certain other gasekokitourse leave the chemical

1. The Commodity

After the discovery that value comes from labor, peopletsiésm can obviously no
longer consist in the belief that value comes from the ptajgicoperties of things. Now
people think that the law of value, and all the bad things Wlsisociety based on value and
money has in store, are unalterable facts which one canmoigeh The disadvantages of
capitalism are believed to be anchored in human naturesadssf people recognizing that
they are brought about by a very special social form of ojagiproduction.

Exam Question 326 If someone understands that value comes from society anfiomot
nature, how can that person still have a fetishistic viewoaial relations under capitalism?

Question 327 Marx criticizes in 166:2/0 that even after the discoveryatidr as the the
substance of value, this was generally considered an “inablatfact” What else should
people have thought and done?

Of course, even if people understand the laws of their spdiegy still cannot immedi-
ately abolish these laws. It requires hard work and strigy@led it will be a long process
before social relations have attained a more desirable.fbrthe preface to the first edition,
91:3/o0, Marx writes:

Even when a society has got upon the right track for the disigoaf the natural
laws of its movement ..., it can neither clear by bold leaps, nemove by
decree, the successive phases of its natural developmatrit.dan shorten and
lessen the birth-pangs.

makeup of the air unchanged. However if a basic discovetyarsbcial sciences has no im-
pact on the (now better understood) social relations, thisris remarkable. In section 1.4.b,
Marx had argued that the secret, the root cause, of the fiitiskkharacter of the commodity
lies in the fact that the producers do not experience thboriaas equal. The most basic
principle governing market relations is therefore not péthe common consciousness. If
this piece of knowledge is so important, why did the scientifiscovery of the classical
economists that value is based on labor not remove thihfékis character? Marx’s answer
is interesting: because social sciences were too “nasticglithey were viewed, like the
natural sciences, as the description of immutable lawsatanot affected by it whether
humans understand them or not.

How dangerous this insight was for capitalism can also bggddrom the fact that, after
Marx, the labor theory of value was abandoned by the maimsirdts place was taken by
a theory which anchored capitalist relations in human pslody, i.e., the immutability of
capitalism was written into the theory itself.
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The next paragraph, whose secret organizing principlgisthe magnitude of value
describes how the producers’ practical activities geeetat need to resolve certdimited

theoretical questions.

167:1/0 The first thing the producers ne¢
to know in practice when they exchang
their products is, how much of the othe
products will they get for their own—in
which proportions can the products be e
changed?

Again | can justify my translation

by pointing to the French, where  savoir,” i.e., this
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“die Fragéis translated with “de

ed 89:1 Was die Produktentauscher zunachst
epraktisch interessiert, ist die Frage, wieviel
or fremde Produkte sie fur das eigne Produkt

erhalten, in welchen Proportionen sich also
x-die Produkte austauschen.

indeed discusses tlkmowledge

first sentence they are interested in.
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Marx referred to the needs of the practical commodity traderknow the quantitative
proportions already in footnote 17 to paragraph 140:3/cettisn 1.3.A: “The few econ-
omists, ... who have concerned themselves with the anatydise form of value, were
unsuccessful, ... because, under the crude influence ofrétmtiqal bourgeois, they give
their attention from the outset, and exclusively, to thenjitative aspect of the question.”

As soon as these proportions have attained 8obald diese Proportionen zu einer gewis-
certain customary fixity, they seem to springsen gewohnheitsmafRigen Festigkeit heran-
from the nature of the products. That onegereift sind, scheinen sie aus der Natur der
ton of iron and two ounces of gold have Arbeitsprodukte zu entspringen, so dali3 z.B.
equal value is is considered a similar fact peine Tonne Eisen und 2 Unzen Gold gleich-
that a pound of gold and a pound of iron afewertig, wie ein Pfund Gold und ein Pfund
equal in weight, despite their different phys- Eisen trotz ihrer verschiednen physikali-
ical and chemical properties. schen und chemischen Eigenschaften gleick
schwer sind.

The fixity of the exchange proportions allows the producerfeiget that value relations
are social. However this fixity can only be achieved througtinual fluctuations:

Indeed, the value character of the productdn der Tat befestigt sich der Wertcharakter
of labor affirms itself only through their play der Arbeitsprodukte erst durch ihre Betati-
as magnitudes of value. gung als Wertgrofen.

