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Preface to the Annotations

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

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

Marx himself used a method inspired by Hegel, in which he tried to sink his thoughts into
the subject-matter so deeply that he could see the subject-matter not from the point of view
of a consciousness alien to the subject-matter but through its own logic. His derivations look
therefore like a priori constructions but they are not; he is attuned to the subject matter in
such a way that the inner logic of the environment in which Marx has immersed himself,
shows itself as his spontaneous thinking. This can be justified by the fact that capitalism
is the society which we reproduce every day with our own actions; therefore an intelligent
introspection of our own acts should help us understand the structure of this society. Critical
realism does not require this immersion; its frame of reference creates a scaffolding which
allows us to see the structure of the society from the outside. This outside view makes all
those things explicit which Marx himself, in his state of immersion, left implicit—but which
nevertheless directed his thinking. The explanations given in these Annotations are not
always identical to Marx’s own explanations but I hope to show that they can nevertheless
make sense of Marx’s development at every step. I see my work not as a re-interpretation
of Marx in Critical Realist terms, but I am trying to use Critical Realism to pull Marx’s
intuitions and thought processes out into the open. It is a more pedestrian approach than
Marx’s own, it is walking up the stairs of a well-organized scaffolding rather than climbing
the rock itself. I hope this scaffolding can traveled by many and therefore allows discussion
at a level which was formerly unaccessible.

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

My interpretation of Marx is limited by the fact that I do not have a full understanding of
Hegel’s framework or, what would be necessary here, of Marx’s view of Hegel’s framework.
Therefore I am still groping when I am talking about Hegelian concepts themselves, and any
help by better experts than I will be appreciated.
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These Annotations are freely available as pdf files. In their electronic version they contain
thousands of live links which enable the reader to quickly switch from one part of the text to
related passages elsewhere. They are part of a collection of pdf files with annotations to other
economic writings of Marx. The comparison of different versions of the same argument is
often useful for a better understanding of the argument itself. This collection also includes
a glossary, which gives an overview how certain philosophical terms are used by Marx, and
which I hope will help in the difficult task of translating Marx. Again, this glossary takes
full advantage of the capability of the pdf readers to follow live links.

A special version of these Annotations is used as textbook for an on-line class which I
regularly teach at the University of Utah. This class edition only uses excerpts of the full
text, but has hundreds of study questions and additional material added. I owe thanks to
the students in these classes, whose insights and also misunderstandings have helped me to
refine my interpretation of Marx’s text.

Page references to Capital refer to the Vintage resp. Penguin edition [ ]. The Ger-
man text also displays the corresponding page number in the German Marx Engels Werke
[ ], which is a reprint of the Fourth German edition. Karl Dietz Verlag gave me kind
permission to use the page numbers and the translations of the footnotes from MEW. Along
with the page numbers, also a count of the paragraphs is given. Capital I, means:
the third paragraph starting on p. 164 in the Vintage edition. The “/o” indicates that this
paragraph is going over to the next page.

Grundrisse, denotes a passage in Grundrisse, Marx’s first draft of Capital, which
is reproduced in Volumes 28 and 29 of the Marx Engels Collected Works [ ] and
[ ], and which is also separately available in a Vintage/Penguin edition [ ]. This
latter page number is the one used here, and the German page numbers come from [ ].

I also often refer to Marx’s Contribution to the Critique of Political Economy, which is an
earlier published version of the first part of Capital I. The English page numbers come from
Volume 29 of the Collected Works | ], and the German page numbers from [ 1.

Here are some of the other sources used: Marx’s manuscript Results of the Immediate
Process of Production is referred to in the translation included as appendix to the Vintage
edition of Capital I [ ]. Sometimes I also refer to the French translation of Capital,
which was done under Marx’s close supervision, and about which Marx commented in the
preface of Capital I, 105:3, that certain passages were clearer than the German. I have been
using the MEGA edition [ ]. T am also using MEGA for the German text of the first
edition [ ].

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

The new translation contained in these Annotations has the purpose to make the precise
meaning of Marx’s text better intelligible to the English-speaking audience. I consulted
the translations in [ L[ ], and also the excellent translation [ ]. I did not
try to reproduce all ambiguities of the German text. If the German can be understood in
two different ways, and interpretation a is, in my view, clearly right while interpretation b
is wrong, then my translation will only try to bring out interpretation a. Notes about the
translations are typeset in small print in three columns.

In the translation, I sometimes translated Marx’s examples in British currency into a dec-
imal currency (dollars), at the exchange rate £1=$4.80. £1 consists of 20 shillings, therefore
1 shilling=24 cents, and 1 shilling consists of 12 pence, therefore 1 penny=2 cents.

For the sake of this commentary, some chapters are divided into more sections and sub-
sections than the division made by Marx himself. The newly introduced subtitles are given
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Preface to the Annotations

in square brackets.

These Annotations are under constant revision, but you will always find the current up-
to-date version at the web site of the Economics Department of the University of Utah
http://www.econ.utah.edu/ehrbar/akmc.htm. Hans is committed to keeping this
work freely available and eventually the IATEX 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 was included in the fourth edition. The
original text of the first edition is available as a separate file first.pdf.
The class edition does not bring the full text of the preface, but only a few excerpts with

interesting methodological remarks.

89:3/0 Beginnings are always difficult in
all sciences. The understanding of the first
chapter, especially the section that contains
the analysis of commodities, will therefore
present the greatest difficulty. I have pop-
ularized the passages concerning the sub-
stance of value and the magnitude of value

11:3/0 Aller Anfang ist schwer, gilt in
jeder Wissenschaft. Das Verstindnis des
ersten Kapitels, namentlich des Abschnitts,
der die Analyse der Ware enthélt, wird daher
die meiste Schwierigkeit machen. Was nun
niher die Analyse der Wertsubstanz und der
Wertgrofe betrifft, so habe ich sie moglichst

as much as possible.! ‘ popularisiert.!

After this, the foreword to the first edition 11:3/0 says that especially the analysis of the
form of value in the first edition was difficult to understand, because Marx had made the di-
alectic much “sharper” than in Contribution. Therefore the first edition contained a special
appendix in which this analysis was explained in a simpler and even textbook-like (schul-
meisterlich) manner. Beginning with the second edition, this appendix was worked into the
main text, therefore the passage in the foreword explaining this appendix was omitted. De-
spite the reworking of this passage, it seems that Marx considered the analysis of the form of

value, i.e., Section
The value-form, whose fully developed
shape is the money-form, is very simple and
slight in content. Nevertheless, the human
mind has sought in vain for more than 2,000
years to get to the bottom of it, while on
the other hand there has been at least an
approximation to a successful analysis of
forms which are much richer in content and
more complex. Why? Because the complete
body is easier to study than its cells.

, to be the most difficult, because the most abstract, part of the book.

Die Wertform, deren fertige Gestalt die
Geldform, ist sehr inhaltslos und einfach.
Dennoch hat der Menschengeist sie seit
mehr als 2000 Jahren vergeblich zu er-
griinden gesucht, wihrend andrerseits die
Analyse viel inhaltsvollerer und kompli-
zierterer Formen wenigstens anndhernd ge-
lang. Warum? Weil der ausgebildete Korper
leichter zu studieren ist als die Korperzelle.

This is an explanation why he begins with the commodity.

Question 1 () What did Marx mean with his formulation “the value form is slight in con-

tent”? 2007fa, 2005fa.

Question 2 () Why is the complete body easier to study than the cells?

Moreover, in the analysis of economic
forms neither microscopes nor chemical

Bei der Analyse der 6konomischen Formen
kann auflerdem weder das Mikroskop die-

iX



Preface to the First Edition of ‘Capital’

reagents are of assistance. The power of | nen noch chemische Reagentien. Die Ab-
abstraction must replace both. straktionskraft muf} beide ersetzen.

1 Marx compares abstraction with a microscope or the setup of a chemical experiment.
Abstraction is therefore not the process which leads us from the empirical surface phenom-
ena to the underlying forces, but abstraction allows us to look at the surface phenomena in
the right way (stripping off inessential contaminations, or cutting down to the simplest phe-
nomena eschewing the too highly developed forms) so that conclusions about the underlying

driving forces can be drawn.

But for bourgeois society, the commodity-
form of the product of labor, or the value-
form of the commodity, is the economic
cell-form. To the uneducated observer, the
analysis of these forms seems to turn upon
minutiae. It does in fact deal with minutiae,
but so similarly does microscopic anatomy.

Fiir die biirgerliche Gesellschaft ist aber die
Warenform des Arbeitsprodukts oder die
Wertform der Ware die 6konomische Zel-
lenform. Dem Ungebildeten scheint sich ih-
re Analyse in bloBen Spitzfindigkeiten her-
umzutreiben. Es handelt sich dabei in der
Tat um Spitzfindigkeiten, aber nur so, wie es

sich in der mikrologischen Anatomie darum
handelt.

The “commodity form of the product of labor” is not the same as the “value form of the
commodity.” Their relationship is explained in . Both forms share the honor of being
called here the economic “cell form” of capitalist society. L.e., capitalist society is not only
based on every product of labor being produced as a commodity, but also on the agents on
the surface of the economy treating the labor in these commodities as objective properties of
the products.

Question 3 () Why does Marx say: the “commodity form of the product of labor” or the

“value form of the commodity” are the economic cell form? Explain what each of these two

forms is and how they are related. (Try this question only if you are able to answer question
below.)

Although Marx uses England as his main illustration, which had at his time the most
highly developed and purest capitalism, his study was also relevant for those countries where

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

90:2 The physicist observes natural pro-
cesses either in situations where they appear
in the clearest form with the least contam-
ination by disturbing influences, or, wher-
ever possible, he makes experiments un-
der conditions which ensure that the pro-
cess will occur in its pure state. What I
have to examine in this work is the capi-
talist mode of production, and the relations
of production and forms of intercourse that
correspond to it. Until now, their locus clas-
sicus has been England. This is the rea-
son why England is used as the main il-
lustration of the theoretical developments I
make. If, however, the German reader phari-
saically shrugs his shoulders at the condition

12:2 Der Physiker beobachtet Naturpro-
zesse entweder dort, wo sie in der prignan-
testen Form und von storenden Einfliissen
mindest getriibt erscheinen, oder, wo mog-
lich, macht er Experimente unter Bedingun-
gen, welche den reinen Vorgang des Prozes-
ses sichern. Was ich in diesem Werk zu
erforschen habe, ist die kapitalistische Pro-
duktionsweise und die ihr entsprechenden
Produktions- und Verkehrsverhiltnisse. Thre
klassische Stitte ist bis jetzt England. Dies
der Grund, warum es zur Hauptillustrati-
on meiner theoretischen Entwicklung dient.
Sollte jedoch der deutsche Leser pharisdisch
die Achseln zucken iiber die Zustinde der
englischen Industrie- und Ackerbauarbeiter



of the English industrial and agricultural
workers, or optimistically comforts himself
with the thought that in Germany things are
not nearly so bad, I must plainly tell him:
De te fabula narratur!

oder sich optimistisch dabei beruhigen, daf3
in Deutschland die Sachen noch lange nicht
so schlimm stehn, so muf} ich ihm zurufen:
De te fabula narratur!

The things which Marx says here are generally valid for all sciences, not only political
economy but also for physics. The subject of scientific inquiry are not the phenomena per
se, not even the degree to which the underlying forces have generated social antagonisms,
but these underlying forces themselves, which are as inexorably at work in Germany as they

are in England. Germany will eventually look like England:

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

12:3 An und fiir sich handelt es sich nicht
um den hoheren oder niedrigeren Entwick-
lungsgrad der gesellschaftlichen Antagonis-
men, welche aus den Naturgesetzen der ka-
pitalistischen Produktion entspringen. Es
handelt sich um diese Gesetze selbst, um
diese mit eherner Notwendigkeit wirkenden
und sich durchsetzenden Tendenzen. Das
industriell entwickeltere Land zeigt dem
minder entwickelten nur das Bild der eig-
nen Zukunft.

Marx’s remarks about the scientific method in general are very similar to Bhaskar’s ap-
proach in [Bha78], with one difference: in his Realist Theory of Science, Bhaskar does not
talk about the development of the generative forces studied by the scientist. Only much later,
in [Bha93], does Bhaskar say that his Realist Theory of Science must be dialecticized.

Now some important remarks about the purpose of this theoretical analysis: Marx thought
that the social processes which lead to the abolition of capitalism were well under way

already in 1872:

91:3/o0 Let us not deceive ourselves about
this. Just as in the eighteenth century the
American War of Independence sounded the
tocsin for the European middle class, so in
the nineteenth century the American Civil
War did the same for the European work-
ing class. In England the process of trans-
formation is palpably evident. When it has
reached a certain point, it must react on the
Continent. There it will take a form more
brutal or more humane, according to the de-
gree of development of the working class it-
self.

The novel development in England is descr:
Apart from any higher motives, then, the
most basic interests of the present ruling
classes dictate to them that they clear out of
the way all legally removable obstacles to

the development of the working class. For

15:2/0 Man mu8} sich nicht dariiber tduschen.

Wie der amerikanische Unabhingigkeits-
krieg des 18. Jahrhunderts die Sturmglocke
fiir die europiische Mittelklasse lautete, so
der amerikanische Biirgerkrieg des 19. Jahr-
hunderts fiir die europdische Arbeiterklas-
se. In England ist der Umwélzungsprozel3
mit Handen greifbar. Auf einem gewissen
Hohepunkt muf} er auf den Kontinent riick-
schlagen. Dort wird er sich in brutaleren
oder humaneren Formen bewegen, je nach
dem Entwicklungsgrad der Arbeiterklasse
selbst.

ibed as follows:

Von hoheren Motiven abgesehn, gebietet al-
so den jetzt herrschenden Klassen ihr eigen-
stes Interesse die Wegrdumung aller gesetz-
lich kontrollierbaren Hindernisse, welche
die Entwicklung der Arbeiterklasse hem-

X1



Preface to the First Edition of ‘Capital’

this reason, among others, I have devoted a
great deal of space in this volume to the his-
tory, the details, and the results of the En-
glish factory legislation.

men. Ich habe deswegen u.a. der Geschich-
te, dem Inhalt und den Resultaten der engli-
schen Fabrikgesetzgebung einen so ausfiihr-
lichen Platz in diesem Bande eingerdumt.

1 Capitalists do not act altruistically but in their own most selfish interest if they make
room for the development of the working class. Why? Because the interests of the working
class allow the capitalist mode of production to flourish better than the narrow class interests
of the capitalists. Marx says something similar in 408:2/0.

One nation can and should learn from oth-
ers. Even when a society has begun to track
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 modern
society—it can neither leap over the natural
phases of its development nor remove them
by decree. But it can shorten and lessen the
birth-pangs.

Eine Nation soll und kann von der andern
lernen. Auch wenn eine Gesellschaft dem
Naturgesetz ihrer Bewegung auf die Spur
gekommen ist—und es ist der letzte End-
zweck dieses Werks, das 6konomische Be-
wegungsgesetz der modernen Gesellschaft
zu enthiillen—, kann sie naturgemife Ent-
wicklungsphasen weder iiberspringen noch
wegdekretieren. Aber sie kann die Geburts-
wehen abkiirzen und mildern.

1 This is against voluntarism. (Marx discusses voluntarism also in 2

Question 4 () What is voluntarism? 2005 fa.

|l Finally, Marx emphasizes that the target of his critique is the social structure, not the

individuals themselves.

92:1 To prevent possible misunderstand-
ings, let me say this. I do not by any means
depict the capitalist and the landowner in
rosy colours. But individuals are dealt with
here only in so far as they are the person-
ifications of economic categories, the bear-
ers of particular class-relations and interests.
My standpoint, which views the develop-
ment of the economic formation of society
as a process of natural history, can less than
any other make the individual responsible
for relations whose creature he remains so-
cially, however much he may subjectively
raise himself above them.

16:1 Zur Vermeidung moglicher Mif3-
verstindnisse ein Wort. Die Gestalten von
Kapitalist und Grundeigentiimer zeichne ich
keineswegs in rosigem Licht. Aber es han-
delt sich hier um die Personen nur, soweit
sie die Personifikation 6konomischer Kate-
gorien sind, Triager von bestimmten Klas-
senverhiltnissen und Interessen. Weniger
als jeder andere kann mein Standpunkt, der
die Entwicklung der 6konomischen Gesell-
schaftsformation als einen naturgeschicht-
lichen Prozef3 auffaBt, den einzelnen ver-
antwortlich machen fiir Verhiltnisse, deren
Geschopf er sozial bleibt, sosehr er sich
auch subjektiv iiber sie erheben mag.

1 If the development of the social structure is a process of natural history, this means it
cannot be explained by the attitudes of the individuals living today. Marx says here that
one cannot blame today’s individuals for capitalism, because we all are the products of our
society (despite the fact that some may subjectively rise themselves far above this).

The preface concludes with some remarks about the sociology of economics and a sum-
mary of the contents of the different volumes of Capital (not included here).

93:2 T welcome every opinion based on
scientific criticism. As to the prejudices of
so-called public opinion, to which I have

Xii

17:2 Jedes Urteil wissenschaftlicher Kri-
tik ist mir willkommen. Gegeniiber den Vor-

urteilen der sog. offentlichen Meinung, der



never made concessions, now, as ever, my
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

ich nie Konzessionen gemacht habe, gilt mir
nach wie vor der Wahlspruch des grofien
Florentiners:
‘ Segui il tuo corso, e lascia dir le genti!
17:3 London, 25. Juli 1867
17:4 Karl Marx

xiii
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| Marx differentiates between the mode of inquiry and the mode of representation of the

results of this inquiry:

102:2 Of course the method of presen-
tation must differ in form from that of in-
quiry. The latter has to appropriate the ma-
terial in detail, to analyse its different forms
of development and to track down their in-
ner connection. Only after this work has
been done can the real movement be appro-
priately presented. If this is done success-
fully, if the life of the subject-matter is now
reflected back in the ideas, then it may ap-
pear as if we have before us an a priori con-
struction.

27:2 Allerdings muf sich die Darstellungs-

weise formell von der Forschungsweise un-
terscheiden. Die Forschung hat den Stoff
sich im Detail anzueignen, seine verschied-
nen Entwicklungsformen zu analysieren
und deren innres Band aufzuspiiren. Erst
nachdem diese Arbeit vollbracht, kann die
wirkliche Bewegung entsprechend darge-
stellt werden. Gelingt dies und spiegelt sich
nun 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 to Grundrisse, [mecw28]37:2-38:1, illustrates this
distinction between research and representation in much more detail.

Term Paper Topic 5 (Fri Dec 3-Mon Dec 6) Discuss Marx’s methodology as explained in
the Introduction to Grundrisse. 2009fa, 2007SP.

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

102:3 My dialectical method is, in its
foundations, not only different from the
Hegelian, but exactly opposite to it. For
Hegel, the process of thinking, which he
even transforms into an independent sub-
ject, under the name of ‘the Idea’, is the
creator of the real world, and the real world
is only the external appearance of the idea.
With me the reverse is true: the ideal is
nothing but the material world reflected in
the mind of man, and translated into forms
of thought.

102:4/0 I criticized the mystificatory side
of the Hegelian dialectic nearly thirty years
ago, at a time when it was still the fash-
ion. But just when I was working at the
first volume of Capital, the ill humoured,
arrogant and mediocre epigones who now

X1V

27:3 Meine dialektische Methode ist der
Grundlage nach von der Hegelschen nicht
nur verschieden, sondern ihr direktes Ge-
genteil. Fiir Hegel ist der Denkprozef, den
er sogar unter dem Namen Idee in ein selb-
standiges Subjekt verwandelt, der Demiurg
des wirklichen, das nur seine dullere Er-
scheinung bildet. Bei mir ist umgekehrt das
Ideelle nichts andres als das im Menschen-
kopf umgesetzte und iibersetzte Materielle.

27:4 Die mystifizierende Seite der He-
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 des ,Kapital“ ausarbeitete, ge-
fiel sich das verdrieBliche, anmaBliche und



talk large in educated German circles be-
gan to take pleasure in treating Hegel in the
same way as the good Moses Mendelssohn
treated Spinoza in Lessing’s time, namely
as a ‘dead dog’. I therefore openly avowed
myself the pupil of that mighty thinker, and
even, here and there in the chapter on the
theory of value, coquetted with the mode of
expression peculiar to him. The mystifica-
tion which the dialectic suffers in Hegel’s
hands by no means prevents him from being
the first to present its general forms of mo-
tion in a comprehensive and conscious man-
ner. With him it is standing on its head. It
must be inverted, in order to discover the ra-
tional kernel within the mystical shell.

mittelmiBige Epigonentum, welches jetzt
im gebildeten Deutschland das gro3e Wort
fiihrt, darin, Hegel zu behandeln, wie der
brave Moses Mendelssohn zu Lessings Zeit
den Spinoza behandelt hat, namlich als , to-
ten Hund“. Ich bekannte mich daher offen
als Schiiler jenes grofien Denkers und ko-
kettierte sogar hier und da im Kapitel iiber
die Werttheorie mit der ihm eigentiimlichen
Ausdrucksweise. Die Mystifikation, wel-
che die Dialektik in Hegels Hinden erleidet,
verhindert in keiner Weise, daf3 er ihre allge-
meinen Bewegungsformen zuerst in umfas-
sender und bewuBter Weise dargestellt hat.
Sie steht bei ihm auf dem Kopf. Man muf}
sie umstiilpen, um den rationellen Kern in
der mystischen Hiille zu entdecken.

The comments about Hegel are followed by comments about the dialectical method in

general:

103:1 In its mystified form, the dialectic
became the fashion in Germany, because it
seemed to transfigure and glorify what ex-
ists. In its rational form it is a scandal and
an abomination to the bourgeoisie and its
doctrinaire spokesmen, because it includes
in its positive understanding of what exists a
simultaneous recognition of its negation, its
inevitable destruction; because it regards ev-
ery historically developed form as being in
a fluid state, in motion, and therefore grasps
its transient aspect as well; and because it
does not let itself be impressed by anything,
being in its very essence critical and revolu-
tionary.

27:5/0 In ihrer mystifizierten Form ward
die Dialektik deutsche Mode, weil sie das
Bestehende zu verkldren schien. In ihrer ra-
tionellen Gestalt ist sie dem Biirgertum und
seinen doktrindren Wortfiihrern ein Arger-
nis und ein Greuel, weil sie in dem positiven
Verstindnis des Bestehenden zugleich auch
das Verstindnis seiner Negation, seines not-
wendigen Untergangs einschlief3t, jede ge-
wordne Form im Flusse der Bewegung, al-
so auch nach ihrer vergénglichen Seite auf-
faBt, sich durch nichts imponieren 14, ih-
rem Wesen nach kritisch und revolutionér
ist.

1} Marx emphasizes here that dialectics not only looks at what is, but also at what is not,
at the absences. It explores how things negate themselves and how they must be criticized.

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

103:2 The fact that the movement of cap-
italist society is full of contradictions im-
presses itself most strikingly on the prac-
tical bourgeois in the changes of the peri-
odic cycle through which modern industry
passes, the summit of which is the general
crisis. That crisis is once again approaching,
although as yet it is only in its preliminary
stages, and by the universality of its field of
action and the intensity of its impact it will

28:1 Die widerspruchsvolle Bewegung
der kapitalistischen Gesellschaft macht sich
dem praktischen Bourgeois am schlagend-
sten fiihlbar in den Wechselfillen des peri-
odischen Zyklus, den die moderne Industrie
durchliuft, und deren Gipfelpunkt—die all-
gemeine Krise. Sie ist wieder im Anmarsch,
obgleich noch begriffen in den Vorstadi-
en, und wird durch die Allseitigkeit ihres
Schauplatzes, wie die Intensitét ihrer Wir-
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drum dialectics even into the heads of the | kung, selbst den Gliickspilzen des neuen
upstarts in charge of the new Holy Prussian- | heiligen, preuflisch-deutschen Reichs Dia-

German empire. lektik einpauken.
Karl Marx ‘ Karl Marx
London, 24 January 1873 ‘ London, 24. Januar 1873
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1. The Commodity

Moore and Aveling translate the the outward behavior of “the commodity” is the same as
chapter title “Die Ware” as commodities will be discussed, Fowkes’s.

“Commodities.” The plural is rather than the inner structure of

unfortunate, since it suggests that the commodity. Our translation

Chapters One, Two, and Three of the first volume of Capital 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. Value (sometimes Marx calls it
‘commodity value’) is that property inherent in the commodity which is responsible for its
ability to be exchanged on the market. “Value’ is not an ethical category. It also does not
indicate a subjective valuation (how much someone values something). Instead, it is an
economic category.

Also the word ‘use-value’ is used in a specific meaning: the use-value of a commod-
ity is the menu of possible uses of the commodity. Although ‘use-value’ and ‘value’ both
contain the word ‘value’, use-value is not a particular kind of value. In his Notes on Wag-
ner’s Textbook of Political Economy [mecw?24]545:1, Marx calls use-value the “opposite”
of value, “which has nothing in common with value, except that ‘value’ occurs in the word

LD

‘use-value’.
Question 6 (Mon Aug 23-ThuAug 26) The first thing that Marx says about the commodity
is that it presents itself to the economic agents as a thing with two different properties, use-
value and exchange-value. Why does the title of the first section then say that the two factors

of the commodity are use-value and value, instead of use-value and exchange-value?
2008fa.

According to the title of section .1, the two factors of the commodity are use-value and
value. In the first unpublished draft version of this title in [ , p- 1], the factors had
been use-value and exchange-value—more about this in . The parentheses in the title

indicate that value is considered here under the aspect of substance and magnitude. The
third aspect of value, its form, will be analyzed later, in section

Although Marx does not subdivide section into subsections, the present Annotations
divide it into four subsections, numbered — , and use additional unnumbered sub-
titles in the first of these subsections.

Subsection (125-126:1) briefly surveys the use-value of things.

Subsection (126:2-127:1) begins with the observation that in addition to use-value,
the commodity has “exchange-value”—in other words, instead of using a commodity the



1. The Commodity

owner also has the option to exchange it. Then Marx takes a closer look at the exchange
relations between commodities, in order to conclude that the commodities’ ability to be
exchanged, i.e., their exchange-value, is the manifestation of a deeper-lying property of
commodities, called “value.”

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

Subsection (128:4-131:1) discusses a different aspect of value: not its substance
but its magnitude; not why products must enter the market and be exchanged, but how the
exchange proportions are determined which the market generates for them.

Section |.2 concentrates once more on the substance of value, which plays a pivotal role
in Marx’s theory. Section | .7 takes a closer look at the form of value. Section | .4 represents
a switch in the level of the discourse: Marx points out a certain incongruity between content
and form and asks “why this content takes that form”

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

The two-column text which follows now is the first sentence of Marx’s Capital, in a new
translation, set side-by-side with the German original. These Annotations contain the full

text of relevant passages of Capital interspersed with commentary.
125:1 The wealth of those societies, in 49:1 Der Reichtum der Gesellschaften,

which the capitalist mode of production | in welchen kapitalistische Produktionsweise
reigns, presents itself as an “immense heap | herrscht, erscheint als eine ,,ungeheure Wa-
of commodities.”!

1

| rensammlung®,' ...

Ben Fowkes, the translator in commodities. His starting point is colloquial German, underlines the
[Mar76], translates the observation that all elements informal meaning of this sentence.
“Warensammlung” as “collection of wealth are commodities. He Our translation mixes the levels of
of commodities.” This is uses the word “Sammlung” as formality as well: it uses the more
unfortunate, since “collection” synonymous to “Ansammlung.” formal “immense” (immeasurably
connotes a systematic purposeful The Moore-Aveling translation large) alongside the informal

act. Marx does not want to imply “accumulation” is better here. The “heap.”

that people are collecting adjective “ungeheure,” which is

We will discuss this sentence word for word, first “wealth,” then “capitalist mode of pro-

9 < 29

duction,” “reigns,” “commodity,” and “presents itself.”

Wealth: “Wealth” is anything that enhances human life. Marx means here material wealth,
i.e., things which enhance human life.

Question 9 (Mon Aug 23-ThuAug 26) Can one say that happiness is the only true wealth?
2009fa, 2008fa, 2008SP, 2007fa, 2005fa, 2004 fa, 2003fa, 2002fa, 1999SP, 1998WI,
1997ut, 1997sp, 1997WI, 19965sp.

Question 10 (Mon Aug 23-Thu Aug 26) Wouldn't scarcity be a better starting point for un-
derstanding how a given society is functioning than wealth? When there is scarcity, this
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means there is a need to act, whereas wealth consists of dead things. Scarcity leads us to
discover what drives society, wealth does not. 2008fa, 2005fa, 2003fa, 1997sp, 1997WI,
1996ut, 1995ut.

Nowadays one often reads that the subject of economics is scarcity. Marx differs in two
respects: he does not call it “economics” but “political economy,” and he does not begin
with scarcity but with wealth. In Grundrisse, the first draft of Capital, he says on p. 852:1/o:
Political economy has to do with the spe- | 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 Smith’s book [ 1 An Inquiry

into the Nature and Causes of the Wealth of Nations. This title announces the topic of the
book as the wealth of nations. Here in the first sentence of Capital, Marx speaks not of the
wealth of nations but the wealth of societies.

One usually thinks of wealth as the wealth of individuals, as the amount of things owned
by an individual. This is a superficial view. Wealth is intrinsically social:

e Certain aspects of wealth can not be attached to individuals. Public parks or beaches,
clean air, lack of noise or crime, a livable city layout, are all elements of wealth which
either everybody in society has, or nobody has.

e Even private wealth, which only benefits one or few individuals, has a social dimen-
sion. A rich person not only has access to things but, more importantly, has the ability
to make others work for him or her. See . Someone must produce the things a
wealthy person consumes.

Marx uses the word “wealth” not only for the abundance or extravagance of things enhanc-
ing human life; anything which enhances human life, however modest it may be, is part of
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 name, however, already indicates
that capitalist society is characterized by its organization of production. It is one of the
basic tenets of Marx’s theory of society that the organization of production has a profound
influence on all the other social relations.

Marx’s Capital therefore offers an explanation of those aspects of capitalism which per-
tain to the economy: money, wage-labor, economic growth, globalization, the business cycle,
the coexistence of wealth and poverty, the persistence of economic underdevelopment, etc.
Marx’s Capital does not give an explanation of capitalist democracy, international political
relations, or the recurrence of wars. Occasionally it is possible to draw inferences from the
economic structure about the political structures necessary to maintain this economic struc-
ture, compare , , . This information about the requirements which the
state must meet in order to sustain capitalist economic relations does not yet constitute a
theory of the state itself.

The reference to the ‘capitalist mode of production’ in the first sentence indicates that
the subject of this chapter is not some historical “simple commodity production” or some
utopian “fair and equitable” society, but capitalism. Marx’s Capital is not a blueprint for
a socialist economy. It is an attempt to gain a thorough understanding of capitalism. It is
necessary to understand capitalism in order to overcome it.
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Reigns: The word “reigns” has two meanings. One the one hand it simply means: where
the capitalist mode of production prevails, where it is the main form of production. However,
Marx’s word is not “vorherrscht” (prevails) but the shorter and stronger “herrscht,” whose
principal meaning is “to rule.” Perhaps Marx wanted to express one of the following points
with this:

o All relations of production known today, whether capitalist or not, can be said to
“rule”, because of the fundamental role of those social relations having to do with
production among the broader social relations.

o If the capitalist mode of production comes in contact with other modes of production,
it tends to corrode them and supplant them by capitalist relations.

The French edition says “reigns,” transitive verb “dominates” pre-bourgeois modes of

while the Moore-Aveling (beherrscht), but the subject is not production, which are not
translation says “prevails.” In a capitalism but exchange: dominated to their full extent by
letter to Engels on April 2, 1858, “presupposes ... the elimination exchange.” [mecw40]298:5/0
Marx uses the unambiguous ... of all undeveloped,

Commodity: A commodity is something produced for sale or exchange. This is what
the reader needs to know about the commodity in order to follow the argument. In English
business parlance, the word ‘commodities’ is used for products which are available from
many suppliers, and which are standardized, so that there is no reason, apart from price, for
the buyer to prefer one supplier over another. Marx does not mean it this way. For him,
a commodity is everything, whether raw material or finished good, whether a specialized
brand name article or a staple, that is produced for sale.

Exam Question 11 What is a commodity? Marx does not give the definition of a commodity
but an analysis. How would you define the thing he analyzes? (The answer can be given
in one sentence.) 2009fa, 2008fa, 2007 fa, 2007SF, 2005fa, 2004 fa, 1999SF, 19981,
1997sp, 1996sp, 1995ut, 1995W1.

Presents Itself as an Immense Heap of Commodities: Two different assertions are
woven together in this clause:

e In capitalist society, wealth takes the form of commodities, i.e., almost all the things
which make up the riches of capitalist society are produced for and traded in markets.
They are produced not because they constitute wealth, but because they can be sold at
favorable prices. “Even during a famine, corn is imported because the corn-merchant
thereby makes money, and not because the nation is starving.” (Marx quoting Ricardo
in Contribution, 389/0.)

o This is obvious, everyone is aware of it, and the members of capitalist society handle
commodities and purposefully treat them as commodities every day. (We will see later
that many other important aspects of capitalist social relations do not enter general
awareness but arise “behind the back” of purposeful activity.)

The word that is translated here as “presents itself” is in German “erscheint,” i.e., literally,
“appears.” Marx conscientiously uses the word “appear” whenever he discusses the manifes-
tation of some invisible background on an accessible stage. Here this invisible background is
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social wealth. Much of what is done in any society has to do with the production and dispo-
sition of wealth. In capitalism, this wealth confronts the practical activity of the individuals
mainly in the form of commodities.

Fowkes translates “erscheint” with (“presents itself”’) and the French manuscripts separate these two
“appears,” i.e., he, like Marx translation (“s’annonce comme”’) assertions more clearly than the
himself, emphasizes the first emphasize the second assertion. very condensed formulation here
assertion; by contrast, the Earlier versions of this sentence in in Capital. Compare Contribution,
Moore-Aveling translation Marx’s other publications or 269:1 and Grundrisse, 881:2.

Question 15 (Mon Aug 23-Thu Aug 26) Give examples for alternative forms, other than
the commodity form, in which material wealth confronts the individual member of society
(either in non-capitalist societies, or non-commodity wealth in capitalist societies). 2008 fa,
2001fa, 1997sp, 1997WI.

First Sentence as a Whole: The clause “wealth presents itself as an immense heap of
commodities” is critical of the social form taken by wealth in capitalist society, not of wealth
itself. Wealth has become a collection of things, and therefore has only a very extraneous
relation to the individuals who avail themselves of this wealth. The ownership of money
or commodities does not require any essential relation between the owner and the object—
while wealth of sheep, for instance, in earlier societies was only possible if the owner was a
capable shepherd; see Grundrisse 221/222.

Question 20 (Mon Aug 23-Thu Aug 26) Describe a situation in daily life in which the ex-
traneous character of the relation between wealth and wealth holder becomes an issue.
2008fa, 2004 fa, 2001 fa, 1998WI, 1995W1.

Question 23 (Mon Aug 23-Thu Aug 26) Is capitalism the only type of society known to us in
which all wealth takes the form of commodities? (In order to answer this question properly
you should already have some knowledge of Marx’s Capital.) 2000fa.

Question 24 (Mon Aug 23—-Thu Aug 26) What does the study of commodities have to do
with the classes in capitalist society (capitalist class and working class)? 2008fa, 2005fa,
2004 fa.

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

All this was a discussion of the first sentence only. It is time to go on:
The single commodity appears as the ele- | ... die einzelne Ware als seine Elementar-
mentary form of this wealth. form.

1 This means on the one hand that the commodity is a simple or elementary (as in elemen-
tary algebra) form of wealth. Indeed, a one-line definition sufficed to define the commodity,
a commodity is anything produced for sale or exchange. In the Introduction to Grundrisse,
[mecw28]37:2-38:1, Marx says that the mind has to begin with such simple categories in
order to assimilate the world, even though these simple categories may not refer to the most
fundamental relations in reality. In his Notes on Wagner, [mecw?24]545:2/0 Marx calls the
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commodity “the simplest economic concretum,” i.e., it is not an abstract concept but some-
thing concrete that one can touch, but it is the simplest such thing. Instead of saying that
in capitalism, most wealth takes the form of commodities, it would also have been true to
say that most labor takes the form of wage-labor—but the definition of wage-labor is not
elementary but presupposes the definition of many other economic categories first.

On the other hand, Marx says here that the commodity is the elementary form of wealth,
i.e., that other forms of wealth can be reduced to, or are developments of, the commodity
form. In the preface to the first edition of Capital, p. , Marx brings a fitting metaphor:
the study of the commodity is just as important for an understanding of the capitalist econ-
omy as the study of a single undifferentiated cell is for an understanding of the human body.
We cannot yet know at this point whether this is true, i.e., Marx announces here how one
will be able to justify this starting point once the investigation of all social forms of wealth
is complete.

The analysis of the commodity will there-
fore be the starting point of our investiga-
tion.

Unsere Untersuchung beginnt daher mit der
Analyse der Ware.

This sentence has a “therefore” in it, i.e., Marx is drawing an inference from what was
just said about the commodity. Regarding the character of this inference, textual evidence is
ambiguous.

e The Moore/Aveling translation says that the analysis of the commodity “must the the
starting point,” which is stronger than the German “will be the starting point.” We
can assume for sure that Marx and Engels knew about and approved the “must” in the
English version. This text variant indicates that Marx has convinced himself that the
commodity is the necessary starting point, perhaps because it is the elementary form
of wealth as just explained, even though he cannot give a full proof of this here.

o In the formulation in the German edition, “will be the starting point,” Marx uses what
was just said as grounds to begin his book with the commodity, without claiming
that this is the only possibility. It can be seen as an invitation: if commodities are so
prevalent in capitalist society, then an analysis of the commodity looks like a good
place to begin the investigation of capitalism. Therefore let’s do it!

In the debate around “where to begin,” two questions should not be confused. One is
whether certain things must be explained before others, for instance, whether it is necessary
to explain the commodity before one can explain capital. Marx clearly argues that it is.
Reality has different layers, i.e., certain real things are built on top of other things (which are
themselves equally real). Somehow, the commodity is “simpler” than money, and money
“simpler” than capital. In Grundrisse, 259, Marx writes:

In order to develop the concept of capital, it
is necessary to begin not with labor but with
value or, more precisely, with the exchange-
value already developed in the movement of
circulation. It is just as impossible to pass
directly from labor to capital as from the dif-
ferent human races directly to the banker, or
from nature to the steam engine.

Um den Begriff des Kapitals zu entwik-
keln, ist es notig nicht von der Arbeit, son-
dern vom Wert auszugehen, und zwar von
dem schon in der Bewegung der Zirkulati-
on entwickelten Tauschwert. Es ist ebenso
unmoglich, direkt von der Arbeit zum Kapi-
tal iiberzugehen, als von den verschiednen
Menschenrassen direkt zum Bankier oder
von der Natur zur Dampfmaschine.
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The other question is whether it is necessary to furnish a proof, already at the beginning,
that this is where one should begin. This is impossible and also unnecessary. In order to
know what a good starting point is one must have results, but we are just at the beginning,
i.e., we do not yet have any results. As long as the reader cannot take issue with the content
of the writer’s arguments, he or she should therefore not interrupt the writer at the beginning
with the question “why do you begin here?”

Question 25 (Mon Aug 23-Thu Aug 26) Would it have been possible to start the book Cap-
ital with a more common-sense definition of capitalism, such as, capitalist production is
production for profit? 2008fa, 2005fa, 2003fa, 1997ut, 1996sp, 19951.

Exam Question 27 If Marx wanted to start his book with first principles, why did he pick
the analysis of the commodity and not the analysis of the production process or the analysis
of value? 2008fa, 2005fa, 2004 fa, 2001fa, 1995ut, 1995WL.

Question 28 (Mon Aug 23-Thu Aug 26) How does Marx’s starting point differ from usual
approaches to economics? 2009fa, 2008fa, 2007fa, 2005fa, 2000fa, 1996ut.

After Marx’s two-sentence justification why one should begin with the commodity, the
analysis of the commodity begins without further ado. It will take up the whole chapter
One.

[Every Commodity is a Useful Thing]

In his Notes to Wagner, [mecw24]544:6/0, Marx writes that his point of departure is the
“form of appearance” of the commodity, i.e., the form in which the commodity enters the
practical activity of the economic agents. |} Let us therefore imagine that Marx is interview-
ing someone living in a capitalist society. Marx gives this person a commodity and says:
“Here is a commodity. I would like to know what this commodity is for you. Please describe

to me what you see.” The first answer Marx is likely to get is: “Oh, I see a useful object.”

125:2 The commodity is at first an exte-
rior object, a thing, which by its properties
satisfies human wants of one sort or another.

Fowkes translates this sentence as:
“The commodity is, first of all, an
external object, a thing which
through its qualities satisfies
human needs of whatever kind.”
The formulation “first of all” can
be misunderstood to mean that this
is the main property of the
commodity, that the other
properties of the commodity are
secondary. It is not Marx’s
intention to say this. Even if one
interprets the formulation “first of
all” as a matter of order in the
representation, not a matter of
importance, it wrongly evokes the

49:2 Die Ware ist zunidchst ein dufle-
rer Gegenstand, ein Ding, das durch seine
Eigenschaften menschliche Bediirfnisse ir-

gendeiner Art befriedigt.

image that we could say many
things about the commodity, but
this is what we choose to say first.
However we do not have this
choice: the other things cannot be
said without saying this thing first,
they should therefore not be
imagined to be coexistent with this
first thing. The “all” of which this
is the “first” do not yet exist.

And looking at the end of the
sentence, Fowkes’s formulation
“of whatever kind” collapses two
steps into one: (1) the commodity
satisfies some want, and (2) it does
not matter which want it satisfies.

Step (2), the indifference towards
the kind of want, comes only in
the next sentence. But in defense
of Fowkes one could say that the
French translation, which was
closely edited by Marx himself,
collapses these two steps as well.