This “play” of the quantities of value is caused by peopléferapts to take advantage of
the value proportions. Although the commodity producergheir practical actions, only
pay attention to the quantity of value and not its qualityyksays here, in a very abbreviated
fashion, that this one-sided interest in quantity leadsitteact in such a way that they give
their labor the qualitative character of equal human laber, of value-creating labor. This
is a dialectical conversion of quantity into quality.

Here is an attempt, which goes beyond Marx’s text, to desdribmore detail how the
products’ play as magnitudes of value affirms their valuerattar. Since the exchange
proportions seem to come from the nature of the product, ahftam the labor process, the
producers try to escape the quantitative link between lahdrvalue by producing that use-
value and employing that production method which gives ttreymost favorable exchange
for the effort they put in. They use two main strategies tdaahthis:

e On the one hand, they channel their labors into those branahgroduction which
the market rewards best in relation to their effort.

e On the other hand, in every given branch of this divisiony thgstematically explore
the range of what can be done differently in order to gain amuathge over those with
whom they compete.
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These conscious actions have the following unintendedezprences:

e The calculation regarding the market demand integrates ldt®or, according to its
particularities, into the social division of labor.

e The active pursuit of the best production process causes tbheend up with very
similar labor processes, since everyone does that in phaaltl since they also learn
from each other.

The first edition, 46:2/0, has the following poignant foraion, which is consistent with
the above interpretation: “In order to relate their produt commodities, men aferced
to equate their different labors to abstract human laboy émphasis).

Question 329 Commodity producers do not exchange their products bedheyeconsider
the labor in these products to be equal and therefore belikgdruits of the labor should
be distributed on an equal basis. Marx claims that, on thetreop, the market interac-
tions induce them to unknowingly equalize their labors.ddbibg the process by which they
equalize their labors, and the goals which they pursue is phdcess.

Question 330 Someone says: The law of value cannot hold. We are free peaptio what
we want. We are not forced to price our commodities by th&iotacontent. Explain to this
person, along the lines of the argument Marx uses here, thatyopic attempt to assert
one’s freedom leads to unfreedom.

One can sum it up as follows: Although their considerationly aenter around a quan-
titative advantage, the producers are forced to make irapbgualitative changes in the
production process if they want to stay competitive in thekag while their efforts to get
ahead of the market can only have temporary success. Inigadm, the market will catch
up with them again.

This is the circularity (p. 214 above) in action. Producersainter social constraints
(the quantitative exchange relations of the goods on th&etieand try to turn them to their
advantage, using similar methods as those with which theg Baccessfully conquered
nature. But this time, their efforts to get ahead fail, eveorse, in these efforts they are
unwittingly carrying out the “orders” dictated by the law wdlue. InResults 1037:2/0,
Marx says explicitly that the capitalists, in their effoitdsoutwit the law of value, implement
it.

Which difference between the laws of nature and the laws @ftlarket is responsible
for the fact that humans, who have been very successful iondieg the masters afatural
forces, remain the servants of their own social relationsmithey try to take advantage of
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the social properties of the objects they are handling? Answer: the lafanature remain
unchanged regardless of what people do. By contrast, thtipens’ reactions to the prices
cause these prices to change. To use Bhaskar's termindtaggitive and intransitive di-
mensions are not clearly separated here. This is why it igheosocial forces which are
instrumentalized, but people’s efforts to instrumentattze social forces:

These magnitudes vary continually, inde-Die letzteren wechseln bestandig, unabhang
pendently of the will, foreknowledge ang vom Willen, Vorwissen und Tun der Aus-
actions of the exchangers. Their own soc|atauschenden. lhre eigne gesellschaftliche
movement has for them the form of a move-Bewegung besitzt fr sie die Form einer Be-
ment of things—things which, far from bel- wegung von Sachen, unter deren Kontrolle
ing under their control, in fact control thenj. sie stehen, statt sie zu kontrollieren.

1. The Commodity

wrest control away from these things, the

y use science tenstahchow the things move

that control themin the hope that in this way they can “outwit” them or at leastinge
themselves better with them. This is called a “TINA comprsaii (TINA = There Is No

Alternative.)

In the accidental and ever-fluctuatirex-
change proportions between the produc
the labor-time socially necessary to produ
them asserts itself violently as a regulati
law of nature This law asserts itself like thg
law of gravity asserts itself when a person
house collapses on top of hiff..

. weil sich in den zufalligen und stets
tsschwankenderAustauschverdtnissen ih-
ceaer Produktedie zu deren Produktion ge-
esellschaftlich notwendige Arbeitszeit als
2 regelndes Naturgesetzgewaltsam durch-
'ssetzt, wie etwa das Gesetz der Schwe-

re, wenn einem das Haus tUber dem Kopf

This last sentence indicates that perha

ps Marx was thirdiogg the lines which | am

developing in my commentary here. People think they cort®lsocial powers of things
(just as they do control their natural powers), but this idlasion.

The production of commodities must b
fully developed before the scientific insigh
emerges, from experience itself, that all tk
different kinds of private labor (which ar¢
carried on independently of each other, a
yet, asspontaneously developed branch
of the social division of labgrare all-round
dependent on each other) are continually k
ing reduced to the measure in which they g

e Es bedarf vollstandig entwickelter Wa-
t renproduktion, bevor aus der Erfahrung
neselbst die wissenschaftliche Einsicht her-
> auswachst, dal3 die unabhangig voneinande
ndetriebenen, aber alsaturwichsige Glie-
egler der gesellschaftlichen Teilung der Arbeit
allseitig voneinander abhangigen Privatar-
nebeiten fortwahrend auf ihr gesellschaftlich
renotwendiges Mal reduziert werden, ...

socially necessary.

Question 331 Isn’t there an inconsistency

in Marx’s text? At the begimnaf paragraph

zusammenpurzeft

If the house collapses, the law of gravity asserts itdeHpitethe attempts of the builder
to control it. Now we all know that it is possible to build hassthat do not collapse. The
collapse of the house reveals a flaw in engineering. The &etbrings a quote from the
young Engels emphasizing that also the working of the cligtitsconomy reveals a basic
flaw:

28 ‘What are we to think of a law which ca 28 “Was soll man von einem Gesetz den-
only assert itself through periodic crises? Well, ken, das sich nur durch periodische Revolutionen
it is a natural law that is based on the lack gf durchsetzen kann? Es ist eben biaturgesetz,
awareness of the people who are subjected'to|it das auf der Bewulf3tlosigkeit der Beteiligten be-
[mecw3]433/34. ruht” Friedrich Engels, [mecw3]433/34.

The formulation “lawbased orthe lack of awareness of the people who are subjected to
it” (my emphasis) implies that people act in a certain is@gausdhey are unaware. This
does not mean that consciousness determines their sotigl bet that the mechanisms by
which the blind social forces take precedence over indalidoals are based on (i.e., cannot

167:1/0, the fixity of commodity prices is stressed, whiteatls the end of the same para-
graph 167:1/0, Marx emphasizes that they fluctuate continua

The unpredictablehangesf the exchange proportions interfere with the efforts @ th
agents to use these proportions to their advantage. Thi&esdhem to wonder how the
maghnitude of value is determined, and leads to the sciedifftmvery of socially necessary
labor-time as the underlying principle.

However the reader should be aware that this scientific tefoonly a very superficial
resolution of the dilemma faced by the market participadtshough they systematically
try to instrumentalize for individual advantage the poweésgocial forces exhibited by the
market, they find that they remain at the mercy of blind olijediaws, under the control
of things. Instead of wonderingow they came into this predicamesb that they can
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be effective without) a lack of consciousness on the patt@individuals.

The determination of the magnitude of vall
by labor-time is therefore a secret hidde
under the apparent movements of the re
tive magnitudes of commodity values. B
uncovering this secret, the semblance
a merely accidental determination of th
maghnitude of value of the products of Id
bor is removed, but the objectified form i
which this determination takes place is Kk
no means abolished.
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eDie Bestimmung der Wertgrof3e durch die
2nArbeitszeit ist daher ein unter den erschei-
lanenden Bewegungen der relativen Waren-
v werte verstecktes Geheimnis. Seine Ent-
ofleckung hebt den Schein der blof3 zufalligen
eBestimmung der WertgroBen der Arbeits-
- produkte auf, aber keinesfalls ihre sachliche
n Form.

y




1.4. Fetish-Like Character and its Secret

The scientific efforts described in the preceding two longageaphs are in both cases
strangely impotent. Although necessitated by the fefigh-tharacter of the commodity,
they do not help overcome it. The next paragraph explaigsithfpotence. It centers about

point(y), the form of value.