The Moore-Aveling translation is:
“The commodity is, in the first
place, an object outside us, a thing
which by its properties satisfies
human wants of some sort or
another.” The formulation “in the
first place” makes this first step too
static: it gives it a permanent
“place” instead of formulating it as
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a transient point of entry, which us” adds the interpretation to the describing here what the

one has to pass through in order to text that this is what the commodity is for those handling
get to the other things. And calling commodity is for us, the reader, the commodity.

the commodity “an object outside although I think Marx is

The commodity is called an “exterior” object because it exists outside humans. Despite
its independent existence, this object “satisfies human wants of one sort or another.” This
has important implications. In order to survive, humans must consume exterior things which
they must produce socially with the help of other exterior things. If the social control over
these things is such that one part of society is forced to work for another part of society, this
is called “exploitation.” Marx is therefore very aware of the exterior character of these useful
things. He addresses it in his Introduction to Grundrisse [mecw28]31:2/0 with respect to the
finished product, and in his Critique of of the Gotha Programme [mecw]| with respect to the
means of production. In Capital itself, he takes up this theme in chapter Two, p. ,
and chapter Nineteen, p.

Although a commodity is more than just a useful object—the reader should think of it as
a useful object produced for the exchange—the first thing the practical agents notice when
they hold a commodity in their hands is that it is such a useful object. This is the place where
one has to start if one wants to know what the commodities are for the practical agents and
what they, therefore, do with the commodities. Despite its familiarity, the concept of a useful
object it is not entirely trivial. Marx is using almost a page to elaborate on it. The remainder
of the current paragraph clarifies what “useful” means, the next paragraph will say a few
things about “exterior objects,” and the paragraph after this asks how such exterior objects
can be useful.

The nature of such wants, whether they | Die Natur dieser Bediirfnisse, ob sie z.B.
arise, for instance, from the stomach or from | dem Magen oder der Phantasie entspringen,

imagination, makes no difference.? ‘ dndert nichts an der Sache.?
“Phantasie” is translated here with has no use whatever, but people
imagination. A commodity which think it does, has a use-value.

1 Marx does not mean to say here that all human wants are equal. He merely says that
the nature of the want which a commodity satisfies has no bearing on its economic role as a
commodity. Market relations do not ask whether a product is socially desirable or not. They
do not distinguish between use-values that satisfy some basic needs, and those that are not
immediately necessary for human survival. The only thing that matters is whether it can be
sold at a favorable price.

Because of this indifference, the commodity form can become the general form of wealth
only in societies which have achieved material abundance. Productivity must be quite high
for society to be able to “afford” a social form of wealth which is indifferent towards the
use-value. Marx says something to this effect in his Introduction manuscript, p. [mecw28]
41:2-42:0. Even today, some branches of production are exempted from the commodity
form because the commodity form has socially undesirable ramifications: education, roads.
Increases in wealth and productivity allow more and more of such services to be “privatized.”

Question 31 (Mon Aug 23-Thu Aug 26) Using modern experience, describe some implica-
tions, good or bad, of the indifference of market relations towards the nature of the needs
which the commodity satisfies. 2008fa, 2005fa, 1998WI, 1996ut, 1995W/1.
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This indifference makes it possible that some people are undernourished and homeless in
the midst of great wealth and waste. However this indifference is also a liberation from the
mediocrity and boredom of a strictly needs-based production.

| The next sentence in the main text clarifies that producer goods satisfy human wants,
but they do so indirectly.

Nor does it matter here how the object sat- | Es handelt sich hier auch nicht darum, wie

isfies these human wants, whether directly | die Sache das menschliche Bediirfnis befrie-

as object of consumption, or indirectly as | digt, 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 begins with “neither are we here con-
cerned to know how” instead of “nor does it matter here.” Also the French edition has the
word “savoir” (to know) in this sentence. This reference to “our concerns to know” is out
of place. Marx is discussing here the social properties of commodities: although they are
inanimate things they harness human activity. The commodities’ practical usefulness acts as
a lense which focuses the diffuse activities of those human individuals who deal with them.
This focusing power is so strong that it is no longer correct to say that the commodities are
the objects of individual actions; instead, the actions of the individuals handling the com-
modities must be seen as the effects of the social power located in the commodity. It is not
the commodity owners who act, but the commodities act through their owners.

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

From the indifference of the social powers of the commodity towards the nature of the
use-values follows that the key to an understanding of the commodity cannot be found in
the wants it satisfies! This is the point where Marx parts ways with all of utility theory.
Had Marx foreseen how entrenched the “subjective” concept of value would become (which
does derive the value of a thing from the wants it satisfies), he would probably have said
more about it at this point. The only place where he addresses the subjective concept of
value is a brief remark about the disutility of labor in footnote 16 paragraph in section

. Also Marx’s criticisms of Jeremias Bentham (see for instance footnote 63 to paragraph
758:1/00 in chapter Twenty-Four) are criticisms of the foundations of modern neoclassical
utility theory.

Question 32 (Mon Aug 23-Thu Aug 26) What might Marx have said about the subjective
value concept at this point? 2008fa, 1997ut.

Although Marx is right to emphasize here, at the very beginning of the investigation, that
the social powers of commodities have nothing to do with their use-values, we will get to
know later several important cases in which the use-value does have economic implications.
The use-value of gold mimics the social properties of value (this is why gold became the
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money commodity) , the use-value of labor-power is the value which it creates ,
the use-value aspects of production give rise to the economic categories of constant capital
and fixed capital, etc.

Exam Question 33 Does the use-value of a commodity depend on the person using it?
2008fa, 2008SP, 2007fa, 2007SP, 2004 fa, 2002fa.

125:3/0 Every useful thing, such as iron, 49:3/0 Jedes niitzliche Ding, wie Eisen,
paper, etc., is to be looked at under two as- | Papier, usw., ist unter doppeltem Gesichts-
pects: quality and quantity. punkt zu betrachten, nach Qualitdt und

Quantitdt.

By “quality of a thing” Marx means those characteristics which distinguish different kinds
of things. Such qualitative differences have a deep significance for commodities; if all com-
modities were qualitatively equal, there would be no need for exchange. But even if the
qualities are the same, things can still differ quantitatively. Quantities play an important role
for commodities as well; in order to exchange different kinds of commodities, the quantities
must be adjusted accordingly. Marx is therefore discussing here the foundations, the basic
alphabet, from which commodity relations are constructed. || He discusses quality first:
Every such thing is an assemblage of many | Jedes solche Ding ist ein Ganzes vieler Ei-
properties, and can therefore be useful in | genschaften und kann daher nach verschie-
various ways. The discovery of the differ- | denenen Seiten niitzlich sein. Diese ver-
ent aspects of things and therefore of their | schiedenen Seiten und daher die mannig-
manifold uses is a historical deed.’ ‘ fachen Gebrauchsweisen der Dinge zu ent-

| decken ist geschichtliche Tat.?

1 How can a thing have properties which are not obvious but must be discovered? The
answer lies in a throwaway remark of Marx’s in , according to which the properties
of things manifest themselves in their relations with other things. This is a secret critique
of Hegel’s Logic. In Hegel’s system, the properties of things are more basic than the things
themselves. For Marx, the existence of the things is the bassic given. The properties slumber
inside the things and must be awakened through practical interaction with them.

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

3 “Things have an intrinsick vertue” (this is 3 Dinge haben einen intrinsick vertue* (dies
Barbon’s special term for use-value) “which in | bei Barbon die spezifische Bezeichnung fiir Ge-
all places have the same vertue; as the loadstone brauchswert), ,,der iiberall 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, became Die Eigenschaft des Magnets, Eisen anzuziehen,
of use only after discovery, by means of that | wurde erst niitzlich, sobald man vermittelst der-
property, of the polarity of the magnet. selben die magnetische Polaritit entdeckt hatte.

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

Things which have the same quality can still differ quantitatively. Hegel’s basic definition
of quantity is that it is a characteristic of the thing which does not define the thing. Even if
you change the quantity of a thing you still have the same thing. However if this was the

10
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whole truth then one would find everything in all quantities. But elephants are always big
and mice always small. To do justice to this, Hegel introduces the concept of “measure” for
the right quantity for a given quality.

For Hegel, the measures, just like the qualities, are intrinsic to the things. In Marx’s
paradigm, not only the qualities but also the measures depend on practical (social) activity:
So is also the establishment of social mea- | So die Findung gesellschaftlicher Mafe fiir
sures for the quantities of these useful ob- | die Quantitdt der niitzlichen Dinge.
jects.

Fowkes’s “socially recognized sociality. On the other, Marx measurement but to discover
standards of measurement” is distinguishes between Maf3 and qualitatively how something
imprecise. On the one hand, social MaBstab. The main historical deed should be measured.
recognition is only one part of is not the finding of a unit of

Since the qualities are different, also the measurements for the different use-values are

different. In Contribution, 269:2, Marx gives examples:
Different use-values have different mea- | Ihrer natiirlichen Eigenschaften geméil be-
sures appropriate to their different charac- | sitzen verschiedene Gebrauchswerte ver-
teristics; for example, a bushel of wheat, a | schiedene MaBe, 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 themselves, but also the question
whether the object is measured by its weight, volume, length, energy content, etc., are de-
termined socially. Some things have more than one measure. For instance, wages can be
measured in several different ways, see

Question 36 (Mon Aug 23-Thu Aug 26) Can you think of an example in which the quantity
of something affects its quality, for instance some physical matter two litres of which are
qualitatively different than one litre of it? 2008fa, 2008SP, 2007SF, 2005fa, 2003fa,
1995ut.

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

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

After these general considerations about the nature of the things themselves Marx goes
into more detail how these things can be useful for humans. One might say that the preceding
paragraph discussed the useful thing, while the next paragraph will discuss the useful thing.

126:1 The usefulness of a thing makes it ‘ 50:1 Die Niitzlichkeit eines Dings macht
a use-value.* ‘ es zum Gebrauchswert.*

This introduction of the term “use-value” sounds like a tautology—but it is not. For a
correct understanding of this sentence, it is necessary to clarify the difference between the
properties of a thing, its usefulness, and its use-value:

e Properties are intrinsic to a thing. One should consider them as something dormant,
the thing’s potential. These properties wake up and manifest themselves only when
the thing is placed in a relation with other things.

11
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o The usefulness of a thing (in the first edition of Capital, 18:2, Marx writes more ex-
plicitly: usefulness for human life) is the manifestation of its properties in one particu-
lar relation, namely, in its relation to humans. The usefulness of a thing is therefore not
intrinsic to the thing itself, but it is a relationship between the thing’s properties and
human needs. It depends not only on the thing but also on humans. “A sheep would
hardly consider it to be one of its ‘useful’ qualities that it can be eaten by human be-
ings” [mecw24]538:6/0. A thing is useful if its properties are able to serve human
needs. Since human needs depend on social factors, such as fashions, technology, and
customs, usefulness inherits this dependence.

o The sentence “the usefulness of a thing makes it a use-value” is the definition of “use-
value.” The use-value of a thing is its usefulness—which, as was just explained, is
a relative concept—considered as a property of the thing itself. The use-value of a
thing is therefore not one of the properties of the thing, but the relationship between
these properties and human needs or wants that is attributed to the thing as if it was a
property of the thing. (The modern concept of “utility function™ attributes this same
relationship to the human rather than the thing.)

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

Question 37 (Mon Aug 23-Thu Aug 26) Bring other examples of relative “properties” such
as beauty or use-value. 2008fa, 2008SP, 1995l/1.

Things which are useful for human life are given special names, they are called “goods”
or “articles,” because people are practically appropriating them in the production process
and also have to haggle with others over these things. This is why they first practically and
then theoretically distinguish the things which are useful to them from all other things. All
this is explained in Marx’s notes on Wagner, beginning with [mecw?24]538:6/0.

The attribution of the usefulness to the thing itself is not just a theoretical exercise but it
reflects social reality. There is a subtle difference between saying: “I am using the thing”
and: “the thing has use-value for me.” In the first phrase, the human is the agent in control,
in the second phrase, the human has become the consumer of the beneficial properties of the
thing. The individual’s ability to use external things to serve his or her needs has become a
power of the thing itself. Marx’s statement that commodities have use-value is a statement
about how commodity-producing society relates to things: things are viewed as imbued with
powers.

Question 38 (Mon Aug 23-Thu Aug 26) Why is the usefulness for human life attributed to
the thing as if it was a property of the thing itself? 2008fa, 2007fa.

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

4 “The natural worth of anything consists in its 4 Der natiirliche worth jedes Dinges besteht
fitness to supply the necessities, or serve the con- in seiner Eignung, die notwendigen Bediirfnisse
veniences of human life.” John Locke, | , p- zu befriedigen oder den Annehmlichkeiten des

12
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28]. menschlichen Lebens zu dienen”. John Locke,
[ . p- 28].

Question 39 (Mon Aug 23—-Thu Aug 26) What is the meaning of “natural” in the term “nat-
ural worth”? 2008fa, 2005fa.

Question 40 (Mon Aug 23-Thu Aug 26) Take some simple object, a shoe or a rubber ball,
and differentiate between its properties, its usefulness, and its use-value. 2008fa, 19971,
1995W1.

|l The practical mind does not notice the difference between the use-value of a thing and
its properties, because one needs possession of the thing in order to be able to take advantage
of its usefulness. Marx formulates this as follows:
But this usefulness does not dangle in mid- | Aber diese Niitzlichkeit schwebt nicht in
air. Conditioned by the physical properties | der Luft. Durch die Eigenschaften des Wa-
of the body of the commodity, it has no ex- | renkorpers bedingt, existiert sie nicht ohne

istence apart from the latter. denselben.

The translation “derived” is consider the humans involved, modern meaning emphasizes more
wrong. The usefulness of a thing both physically and socially. Marx its restrictive dimension.

cannot be derived from its physical means “conditioned” mainly in an

properties; one also needs to enabling sense here, although the

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

To paraphrase Marx’s argument: what people really want is the use-value of the things,
not the things themselves, but they can only benefit from these use-values when they have
possession of the things themselves. This is the basis for the social rules in a commodity
society regulating who can have access to which things.

Question 42 (Mon Aug 23-Thu Aug 26) Do transportation, electricity, information, ser-
vices, patents, other so-called “immaterial” commodities, fit under the definition of a com-
modity given here? 2008f a.

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

Finally it may be worth pointing out that the formulation “does not dangle in mid-air” is
again a critique of Hegel and of all idealist philosophy. For Plato and Hegel, the properties
of things were dangling in the air, they had their separate existence as ideals.

After having introduced, ever so briefly, the relationship between use-value and the prop-
erties of the commodity, and the distinction between the commodity and the body of the

13
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commodity, Marx obtains permission from the reader to simplify his wording by calling the

body of the commodity “a use-value.”

The body itself of the commodity, such as
iron, wheat, diamond, etc., is therefore a
use-value or a good.

This sentence cannot be
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

Der Warenkorper selbst, wie Eisen, Weizen,
Diamant usw., ist daher ein Gebrauchswert
oder Gut.

useful.”

The version of this sentence in the First Edition of Capital, 18:2, leaves no doubt that this

is a terminological convention:

For the sake of brevity, the useful thing itself
or, in other words, the body of the commod-
ity, such as iron, wheat, diamond, etc., will
be called a use-value, good, article.

Abkiirzend nennen wir das niitzliche Ding
selbst oder den Warenkorper, wie Eisen,
Weizen, Diamant usw., Gebrauchswert,
Gut, Artikel.

In the later editions, it is still a terminological convention, but since Marx furnishes a
better logical justification for it, and at the same time uses a terser formulation, it has become
more difficult to see that it is merely a convention. The argument is: In order to avail onself of
the use-value of a commodity, nothing more nor less is necessary than its physical presence.
Therefore it is justified, when speaking about the body of the commodity, to simply call it
“a use-value.” The word is therefore used in two meanings, which do not conflict with each
other.

Use-value can also be attached to the absence of things: the absence of illness, crime,
pollution, etc. Since these use-values cannot be commodified as readily, they are neglected
in a commodity society.

| After saying that for the enjoyment of the use-value the physical presence of the com-
modity is needed, Marx emphasizes that this is all that is needed.

This characteristic of a commodity does not | Dieser sein Charakter hiingt nicht davon ab,

depend on whether appropriating its useful | ob 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 that convey its use-value. The
labor producing the product is no longer there. It has disappeared into the product; it is
sublated (aufgehoben) in its result. About Aufthebung compare Hegel’s Logic, [Heg69a, pp.
106-108].

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

When examining use-values, we always as-
sume to be dealing with well-defined quan-
tities, such as dozens of watches, yards of
linen, or fons of iron.

Bei Betrachtung der Gebrauchswerte wird
stets ihre quantitative Bestimmtheit voraus-
gesetzt, wie Dutzend Uhren, Elle Leinwand,
Tonne Eisen usw.

This is all Marx says about use-value here. Since the commodity form is (at first) in-
different towards the kinds of use-values, any closer consideration of the particularities of
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1.1. Use-Value and Value

use-values cannot enlighten us about the character of social and economic relations in capi-
talism. Of course, this does not mean that use-values are irrelevant for practical life:

The use-values of commodities furnish the \ Die Gebrauchswerte der Waren liefern das
material for a special branch of knowledge, | Material einer eignen Disziplin, der Warenkunde.’
whose textbooks are the commercial prod-

uct manuals.’ \

> In bourgeois societies the legal fiction pre- 5 In der biirgerlichen Gesellschaft herrscht die
vails that every one, as a buyer, possesses an en- | fictio juris, daf jeder Mensch als Warenkiufer ei-
cyclopedic knowledge of commodities. ne enzyklopéadische Warenkenntnis besitzt.

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

Transition to Exchange-Value

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

the exchange-value.
Use-value actualizes itself only by use or | Der Gebrauchswert verwirklicht sich nur im

consumption. Gebrauch oder der Konsumtion.
The Moore-Aveling translation has the next. I replaced it with a the Fowkes translation. I 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 humans, people will not benefit from
it unless they take a specific act of “using” the thing. This act of using is often, but not
always, at the same time the “consumption” of the things, i.e., it destroys the thing or makes
its use-value unavailable for others.

The above sentence also clarifies the terminology: if one exchanges things, or also if one
collects them in the basement in the hope that they will appreciate, one does not use them.
“Use” is seen here in contradistinction to exchange.

Question 45 (Mon Aug 23-Thu Aug 26) Is it also true that exchange-value only realizes
itself in exchange? (Difficult question which requires good knowledge of Marx.)

Question 46 (Mon Aug 23-Thu Aug 26) Certain use-values are produced with the purpose
never to be used. For instance nuclear weapons which are developed for the sake of deter-
rence. It is true for these use-values too that their use-value actualizes itself only in its use?
2008fa, 2007fa.

Use-values constitute the material content | Gebrauchswerte bilden den stofflichen In-
of wealth, whatever its social form may be. halt des Reichtums, welches immer seine
gesellschaftliche Form sei.

I A thing which has properties useful for human life, considered from the point of view
of its possible uses by humans, is called “use-value.” People handle use-values every day.
Their existence depends on use-values. This is true in every society. The available use-
values constitute the material wealth of a society. || But in capitalism, useful things have an
additional specific social power: they can be traded or sold on the 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 Triger des—Tauschwerts.
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1. The Commodity

I avoided translating “stoffliche on someone or something whose use-value is intact has the
Tréiger” with “material depositing exchange-value in the additional power of being
depository.” The emphasis is not article, but that any commodity exchangeable.

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

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

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

e Exchange-value cannot be derived from the use-values involved. Rather, commodities
have a second quality, separate from their use-values, which allows them to be traded
on the market.

Marx characterizes the relation between use-value and exchange-value with the words: use-
values are the material “carriers” of exchange-value. What does this mean? If a commodity
loses its use-value then it also loses its exchange-value. Nevertheless the use-value is not the
source of the exchange-value: if a certain use-value becomes freely available to all (bread
growing on wild trees) then it still is a use-value but no longer has exchange-value. Marx will
elaborate on this relationship in , after we know better where exchange-value comes
from.

Question 47 (Mon Aug 23—-Thu Aug 26) Which of the following did Marx say, and could he
also have said any 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. 20097 a.

Exam Question 50 What is the exchange-value of a commodity? (Give its definition, not
an analysis where it comes from). 2009fa, 2008fa, 2007SP, 2005fa, 2004 fa, 1999SP,
1998WI, 1997sp, 1996ut, 1996sp, 1995W1.

Question 51 (Mon Aug 23—-Thu Aug 26) Joseph, who lives in a capitalist society, regularly
swaps his wife with the wife of his friend. Does this mean Joseph’s wife has exchange-value
in capitalism? 2008fa, 2005fa, 2003fa, 1997ut, 1996ut, 1996sp.

Question 52 (Mon Aug 23-Thu Aug 26) In the United States of America, children who lose
their baby teeth often get a quarter for each tooth from their mother who pretends to be the
tooth fairy. Does this mean that baby teeth have exchange-value in this society? 2008fa,
2005fa.
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Question 53 (Mon Aug 23—-Thu Aug 26) If husband and wife exchange wedding rings dur-
ing their marriage ceremony, does this establish a special exchange-value for these rings?
2008fa.

Question 54 (Mon Aug 23-Thu Aug 26) What would a Marxist say about the following ar-
gument: the exchange-value of an item is created through demand, not by the item itself. If
nobody demands the item, it cannot be traded for anything. In other words, exchange-value
is created by people wanting the item. 2008fa, 2005fa, 2004 fa, 2003fa, 1998W1.

Exam Question 55 Explain in your own words what it means to say that use-values are
the “material carriers” of exchange-value. 2009fa, 2008fa, 2005fa, 2004 fa, 2002fa,
2001fa, 1995ut, 1995W1.

Question 57 (Mon Aug 23—-Thu Aug 26) If the exchange-value of a commodity cannot be
derived from its use-value, then a used commodity should have the same exchange-value as
a new commodity, as long as it is not broken. Right or wrong? 2008fa, 2003fa, 1997ut.

Question 58 (Mon Aug 23-Thu Aug 26) The use-value of a commodity is the utility one gets
from using it; the exchange-value is the utility one gets from using those things one can trade
the commodity for. Right or wrong? 2008fa, 2007fa, 1998W1.

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

In the practical activity involving commodities, two different aspects of each commodity
demand the attention of its owner: on the one hand, its use-value, and on the other, the
quality which was just introduced, namely, its exchange-value. This double character of the
commodity is so basic that in Contribution, 269:1, it is the first thing Marx says about the
commodity. In Capital, by contrast, these two aspects are introduced sequentially. Marx
first gives a brief discussion of use-value and only afterwards introduces exchange-value.
Right now we are at the beginning of the discussion of exchange-value. Imagine Marx
still interviewing the individual in capitalist society, this time asking “tell me about the
exchange-value of your commodity.” Most likely, this person would reply: “The exchange-
value consists in the amount of other commodities which I can get for mine.” This is the
most striking practical implication of the exchange-value of a given commodity:

126:2 Exchange-value manifests itself at 50:2/0 Der Tauschwert erscheint zunéchst
first as the quantitative relation, the pro- als das quantitative Verhdltnis, die Pro-
portion, in which use-values of one sort | portion, worin sich Gebrauchswerte ei-
are exchanged against use-values of another | ner Art gegen Gebrauchswerte anderer Art
sortl— . .. | austauschen,’ ...

Marx writes here “at first” because (a) on the one hand, the quantitative exchange propor-
tion between two use-values is the first thing one sees of the exchange-value of a commodity,
but (b) on the other hand, the exchange proportion between two isolated commodities is not
a full manifestation of exchange-value. For instance, Marx will show in section that the
existence of money, the thing that can buy every commodity, is also a manifestation of the
exchange-value of the commodities.
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[Discovery of a Contradiction]

Interestingly, the first manifestation of exchange-value does not fit together with the things
said (or implied) about exchange-value when it was introduced just a paragraph ago. Exchange-
value was introduced as something attached to (or “carried” by) a commodity’s use-value.
The obvious first manifestation of exchange-value, the exchange proportion, however, can-
not be attributed to any one commodity; rather it is a relation between two commodities.

| Marx will remark on this discrepancy shortly, but first he points out that exchange
proportions are relative also in a different sense: they are affected by exterior circumstances.
At different times and different places, the same commodities may be exchanged at wildly
different proportions.

...—aproportion which constantly changes | ...ein Verhiltnis, das bestindig mit Zeit und
with time and place. Ort wechselt.

Everybody living in capitalism is familiar with the relativity and variability of exchange-
proportions, i.e., Marx is not saying anything new here. But this variability seems to refute
the things said or implied when exchange-value was first introduced. If exchange-value
is something immanent in the commodity, one should not expect it to manifest itself as a
relation between commodities, a relation which is moreover highly variable depending on
the circumstances:

Hence exchange-value seems to be some- | Der Tauschwert scheint daher etwas Zufélli-
thing accidental and purely relative. A | ges und rein Relatives, ein der Ware inner-
“valeur intrinseéque,” i.e. an immanent ex- | licher, immanenter Tauschwert (valeur int-
change-value, that resides in the commodi- | rinséque) also eine contradictio in adjecto.’
ties, seems therefore a contradiction in
terms.’ ‘

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

Although Marx makes is sound as if this was a contradiction in his reasoning about the
exchange-value, this is really a contradiction in the thinking and the experiences of people
living under capitalism. Both of the discrepant notions which Marx contrasts here with each
other are part of common consciousness. Not only is the variability of exchange-proportions
obvious to all, but on the other hand people also have the intuition that exchange-value is
something anchored in the commodity, it is a second property which commodities have in
addition to their use-values. (This is how exchange-value was introduced earlier.) People
have contradictory notions in their heads because their lived experience is contradictory.

Marx shared the view of many Hegelians of the time that empirical evidence is full of
contradictions, although people often do not recognize them as such. Compare Contribu-
tion, 275:1/o, and the postface to the Second edition of Capital, p. 103:2. Just as Marx
considers it a contradiction that money is at the same time a thing and a social relation, so
he also considers it a contradiction that exchange-value is at the same time immanent to the
commodities and a relation between commodities.

Exam Question 60 Which empirical evidence might lead to the conclusion that exchange-

value is not something inherent in the commodity? 2008fa, 2007SF, 2004 fa, 2003fa,
2001fa, 1999SP, 1997ut, 1996ut, 1996sp, 1995W1.
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Question 62 (Fri Aug 27-Mon Aug 30) In , Marx says that certain superficial evi-
dence seems to indicate that exchange-values are accidental and relative. How much truth
is there to this? To what extent are exchange-values indeed accidental, and to what extent
are they indeed relative? (This question requires familiarity with things Marx says later.)
2008fa, 2007fa.

Question 63 (FriAug27-Mon Aug 30) Are there other places in Capital where Marx says
that the exchange values seem accidental? 2008 fa, 2007SF, 2005 fa.

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

Question 64 (Fri Aug 27-Mon Aug 30) Marx discusses at length the question whether value
is intrinsic to the commodity or relative. What is the view of mainstream economics? Does
it consider value to be intrinsic or relative? 2008fa, 2008SP.

Evidence which is contradictory cannot be used as a basis for logical inferences. What
should a scientist do if the evidence is contradictory? Marx’s formulation that the exchange-
value “seems” accidental is a hint. The word “seems” stresses the limited character of this
inference, which was obtained by looking only at the first manifestation of exchange-value
and nothing else. |} If this limited viewpoint leads to contradictions, then it is necessary to
take a more thorough look at the evidence:

Let us consider the matter more closely. \ Betrachten wir die Sache néher.

Exam Question 66 Why does Marx’s inquiry sometimes reach an impasse which can only
be resolved by “considering the matter more closely”? 2008fa, 2007SP, 2004 fa, 1997ut,
1996ut, 1995WI.

1+ This is a standard formulation of Marx’s when his investigation reaches an impasse
(compare e.g. pp. and ). Such an impasse does not mean that an error has been
made, but that it has become necessary to probe into deeper layers of reality. The next three
paragraphs will be devoted to this “closer consideration of the matter,” but let us first look at
the footnotes to the above paragraph.

[Footnotes]

In the Preface to the Third edition, p. 108:1, Engels writes that the footnotes document
“where, when and by whom an economic idea conceived in the course of development was
first clearly enunciated.” |} The first footnote 6 justifies Marx’s entry point into exchange-
value by documenting that the view of exchange-value as mere quantitative proportions can

be found in the literature.

6 “The value consists in the exchange propor- 6 Der Wert besteht in dem Tauschverhiltnis,
tion between one thing and another, between this | das zwischen einem Ding und einem anderen,
amount of one product and that of another”” Le | zwischen der Menge eines Erzeugnisses und der

Trosne [ , p- 889] eines anderen besteht.” Le Trosne [ , p- 889]
1t This point of view reflects the practical concerns of the commodity traders, see footnote
17 to , but it is one-sided. A theoretical analysis has no hope of uncovering the real

connections if it does not take all aspects into consideration, even if (or especially if) they
are contradictory.
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Question 67 (FriAug 27-MonAug 30) The French economist Le Trosne wrote that the
value of a thing consists in its exchange-proportions with other things. Does Marx agree with
this, or how would he re-formulate this proposition to make it correct? 2009fa, 2008fa,
2008SP, 2007fa.

| Footnote 7 shows that also the subsequent step in Marx’s argument, which seems to
come to the conclusion that exchange-value cannot be inherent in the commodity, has prece-
dents in the literature.

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

1} Marx takes the perceptions of these earlier economists seriously. They usually have
their justification, even if the authors themselves do not place them in the right context.

Question 68 (FriAug 27-Mon Aug 30) The English economist Barbon wrote that nothing
can have an intrinsic exchange-value. Does Marx agree with this, or how would he re-
Sformulate this proposition to make it correct? 2008fa.

Question 69 (Fri Aug 27-Mon Aug 30) How is Barbon’s statement that nothing can have an
intrinsic exchange-value related to Butler’s statement that the worth of something consists
in the amount of money for which it can be exchanged? 2008fa, 2007fa, 2007SP.

[First Thought Experiment]

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

| The first thought experiment reminds us that one quarter of wheat can not only be
exchanged for one other commodity, say a lbs. 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 for | zen z.B., tauscht sich mit x Stiefelwichse
x shoe polish, or y silk, or z gold, etc.—in | oder mit y Seide oder mit z Gold usw., kurz
short, for other commodities in the most di- | mit andern Waren in den verschiedensten
verse proportions. Proportionen.

The evidence of actual exchange-value yields therefore two variabilities. Exchange pro-
portions not only vary with time and place, but also with the nature of the equivalent ex-
changed. While the first variability is beyond the control of individuals and is consid-
ered an irregularity, the second variability is a generally accepted and expected property
of exchange-values.

Marx focuses on this second kind of variability, the ability of the wheat to be exchanged
for many different other goods, because it makes the explanation implausible which offered
itself for the first variability. If we consider only one pair of commodities, say 1 quarter
wheat versus a Ibs. of iron, then it might be plausible to conjecture that their exchange pro-
portion depends on a special relationship between the wheat owner and the iron owner, or
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on the circumstances of the exchange. But if the wheat is exchanged for many other com-
modities, it is much less plausible to assume that each of these many exchange proportions
depends on specials relationship which the wheat owner has with the owners of the many
other commodities. Rather, this evidence is consistent with it that those different exchanges
are but different ways of signaling something that has to do with the wheat owner himself or
herself.

Since this may be an unfamiliar kind of reasoning, I will give here an example where
something happened to me personally which prompted me to apply the same logic in a
different context. Once I was driving my car in the evening hours, and some car facing me
in the opposite lane blinked its lights at me. First I thought: this must have been someone
who knew me, i.e., I assumed that the reason for the blinking was something between the
driver of the other car and myself, something relative. But since it was getting dark I couldn’t
make out who was sitting in the other car. Only after other cars blinked their lights at me,
too, did I realize I had forgotten to turn on my own headlights. Le., their blinking did not
signal a relationship between them and me, but it signaled something about me alone.

This kind of conclusion is often drawn—even in situations where it is the wrong con-
clusion. Every member of a social group that is the target of discrimination, be it women,
blacks, jews, or Marxists, experiences that everyone they meet, with the regularity of a
clockwork, acts towards them in a specific manner defined by the social prejudice against
the discriminated group. This makes it difficult for the member of this discriminated group
not to draw the conclusion that others acts this way because there is something wrong with
him or her personally, instead of recognizing the secret choreography of a social prejudice.

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

|l The negation of the negation uses the fact that shoe-polish, silk, etc., are all received in
exchange for wheat. One does not need to be a friend or relative of the owners of shoe-polish
or silk to make these exchanges, all that is necessary is that one owns wheat. Therefore each
trader who made one of these exchanges could in principle also have made any of the others.
This is the meaning of the word “replaceable” in the next sentence:

But since x shoe polish, as well as y silk, as Aber da x Stiefelwichse, ebenso y Seide,

well as z gold, etc., is the exchange-value of | ebenso z Gold usw. der Tauschwert von ei-

one quarter of wheat, x shoe polish, y silk, z | nem Quarter Weizen ist, miissen x Stiefel-

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

able by each other or equal in magnitude. der ersetzbare oder einander gleich grof3e
Tauschwerte sein.

1+ How did Marx make the step from “replaceable” to “equal in magnitude”? The “re-
placeability” has the implication that none of these exchanges is inherently more favorable
than the others. The trader who exchanged his quarter of wheat against 5 Ibs of shoe polish
cannot say he got a worse deal than the one who exchanged her quarter of wheat against 1
yard of silk. Had he preferred the silk he could have exchanged his wheat for silk instead of
shoe polish. |} But if the exchange-values can be compared with each other quantitatively,
they must be based on an equal quality. All the exchange-values of the wheat therefore are
just different ways to say the same thing about wheat (just as the different cars blinking their
headlights said the same thing about my own headlights).
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It follows therefore, firstly: the valid ex- | Es folgt daher erstens: Die giiltigen Tausch-
change-values of a given commodity ex- | werte derselben Ware driicken ein Gleiches
press an equal content. aus.

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

Moore-Aveling and Fowkes both
write: express something equal.
The word “something” is
unfortunate here because it
suggests that the equal content is a
thing. Marx himself avoids this
connotation: instead of writing
“die giiltigen Tauschwerte
derselben Ware driicken etwas

Gleiches aus” he uses the slightly
more awkward formulation “. ..
driicken ein Gleiches aus.” Indeed,
right now we only know that all
the different exchange-values are
the expression of some equal
underlying social relation. Only
Marx’s second thought experiment
will show that this underlying

1 Marx writes here “valid exchange-values” presumably because only those exchange-
values are replaceable with each other which have general validity, not those coming from
special circumstances such as the trader having to make a fire sale or being mis-informed
about the exchange-value of his or her product.

Question 70 (FriAug 27-Mon Aug 30) Why does Marx write in “the valid exchange-
values,” instead of simply “the exchange-values”? 2009fa, 2008fa, 2007fa, 2007SP,
2005fa, 2004 fa, 2003fa, 2002fa, 2001 fa.

So far Marx has argued from the point of view of the individual commodity-owners. These

commodity-owners treat the many exchange-values of their commodities as replaceable ex-
pressions of the same thing. |} In a second step, Marx argues that this expression is the
reason why commodities have to go through the exchange:
But secondly, exchange-value itself cannot | Zweitens aber: Der Tauschwert kann iiber-
be anything other than the mere mode of | haupt nur die Ausdrucksweise, die ,,Erschei-
expression, “form of appearance,” of some | nungsform* eines von ihm unterscheidbaren
content distinguishable from it. Gehalts sein.

Moore-Aveling has: “secondly,
exchange-value, generally, is only
the mode of expression, the
phenomenal form, of something
contained in it, yet distinguishable

suggests that exchange-value is
reducible to some substance
contained in the commodities.
Although this is true, it will only
be derived in the second thought

present time we only know that the
source of exchange-value does not
lie in the sphere of circulation but
elsewhere. Nothing is said yet
about it that this source is a

from it.” This is problematic for
the reason already pointed out in
the preceding translation note. The

experiment. If this result is already
pronounced now, then the purpose
of the second thought experiment

substance residing in the
commodities.

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

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

Question 71 (FriAug 27-Mon Aug 30) What is the difference between mode of expression
and form of appearance? 2008fa, 2007fa, 2005fa.

Question 72 (FriAug 27-Mon Aug 30) First give Marx’s arguments how one can come to
the conclusion that exchange-value is not something inherent in the commodity. Then repro-
duce, in your own words, Marx’s rebuttal that, despite these arguments, exchange-value

22



1.1. Use-Value and Value

seems to be something inherent to the commodity after all.
2007fa, 2005fa, 1996sp.

2009fa, 2008fa, 2008SP,

Although Marx says here only that the content underlying the exchange-value must be dif-
ferent from exchange-value, the understanding is that this content, which drives the exchange-
value, does not originate in the sphere of exchange at all but in production. Obviously, the
commodity exchange is only the second act in a two-act drama, the first act being the pro-
duction of the commodities. Production is private, and the market is the only arena through
which the producers come in contact with each other and the consumers. These basic facts
about our society must be kept in mind to understand the development here. Marx wrote in
the Introduction to Grundrisse, [mecw28]37:2-38:1:

“The subject, society, must always be en-
visaged ... as the pre-condition of compre-
hension even when the theoretical method is

Auch bei der theoretischen Methode daher
mul} das Subjekt, die Gesellschaft, als Vor-
aussetzung stets der Vorstellung vorschwe-

employed.” ben.

Question 73 (Fri Aug 27-Mon Aug 30) Is there other surface evidence, other than the vari-
ability of exchange proportions, indicating that exchange-value is the expression of some
deeper relation of production? 2008 fa, 2007fa, 2007SF, 2004 fa.

If exchange-value is the form of appearance of some social relation located not in the
sphere of circulation itself, this explains the variability of exchange-value with time and
place which prompted us to embark on our thought experiment. If exchange-value is only
the surface-echo of an underlying social relations having to do with the production of wheat,
then we should expect that this echo might also be affected by other circumstances. Marx
will say more about this in chapter Three, p.

[Second Thought Experiment]

This was only the first of two thought experiments constituting Marx’s “closer consideration
of the matter.” It came to the conclusion that exchange-value is remotely controlled; it is the
surface expression of some deeper but invisible social relation. This explains the variability
of exchange-value, but it does not yet explain how exchange-value can also be inherent. How
can something as relative and symmetric as an exchange relation between two commodities
be attached to one of the two commodities, i.e., be considered an exchange-value of the

wheat? In order to solve this puzzle, Marx makes a second thought experiment:
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 between rwo commodities. He picks two com-
modities which were politically relevant at his time; wheat and iron are a reference to the
corn laws. [ ]

The proportions in which they are ex-
changeable, whatever the numbers may be,
can always be represented in an equation in
which a given quantity of wheat is equated
to some quantity of iron, say 1 quarter wheat
= x Ibs. iron.

In his first thought experiment in the previous paragraph

Welches immer ihr Austauschverhiltnis,
es ist stets darstellbar in einer Gleichung,
worin ein gegebenes Quantum Weizen ir-
gendeinem Quantum FEisen gleichgesetzt
wird, z.B. 1 Quarter Weizen = a Ztr. Eisen.

, Marx had pointed out that

not only one, but many different commodities give a signal to the wheat. Their signal can
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1. The Commodity

therefore not be a private communication between each commodity and the wheat, but the
reflection of a social property of wheat itself, i.e., of the social relations which govern the
production of wheat. He could have made this argument even if the signal between the com-
modities had not been a relationship as symmetric as an exchange relation (but, for instance,
cars blinking their lights). Now Marx takes the additional fact into his argument that the
signal sent by the other commodities is the symmetric relationship of exchangeability.

Since exchangeability of wheat for iron also implies exchangeability of iron for wheat,
the iron itself possesses that what it attests to the wheat (while, by contrast, the cars blinking
their lights at me had most likely not forgotten to turn on their own headlights). In other
words, this relationship between wheat and iron is the expression of an equality. It is a
different equality than that which had been the focus of the first thought experiment. There,
in , Marx referred to the equality of shoe polish, silk, gold, (and also iron) with each
other as expressions of the exchange-value of the wheat. Now he refers to the equality
between any one of these expressions, say iron, and the wheat itself.

What does this equation say? ‘ Was besagt diese Gleichung?

1 This is a surprising question, which seems more appropriate to literature critique than
economics. Why is Marx interested in what the surface interactions “say”? Answer: he looks
at the surface interactions in order to understand the relations of production that are reflected
in and mediated by them. By asking what these interactions “say” he is investigating the
messages filtering down to the private producers if the commodity traders on the surface
routinely exchange their commodities.

Question 74 (Fri Aug 27-Mon Aug 30) Comment about the following critique of Marx:
When Marx asks what is the meaning of the exchange relation between two commodities,
he commits the error of treating the economy like a literary text. The actions of the eco-
nomic agents must be causally explained, but any reflection about their “meaning” is an
interpretation which does not help us understand what is really going on. 2008fa, 2005 fa.

That in two different things—in 1 quarter of | Dal} ein Gemeinsames von derselben Grofie

wheat and in x 1bs. of iron—exists a “‘com- in zwei verschiedenen Dingen existiert, in 1

mon something” in the same quantity. Quarter Weizen und ebenfalls in a Ztr. Ei-
sen.

1} By exchanging their commodities, the market agents act as if their commodities, despite
their different use-values, were equal. |} Since the messages which these exchange relations
send down to the producers say that all commodities are equal, Marx concludes that, from
the point of view of production, these commodities are indeed equal:

The two things are therefore equal to a third, | Beide sind also gleich einem Dritten, das an
which is in itself neither the one nor the | und fiir sich weder das eine noch das andere
other. ist.

1+ This step from the surface expressions to the underlying relations is based on the as-
sumption that the surface activity on the market is congruent with the structures in the hid-
den sphere of production. In other words: exchange, in which the commodities are treated as
equals, can only then play the important role in the capitalist economy which it does play, if
the commodities are not made equal through the exchange but already equal before beiung
exchanged.

|} Marx concluded from his first thought experiment that exchange-value is only a form
of appearance of some content different from exchange-value, but he left the nature of this
content unspecified. All we know is that it is some underlying social relation, presumably
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1.1. Use-Value and Value

having to do with the production of the wheat. The second thought experiment allows him
to say more about this content: it is some equal substance which the commodities contain
already before they are exchanged. This greatly simplifies the task of understanding the
exchange relations. All we need to know is: what is this substance, and how much of it is in
each commodity? Marx formulates this idea as follows (and the use of the word “reduce” is
significant here):

Each of the two, so far as it is exchange-
value, must therefore be reducible to this
third.

1 In the first edition, p. 19:1, and in Value, Price, and Profit, p. [mecw20]121:2, this sen-
tence contains the additional clause that each must be reducible to this third independently
of the other (my emphasis). This makes it clearer what Marx means with the word “reduce”
here. It is the reduction of a relation between the things to a substance contained within each

Jedes der beiden, soweit es Tauschwert, muf3
also auf dies Dritte reduzierbar sein.

of the partners in the relation.