168:1/0 Man’s thought about the form
of social life, and therefore also his scief
tific analysis of these forms, takes a cour
directly opposite to the actual developme
of these forms. He begins ‘after the feag
with the completed results of the develo

s 89:2/o0 Das Nachdenken uber die For-
n-men des menschlichen Lebens, also auch ih-
sge wissenschaftliche Analyse, schlagt tiber-
nthaupt einen der wirklichen Entwicklung

t’entgegengesetzten Weg ein. Es beginnt pos
p-festum und daher mit den fertigen Resulta-

1. The Commodity

e Under point(f3), 167:1/0, theoretical

activity was kindled by their effotd succeed

in the market place. This again lacked any motivation to asknore fundamental

critical questions—on the contrary,
what they were doing.

e Poaint (y), which we are discussing
an effective scientific analysis: The
relations individuals enter in producti

the agents were igtetkin an affirmation of

at present, brings a third cogniblvstacle to
forms of social lifehieh are theresult of the
on and daily lifee at the same time thstarting

pointfor their reflection(Nachdenkenabout it.

ment process. ten des Entwicklungsprozesses.

This translation benefited from the begins “after the feast, and
Eden and Cedar Paul translation.  therefore with the results of the
In Fowkes’s translation, reflection  process of development ready to

hand.” This wrongly pulls the
word “fertig” from the ontological
into the epistemological sphere.

The purposeful activity of individuals differs in an impant way from the dynamics of
their social relationsindividualhuman activity is characterized by its intentionality:

... what distinguishes the worst of architects from the loé&tees is that the
architect builds the cell in his mind before he construcits Wwax. 283:2/0.

In sociallife however, people first act and then think:

In their difficulties our commaodity-owners think like Fausin the beginning
was the deed’. They have therefore already acted beforkirigin The natu-
ral laws of the commodity manifest themsely&etatigen sich)n the natural
instincts of the commodity owners. 180:3-181:1.

Among the mechanisms that cause the suspension of humationtaity on the social
level, Marx singles out here the passivity of everyday tinigk The word ‘Nachdenkej
here translated as “reflection,” has, in German, a quiteiygassnnotation. It evokes some-
one sitting on a couch, smoking his pipe, relaxing, and &img.” A similar passivity
characterizes the forms of thinking described in the previtwo paragraphs.

e Under point(a), 166:2/0, people’s everyday thinking stumbled upon a gtacontra-
diction, the fact that people’s own social product is nohs@arent to them. They try
to (and finally succeed in) solving the riddles their own\attiposes, without ever
raising the critical question how it happens that their owtivdty presents riddles in
the first place.
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In sum, practical life not only furnishes the motivation Bmience, but also presents many
obstacles. Science, by its nature, cannot be a passiveanatit process. Just as production
is necessarily “work” (the formulation in 164:1 that labsreissentiallythe expenditure of
human labor-power), science is “work” as well.

The social forms which stamp products

commodities, which they therefore mu
possess before they can circulate as cg
modities, have already acquired the fixi
of natural forms of social life, before mal
seeks to give an account, not of the histo

asDie Formen, welche Arbeitsprodukte zu
stWaren stempeln und daher der Warenzir-
mkulation vorausgesetzt sind, besitzen bereits
y die Festigkeit von Naturformen des gesell-
n schaftlichen Lebens, bevor die Menschen
ri-sich Rechenschaft zu geben suchen nicht

cal character of these forms—for in his eyesiiber den historischen Charakter dieser For-
they have already become immutable—hQuimen, die ihnen vielmehr bereits als unwan-
of their content. delbar gelten, sondern Uber deren Gehalt.

Bourgeois economics has an additional incentive to persigte mistake of starting its
analysis with the finished forms, which are too mystified teesd the true underlying rela-
tions: since bourgeois economics cannot admit that cégpitdk a historically conditioned
and historically limited mode of production, it cannot loakit as a historical process.

In the remainder of the paragraph, Marx gives a concrete pheaof a finished form that
obfuscates rather than reveals:
It was only the analysis of the prices af So war es nur die Analyse der Warenpreise,
commodities which led to the determina-die zur Bestimmung der WertgrofRe, nur der
tion of the magnitude of value, and only gemeinschaftliche Geldausdruck der Waren,
the common expression of all commoditi¢sder zur Fixierung ihres Wertcharakters fiihr-
in money which led to the fixation of theif te.
character as values.

l.e., research started when some striking empirical phemanhad arisen which needed
an explanation. But this is already too late:
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It is however precisely this finished form Es ist aber ebendiese fertige Form—die
of the world of commodities—the money Geldform—der Warenwelt, welche den ge-
form—which conceals the social charactersellschaftlichen Charakter der Privatarbei-
of private labor and therefore the social rela-ten und daher die gesellschaftlichen Verhalt-
tions between the private producers behindisse der Privatarbeiter sachlich verschlei-
quasi-physical properties of things, insteadert, statt sie zu offenbaren.

of revealing these relations plainly.