[Polygon Analogy]

| The next paragraph brings a metaphor clarifying this reduction.

127:3 A simple geometrical example may
make this clear. In order to determine and
compare the areas of polygons, one decom-
poses them into triangles. Every triangle is
then reduced to an expression that is quite
different than the triangle’s visible shape,
namely, half the product of the base times
the altitude ba/2.

51:3 Ein einfaches geometrisches Bei-
spiel veranschauliche dies. Um den Fldchen-
inhalt aller gradlinigen Figuren zu bestim-
men und zu vergleichen, 16st man sie in
Dreiecke auf. Das Dreieck selbst reduziert
man auf einen von seiner sichtbaren Figur
ganz verschiednen Ausdruck—das halbe
Produkt seiner Grundlinie mit seiner Hohe.

1} The clearest formulation of this polygon illustration can be found in Value, Price, and
Profit, p. [mecw20]121:3. Here is my own explanation of the point Marx is trying to make.
Polygons (i.e., figures bounded by straight lines) are related with each other in the following
way: of two arbitrary polygons the first is either bigger than, smaller than, or equally large
as the second. In order to show that polygon A is bigger than or equally large as polygon
B, one might proceed as follows: cut polygon A into pieces and place these pieces on top
of B in such a way that B is completely covered by them. Although this is a conceptually
simple prescription, in practice this cutting can be a tricky geometrical exercise. There is
indeed a procedure which can be implemented much more easily in practice. All one has to
do is to measure the area of both polygons separately, by decomposing each into triangles
and adding the areas of these triangles. These two numbers fully indicate which is bigger
and by how much. The existence of such a procedure, which only requires one to look
inside each polygon separately in order to know how they relate to each other, is what Marx
means by the formulation that, for the purposes of this relation, “each is, independently of
the other, reducible to a third.” |} After this metaphor, Marx announces what the next step in
the derivation must be:

In the same way, it is our task to reduce
the exchange-values of the commodities to a
common substance of which they represent
a greater or smaller amount.

Ebenso sind die Tauschwerte der Waren zu
reduzieren auf ein Gemeinsames, wovon sie
ein Mehr oder Minder darstellen.
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Question 77 (FriAug 27-Mon Aug 30) Marx argues that commodities are exchangeable
only because they contain some common substance. Bailey denies this. He compares the
exchange-value of commodities with the distance between points, which is not based on a
commonality between the two points but is purely relative: “As we cannot speak of the
distance of any object without implying some other object between which and the former
this relation exists, so we cannot speak of the value of a commodity but in reference to
another commodity compared with it. A thing cannot be valuable in itself without reference
to another thing any more than a thing can be distant in itself without reference to another
thing.” [mecw32]329:3. Comment. 2008fa, 2007fa, 2007SP, 2005fa, 2003fa, 2002fa,
1997ut, 1996ut, 1995W1.

The identification of what this substance is (a substance which Marx calls “value,” see
), will be the subject of the next passage, called here subsection . If such a sub-
stance can be found, this would explain why the exchange proportions between wheat and
many other commodities are considered the exchange-value of the wheat: because they are
reducible, in the sense just explained, to a substance inside the wheat itself. After Marx has
found such a substance, his whole study of the value relations will be reduced to the study
of this substance. Whenever Marx speaks of the commodity “as values,” he is referring to
this common substance inside the commodities.

Therefore a resolution can be offered to the contradiction Marx grappled with in the pas-
sage called here subsection , that exchange-value seems on the one hand intrinsic to the
commodities, and on the other purely relative and accidental. Exchange-value seems intrin-
sic because it is the expression of a substance inside the commodities, and it seems relative
because this expression takes the form of a relation 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 painstaking inference that exchange-
value must be the expression of some common substance inside the commodities, the next
paragraph seems to shatter this result again. In this paragraph, Marx comes to the con-
clusion that there can be no such substance inside the physical bodies of the commodities
themselves. This conclusion is stated right at the beginning:

127:4-128:1 This common substance 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 natiirliche Eigenschaft
commodities. der Waren sein.

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

Question 78 (FriAug 27-Mon Aug 30) What is wrong with Marx’s argument in Value, Price,
and Profit, why did he change his argument later?

[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 character of the exchange relations.
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1.1. Use-Value and Value

This argument starts with the observation that market relations represent an abstraction. This
argument is then elaborated in the second and later editions, but we will first look at it in its
version in the first edition. Marx’s writes here:

That the substance of exchange-value is
something quite independent and different
from the physical-tangible existence of the
commodity, or from the commodity’s deter-
minate being as use-value, can be seen by
a first glance at the exchange-proportion. It
is exactly characterized by abstraction from
use-value. For, if considered according to
its exchange-value, one commodity is just
as good as any other, as long as it is present
in the right proportion.®

Dall die Substanz des Tauschwerths ein
von der physisch-handgreiflichen Existenz
der Waare oder von ihrem Dasein als Ge-
brauchswerth durchaus Verschiedenes und
Unabhingiges, zeigt ihr Austauschverhilt-
nif auf den ersten Blick. Es ist charakterisirt
eben durch die Abstraktion vom Gebrauchs-
werth. Dem Tauschwerth nach betrachtet
ist ndmlich eine Waare grade so gut als jede
andere, wenn sie nur in richtiger Proportion
vorhanden ist.®

1 As I already said, the main argument here is that the market exchange contains an
abstraction. This “abstraction” does not mean that commodity traders disregard use-value
when they make their exchanges! In chapter Two, , Marx will discuss the dilemmas
for the commodity traders, who must reconcile their individual needs for use-values with
the social constraints imposed by the exchange-values. But what matters at the present point
in the derivation is that the market as a whole changes different use-values into each other,
no use-values have special roles, none have a permanent footprint. The messages which the
exchange relations on the market send to the producers, who watch the market in order to
make their production decisions, do not single out particular use-values, all are the same.
Whatever role the use-values may play in individual exchange decisions, it is not apparent
to an observer of the overall exchange relations.

Question 79 (Tue Aug 31-Thu Sep 2) In , Marx says that the exchange relation
is characterized by an abstraction from use-values. What does this mean? Explain it in such
a way that your 12-year old would understand.

Question 80 (Tue Aug 31-Thu Sep 2) Marx says that the exchange-relations are character-
ized by an abstraction from use-values. But use-values do affect the exchange proportions.
If a use-value is in high demand compared to supply, then it commands a higher exchange-
value. If a competitor brings out a better product, the firm’s own product may not sell
any more. Can this be reconciled with the claim of abstraction from use-value? 2008fa,
2007SP, 2005fa.

[Argument in the Second and later editions of Capital] In the later editions, this
argument is broken up into three somewhat tedious steps taking up the rest of paragraph

. (In the MEW edition and the translations, this paragraph is broken up because
the Barbon quote was turned into a display quote. But Marx had originally written it as one
solid paragraph.) If you are willing to accept the conclusion you may skip over the rest of
this paragraph and continue with . For those with enough patience, here is the version
of this argument as it is made in the most recent editions of Capital. The first step is the
following:

The bodily properties of commodities enter
the picture only in so far as they make the
commodities useful, i.e., turn them into use-
values.

Ihre korperlichen Eigenschaften kommen
tiberhaupt nur in Betracht, soweit selbe sie
nutzbar machen, also zu Gebrauchswerten.
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1. The Commodity

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

1 The bodily properties of a commodity are also relevant for production. But this does not
concern the commodity traders in the sphere of circulation. For them, the bodily properties
are only interesting to the extent that they affect the use-values of the finished products. |}
But these use-values cannot contribute to the common substance which the commodities
have as exchange-values, because it is exactly the purpose of exchange to replace one use-
value by another. Marx calls this an abstraction:

On the other hand, however, it is exactly the
abstraction from the use-values of the com-
modities which evidently characterizes their
exchange relation.

Andrerseits aber ist es grade die Abstraktion
von ihren Gebrauchswerten, was das Aus-
tauschverhéltnis der Waren augenscheinlich
charakterisiert.

In the French edition [mecw], the above sentence has two parts. The first half of the
sentence speaks about the actions of the commodity traders:

But on the other hand it is evident that one
abstracts from the use-value of the com-
modities when one exchanges them ...

Mais d’un autre coté il est evident que 1’on
fait abstraction de la valeur d’usage des mar-
chandises quand on les échange

Again, this cannot mean that the trading partners disregard the use-values, but that the act
of exchange itself is an act of abstracting of the use-values, since it replaces one use-value by
another. In the second half, Marx makes the transition from the individual acts of exchange
to the exchange relations “themselves:”

... and that every exchange relation is itself
characterized by this abstraction.

et que tout rapport d’échange est méme ca-
ractérisé par cette abstraction.

When he writes that the exchange relations are “characterized by,” Marx presumably
refers to the information available to the producers from analyzing the multitude of exchange
acts happening on the market. |} All one can see from looking at the exchange relations from
afar is that the market allows any two use-values to be exchanged against each other. This is
“evident” because of the following simple and well-known fact about the exchange relations:

In this exchange relation, one use-value is
just as good as another, as long as it is
present in the proper quantity.

Innerhalb desselben gilt ein Gebrauchswert
grade so viel wie jeder andre, wenn er nur in
gehoriger Proportion vorhanden ist.

1t This short proof of Marx’s subsidiary claim that the exchange-relations are character-
ized by an abstraction from use-values concludes the proof that use-value cannot enter the
“common substance,” and in the First edition, this paragraph ends here. |} In the Second
edition, the paragraph is made longer. First Marx adds some quotes documenting that this

abstraction from use-values has been observed in the literature:

Or, as old Barbon says, “One sort of wares
are as good as another, if the values be
equal. There is no difference or distinction

Oder, wie der alte Barbon sagt: ,,Die eine
Warensorte ist so gut wie die andre, wenn
ihr Tauschwert gleich grof ist. Da existiert

keine Verschiedenheit oder Unterscheidbar-
keit zwischen Dingen von gleich grofem
‘ Tauschwert.*8

in things of equal value.”
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[Alternative Argument in the Second and later editions] | Marx concludes the
paragraph with an alternative short but very abstract proof that the common substance cannot
have anything to do with use-value. The connection to the previous argument lies in the fact
that commodities are exchanged because their use-values are qualitatively different. So far
as they are exchange values, however, commodities can only have quantitative differences.
These exchange-values can therefore not derive from their qualitatively different use-values.
As use-values, commodities are, above all, | Als Gebrauchswerte sind die Waren vor al-
of different qualities; as exchange-values | lem verschiedner Qualitit, als Tauschwerte
they can only be of different quantities, and | konnen sie nur verschiedner Quantitit sein,
consequently do not contain an atom of use- | enthalten also kein Atom Gebrauchswert.
value.

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

[Commodities Have Labor in Common]

This is again an impasse: the commodities must contain something equal, but this equal
thing cannot have anything to do with their use-values. || Marx resolves this with the bold
assertion that there is only one other thing which the commodities have in common:

128:2 If we then disregard the use-value 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 through a purely deductive
thought process, i.e., as if abstraction from use-value would lead one immediately to labor
as the only property left. In Contribution and in the first edition of Capital, however, Marx
does not make the sweeping claim that labor is the only property left. In Contribution,
270:3/0, Marx says that the use-values traded as commodities have a dual character: on the
one hand, they are means to support human life, and on the other, they are also the products
of human life. While the first aspect does not give commonality to the commodities, the
second aspect does. In the first edition, 19:5, Marx first says that the common substance
must be something social since it is not natural, and then he introduces labor—with a dash,
and without the claim that this is the only possibility.

While the second and later editions of Capital formulate the transition to labor as if it was
a logical necessity, they make even fewer efforts than the first edition or Contribution to give
a proof. Obviously, the second and later editions do not bring all the possible arguments in
favor of this conclusion. The transition to labor must therefore be considered an additional
judgment about commodity producing societies, which is related to the earlier judgments,
but cannot be derived from them. Although it is possible to read off the surface relations
that exchange-value must be a form of appearance of something (which Marx calls value)
located in a different sphere, these surface relations by themselves do not allow us to deduce
where value is located and how it originates. The distinction between what the commodities
themselves tell us and that what has to be found out by going beyond the sphere of circulation
is also made in the manuscript 4:2, and in , Marx says: “Value ... does not have it
written on its forehead what it is.”
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Question 83 (Tue Aug 31-Thu Sep 2) “Exchange-value cannot be anything other than the
mode of expression, the ‘form of appearance’, of some substance distinguishable from it”
(p. )-

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

b) What is this substance distinguishable from the exchange-value?

¢) Does mainstream economics distinguish between exchange-value 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 from their use-values?

f) How does Marx come to the conclusion that this substance comes from labor? 2008fq,
2008SP.

Since it was generally accepted in classical theory (the economic mainstream when Marx
wrote) that there was a link between value and labor, Marx apparently did not find it neces-
sary to bring more arguments that such a link exists. In Contribution, 275:1/0, Marx writes:
Everybody understands more or less clearly | Es schwebt allen mehr oder minder vor, daf3
that the relations of commodities as ex- | das Verhiltnis der Waren als Tauschwerte
change-values are rather the relations of the | vielmehr Verhiltnis der Personen zu ihrer
persons to the productive activities of one | wechselseitigen produktiven Téatigkeit ist.
another.

This does not mean that the labor theory of value itself was part of common consciousness.
But as long as the labor theory of value was the consensus view among economic theorists,
the pre-scientific reflection that labor must matter for the exchange-values of the goods had
become common sense. Marx would probably have made a more forceful defense of the link
between labor and value had he foreseen that eventually, such a link would become deeply
discredited in mainstream economics.

Question 85 (Tue Aug 31-Thu Sep 2) Why did Ricardo’s discovery of the determination of
value by labor attract the following critique: “Mr. Ricardo’s system is one of discords . .. its
whole tends to the production of hostility among classes and nations ... His book is the true
manual of the demagogue, who seeks power by means of agrarianism, war and plunder.”
[ ] 2008fa, 2008SP, 2007SP, 2004fa, 1996ut.

[Metaphor of the Corrosive Glare]

| Instead of spending many words on defending the labor theory of value, Marx builds on
it. He emphasizes one aspect of it which the classical economists had ignored, namely, the
quality of the labor which is reflected in value. The argument which follows next is Marx’s
own; it cannot be found in the earlier versions of the labor theory of value in classical

political economy.
However, the product of labor has already | Jedoch 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 lui-méme est labor has already been transformed German, but in the French.
métamorphosé a notre insu.” in our hands.” Moore-Aveling has

1} The phrase “in our hands” makes it clear that Marx is not yet talking about the quality
of labor in the production process, but still about the products of labor traded on the market.
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Of course, these products themselves are not changed because the surface activity makes
abstraction of their use-values. The change Marx is talking about here is one between the
products of labor as seen by the surface agents, and the signals which the handling of these
products on the surface sends to the private producers. But instead of saying: if abstraction
is made from this and this on the market, then only that and that remains visible to the
producers who take their cues from the market, Marx uses the metaphor of us, the readers,
picking up the product with our hands and looking at it with a look that abstracts from its
use-value, and the product itself changing because we look at it (as if our abstract glare had
set it on fire).

|l The next several sentences stay with this metaphor that “we,” the readers of Capital,
change the products of labor by abtracting from their use-values. Marx proceeds slowly and
thoroughly, first going from the use-value of the product of labor 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 the wert, so abstrahieren wir auch von den
same time from the bodily constituents and | korperlichen Bestandteilen und Formen, die
forms that make it a use-value. es zum Gebrauchswert machen.

1t Here is the interpretation of this passage assuming that Marx uses the metaphor of
the corrosive glare in order to describe the signals sent from the market to the producers
observing the market. If the handling of the products of labor by the commodity traders
makes abstraction of their use-values (this is a relationship between the commodity and its
owner handling it on the surface) then this means for the products of labor themselves that
their bodily shapes and components have become irrelevant (this is the implication of this
relationship for the commodity itself). The switch from the use-value to the bodily character
of the thing seems pedantic—after all, in Marx had obtained permission to ignore
this distinction—but here it is necessary because it is a switch from the perspective of the
consumers, who look at the commodities as use-values, to the perspective of the producers,
for whom the commodities are things which need to receive certain useful bodily properties
in the production process.
It is no longer a table, a house, yarn, or any | Es ist nicht ldnger Tisch oder Haus oder
other useful thing. All its sensual properties | Garn oder sonst ein niitzlich Ding. Alle
are extinguished. seine sinnlichen Beschaffenheiten sind aus-

geloscht.

1+ The “it” in this last sentence is the product of labor. Of course, it is still relevant that
the thing does have some useful properties, but due to the magic of the markets, which can
turn every use-value into every other use-value, it no longer matters which useful properties
a given product of labor has. (One might object here that some use-values are more in
demand than others, but at the present stage of his derivation Marx does not yet talk about
the mechanisms which bring supply and demand in line, but assumes instead that every use-
value is needed.) |} Next, Marx discusses the implications for production: the abstraction
from the bodily shapes and components of the product of labor makes the kind of labor
irrelevant whose product it is:
It is therefore no longer the product of car- | Es ist auch nicht linger 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.

31



1. The Commodity

sentence before last: “It is no
longer a table, a house, yarn.”

To avoid confusion, the translation
used the words “carpentry,”
“masonry,” and “spinning,” and

stayed away from any composites
which have “labor” in them. The
choice of labors parallels the

| Although the question on the table is still: “how did the products of labor change in our
hands?” the next long sentence no longer discusses the products of labor but the labor whose
products are traded on the market. Along with the changes in the products of labor, the labor
itself changes as well. This is an extension of Marx’s original metaphor: our abstract glare
not only sets the products on fire but also retroactively modifies the labor which produced
the products. This extension of the metaphor signifies an extension of Marx’s field of vision:
he no longer limits himself to looking at the signals which the market sends to the producers,
but he also looks at the producers’ reactions to these signals. If they see that all commodities
on the market are treated as equals, regardless of the bodily shapes and components of
these things, the producers’ reaction must be that they themselves 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 characteristics
of the various kinds of labor represented in
them disappear.

produkte verschwindet der niitzliche Cha-
rakter der in ihnen dargestellten Arbeiten,

1+ This only tells us what is erased by this abstraction, i.e., it tells us which aspects of
labor do not contribute to the value of the product and therefore are considered irrelevant by
the producers. |} But what remains? The assumption is here that something must remain.
Exchange relations on the surface are real, they have causal powers. This causal power
cannot come from nothing, there must be something real at the bottom of it. The reduction
of the exchange relations on the surface to one common substance is not merely a way of
thinking about these relations, but this common substance itself is real. It is real, but it is
not a physical aspect of the bodies of the commodities. Instead, it is a physical aspect of the
production process of the commodities—an aspect so tangible that everybody has first-hand
experience of it whenever they work.

|} To prepare the answer to the question what this tangible (and sometimes smelly) aspect
of production is, Marx observes that the useful character of labor is not only what makes it
productive of useful things, but it is also that aspect of labor which 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 different labors different, what
remains must be what all labor have in common:

They no longer differ from each other, but
are altogether reduced to equal human labor,
human labor in the abstract.

... sie unterscheiden sich nicht ldnger, son-
dern sind allzusamt reduziert auf gleiche
menschliche Arbeit, abstrakt menschliche

Arbeit.

1+ That what all human labors have in common is called here “human labor in the ab-
stract,” which means, labor “indifferent towards the particular form of labor” (Contribution,
271:1). Marx also uses the formulation “equal human labor,” which contains the hint that
this substance of value is something social (since equality is a relation between different
labors). But the implications of this will not be unpacked until ; for now the argument
proceeds as if the value of a commodity came from the actual labor which produces that
particular commodity.
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Let us take stock again where we are. If the exchange relations on the surface abstract
from the useful qualities of the products of labor, this has an impact on the private producers,
who observe the market relations for their production decisions. It does not lead them to
abstract from labor altogether, but it leads them to abstract from the characteristics which
differentiate the different labors from each other. In other words, they are led to treat all
labors as equal, as one homogeneous mass.

But it is possible for them to do this consistently and successfully only if the labors are
indeed a homogeneous mass. The background assumption is here again that the system as a
whole fits together, that the surface relations would have been modified or discarded if they
did not fit together with the underlying production relations. The question arises therefore:
what do all the different activities which we call “labor”” have in common? Language already
anticipates that they have something in common since we are using the same word “labor”
for them. (Marx remarks on this in the Introduction to Grundrisse, [mecw28]40:2/0.) At the
present point, Marx does not answer this question other than by giving a name to that which
is common to all labors (he calls it equal human labor or abstract human labor). But at this
point we can only guess what this name refers to.

Question 86 (Tue Aug 31-Thu Sep 2) Take two very different kinds of labor, such as teach-
ing and construction work, and discuss in what respect they are equal.

This is the end of the corrosive glare metaphor, and also the end of the paragraph. This

end is a little abrupt, since the reader is left wondering what it is that all human labors have
in common. Marx will devote the entire section 2 of chapter One to this, but for now he
returns from the short digression about what happens to the labor itself to his earlier, still
unanswered question, namely, what happens to the product of labor if one abstracts from
its use-value. Interspersed in this further development, however, is a brief remark which
is relevant for the present digression about labor: In the middle of this next step in the
derivation, at , Marx says that all labors are expenditures of human labor-power. This
is, in a nutshell, what the labors themselves have in common. The presentation of the French
edition of Capital is improved. In French, the term “labor-power” is introduced already at
the end of this paragraph here, p. 22:1, where it belongs, with the words:
Only the common character of these labors | Il ne reste donc plus que le caractére com-
remains: they are reduced to equal human | mun de ces travaux; ils sont tous ramenés au
labor, to an expenditure of human labor- | méme travail humain, a une dépense de for-
power without consideration of the partic- | 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 about the character of commodity-
producing labor has a more satisfactory conclusion—while in the German and English edi-
tions this digression ends before the last step is made, this last step being supplied a little
later as a side remark in the further development.

Question 87 (Tue Aug 31-Thu Sep 2) Marx says that as use-values commodities do not con-
tain an atom of value. Would he also say that the labor process does not contain an atom of
abstract labor? 2008fa, 2007fa, 2007SP, 2004 fa, 1997ut.

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

Question 88 (Tue Aug 31-Thu Sep 2) In , Marx says that the products of labor change
if one disregards their use-value, and that this change in the products also causes the labor
itself to change. Does this argument, in which the causal order of things seems exactly
reversed, have any validity? 2009 fa, 2008fa, 2007SP.

[The Value Quasi-Material]

The explanation of the quality of abstract labor as the expenditure of human labor-power
is the deepest insight about value so far, but it is not the end of the current train in Marx’s
argument. |} The next paragraph returns to the original question and tells us how the product
of labor has changed. (Later, in , Marx emphasizes the necessity of this additional
step from abstract labor to congealed abstract labor.) The products of labor, when bathed
in the market’s corrosive abstractness, emerge as something quite different than their bodily
shapes:

128:3 Let us consider now what remains
of the products of labor. Nothing has re-
mained of them except the same ghostlike
material, ...

52:4 Betrachten wir nun das Residuum
der Arbeitsprodukte. Es ist nichts von ih-
nen libriggeblieben als dieselbe gespenstige
Gegenstindlichkeit, . ..

This is finally the answer to the question how the products of labor have been mutated
in our hands. As exchange-values, the products of labor only count as the ghosts of the
labor-power which was consumed during their production. Section 3, , picks up
from here and shows that these ghosts will not rest until they find reincarnation in money,
the second form which the commodity needs besides its natural form. And just as a ghost
consists of matter which is not of this world—it can be seen but it interpenetrates with
earthly matter—so do commodities, as values, consist of a non-physical yet material-like
substance which Marx, literally, calls “value materiality” (Wertgegenstindlichkeit). The
definition of “materiality” (Gegenstindlichkeit) as opposed to “material” (Gegenstand) is
here: something which is like a material object without being a material object—just as
the appellation “your royal highness” (konigliche Hoheit) denotes someone who is elevated
without sitting on a mountain. Marx’s term “(Wertgegenstindlichkeit)” will therefore be
translated with the clumsy but (as I understand it) precise expression “value quasi-material.”

In the first edition of Capital, 30:1, Marx says

In order to grasp linen as the material ex-
pression of mere human labor, one must dis-
regard everything that actually makes it an
object. The materiality of human—Ilabor
that is abstract, lacking further quality and
content—is, of necessity, an abstract mate-
riality, a thing made of thought. Thus, cloth
woven from flax becomes a phantom spun
by the brain.

Um Leinwand als blo dinglichen Aus-
druck menschlicher Arbeit festzuhalten,
muf3 man von allem absehen, was sie wirk-
lich zum Ding macht. Gegenstidndlichkeit
der menschlichen Arbeit, die selbst abstrakt
ist, ohne weitere Qualitét und Inhalt, ist not-
wendig abstrakte Gegenstindlichkeit, ein
Gedankending. So wird das Flachsgewebe
zum Hirngespinst.

1t This abstract materiality of labor is what we call here the value quasi-material.

Question 89 (Tue Aug 31-Thu Sep 2) Is Marx’s concept of “value quasi-material” attached
to commodities, but separate from their physical material, a metaphor? Is it a phantasy, an
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invention, which Marx needs to hold his labor theory of value together? Is Marx going
overboard here? Or does the value quasi-material really exist? 2008fa, 2008SP, 2007 fa.

According to the editors of MEGA in [ , p- 23*], this colorful formulation raised
doubts whether Marx’s analysis was indeed materialist; therefore the later editions of Capital
express the same idea in more muted terms:

Question 90 (Tue Aug 31-Thu Sep 2) Does Marx’s “value quasi-material” (Wertgegenstind-
lichkeit) have properties similar to physical matter? 2008 fa, 20075P, 1997ut, 1996ut.

. eine blofe Gallerte unterschiedsloser
menschlicher Arbeit, d.h. der Verausgabung

. a mere congelation of undifferentiated
human labor, i.e., of the expenditure of
labor-power without regard to the form of | menschlicher Arbeitskraft ohne Riicksicht
its expenditure. auf die Form ihrer Verausgabung.

The metaphor “congelation” is significant. A congelation is an immobilized, frozen liquid.
This metaphor indicates that the abstract labor spent in producing the commodity is still
present as labor. In this respect, the abstract labor differs from the useful labor producing
the commodity, which no longer exists as labor, but is objectified in the use-value of the
commodity. Here are more details about this:

e The commodity as use-value is produced in a process in which the useful labor is
used up. After the production process is finished, the useful labor no longer exists as
labor but is sublated (aufgehoben) in its result (Marx uses the terminology that it is
now objectified labor). In chapter Seven, p. , Marx gives an example where this
process of sublation is incomplete: an inept laborer will remind the user of himself
every time the product is used, by the flaws in the product. But the skillful laborer
disappears behind the product.

o As value, however, the labor itself lingers on, it is accumulated in the commodity. It
is what makes the commodity exchangeable. Marx calls it sometimes “crystallized,”
sometimes “congealed.” This terminology indicates that the labor is no longer liquid,
but it has also not disappeared into its product, it still exists as labor. The laborer who
produced this product still remembers his labor and keeps track of it, because he needs
the product as proof that he or she has performed this labor and is therefore entitled to
the products of the labors of others. One can get this labor back out of the commodity
and convert it into the congelation of a different kind of labor, by exchanging the
commodity for some other commodity.

The fact that the abstract labor lives on in the commodity as labor is spelled out most
clearly in Marx’s draft manuscript for the second edition of Capital, published in [ ,
p- 32:4]:

What remains is a merely phantastic objec-
tivity—objectivity of abstract human labor,

Was iibrigbleibt ist eine rein phantasti-
sche Gegenstindlichkeit—Gegensténdlich-

objective form of abstract human labor, i.e.,
human labor, in a congealed state rather than
a liquid state, in a state of rest rather than a
state of motion.

keit abstrakt menschlicher Arbeit, gegen-
standliche Form abstrakt menschlicher Ar-
beit, also menschliche Arbeit, statt in fliissi-
gem Zustand, in geronnenem Zustand, statt
in der Form der Bewegung, in der Form der
Ruhe.

But let us return to the text of the fourth edition:
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These things represent nothing but that in | Diese Dinge stellen nur noch dar, da in
their production human labor-power has | ihrer Produktion menschliche Arbeitskraft

been expended, human labor has been ac- | verausgabt, menschliche Arbeit aufgehiuft
cumulated. ist.

Marx does not write here: “the commodity embodies the labor” but “the commodity rep-
resents the labor.” Compare . In other words, the commodity still vividly remembers

that the expenditure of human labor was necessary to produce it, and it walks around telling
everybody, “I am the product of social abstract labor.” However the commodities say it in

the only language they are capable of, by their exchange relations (compare ).

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

Question 92 (Tue Aug 31-Thu Sep 2) In every society, production implies the expenditure
of human labor-power. Value is the crystallization of abstract human labor, and abstract
human labor is the expenditure of human labor power. Does this mean value is a category
which applies to every society?

Two explanations are necessary here.

(1) In the above sentence, abstract labor is called a “social” substance, although from the
development so far it would rather seem that it is a physiological substance. The social
character of abstract human labor will be thematized in the next step of Marx’s discussion,
in .
(2) Marx does not say that commodities have value, but that they are values “as crystals
of abstract human labor.” On many future occasions, for instance in , Marx says that
“as values,” the commodities are crystals of abstract labor, or that in a commodity produc-
ing society, individuals treat their products “as values.” Here is an attempt to explain this
terminology. Value is a social relation. The typical social relation dictates that specific in-
dividuals must have certain kinds of interactions. The social relation “value” has a different
implication for individual activity: everybody in society is compelled to act as if commodi-
ties, besides their physical body, also had some invisible material-like substance inside them,
which is equal for all commodities (evidenced, for instance, by the price of the commodity).
Value is therefore an object-like social relation, i.e., it has two contradictory aspects: on the
one hand it is a social relation, on the other it is an object. If Marx speaks of it under the
aspect of it being an object, he calls it “value quasi-material.”

Marx is not satisfied with saying: “two commodities are exchangeable because both labors
producing them are the expenditures of human labor-power.” Instead he says: commodities
are exchangeable because they are the congelations of abstract human labor. ILe., he derives
that what the commodities do from what the commodities are. This is an important additional
step. Value is real. A price tag can be as effective as a brick wall in preventing access. People
can, so to say, bump their heads against price tags. They can starve because of them. A price
tag must therefore be the expression of something, a nothing cannot be so powerful. This
something is abstract human labor, a real aspect of every labor process.

Exam Question 93 What is value (according to Marx)? 2008fa, 2007 fa, 2007SP, 2005fq,
2004 fa, 2001 fa, 1999SP, 1997ut, 1996ut, 1996sp, 1995ut, 1995W1.

Since the concept of value was introduced in the above paragraph, it should be noted that
Marx uses the word “value” in a very specific meaning. It does not refer to a “worth” or
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“relevance” of something to an individual, that can be defined in any society. It is that social
property which makes things exchangeable in a commodity society. If in other societies cer-
tain things are generally highly “valued” (in the usual broad understanding of the concept),
but they are not available for sale, Marx would not assign value to them. “Value,” as Marx is
using this word, is not derived from worth, but from abstract social labor, and also does not
express worth. Perhaps it is better to disregard the fact that Marx uses the word “value” for
it, he might as well have used the acronym “CAL,” for “congealed abstract labor.” In other
words, prices, for Marx, do not express intrinsic worth. On the contrary, the measurement
of everything by abstract labor distorts society’s priorities. For a beginner, this central point
of Marx’s theory is easy to misunderstand.

Question 94 (Tue Aug 31-Thu Sep 2) Use-value is the quality of the commodity, and exchange-
value is its quantity. Right or wrong? 2009fa, 2008fa, 2007 fa, 2007SP, 2005fa, 2004 fa,
2003fa, 1999SP, 1997Tut, 1996ut, 1995W1.

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

Section 1.1.d (which is our name for the last part of section !.1) and section investigate
value independently of its form. The difference between section 1.1.d and section is
that section 1.1.d discusses commodities of one kind, the quantity of value, and individual
differences in competences and dexterity of the workers producing the same kind of product,
while section discusses commodities which are the products of different kinds of labor,
the quality of value, and the reduction of skilled labor to simple labor.

We are at a turning point in our investigation. Until now we have dug deeper and deeper
into the hidden structures underlying the exchange of commodities, in order to lay bare the
value of a commodity and the substance of which value consists, namely, abstract human
labor. From now on, the investigation is focused on value itself, not merely as that which
explains the exchange-value, but in its own right.

This new beginning is marked by a short summary. This summary is not present in the first
edition or the French edition, but the second edition, p. 72:3, contains it in exactly the same
wording as the fourth edition. An earlier version of this paragraph is preserved in Marx’s
preparatory notes for the second edition, p. 4:2. It will be useful to look at the beginning
sentences of this draft first:

One has seen: The exchange relation it-
self of the commodities, or the form of their
exchange-value, characterizes this exchange

Man hat gesehn: Das Austauschverhiltnif3
der Waaren oder die Form ihres Tausch-
werths selbst charakterisirt ihn als Abstrakti-

value as abstraction from use-value. This
abstraction, if actually carried out, yields the
value, as it was just determined.

on vom Gebrauchswerth. Die letztre, wenn
wirklich vollzogen, ergiebt den Werth, wie
er so eben bestimmt ward.

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

1 Marx distinguishes here between those things which one can read off directly from the
surface, and those which require digging. The exchange-relations themselves, through the
form in which they appear on the surface, tell us that exchange-value is an abstraction. No
digging required for that. But they cannot reveal the basis for this abstraction. To say it
again: By looking at the exchange-relations we could see that all commodities are treated
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as equals, but the basis for this equality was not apparent from these exchange-relations.
Additional research was necessary, which probed into deeper layers beneath the exchange
relations on the surface, to find this basis. Marx refers to this second step of the derivation
with the words “if this abstraction is actually carried out.” In this second step, the abstraction
is no longer the negative act of disregarding certain aspects, but the positive act of identifying
that which remains after these aspects have been disregarded, as Marx says in section 2, p.

After this, we are in a better position to decipher this summary in its final version in the
second and later editions. |} It is formulated in a contracted way, but Marx obviously still
had the same reasoning in mind:

128:4 In the exchange relation of the 53:1 Im Austauschverhiltnis der Waren

commodities themselves, their exchange-
value appeared to us as something quite in-
dependent from their use-values.

selbst erschien uns ihr Tauschwert als et-
was von ihren Gebrauchswerten durchaus
unabhingiges.

1} The commodities themselves, through their exchange-relations on the surface, are telling
us that their exchange-value is an abstraction. “Appeared to us” is in the past tense because

Marx refers here to his discussion in

. | But the commodities are not telling

us what the basis of this abstraction is. To find this basis, we had to actively investigate
the situation—not simply read off what was already apparent, but find the hidden influences

beneath the surface phenomena:

Now if one really abstracts from the use-
values of the products of labor, one obtains
their value, as it was just determined.

Abstrahiert man nun wirklich vom Ge-
brauchswert der Arbeitsprodukte, so erhélt
man ihren Wert, wie er soeben bestimmt
ward.

1 This is a reference to and shorthand summary of the development in the two immedi-
ately preceding paragraphs, from the abstraction from use-values implied in the exchange

relation in
the value of the commodities in

to the homogeneous character of the “abstract human labor” represented in
. Marx writes here “value, as it was just determined”

(my emphasis) because “value” is no longer a placeholder word for that which underlies
exchange-value, as the word was used in the first edition in 19:4, but we know now what

value is, it is congealed abstract labor.
The common substance which is repre-
sented in the exchange relation or exchange-
value of the commodities is therefore their
value.

1 We have thus answered the question pos

ed at the end of

Das Gemeinsame, was sich im Austausch-
verhiltnis oder Tauschwert der Ware dar-
stellt, ist also ihr Wert.

. what is the substance

inside the commodities of which exchange-value is the form of appearance?

As our investigation proceeds, it will take
us back to the exchange-value as the neces-
sary mode of expression or form of appear-
ance of value. For the present, however, we
have to consider value independently of this
form.

1t The discussion of the forms of appearance of value can be found in section

Der Fortgang der Untersuchung wird uns
zuriickfiihren zum Tauschwert als der not-
wendigen Ausdrucksweise oder Erschei-
nungsform des Werts, welcher zunéchst je-
doch unabhingig von dieser Form zu be-
trachten ist.

. But

right now Marx is going to discuss quantity and quality of value, not its form. The remainder

of section
takes another detailed look at its quality.

38

focuses on the quantity of value (and the changes in its quantity), while section



129:1 We saw that a useful article has
commodity value only because abstract hu-
man labor is objectified or materialized in

1.1. Use-Value and Value

53:2 Ein Gebrauchswert oder Gut hat al-
so nur einen Wert, weil abstrakt menschli-
che Arbeit in ihm vergegenstindlicht oder

it. materialisiert ist.

Fowkes translates it as “A
use-value, or useful article,
therefore has value only
because...” Some readers may
think here that “having value” in
this sentence means to be ethically

valuable, and others my think that
“value” is a short form for
“use-value.” In the German, such
confusion is warded off by the
colloquial use of the indefinite
article “einen Wert.” In the

translation, I tried to preclude this
same confusion by suppressing the
formulation “use-value” altogether
and writing “commodity value”
instead of “value.”

1} Marx is no longer speaking about exchange-value here, but about value. Value manifests
itself in exchange-value, i.e., it has real effects. Therefore it must itself be real. The above
formulation reminds us that value is created in a real process, the production process, by
the expenditure of human labor-power. After the end of the production process, when the
labor-power has been spent, this expenditure of labor-power still exists—as value. The labor
is not only (qua concrete labor) objectified in the product (meaning that it no longer exists
as labor), but also, qua abstract labor, accumulated in the product and still present as labor
(value is congealed labor). This congealed abstract labor is the common substance inside the
commodities which manifests itself in the exchange relations, and to which these exchange
relations between the commodities can be reduced. In the First edition, 38: 1, Marx describes
this reduction as follows:

Their social relation consists exclusively in
counting for each other as only quantita-
tively different, but qualitatively equal (and
therefore replaceable by one another and ex-

Ihr gesellschaftliches Verhidltnil besteht
ausschlieBlich darin einander als nur quan-
titativ verschiedne, aber qualitativ gleiche
und daher durch einander ersetzbare und

mit einander vertauschbare Ausdriicke die-
ser ihrer gesellschaftlichen Substanz zu gel-
ten.

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

How, then, to measure the magnitude of this
value?

The answer to this question will not given in one shot but will be developed step by step.
The first step seems obvious:
By the amount of the value-constituting sub- | Durch das Quantum der in ihm enthaltenen
stance, i.e. labor, contained in the article. .wertbildenden Substanz™, der Arbeit.

1t A useful article can exchange itself for other articles on the market because its produc-
tion required part of society’s pool of abstract labor, just like the production of the other
goods on the market. The question of the magnitude of value, i.e., the question of how much
of this pool of abstract labor is represented by a given commodity, is decided by how much
living labor was used in the production of this commodity.

Marx means here not only the direct labor content (labor input in the last production
process making this specific commodity), but the fotal labor that went into the product and
into the materials of which the product consists, and also a pro-rated portion of the labor
needed to produce the machinery and buildings. This may complicate things in practice, but
the principle seems simple enough: |} one just has to go into the factory with a stop watch.

changeable with another) expressions of this
social substance which they share.

Wie nun die Grdofie seines Werts messen?
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The quantity of labor, again, is measured | Die Quantitit der Arbeit selbst mif3it sich an
by its duration, the labor-time, which finds | ihrer Zeitdauer, und die Arbeitszeit besitzt
its standard of measurement in well-defined | wieder ihren Malstab an bestimmten Zeit-

pieces of time like hour, day, etc. teilen, wie Stunde, Tag usw.

In the previous sentence, Marx had measured by its duration. Both from its quantitative aspect (one
said: the magnitude of value is Quantum and Quantitit are might translate it as “amount”),
measured by the Quantum of the usually translated as quantity. The while the quantity of the thing is
labor contained in it. Now he says: difference is subtle: a Quantum of this quantitative aspect itself.
the Quantitit of labor itself is something is that thing, considered

Question 96 (FriSep 3—Tue Sep 7, 6 pm) Why is labor measured here by labor-time, and
not by counting how many movements were made, or by the drops of sweat of the laborer,
or by the discomfort of the laborer? 2009fa, 2008fa, 2007 fa, 20075P, 2005fa, 2004 fa,
2003fa, 2002fa, 1997ut, 1997sp.

1 This seems an obvious and straightforward prescription. |} Nevertheless it leads to
absurd results:

129:2 It might seem that if the value of 53:3 Es konnte scheinen, dafl, wenn der
a commodity is determined by the amount | Wert einer Ware durch das wihrend ihrer
of labor spent in its production, the more | Produktion verausgabte Arbeitsquantum be-
lazy and inept the laborer, the more valua- | stimmt ist, je fauler oder ungeschickter ein
ble his commodity would be, because more | Mann, 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 Price, and Profit has: it might individual stupidity of the

translation than: “some people seem that. It is not a subjective observer, but this semblance is

might think that.” Also Value, matter, not a matter of the baked into the reality itself.

Question 97 (FriSep 3—-Tue Sep 7, 6 pm) Is it a character flaw to be lazy in an exploitive
system? 2009fa, 2008fa, 2008SP, 2007fa, 2007SP, 2005fa, 2004fa, 2003fa, 2002fa,
2001 fa, 1999SP, 1997sp, 1997WI.

1t Once again we ended up in an impasse. Let us recapitulate the argument. We observed
that commodities, on the market, were treated as equals. Since they are not equal as physical
objects, their only commonality being that they are products of labor, this equality must
be the surface echo of the fact that in production, the labors producing these commodities
count as equal. Of course, the producers can only then successfully and enduringly treat the
different labors as equal if there is something actually equal in them. We found such a thing:
the actual equality of all labor processes consists in all labor being the expenditure of human
labor-power.

But when we tried to use this insight to determine the quantity of value, we ran into the
paradox of the lazy or incompetent laborer. What did we overlook? We tried to explain a
social relation by a physiological fact, i.e., we committed the error of reductionism. The
physiological equality of all labor is the material basis, the condition, for the social relation
of abstract labor, but it is not that social relation itself. In other words, the fact that all labors
are the expenditure of human labor makes it possible for society to treat all labors as equal,
but is by itself not yet this equal treatment. This equal treatment is a social act. Until now,
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human labor in the abstract had been introduced simply as the expenditure of human labor-
power, without a social element. The lazy worker reminds us that abstract labor is indeed
social.