In support of the claim that the money form conceals, Marxdbes next what “plainly
revealing” would have meant in this situation:

If | say that coats or boots relate to linen &4sWenn ich sage, Rock, Stiefel, usw. bezie-
the generalincarnation of abstract human |Jahen sich auf Leinwand als die allgemeine
bor, itis plain how bizarre an expression thisVerkorperung abstrakter menschlicher Ar-

is. The producers of coats and boots, howbeit, so springt die Verriicktheit dieses Aus-
ever, when they relate their commodities fodrucks ins Auge. Aber wenn die Produzen-
linen (or to gold and silver, which does not ten von Rock, Stiefel, usw. diese Waren auf
change the matter in the least) as the Generdleinwand—oder auf Gold und Silber, was

equivalent, experience and express the relasichts an der Sache andert—als allgemei-
tion of their own private labor to the aggré- nesAquivalent beziehen, erscheintihnen die
gate labor of society in exactly this bizarne Beziehung ihrer Privatarbeiten zu der ge-
form. sellschaftlichen Gesamtarbeit genau in die-
ser verriickten Form.

These two sentences deserve a close reading. Let us firsaidlo first sentence.

If it were possible to see the invisible content behind thenfe-if one could, so-to-say,
take an X-ray look at the relations of production underlying exchange—one would see
with amazement that the producers relate their concret@dab the labor producing gold
as the incarnation of human labor in the abstract, althohghabor producing gold is just
as concrete as any other labor. Everybody would be awarghtisas a bizarre and deficient
method of establishing a connection between the many iepemident labor processes. In
the first edition, 37:1, in what was to become section 3 of tdraPne, Marx brings an
interesting metaphor to show how bizarre this is:

37:11tis as if, besides lions, tigers, hargs, 37:1Esistals ob nebenund aul3er Loéwen,
and all other real animals, ... alsioe ani- | Tigern, Hasen, und allen andern wirklichen
malexisted, the individual incarnation of the Tieren ... auch noctas Tierexistierte, die
whole animal kingdom. individuelle Inkarnation des ganzen Tier-

reichs.

It would not only be bizarre, but it would also be easy to se ithis bizarre.

Before we go to the second sentence, which presents theutiffiet's look at the differ-
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ence between first and second sentences. The first sentascthasvords “general incar-
nation of abstract human labor,” which is a core categorylenthe second sentence speaks
of the “General equivalent,” which is a surface categorysoilthe first sentence states that
it is an obviously bizarre relation, but Marx does not usewoed “form.” He does use the
word “expression,” but by this he means his verbal reprediemt of the core relations (“if |
say”).

In the second sentence, Marx turns off the X-ray machine &hbientific analysis and
looks at the form in which these bizarre relations presestigelves to the practical surface
activity. The fact that coat, boots, etc. are placed in i@tetb gold as the General equivalent
is no longer obviously bizarre, on the contrary, it is a selegprocedure growing out of the
necessities of exchange. But these sensible practicaltegiengage the economic agents
in bizarre relations of production in the core. The formatkelves only become bizarre if
one sees this content in them, i.e., if one recognizes tegtrttediate the relationship of the
producers’s private labor to the social aggregate labor.

Marx has chosen here a very nice example showing how the dishiirms conceal. The
surface forms are “finished” in a fashion which gives thenctical applicability. But the
practical usefulness of these forms on the surface veildbirerre character of the core
relations mediated by them.

Question 332 Why can empiricism, the starting with and clinging to enualtifacts, only
come to conclusions that affirm existing social relations?

Question 333 Where else should one start science if not with data? How dickMimself
come to his findings?

After this serious critique of bourgeois economics, Maxpsisingly, nevertheless at-
tributes “social validity” to it:

169:1 It is precisely forms of this king ~ 90:1 Derartige Formen bilden eben die
which yield the categoriesfor bourgeois| Kategoriender biirgerlichetOkonomie.
economics.