By the way, in Contribution, the social character of abstract labor was thematized much
earlier. Already during the introduction of abstract labor, in 271:1, Marx said that value-
producing labor was not only abstract but also general, i.e., it transcended the individuality of
the producers. But when Marx wrote Capital, he made no mention of this general character
of abstract labor, although it was implicitly there (and hidden away) in the word “equal.” In
Contribution 273:1, Marx introduces socially necessary labor-time, with much less fanfare
than here, not triggered by an impasse as it is here in Capital.

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

| The resolution of the impasse is therefore the reminder that the substance of value is
equal human labor. Marx had already said in that the substance of value is made up of
“equal human labor, human labor in the abstract,” but until now he had not drawn attention
to the social relation hidden in the little word “equal.” Now is a good opportunity to make
this point, because it is obvious to the reader that the labor of the slow worker produces less
value per hour than that of the fast worker.

The labor, however, which constitutes the | Die Arbeit jedoch, welche die Substanz der

substance of value is equal human labor, ex- Werte bildet, ist gleiche menschliche Arbeit,

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

11 It is easy to feel misled or entrapped here. First Marx lulls the reader into forgetting that
he is not talking about concrete labor because he uses the word “labor” several times without
the attribute “abstract” or “equal.” Then he makes a big fuss about it that he has arrived at
an absurd result. Why didn’t he say the correct thing already at the beginning, which would
have prevented the paradox of the lazy worker from cropping up? Why did Marx wait until
now to explicitly address the social dimension of abstract labor, where the failure to do so
hit him in the face with the paradox of the lazy worker? Here are some thoughts about this:

On the one hand, this paradox is a convincing reminder that equal labor is a social deter-
mination, that equality is a relation between different labors.

On the other hand, just as our theoretical development ran into the dilemma of the lazy
worker, every commodity producer is confronted with this same dilemma in his or her daily
practical activity. Commodity producers themselves do not know either how much value
their commodity has, all they know is how much time their concrete labor takes. Neverthe-
less, their production decisions will ultimately lead to the outcome that exchange-values are
governed by abstract social labor. The step from the concrete labor-time to the magnitude
of value, which Marx brings here in his abstract derivation, must be made by them in their
practical activity. Marx shows awareness of this connection when he says in that the
quantitative movements of the exchange proportions force the producers to actually equalize
their labors.

Finally, one might answer this question on merely stylistic terms: as long as Marx could
wait until now, as long as his earlier derivation could proceed without mentioning that ab-
stract human labor is really something social, it was ok not to mention it. Marx tries to make
his derivation immanent; he follows the inner development of those determinations he has
already found and does not take in new facts or new ideas until this immanent development
requires it. This is more than just a matter of style; this “lazy” way of bringing in new
arguments causes these arguments to be discussed at that point where they are relevant in
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1. The Commodity

practice.

Question 99 (FriSep 3-Tue Sep 7, 6 pm) Regarding the question how to measure the quan-
tity of value, Marx first gives a wrong answer, which is based on an oversight, and then
corrects it. Why doesn’t he give the right answer right away? 2009fa, 2008fa, 2007SPF,
2003fa.

The last sentence we just read in , which reminds the reader that abstract human
labor is a social relation because it is “equal human labor,” is the very next sentence after
Marx makes the social character of equal labor drastically clear by the paradox of the lazy
worker. But, as soon as Marx introduces this social character, he immediately shows how
to get away from this social character again. Let us see how. In the above sentence, the
transition from labor to labor-power is accompanied by a transition from “equal” to “same.”
The labors are equal to each other because they are expenditures of one and the same human
labor-power. Being expenditures of one and the same human labor-power explains why
they are equal to each other—and now we no longer have to deal with the social relation of
equality but with the glob of human labor-power from which these labors are derived. We
reduced the social relation of equality to a substance, similar again to the polygon metaphor
in .

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

The total labor-power of society, which is
represented in the values of the commodi-
ties produced by that society, counts here
as one and the same human labor-power, al-
though it is composed of innumerable indi-

Die gesamte Arbeitskraft der Gesellschaft,
die sich in den Werten der Warenwelt dar-
stellt, gilt hier als ein und dieselbe menschli-
che Arbeitskraft, obgleich sie aus zahllosen
individuellen Arbeitskriften besteht.

vidual labor-powers.

| The next question is therefore: how are the individual labor-powers, which have indi-
vidual differences between them, combined to form this overall body constituting society’s
aggregate labor-power? This is an issue that arises in every society. One rational way to
resolve this might perhaps be to pair the unskilled workers with skilled workers who can
train them. In computer issues, there are many mailing lists in which “newbies” can get
advice from experienced technicians. In a market system, this combination is done on much
harsher and more punitive terms: each individual labor-power makes its contribution to the

whole only to the extent that it conforms to the social average.

Each of these individual labor-powers is the
same human labor-power as any other, to the
extent that it has the character of the aver-
age labor-power of society and takes effect
as such, and therefore requires, for produc-
ing a commodity, no more labor-time than
is necessary on an average, no more than is
socially necessary.

Jede dieser individuellen Arbeitskrifte ist
dieselbe menschliche Arbeitskraft wie die
andere, soweit sie den Charakter einer ge-
sellschaftlichen Durchschnitts-Arbeitskraft
besitzt und als solche gesellschaftliche Durch-
schnitts-Arbeitskraft wirkt, also in der Pro-
duktion einer Ware auch nur die im Durch-
schnitt notwendige oder gesellschaftlich
notwendige Arbeitszeit braucht.

1+ It cannot be otherwise in a market economy, in which the individual labors relate to

each other only as equal labor.

In this last passage, the word “average labor-power” is used twice. What is an average
labor-power? In its modern definition, the word “average” denotes the arithmetic mean of
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all actual labor processes. Such an approach to the computation of socially necessary labor-
time was taken in [ ]. Although this is acceptable for a simplified mathematical model,
it should not be taken literally. Marx’s concept of “average” does not specify whether the
median or the arithmetic mean or some other formula is meant. Mathematical formulas
know nothing about the specific circumstances. It would be magic if a formula existed that
could tell what the socially normal level is in every concrete circumstance. The question
which labor process is socally necessary must be decided on a case-by-case basis. The fact
that Marx wrote “necessary on the average” and not “needed on the average” is consistent
with this interpretation that “average” is not an empirical category.

Question 100 (FriSep 3—Tue Sep 7, 6 pm) Imagine you were studying Marxism together
with a friend, and the friend said to you: Doesn’t the labor theory of value imply that, the
more lazy and inept the laborer, the more valuable his commodity would be? How would
you answer your friend? 2008fa, 2008SP, 2007SP, 2005fa, 2004 fa, 2003fa, 2002fa.

Question 102 (FriSep 3—-Tue Sep 7, 6 pm) Why is value determined by the labor-time needed
under the socially average conditions of production, rather than by the best conditions of
production attained in society? 2008fa, 2007SF, 2004 fa, 2002fa.

Question 103 (FriSep 3—Tue Sep 7, 6 pm) The value of the product is determined by the
socially necessary labor-time. What are the implications of this for a capitalist supervising
his employees? 2008 fa, 2008SP, 20075P, 2005 fa.

| In order to determine when a given production method is socially necessary, Marx looks
at two things: the labor-power used (skill and intensity) and technology.
The labor-time socially necessary is that re- | 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 degree | schaftlich-normalen Produktionsbedingun-
of skill and intensity. gen und dem gesellschaftlichen Durch-
schnittsgrad von Geschick und Intensitit der
Arbeit darzustellen.

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

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

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

e Regarding technology, that production method is the socially normal one which is
prevalent and/or up to date. It is an abstraction from individual circumstances of pro-
duction as well as from production methods which deviate from the norm. This notion
of “necessary” is compatible with the fact that in an economy in which innovations are
constantly made, some of the productive resources are of necessity always outdated.
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Exam Question 104 The value of a commodity does not increase if it is made by a slow
or inept laborer. Explain carefully why not. Whose decision is it to keep the value of the
output of a slow worker below the time actually used for its production? How is it enforced?
2009fa, 2008fa, 2007SP, 2005fa, 2001 fa, 1999SP, 1998WI, 1996ut, 1996sp, 1995ut,
1995W1.

The image of the lazy or incompetent laborer makes the concept of socially necessary
labor-time look more natural and innocuous than it really is. Everyone thinks: if someone is
lazy, he or she should not get full credit. Therefore this seems a fair system. But one need not
be lazy or inept to be slower than others! A producer may also be slower because he or she
is producing a work of art, or is making a unique contribution which nobody else can make.
The concept of socially necessary labor-time leaves no room for this; it forces everyone to
hurry up, everyone has to meet some minimum standards, everyone has to be like the others,
it is a procrustean necessity which does not recognize exceptional contributions.

In a socialist society, in which it is no longer necessary to control and discipline the
worker, the goal must therefore be exactly the opposite of socially necessary labor-time:
instead of forcing everybody to work like everybody else, the goal must be to elicit the
unique contributions, to turn everybody into an Einstein or Mozart. Wasted labor will then
be labor in which the producer is not matched to production in such a way that he or she can
make their best contribution.

But let us go back to the text.

Socially necessary labor-time is therefore a well-defined concept, but as the word already
indicates, it is not identical to the labor-time actually used. The following example illustrates
this difference:

The introduction of power looms into Eng-
land probably reduced by one half the labor
required to weave a given amount of yarn
into cloth. The English hand-loom weavers,
as a matter of fact, continued to require the
same time as before; but after the change,
the product of one hour of their individual
labor represented only half an hour’s social
labor, and consequently fell to one-half its
former value.

Nach der Einfiihrung des Dampfwebstuhls
in England z.B. geniigte vielleicht halb so
viel Arbeit als vorher, um ein gegebenes
Quantum Garn in Gewebe zu verwandeln.
Der englische Handweber brauchte zu die-
ser Verwandlung in der Tat nach wie vor
dieselbe Arbeitszeit, aber das Produkt seiner
individuellen Arbeitsstunde stellte jetzt nur
noch eine halbe gesellschaftliche Arbeits-
stunde dar und fiel daher auf die Hilfte sei-
nes frithern Werts.

In this example, the socially necessary labor-time is not the average of the old and new
production methods, but the labor-time required by the new method. Why? Because power
loom weaving is not only much cheaper production but also production on a much larger
scale, so that hand weavers simply cannot coexist. In the Machinery chapter, p. ,
Marx elaborates on this example in a way which makes the brutality of the reign of socially
necessary labor-time much more explicit.

Now Marx summarizes his findings:

129:3/0 That which determines the mag-
nitude of the value of any article is therefore
only the amount of socially necessary labor,
or the labor-time socially necessary for its

production.’
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54:1 Es ist also nur das Quantum ge-
sellschaftlich notwendiger Arbeit, oder die
zur Herstellung eines Gebrauchswerts ge-
sellschaftlich notwendige Arbeitszeit, wel-

‘ che seine Wertgrdffe bestimmt.’



1.1. Use-Value and Value

Exam Question 105 Carefully explain how the “socially necessary labor-time” for the pro-
duction of an article is determined. Is it the same as the time needed in the average to pro-
duce this article? 2008fa, 2007SP, 2005fa, 2004 fa, 2003fa, 2001 fa, 1999SP, 1997ut,
1996ut.

Question 106 (FriSep 3—Tue Sep 7, 6 pm) Did Marx introduce additional assumptions in
order to resolve the paradox of the lazy worker, or does his solution follow from assumptions
made or results derived in section ? 2008fa, 2005fa, 1999SP, 1997ut.

Question 107 (FriSep 3—Tue Sep 7, 6 pm) Marx argues in chapter One that the quantity
of value is determined by socially necessary labor-time. Does this mean the exchange-
proportions between commodities must be proportional to the socially necessary labor-time
necessary to produce these commodities? 2008fa, 2007SP.

At the level of chapter One, which discusses commodity production in general, not yet
capitalism, socially necessary labor is the measuring stick of the extent to which individual
labor creates value. Under capitalism this measuring stick becomes a real limit:

The capitalist sees to it that he (the worker) ... only uses as much labor-time as
is necessary in the average for the production of the product. (Results 1010:1/0,
related also 1020:3).

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

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

The individual commodity counts here gen- ‘ Die einzelne Ware gilt hier liberhaupt als
erally as an average sample of its kind.'” ‘ Durchschnittsexemplar ihrer Art.!”

1 Marx writes “here generally” (hier tiberhaupt), because commodities count as average
samples of their kind not only with respect to labor-time, but also with respect to their use-

values, etc. See and . {} One can also find this in the literature:

10°“Al1 products of the same kind in fact form 10" Alle Erzeugnisse der gleichen Art bilden
only one mass, the price of which is determined | eigentlich nur eine Masse, deren Preis allgemein
generally and without regard of the particular cir- | und ohne Riicksicht auf die besonderen Umstin-
cumstances.” Le Trosne, [ , p- 893] de bestimmt wird.”“ Le Trosne, [ , p- 893]

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

Isn’t this a much clearer and more convincing argument than the earlier abstract reasoning
about socially necessary labor-time? Why didn’t Marx make this the centerpiece of his
discussion? Answer: because this alternative argument stays entirely on the surface of the
economy, in the competition between the different goods brought to the market. Marx says
again and again that knowledge of these competitive mechanisms is not necessary, that the
basic character of capitalism can be derived without looking at competition. The derivation
of socially necessary labor earlier in this subsection can therefore be viewed as the derivation
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of a result which is familiar to all of us because it is the competitive outcome from the basic
organization of production in capitalism, but the derivation proceeds without resorting to
competition. Marx says more explicitly, as a side remark in chapter Fourteen, 464:1/0, that
the extraneous competitive interactions force the producers to adhere to the law of socially
necessary labor-time (a basic law of capitalism which does not derive from competition):

In the production of commodities generally,
the labor-time expended on a commodity
must not exceed that which is socially nec-
essary for its production. This takes the
form of an external compulsion by com-
petition, since, in the surface interactions,
each individual producer is obliged to sell

DaB auf eine Ware nur die zu ihrer Herstel-
lung gesellschaftlich notwendige Arbeits-
zeit verwandt wird, erscheint bei der Wa-
renproduktion iiberhaupt als dufirer Zwang
der Konkurrenz, weil, oberflachlich ausge-
driickt, jeder einzelne Produzent die Ware
zu ihrem Marktpreis verkaufen muf3.

his commodity at its market-price.

Marx stresses on various places throughout his economic writings, for instance in ,
that competition, i.e., the interaction of the economic agents on the surface, enforces the
laws of “capital in general,” but these laws cannot be derived from competition. Rather they
must be derived from an analysis of the economic core structure itself, from what Marx calls
the “immanent laws of capitalist production” or the “inner nature of capital.”

Question 108 (FriSep 3—-Tue Sep 7, 6 pm) What does Marx mean with the statement that
“the individual commodity must here generally be considered as an average sample of its
kind”? Give examples. Also try to give a reasoning why Marx’s statement might be true.
2008fa, 1995W1.

Question 109 (FriSep 3—Tue Sep 7, 6 pm) The magnitude of value is not determined by
the labor-time actually in the product, but by the labor-time socially necessary to produce
the product, because on the market, a product made under exceptional circumstances is
indistinguishable from a product made under normal circumstances.

Is this Marx’s argument? If you think it is, don’t answer this question but go back and
re-read the text. If you agree that it is not, this question is for you: Why did Marx not make
the above simple argument? 2008 fa, 2007SP.

Next, Marx summarizes the results of his derivation:
Commodities, therefore, in which equal | Waren, worin gleich grofle Arbeitsquanta
amounts of labor are embodied, or which | enthalten sind oder die in derselben Arbeits-

can be produced with the same labor-time,
have the same magnitude of value. The
value of one commodity is to the value of
any other, as the labor-time necessary for
the production of the one is to that necessary
for the production of the other. “As values,
all commodities are only greater or smaller

amounts of congealed labor-time”!!

zeit hergestellt werden konnen, haben da-
her dieselbe Wertgrdfie. Der Wert einer Wa-
re verhilt sich zum Wert jeder andren Ware
wie die zur Produktion der einen notwendi-
ge Arbeitszeit zu der fiir die Produktion der
andren notwendigen Arbeitszeit. ,,Als Werte
sind alle Waren nur bestimmte Maf3e festge-

ronnener Arbeitszeit 1!

This last sentence is a literal quote from Contribution 271:2/0, with the only difference
that Contribution wrote “exchange-value” instead of “values.”

After this determination of the magnitude of value, Marx discusses now circumstances

under which this magnitude changes:
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130:1/0 The value of a commodity re-
mains constant as long as the labor-time re-
quired for its production also remains con-
stant. But the latter changes with every vari-
ation in the productive power of labor. The
productive power of labor is determined by
many different circumstances, such as the
workers’ average degree of skill, the level
of development of science and of its techno-
logical applicability, the social organization
of the production process, the extent and ef-
fectiveness of the means of production, the
conditions found in the natural environment,
and others.

1.1. Use-Value and Value

54:2/o Die Wertgrifie einer Ware bliebe
daher konstant, wire die zu ihrer Produk-
tion erheischte Arbeitszeit konstant. Letzte-
re wechselt aber mit jedem Wechsel in der
Produktivkraft der Arbeit. Die Produktiv-
kraft der Arbeit ist durch mannigfache Um-
stinde bestimmt, unter anderen durch den
Durchschnittsgrad des Geschickes der Ar-
beiter, die Entwicklungsstufe der Wissen-
schaft und ihrer technologischen Anwend-
barkeit, die gesellschaftliche Kombination
des Produktionsprozesses, den Umfang und
die Wirkungsfahigkeit der Produktionsmit-
tel, und durch Naturverhdiltnisse.

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

constant for long. Agriculture is a notorious e
For example, the same quantity of labor is
present in eight bushels of wheat in favor-
able seasons and in only four bushels in un-
favorable seasons.

xample:

Dasselbe Quantum Arbeit stellt sich z.B. mit
giinstiger Jahreszeit in 8 Bushel Weizen dar,
mit ungiinstiger in nur 4.

In a second example, Marx discusses the value of raw materials:

The same quantity of labor provides more
metal in rich mines than in poor. Diamonds
are of very rare occurrence on the earth’s
surface, and hence their discovery requires
on an average a great deal of labor-time.
Consequently they represent much labor in
a small volume.

Dasselbe Quantum Arbeit liefert mehr Me-
talle in reichhaltigen als in armen Minen
usw. Diamanten kommen selten in der
Erdrinde vor, und ihre Findung kostet da-
her im Durchschnitt viel Arbeitszeit. Folg-
lich stellen sie in wenig Volumen viel Arbeit
dar.

Question 112 (FriSep 3—-Tue Sep 7, 6 pm) How is the value of raw materials determined in
Marx’s theory? How does the scarcity of these materials influence their value? Is Marx’s
argument still valid in the case of an exhaustible resource, which is present only in finite
supply? 2008fa, 2008SP, 2007SP, 2005fa, 2003fa, 2002fa, 1997ut, 1997sp, 1997WI,
1996sp, 1995ut, 1995W1.

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

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

Jacob questions whether gold has ever been
paid for at its full value. This applies
still more to diamonds. According to Es-
chwege, the total product of the Brazilian
diamond mines for the eighty years ending

Jacob bezweifelt, dal Gold jemals seinen
vollen Wert bezahlt hat. Noch mehr gilt
dies vom Diamant. Nach Eschwege hat-
te 1823 die achtzigjdhrige Gesamtausbeute
der brasilischen Diamantgruben noch nicht
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in 1823 still did not amount to the price of
1 1/2 years’ average product of the sugar
and coffee plantations of the same country,
although the diamonds represented much

den Preis des 1 1/2jdhrigen Durchschnitts-
produkts der brasilischen Zucker- oder Kaf-
feepflanzungen erreicht, obgleich sie viel
mehr Arbeit darstellte, also mehr Wert.

more labor, therefore more value.

Marx does not explain why there is a discrepancy between labor content and market price.
Like all laws, the law that the magnitude of value is set by the quantity of labor is only
a tendencial law, whose effect may be modified or blocked by other effects. This itself is
nothing remarkable. But it is relevant that in this case prices are below instead of above labor
content. If scarcity were to affect prices directly, i.e., through deficient supply, rather than
through labor content, then one should expect prices of scarce materials to be above their
values. In his “Notes to Wagner” [mecw24]536:8/0, Marx discusses situations in which a
commodity is scarce, in which case, he says, their prices are above values. Since in the
present situation prices are below their values determined by their labor content, scarcity
cannot have been the reason for these prices.

Question 113 (FriSep 3—Tue Sep 7, 6 pm) After claiming that the value of scarce goods is
determined by labor-time, Marx brings the example where one scarce good, gold, histori-
cally never has traded at prices proportional to the labor-time embodied in it. What is Marx
trying to prove with this counterexample to his own theory? 2009fa, 2008 fa, 2007SP.

At the end, Marx returns from the discussion of raw materials to the discussion of tech-
nical change in general. Diamonds lend themselves well to this transition, since industrial

production of diamonds is thinkable.

With richer mines, the same quantity of
labor would represent itself in more dia-
monds, and their value would fall. If man
succeeded, without much labor, in trans-
forming carbon into diamonds, their value
might fall below that of bricks.

Mit reichhaltigeren Gruben wiirde dassel-
be Arbeitsquantum sich in mehr Diamanten
darstellen und ihr Wert sinken. Gelingt es,
mit wenig Arbeit Kohle in Diamant zu ver-
wandeln, so kann sein Wert unter den von
Ziegelsteinen fallen.

Technological progress induces a discrepancy, even a contradiction between value and

real wealth:

In general, the greater the productive power
of labor, the less the labor-time required to
produce an article, the lower the mass of la-
bor crystallized in that article, and the lower
its value. Inversely, the lower the produc-
tive power of labour, the greater the labor-
time necessary to produce an article, and the
greater its value. The value of a commodity,
therefore, varies directly as the quantity, and
inversely as the productive power, of the la-
bor which comes to fruition in the commod-

ity.

Allgemein: Je groBler die Produktivkraft der
Arbeit, desto kleiner die zur Herstellung ei-
nes Artikels erheischte Arbeitszeit, desto
kleiner die in ihm kristallisierte Arbeitsmas-
se, desto kleiner sein Wert. Umgekehrt, je
kleiner die Produktivkraft der Arbeit, de-
sto groBer die zur Herstellung eines Artikels
notwendige Arbeitszeit, desto grofler sein
Wert. Die WertgroBe einer Ware wechselt
also direkt wie das Quantum und umgekehrt
wie die Produktivkraft der sich in ihr ver-
wirklichenden Arbeit.

With changes of productive powers of labor, the relationship between the use-value and
the value of a commodity changes. It is therefore fitting that this section concludes with
some more general remarks about the relationship between use-value and exchange-value.

48



131:1 A thing can be a use-value without
being a value. This is the case whenever la-
bor is not necessary to mediate its utility to
man. Air, virgin soil, natural meadows, un-
planted forests, etc. A thing can be useful,
and a product of human labor, without be-
ing a commodity. He who satisfies his own
need with the product of his own labor cre-
ates use-values, but not commodities. In or-
der to produce the latter, he must not only
produce use-values, but use-values for oth-
ers, social use-values. {And not merely for
others. The medieval peasant produced a
grain-rent for the feudal lord and a grain-
tithe for the priest; but neither the grain-
rent nor the grain-tithe became commodi-
ties simply by being produced for others. In
order to become a commodity, the product
must be transferred to the other person, for
whom it serves as a use-value, through the
medium of exchange.}!'* Finally, nothing
can be a value without being an object of
utility. If the thing is useless, so is the labor
contained in it; the labor does not count as
labor, and therefore does not create value.

This remark about the relationship between
. Here is a related passage from Capital I11, 786:1:

tion
Use-value is the carrier of exchange-value,
but not its cause. If the same use-value
could be obtained without labor, it would
have no exchange-value, yet it would re-
tain, as before, the same natural usefulness
as use-value. On the other hand, a thing
cannot have exchange-value without having
use-value, i.e., without being such a natural
carrier of labor.

1.1. Use-Value and Value

55:1 Ein Ding kann Gebrauchswert sein,
ohne Wert zu sein. Es ist dies der Fall, wenn
sein Nutzen fiir den Menschen nicht durch
Arbeit vermittelt ist. So Luft, jungfriaulicher
Boden, natiirliche Wiesen, wildwachsendes
Holz usw. Ein Ding kann niitzlich und Pro-
dukt menschlicher Arbeit sein, ohne Ware
zu sein. Wer durch sein Produkt sein eige-
nes Bediirfnis befriedigt, schafft zwar Ge-
brauchswert, aber nicht Ware. Um Ware zu
produzieren, muf3 er nicht nur Gebrauchs-
wert produzieren, sondern Gebrauchswert
fiir andre, gesellschaftlichen Gebrauchs-
wert. {Und nicht nur fiir andre schlechthin.
Der mittelalterliche Bauer produzierte das
Zinskorn fiir den Feudalherrn, das Zehnt-
korn fiir den Pfaffen. Aber weder Zinskorn
noch Zehntkorn wurden dadurch Ware, dal3
sie fiir andre produziert waren. Um Ware zu
werden, muf} das Produkt dem andern, dem
es als Gebrauchswert dient, durch den Aus-
tausch iibertragen werden. } ' Endlich kann
kein Ding Wert sein, ohne Gebrauchsgegen-
stand zu sein. Ist es nutzlos, so ist auch die
in ihm enthaltene Arbeit nutzlos, zidhlt nicht
als Arbeit und bildet daher keinen Wert.

use-value and exchange-value concludes sec-

So ist der Gebrauchswert iiberhaupt Triger
des Tauschwerts, aber nicht seine Ursa-
che. Derselbe Gebrauchswert, konnte er
ohne Arbeit verschafft werden, hitte kei-
nen Tauschwert, behielte aber nach wie vor
seine natiirliche Niitzlichkeit als Gebrauchs-
wert. Andrerseits aber hat ein Ding keinen
Tauschwert ohne Gebrauchswert, also ohne
solchen natiirlichen Triger der Arbeit.

The second sentence in this excerpt argues that the use-value is not the cause of exchange-
value, since there are use-values which are not exchange-values, and the third sentence ar-
gues that it is the carrier, because there are no exchange-values without a use-value.

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

ject of section

We know now the substance of value. It is
labor. We know the measure of its magni-
tude: it is labor-time. Its form, which is what
makes the value an exchange-value remains
to be analyzed. But first, the determinations

Wir kennen jetzt die Substanz des Werths.
Es ist die Arbeit. Wir kennen sein Groflen-
maf3. Es ist die Arbeitszeit. Seine Form,
die den Werth eben zum Tausch-Werth stem-
pelt, bleibt zu analysiren. Vorher sind je-
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which we have already found must be devel- | doch die bereits gefundenen Bestimmungen
oped a little more closely. etwas niher zu entwickeln.

1.2. Double Character of the Labor Represented in
Commodities

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

131:2/0 Originally, the commodity ap- 56:1 Urspriinglich erschien uns die Wa-
peared to us as something two-edged, use- | re als ein Zwieschldchtiges, Gebrauchswert
value and exchange-value. und Tauschwert.

The original use of zwieschlichtig exchange-value.” It should not be “edges” is more adequate. The

is zwieschlichtiges Schwert called ““a complex,” since the words “moments” (as in angular
(two-edged sword), hence the connection between the two does moments) or “edges” (as in the
translation “two-edged.” not strike the eye “at first sight”; at two edges of a sword) imply that
Here is the Moore Aveling first sight, there is more likely to one cannot exist without the other
translation: “At first sight a be a confusing muddle between (value cannot exist without
commodity presented itself to us the two. Use-value and use-value), while “things” has the
as a complex of two exchange-value can also not be connotation that both can exist
things—use-value and called “things,” “moments” or separately.

1t This two-edged character of the commodity is easy to see. Everybody handling com-
modities on the surface of the economy has to grapple with it. |} But the following observa-
tion is not immediately obvious from surface experience:
Later on, it turned out that also the labor, so Spiter zeigte sich, daf auch die Arbeit, so-
far as it finds expression in value, no longer | weit sie im Wert ausgedriickt ist, nicht mehr
possesses the same characteristics which be- | dieselben Merkmale besitzt, die ihr als Er-
long to it as creator of use-values. zeugerin von Gebrauchswerten zukommen.

Question 115 (Tue Sep 7, 6 pm—Thu Sep 9) If the product is different, then the labor pro-
ducing this product must be different as well. Isn’t this obvious? Why does Marx act as if
this was a scientific insight? 2008 fa, 2007fa.

1t Note that Marx has switched from “exchange-value” in the first sentence of the para-
graph to “value.” Marx refers here to the analysis in starting with the words “the
product of labor has already undergone a change in our hands.” Most of that earlier analy-
sis had focused on the common substance which the products of labor have as values, but
starting in the middle of until the end of that same paragraph Marx had also said some-
thing about the labor producing these commodities. The present section looks at this labor
in much more detail.

One of the emphases of the earlier analysis was that the social value quasi-material inside
the products is real. These Annotations tried to make this palpable by saying it is as real as a
brick wall. The analogy of a brick wall is even strengthened in the present section, because
Marx argues here that, just like a brick wall, the value quasi-material has to be produced by
areal process. The labor process must therefore accomplish two things at the same time. On
the one hand, it produces the use-value of the commodity, and on the other it also produces
this value quasi-material. The present section shows that these two goals are not in harmony
with each other, because they depend on different aspects of the labor process. The French
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1.2. Double Character of Labor

version of the above sentence, p. 25:1, defines this disharmony more explicitly than the

German:

Later on, we saw that all the characteristics
which distinguish the labor producing use-
values disappear as soon as the labor ex-
presses itself in value.

Ensuite nous avons vu que tous les ca-
racteres qui distinguent le travail productif
de valeurs d’usage disparaissent des qu’il
s’exprime dans la valeur proprement dite.

The fact that the labor process has two conflicting goals is an importat characteristic of

capitalism:

I was the first to critically prove!? this
twofold nature of the labor contained in
commodities.

Question 117 (Tue Sep 7, 6 pm—Thu Sep 9) How did Marx “critically prove” (

Diese zwieschldchtige Natur der in der Ware
enthaltenen Arbeit ist zuerst von mir Kritisch
‘ nachgewiesen worden.!?

) that

labor under capitalism has a two-edged character?

2009fa.

Marx considers this as one of the most important points in Capital. In a letter to Engels

dated August 24, 1867 he writes:

The best in this book is, 1., (and this is what
all understanding of the FACTS is based
upon) the double character of labor, ac-
cording to whether it expresses itself in use-
value or exchange-value, which I emphasize
already in the first chapter.

Das Beste an meinem Buch ist 1. (darauf be-
ruht alles Verstindnis der facts) der gleich
im Ersten Kapitel hervorgehobne Doppel-
charakter der Arbeit, je nachdem sie sich in
Gebrauchswert oder Tauschwert ausdriickt;

In the next sentence now in Capital, the importance of this point is emphasized as well:

Since this point is pivotal for an understand-
ing of political economy, it will be explained
here in more detail.

‘ Da dieser Punkt der Springpunkt ist, um den
sich das Verstindnis der politischen Okono-
mie dreht, soll er hier niher beleuchtet wer-
den.

Why is this such a pivotal insight? Although the value of the commodities is not physical—

it is only a quasi-material and not a material—one should not say it is a social fiction. It has
a physical basis because the process which creates value is a physical process. Value is a
social relation which has a material basis, and with the two-fold character of labor Marx
addresses this material basis.

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

56:2 Nehmen wir zwei Waren, etwa einen
Rock und 10 Ellen Leinwand. Der erste-
re habe den zweifachen Wert des letzteren,

132:1 Let us take two commodities such

as a coat and 10 yards of linen. Assume the
former has double the value of the latter, so
that, if 10 yards of linen = W, the coat = | so dal}, wenn 10 Ellen Leinwand = W, der
2W. Rock =2W.
Marx begins with two arbitrary commodities with different use-values. In the right propor-
tions they can be exchanged against each other. But for the discussion that follows it is
not necessary that they have equal values; in the example the coat has twice the value of
the linen. For the discussion of use-values it would not even be necessary to look at two
commodities, one would be enough. And indeed, Marx focuses here on the coat:
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1. The Commodity

132:2 The coat is a use-value that satisfies
a particular want.

(Of course, linen is a use-value too.)
To bring it into existence, a specific sort
of productive activity is necessary, specified
by its purpose, mode of operation, object,
means, and result.

56:3 Der Rock ist ein Gebrauchswert, der
ein besonderes Bediirfnis befriedigt.

Um ihn hervorzubringen, bedarf es einer be-
stimmten Art produktiver Tdtigkeit. Sie ist
bestimmt durch ihren Zweck, Operations-
weise, Gegenstand, Mittel und Resultat.

The word that is translated with
“bring into existence” is in
German “Hervorbringen” (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 “productive activity.” The word
“productive activity” refers to the purposeful and conscious activity which only humans can
perform, see . In chapter Seven, Marx will discuss this activity in more detail. At
the present point, the double character of labor is discussed as a necessary implication of
the commodity relation. In chapter Seven, it will be discussed as the deliberate procedure
how to exploit the laborer. Presently Marx is making a comoparison: he highlights those
aspects of labor which are different if the activity is seen as the production of use-values
than if seen as the production of value. The first point picked out by Marx is that for the
production of use-value, each such productive activity must be very specific. It must satisfy
certain conditions without which the desired use-value simply will not materialize. What is
translated here with “specification” is in German the Hegelian “determination.” Marx brings
five such determinations or specifications defining the labor process producing coats. The
first is its purpose: “What do I want to get done?” The next question is: “What kind of
activity is necessary to achieve this?” Hence, “What to work on, and what to work with?”
And finally, “Are my efforts yielding the desired result?” If not, the labor process must
be modified until it does. In Marx reiterates that these are the aspects of human
productive activity.

Question 121 (Tue Sep 7, 6 pm—Thu Sep 9) Can you think of determinants of the labor pro-
cess which do not belong to it as useful labor? 2008 fa, 2007SP.

| The rest of the paragraph defines the terminology. (a) Whenever we refer to labor under
the aspect of the usefulness of its product, we call it “useful labor.”
The labor whose usefulness represents itself | Die Arbeit, deren Niitzlichkeit sich so im
in the use-value of its product, or in the fact | Gebrauchswert ihres Produkts oder darin
that its product is a use-value, will simply be | darstellt, daB} ihr Produkt ein Gebrauchswert
called useful labor. ist, nennen wir kurzweg niitzliche Arbeit.

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

e labor is useful if it produces a product that has any use-value of whatever kind,
e labor is useful to the extent that its product is useful.

In order to remove this ambiguity, Marx adds the clause “or in the fact that its product is a
use-value.” This means, the first meaning applies here. The term ‘“useful labor” does not
involve a judgment about the use-value of the product. Even if the end product is useless
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1.2. Double Character of Labor

or even destructive, the labor producing it is called “useful labor” as long as it manages to
produce this end product. E.g., the labor producing nuclear weapons falls under the category
of “useful labor” as defined here.

| (b) Conversely, if we use the term “useful labor” we refer to its effect on the use-value

of the product (and not to any other effects it may have on the worker etc.).

Whenever we call it such, we will consider
it with respect to its useful effect.

Unter diesem Gesichtspunkt wird sie stets
betrachtet mit Bezug auf ihren Nutzeffekt.

Question 122 (Tue Sep 7, 6 pm—Thu Sep 9) If the product is useless, can the labor produc-
ing it still be considered useful labor? 2009fa, 2008fa.

| Marx started with two commodities, coat and linen. Each has a very specific kind of
labor in it. L.e., the labors needed to produce the different use-values are very different from

each other.

132:3 Just as the use-values of coat and
linen are qualitatively different, so also are
the activities that mediate the useful proper-
ties of coat and linen, failoring and weaving.

56:4 Wie Rock und Leinwand qualita-
tiv verschiedne Gebrauchswerte, so sind die
ihr Dasein vermittelnden Arbeiten gualitativ
verschieden—Schneiderei und Weberei.

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

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

Just as the coat and
the linen are two
qualitatively
different

use-values, so also

weaving.

are the activities
that mediate their
determinate being,
tailoring and

The term “determinate being” is a
translation of the German

“Dasein”—an often-used
colloquial term which was given a
philosophical meaning by Hegel.
The determinate being of
something is a form of existence in
which certain inner traits of that
thing (here: those relevant for
human life) are brought forward.

|} The qualitative difference between the labors is even necessary because we began with
two commodities which are (in the right proportions) exchangeable against each other.

Were these two objects not qualitatively dif-
ferent use-values and therefore the products
of useful labors of different quality, they
could not face each other as commodities.
Coats are not exchanged for coats. The
same use-value is not exchanged for the
same use-value.

Wiren jene Dinge nicht qualitativ ver-
schiedne Gebrauchswerte und daher Pro-
dukte qualitativ verschiedner niitzlicher Ar-
beiten, konnten sie sich liberhaupt nicht als
Waren gegeniibertreten. Rock tauscht sich
nicht aus gegen Rock, derselbe Gebrauchs-
wert nicht gegen denselben Gebrauchswert.

| Generalizing this from our two example commodities to all commodities, one sees that
commodity production has a big system of division of labor in the background:

132:4 In the totality of all different use-
values or bodies of commodities appears a
totality of equally diverse useful labors, dif-
fering in order, genus, species and variety—
a social 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, Varietdt verschiedner niitzlicher
Arbeiten—eine gesellschaftliche Teilung
der Arbeit.

Since commodities can only be exchanged if their use-values are different, Marx con-
cludes that a social division of labor must be present whenever the products are generally
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1. The Commodity

produced as commodities. Although a social division of labor is one of the prerequisites of
commodity production, it enters this derivation here after commodity production. Marx be-
gins with the premise that commodity producing societies exist and function, and asks what
else we know about a society if we know that it produces commodities. | This does not
mean that the division of labor developed in order to make commodity production possible.
Marx addresses this in his next point. Not every society with division of labor produces

commodities.

This division of labor is a necessary con-
dition for the production of commodities,
though it does not follow, conversely, that
the production of commodities is a neces-
sary condition for the division of labor. In
the primitive community in India there is so-
cial division of labor without the products
becoming commodities. Or, to take a less
remote example, in every factory the labor
is systematically divided, but this division is
not mediated by the operatives exchanging
their individual products.

Sie ist Existenzbedingung der Warenpro-
duktion, obgleich Warenproduktion nicht
umgekehrt die Existenzbedingung gesell-
schaftlicher Arbeitsteilung. In der altindi-
schen Gemeinde ist die Arbeit gesellschaft-
lich geteilt, ohne daf} die Produkte zu Waren
werden. Oder, ein niher liegendes Beispiel,
in jeder Fabrik ist die Arbeit systematisch
geteilt, aber diese Teilung nicht dadurch ver-
mittelt, da3 die Arbeiter ihre individuellen
Produkte austauschen.

|l An additional element, in addition to division of labor, is necessary for commodity

production.

Only the products of mutually independent
self-directed private labors face each other
as commodities.

Question 123 (Tue Sep 7, 6 pm—Thu Sep 9)

Nur Produkte selbstindiger und von einan-
der unabhdngiger Privatarbeiten treten ein-
ander als Waren gegeniiber.

How does the division of labor in commodity-producing societies differ from that in other
societies? (Some material for answering this Question is in Grundrisse, 102:2-105:0).

2008fa, 2007SP, 2000f a.

132:5/0 We have therefore seen:

57:1 Man hat also gesehen:

This paragraph recapitulates what has been said about useful labor in this section.

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

1+ This summarizes
Use-values cannot confront each other as
commodities, unless they are produced by
qualitatively different useful labors.

1 This is a summary of
In a society in which products generally take
the form of commodities, i.e., in a society of
commodity producers, this qualitative dif-
ference between the useful labors that are
carried on independently from each other as
the private businesses of self-directed pro-
ducers, develops into a system with many
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In dem Gebrauchswert jeder Ware steckt
eine bestimmte zweckmidBig produktive
Titigkeit oder niitzliche Arbeit.

Gebrauchswerte konnen sich nicht als Wa-
ren gegeniibertreten, wenn nicht qualita-
tiv verschiedne niitzliche Arbeiten in ihnen
stecken.

In einer Gesellschaft, in der die Produkte
allgemein die Form der Ware annehmen,
d.h. in einer Gesellschaft von Warenpro-
duzenten, entwickelt sich dieser qualita-
tive Unterschied der niitzlichen Arbeiten,
welche unabhinging voneinander als Pri-
vatgeschifte selbstindiger Produzenten be-



1.2. Double Character of Labor

components, a social division of labor. trieben werden, zu einem vielgliedrigen Sy-
stem, zu einer gesellschaftlichen Teilung der

Arbeit.
1 This final passage of the paragraph repeats : division of labor is a precondition of

commodity production. Marx adds here that this precondition is reproduced and extended
by commodity production itself. This is the only new observation in this paragraph, but it
is an important recurring theme. By reproducing its prerequisites, commodity production
makes itself independent of these prerequisites—without this it would not be able to gain a
life of its own. In and , Marx shows that also in other respects, the capitalist
system reproduces its prerequisites.

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

(b) Can commodity production exist without division of labor?

(c) Can division of labor exist without commodity production?

(d) How does commodity production influence the division of labor? 2008fa, 2007fa,
2004 fa, 2003fa, 1997ut, 1997sp, 1996ut, 1995ut, 1995WI.

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

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

133:1 Anyhow, it makes no difference to 57:2 Dem Rock ist es iibrigens gleichgiil-
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 serves | den des Schneiders getragen wird. In beiden
as a use-value. Fillen wirkt er als Gebrauchswert.

1+ The use-value of the coat is the same whether or not the person who consumes the coat
has also produced it. (By contrast, a coat produced for self-consumption does not count as
value).

Question 127 (Tue Sep 7, 6 pm—Thu Sep 9) Marx says in that it does not matter for
the use-value of the coat whether it is worn by the tailor or by someone else. Is this correct
for every use-value? If you write a computer program for yourself then you often obey
different principles than if you write it for others to use. A program which “works for me”
is often poorly documented and does not consider all the possible situations which different
users of the program might find themselves in. 2009 fa, 2008SP.

| Not only is it irrelevant, from the point of view of use-value, whether the coat is con-
sumed by the person who made it or by someone else, but the principles governing the pro-
duction of this use-value are also not affected by it whether tailoring has become a separate
profession:
Nor is the relation between the coat and the | Ebensowenig ist das Verhiltnis zwischen
labor producing it altered in and for itself | dem Rock und der ihn produzierenden Ar-
by the circumstance that tailoring becomes | beit an und fiir sich dadurch verédndert, daf3
a particular trade, a separate branch of the | die Schneiderei besondre Profession wird,
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1. The Commodity

social division of labor. selbstindiges Glied der gesellschaftlichen
Teilung der Arbeit.

|} Coats can be produced without anyone being a tailor:

Forced by the want for clothing, humans tai- | Wo ihn das Kleidungsbediirfnis zwang, hat
lored for thousands of years before anyone | der Mensch jahrtausendelang geschneidert,
became a tailor. bevor aus einem Menschen ein Schneider
ward.

1} Marx is well aware that every production process is by necessity co-operative and there-
fore social. In his Introduction to Grundrisse, [mecw28]18:1, he writes that solitary produc-
tion is as unthinkable as solitary language. But Marx’s point is here that it is not necessary
to have the same person tied to one production process for their whole lives. As he famously
remarked, people can be tailors in the morning and philosophers in the afternoon. Contribu-
tion 278:1 seems relevant for the preceding passage, although it addresses a slightly different
issue.

Question 129 (Tue Sep 7, 6 pm—Thu Sep 9) Would a society in which people tailor in the
morning and philosophize in the afternoon not be filled with dilettante tailors and philoso-
phers neither of whom has time to get to the bottom of their profession? 2008 fa.

| Although the division of humankind into specialized professions is not a transhistorical
necessity, useful labor itself is:

But at all times, a special purposeful produc-
tive activity, assimilating particular nature-
given materials to particular human wants,
has been necessary to mediate the useful
properties of coat, linen, and all other ele-
ments of material wealth not spontaneously
provided by Nature.

Aber das Dasein von Rock, Leinwand, je-
dem nicht von Natur vorhandnen Element
des stofflichen Reichtums, mufite immer ver-
mittelt sein durch ein spezielle, zweckmaBig
produktive Titigkeit, die besondere Natur-
stoffe besondren menschlichen Bediirfnis-
sen assimiliert.

1t This sounds as if a solitary human being would be able to produce. Marx neglects to
say here that production requires skills and the produced means of production, which make
every production process a truly social matter. This omission does 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., as use-
ful labor, it is therefore a necessary con-
dition, independent of all forms of society,
for the existence of the human race; it is an
eternal nature-imposed necessity, in order to
mediate the metabolism between man and
nature, and thus human life.

Als Bildnerin von Gebrauchswerten, als
niitzliche Arbeit, ist die Arbeit daher eine
von allen Gesellschaftsformen unabhéngin-
ge Existenzbedingung des Menschen, ewi-
ge Naturnotwendigkeit, um den Stoffwech-
sel zwischen Mensch und Natur, also das
menschliche Leben zu vermitteln.

(2) In his second side remark, Marx reminds us that human labor cannot produce use-

values without the contribution of nature.
133:2/0 Any of the use-values coat, linen,
etc., in short any body of a commodity, is
a combination of two elements—matter and
labor. If we take away the useful labor ex-
pended upon them, a material substratum
is always left, which is furnished by nature
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57:3/0 Die Gebrauchswerte Rock, Lein-
wand, usw., kurz die Warenkorper, sind Ver-
bindungen von zwei Elementen, Naturstoff
und Arbeit. Zieht man die Gesamtsum-
me aller verschiednen niitzlichen Arbeiten
ab, die in Rock, Leinwand usw. stecken, so



without the help of man. In his produc-
tion man can proceed only in the same way
as nature itself does, i.e., by changing the

forms of matter.’?

1.2. Double Character of Labor

bleibt stets ein materielles Substrat zuriick,
das 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 die Formen der Stoffe

dndern.’

The transformational view of production implied here is emphasized in the footnote.

13 “All phenomena of the universe, whether
they are produced by the hand of man or by the
general laws of physics, are not actual creations
but solely modifications of matter. ‘Putting to-
gether’ and ‘separating’ are the only elements
which can be found in analyzing the idea of re-
production; and the same applies to the reproduc-
tion of value” (use-value, though Verri in his con-
troversy with the Physiocrats is not quite certain
himself which kind of value he is speaking of)
and of wealth, when earth, air, and water trans-
mute themselves in the fields into grain, or if by
the hand of man the secretion of an insect trans-
mutes itself into silk, or if some metal pieces are
arranged in order to form a watch.” [Ver0O4, pp.
21, 22]

13 Alle Erscheinungen des Weltalls, seien sie
hervorgerufen von der Hand des Menschen oder
durch die allgemeinen Gesetze der Physik, sind
nicht tatsdchliche Neuschopfungen, sondern le-
diglich eine Umformung des Stoffes. Zusam-
mensetzen und Trennen sind die einzigen Ele-
mente, die der menschliche Geist immer wieder
bei der Analyse der Vorstellung der Reproduk-
tion findet; und ebenso verhilt es sich mit der
Reproduktion des Wertes™ (Gebrauchswert, ob-
gleich Verri hier in seiner Polemik gegen die Phy-
siokraten selbst nicht recht weil}, von welcher
Sorte Wert er spricht) ,,und des Reichtums, wenn
Erde, 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.” [Ver0O4, pp. 21, 22]

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

What is more, in this labor of forming he is
constantly helped by natural forces.

Noch mehr. In dieser Arbeit der Formung
selbst wird er bestindig unterstiitzt von Na-
turkriften.

| Summary: However indispensable labor is, it is not the only ingredient necessary to
produce the use-values which humans need. Nature is indispensable too.

We see, then, that labor is not the only
source of the use-values it produces or of
material wealth. As William Petty puts it:
labor is its father and the earth its mother.

Arbeit ist also nicht die einzige Quelle der
von ihr produzierten Gebrauchswerte, des
stofflichen Reichtums. Die Arbeit ist sein
Vater, wie William Petty sagt, und die Erde
ist seine Mutter.

Question 130 (Tue Sep 7, 6 pm—Thu Sep 9) When Marx wrote that labor is the father and
natural forces are the mother of use-values, should he also have included produced means
of production in addition to nature and labor? 2007 fa, 2007SP, 2005fa, 2004 fa, 2003fa,
1999SP.

Exam Question 132 Is labor the only source of the use-values of its products, or do other
factors contribute to the use-values as well? Is labor the only source of the values of its
products, or do other factors contribute to the values as well? (“Value” is here the property
which makes things exchangeable.) 2005fa, 2004 fa, 2000fa, 1999SP, 1997WI, 1996sp,
1995ut, 1995W1.
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In his Critique of Gotha Programme, marginal note to the first part of §1, p. [mecw24]

81:2, Marx says the same thing:

Labor is not the source of all wealth. Na-
ture is just as much the source of use-values
(and it is surely of such that material wealth
consists!) as labor, which itself is only the
manifestation of a force of nature, human
labor-power.

Die Arbeit ist nicht die Quelle alles Reich-
tums. Die Natur ist ebensosehr die Quel-
le der Gebrauchswerte (und aus solchen be-
steht doch wohl der sachliche Reichtum!)
als die Arbeit, die selbst nur die AuBerung
einer Naturkraft ist, der menschlichen Ar-
beitskraft.

Question 134 (Tue Sep 7, 6 pm—Thu Sep 9) Saying that labor is the source of all wealth
seems a pro-worker stance. In [mecw24]81:2, Marx argues on the contrary that the asser-
tion that labor is the only source of use-values is a pro-capitalist and anti-worker ideology.
Can you guess, without going to Marx’s text, how that can be the case? 2008fa, 2008SP,

2007SP, 2002fa, 2000fa, 1997ut, 1996ut, 1995WI.

1.2.b. [Labor Producing Value: Quality]

134:1 Let us now pass from the commod-
ity, so far as it is a useful object, to the value
of commodities.

We are still looking at the same two commodities as in

them as values instead of use-values: )
134:2 By our assumption, the coat is

worth twice as much as the linen. But this
is merely a quantitative difference, which
does not yet interest us at this point.

When discussing the use-value aspect of labor, in

58:1 Gehn wir nun von der Ware, soweit
sie Gebrauchsgegenstand, iiber zum Waren-
Wert.

, but now we are looking at

58:2/0 Nach unserer Unterstellung hat er
Rock den doppelten Wert der Leinwand.
Dies ist aber nur ein gquantitativer Unter-
schied, der uns zunichst noch nicht interes-
siert.

, Marx had begun with the differ-

ences between the use-values of coat and linen. Now he begins with the differences between
their values. But the difference between their values is merely a quantitative, instead of a
qualitative, difference. Why “merely”’? Because if one starts from a quantitative difference

it is easy to get equality:

We recall, therefore, that if the value of the
coat is double that of 10 yds. of linen, 20
yds. of linen have the same magnitude of
value as one coat.

“Doppelt so grof3 als” should be

Marx will return to the quantitative difference on p.

“doppelt so gro3 wie.” Marx often

Wir erinnern daher, da3, wenn der Wert ei-
nes Rockes doppelt so groB ist als der von
10 Ellen Leinwand, 20 Ellen Leinwand die-
selbe Wertgrofse haben wie ein Rock.

confuses “als” and “wie.”

; but right now we arrived, by the

simple trick of doubling the amount of linen, at two commodities which can be exchanged

for each other.
As values, the coat and the linen are things
of a like substance, objective expressions of
labor of the same kind.

This was the result gained earlier, in

Als Werte sind Rock und Leinwand Dinge
von gleicher Substanz, objektive Ausdriicke
gleichartiger Arbeit.

. At that earlier point, Marx did not explain

very well what that means. This explanation is given here. Marx begins with the remark
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1.2. Double Character of Labor

that tailoring and weaving, as useful labors, cannot be the basis for value, because they are

(as was stressed in
different:

But tailoring and weaving are two qualita-
tively different labors.

during the discussion of the use-value aspect of labor) qualitatively

Aber Schneiderei und Weberei sind qualita-
tiv verschiedne Arbeiten.

|l Despite these differences, Marx brings now three examples in which different kinds of
labors are treated as equal—not on the market but in production itself:

There are, however, states of society in
which one and the same man does tailoring
and weaving alternately, so that these two
forms of labor are mere modifications of the
labor of the same individual and not yet spe-
cialized and fixed functions of different per-
sons; just as the coat which our tailor makes
one day, and the trousers which he makes
another day, require only a variation in the
labor of one and the same individual. More-
over, we see at a glance that, in our capitalist
society, a given portion of human labor is,
in accordance with the varying demand, at
one time supplied in the form of spinning,
and at another in the form of weaving. This
change may not always take place without
friction, but take place it must.

Es gibt jedoch Gesellschaftszustinde, worin
derselbe Mensch abwechselnd schneidert
und webt, diese beiden verschiednen Ar-
beitsweisen daher nur Modifikationen der
Arbeit desselben Individuums und noch
nicht besondre feste Funktionen verschied-
ner Individuen sind, ganz wie der Rock, den
unser Schneider heute, und die Hosen, die
er morgen macht, nur Variationen derselben
individuellen Arbeit voraussetzen. Der Au-
genschein lehrt ferner, dafl in unsrer kapi-
talistischen Gesellschaft, je nach der wech-
selnden Richtung der Arbeitsnachfrage, ei-
ne gegebene Portion menschlicher Arbeit
abwechselnd in der Form von Schneiderei
oder in der Form von Weberei zugefiihrt
wird. Dieser Formwechsel der Arbeit mag
nicht ohne Friktion abgehen, aber er muf}
gehen.

1 To recapitulate, these three examples are (1) there are societies in which the same person
routinely weaves and tailors, i.e., there is no division of labor between these two activities;
(2) even today when the division of labor is deeper, each individual still performs different
labors in turn; and (3) under capitalism, workers frequently change jobs, i.e., they switch
from one compartment of this social division of labor to another. (Note that this undermines
the justification of the division of the working class into separate professions: if most people
are able to do most kinds of labor, then this compartmentalization is not necessary.)

| Now Marx brings the resolution, explaining in what respect different labors are equal
(and why the just-mentioned switches between different labors are possible and indeed so

common).

134:3/0 If we disregard the specificity of
the productive activity and therefore the use-
ful character of the labor, then nothing re-
mains of it but that it is an expenditure of
human labor-power. Tailoring and weaving,
though qualitatively different productive ac-
tivites, are both the productive expenditures
of human brains, nerves, and muscles, and
in this sense are both human labor.

Sieht man ab von der Bestimmtheit der pro-
duktiven Tétigkeit und daher vom niitzli-
chen Charakter der Arbeit, so bleibt das an
ihr, daB sie eine Verausgabung menschlicher
Arbeitskraft ist. Schneiderei und Weberei,
obgleich qualitativ verschiedne produktive
Titigkeiten, sind beide produktive Veraus-
gabung von menschlichem Hirn, Muskel,
Nerv, Hand, usw., und in diesem Sinn beide
menschliche Arbeit.

All these labor processes have something in common. By using the same phrase “human
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1. The Commodity

labor” for the different activities weaving, spinning, etc., our language already implies that
they have something in common. Marx will discuss this again in . Footnote 17a to that
later paragraph refers explicitly to the use of the word “labor.”” The mind can make
abstractions in various ways, and not all of them have social significance. For instance, in
his discussion of the various attempts to explain what a machine is, in , Marx gives
examples of abstractions which are useless for an understanding of the economic function
of machinery under capitalism. The abstraction “labor,” by contrast, has been singled out by
Marx in Grundrisse 103:1-105:1 as an abstraction which, although it is valid in all epochs,
obtains its “full validity” only under capitalism—because under capitalism, labor has social
significance only as abstract labor.

Question 136 (Tue Sep 7, 6 pm—Thu Sep 9) Define abstract labor and explain why Marx’s
theory can be summarized as: “Under capitalism, labor has social significance only as
abstract labor.” 2008fa, 2007SP, 2005fa, 2004 fa, 2003fa, 2002fa, 1997ut, 1997sp,
1997WI, 19965p

On the one side, the labor process is the application of human skills which transforms
the bodily properties of the product; on the other side, it is the expenditure of human brain,
muscles, nerves, etc. Abstract labor is, as the word says, an abstraction, but it is a “real”
abstraction. In Contribution, 272:3/o, Marx calls the reduction of different labors to undif-
ferentiated, homogeneous, simple labor a “real abstraction™:

This reduction takes the form of an abstrac-
tion, but it is an abstraction that is made
every day in the social process of produc-
tion. The dissolution of all commodities into
labor-time is no greater an abstraction, and
is no less real, than the dissolution of all or-
ganic bodies into air.

Diese Reduktion erscheint als eine Abstrak-
tion, aber es ist eine Abstraktion, die in
dem gesellschaftlichen Produktionsprozef3
tiglich vollzogen wird. Die Auflésung aller
Waren in Arbeitszeit ist keine groere Ab-
straktion, aber zugleich keine minder reelle
als die aller organischen Korper in Luft.

Not only can a chemist, in his mind, make the “abstraction” that all organic compounds are
basically the combination of carbon and hydrogen atoms, but the process of burning, which
transforms C into CO; and H into H>O, implements this abstraction in reality. The fact that
all organic compounds consist of C and H atoms makes it possible for them to burn, but
this fact alone does not mean that they are indeed burning. (But the fact that our world is in
a combustible state, far from chemical equilibrium, should remind us that the environment
we live in is the creation of living organisms—the word “organic” has therefore a modern
justification as well.) Just as burning is a real abstraction in nature, so the reduction of all
commodities to the expenditure of human labor-power contained in them is a real abstraction
made in society whenever there is commodity production. Note that Marx uses air in a
different metaphor in

Question 137 (Tue Sep 7, 6 pm—Thu Sep 9) Carefully explain the meaning of the statement:
“The dissolution of all commodities into labor-time is no greater an abstraction, and is no
less real, than the dissolution of all organic bodies into air” 2007fa, 2005fa, 2004 fa,
2003fa.

Question 138 (Tue Sep 7, 6 pm—Thu Sep 9) Why is the abstraction which leads to abstract

labor a “real” abstraction? At the same time you should also explain why the abstraction
of all organic bodies into air is a “real” abstraction.
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1.2. Double Character of Labor

Since this is so important, I will bring here three more passages underlining that this

abstraction has a basis in reality. In
For in the first place, however varied the
useful labors or productive activities might
be, it is a physiological truth that they are
functions of the human organism, and that
each such function, whatever may be its na-
ture or its form, is essentially the expendi-
ture of human brain, nerves, muscles, sense
organs, etc.

The following passage, as the preceding on

tion,

Equality of entirely different kinds of la-
bor can be arrived at only by an abstrac-
tion from their real inequality, by a reduc-
tion to the characteristic they have in com-
mon, that of being the expenditure of human
labor-power, being human labor in the ab-
stract.

, Marx writes:

Denn erstens, wie verschieden die niitzli-
chen Arbeiten oder produktiven Tatigkei-
ten sein mogen, es ist eine physiologische
Wahrheit, da} sie Funktionen des mensch-
lichen Organismus sind und daf jede sol-
che Funktion, welches immer ihr Inhalt und
ihre Form, wesentlich Verausgabung von
menschlichem Hirn, Nerv, Muskel, Sinnes-
organ usw. ist.

e, is taken from the commodity fetishism sec-

Die Gleichheit toto coelo verschiedner Ar-
beiten kann nur in einer Abstraktion von ih-
rer wirklichen Ungleichheit bestehn, in der
Reduktion auf den gemeinsamen Charakter,
den sie als Verausgabung menschlicher Ar-
beitskraft, abstrakt menschliche Arbeit, be-
sitzen.

Finally another place from section 3 of chapter One,

In tailoring, as well as in weaving, human
labor-power is expended. Both, therefore,
possess the general property of being human
labor, and there may be cases, such as the
production of value, in which they must be
considered only under this aspect.

In der Form der Schneiderei wie in der Form
der Weberei wird menschliche Arbeitskraft
verausgabt. Beide besitzen daher die allge-
meine Eigenschaft menschlicher Arbeit und
mogen daher in bestimmten Fillen, z.B. bei
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, not
what its significance is in commodity-producing society! These are two different questions.
2003fa, 2001fa, 1999SP, 1997WI, 1996sp, 1995ut, 1995W1.

To sum up, labor is the expenditure of human brain, muscle, etc. in all societies. This
abstraction of labor can always be made theoretically. But only in commodity production is
this abstraction made not only by a theoretical onlooker but by society itself. And the differ-
ence is as drastic as the difference between a chemist analyzing the chemical composition of
organic matter and organic matter burning. After this digression about real abstractions, let
us turn back to the text we are presently discussing. After discussing abstract labor, Marx
looks more closely at that what these abstract labors have in common. This leads to the
concept of labor-power:

They are but two different forms of expend-
ing human labor-power.

Es sind nur zwei verschiedene Formen,
menschliche Arbeitskraft zu verausgaben.

Exam Question 141 What is the difference between labor and labor-power? 2008fa, 2007SP,

2005fa, 2004 fa, 2002fa, 1999SP, 1998WI1, 1997ut, 1997sp, 1997WI, 1996ut, 1996sp,
1995ut, 1995W1.

61



1. The Commodity

Although tailoring and weaving are usually done by different people, they could in princi-
ple be done by the same person. The concept of human labor-power (potential labor instead
of actual labor) contains an abstraction from the various useful activities in which the labor-
power can be realized. What the different labors have in common is that all labors are the
expenditure of human labor-power.

Let us take stock where we are in the argument. We will backtrack a little, in order to
show the parallel questions arising on different levels.

Looking at the sphere of exchange, Marx made the observation that through the exchange,
the different use-values are treated as equals. This led to the question: what are the grounds
for this equal treatment? Is it a social fiction valid only on the surface of the economy, or are
the commodities really somehow equal?

Since the commodities as use-values have nothing in common, Marx concludes that their
equality must come from the labor producing them. But there is a problem. Although labor
is something all commodities have in common, the labors producing different commodities
are clearly not equal either. The dilemma is still there, it is merely shifted from the surface
to the sphere of production. But here, on the level of the labors, this dilemma can indeed be
solved—because the labor processes producing these various use-values really have some-
thing in common, whereas the commodities as use-values do not. All labor, whatever its
concrete form, is also “abstract labor”—not because we can think about it in the abstract,
but because all labor is the expenditure of human labor-power, i.e., human nerves, brains,
muscles etc. Abstract labor in this definition is a real aspect of every labor process.

Finally, if one takes a closer look at labor-power, the same dilemma pops up for a third
time. After encountering it on the level of use-values and on the level of labor, we encounter
it now on the level of labor-power. The dilemma is: although we arrived at labor-power in
our search for something that is equal in commodities and therefore for the basis for the
equalization of all commodities through the exchange, and although it is true that the labor-
powers of different individuals are largely similar, they are still not entirely equal.

It is true, human labor-power itself must be
more or less developed before it can be ex-
pended in different forms. But the value of
a commodity represents human labor plain
and simple, the expenditure of human labor

Allerdings muf3 die menschliche Arbeits-
kraft selbst mehr oder minder entwickelt
sein, um in dieser oder jener Form veraus-
gabt zu werden. Der Wert der Ware aber
stellt menschliche Arbeit schlechthin dar,

in general. Verausgabung menschlicher Arbeit iiber-

haupt.

Fowkes translates “allerdings”
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 people in society could perform, or could
be trained to perform, most jobs in society, not everybody could do every job. There are still
differences in labor-power. This is what Marx is going to discuss next.

Marx’s formulation “this human labor-power itself must be more or less developed before
it can be expended in different forms” is a little misleading: it might create the impres-
sion that all differences between different labor-powers are of a purely quantitative nature
(“more or less”). Quantitative differences between labor-powers are consistent with market
relations, because quantitative differences imply qualitative equality.
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1.2. Double Character of Labor

But the qualitative differences between different labor-powers can arise in different ways:

1. Labor-power may differ by its development (schooling, training, experience). This
can be naturally reduced to a quantitative difference, since one can say the value of
the product not only comes from the time the laborer is working productively, but also
from the training time. If a surgeon spends 15 years learning to perform a certain
operation, and then performs this operation for another 15 years, then every hour he is
working in the latter 15 years would be creating twice as much value as an unskilled
laborer. If one includes the labor performed by his teachers and the labor necessary
to produce the materials and equipment used during this training, one obtains an even
higher ratio. (Nevertheless, the higher earnings of a surgeon in the U.S. more than
make up for this, but we are talking here about value created, not income earned.)

2. However there are some differences between labor-powers which cannot be reduced to
quantitative differences. There are things certain individuals can do and others cannot
do, even with the best training.

Marx only mentions differences in development at this point, because most differences be-
tween labor-powers are only differences in development, and because this gives him a good
transition to simple unskilled labor which Marx will discuss next. But from other scattered
remarks it can be inferred that Marx was aware that some such differences do not have to do
with development. Especially interesting is the footnote 18 to p. , almost at the end
of chapter Seven, where Marx makes the following points:

e The differences in labor-powers are smaller than is generally believed, and these dif-
ferences may have accidental causes.

e With the development of capitalist production these differences tend to be reduced
further by progressively de-skilling many labor processes.

e Whatever differences remain, they are reflected in quantitative differences as to how
much value one hour of labor creates—although the differences between different
labor-powers are by no means always of a quantitative nature.

Here is therefore a complete solution of the third dilemma, that by exchanging the prod-
ucts of labor, society acts as if all labor-powers were equal, but in reality they are not: Most
differences between labor-powers are differences in training, and these differences can be
naturally reduced to quantitative differences. Some qualitative differences between labor-
powers remain which have nothing to do with training. There is no general law governing
the reduction of these remaining differences to quantiative differences. The terms of their
quantitative reduction are decided case by case; it may depend on the constellation of de-
mand and supply, or on the relative strength of the contending interests at the given time.

Question 143 (Tue Sep 7, 6 pm—Thu Sep 9) The exchange of commodities poses a dilemma:
what are the grounds for treating tangibly different commodities as equals? This dilemma is
then also echoed on the level of the labors producing these commodities, and on the level of
labor-powers. On each of these three levels the dilemma has a different resolution. Describe
these three different resolutions. 2009fa, 2007fa, 2007SP, 2004 fa, 2001 fa.

In the passage we are presently discussing, Marx’s emphasis is not on the modalities of
this reduction, but on the character of that kind of labor-power which serves as the measur-
ing stick, that to which all other labor-powers are reduced. He argues that it is the simple
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“unskilled” labor everyone in the given society is able to perform, and before even saying
this he comments that this amounts to a shoddy treatment of the human factor in capitalist
society:

And just as in bourgeois society a general or
a banker plays a great role, while mere man,
on the other hand, has a very shabby part,'4
so here with human labor. It is the expen-
diture of simple labor-power, i.e., of labor-
power which, on the average, apart from any
particular development, exists in the organ-
ism of every ordinary individual.

Wie nun in der biirgerlichen Gesellschaft
ein General oder Bankier eine grofle, der
‘ Mensch schlechthin aber eine sehr schibige
Rolle spielt,'* so steht es auch hier mit der
menschlichen Arbeit. Sie ist Verausgabung
einfacher Arbeitskraft, die im Durchschnitt
jeder gewohnliche Mensch, ohne besondere
Entwicklung, in seinem leiblichen Organis-
mus besitzt.

“Bourgeois society” is a term occasionally used by Marx for capitalist society. In capi-

talist society, humans are defined by the social functions they assume, whereas usually little
attention is paid to the human individual supporting these functions. In the same way, a
society in which congealed labor, value and capital, is in highest esteem, assigns to living
labor a very shabby part. It is a sociological paradox that unskilled labor, which creates all
value, is generally sneered at in capitalist society.

The first edition, p. 24:2/0, gives here the example that the labor of a farm hand may
produce twice as much value per day than that of a tailor. Next Marx remarks that there are
national differences regarding the character of simple and unskilled labor. Although this is

important for an understanding of international trade, it will be disregarded here:

Simple average labor, it is true, varies its
character in different countries and different
cultural epochs, but is given once the society
is given.

Next Marx discusses how the labor which i
More complicated labor counts merely as
potentiated or rather multiplied simple la-
bor, so that a smaller amount of complicated
labor is equal to a bigger amount of simple
labor.

Die einfache Durchschnittsarbeit selbst wech-
selt zwar in verschiedenen Lindern und
Kulturepochen ihren Charakter, ist aber in
einer vorhandenen Gesellschaft gegeben.

s not simple labor is expressed in value:
Kompliziertere Arbeit gilt nur als potenzier-
te oder vielmehr multiplizierte einfache Ar-
beit, so daf} ein kleineres Quantum kompli-
zierter Arbeit gleich einem groBeren Quan-
tum einfacher Arbeit.

“Potentiated” means here: labor of higher potency. The word “multiplied,” which Marx

prefers to the word “potentiated,” better expresses that the difference is quantitative, not
qualitative. Marx does not say here: “more complicated labor is multiplied simple labor,” but
he uses the formulation “counts as multiplied simple labor.” There is a qualitative difference
between simple and complicated labor; one cannot get the latter by multiplying the former.
Even if you assemble 1,000 construction workers, and give them all the time they need, they
still won’t be able to do the work of a doctor or a scientist or a virtuoso musician. But
commodity producing society acts as if complicated labor were a mere multiple of simple
labor. This is what Marx means with the word “counts.” The word “merely” in “counts
merely as” stresses that a qualitative difference, that between simple and complicated labor,

is reduced to a merely quantitative one (this phrase is used in ).
That this reduction is constantly being made | Dall diese Reduktion bestindig vorgeht,
is shown by experience. zeigt die Erfahrung.

Question 145 (Tue Sep 7, 6 pm—Thu Sep 9) Which experience is Marx referring to when he
says in : “That this reduction is constantly being made is shown by experience.”?

64



1.2. Double Character of Labor

What experience? The experience that markets, which pretend that all labor-powers are

equal or at most quantiatively different, flourish despite the fact that there are qualitative
differences among labor-powers. Marx’s appeal to experience here is on the one hand an
admission that there is no general law governing this reduction, and on the other hand he
can only appeal to experience because markets survived despite this indeterminacy. Even if
the different kinds of labor-power may not have been allocated rationally, the markets have
done a good enough job to regulate the economy.
A commodity may be the product of the | Eine Ware mag das Produkt der komplizier-
most complicated labor, but its value equates | testen Arbeit sein, ihr Wert setzt sie dem
it to the product of simple labor, therefore | Produkt einfacher Arbeit gleich und stellt
this value only represents a certain amount | daher selbst nur ein bestimmtes Quantum
of simple labor. ! ‘ einfacher Arbeit dar."

| In a footnote, Marx reminds us that at the present time we are not yet talking about the
income received by the workers, but about the value they produce:

15 The reader must be aware that we are not 15 Der Leser muB aufmerken, daB hier nicht
speaking here of the wages or values that the la- vom Lohn oder Wert die Rede ist, den der Arbei-
borer receives for a given labor-time, but of the | ter fiir etwa einen Arbeitstag erhilt, sondern vom
value of the commodity in which that labor-time | Warenwert, worin sich sein Arbeitstag vergegen-
is materialised. Wages is a category that does not | stindlicht. Die Kategorie des Arbeitslohns exi-
even exist yet at this stage of our presentation. stiert iberhaupt noch nicht auf dieser Stufe der
Darstellung.

1t This footnote explicitly refers to Marx’s method of taking up one thing after another;
certain things do not yet “exist.” [Rei70, p. 131]

Question 146 (Tue Sep 7, 6 pm—Thu Sep 9) In a footnote to , Marx says that the
category of wages does not yet exist at the pressent stage of the representation. Find other
places in Capital where 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 la- | schiedne Arbeitsarten auf einfache Arbeit
bor as their standard, are established by a | auf ihre Mafeinheit reduziert sind, werden
social process that goes on behind the backs | durch einen gesellschaftlichen Prozef3 hin-
of the producers and, consequently, seems | ter dem Riicken 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 of | kommen gegeben. Der Vereinfachung hal-
labor-power to be immediately simple labor- | ber gilt uns im Folgenden jede Art Arbeits-
power; by this we do no more than save our- | kraft unmittelbar fiir einfache Arbeitskraft,
selves the trouble of making the reduction. wodurch nur die Miihe der Reduktion er-
spart wird.

It has sometimes been argued that the reduction of complicated to simple labor is a cir-
cular argument invalidating the labor theory of value. I see it as an instance in which the
“dirty” reality is not entirely congruous with the forms of social interaction that have de-
veloped in a capitalist economy. Although commodity exchange presumes that all labor-
powers are equal, there are in fact differences, which are however usually small. To repeat,
this has two consequences. Under developed commodity exchange (capitalism) there is the
tendency to equalize and de-skill the labors. This well-known fact itself corroborates the
thesis that abstract labor constitutes the substance of value. The remaining differences are
treated as quantitative differences only. This reduction of qualitative to quantitative differ-
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ences in labor-power does not follow a general law but depends on constellational, irregular
(““accidental””) circumstances, such as discrepancies between demand and supply, or custom.

Question 147 (Tue Sep 7, 6 pm—Thu Sep 9) Is Marx’s appeal to experience regarding the
reduction of complicated to simple labor a circular argument? 2007fa, 2007SF, 1997ut.

The next paragraph gives a summary, parallel to . This summary compares the
things said about value and abstract labor to the things said about use-value and concrete
labor. This comparison backs up the claim made in that the characteristics of labor
creating use-value are different than those of labor creating value. Here is the first of three

comparisons:

135:1/0 In the values coat and linen, ab-
straction is made from the difference of their
use-values; now we have seen that also in
the labor that represents itself in these val-
ues, abstraction is made from the difference
of its useful forms tailoring and weaving.

Moore-Aveling again transpose it
into the epistemological realm
when they write: “Just as,

Second comparison:
The use-values coat and linen are the com-
binations of purposeful productive activities
with cloth or yarn. The values coat and linen
are, in contrast, mere homogenous congela-
tions of labor. Now we have seen that also
the labor contained in these values does not
count by virtue of its productive functions
towards cloth and yarn, but only as expendi-
tures of human labor-power.

Third comparison:
Tailoring and weaving are necessary ele-
ments in the creation of the use-values coat
and linen, precisely by their different quali-
ties, but they are the substance of the values
of coat and linen only in so far as abstrac-
tion is made from their particular qualities
and both possess the same quality, the qual-
ity of human labor.

therefore, in viewing the coat and
linen as values, we abstract from
their different use-values.” Fowkes

59:1/0 Wie also in den Werten Rock und
Leinwand von dem Unterschied ihrer Ge-
brauchswerte abstrahiert ist, so in den Ar-
beiten, die sich in diesen Werten darstellen,
von dem Unterschied ihrer niitzlichen For-
men, der Schneiderei und Weberei.

makes the same error.

Wie die Gebrauchswerte Rock und Lein-
wand Verbindungen zweckbestimmter, pro-
duktiver Tatigkeiten mit Tuch und Garn
sind, die Werte Rock und Leinwand dage-
gen bloBe gleichartige Arbeitsgallerten, so
gelten auch die in diesen Werten enthaltenen
Arbeiten nicht durch ihr produktives Ver-
halten zu Tuch und Garn, sondern nur als
Verausgabungen menschlicher Arbeitskraft.

Bildungselemente der Gebrauchswerte Rock
und Leinwand sind Schneiderei und We-
berei eben durch ihre verschiednen Quali-
taten; Substanz des Rockwerts und Lein-
wandwerts sind sie nur, soweit von ihrer be-
sondren Qualitidt abstrahiert wird und bei-
de gleiche Qualitiit besitzen, die Qualitdit
menschlicher Arbeit.

Question 148 (Tue Sep 7, 6 pm—Thu Sep 9) Just as a horse has muscles and bones in it, a
commodity has useful labor and abstract labor in it. Explain. Is this also true for a product
which is not a commodity? 2009 fa, 2007fa.
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1.2.c. [Labor Producing Value: Quantity]

Now the quantitative aspects of abstract human labor will be discussed. Some of this dis-

cussion repeats

136:1 Coats and linen, however, are not
merely values in general, but values of given
magnitudes and, following our assumption,
the coat is worth twice as much as the 10
yards of linen. Where does this difference
in value come from? From the fact that the
linen contains only half as much labor as the
coat, i.e., labor-power has to be expended
twice as long to produce the second as to
produce the first.

, but important additions are made.

60:1 Rock und Leinwand sind aber nicht
nur Werte {iberhaupt, sondern Werte von be-
stimmter Grofle, und nach unsrer Unterstel-
lung ist der Rock doppelt soviel wert als 10
Ellen Leinwand. Woher diese Verschieden-
heit ihrer Wertgroflen? Daher, daf3 die Lein-
wand nur halb soviel Arbeit enthilt als der
Rock, so daB zur Produktion des letzteren
die Arbeitskraft wihrend doppelt soviel Zeit
verausgabt werden muf} als zur Produktion
der erstern.

1} The formulation “the coat contains twice as much labor as the linen” is a metaphor. The
second half of the last sentence above explains how this metaphor is to be read: labor-power
has to be expended twice as long to produce the coat than the linen. Not “is” expended but
“has to be” expended because the necessary labor is twice as long. Marx will be much more

explicit about this point later, in .

136:2 While, therefore, with reference to
use-value, the labor contained in a commod-
ity counts only qualitatively, with reference
to value it counts only quantitatively, after
being reduced to human labor pure and sim-
ple. In the former case it was a matter of the
‘how’ and the ‘what’ of labor, in the latter
of the ‘how much’, of the temporal duration
of labor.

Question 149 (Tue Sep 7, 6 pm—Thu Sep 9) Marx says in

60:2 Wenn also mit Bezug auf den Ge-
brauchswert die in der Ware enthaltene Ar-
beit nur qualitativ gilt, gilt sie mit Bezug auf
die Wertgroe nur quantitativ, nachdem sie
bereits auf menschliche Arbeit ohne weitere
Qualitit reduziert ist. Dort handelt es sich
um das Wie und Was der Arbeit, hier um ihr
Wieviel, ihre Zeitdauer.

: “With reference to use-

value, the labor contained in a commodity counts only qualitatively.” This seems to be
in contradiction to things he says elsewhere. More labor produces more product, and the
quantity of a product is relevant for its use-value. In Marx says: “When examining
use-values, we always assume to be dealing with well-defined quantities, such as dozens of

watches, yards of linen, or tons of iron.” Is this an inconsistency in Marx’s theory?

| This has important implications:
Since the magnitude of the value of a com-
modity represents nothing but the quantity
of labor embodied in it, it follows that all
commodities, when taken in the right pro-
portions, must be equal in value.

Da die Wertgrofle einer Ware nur das Quan-
tum der in ihr enthaltenen Arbeit darstellt,
miissen Waren in gewisser Proportion stets
gleich grof3e Werte sein.

1t The equalization of all commodities on the surface through the exchange-relations has
therefore a counterpart in production. In the production process, all commodities are equal-
ized because they all represent abstract human labor.

|} From here until the end of the section, Marx discusses changes in productivity:

136:3 If the productivity of all the dif-
ferent sorts of useful labor required, let us

60:3 Bleibt die Produktivkraft, sage al-
ler zur Produktion eines Rocks erheischten
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say, for the production of a coat remains un-
changed, the total value of the coats pro-
duced will increase along with their quan-
tity. If one coat represents x days’ labor, two
coats will represent 2x days’ labor, and so
on. But now assume that the duration of the
labor necessary for the production of a coat
is doubled or halved. In the first case, one
coat is worth as much as two coats were be-
fore; in the second case two coats are only
worth as much as one was before, although
in both cases one coat performs the same
service, and the useful labor contained in it
remains of the same quality. One change has
taken place, however: a change in the quan-
tity of labor expended to produce the article.

niitzlichen Arbeiten unverindert, so steigt
die Wertgrofie der Rocke mit ihrer eignen
Quantitdat. Wenn 1 Rock x, stellen 2 Rocke
2x Arbeitstage dar usw. Nimm aber an, die
zur Produktion eines Rocks notwendige Ar-
beit steige auf das Doppelte oder falle um
die Hilfte. Im ersten Fall hat ein Rock so-
viel Wert als vorher zwei Rocke, im letztern
Fall haben zwei Rocke nur soviel Wert als
vorher einer, obgleich in beiden Fillen ein
Rock nach wie vor dieselben Dienste lei-
stet und die in ihm enthaltene niitzliche Ar-
beit nach wie vor von derselben Giite bleibt.
Aber das in seiner Produktion verausgabte
Arbeitsquantum hat sich verindert.

Rising wealth can therefore be accompanied by decreasing value.

136:4/0 In itself, an increase in the quan-
tity of use-values constitutes an increase in
material wealth. Two coats will clothe two
men, one coat will only clothe one man, etc.
Nevertheless, an increase in the amount of
material wealth may correspond to a simul-
taneous fall in the magnitude of its value.

60:4/0 Ein grofires Quantum Gebrauchs-
wert bildet an und fiir sich grofren stoffli-
chen Reichtum, zwei Rocke mehr als einer.
Mit zwei Rocken kann man zwei Menschen
kleiden, mit einem Rock nur einen Men-
schen usw. Dennoch kann der steigenden
Masse des stofflichen Reichtums ein gleich-
zeitiger Fall seiner WertgroBe entsprechen.

|l Next Marx asks where does this discrepancy in the movement come from? (Marx
does not talk here about two movements, one of the use-values and one of the values, but
he considers it one movement which is self-opposed.) In order to find the origin of this
opposition, note that “how productive is a given labor?” is the same kind of question as:
“which use-value does a given labor produce?” It refers to the concrete useful labor, not the

abstract labor.

This self-opposed movement arises out of
the two-edged character of labor. Productiv-
ity, of course, is always the productivity of
concrete, useful labor; it determines how ef-
fective a purposeful productive activity can
be in a given period of time. Useful labor
becomes, therefore, a more or less abundant
source of products in direct proportion as its
productivity rises or falls. As against this,
however, variations in productivity in them-
selves have zero impact on the labor repre-
sented in value. As productivity is an at-
tribute of labor in its concrete useful form, it
naturally ceases to have any bearing on that
labor as soon as we abstract from its con-
crete useful form. The same labor, there-
fore, performed for the same length of time,
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Diese gegensitzliche Bewegung entspringt
aus dem zwieschldchtigen Charakter der Ar-
beit. Produktivkraft ist natiirlich stets Pro-
duktivkraft niitzlicher, konkreter Arbeit und
bestimmt in der Tat nur den Wirkungsgrad
zweckmaiBiger produktiver Titigkeit in ge-
gebnem Zeitraum. Die niitzliche Arbeit
wird daher reichere oder diirftigere Produk-
tenquelle im direkten Verhiltnis zum Stei-
gen oder Fallen ihrer Produktivkraft. Da-
gegen trifft ein Wechsel der Produktivkraft
die im Wert dargestellte Arbeit an und fiir
sich gar nicht. Da die Produktivkraft der
konkreten niitzlichen Form der Arbeit an-
gehort, kann sie natiirlich die Arbeit nicht
mehr beriihren, sobald von ihrer konkreten
niitzlichen Form abstrahiert wird. Dieselbe



always yields the same amount of value, in-
dependently of any variations in its produc-
tivity. But it provides different quantities
of use-values during equal periods of time;
more, if productivity rises; fewer, if it falls.
For this reason, the same change in produc-
tivity which increases the fruitfulness of la-
bor, and therefore the amount of use-values
produced by it, also brings about a reduction
in the value of this increased total amount, if
it cuts down the total amount of labor-time
necessary to produce the use-values. The
converse also holds.

1.2. Double Character of Labor

Arbeit ergibt daher in denselben Zeitrdum-
en stets dieselbe Wertgrof3e, wie immer die
Produktivkraft wechsle. Aber sie liefert in
demselben Zeitraum verschiedene Quanta
Gebrauchswerte, mehr, wenn die Produktiv-
kraft steigt, weniger, wenn sie sinkt. Der-
selbe Wechsel der Produktivkraft, der die
Fruchtbarkeit der Arbeit und daher die Mas-
se der von ihr gelieferten Gebrauchswer-
te vermehrt, vermindert also die Wertgrofe
dieser vermehrten Gesamtmasse, wenn er
die Summe der zu ihrer Produktion notwen-
digen Arbeitszeit abkiirzt. Ebenso umge-
kehrt.