“Forms of this kind” refers to the finished surface forms, Higarre (verriickten)false
social forms, which veil the underlying relations. A “categ’ is a fundamental classifica-
tion, something that can serve as starting point for an exgtian but which itself cannot be
explained. Bourgeois economics does not start with thedmahtal underlying relations
but with their bizarre surface reflections. Marx will remank this again on p. 677:2, when
he discusses capitalism’s false form par excellence, naried wage form, There as well
as here Marx makes the argument that the erroneous view @fdHd generated by these
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surface categories cannot just be dismissed as a collestisnbjective errors, but it has
objective significance since it guides human actions:

These categories are socially accepted, ands sind gesellschaftlich giltige, also objek-
therefore objective, forms of thought far tive Gedankenformen fur die Produktions-
the relations of production ahis histori- | verhaltnissedieser historisch bestimmten

cally determinedsocial mode of production| gesellschaftlichen Produktionsweise, der
namely, commaodity production. Warenproduktion.

This translation assumes that the
“es sind (it is) at the beginning of
this sentence refers to
“categories,” or, more precisely, to
those theories which are taken as

categories by bourgeois economy, also from the meaning | find it
not to “forms.” Grammatically this  unlikely that Marx equates social
might easily be the case, forms with forms of thought.
especially since Marx wrotegs

sind” instead of “sie sind’ and

Question 335 In 169:1, Marx calls the superficial understanding of the migen capitalist
society, their forms of thought, “socially accepted” or, @more literal translation, “so-
cially valid” and “objective” Shouldn’'t he have called tine “false” instead of “valid” and
“subjective” instead of “objective”?

Although bourgeois economics clings to the surfacis,valid: not because it reveals the
inner structure of the commodity economy, but because ihftates itsforms of thought
i.e., the spontaneous thinking which these relations oflpction induce in the practical
agents. Marx calls these forms “valid” and “objective” witlt further elaboration. However
his derivation of bourgeois economics as the scientificresiten of the consciousness of
the practical agents in the market implies that the validity objectivity of these false
appearances consists in the fact that they direct the tiesivif the economic agents on the
surface of the economy.

The validity of these categories, whether they help us wstded the inverted forms of ap-
pearance on the surface or the deep structure of the redatfgroduction, must be qualified
as indicated by the italicized phrase in the passage wegast rthese categories are valid
only historically. This gives the transition to section.tl,Zhe discussion of other societies.

The whole mystery of commodities, all the Aller Mystizismus der Warenwelt, all der
magic and necromancy that surrounds theZauber und Spuk, welcher Arbeitsprodukte
products of labor on the basis of commod-auf Grundlage der Warenproduktion umne-
ity production, vanishes therefore as soon|abelt, verschwindet daher sofort, sobald wir
we take refuge in other forms of production. zu andren Produktionsformen fliichten.
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1.4.d. [Examples of Non-Commodity Societies and the Role of

Religion]

In 169:2-172:0, Marx gives examples of
predominant, i.e., in which

societies in whiclowdity production isnot

labor is not, as in commaodity production, Betrachten wir andre Formen der Produk-
private labor which at the same time keepdion, worin die Arbeit nicht wie in der Waa-
its provider alive only as social labor (trans- renproduktion Privatarbeit ist, die zugleich

lated from 38:1).

nur als gesellschaftliche Arbeit ihren Ver-
richter am Leben erhalt.

“All essential determinations of value” can nevertheles$dund. They ar¢a) the equal-
ity of all human labor insofar as it is expenditure of humaolapower,(3) the social sig-
nificance of labor-time, anfl) the existence of interactions between the producers throug

which their labors are integrated into the

social labor pssc The forms whicka), (),

and(y) take may involve coercion and exploitation, but they aremgsterious. When dis-
cussing medieval society, Marx makes an important conmectf social relations are this
transparent, exploitation is only possible through thediexercise of force. He does not
explicitly state the implication of this for capitalism:dan do away with the continual use
of direct force only at the expense of being mystified.

At the end of this subsection, Marx looks at the characteeliion in different societies.

He claims that religion reflects the quality
But now let us start with the detailed dis
169:2/0 As political economists are fon

of Robinson Crusoe stori€8, let us first

look at Robinson on his island. Undeman
ing though he is by nature, he still has nee|
to satisfy, and must therefore perfounse-

ful labors of various kindsthe must make
tools, knock together furniture, tame llg
mas, fish, hunt, and so on. Of his prayeg
and the like we take no account here, sin
our friend takes pleasure in them and se
them as recreation. Despite the diversity
his productive functions, he knows that thg¢
are only different forms of activity of one

and transpayaricocial relations.
cussion:

d 90:2/0 Da die politisch®konomie Ro-
binsonaden lieb?? erscheine zuerst Robin-
d-son auf seiner Insel. Bescheiden, wie er
dvon Haus aus ist, hat er doch verschieden-
artige Bedurfnisse zu befriedigen und muf3
dahernitzliche Arbeiten verschiedner Art
- verrichten, Werkzeuge machen, Mdobel fa-
rdbrizieren, Lama zahmen, fischen, jagen usw.
cé/om Beten u. dgl. sprechen wir hier nicht,
egla unser Robinson daran sein Vergnigen
offindet und derartige Tatigkeit als Erholung
tybetrachtet. Trotz der Verschiedenheit sei-
ner produktiven Funktionen weifl3 er, daf3 sie

and the same Robinson, hence only diffTrﬂur verschiedne Betatigungsformen dessel-

ent modes ofhumanlabor. Necessity it-
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self compels him to divide hisime with
precision between his different function
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sen menschlicherArbeit sind. Die Not
5. selbst zwingt ihn, seinBeitgenau zwischen

Whether one function occupies a greaterseinen verschiednen Funktionen zu vertei-

space in his total activity than another d
pends on the magnitude of the difficultig
to be overcome in attaining the useful e
fect aimed at. Our friend Robinson Crusg
learns this by experience, and having say
a watch, ledger, ink and pen from the shi
wreck, he soon begins like a good Englis
man to keep a set of books. His stock-bo
contains a catalogue of the useful objects
possesses, of thdifferentoperations neces
sary for their production, and finally of the
labor-time that specific quantities of thes

e-len. Ob die eine mehr, die andre weniger
sRaum in seiner Gesamttatigkeit einnimmt,
f-hangt ab von der groRReren oder geringe-
eren Schwierigkeit, die zur Erzielung des
etbezweckten Nutzeffektes zu Uberwinden ist.
p-Die Erfahrung lehrt ihn das, und unser Ro-
h-binson, der Uhr, Hauptbuch, Tinte und Fe-
pkder aus dem Schiffbruch gerettet, beginntals
hguter Englander bald Buch uber sich selbst

zu fuhren. Sein Inventarium enthalt ein Ver-
2 zeichnis der Gebrauchsgegenstande, die e
e besitzt, deverschiednewerrichtungen, die

products have on average cost him. All thezu ihrer Produktion erheischt sind, endlich

relations between Robinson and these (¢
jects that form his self-created wealth a
here so simple and transparent that even
Sedley Taylor could understand them. Ar
yet those relations contain all the essent
determinations ofalue

The word “different” in “different that considered
operations” is underlined in the

first edition, p. 45:1, to emphasize Fowkes-translat

labors are not equal. The

beler Arbeitszeit die ihm bestimmte Quan-

reta dieser verschiednen Produkte im Durch-

Mischnitt kosten. Alle Beziehungen zwischen

dRobinson und den Dingen, die seinen selbst-

labeschaffnen Reichtum bilden, sind hier so
einfach und durchsichtig, dal3 selbst Herr
M. Wirth sie ohne besondre Geistesanstren-
gung verstehn dirfte. Und dennoch sind
darin alle wesentlichen Bestimmungen des
Wertsenthalten.

misses this, and the
Moore-Aveling translation omits
this attribute altogether.

as useful labor,

ion “various”

Sedley Taylor is a fellow of Trinity College in Cambridge whad tried to slander Marx’s
work, as described by Engels in the preface to the fourth @eredition, p. 117:2/0.

Of course, it is not an accident that Robinson leads thiegatf examples. Many eco-
nomics books at Marx’s time start with one-man economiegrfgepoch touts its socially
created form of the individual as the outgrowth of human reatGeeGrundrisse83:1-85:0

and 87:1 about this.
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It is almost surprising that Marx did not say more about itehefhe atomistic attitude
by which everyone considers himself a Robinson is exactlgtwharx suspected to be the
origin of the fetish-like character of the commodity. Foat29 (new in the second edition,
although Marx merely quotes himself from his earl@ontribution) is, in a veiled form,
such a critique:

29 Even Ricardo has his Robinson Cruspe 2° Auch Ricardo ist nicht ohne seine Robinso-
story. ‘Ricardo makes his primitive fisherman nade.,Den Urfischer und Urjager |af3t er sofort
and primitive hunter right away exchange theirals Warenbesitzer Fisch und Wild austauschen,
fish and game as owners of commodities, in pfoim Verhaltnis der in diesen Tauschwerten verge-
portion to the labor-time materialized in thege genstandlichten Arbeitszeit. Bei dieser Gelegen-
exchange-values. On this occasion he slips intdeit fallt er in den Anachronismus, da® Urfischer
the anachronism of allowing the primitive fish- und Urjager bei Berechnung ihrer Arbeitsinstru-
erman and hunter to value their implements |inmente die 1817 auf der Londoner Borse gangba-
accordance with the annuity tables used on theen Annuitatentabellen zu Rate ziehen.”