Since labor has a double character, it has two effects, that can be contradictory. The first

German edition 26:3/0 has here an additional
It follows from what has been said so far
that, although it is not true that the com-
modity contains two different kinds of la-
bor, nevertheless the same labor has differ-
ent and even opposite determinations, ac-
cording to whether it is seen in relation to
the use-value of the commodity as its prod-
uct or to the commodity-value as labor’s own
material expression. Just as the commod-
ity must above all be a useful object in or-
der to be value, so labor must above all be
useful labor, purposeful productive activity,
in order to count as expenditure of human
labor-power and therefore as human labor
pure and simple.

paragraph emphasizing this contradiction:

Aus dem Bisherigen folgt, da in der Ware
zwar nicht zwei verschiedne Sorten Arbeit
stecken, wohl aber dieselbe Arbeit verschie-
den und selbst entgegengesetzt bestimmt ist,
je nachdem sie auf den Gebrauchswert der
Ware als ihr Product oder auf den Waren-
Wert als ihren bloB3 gegenstindlichen Aus-
druck bezogen wird. Wie die Ware vor
allem Gebrauchsgegenstand sein muf3, um
Wert zu sein, so mul} die Arbeit vor allem
niitzliche Arbeit, zweckbestimmte produk-
tive Titigkeit sein, um als Verausgabung
menschlicher Arbeitskraft und daher als
menschliche Arbeit schlechthin zu zihlen.

1 The French edition [mecw] has a similar paragraph with the memorable formulation
that “the same labor is here opposed to itself”” (le méme travail y est opposé a Iui-méme).

Question 150 (Tue Sep 7, 6 pm—Thu Sep 9) Since productivity is a quality of useful labor,
one might not expect it to play a great role in capitalism. But it does. Why? 2007SP.

Question 151 (Tue Sep 7, 6 pm—Thu Sep 9) Discuss the implications of the fact that an in-
crease in material wealth in the form of commodities may be accompanied by a decrease in
the total amount of their value. Do you know examples from modern capitalism where this
perverse relationship has detrimental effects? 2004 fa, 2002fa, 2000fa, 1997WI, 1996ut,
1996sp, 1995W1.

Question 152 (Tue Sep 7, 6 pm—Thu Sep 9) It is easy to see that with higher productivity
a greater amount of use-values may represent a lower commodity-value (which depends
on labor-content). But Marx’s Capital says more than that. Marx claims that this
discrepancy and even opposition comes from the two-edged character of labor. How does
he argue this claim, or how might one argue for or against such a proposition? 2009fa.
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137:1 On the one hand, all labor is an ex-
penditure, in the physiological sense, of hu-
man labor-power, and in this quality of be-
ing equal human labor or abstract human la-
bor, it forms the value of commodities. On
the other hand, all labor is an expenditure
of human labor-power in a particular form
and with a specific aim, and in this quality

61:1 Alle Arbeit ist einerseits Veraus-
gabung menschlicher Arbeitskraft im phy-
siologischen Sinn, und in dieser Eigen-
schaft gleicher menschlicher oder abstrakt
menschlicher Arbeit bildet sie den Waren-
wert. Alle Arbeit ist andrerseits Verausga-
bung menschlicher Arbeitskraft in besond-
rer zweckbestimmter Form, und in dieser

of being concrete useful labor, it produces
16

Eigenschaft konkreter niitzlicher Arbeit pro-
use-values. ‘ duziert sie Gebrauchswerte.'®

Three of these four statements are valid in all modes of production, while one statement,
“and in this quality of being equal human labor or abstract human labor, it forms the value
of commodities” is only valid in commodity producing societies.

Footnote 16 gives some criticisms of Adam Smith which also apply to neoclassical eco-
nomics. Please look up the footnote in the book if you want to answer the following ques-
tions:

Exam Question 153 How does Marx’s labor theory of value differ from an explanation of
value by what today would be called the “disutility of labor,” i.e., the “sacrifice of ease,
liberty, and happiness”? 2008fa, 2004 fa, 2002fa, 1999SP, 1997ut, 1997WI, 1996ut.

Question 154 (Tue Sep 7, 6 pm—Thu Sep 9) How was Smith influenced by the evidence of the
modern wage laborer when he formulated his thesis that the value of a product is determined
by the laborer’s “sacrifice of ease, liberty, and happiness”? (Attempt this Question only if
you know the answer to Question , and know something about Marx’s theory of wage

labor.)

1.3. The Form of Value, or the Exchange-Value

Marx is in the midst of his discussion of value, which follows a simple scheme. After having
discussed its substance (abstract labor) and magnitude (socially necessary labor-time), Marx
discusses now its form (exchange-value), in a section bearing the title: “The Form of Value,
or the Exchange-Value.”

Question 155 (FriSep 10-Mon Sep 13) If the first chapter is such a systematic discussion
of value, why is it then called “Commodities” and not “Value”? 2009fa, 2008fa, 2008SP,
2007fa, 2007SP, 2001 fa, 2000fa, 1999SP, 1998WI, 1997ut.

[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 direct coordination among producers
or between producers and consumers. The main channel through which the many private
production processes are in communication is the value generated in these production pro-
cesses. Value is a homogeneous “quasi-material” inside the commodities which, although
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invisible, sends socially highly effective signals to producers and consumers. In the present
section 1.3 Marx is investigating these signals or, in his terminology, he is investigating the
form in which the value created in the private production processes manifests itself to the
economic agents.

While value itself is a social relation of production, a form of value is a social relation
governing the interactions on the surface of the economy. Since these surface relations
are commodity relations, they are attached to commodities, i.e., they are socially generated
properties of commodities. Such a social property is a form of value if it enables the com-
modity to which it is attached as Marx paraphrases in the First edition 631:1, “fo appear to
other commodities as value, to count as value, and to act on it as value.” This summary is
very general. In his detailed argumentation Marx is more specific. Capitalism is an ongoing
social system which reproduces itself because the forms of value attached to the commodi-
ties enable the economic agents to take two kinds of actions: (1) they give the producers the
information necessary so that they can produce their products as values, and (2) they allow
the agents to take advantage of the values of the commodities in their possession. Marx
never formulates these two criteria explicitly, but most of the 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 complementary forms of value to-
gether generate and transmit the information needed by the private producers to produce
their products as commodities. One specific commodity (gold, but in principle it can be any
commodity) is designated by society as money, i.e., it is accepted in exchange for all other
commodities. All other commodities entering circulation have prices, i.e., their owners pub-
licly announce how much money is necessary to buy them. Being money and having a price
are both forms of value, both are socially generated properties of commodities in circulation.
A system of prices denominated in the same monetary unit enables the producers to select
those production methods which only require socially necessary amounts of labor, and to al-
locate their labor to those areas of production which are in high demand on the market. This
is Marx’s basic explanation of money. For the genesis of money, therefore, the informational
criterion (| ) for the form of value plays the dominant role.

Chapter Two will then show that these monetary relations also help the market participants
resolve the practical difficulties of the trade of their commodities, i.e., that monetary relations
also satisfy criterion for the form of value. This is an important supplementary result;
without it, the market agents would not be motivated to establish monetary relations between
their commodities.

In chapter Three, the two above criteria for the form of value reappear as “functions of
money”’; criterion () in the first section, dealing with the function of money as measure of
value, and criterion in the second section, the function of money as means of circulation.
The third section shows that the necessities of mediating commodity production and circu-
lation have turned money into a too powerful tool, which can do much 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 of section 1.3. Marx does not begin
the section with the form of value but with a brief discussion of the form of the commodity.
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The first paragraph has the same point of departure as (the very first paragraph
of chapter One)—namely, the commodity. But there is a difference. Marx’s earlier point of
departure had been the “form of appearance” of the commodity (use-value and exchange-
value), since he was investigating the practical activity of the market participants in order to
make inferences about the underlying commodity relations. By contrast, here in section 1.3
Marx looks at the production of the commodity, and he uses the results of his earlier analysis
of the commodity to interpret what he sees:

138:1 Commodities come into the world 62:1 Waren kommen zur Welt in der Form
in the form of use-values or articles, as iron, von Gebrauchswerten oder Warenkorpern,
linen, corn etc. als Eisen, Leinwand, Weizen usw.

The translation “article” is based sake of brevity, we will call the wheat, diamond, etc., a use-value,
on the following passage in the useful thing itself or the body of good, article.”
First Edition, p. 18:2: “For the the commodity, such as iron,

The German word that is translated here as “article” is, in a more literal translation, “body
of the commodity,” a phrase which resonates with the birth metaphor “commodities come
into the world.” The comparison of the production of a commodity with the birth of a baby
is fitting. Humans can survive only in society, and the birth of a baby is the culmination of a
complex social process. But the baby itself does not yet have the skills, such as language etc.,
which would enable it to sustain itself and meet its needs in the social context; it still has to
grow up. Similarly one can say that the use-value, as it emerges from the private production
process, still has to grow up: it does not know how to find its way to the consumer, nor
how it can nourish those who produced it, or pass on its own experience to other use-values
coming after it. This section explores the establishment of these connections.

Question 159 (FriSep 10-Mon Sep 13) The first section and the third section of chapter
One of Capital both begin with the individual commodity. Nevertheless the treatment is
quite 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 commodity, i.e., the commodity as a physical object, is called here
its “bodily form” (my emphasis). In the first edition, 626:1, Marx calls it its use-value form.
Here Marx uses the above criterion () for a form, because physical possession of the body
of the commodity allows humans to benefit from its use-value. The terminology that the
physical object is called a “form” may seem less odd if you keep in mind that individuals do
not need the objects themselves but their use-values. But they cannot acquire the use-value
without the object because usually one must have this physical object in one’s possession in
order to benefit from its useful properties. Possession of the object is therefore the interface
through which the consumers of the commodity can access the use-value of the commodity.
Marx mentioned this already in , without using the word “form.”

Although our definition of form of value included that it is a social relation, physical
possession of an object is not a social relation. (Ownership rights are social relations, but
one does not have to own the commodity in order to take advantage of its use-value. It is
equally possible with a stolen commodity. Marx alludes to this in ). Since this form is
not a social relation Marx calls it a “home-grown” form. Whereas production is always and
everywhere a social process (Marx says that solitary production is as impossible as solitary
language), consumption is not. As a rule, individuals do not need social relations to use
their commodities. Criterion is fulfilled automatically for the use-value form because
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people know how to consume things in their possession. In Contribution, 283:1/0, Marx
says that as means of consumption, the commodities “do not acquire a new economic form
determination.”

Question 164 (FriSep 10-Mon Sep 13) In Contribution, 270:1, Marx writes: “Although
use-values serve social needs and therefore exist within a social context, they are not an
expression of a social relation of production.” Is this correct? For many products, consumers
need product information, instructions how to use it, assistance in setting up the product,
warranty services if the product is defective, and maintenance. Are these not relations of
production?

| I just emphasized that production in every society is a social process. Even the “pri-
vate” production of commodities is from the beginning social—because for the producers,
the commodities are not use-values (the producers themselves don’t need the particular com-
modities they are producing) but values:
But they are more than use-values. They are | Sie sind jedoch nur Waren, weil Doppeltes,
commodities, i.e., useful objects and carri- | Gebrauchsgegenstinde und zugleich Wert-

ers of value. triger.

Moore-Aveling tried to capture the of value.” Unfortunately, the something twofold.” This is not
overly complicated German “nur “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

1 It is instructive to compare the above sentence with its earlier version in the first edition,

31:2/o:
The commodity is, since the moment it is | Die Ware ist von Haus aus ein zwieschldchtig
made, something twofold, use-value and | Ding, Gebrauchswert und Wert, Produkt
value, the product of useful labor and the | niitzlicher Arbeit und abstrakte Arbeitsgal-
congelation of abstract labor. lerte.

1} The commodity is use-value since the moment it is made, because its production process
has exactly the purpose to give it its use-value. It is value since the moment it is made,
because its producer produces it only for the sake of its value, i.e., he puts his labor into
the commodity in order to retrieve from the market someone else’s equal abstract labor in a
use-value that suits his needs. This resonates with things Marx explained earlier: value is an
invisible but real social substance which the commodities acquire already in the production
process. It also resonates with the definition “a commodity is something produced for the
exchange” used in section | .| (even though Marx never formulated this definition explicitly).

Question 166 (FriSep 10-Mon Sep 13) If a commodity is only produced because of its
value, why did Marx not say that commodities come to the world in the form of values?
2009fa, 2008fa, 2005fa, 2004 fa.

|} Since a commodity is both use-value and value, and since its natural body is only a form
for its use-value, Marx concludes that it also needs a value form:
In order to appear as commodities, i.e., have Sie erscheinen daher nur als Waren oder
the form of commodities, they need there- | besitzen nur die Form von Waren, sofern
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fore a double form, a bodily form and a
value form.

sie Doppelform besitzen, Naturalform und
Wertform.

 In the first edition, the corresponding sentence 3 1:2/0 comes much later: After showing
that the commodity has two forms, Marx says this may seem strange but on further reflection
it is necessary because the commodity has a double character and therefore needs two forms.
But the argument that the commodity has a double character and therefore needs two forms
can be made even before we know these two forms, and indeed the discussions of the form
of value in the appendix of the first edition, and in the second and later editions, shifted the
need of the commodity for a double form to the very beginning.

Question 169 (FriSep 10-Mon Sep 13) Why can commodities not express their values in
their own use-values? (Note that we are not asking here why the value of a commodity is not
determined by its use-value. The expression of value is not the same as the determination
of value.) 2008SP, 2007fa, 2005fa, 2003fa, 2002fa, 1997ut, 1997sp, 1997TWI, 1996sp,
1995ut, 1995WI.

|} This is the second time that Marx uses the concept of “form.” After the use-value
form (or “bodily” form) of the commodity, he discusses now its value form. Both times,
criterion are in the foreground: just as the “use-value form” of the commodity must
enable the commodity owners to take advantage of the use-values of their commodities, the
“value form” must enable them to take advantage of the values of their commodities. The
following quote from Theories of Surplus-Value III, [mecw32]331:4/0, makes it explicit that
the need for a double form is driven by criterion (?) for the form of value.

Because the product is not produced as an
immediate object of consumption for the
producers, but only as a carrier of value,
as a claim, so to speak, on a certain quan-
tity of all manifestations of social labor, all
products are compelled to give themselves

Weil das Produkt nicht als unmittelbarer Ge-
genstand der Konsumtion fiir die Produzen-
ten produziert wird, sondern nur als Trdger
des Werts, sozusagen als Anweisung auf be-
stimmtes Quantum aller Darstellungen der
gesellschaftlichen Arbeit, sind alle Produkte

as values a form of existence distinct from
their existence as use values.

gezwungen, als Werte sich eine von ihrem
Dasein als Gebrauchswerte unterschiedne
Daseinsform zu geben.

1t The form of value is necessary so that the producer can get credit for and benefit from
having produced the product. Now one might argue against this that the commodity does
not need a value form separate from its use-value form—all the producer has to do in order
to take advantage of the value in the commodity is to barter it away for something he or she
can use. Marx discusses this possibility in chapter Two, p. 182:1. It works in simple circum-
stances, but not in a developed commodity economy in which many different products enter
the market as commodities. The higher developed forms of value up until the money form,
which will be derived below, become less and less dispensable as the extent and complexity
of commodity production evolves.

The need of the commodity to have a double form provides the transition from the form
of the commodity to the form of value, and from now on Marx only speaks about the form of
value. But from this introductory passage about the commodity form we know that a form
of value is a social surface relation attached to a commodity.

Question 171 (FriSep 10-Mon Sep 13) The title of Section 3 is “Form of value.” Why does
Marx then start his discussion with the form of the commodity?
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[The Only Access Route to the Value Quasi-Material]

According to criterion (2), the form of value is a relation which allows the commodity own-
ers to take advantage of the value of their commodities. In order to see how they can do
this, we have to draw on what we know about value. It was derived earlier, in , that
as exchange-values commodities are reducible to a common substance. This common sub-
stance is the “value quasi-material” embedded in the commodity which Marx first mentions

in . It complements the commodity’s bodily form just as the soul complements the
human body. According to a draft manuscript for the second edition of Capital published in
[ , p- 7:2], Marx considered writing the following after the sentence with the home-

grown bodily form:
Their ghost-like value quasi-material by | lhre gespensterhafte Werthgegenstindlich-

contrast cannot be seen. keit ist dagegen nicht wahrnehmbar.

The need for a form of value can therefore be paraphrased as: the commodity owners
must find a way to make the invisible value quasi-material in their commodities beneficial
for them. This reference to the value quasi-material did not make it into the second or later
editions of Capital. As I already mentioned in the annotations of , Marx may have been
a little cautious with his formulations so that he would not be accused of idealism. It seems
to me that Marx is leaving a little gap in his argument here, apparently counting on it that the
reader understands that, when he talks about the body of the commodity, he implicitly also
talks about the body’s “opposite,” the value quasi-material (another formulation which did
not make it into the final editions, see [ , p- 7:1]). Instead of first saying that the form
of value must make the invisible value quasi-material accessible to the economic agents,
Marx’s next step is already to point out an obstacle in reaching this (unstated) objective:

138:2/0 The quasi-material that makes up 62:2 Die Wertgegenstidndlichkeit der Wa-
the value of a commodity differs in this re- | re unterscheidet sich dadurch von der Wittib
spect from Dame Quickly, that one does not | Hurtig, dal man nicht weil3, wo sie zu haben
know “where to have it.” ist.

1+ Dame Quickly is a character in Shakespeare’s Henry IV. In part 1, act 3, scene 3,
Falstaff says: “Why, she’s neither fish nor flesh; a man knows not where to have her.” Dame
Quickly: “Thou art an unjust man in saying so: thou or any man knows where to have me,
thou knave, thou!”

Question 172 (FriSep 10-Mon Sep 13) Explain the metaphor in which Marx compares a
commodity’s value quasi-material with Dame Quickly. (This is for someone who knows
Shakespeare!)

The reference to Dame Quickly is a poetic description of the trials and tribulations of the
commodity producer on the market. He spent a lot of time producing his commodity, but
the particular labor he has put into it does not benefit him because he does not need the use-
values he is producing. He produced this use-value only in order to embed abstract human
labor in his commodity. This abstract human labor is his claim-check for the things he needs,
which are themselves the product of abstract human labor. Therefore he somehow has to get
access to the abstract human labor in his commodity, to get hold of the value quasi-material
in the commodity he produced. But this material is elusive.

The question is therefore where this value quasi-material can be had, i.e., how the com-
modity producers can get access to and therefore benefit from the value produced by their
own labor. Marx uses an elimination argument based on the following two alternatives
spelled out in the first edition of Capital, 30:1:
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Commodities are objects. Whatever they are
they must either be as objects or show in
their own objective relationships.

Waren sind Sachen. Was sie sind, miissen
sie sachlich sein oder in ihren eigenen sach-
lichen Beziehungen zeigen.

Question 173 (FriSep 10-Mon Sep 13) Give an example of an object for which it is not true
that it is what it is as an object.

|l The first alternative is therefore: can we find the value quasi-material in the commodity
as an object? The answer is “no.” That so and so much abstract labor was used up in the
production of the linen is not evident from its use-value:
Unlike the crude tangible material of which | Im graden Gegenteil zur sinnlich-groben
use-values are composed, this value quasi- | Gegenstindlichkeit der Warenkorper geht
material does not contain a single atom of | kein Atom Naturstoff in sie ein.
physical matter.

Question 174 (FriSep 10-Mon Sep 13) How does Marx’s statement in that a com-
modity’s value quasi-material “does not contain a single atom of physical matter” relate
to his other statement in that “no chemist has ever discovered exchange-value in
pearl or diamond.” Do they say the same thing or something different? 2005fa, 200/ fa,
2003fa, 2002fa, 1998WI, 1997ut, 1997WI.

|} Hence it is impossible to get access to the value inside the commodity through direct

physical interaction with the commodity:
However much one may tilt and turn a single
commodity, one will not be able to lay one’s
hands on it as a thing consisting of value.

Man mag daher eine einzelne Ware drehn
und wenden, wie man will, sie bleibt unfaf3-
bar als Wertding.

|| Therefore only the other alternative remains: this value must manifest itself in the
relationships which these commodities have with each other.

If we remember, however, that commodi-
ties contain the value quasi-material only in
so far as they are expressions of the same
social unity, human labor, i.e., that their
value quasi-material is something purely so-
cial, then we will understand that it can only
manifest itself in the social relation of com-
modity to commodity.

Erinnern wir uns jedoch, dafl die Waren
nur Wertgegenstindlichkeit besitzen, sofern
sie Ausdriicke derselben gesellschaftlichen
Einheit, menschlicher Arbeit, sind, daf ih-
re Wertgegenstindlichkeit also rein gesell-
schaftlich ist, so versteht sich auch von
selbst, daf sie nur im gesellschaftlichen Ver-
hiltnis von Ware zu Ware erscheinen kann.

[Digression: Social Versus Interpersonal Relations]

1t The same word “social” occurs three times in this long sentence, but it has a slightly
different meaning in its third occurrence than in the first two. I will digress here in order
to clarify some basic concepts, so that we can properly understand Marx’s argument. First
a word about the concept of social relations. When Marx speaks of social relations, he
often uses the formulation that they are relations “of” the individuals, not “between” the
individuals. An explanation of this can be found in the following statement in Grundrisse,
p- 265:0, which may at first seem astonishing:
Society does not consist of individuals, but
expresses the sum of connections, relations,
in which these individuals stand with re-
spect to each other.

Die Gesellschaft besteht nicht aus Individu-
en, sondern driickt die Summe der Bezie-
hungen, Verhiltnisse aus, worin diese Indi-
viduen zueinander stehen.
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Question 175 (FriSep 10-Mon Sep 13) Marx writes: “Society does not consist of individ-
uals, but expresses the sum of relations in which the individuals stand.” Why did he switch
from “consist” to “express,” i.e., why did he not write “society consists of the sum of rela-
tions in which the individuals stand”? 2008 fa, 2008SP, 2004 fa.

If we use the word “society” we are mainly referring to relations and not individuals. The
relations pre-exist any individuals that may slip into these relations and give them life. For
instance, the roles of a mother or a teacher are very clearly circumscribed social roles which
preexist any individual mother or teacher living today. Today’s mothers or teachers did
not create these roles, but their behavior reproduces these roles and, often unintentionally,
transforms them.

Society is therefore not seen as a group of individuals with rubber bands between them,
but as a building with many different rooms inhabited by the individuals. Its architecture can
be studied before one knows anything about the individuals living in these rooms.

The declaration that “society does not consist of individuals™ implies that “the social” is
not reducible to the conscious actions and intentions of individuals. This view deeply per-
meates Capital. The social relation “value” for instance is not explained by the goals and
preferences of the commodity owners, but by the organizational structure of social produc-
tion.

In capitalism, all labor counts as equal, all labor counts as the expenditure of a part of
the mass of the human labor-power available to society. In every society, labor-power must
be expended to shape the use-values of the products. In capitalism, the labor process has a
second effect: people remember how much labor-power they spent in the production of the
use-value because this use-value is their claim on the products of the labors of the others.
The labor-power, therefore, does not disappear when it is used up but it is accumulated in
the value of the product. This accumulated past labor-power is the “value quasi-material”
Marx is talking about.

Now we know that Marx means when he says that the value quasi-material is something
social. Now what does he mean with the phrase that it can only manifest itself in the rela-
tionship of commodity to commodity?

The error of trying to reduce society to individuals is made so often because nothing
happens in society without some individual carrying it out. The social structure grows,
so-to-say, behind the backs of the individuals, and is not controlled by the individuals, nev-
ertheless their individual activity is the motor maintaining the social structure. Example:
if a commodity has value, this causes people to act in certain ways with respect to it, and
on the other hand, only if this activity occurs will a commodity have value. The commod-
ity owner can therefore benefit from the value in his or her commodity only through the
value-sustaining behavior of other individuals—there is no way to benefit from the value
just in a direct physical interaction between the commodity-owner and the commodity itself.
Any form of value must therefore involve interpersonal activity, i.e., activity involving other
commodity owners. And since commodity owners are only the “character masks” acting out
the relations of the commodities themselves, this interpersonal activity must be kindled by
a relationship from commodity to commodity. Unfortunately, Marx’s terminology does not
have a separate word for “interpersonal” as opposed to “social” relations but used the same
word “social relations” for them. But the formulation “social relation of commodity to com-
modity” makes it clear that Marx means here a relationship in which the commodities come
in direct contact with each other, i.e., an “interpersonal” relationship between commodities.
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Question 177 (FriSep 10-Mon Sep 13) Find other passages of Marx where he is explicitly
speaking of interpersonal or inter-commodity instead of structural social relations.

To sum up, this long digression tried to show that the passage can be paraphrased
as: Value is a social relation, therefore we have to look at the direct interactions between
commodities if we want to know how individuals can benefit from the 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, investigate the direct social interactions be-
tween commodities in order to find the channels through which commodity owners exchange
information and benefit from their commodities), Marx himself makes two brief digressions.
| In his first digression, he remarks that a look at the direct interactions between commodi-
ties was also the starting point for a different investigation, namely, the earlier derivation of

what value is. )
The exchange-value or exchange relation of

commodities was in fact the starting point in
our search for their value hidden inside it.

Wir gingen in der Tat vom Tauschwert oder
Austauschverhiltnis der Waren aus, um ih-
rem darin versteckten Wert auf die Spur zu
kommen.

| Already in , Marx comes to the conclusion that the exchange relations of the
commodities are the “form of appearance” (Erscheinungsform) of something which he later
calls “value.” And in a brief commentary about his starting point in the Notes to Wagner, p.
[mecw24]544:6/0, Marx says that he initially analyzes the commodity in the “form in which
it appears.”

We must now come back to this form of ap- | Wir miissen jetzt zu dieser Erscheinungs-
pearance of value. form des Werts zuriickkommen.

1 We are therefore arguing in a circle. We started with the form of appearance of value,
then we inferred from this what value is, and now we have arrived back at where we started.
But this roundtrip was not a waste of time; it allows us now to ask the intelligent questions
about what is visible, for instance, to what extent these surface forms satisfy criteria
and (2) defined above. These questions will also propel us from the simplest form of value
to the more developed forms of value. The circular course of the investigation—from the
phenomena to the underlying mechanisms and then back to a fuller understanding of the
phenomena—is not an accident. In and in the Introduction to Grundrisse, [mecw?28|
37:2-38:1, Marx describes it as a necessary procedure in social sciences.

|} Marx’s second digression surveys what must be accomplished:

139:1 Everyone knows, if he knows noth-
ing else, that commodities have a value
form common to them all which presents
a marked contrast to the varied bodily forms
of their use-values—namely, their money
form.

62:3 Jedermann weil3, wenn er auch sonst
nichts weif}, dal die Waren eine mit den
bunten Naturalformen ihrer Gebrauchswer-
te hochst frappant kontrastierende, gemein-
same Wertform besitzen—die Geldform.

1t The “money form” of a commodity is a concept which belongs into chapter Three,
see . When Marx uses this word already here, he refers to the fact of life that
all commodities can be turned into money, and indeed must be turned into money if their
producer is to benefit from having produced them.

|l The money form itself is so striking that it has attracted a lot of attention, but nobody
ever tried to explain the genesis of the money form.
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Here however, a task is set to us, which ‘ Hier gilt es jedoch zu leisten, was von
bourgeois economics never even tried to ac- | der biirgerlichen Okonomie nicht einmal
complish, namely, to trace the genesis of | versucht ward, nimlich die Genesis dieser
this money form, Geldform nachzuweisen,

Question 182 (FriSep 10-Mon Sep 13) Why did bourgeois economics never attempt to de-
rive the genesis of the money form? 2007SP, 2005fa, 2004 fa, 2003 fa, 2002fa.

The most casual observer known that in capitalism, money can buy everything. One can
fully understand this only if one is aware of an equally peculiar but less visible fact about
our society: that production is private and its coordination is mediated through surface inter-
actions on the market. The “genesis of the money form” links the striking and astonishing
money form to this equally remarkable underlying fact. |} The second half of the sentence
names the results of such a needed “genetic”” approach to explaining the money form:

i.e., to pursue the development of the value | also die Entwicklung des im Wertverhéltnis
expression contained in the value relation of | der Waren enthaltenen Wertausdrucks von
the commodities from its simplest, almost | seiner einfachsten unscheinbarsten Gestalt
unnoticeable shape to the blinding money | bis zur blendenden Geldform zu verfolgen.

form.

Question 183 (FriSep 10-Mon Sep 13) Give other examples where a relationship is at the
same time an expression about one of the parties in that relationship.

1+ The boast that nobody did this before is Marx’s opener for a quick summary how he
is going to proceed in his genetic approach to the value form. He begins with the value
interactions of the commodities, i.e., the interactions which commodities have with each
other on the market due to the fact that they contain value. In these value interactions he
is looking for expressions of value, i.e., relations which, since they flow from the values
in the commodities, transmit information about these values. There is a hierarchy of such
expressions from simple to elaborate. The principle which drives these expressions forward
is: how well suited is the information contained in these relations for governing the decisions
of the producers of the commodities, i.e., this is criterion
When this is done, the riddle of money will | Damit verschwindet zugleich das Geldrétsel.
disappear at the same time.

I translated Geldréitsel with ontological category: things are epistemological: someone does
“riddle” instead of “mystery.” intrinsically geheimnisvoll. A not know something, is perplexed
Mystery, Geheimnis, is an riddle, on the other hand, is by it, tries to resolve it.

1+ The “riddle of money” is the riddle why money can buy everything. It is not Marx’s
only concern or even main concern. Marx’s main concern is the link between money and
production. But bourgeois economics was preoccupied with the properties of money in
circulation.

Exam Question 184 Marx announces at the beginning of section 3 of chapter One that he is
going to answer questions which were never even asked by bourgeois economists. Formulate
these questions in your own words. 2002fa, 2001 fa.

Question 186 (FriSep 10-Mon Sep 13) What does Marx understand to be the riddle of
money? And how does he solve this riddle in section 3? 2007fa, 2005fa, 1997ut, 1997sp,
1997WI, 1996ut, 1996sp, 1995ut, 1995W1.
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[From Commodity Interactions to the Form of Value]

Now Marx begins his analysis. Just before his two digressions, in , he said: since
commodity value is something social, it can appear, manifest itself, only in the social inter-
actions which commodities have with each other. Now what interactions do commodities
have with each other as values? In the First edition, 38:1, reprinted in the present An-
notations, Marx wrote: their social interaction as commodities is simply that they count
for each other as quantitatively different but qualitatively equal blobs of congealed abstract

human labor. This is already quite simple, yet Marx looks for the simplest such interaction:
139:2 Obviously, the simplest value re- 62:4 Das einfachste Wertverhéltnis ist of-

lation is that of one commodity to a single | fenbar das Wertverhéltnis einer Ware zu
commodity of a different kind, whatever this | einer einzigen verschiedenartigen Ware,
other commodity may be. gleichgiiltig welcher.

1t This is the simplest value interaction because both commodities are ordinary commodi-
ties. Neither commodity is gold or some other use-value which predisposes it to function as
money.

Question 188 (FriSep 10-Mon Sep 13) Why doesn’t Marx say that the simplest value rela-
tion is that between commodity and money? 2008fa, 2007fa, 2007SP, 2005fa, 2004 fa,
2003fa.

Question 189 (FriSep 10-Mon Sep 13) In a capitalist economy very few commodities are
directly exchanged against each other. Almost all transactions involve money and a com-
modity. Why does Marx start his investigation with the exchange relation between two com-
modities, instead with the much more common relation between money and a commodity?
2008fa, 2008SP, 2005fa, 2004 fa, 2003fa, 2002fa, 2001fa.

The value relation between two commodi- | Das Wertverhiltnis zweier Waren liefert da-
ties yields therefore the simplest expression | her den einfachsten Wertausdruck fiir eine
of the value of a commodity. Ware.

Wertausdruck fiir eine Ware = Ausdruck fiir den Wert einer Ware = Ausdruck des Werts einer Ware.

1 An “expression” of value is any relation or behavior that exists because commodities
have value, and that emits information about this value. A form of value is a property of
commodities allowing them to relate to each other as values. Forms of value are the roles
which commodities play in an expression of value, see 32:1/0 in the First edition.

The sentence above announces what Marx is investigating next. He will first show that the
simplest value relation “yields” or contains an expression of value, and then in a long and
abstract development he will analyze the roles of the two commodities in this expression of
value. In the background are criteria (1) and (2): Marx will investigate to what extent these
forms of value meet or do not meet the above criteria, and failure to fully meet these two
criteria will also lead to more developed forms.

1.3.A. The Simple, Isolated, or Accidental Form of Value
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Marx uses the attributes “einfach,” is a conflict with the use of not used in this translation either.
“einzeln,” and “zufillig” He does “elementary” in the very first
not use “elementary.” Since there paragraph of Capital, this word is

Assume 20 yards of linen and 1 coat have the same value, i.e., (a) both are representations
of abstract human labor, and (b) the socially necessary labor-time to produce them is equal.
How do they interact with each other based on this relation, i.e., the social connection be-
tween them that they both represent the same amount of abstract human labor? The simplest
such interaction is that one points to the other as its equal. (What Marx calls the simplest
value relation I am calling here the simplest value interaction.) Marx picks the linen. His
notation for the 20 yards of linen pointing to the coat as its equal is:

139:3—4 x commodity A = y commodity 63:1 x Ware A = y Ware B oder: x Ware A
B or: x commodity A is worth y commodity | ist y Ware B 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.)

In Marx’s original text, both linen and female genders to things. made by a man and the linen by a
and coat are made by men, not Linen is female and coat is male. woman (although usually weaving
women, but Marx playfully uses In order to replicate this colorful was men’s work; spinning was

the fact that the German language stylistic play in the translation, I women’s work).

gives (often rather arbitrary) male will pretend here that the coat was

Since our intuition comes from an already monetized economy, the following remark may
be useful at this point: “20 yards of linen are worth 1 coat” is a different and in fact a more
elementary statement than: “20 yards of linen are worth as much as 1 coat.” The latter
statement refers to the value of both coat and linen as a third thing different from both coat
and linen. This is the point of view of the General equivalent, see . The statement “20
yards of linen are worth 1 coat,” by contrast, can be considered a price tag denominated in
coats (instead of dollars). When we say “20 yards of linen are worth 100 dollars” we do not
mean that the value of 20 yards of linen is equal to the value of 100 dollars, but we mean
that 100 dollars are the value of 20 yards of linen. This is how the statement “20 yards of
linen are worth 1 coat” should be read: it does not say that the value of the coat is equal to
the value of the linen, but that the coat itself represents the value of the linen.

Since these Annotation are written for a general audience, I’d like to take this opportunity
to also address a more basic misunderstanding sometimes happening to careless readers of
the text. The form of value, which Marx discusses here, has no relation to the use-values
involved. Unfortunately, Marx chose an example in which there is a relationship between
the use-values: linen can be used to make coats (although Marx himself was thinking of
woolen coats, see 145:2). This invariably leads to misunderstandings, such as, that the coat
represents the value of the linen because it shows what kind of use-values can be made out
of linen. Or, in the reverse relationship, the linen represents the value of the coat, since it
takes this many yards of linen to make a coat. A careful reading of the text will show without
doubt that this is totally wrong! The question whether one commodity is a raw material of
which the other commodity can be made, or any other relationship of the use-values, has no
bearing on the value form. It would have been better had Marx chosen the relationship

10 bags of potatoes = 1 coat

to make it clear that the value relation is not a relationship between the use-values. The linen
weaver happens to need a coat and is willing to give 20 yards of linen in exchange for a coat.
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The use-values of linen and coat need not be related in any way to each other for such an
exchange to take place.

As the placement of the formula “20 yards of linen is worth 1 coat” just below the title
suggests, and as announced in , this interaction between linen and coat is an interaction
in which the values of linen and coat come to be expressed. Marx is going to flesh this
out now in the next four subsections. The subsection titled “The Two Poles of the Value
Expression ...” gives a fuller explanation of the simplest value interaction. Marx does not
fail to mention that this simplest value interaction is an expression of value—because it
is—but the first subsection does not yet pay much attention to what this expression says
about value. The main result of this first subsection is that linen and coat play different
and asymmetric roles in the value interaction “20 yards of linen is worth 1 coat.” Marx’s
terminology for these different roles is that the linen is in the “relative form of value” and
the coat in the “equivalent form of value.” The subsequent subsections “The Relative Form
of Value” and “The Equivalent Form of Value” decipher what the relative and equivalent
forms of value says about value. The concluding subsection “The Simple Form of Value
Considered as a Whole” discusses the general relationship between value and exchange-
value and shows that the exchange relationship between two commodities already contains
the germ of money.

The Two Poles of the Value Expression: Relative Form of Value and Equivalent
Form

139:5 The secret of all forms of value lies 63:2 Das Geheimnis aller Wertform steckt
hidden in this Simple form of value. in dieser einfachen Wertform.
In this translation, Simple, Expanded, etc., are capitalized, but relative and equivalent are not.

1t This Simple form contains the “secret” to all forms of value exactly because it is not yet
developed. This lack of development allows the researcher to see connections which have
been smoothened out and therefore are less easily visible in the more developed forms of
value.
Its analysis, therefore, presents the key dif- | Thre Analyse bietet daher die eigentliche
ficulty. Schwierigkeit.

Question 191 (FriSep 10-Mon Sep 13) Does Marx contradict himself when he says the
Simple form of value is difficult to analyze? 2003fa, 1997WI, 1996ut, 1995ut, 1995W1.

1 In the preface to the First edition, p. , Marx says that chapter One is the most
difficult part of Capital. Despite his attempts between the first and second edition to make the
analysis of the form of value more accessible, the analysis of the form of value is probably
the most difficult part of chapter One.

Since it is so difficult, let’s proceed carefully and methodically. |} Marx begins by clearing
up a potentially confusing fact: although the equality of the values of linen and coat is a
symmetric social relation between linen and coat, their interactions based on this equality
need not be symmetric.

139:6 The two commodities of different 63:3 Es spielen hier zwei verschiedenarti-
kinds A and B (here linen and coat) obvi- | ge Waren A und B, in unsrem Beispiel Lein-
ously play two different roles. wand und Rock, offenbar zwei verschiedene

Rollen.
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The discussion in the present subsection (this and the next three paragraphs) seem more
Hegelian than it is. It looks like an immersion into the meaning of the sentence “20 yards
of linen are worth 1 coat.” But Marx has turned Hegel right side up. He merely explains in
more detail the interaction between linen and coat which I summarized above as “the linen
points to the coat as its equal” and which Marx denotes by the formula “20 yards of linen is
worth one coat.”

But this is a very abstract argument requiring subtle thought processes. For instance
one might wonder whether Marx argues here in a circle because first he formulates the
value interaction in an asymmetric way, and then he makes a big deal about it that it is
asymmetric. These doubts can be resolved if we make Marx’s abstract description of the
value interaction more concrete and colorful by contemplating the situation and thought
processes of the individuals engaged in an exchange. This makes things easier to understand
although it is logically not as clean as Marx, since it already interprets the value relations
as exchange relations on the surface of the economy, while Marx is still in the process of
describing how the relations in the production process project themselves onto the surface.

Going this route, asymmetry can established as follows: If the social exchange proportion
between linen and coat is “20 yards of linen for 1 coat,” then tailors and linen weavers must
be on the market who are willing to make this exchange. This exchange is not a co-operative
act in which both traders work together towards a common goal. On the contrary, the two
traders have their separate reason for this exchange, which are often opposite to each other.
In order to understand the individual activity which sustains this social exchange relation,
one must therefore look at the point of view of each of the traders separately. By putting the
linen on the left side of the equation, Marx has choosen the linen weaver’s point of view.
If the linen weaver goes to the market and announces “20 yards of linen are worth 1 coat”
(or puts up a sign next to her piece of linen to that effect), she expresses her willingness to
exchange 20 yards of linen for 1 coat.

Exam Question 192 Why is the Simple value expression asymmetric between coat and
linen? 2005fa, 2004 fa, 2002fa, 2001 fa.

| T will try to show that also the other things Marx says about the value interaction make
sense if we read them as a description of the linen weaver’s situation and thought processes
when she takes her linen to the market.

The linen expresses its value in the coat; Die Leinwand driickt ihren Wert aus im
the coat serves as the material in which that | Rock, der Rock dient zum Material dieses
value is expressed. Wertausdrucks.

1} Although Marx states here that this interaction is an expression of the value of the
linen—and the notation which Marx chose is not “I am willing to exchange 20 yards of linen
for 1 coat” but it is the verbal value expression “20 yards of line is worth 1 coat”—Marx does
not yet investigate in what way this is really a socially valid expression of the value of the
linen. Of course, for the linen weaver herself, her willingness to accept 1 coat in exchange
for 20 yards of linen is an expression of the value of the linen—in a sense closely related
to the “revealed preferences” argument in modern economics: the linen weaver knows how
much effort and expense was necessary to produce the linen, and she needs a coat. In light
of this information she is willing to give away 20 yards of linen for a coat. In this sense, 20
yards of linen are, for her, worth 1 coat. The use-value of the coat is therefore for her the
expression of the value of the linen. (Note that Marx’s own more general derivation, which
does not explicitly introspect the thought processes of the linen weaver, only arrives at the
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statement that “the coat” is the material of the value expression without specifying that the
use-value of the coat is this material.)

Modern neoclassical economics infers from this practical decision that in the linen weaver’s
utility function, 20 yards of linen are ranked lower than 1 coat. Marx does not make this ad-
ditional step. Instead, he insists that the linen weaver does not look at linen as use-value. She
does not need linen, and she did not produce linen for her needs. But even if the linen weaver
was modeled to have a Marxian utility function, i.e., the linen enters her utility function not
as a use-value, but as the disutility of her labor, this would still be an essentially different
theory than Marx’s own. Of course, the linen weaver knows how much labor is in the linen,
and the amount of labor in the linen is necessarily one of the factors influencing her deci-
sion. But the reduction of all exchange-proportions to labor is an outcome generated by the
interplay of the decisions of the producers and consumers, and not necessarily something of
which the linen weaver is conscious or which is directly reflected in her motivations. Even
a linen weaver who loves nothing more than to make linen must sell the linen at a price high
enough to enable her to survive.

To say it again: Society is based on people’s actions; what people think and intend is only
relevant to the extent that it determines what they do. All we know, and all we need to know
at this point, is that the linen weaver is offering to give her linen in exchange for the coat.
This individual decision can be called an expression of the value of the linen in the coat not
because the linen weaver is necessarily aware where the market value of her linen comes
from. Of course, the linen weaver knows the labor content of the linen, and this knowledge
enters her decisions, but so do many other things. Only the market interactions between
many producers and consumers will filter out labor content as the factor deciding the center
of gravity for the social exchange proportions. It must therefore be taken in a very broad
sense that her practical actions are an expression of the labor content of the linen.