London Stock exchange in 1817

The annuity tables are not the only anachronism. Exchasgk is already an anachro-
nism. Members of primitive tribes are not isolated indivatiiwho consider their products
their private property and have nothing else in common wti#tirtfellow tribesmen than the
equality of their labors. The dissolution of the social ynitto many individuals which we
experience in modern capitalismnst the natural state; it is the result of a long historical
process. Marx just made fun of the methodological individnaof mainstream economists
by saying that they “are fond of Robinson Crusoe Storiesst(Bentence in 169:2/0), and
here he says that not even Ricardo escapes this.

Question 336 Why does Marx call Ricardo’'s exchange between primitiveefislan and
primitive hunter a “Robinson Crusoe story”?

In the conclusion of the footnote, Marx makes fun of Ricasdatk of any conception
about non-capitalist societies:

29¢ctd |t seems that the “parallelograms of M. 29 Die Parallelogramme des Herrn Owen
Owen” were the only form of society other than scheinen die einzige Gesellschaftsform, die er
the bourgeois one which Ricardo was acquaintecul3er der burgerlichen kannte.” (Karl Magxur
with.” (Karl Marx, “A Contribution etc.,” pp. 38, | Kritik etc.”, p. 38, 39.)

39))

‘Parallelograms’ were, according to the utopian soci&tisbert Owen, the best layout for
the streets in a worker’s settlement, so that everyone hasfiothe same distance to the
central assembly hall [Owe13]. Ricardo refers to this ircf2i, p. 21].

After the footnote let us look at the main text. The essert&tkrminations of value
play an important role in Robinson’s one-man-society,altfh they are not expressed in
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relations between the products. Rather, they are reflectibetiuses which Robinson makes
of some of the things salvaged from the shipwreck, thingsiwhie found ready-made for
him because they play important roles also in the society frdnich his ship came:

(a) Despite their differences, all labors are performed by #eesindividual, Robinson.

(B) Robinson uses hisatchto keep track of how much labor-time is taken up by his various
activities.

1. The Commodity

time as is the labor which produces com-bar gesellschaftliche Form. Die Fronarbeit
modities, but every serf knows that while ist ebensogut durch die Zeit gemessen wie
serving his lord he expends a specific quandie Waren produzierende Arbeit, aber je-

tity of his own personal labor-power. Th

e der Leibeigne weil3, dal? es ein bestimmtes

tithe owed to the priest is more clearly ap-Quantum seiner personlichen Arbeitskraft
parent than the priest’s blessing. Whateveist, die er im Dienst seines Herrn veraus-

we may think, then, of the different chara

c- gabt. Der dem Pfaffen zu leistende Zehnten

(y) The decision how to allocate his time

efficiently, which igical for his survival, does

not involve a coordination of the actions of different prodts, but a coordination
between what Robinson does today and what he does tomoraingdn’s logbook

helps with these decisions.

Question 337 Which “social” forms do the three determinations of valukean Robinson’s

one-man-society?

Since Robinson is alone, no direct coercion is involved hia tespect, Robinson is just
the opposite of the example Marx brings next:

170:1 Let us now transport ourselves 91:1/o Versetzen wir uns nun von Robin-
from Robinson’s island, bathed in light, sons lichter Insel in das finstre europaische

to medieval Europe, shrouded in darkne
Here, instead of one independent man,

ssMittelalter. Statt des unabhangigen Man-
wanes finden wir hier jedermann abhanging—

find everyone dependent—serfs and lordsl.eibeigne und Grundherrn, Vasallen und

vassals and suzerains, laymen and cler
Personal dependence characterizes the

cd.ehensgeber, Laien und Pfaffen. Personli-
sche Abhangigkeit charakterisiert ebenso-

cial relations of material production as muchsehr die gesellschaftlichen Verhaltnisse der
as it does the other spheres of life basednateriellen Produktion als die auf ihr auf-

on that production. But precisely becau
relations of personal dependence form t

segebauten Lebensspharen. Aber eben weil
hepersonliche Abhangigkeitsverhaltnisse die

given foundation, there is no need for la- gegebne gesellschaftliche Grundlage bilden,
bor and its products to assume a fantastibrauchen Arbeiten und Produkte nicht eine

form different from their reality.