Here is more about it how the market filters out labor: She knows how much labor is in the
linen. For her personally, this labor is not the only factor in her decision. On the market, she
is interacting with many other commodity producers who also know the labor content of their
own products, but who also have many other considerations when they agree to an exchange.
What the individual agents not necessarily know, but Marx does know, is that labor is the
only consideration which they share, all the other considerations are accidental and cancel
each other out. This is why Marx can say that the linen weaver’s decision to accept a coat for
her linen is an expression of the value of the linen. Marx does not systematically pursue what
the individual agents know and how the information flows from production to the market,
although he sometimes remarks on it, see p. See also Engels’s letter to J. Bloch on Sep 21,
1890:

... history is made in such a way that the final result always arises from con-
flicts between many individual wills, of which each in turn has been made what
it is by a host of particular conditions of life. Thus there are innumerable in-
tersecting forces, an infinite series of parallelograms of forces which give rise
to resultant one the historical event. This may again itself be viewed as the
product of a power which works as a whole unconsciously and without voli-
tion. For what each individual wills is obstructed by everyone else, and what
emerges is something that no one willed. Thus history has proceeded hitherto
in the manner of a natural process and is essentially subject to the same laws of
motion. But from the fact that the wills of individuals—each of whom desires
what he is impelled to by his physical constitution and external, in the last re-
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sort economic, circumstances (either his own personal circumstances or those
of society in general)—do not attain what they want, but are merged into an ag-
gregate mean, a common resultant, it must not be concluded that they are equal
to zero. On the contrary, each contributes to the resultant and is to this extent
included in it.

Question 195 (FriSep 10-Mon Sep 13) The linen weaver’s willingness to trade her linen
for a coat cannot be an expression of the value of the linen, due to the principle that “bygones
are bygones.” The labor is a thing of the past, it no longer concerns the weaver; all that
concerns her is what exists in the present, which is the linen. The decision to trade the linen
must therefore be based on the linen itself and not on the labor used in the past to produce
that linen. If the linen weaver trades coat for linen, she therefore reveals her preference of
the use-value of the coat over that of the linen, and does not express the value of the linen.
Is this a correct argument, and if not, where is the error?

|l The next step in Marx’s analysis of the value interaction again borders on tautology:
since this interaction was defined as the linen pointing to the coat 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. eine passive Rolle.

1t But if we put ourselves in the shoes of the linen weaver, the activity of the linen is
no longer just a matter of grammar. The linen weaver just produced 20 yards of linen—
although she does not need linen. Instead, she has many other needs. Her effort and expenses
producing the linen will be wasted and her needs will remain unmet if she is unable to
exchange the linen for the things she needs. Therefore she will not rest until the linen is off
her shelf. This urgency gives the linen its active character.

Question 196 (FriSep 10-Mon Sep 13) In the Simple or Accidental form of value, which
commodity plays an active role, and which a passive role? Explain what it means in this
situation to be active or passive. 2009fa, 2007fa, 2005fa, 2003fa, 1999SP, 1998W/1,
1997ut, 1997WI, 1996ut, 1996sp, 1995ut.

|} After showing that the two poles of the value interaction differ, Marx 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 the | Wert 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 als Aquivalent oder befindet sich in
alent, in other words it is in the equivalent Aquivalentform.
form.

Question 197 (FriSep 10-Mon Sep 13) First Marx says that the equivalent form is passive,
and then he uses the phrase “functions as equivalent” as synonymous to “being in equiv-
alent form.” Why does he use such an active word as “function” for a role which he just
emphasized is passive?

Viewed as a description of the situation of the individual commodity traders, a commodity
is in the relative form of value if it is offered for exchange because its owner has invested
labor into it and needs the fruits of this labor in a different use-value form. A commodity
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is in the equivalent form of value if it is in demand because its use-value fits the needs of
someone who has a commodity to “pay” for it. Being in the equivalent form is also a form
of value, i.e., the coat can only play the role of equivalent in the linen weaver’s offer because
it is value as well. Why? Because the linen weaver would not be able to make her offer on
the market if tailors would not also come to the market with coats driven 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 the equation
“20yards of linen = I coat.” 200/ fa, 2001 fa, 2000fa, 1998WI, 1997ut, 1997sp, 1997W1I,
1996ut, 1996sp, 1995ut, 1995W1.

The paragraph which we just read explained the differences between the roles played by
linen and coat; the next paragraph goes one step further and stresses the polar opposition
between these two poles:

139:7/0 The relative form of value and
the equivalent form are two moments which
belong together, mutually condition each
other, and cannot be separated; but, at the
same time, they are mutually exclusive or
opposite extremes. They are the two poles
of the same expression of value, distributed
over the different commodities which this

63:4 Relative Wertform und Aquivalent-
form sind zueinander gehorige, sich wech-
selseitig bedingende, unzertrennliche Mo-
mente, aber zugleich einander ausschlief3en-
de oder entgegengesetzte Extreme, d.h. Pole
desselben Wertausdrucks; sie verteilen sich
stets auf die verschiedenen Waren, die der
Wertausdruck aufeinander bezieht.

expression of value brings in relation with
each other.

Marx claims that linen and coat not only play different roles in this interaction but that
they have a stronger asymmetric relationship which Marx calls here “opposition” (some-
times also translated with “antagonism”). In order to back up this claim Marx makes two
specific observations: (a) Not only are the roles of the two commodities different, but the
commodities which assume these roles must also have different use-values. (b) The interac-
tion is of necessity one-sided, i.e., in the interaction in which the linen points to the coat as
its equivalent, the coat does not simultaneously point to the linen as its equivalent. |} Marx
first shows point (a), that the same use-value cannot occupy both poles of the Simple value
expression:

I cannot, for example, express the value of | Ich kann z.B. den Wert der Leinwand nicht
linen in linen. in Leinwand ausdriicken.

| This, too can be translated into the linen weaver’s thought process. If she were willing
to exchange linen against linen (perhaps because she is exchanging linen of one color against
identical linen of a different color, or linen today against linen tomorrow), then the criterion
for such an exchange would be the equivalence of the use-values of the linen (because the
linen weaver could be producing the other kind of linen herself). Such an exchange would
not say anything about the value of the linen, i.e., about the relationship between the linen
weaver and the producers of the commodities the linen weaver needs for her own consump-
tion. |} Marx’s own argument can be viewed as an abstract condensation of the interactions
just described: the use-values must be different because if they are equal, the closer relation
(equality of use-values) trumps the more distant relation (equality of values).

20 yards of linen = 20 yards of linen is not an
expression of value. Instead, this equation
says that 20 yards of linen are nothing but
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20 yards of linen, a definite quantity of the
useful object “linen.”
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sind nichts andres als 20 Ellen Leinwand,
ein bestimmtes Quantum des Gebrauchsge-
genstandes Leinwand.

1 Of course a different but in all respects equal piece of linen has the same value as the

original one. But pointing to this different piece does not say anything about the value of the
original linen. |} From this Marx draws an important implication: Commodities can only
then interact with each other as values if they have different use-values.

Question 201 (FriSep 10-Mon Sep 13) Why doesn’t Marx simply say: one cannot express
the value of linen in linen, because nobody would exchange 20 yards of linen for 20 yards of

linen?

The value of the linen can therefore only
be expressed relatively, i.e. in another com-
modity. The relative form of the value of
linen therefore presupposes that some other
commodity confronts it in the equivalent
form.

Der Wert der Leinwand kann also nur rela-
tiv ausgedriickt werden, d.h. in andrer Ware.
Die relative Wertform der Leinwand unter-
stellt daher, daf} irgendeine andre Ware sich
ihr gegeniiber in der Aquivalentform befin-
det.

1+ The second commodity involved can be any use-value, but it must be a different use-
value than the first. This concludes Marx’s first point, which I above called point (a). Al-
though Marx used the word “expression of value” to make this point, my Annotations tried
to paraphrase his argument without using the word “expression,” in order to show that at the
moment we are still discussing the value interaction itself, not yet the expression of value
contained in this interaction.

| (b) Now assume condition (a) is satisfied, i.e., two different use-values (linen and coat)
occupy the two poles of the Simple form of value. Even then, the interaction could in theory
still be symmetric, if the interaction between linen and coat in which the linen points to the
coat as its equivalent, is at the same time an interaction in which the coat points to the linen
as its equivalent. Marx denies that this is the case.

On the other hand, this other commodity,
which figures as the equivalent, cannot si-
multaneously be in the relative form of
value.

1t There is no symmetry between the two po

Andrerseits, diese andre Ware, die als Aqui—
valent figuriert, kann sich nicht gleichzeitig
in relativer Wertform befinden.

les, the two different commodities indeed play

different parts in their interaction.
It is not the latter commodity whose value is
expressed. The latter commodity only pro-
vides the material in which the value of the
first commodity is expressed.

1t Again, for Marx this is simply a detailed explanation of what the interaction between
linen and coat, which Marx labels by the formula “20 yards of linen are worth 1 coat,”
looks like. If we put ourselves into the shoes of the linen weaver, this one-sidedness of the
interaction is at the heart of her dilemma. She would love to turn her linen into a coat, but
she cannot do this because she produces linen, not coats. Therefore she offers to turn the
tailor’s coat into linen, in the hope the tailor will take her up on this and by this also turn
her linen into a coat. But she is very aware that the fact that she thinks 20 yards of linen are
worth 1 coat does not mean that the tailor will think 1 coat is worth 20 yards of linen.

| It follows from the thorough asymmetry of this interaction that the interaction which we
just described is not the only possible interaction in which linen and coat interact as values.

Nicht sie driickt ihren Wert aus. Sie liefert
nur dem Wertausdruck andrer Ware das Ma-
terial.
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Since the interaction which we discussed is not symmetric in itself, there is also a second
interaction, which is the mirror-image of the first.

140:1 Of course, the expression 20 yards
of linen = 1 coat, or 20 yards of linen are
worth 1 coat, also implies its reverse: 1 coat
= 20 yards of linen, or 1 coat is worth 20
yards of linen.

63:5 Allerdings schlieB3t der Ausdruck: 20
Ellen Leinwand = 1 Rock oder 20 Ellen
Leinwand sind 1 Rock wert, auch die Riick-
beziehungen ein: 1 Rock = 20 Ellen Lein-
wand oder 1 Rock ist 20 Ellen Leinwand
wert.

1 The linen weaver can exchange linen for coat only if the tailor agrees to this exchange—
and the tailor’s agreement indicates that for him, the linen is an equivalent for his coat. |}
But if the coat is in the relative form of value in the tailor’s expression of value that does not
mean it is in the relative form of value in the linen weaver’s expression of value:

But in this case I must reverse the equation,
in order to express the value of the coat rel-
atively; and, if I do that, the linen becomes
the equivalent instead of the coat.

Aber so muf} ich doch die Gleichung um-
kehren, um den Wert des Rocks relativ aus-
zudriicken, und sobald ich das tue, wird die

‘ Leinwand Aquivalent statt des Rockes.

In the First edition, 628:2, Marx describes how the linen weaver’s value expression inter-

acts with the tailor’s value expression:
Denken wir uns Tauschhandel zwischen
Leinwandproducent A und Rockproducent
B. Bevor sie Handels einig werden, sagt A:
20 Ellen Leinwand sind 2 Rocke werth (20
Ellen Leinwand = 2 Rocke), B dagegen: 1
Rock ist 22 Ellen Leinwand werth (1 Rock
= 22 Ellen Leinwand). Endlich, nachdem
sie lang gemarktet, stimmen sie iiberein. A
sagt: 20 Ellen Leinwand sind 1 Rock werth,
und B sagt: I Rock ist 20 Ellen Leinwand
werth.

Imagine a barter transaction between linen
weaver A and coat producer B. Before they
agree on a trade, A says: 20 yards of linen
are worth 2 coats (20 yards of linen = 2
coats), whereas B says: I coat is 22 yards of
linen worth (1 coat = 22 yards of linen). Fi-
nally, after bargaining for a long time, they
come to agreement. A says: 20 yards of li-
nen are worth 1 coat, and B says: I coat is
worth 20 yards of linen.

This shows that Marx had indeed the thought processes of linen weaver and tailor in mind.
The later editions suppressed any references to them presumably because Marx considered
it as an extraneous imagination and illustration which was not necessary in the abstract
development he aspired to. This is not the only occasion where Marx is hiding or discarding
the crutches which might make it easier to follow his thinking, presumably because he did

not want to promote “picture-thinking” (Vorstellungen).
1t This concludes Marx’s proof of what we called assertion (b):

The same commodity cannot, therefore, si-
multaneously appear in both forms in the
same expression of value. These forms
rather exclude each other as polar opposites.

Dieselbe Ware kann also in demselben
Wertausdruck nicht gleichzeitig in beiden
Formen auftreten. Diese schlieien sich viel-
mehr polarisch aus.

|l The possibility to reverse the interaction between linen and coat also has a different
implication: every commodity that can be in the relative form of value can also be in the

equivalent form of value.

140:2 Whether a commodity is in the rel-
ative form or in its opposite, the equivalent
form, exclusively depends on the position it
holds in the expression of value. That is,
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it depends on whether it is the commodity | Wertausdruck, d.h. davon, ob sie die Ware
whose value is being expressed, or the com- | ist, deren Wert, oder aber die Ware, worin
modity in which value is being expressed. Wert ausgedriickt wird.

1t This arbitrariness of the commodity in the equivalent form again describes the situation
of the linen weaver. The linen weaver not only needs coats but also many other goods, and
whenever she exchanges her linen for these other goods she expresses the value of her linen
in these other goods.

Marx writes “exclusively” because the question whether a commodity is in the relative
or equivalent form does not depend on anything other than its position in the expression
of value. In perticular, the equivalent form is not tied to any particular use-values. The
Simple equivalent is still a general form of value in the sense that a commodity does not
have to be gold in order to serve as equivalent. Any commodity can be equivalent, just as
any commodity can be in the relative form. The value forms discussed here are transient
forms. Just as an individual in capitalist society is sometimes buyer and sometimes seller,
so a commodity is sometimes in the relative and sometimes in the equivalent form. Other
relations are not transient: a given commodity is not sometimes money and sometimes
an ordinary commodity, and the same individual is usually not sometimes a laborer and
sometimes a capitalist.

Question 202 (FriSep 10-Mon Sep 13) Assume 20 yards of linen and 1 coat have equal
value, i.e., equal amounts of abstract social labor are necessary to produce them. In the
subsection called “the two poles of the value expression” Marx says the following about the
value interaction “20 yards of linen are worth 1 coat” in which the linen points to the coat
as its equivalent:

(a) Although the equality of the values of linen and coat is a symmetric social relation,
this value interaction is asymmetric: linen and coat play different 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 linen, rather, a commodity with a
different use-value is needed for the expression of its value.

(e) If 20 yards of linen and 1 coat have equal values, their value relation also makes it
possible to express the value of the coat in 20 yards of linen. But this is a different expression
than the expression of the value of 20 yards of linen in 1 coat.

(f) Commodities other than coats can also be used for an expression of the value of 20
yards of linen.

These 6 statements as implications of the original statement “20 yards of linen are worth
1 coat.” They make the meaning of this original statement explicit. However, Hans argues
in the Annotations that all 6 statements can also be viewed as a description of the thought
processes of a linen weaver who needs a coat and who is willing to exchange 20 yards of
linen for I coat—which is at the same time the exchange relationship in the market between
linen and coat. Explain exactly how each point can be derived from this scenario.

The Relative Form of Value

Social relations can be and often are expressions of something. If Jane marries John she
enters a specific social relationship with him. By entering this relation she at the same
time expresses her love for John, and Jane’s love indirectly also reflects on John, it is an
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expression of his qualities as a husband. Many other examples can be given: whom I date is
an expression of my popularity, salary is often used as expression of self-worth, etc. In the
same way, the social interactions of commodities as values are expressions of the values of
these commodities. Marx will show now in great detail how this is the case.

From the beginning, Marx has called the simplest value interaction an expression of
value—and the formula “20 yards of linen is worth 1 coat” is indeed an expression, it ex-
presses the value of the linen in the coat. In our interpretation of Marx’s discussion as the
linen weaver’s willingness to exchange her 20 yards of linen for 1 coat, it is not only a verbal
expression, but the linen weaver is ready to act on it, by accepting the coat in exchange for
her linen. Nevertheless this is still a very private expression, which originates in the mind of
the linen weaver, and which she has to communicate verbally—by the phrase “20 yards of
linen is worth 1 coat” or by attaching a price tag to her linen—if she wants to exchange her
linen. Next Marx will show how the actions of weaver and tailor generate an independent
representation of the value not only of the linen but, in its more developed forms, of all
value, which can be seen and acted upon by all producers and consumers of commodities.
In a further step, Marx will pay special attention to the private producers and see how they
use the information contained in this representation.

One might say that until now the Simple form of value was discussed from the inside,
i.e., from the point of view of the linen weaver herself. From now on it will be discussed
from the outside, i.e., from the point of view of the market participants who observe the
exchanges without knowing the thought processes of those who make these exchanges. In
this new discussion, Marx first looks at relative and equivalent forms separately, and then at
the relationship as a whole. The relative form has to be discussed first because it is active.

Content of the Relative Form of Value The derivation of the laws of commodity pro-
duction and circulation in chapter One is made on the basis of simple commodity production
(another instance of abstraction). The individuals meeting on the market are also those who
produce and consume. Each knows exactly what is involved in producing that commodity
which he or she brings to market, and the choices he or she makes on the market are in-
formed by this knowledge. In the subsection which we are about to read, Marx is asking
how the linen weaver, by agreeing to trade her 20 yards of linen for 1 coat, informs others
about the part of the deep structure of the economy she is familiar with, i.e., the production
of linen. This is what Marx calls the “content” of the relative form of value. Afterwards,
starting with , Marx will broaden his field of vision and look at the joint impact of
the exchange decisions of many individual traders. But first he looks at two traders only.

64:2-3 Um herauszufinden, wie der ein-
fache Wertausdruck einer Ware im Wertver-
hiltnis zweier Waren steckt, mufl man letz-
teres zundchst ganz unabhidngig von seiner
quantitativen Seite betrachten.

140:3/0 In order to discover how the Sim-
ple expression of the value of a commodity
is embedded in the value relation between
two commodities, we must, for now, look at
the value relation quite independently of its
quantitative aspect.

value relation of two

[Why One Has to Begin
with Quality and Not
with Quantity] The
Moore-Aveling translation is: “In
order to discover how the
elementary expression of the value
of a commodity lies hidden in the
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commodities.” Fowkes is very
similar: “In order to find out how
the simple expression of the value
of a commodity lies hidden in the
value relation between two
commodities.” The formulation

“lies hidden” is wrong. An
expression cannot be hidden. It
may need deciphering, but there is
a difference between something
that is clearly visible on the
surface but is not understood, and
something that is hidden.
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Question 204 (FriSep 10-Mon Sep 13) Five times in Section /.5 Marx uses the formulation
that the value relation between two commodities “yields” or “contains” an expression of
value, or that an expression of value “is embedded” in the value relation. Copy one of the
five sentences where he says this (with page reference), and explain in your own words what
he means by this formulation.

The word “expression of value” in the above sentence and in the whole development that
follows now refers to a public expression of value, i.e., information about the value of the
linen which others receive from the market activity of the linen weaver.

This is a little confusing because in the just preceding four paragraphs, the same word
“expression of value” was used for the private expression of value, i.e., for the thoughts
inside the linen weaver’s head which are not visible to others. But these thoughts lead
to actions which do transmit information to others. These actions, and their competitive
responses by other market participants, will be discussed here.

One might think that the most important piece of information transmitted by the linen
weaver’s willingness to accept 1 coat in exchange for her 20 yards of linen is the quantity
of linen which she offers in exchange for the coat. Marx’s above passage implies that this
is a fallacy. This preoccupation with the quantities prevents us from recognizing how the
value relation between two commodities is the expression of the values of the commodities
involved. || But Marx acknowledges that his critique of common sense is probably a surprise
to the reader:

The usual procedure is the precise opposite
of this: one sees in the value relation only
the proportion in which specific quantities
of two sorts of commodity count as equal to

Man verfiahrt meist grade umgekehrt und
sieht im Wertverhiltnis nur die Proportion,
worin bestimmte Quanta zweier Warensor-
ten einander gleichgelten.

each other.

Question 206 (FriSep 10-Mon Sep 13) The exchange relationship between the commodi-
ties is a symmetric relationship: if 20 yards of linen can be exchanged for a coat, then a
coat can also be exchanged for 20 yards of linen. Besides, Marx said in that this
relationship appears at first as the quantitative proportion in which commodities can be ex-
changed for each other. Despite this, Marx argues that the expression of value contained in
this relationship is not symmetric and not primarily quantitative. Summarize in your own
words, and in a way that your 10-year-old nephew can understand, the arguments used by
Marx to support these two claims. 2008SP.

|} Although it is commonly done, the procedure of beginning with the quantities cannot
be right, for methodological reasons alone:

One overlooks that the magnitudes of differ-
ent things become comparable in quantita-
tive terms only after these things have been
reduced to the same unit.

In German, the beginning of the
above sentence “man iibersieht” is
parallel to the beginning to the

1} Here is the word “reduction” again, which we first encountered in

previous sentence “man . .. sieht.”
This is why I used the translation
“one overlooks” instead of “it is

Man iibersieht, da3 die Grofen verschiedner
Dinge erst quantitativ vergleichbar werden
nach ihrer Reduktion auf dieselbe Einheit.

apt to be forgotten.”

. | There-

fore it is appropriate to look at the quantity only after we know that the qualities are equal.
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Although this remark is a logical implication of the previous sentence, is a little prema-
ture here because Marx has not yet shown that the qualities are equal. In the First edition
629:1, this and the preceding sentence were placed better, because they came after Marx’s

assertion/proof that the qualities are equal.
It is only as expressions of such a com- | Nur als Ausdriicke derselben Einheit sind

mon unit that they are of the same denom- | sie gleichnamige, daher kommensurable
ination, and are therefore commensurable | GroBen.!”
magnitudes.!’ ‘

Question 207 (FriSep 10-Mon Sep 13) What is the difference between “being of the same
denomination” and “being commensurable magnitudes” ?

Fowkes: denomination” is a statement such a unit that
“Only as about quality, and “being they are of the
expressions of the commensurable” a statement same
same unit do they about quantity. Compare denomination, and
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 one of the cases where
Fowkes got it wrong, although the
Moore-Aveling translation had it
right.

This is an unfortunate translation.
For Marx, “being of equal

“It is only as
expressions of

[Message generated by the Linen Weaver’s Exchange Offer] After all these remarks
about the wrong approach, Marx finally shows us how to do it right, and tells us what remains

of the Simple form of value if we look at it independently of its quantitative aspect.
141:1 Whether 20 yards of linen = 1 coat 64:3 Ob 20 Ellen Leinwand = 1 Rock

or = 20 coats or = x coats, i.e. whether a
given quantity of linen is worth few or many
coats, each such proportion always implies
that the linen and the coat, as magnitudes
of value, are expressions of the same unit,
things of the same nature. Linen = coat is
the basis of the equation.

oder = 20 oder x Rocke, d.h., ob ein ge-
gebenes Quantum Leinwand viele oder we-
nige Rocke wert ist, jede solche Proportion
schlieB3t stets ein, da3 Leinwand und Rocke
als WertgroBBen Ausdriicke derselben Ein-
heit, Dinge von derselben Natur sind. Lein-
wand = Rock ist die Grundlage der Glei-
chung.

1} Our curiosity whether the linen weaver is willing to give 20 or 25 or 18 yards of linen
for the coat she needs should not detract us from a more basic noteworthy fact: her exchange
offer tells everyone that in some respects, the two different commodity-kinds linen and coat
are equal to each other.

Question 210 (FriSep 10-Mon Sep 13) If the linen weaver offers 20 yards of linen for 1

coat, then anyone who has a coat has the opportunity to convert it into linen. Should there-

fore the basis of the equation not be called “Coat = Linen” instead of, as Marx says in
, “Linen = Coat”?

|} But Marx adds immediately that there is asymmetry in this equality. Although related,
this asymmetry is not identical to the asymmetry discussed in . When we looked at
the individual motivation of the linen weaver, the asymmetry consisted in the fact that the
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linen is a commodity which the linen weaver has produced, about which she has intimate
knowledge regarding the labor time, skills, materials, and equipment necessary to produce
it, but which she does not need. The coat is a use-value the linen weaver needs. Now, that we
are looking at the social value relation sustained by this individual activity, the asymmetry
consists in the fact that linen is offered on the market in exchange for coats, i.e., anybody
who has a coat can convert it into linen. But the reverse does not hold. It is not sure whether
anybody will take the linen weaver up on her offer. Of course the linen weaver wants to turn
her linen into a coat, but she cannot do it herself. All she can do it turn coats into linen,
therefore she offers to turn coats into linen, in the hope someone will take her up on this
offer. Since the linen weaver publicly offers linen in exchange for coats, the tailor does not
have to go through the trouble of publicly offering his coat in exchange 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 role. | setzten Waren spielen nicht dieselbe Rol-
Only the value of the /inen is expressed, not | le. Nur der Wert der Leinwand wird aus-

that of the coat. gedriickt.
Both translations say here: It is expressed. This can be value of the linen, not its
only the value of the linen that is misunderstood to mean: only the use-value.

1} This may seem surprising because elsewhere Marx says that both relative form of value
and equivalent form are expressions of value. But Marx differentiates expression and rep-
resentation. A representation of value is an expression of value, detached from the specific
commodity whose value it expresses. In the equation “20 yards of linen is worth 1 coat,” the
linen is privileged because its value is represented in an independent thing outside the linen,
in the coat. In the discussion that follows, Marx will show that the equivalent form develops
from an independent representation of the value of the linen to an independent representation
of value in general.

In our analysis of the linen weaver’s thought processes in we had a similar asym-
metry. The linen weaver’s offer of linen for coat is in her mind only an expression of the
value of the linen, not an expression of the value of the coat. She is simply unable to express
the value of the coat because she does not produce coats and therefore does not know the
value of the coat. But now the situation is different. Earlier we looked at the thoughts of the
linen weaver. Now we look at the social relations sustained by the linen weaver’s actions.
And how does the linen express its value? ‘ Und wie?

1t This question signals that we are no longer just accepting what the linen weaver says
about the value of the linen, but that we are looking what her actions reveal. How can some-
one witnessing the linen weaver’s offer of linen for a coat see this offer as a representation
of the value of the linen but not of the coat?

By relating to the coat as its ‘equivalent’ or ‘ 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 relationship, i.e., a social relation
between commodities on the market and, through the detour over these commodities, also
between the commodity owners. These commodity owners do not share the linen weaver’s
need for a coat nor her knowledge about the cost of producing the linen. They only see that
coats can, by exchange, be converted into linen.
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| It is paradoxical that the linen weaver’s offer to exchange 20 yards of linen for 1 coat,
which for the linen weaver is the expression of the value of the linen in the use-value of the
coat, does not signal to other market participants that the linen is value. On the contrary, the
linen weaver’s offer signals to them that the coat is value, since the coat has obtained the

magical property of being exchangeable for linen.

On the one hand, the coat counts, in this re-
lation, as the form of existence of value, as
the material embodiment of value—for only
as such is the coat the same as the linen.

Only indirectly, through the detour over the

that the linen is value:

On the other hand, in this relation it is also
revealed, or obtains an independent expres-
sion, that the linen itself is value—for only
as value can the linen point to the coat
as something equivalent with linen or ex-

In diesem Verhiltnis gilt der Rock als Exi-
stenzform von Wert, als Wertding, denn nur
als solches ist er dasselbe wie die Leinwand.

coat, does the linen weaver’s offer also signal

Andrerseits kommt das eigne Wertsein der
Leinwand zum Vorschein oder erhélt einen
selbstindigen Ausdruck, denn nur als Wert
ist sie auf den Rock als Gleichwertiges oder
mit ihr Austauschbares beziiglich.

changeable for linen.

1t The word “independent” means here: this expression of the value of linen is no longer
chained to the use-value of the linen and buried in the the brain of the linen weaver, but has
its independent existence, for everyone to see and act upon. And although the expression
of the value of the linen goes through a detour, Marx discusses it before discussing the
expression of the value of the coat. The expression of the value of the coat will be discussed
in the subsection about the Equivalent Form. It is much more dazzling than that of the linen,
but it is limited in that only one commodity in society can play the role of being directly
exchangeable against all other commodities. By contrast, not only the linen, but also all
other commodities can express their values in a general equivalent.

Question 212 (FriSep 10-Mon Sep 13) What does the linen weaver’s offer to exchange
linen for coat, tell us about the coat? about the linen? Do not look at the quantities offered
but look at it only as the qualitative equation “linen = coat.” 2009fa, 2008fa, 2008SP,
2001 fa, 1999SP, 1998WI, 1995W1.

The qualitative equation “linen = coat” says therefore two things:

1. The coat is a thing composed of value or, in other words, an embodiment of value
(Wertding)—it is nothing but value, it is the form in which value exists. It can be used
to “buy” linen.

2. Linen is still linen, a physical object—but one which has value. This additional aspect
of it has obtained an independent expression in the coat that can be exchanged for
linen.

Both coat and linen are values, otherwise the coat could not be exchanged for linen. But
only the value of the linen is represented (i.e., obtains an independent expression) in the
linen weaver’s offer to make the exchange, not that of the coat. One can say this enriches the
linen and impoverishes the coat. Linen lives a full life, all her inner traits come to fruition.
The coat on the other hand only serves as incarnation of value, as the value quasi-material
having become actual matter, namely, a coat. It applauds the linen. The linen may be tickled
by this applause, but the coat is little more than a claqueur.

We will skip a paragraph with an example from chemistry which seems to depend on
antiquated chemical concepts.
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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 a coat for her linen. The re-
cipients of these messages are not only the other commodity owners on the market, but also
the producers of these commodities. Marx focuses now on the impact of the signals coming
from the linen weaver’s exchange offer on the producers. At the same time, he broadens his
view and looks at the combined impact generated by many individual market offers, not just
that of one linen weaver.

In order to describe this impact, Marx uses speech as a metaphor. This speech metaphor
already lurked in the formulation “what does this equation say?” in , and in the for-
mulation “this equation says” in . The commodities say something—not only to us
but also to everybody else, including the private producers behind their closed doors labeled
“no admittance.” What are they saying? According to Marx, they say everything which he,
as a writer, and we, as the readers, had to unearth through tedious scientific analysis at the
beginning of Capital.

It is not an accident that the connection between value and labor is drawn only now.
Until now, “value” was simply the quasi-physical ingredient of the commodities which made
them exchangeable, but it was unclear where value came from. As long as we only look at
the sphere of circulation, we can see that the commodities have value, but the relations
in circulation alone do not allow us to infer where this value comes from. But if we go
beyond the market, and look how the market information enters the production decisions of
the private producers, then labor comes into the picture automatically—because ultimately,
labor is the only decision variable for the private producers. The producers use the market
information in order to decide how much labor to allocate to the production of which use-
value. Although the entire subsection has the title “content of the relative form of value,” we
have only now arrived at the place where Marx discusses the content of the relative form of
value.

|l Marx begins with the results of his own analysis of the commodity, and then compares it
with what the commodities themselves tell us. This is a somewhat abrupt transition, but this
discontinuity should not surprise us, since an immanent transition to labor is not possible as
long as one looks at the sphere of circulation alone.

141:3/0 If we say that, as values, com- 65:1 Sagen wir: als Werte sind die Wa-
modities are merely congealed masses of | ren bloBe Gallerten menschlicher Arbeit, so
human labor, our analysis reduces them to | reduziert unsre Analyse dieselben auf die
the abstraction “value,” but does not give | Wertabstraktion, gibt ihnen aber keine von
them a form of value distinct from their bod- | ihren Naturalformen verschiedne Wertform.
ily forms.

1t If one has followed the earlier analysis, one knows that commodities as values can
be reduced to abstract labor, but one does not know the transmission belt through which
the practical activity of the commodity owners on the surface of the economy is translated
into an organization of production based on abstract labor. This transmission mechanism is
implicit in the two aspects of the definition of “form of value” given in (1) and (2) earlier.

But if we listen to the commodities themselves, they not only tell us that they are conge-
lations of abstract labor, but they also tell this to the private producers and in this way enable
the producers to treat them as commodities.

It is otherwise in the value relation of one | Anders im Wertverhiltnis einer Ware zur
commodity to another. andern.

|l Marx introduces now the metaphor that, through their interactions on the market, the
commodities tell us everything about the nature of value which we know from our scientific
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analysis.

The first commodity’s value character steps
here forward through its own relationship
with the second commodity.

1 With the formulation that the commodity’s value character “steps forward” through its
relationship with the other commodities, Marx had the Hegelian concept of appearance in
mind. The definition of appearance is that all properties of the hidden essence (here of
value) are reflected in the appearance. From a Critical Realist perspective the goal is more
specific: the relationships and interactions on the surface must generate the information and
incentives for the producers so that they can treat their products as values, i.e., as containers
of abstract labor, and are motivated to do so. In other words, the surface interactions not
only make the true character of the underlying relations recognizable to the researcher, but
they also force the producers to adhere to these underlying relations of production if they
want to compete successfully.

| In the next paragraph, Marx shows how it is indicated by the relations of the commodi-
ties that the labor which creates the value of the linen does not differ from the labor which
creates the value of the coat, i.e., it is human labor in the abstract.

142:1 By setting the coat, for example, as 65:2 Indem z.B. der Rock als Wertding

Ihr Wertcharakter tritt hier hervor durch ihre
eigne Beziehung zu der andern Ware.

a thing of value equal to the linen, the com-
modity owners also set the labor embedded
in the coat equal to the labor embedded in

der Leinwand gleichgesetzt wird, wird die
in ihm steckende Arbeit der in ihr stecken-
den Arbeit gleichgesetzt.

the linen.

unfortunate: the reader must think
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
the commodity owners, and in
German he does not use the word

»

The “for example” means “for
example the coat, but it could also
be any other commodity.” The
Moore-Aveling translation omits
it, although it is important here: it
indicates that we are no longer
talking about the one linen weaver,
but we are talking about the
aggregate effect of many
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 “we
labor embedded in the linen.” The

“we” in both translations is

Question 215 (FriSep 10-Mon Sep 13) If the linen weaver is willing to give 20 yards of
linen for a coat, does she set linen equal to coat or coat equal to linen? 2009f a.

1} If the linen weaver offers linen in exchange for coats, then this is at first only of interest
for the producers of coats. If they had ever contemplated switching to the production of
linen, this is now no longer necessary. They can just continue producing coats and then
trade their coats for linen. |} One might say, tailoring counts now at the same time as weaving
labor, i.e., it counts as that which is common in both kinds of labor, as abstract human labor.

It is true, tailoring, which makes the coat, is
concrete labor of a different sort than weav-
ing, which makes the linen. But by equat-
ing tailoring with weaving, the commodity
owners reduce tailoring in fact to what is re-
ally equal in the two kinds of labor, namely,
that they are both human labor.
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1 When Marx says that tailoring is “in fact” reduced to abstract human labor, he means
this in contrast to reducing tailoring “in theory” to abstract human labor. In theory, the act
of making coats can always be considered as an expenditure of human labor, just as the act
of weaving linen. But only if the linen weaver is willing to exchange linen for coats does
this abstraction gain practical relevance. Now the labor making coats counts “in fact” as the
incarnation of abstract human labor which can, if the tailor so desires, take the form of linen.

| Once coats become the means to acquire linen, then also linen weaving 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, daf
that weaving too, in so far as it weaves | auch die Weberei, sofern sie Wert webt,
value, has nothing to distinguish it from tai- | keine Unterscheidungsmerkmale von der
loring, and, consequently, is abstract human Schneiderei besitzt, also abstrakt mensch-
labor. liche Arbeit ist.

1 Note again the speech metaphor!

|l The more indirect way in which linen counts as abstract labor has the advantage that it is
generalizable to other commodities, since the coat’s ability to purchase can be extended from
only purchasing linen to purchasing other things as well. On the other hand, the coat’s role
is not generalizable; although every commodity owner wishes his or her own commodity
would play the role of general equivalent, only one commodity overall can be in such a role.
This is why Marx looks first at the linen-side of the equation. He will return to the coat-side
in

Only the expression of different sorts of | Nur der Aquivalenzausdruck verschiedenar-
commodities as equivalents makes the spe- | tiger Waren bringt den spezifischen Charak-
cific character of value-creating labor appar- | ter der wertbildenden Arbeit zum Vorschein,
ent, by in fact reducing the different kinds | indem er die in den verschiedenartigen Wa-
of labor embedded in the different kinds of | ren steckenden, verschiedenartigen Arbei-
commodities to their common quality of be- | ten tatsdchlich auf ihr Gemeinsames redu-
ing human labor in general.!” | ziert, auf menschliche Arbeit iiberhaupt.!’

1 The above sentence contains another “in fact” because the market relations do those
things in fact which our theoretical analysis had explored only theoretically: they reduce all
labor to abstract human labor.

| The thoughts of Ben Franklin, one of the earliest economists exploring the nature of
value, are a simple translation of these exchange relationships into words:

17a Note to the 2nd edition: One of the 17a Note zur 2. Ausgabe. Einer der ersten
first economists, after William Petty, to have Okonomen, der nach William Petty die Natur des
deciphered the nature of value, is the famous Werts durchschaut hat, der beriihmte Franklin,
Franklin: “Trade in general being nothing else | sagt:,Da der Handel iiberhaupt nichts ist als der
but the exchange of labor for labor, the value | Austausch einer Arbeit gegen andre Arbeit, wird

of all things is ... most justly measured by la- | der Wert aller Dinge am richtigsten geschétzt in
bor” [Spa36, p. 267]. Franklin is not aware Arbeit* [Spa36, p. 267]. Franklin ist sich nicht
that by measuring the value of everything ‘in la- | bewuft, daf}, indem er den Wert aller Dinge ,,in

bor’ he makes abstraction from any difference in Arbeit schitzt, er von der Verschiedenheit der
the kinds of labor exchanged—and thus reduces | ausgetauschten Arbeiten abstrahiert—und sie so
them all to equal human labor. Yet he states this | auf gleiche menschliche Arbeit reduziert. Was
without knowing it. He speaks first of the one | er nicht weil}, sagt er jedoch. Er spricht erst
‘labor’, then of another ‘labor’, and finally of | von,der einen Arbeit*, dann,,von der andren Ar-
‘labor’, without further qualification, as the sub- beit”, schlieBlich von ,,Arbeit ohne weitere Be-
stance of value of everything. zeichnung als Substanz des Werts aller Dinge.
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[Value is Congealed Labor, not Living Labor] | We are not yet done showing how
the value character of the linen steps forward through its relationship with the coat:

142:2 However, it is not sufficient to
express the specific character of the labor
which makes up the value of the linen.

65:3/0 Es genligt indes nicht, den spezi-
fischen Charakter der Arbeit auszudriicken,
woraus der Wert der Leinwand besteht.

Value is not identical to abstract labor itself but it is congealed abstract labor, i.e., although
it is a social relation, it has the character of a material. This material character of value must
also be expressed in the value relations. (The development which follows now is parallel to

the earlier )

Human labor-power in its fluid state, or hu-
man labor, creates value, but is not itself
value. It becomes value in its coagulated
state, in bodily form.

Menschliche Arbeitskraft im fliissigen Zu-
stand oder menschliche Arbeit bildet Wert,
aber ist nicht Wert. Sie wird Wert in geron-
nenem Zustand, in gegenstdndlicher Form.

1+ The labor producing the linen could have been used to produce coats, and it could also
have been used to produce anything else, but it must always be in a product, since storing

the labor as labor is not an option.

In order to express the value of the linen as
a congealed mass of human labor, it must
be expressed as a “materiality,” a thing, that
is different than the linen itself and at the
same time common to linen and all other
commodities.

Um den Leinwandwert als Gallerte mensch-
licher Arbeit auszudriicken, muf} er als ei-
ne ,,Gegenstindlichkeit ausgedriickt wer-
den, welche von der Leinwand selbst ding-
lich verschieden und ihr zugleich mit andrer
Ware gemeinsam ist.

The quasi-material character of value must be expressed as well by the 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 solved: The quasi-material inside
the linen, which makes up the value of the linen and which, as we know, does not intersect
with the physical material making up the linen, is represented by an actual physical material
which is different from the linen, namely, by the coat. Marx needs more than one paragraph

to make this point, i.e., to support his claim that the task has already been solved.

142:3/0 In the value relation of the linen,
the coat counts as a thing qualitatively equal
to the linen, as a thing of the same nature as
linen, because it is a value.

66:1 Im Wertverhiltnis der Leinwand gilt
der Rock als ihr qualitativ Gleiches, als
Ding von derselben Natur, weil er ein Wert
ist.

1t This we know already, but in the next |} sentence Marx says something new, which

needs a proof:

It counts therefore as a thing in which value
manifests itself, or which, in its tangible
bodily form, represents value.

Er gilt hier daher als ein Ding, worin Wert
erscheint oder welches in seiner handgreifli-
chen Naturalform Wert darstellt.

Marx begins the demonstration of this claim by doubting how it can possibly be the case:

Yet the coat itself, the body of the commod-
ity “coat,” is purely a use-value. A coat does
not express value any more than does the
first piece of linen we come across.

Nun ist zwar der Rock, der Korper der
Rockware, ein bloBer Gebrauchswert. Ein
Rock driickt ebensowenig Wert aus als das
erste beste Stiick Leinwand.

1 In other words, this is again an impasse. |} Before resolving this impasse, Marx cannot
resist a pun (uniforms are special kinds of coats), which emphasizes again that the coat gets
this stature only from society—although once it has this stature, it seems as if it had it by its
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own nature:

This proves only that the coat counts for
more when inside the value relation with the
linen than outside it, just as many a human
counts for more when inside a gold-braided
uniform than outside it.

1.3. Form of Value

Dies beweist nur, da3 er innerhalb des Wert-
verhiltnisses zur Leinwand mehr bedeutet
als auBerhalb desselben, wie so mancher
Mensch innerhalb eines galonierten Rockes
mehr bedeutet als auBBerhalb desselben.

| After this jocular interruption Marx asks what is the basis on which the coat can be a

representation of the value of the linen?

143:1 In the production of the coat, hu-
man labor-power, in the shape of tailoring,
was in actual fact expended.

66:2 In der Produktion des Rockes ist tat-
sachlich, unter der Form der Schneiderei,
menschliche Arbeitskraft verausgabt wor-
den.

1} The tailor has done two things at the same time: On the one hand he has produced a
coat, and on the other he has used up his own labor-power in order to do this. | But the
utilization of human labor-power is exactly the definition of abstract human labor.

Consequently, human labor is accumulated
in the coat.

Es ist also menschliche Arbeit in ihm aufge-
hiuft.

1t In this last sentence, Marx does not speak about useful but about abstract labor. The
useful labor producing the coat is not accumulated but objectified in the coat, i.e., it is a thing
of the past, with its traces visible in the use-value of the coat. The abstract labor, by contrast,
is accumulated or congealed. It continues to exist in the coat as labor. If one wishes, one can
get this labor back out of the coat again: the linen weaver’s offer is an opportunity for the
tailor to retrieve his abstract labor in a form in which it may be more useful for him, namely
in the form of linen instead of coats.

Question 216 (FriSep 10-Mon Sep 13) Marx says that abstract labor has been accumu-
lated in the coat. He would never say that concrete labor has been accumulated in the coat.
Why not? 2008fa.

By virtue of this, the coat is a ‘carrier of
value’, although this property does not show
through anywhere, even where the coat is at
its most threadbare.

Nach dieser Seite hin ist der Rock ,, Triager
von Wert*, obgleich diese seine Eigenschaft
selbst durch seine grofite Fadenscheinigkeit
nicht durchblickt.

1} The coat can only be a representation of the value of the linen because the coat itself is
value. But this value is invisible. Even the most threadbare coat, which allows one to see the
person inside the coat, does not let us see the value inside the coat.

Question 217 (FriSep 10-Mon Sep 13) Marx says that the human labor accumulated in the
coat is not visible in the coat. Is this not obviously wrong? Everybody who sees a coat knows
that it is a product of human labor, this coat would not exist without the human labor that
produced it. 2005fa.

| Despite its invisibility, this value inside the coat is very powerful: it governs the linen’s
relationship with the coat.

And in the value relation of the linen, the
coat counts only under this aspect, counts
therefore as embodied value, as incarnation
of value.

Und im Wertverhiltnis der Leinwand gilt er
nur nach dieser Seite, daher als verkorperter
Wert, als Wertkorper.
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1t Marx refers here to the reducibility of the exchange relations to a quasi-material inside
the things exchanged, first introduced in . Since the exchange relationship between
coat and linen is reducible to some immaterial substance inside linen and coat, this imma-
terial substance (quasi-material) inside the coat is the only thing that governs the linen’s
relationship with the coat. L.e., not only does the linen see this invisible quasi-material in the
coat, but this is indeed the only thing the linen sees in the coat. For the linen, therefore, the
coat consists only of value. |} With this, the first half of the statement is proved. The
next sentence celebrates this achievement.

Despite its buttoned-up appearance, the | Trotz seiner zugeknopften 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 “Stammverwandt” is a kinship term which emphasizes that two people come from the
same breed. Although the coat is made of wool, coat and linen are “cut from the same cloth,”
namely, they are both the expenditure of abstract human labor.

|} But Marx pushes on to make his next argument. By turning the coat into an expression
of the linen’s value, the linen turns at the same time the coat into an incarnation of all value,
i.e., all value looks now like coats. Note that Marx uses now the word “represent” instead of
the earlier “express.”

The coat, however, cannot represent value | Der Rock kann ihr gegeniiber jedoch nicht
towards the linen unless value, for the latter, | Wert darstellen, ohne daB fiir sie gleichzeitig
at the same time assumes the shape of acoat. | der Wert die Form eines Rockes annimmt.

The “nevertheless” in the Fowkes translation is disastrous.

1 After the linen has created, in the coat, a representation of its value which is selbstindig,

i.e., stands on its own feet, is no longer attached to the linen but detached, the coat tends to
forget that it has obtained its value character from the linen but seems to have value in its
own right. This tendency is already present in the Simple form of value but it is almost
imperceptible. The tailor cannot go the the shoemaker and say: “the linen weaver is willing
to accept this coat and give me linen in exchange, therefore I want you to accpet this coat
and give me shoes in exchange.” In the Simple form of value it is too obvious that the coat
has obtained its value character from the linen and has it only in relation with the linen.
But in the further development, after society has proceeded from the Simple equivalent to
the General equivalent, it is far less obvious that gold has obtained its value character only
from the ordinary commodities, on the contrary, gold seems to be valuable by itself. || The
metaphor of a king applies much more strikingly to the general equivalent form than the
Simple equivalent form. After all, a king does not become king because one of his subjects
treats him or her as king, but because all of his subjects do. This “generic” application of the
metaphor of the king will be given a little later, in the section about the Fetish-like character
of the commodity, in the footnote to . But let’s see what Marx says about kings
already now:
An individual, A, for instance, cannot be So kann sich das Individuum A nicht zum
‘your majesty’ to another individual, B, un- | Individuum B als einer Majestit verhalten,
less majesty in B’s eyes assumes the physi- | ohne daf} fiir A die Majestit zugleich die
cal shape of A, and, moreover, changes fa- | Leibesgestalt von B 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.
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1} If you are in a one-on-one relation with a king, don’t look for royal characteristics in
his behavior. A king is just a normal human being. His “royalty” comes from the relations
in which he is placed, not from his inner qualities. If you are still not convinced, assume the
country gets a new king. Suddenly that what seem to be royal shifts from the characteristics
of the former king to the characteristics of the new king.

To repeat, Marx uses this metaphor to make one point: the tendency to forget that the
value form is a social relation and to consider it an inherent quality, a tendency which is very
obvious with gold, this tendency is already present, although in a much more subtle way,
with the coat. This tendency arises as soon as some commodity, here linen, has created a
representation of its value in a use-value detached from the linen itself.

1} The use-value of the coat is therefore not only an expression but also a representation of
value. |} For the linen this means: it has obtained a value form which is different from (and
independent of) its bodily form:

143:2 Hence, in the value relation in \ 66:3 Im Wertverhiltnis, worin der Rock

which the coat is the linen’s equivalent, the
bodily shape of the coat counts as form of
value. The value of the commodity linen is
therefore expressed in the physical body of
the commodity coat, the value of one in the
use-value of the other. As a use-value, the
linen is something palpably different from
the coat; as value, it is equal to the coat and
therefore looks like a coat. Thus the linen
acquires a value form different from its bod-
ily form.

das Aquivalent der Leinwand bildet, gilt al-
so die Rockform als Wertform. Der Wert der
Ware Leinwand wird daher ausgedriickt im
Korper der Ware Rock, der Wert einer Wa-
re im Gebrauchswert der andren. Als Ge-
brauchswert ist die Leinwand ein vom Rock
sinnlich verschiednes Ding, als Wert ist sie
,Rockgleiches™ und sieht daher aus wie ein
Rock. So erhilt sie eine von ihrer Natural-
form verschiedne Wertform.

| Marx punctuates this climax in the argument with a dose of shock therapy for his reli-

gious readers:

The value-character of linen is manifested in
its equality with the coat, just as the sheep-
like nature of christians is manifested in
their equality with the lamb of god.

Ihr Wertsein erscheint in ihrer Gleichheit
mit dem Rock wie die Schafsnatur des Chri-
sten in seiner Gleichheit mit dem Lamm
Gottes.

1 This is the end of the detailed demonstration how the coat as a thing outside the linen
represents the value quasi-material of the linen, i.e., of the explanation how the “task is

already solved,” as Marx had said at the end of

. The use of the word “appears” is

significant here, because this is the Hegelian concept of appearance.

[Commodity Language and its Dialects] | Now Marx concludes the thread about

language started at

, by saying once more very clearly that everything which our

scientific analysis has unearthed about the commodity is reflected in the relations of the

commodities themselves:
143:3/0 We see, then, that everything our

analysis of the value of commodities previ-
ously told us is repeated by the linen itself,
as soon as it interacts with another commod-
ity, the coat. Only it reveals its thoughts in
the only language it is familiar with, the lan-
guage of commodities.

66:4/0 Man sieht, alles, was uns die Ana-
lyse des Warenwerts vorher sagte, sagt die
Leinwand selbst, sobald sie in Umgang mit
andrer Ware, dem Rock, tritt. Nur verrit sie
ihre Gedanken in der ihr allein geldufigen
Sprache, der Warensprache.
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|| Marx recapitulates the two highlights of the earlier derivation, in order to show how the
commodity language differs from our own scientific analysis:

In order to say that its own value has been
created by labor in its abstract quality of be-
ing human labor, the linen says that the coat,
in so far as it counts as the linen’s equal, i.e.
in so far as it is value, consists of the same
labor as the linen does itself.

The first ) highlight was the character of

Um zu sagen, daf} die Arbeit in der abstrak-
ten Eigenschaft menschlicher Arbeit ihren
eignen Wert bildet, sagt sie, da der Rock,
soweit er ihr gleichgilt, also Wert ist, aus
derselben Arbeit besteht wie die Leinwand.

value-producing labor, and the second |} the

representation of congealed abstract labor as a thing.

In order to say that the sublime quasi-
material which makes up its value differs
from its stiff and starchy existence as a body,
it says that value looks like a coat, and there-
fore that in so far as the linen itself is a
value-thing, it and the coat are as alike as
two peas.

Um zu sagen, dal ihre sublime Wertge-
genstindlichkeit von ihrem steifleinenen
Korper verschieden ist, sagt sie, dal Wert
aussieht wie ein Rock und daher sie selbst
als Wertding dem Rock gleicht wie ein Ei
dem andern.

1 The commodity relations are therefore considered just as a different language in which
to say certain things about value. They are no better or worse, only different than human

languages.

Question 218 (FriSep 10-Mon Sep 13) Take those things which we found out from the anal-
ysis of value, and describe how the linen itself tells them to us. Can the coat tell us a similar

story? 2005fa.

| Even among the human languages some are better able to portray value than others.

Let us note, incidentally, that the language
of commodities has, in addition to the He-
brew, also plenty of other more or less cor-
rect dialects. The German word ‘Wertsein’
(to be worth), for instance, brings out less
strikingly than the Romance verb ‘valere’,
‘valer’, ‘valoir’ that the equating of com-
modity B with commodity A is commodity
A’s own expression of value. Paris vaut bien
une messe!

Nebenbei bemerkt, hat auch die Warenspra-
che, auBler dem Hebriischen, noch viele
andre mehr oder minder korrekte Mund-
arten. Das deutsche , Wertsein driickt
z.B. minder schlagend aus als das romani-
sche Zeitwort valere, valer, valoir, daf} die
Gleichsetzung der Ware B mit der Ware A
der eigne Wertausdruck der Ware A ist. Pa-
ris vaut bien une messe!

The analytical effort made in Capital to understand the commodity is equated here with a
translation. The day-to-day languages of the agents are dialects of the commodity language,
i.e., they speak this language but do not necessarily understand it.

Question 219 (FriSep 10-Mon Sep 13) What does Marx mean by a “correct” dialect?

Question 221 (FriSep 10-Mon Sep 13) Henry IV compares the trouble of going to mass
with the use-value of being the ruler of Paris and hence France. Does this mean that the
mass is in the relative form and Paris in the equivalent form? After all, he gives a mass in
order to receive Paris, just as the linen weaver gives his linen (relative form) in order to
receive a coat (equivalent form).
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144:1 By means of the value relation,
therefore, the bodily form of commodity B
becomes the value form of commodity A,
i.e., the physical body of commodity B be-
comes the mirror which reflects the value of
commodity A.'8

1.3. Form of Value

67:1 Vermittelst des Wertverhéltnisses
wird also die Naturalform der Ware B zur
Wertform der Ware A oder der Korper der
Ware B zum Wertspiegel der Ware A.'3

[Summary] This and the footnote sum up once more the main message of this section,

that the value relation is an expression of value:

18 In a certain sense, every human being is in
the same situation as a commodity. As he or she
neither enters into the world with a mirror in their
hand, nor as a Fichtean philosopher who can say
‘I am I’, a human first mirrors himself in a hu-
man. Peter only relates to himself as a human
through his relation to another human, Paul, in
whom he recognizes his likeness. With this, how-
ever, Paul also becomes from head to toe, in his
physical form as Paul, the form of appearance of
the human species for Peter.

18 In gewisser Art geht’s dem Menschen wie
der Ware. Da er weder mit einem Spiegel auf
die Welt kommt noch als Fichtescher Philosoph:
Ich bin ich, bespiegelt sich der Mensch zuerst
in einem andren Menschen. Erst durch die Be-
ziehung auf den Menschen Paul als seinesglei-
chen bezieht sich der Mensch Peter auf sich
selbst als Mensch. Damit gilt ihm aber auch
der Paul mit Haut und Haaren, in seiner pauli-
nischen Leiblichkeit, als Erscheinungsform des
Genus Mensch.

1 And if someone is still puzzled by this detour, that the expression of the value of the
linen goes through turning the coat into an incarnation of value, one should remember that
also humans define their identity in their relations with others. By the way, the metaphor
with Peter and Paul has its limits because Peter has no part in creating Paul, while the linen

plays an active role in making the coat into the mirror of its value.

By entering into a relation with commodity
B as the embodiment of value, as a material-
ization of human labor, commodity A turns
the use-value B into the material through
which its own value is expressed. The value
of commodity A, thus expressed in the use-
value of commodity B, has the form of rela-

Indem sich die Ware A auf die Ware B als
Wertkorper bezieht, als Materiatur mensch-
licher Arbeit, macht sie den Gebrauchswert
B zum Material ihres eignen Wertausdrucks.
Der Wert der Ware A, so ausgedriickt im Ge-
brauchswert der Ware B, besitzt die Form
des relativen Werts.

tive value.

When we interpreted Marx’s preliminary reflections about the meaning of the sentence
“20 yards of linen are worth 1 coat” as the linen weaver’s private deliberations, we aready
came to the result that for the linen weaver privately, the use-value of the coat is an expres-
sion of the value of the linen—because the weaver needs a coat and is willing to give linen in
exchange for it. See the Annotations to . Now we have just derived that in the web of
surface relations embracing the linen weaver when she makes her exchanges, the use-value
of the coat is an expression of the value of the linen as well. Not because society likes coats,
but because the activity of surface agents has created an expression of the value of the linen
detached from use-value of the linen. This detached form forgets that it is the value of linen
and becomes the incarnation of value pure and simple. The coat as a thing, its natural use-
value form, doubles up as the material for the value forms of other commodities. The linen
weaver’s private deliberation has therefore gained a social echo.

Question 223 (FriSep 10-Mon Sep 13) How does the social scientist’s analysis of the sub-
stance of value differ from what the commodities themselves tell us about value? 200/ fa,
1997ut, 1996sp.
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Quantitative Determination of the Relative Form of Value Now let us return to the
quantitative aspect, which had been disregarded earlier: to what extent is the relative form
of value determined quantitatively?

144:2 Every commodity, whose value is
to be expressed, is a given quantity of a use-
ful object, for instance, 15 bushels of wheat,
or 100 Ib. of coffee.

67:2 Jede Ware, deren Wert ausgedriickt
werden soll, ist ein Gebrauchsgegenstand
von gegebnem Quantum, 15 Scheffel Wei-
zen, 100 Pfd. Kaffee usw.

1+ The phrase “whose value is to be expressed” takes us back to the situation at the very
beginning of section .3, see The linen weaver has produced linen although she
personally does not need linen. She needs a form of value in the sense of criterion (), a
form which allows her to take advantage of the labor she has put into the linen.

This was discussed previously, but the earlier discussion is now amended in order to take
in the quantitative dimension which had been set aside in . During the week, the linen
weaver produced specific pieces of linen, {} each having a size, a color, etc., and |} each
representing a specific quantity of labor.

This commodity-quantity contains a specific | Dieses gegebne Warenquantum enthilt ein
quantity of human labor. bestimmtes Quantum menschlicher Arbeit.
1t The adjective “human” in “human labor” is relevant here. Marx is not talking about
the linen weaver’s specific labor but about human labor in the abstract. |} If therefore the
next sentence says that the value form of the commodity must give credit for each of these
portions of her labor, big or small, we must remember that the linen weaver does not get
social recognition for her actual labor, but for that labor that is socially necessary to produce

the products she brings to market.

The form of value must therefore not only
express value itself, but quantitatively deter-
mined value, i.e. the magnitude of value.

Die Wertform hat also nicht nur Wert iiber-
haupt, sondern quantitativ bestimmten Wert
oder Wertgrofle auszudriicken.

Question 224 (FriSep 10-Mon Sep 13) Can you give an example in which something is the
expression of another thing without being the expression of the quantity of that other thing?

1998WI, 1997ut, 1997WI, 1995W1.

|} Marx might have said here “this task is already solved” because the surface relationship
which is the starting point for the forms of value has a clear quantitative dimension.

In the value relation of commodity A to
commodity B, of the linen to the coat, there-
fore, not only is the commodity-type coat,
which counts here as the incarnation of
value as such, equated in qualitative terms
with the linen, but also a definite quantity
of the value-object or equivalent, 1 coat for
example, is equated with a definite quantity
of linen, such as 20 yards.

Im Wertverhiltnis der Ware A zur Ware B,
der Leinwand zum Rocke, wird daher die
Warenart Rock nicht nur als Wertkorper
tiberhaupt der Leinwand qualitativ gleich-
gesetzt, sondern einem bestimmten Lein-
wandquantum, z.B. 20 Ellen Leinwand, ein
bestimmtes Quantum des Wertkodrpers oder
Aquivalents, z.B. 1 Rock.

1 It is a little unclear what the word “therefore” (daher) in this long sentence refers to.
The argument cannot be that the value relations have a quantitative dimension because the
linen weaver needs a quantitative expression of the value, therefore I assume the argument
is: since value-producing labor is quantiatively determined, the value relations on the surface
are quantitatively determined as well. It is possible to argue this way: If it didn’t matter to
the producers how much work went into each product, then the market participants would
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not pay much attention either to the quantities exchanged on the market. Marx nowhere says
this, therefore it is not clear whether this is what he meant. |} After talking about the value
relations which contain the value expression, Marx talks now about this value expression

itself:

144:2/o0 The equation 20 yards of linen
= 1 coat, or 20 yards of linen are worth 1
coat, presupposes that 1 coat contains just as
much of the substance of value as 20 yards
of linen, i.e., that the quantities in which the
two commodities are present have cost the
same amount of labor or the same quantity
of labor-time.

Question 225 (FriSep 10-Mon Sep 13) Is

67:3/0 Die Gleichung: ,,20 Ellen Lein-
wand = 1 Rock oder: 20 Ellen Leinwand
sind 1 Rock wert* setzt voraus, daB3 in 1
Rock gerade so viel Wertsubstanz steckt als
in 20 Ellen Leinwand, daB3 beide Waren-
quanta also gleich viel Arbeit kosten oder
gleich grofle Arbeitszeit.

the first time Marx says that exchange

proportions must be quantitatively proportional to labor-time, or has he said this already
earlier?

1 After having established in the previous paragraph that both the underlying labor pro-
cess and the value relations are quantitatively determined, his last sentence makes a much
stronger assertion: it postulates a quantitative correspondence between socially necessary
labor in the production process and the exchange proportions on the surface. That he is
making this strong assertion without any supporting arguments seems a little baffling. Per-
haps he is guided by the consideration that a form change cannot add or subtract substance,
therefore the quantities are preserved. But earlier, in , when he tried to transfer the
quantity of labor into the quantity of value, he ran into the paradox of the lazy worker and
had to correct himself. Also in the present situation, a similar correction is in store for him,
since in a capitalist economy the exchange proportions are even in average not proportional
to values but to prices of production. Perhaps he is so relaxed abut this because he is making
the tacit second-order argument that the surface relations can only then be coherent with the
process going on in production, instead of interfering with it, if they are also quantitatively
a reflection of the underlying quantity of labor.

Before we continue with the argument, just one brief remark abut the wording. Marx
writes here: “presupposes” because the equation “20 yards of linen = 1 coat” does not mean
that the linen weaver decides how much she wants to give for a coat. The assumption is
that “20 yards of linen = one coat” are the exchange proportions given by the market. If
these are the prevailing market exchange proportions, then there must be linen weavers and
tailors who are willing to make this exchange at these terms. Marx picked one of these linen
weavers.

One might think here that Marx makes it too easy for himself. He claims quantitative cor-
respondence between exchange proportions on the surface and labor content in production
without giving much justification. || However even if this correspondence between surface
and underlying relations of production is achieved at one point, it is is continually challenged
by changes of productivity. Here Marx does his homework: He pays close attention to how
such disturbances are reflected on the surface.
But the labor-time necessary for the produc-
tion of 20 yards of linen or 1 coat varies
with every change in the productive power
of weaving or tailoring. The influence of

Die zur Produktion von 20 Ellen Leinwand
oder 1 Rock notwendige Arbeitszeit wech-
selt aber mit jedem Wechsel in der Produk-
tivkraft der Weberei oder der Schneiderei.
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such changes on the relative expression of | Der Einflu solcher Wechsel auf den relati-
the magnitude of value shall now be investi- | ven Ausdruck der WertgréBe soll nun nédher

gated in more detail. untersucht werden.

I did not translate it as: “change in an individualistic bent on it: I working fast enough.
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

1 Perhaps this emphasis on the disturbances comes from the insight that individual surface
activity does not create the social relations, but it reproduces them.

The previous discussions of productivity (136:3—137:0) looked at one use-value only.
Now (145:1-146:3) Marx discusses the influence of a change in productivity on the rela-
tive expression of the magnitude of value. He asks whether changes in exchange-value of a
commodity reflect changes in productivity. The answer is: yes, but changes in productivity
are not unambiguously reflected in relative value changes. The reason is simple: a fall in the
productivity of making linen has the same effect on their relative values as a rise in the pro-
ductivity of making coats. Therefore even in the best of all cases, in which exchange-values
are precisely determined by relative value quantities, changes in productivity are not well
reflected in the market relations.

We will skip this and go directly to the next subsection.

The Equivalent Form

As the forms of value evolve, the commodity in the relative form of value is able to express
its value better and better. As if made visible through an X-ray camera, the hidden relations
of production project themselves onto the surface and in this way guide individual activity.
Marx used the metaphor that the commodities themselves tell us through their relations what
we had to unearth tediously in our scientific investigation of the essence of value. As Hegel
said, “essence must appear,” and it does appear.

The commodity in the equivalent form, by contrast, is moving into the opposite direction.
The linen weaver’s offer gives the value of the coat a form as well. But instead of revealing
the essence of value on the surface, this form of value disguises and mystifies the essence of
the coat’s value. This will be discussed now.

147:1 We have seen: if commodity A (the 70:1 Man hat gesehn: Indem eine Ware
linen) expresses its value in the use-value of | A (die Leinwand) ihren Wert im Gebrauchs-
a different commodity B (the coat), it im- | wert einer verschiedenartigen Ware B (dem
presses upon the latter a peculiar form of | Rock) ausdriickt, driickt sie letzterer selbst
value of its own, namely that of the equiv- | eine eigentiimliche Wertform auf, die des

alent. ‘ Aquivalents.
Fowkes’s translation “impresses form of value peculiar to the coat. the activity of the linen the coat
upon the latter a form of value My “of its own” is an attempt to obtains its own form of value too.
peculiar to it” is unfortunate. It is translate selbst: not only the linen
a peculiar form of value, but not a has a form of value, but through

1t Marx had already announced in that the expression of the value of the linen in

the coat has two poles, the relative form of value and the equivalent form of value. Then in
Marx had characterized the equivalent form as follows: the linen weaver’s offer turns
the coat into a form of existence of value, an embodiment of value (Wertding). |} In the next
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sentence, Marx does not use the word “Wertding” but redescribes the action of the linen in
such a way that the reader can infer from it what this means for the coat:

The commodity linen manifests its own
value-being through the fact that the coat,
without having to assume a form of value
distinct from its own bodily form, counts as
its equal.

Die Leinwandware bringt ihr eignes Wert-
sein dadurch zum Vorschein, daf} ihr der
Rock, ohne Annahme einer von seiner
Korperform verschiednen Wertform, gleich-
gilt.

1t Being values, coat and linen have an equal substance—the value quasi-material. The

linen expresses the invisible fact that it and the coat contain an equal substance by offering
itself as an equal to the coat in its ordinary existence. (This is what Marx earlier had de-
scribed as: the coat becomes an embodiment of value.) The important implication for the
coat is that the coat does not need to assume a special form in order to be able to refer to the
linen as value, but the coat can do this as a coat. The coat does not have to prove that it is
socially needed, but it is in the privileged position of being accepted as is:

The linen therefore indeed expresses its own
value-being by the direct exchangeability of
the coat for linen.

1 Marx says “indeed” (in der Tat) because

Die Leinwand driickt also in der Tat ihr eig-
nes Wertsein dadurch aus, dafl der Rock un-
mittelbar mit ihr austauschbar ist.

the equivalent form, the privileged relation in

which the coat finds itself, results from the surface activity (the deed) of the linen.

The equivalent form of a commodity is con- | 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. Coats will always be accepted in the
exchange against linen. If someone offers coats for linen, the linen weaver will not say:
“sorry, I don’t need a coat right now, I rather have a bathing suit.”

This is a step towards solving the “riddle of money,” i.e., towards explaining why money is
accepted in exchange for everything. This miraculous property of money is a form of value.
It does not come from a special value of money which other commodities lack. Rather, the
value of the equivalent (money) is of the same nature as the value of any other good. It
merely has a different form. Money does not receive this form through its own power, but
through the activity of all the ordinary commodities.

Question 226 (FriSep 10-Mon Sep 13) Why is a commodity in the equivalent form directly
exchangeable with the commodity in the relative value form? (Also define what it means to
be directly exchangeable.) 2007SP, 2004 fa, 2001 fa, 19981, 1997ut, 1995I/1.

[Equivalent Form has No Quantitative Determination] There is no need to discuss
the quality of the equivalent form—it is the natural form of the commodity—therefore Marx

immediately goes over to the quantitative aspect.

147:2 If one kind of commodity, such as
coats, serves as the equivalent of another,
such as linen, and coats therefore acquire
the characteristic property of being in the
form of direct exchangeability with linen,
this does not mean that the proportion is
given in which the two are exchangeable.

70:2 Wenn eine Warenart, wie Rocke, ei-
ner andren Warenart, wie Leinwand, zum
Aquivalent dient, Rocke daher die charakte-
ristische Eigenschaft erhalten, sich in unmit-
telbar austauschbarer Form mit Leinwand
zu befinden, so ist damit in keiner Weise die
Proportion gegeben, worin Rocke und Lein-
wand austauschbar sind.
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Fowkes’s “provides us with the
proportion” (my emphasis) is
another instance of a misplaced
transposition of Marx’s statement

about social facts themselves into
a statement about how we are
exploring these social facts here.
I.e., although Marx did not

commit the epistemic fallacy, the
translation builds it in afterwards.

1 If the linen weaver offers to exchange 20 yards of linen for a coat, this places the coat
into a privileged position. The coat can decide whether it wants to remain coat or whether it
wants to turn itself into linen. But this privilege does not allow the coat to decide how much

linen it will become.

|l The linen weaver does not decide this either, but the exchange proportion between coat
and linen are a social given ultimately determined by the socially necessary labor in coat and

linen:

Since the magnitude of the value of the linen
is given, this proportion depends on the
magnitude of the value of the coat. Whether
the coat is expressed as the equivalent and
the linen as relative value, or, inversely, the
linen is expressed as equivalent and the coat
as relative value, the magnitude of the coat’s
value is determined, as ever, by the labor-
time necessary for its production, therefore
it is independent of the form of the coat’s

Sie hingt, da die WertgroBe der Leinwand
gegeben ist, von der Wertgrofle der Rocke
ab. Ob der Rock als Aquivalent und die
Leinwand als relativer Wert oder umge-
kehrt die Leinwand als Aquivalent und der
Rock als relativer Wert ausgedriickt sei, sei-
ne WertgroBe bleibt nach wie vor durch die
zu seiner Produktion notwendige Arbeits-
zeit, also unabhiingig von seiner Wertform
bestimmt.

value.

1 This allows us to repeat a clarification which was made earlier in the Annotations (see
our remarks about the word “presuppose” in and also earlier remarks), but which
was not made explicit in Marx’s text until here. The Simple form of value, 20 yards of linen
is worth 1 coat, is not an expression of the value of the linen because the weaver decides
how much linen to give for the coat. It is an expression of the value of the linen because the
linen weaver, who knows that the socially determined exchange relation between coat and
linen is 20 yards for one coat, is willing to carry out this exchange. What are her alternatives,
if the coat is too expensive? She may leave her need or want unfulfilled, or she may try to
meet it with other commodities (sweater instead of coat) or, if she can no longer satisfy her
needs through the production of linen, she can switch to producing something different than
linen. These changes in quantities demanded and supplied will then lead to price changes
and ultimately adjust prices so that they become proportional to socially necessary labor
times. But Marx assumes here that the individual producers and consumers can only make
quantity decisions, they cannot set prices. Marx assumes here, as always in Capital I, that
all these adjustments have been made and commodities are traded at their values.

Question 227 (FriSep 10-Mon Sep 13) In his discussion of the quantitative aspect of the
equivalent form in , Marx considers the magnitude of the value of linen as given. Can
this be justified, and if so, how?

| But although the value of coats, together with the value of linen, determines this ex-
change relationship, the quantities which the coat in the equivalent form can fetch are not an
expression of the value of the coat:
But when the coats assume the place of the ‘ Aber sobald die Warenart Rock im Wertaus-

equivalent in the value expression, the mag-
nitude of their values fails to be expressed as
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magnitude of value. Rather, coats figure in
the value equation merely as specific quan-
tities of a certain thing.

1.3. Form of Value

WertgroBe. Sie figuriert in der Wertglei-
chung vielmehr nur als bestimmtes Quan-
tum einer Sache.

The magnitude of the coat’s value is not expressed in the equation “20 yards of linen are
worth 1 coat” because the linen weaver does not compare the value of the linen with the
value of the coat. Instead, she bases her trading decision on whether the use-value of the
coat seems worth the effort she put into making the amount of linen which the market forces
her to pay for the coat.

Question 228 (FriSep 10-Mon Sep 13) The relationship “20 yards of linen are worth 1
coat” says that 20 yards of linen have the same value as 1 coat, but it says nothing about
the value of the coat itself. Right or wrong? 2009fa, 2007fa, 2005fa, 2004 fa.

Question 230 (FriSep 10-Mon Sep 13) Can it be called a defect of the equivalent form that
the magnitude of value of the coat is not expressed when the coat is in the equivalent form,
only when the coat is in the relative form?

The claim that the exchange proportion depends on the value of the coat but is not an
expression of the value of the coat needs more clarification. In the next paragraph, Marx
deals with a possible objection. The equivalent form of value specifies the quantity of coats:
20 yards of linen are not worth 2 or 5 coats, they are worth 1 coat. And if the value of
the coat would fall in half, then they would be worth 2 coats. Does this not mean that the
quantity of coats is an expression of the quantity of the value of the coats? Marx gives a
two-pronged but rather abstract argument to refute this:

| (1) Coats figure in this relationship only as quantities of a certain thing, not as quantities
of value:

147:3/0 For instance, 40 yards of linen
are ‘worth’—what? 2 coats. Because coats
play here the role of equivalent, i.e., the use-
value “coat” counts as the embodiment of
value vis-a-vis the linen, a certain number
of coats is sufficient to express the value of
a given quantity of linen.

70:3Z.B.: 40 Ellen Leinwand sind ,,wert“—
was? 2 Rocke. Weil die Warenart Rock hier
die Rolle des Aquivalents spielt, der Ge-
brauchswert Rock der Leinwand gegeniiber
als Wertkorper gilt, geniigt auch ein be-
stimmtes Quantum Rocke, um ein bestimm-
tes Wertquantum Leinwand auszudriicken.

| (2) The assumption that the quantity of coats in the equation “20 yards of linen is 1 coat”
expresses the value of the coat amounts to the assumption, refuted earlier, that a commodity

can express its value in its own use-value:
Two coats can therefore express the magni-
tude of value of 40 yards of linen, but they
can never express the magnitude of their
own value, the magnitude of the value of
coats.

Zwei Rocke konnen daher die Wertgrofie
von 40 Ellen Leinwand, aber sie konnen
nie ihre eigne WertgrofBe, die Wertgrofie von
Rocken, ausdriicken.

At the end, a very brief remark about the literature.

Because of their superficial reception of this
fact—that in the equation of value the equiv-
alent always has the form of a simple quan-
tity of some article, of a use-value—Bailey
and many of his predecessors and followers

\ Die oberflachliche Auffassung dieser Tat-

sache, daB das Aquivalent in der Wertglei-
chung stets nur die Form eines einfachen
Quantums einer Sache, eines Gebrauchs-
wertes, besitzt, hat Bailey, wie viele sei-
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were misled into considering the expression | ner Vorgidnger und Nachfolger, verleitet, im
of value as a merely quantitative relation. | Wertausdruck ein nur quantitatives Verhilt-
Rather, the equivalent form of a commodity | nis zu sehn. Die Aquivalentform einer Ware
does not contain any quantitative determina- | enthélt vielmehr keine quantitative Wertbe-

tion of value at all. stimmung.
Fowkes translates vielmehr with secret meaning for “in fact” (in der therefore the word “in fact” should
“in fact” here; but Marx has a Tat), see the comments to 5 be reserved for this meaning only.

The lack of a quantitative determination of value in the equivalent form will come up
again when Marx discusses the difference between standard of prices and measure of value.

It can also become practically significant in the following situations:

When e.g. cattle was the general equivalent, the market determined the proportions of all
other goods according to the needs of society, but the market did not signal whether or not
there were too many cattle produced. This probably did not matter since these societies were
such that one could always find uses for cattle.

But in Grundrisse Marx tells the story of a medieval village which ended up with not
enough food because they found gold and everybody was digging for gold. Under the gold
standard, the global scarcity of gold prevented such overproduction (but look at the gold
rushes when new gold resources were discovered).

This lack of good market remedies when there is too much or too little money, gave
banks such a strong competitive position (they were able to bring the whole economy to
its knees just to make a few dollars profit) that they had to be regulated by the state. This
regulation led to the gradual replacement of the gold standard by a standard set by monetary
policy—something which would not have been possible had the equivalent form contained
a quantitative determination of value.

Today we are also witnessing a situation in which Marx’s subtle insight becomes relevant:
US economic policy is obviously debasing the US currency, but there is no inflation because
the equivalent form of value does not contain a quantitative determination of the value of the
dollar.

[Digression: Expression of Magnitude in Relative and Equivalent Form] Marx
says that the exchange proportions are determined independent of the forms, that the relative
form of value is an (albeit imperfect) expression of the magnitude of the value of the linen,
and that the equivalent form of value is not an expression of the value of the coat at all.
Perhaps it is easier to follow Marx’s argument at this point if we look at a change in the
exchange proportion between coat and linen. Assume the value of the linen falls. The linen
weaver is using a more efficient method and can produce more linen per hour. Then she
should also be willing to offer more linen in exchange for the coat. This is why it is right to
say that the exchange proportion is an expression of the magnitude of the value of the linen.

Now assume that for some reason the production of coats requires more labor, although
the use-value remains the same. Since the use-value remains the same, the calculation of
the linen weaver, who weighs this use-value against the time needed to produce linen, also
remains unchanged. This is why it is right to say that the exchange proportion is not an
expression of the magnitude of the value of the coat.

But something else happens if the coats require more labor. There will no longer be
enough tailors who are willing to give coats away for 20 yards of linen, and therefore the
socially given exchange proportion between coats and linen will change: linen weavers
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everywhere will have to pay more linen for a coat. This price change is not due to the
linen weaver in any way expressing the magnitude of the value of the coat. It is due to
tailors expressing the magnitude of the values of their own products, and it is forced on the
linen weaver by the market. Of course, fewer linen weavers will go along with the trade at
this less favorable proportion; but the number of linen weavers agreeing to this trade is an
expression of the magnitude of the value of linen, not of the magnitude of the value of the
coat. This is an attempt to explain the seeming paradox that the exchange proportion agreed
to by the linen weaver depends on the magnitude of the value of coats, but the linen weaver’s
agreement is not an expression of 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 peculiarities of the equivalent form. Marx
introduces the first peculiarity without any transition or preparation of the reader:

148:1 The first peculiarity which strikes 70:4 Die erste Eigentiimlichkeit, die bei

us when we consider the equivalent form is
this, that use-value becomes the form of ap-
pearance of its opposite, value.

The first peculiarity is not the most basic, b

148:2 The natural form of the commodity
becomes form of value. But, note well, this
reversal happens for commodity B (coat, or
maize, or iron, etc.) only if some arbitrary
other commodity A (linen etc.) enters into a
value relation with it, and this reversal holds
only within this relation.

Betrachtung der Aquivalentform auffillt, ist
diese: Gebrauchswert wird zur Erschei-
nungsform seines Gegenteils, des Werts.

ut the most obvious of the three.

71:1 Die Naturalform der Ware wird zur
Wertform. Aber, nota bene, dies Quidpro-
quo ereignet sich fiir eine Ware B (Rock
oder Weizen oder Eisen usw.) nur innerhalb
des Wertverhéltnisses, worin eine beliebige
andre Ware A (Leinwand etc.) zu ihr tritt,
nur innerhalb dieser Beziehung.

1t It is obvious that the coat acquires the magical ability to turn itself, by exchange, into
linen only because the linen weaver has offered to exchange linen for coat. Marx stresses
this obvious fact here (after already having taken the trouble, in , of mentioning it
without emphasizing it), because in the more developed form of this same social relation
on the surface of the economy, the dependence on the activity of the commodity in relative
form is no longer obvious. Once the Simple equivalent has become General equivalent, and
after the General equivalent has once and for all been amalgamated with one use-value, gold,
gold has amazing social powers just because it is gold, because of its use-value. Gold has
this social power because society has selected gold as the general equivalent. The ultimate
origin of this power, the fact that any equivalent is equivalent only through the initiative of
the commodities in the relative form of value, is no longer recognizable. Marx calls this the
“solidification of a false semblance” (Befestigung eines falschen Scheins), see for instance
in the First edition 34:0, where he says that in the Simple equivalent the false semblance
has not yet been solidified. “False Semblances” is not an epistemological category, Marx
is not talking about correct or incorrect theories, but one might say the surface relations
themselves are lying about it where they come from. This is why the agents in a capitalist
society cannot get insights into the true nature of their social relations through spontaneous
learning. Science is necessary to penetrate these false appearances.

Since a commodity cannot relate to itself
as equivalent, and therefore cannot make its
own physical skin into the expression of its
own value, it must relate to another com-

Da keine Ware sich auf sich selbst als Aqui-
valent beziehn, also auch nicht ihre eig-
ne Naturalhaut zum Ausdruck ihres eignen
Werts machen kann, muf} sie sich auf andre
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modity as equivalent, and therefore must
make the physical skin of another commod-
ity into its own value form.

Ware als Aquivalent beziehn oder die Na-
turalhaut einer andren Ware zu ihrer eignen
Wertform machen.

1 Instead of his usual metaphor body versus soul, Marx uses here the different metaphor
skin versus muscles and bones. |} In the next paragraph, yet another metaphor will be in-
troduced: expressing the value of linen in a coat is analogous to expressing the mass of a
sugar-loaf in the iron weights which counterbalance it on a scale.

148:3/0 Let us make this clear with the
example of a measure which belongs to
commodities as material objects, i.e. as use-
values. A sugar-loaf, because it is a body,
consists of heavy matter and therefore has a
weight, but one can neither see this weight
nor touch it.

[Analogy of the Sugar Loaf]

71:2 Dies veranschauliche uns das Bei-
spiel eines Malles, welches den Warenkorpern
als Warenkorpern zukommt, d.h. als Ge-
brauchswerten. Ein Zuckerhut, weil Korper,
ist schwer und hat daher Gewicht, aber man
kann keinem Zuckerhut sein Gewicht an-
sehn oder anfiihlen.

Marx distinguishes here between “Schwere” (translated

here with “heavy matter”) and “Gewicht” (translated with “weight”). “Heavy matter” is the
underlying concept: it is what physicists call “mass.” Masses attract each other. The force
with which a body of heavy matter is attracted by the earth is called its “weight.” This weight
is a form of appearance of the heavy matter of a body. But in the passage under discussion,
“weight” is not only used to denote this form of appearance, but also that what becomes
measurable through this form of appearance, namely, the magnitude of the heavy matter of
a given body. So far, modern physics agrees with Marx’s intuitions.

We then take various pieces of iron, whose
weight has been determined beforehand.
The bodily form of the iron, considered for
itself, is no more the form of appearance of
heavy matter than is the bodily form of the

Wir nehmen nun verschiedne Stiicke Eisen,
deren Gewicht vorher bestimmt ist. Die
Korperform des Eisens, fiir sich betrach-
tet, ist ebensowenig Erscheinungsform der
Schwere als die des Zuckerhuts.

sugarloaf.

1 We can make sense of this last sentence and the argument to follow if we assume that
Marx thinks heavy matter is some kind of chemical ingredient in every material body—
similar to phlogiston, an ingredient which some physicists believed represented the heat in
the body. Let’s call the ingredient making the bodies heavy “massiton.” Massiton is invisible
and cannot be felt from the texture of the body, but other bodies can sense it because they
also contain massiton. Iron, regarded in isolation, is just as different from pure massiton as
the sugarloaf, regarded in isolation. |} But if iron is placed in a weight relation with the sugar
loaf, it counts as pure massiton representing the massiton in the sugar loaf. Instead of “pure
massiton”” Marx uses the phrase “heavy matter pure and simple” (bloBe Schwergestalt).

| The next step in the argument is: If the need arises to “express” the massiton in the
sugar-loaf, for instance because one wants to buy the sugar or use it in a recipe and therefore
needs to know how much sugar it contains, one places the sugar loaf on a scale and looks
how much iron is necessary to counterbalance it—despite the fact that iron, by itself, is no
better incarnation of massiton than the sugar-loaf.

Nevertheless, in order to express the sugar-
loaf as heavy matter, we place it into a
weight relation with the iron. In this rela-
tion, the iron counts as a body representing
nothing but heavy matter. Quantities of iron
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Dennoch, um den Zuckerhut als Schwere
auszudriicken, setzen wir ihn in ein Ge-
wichtsverhiltnis zum Eisen. In diesem
Verhiltnis gilt das Eisen als ein Korper,
der nichts darstellt auBer Schwere. Ei-



therefore serve to measure the weight of the
sugar and represent, in relation to the sugar-
loaf, heavy matter pure and simple, the in-
carnation of heavy matter.
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senquanta dienen daher zum Gewichts-
mal} des Zuckers und repridsentieren dem
Zuckerkorper gegeniiber blofe Schwerge-
stalt, Erscheinungsform von Schwere.

For this to work, (1) both objects must contain massiton and (2) must enter a relation
which allows the massiton in the sugar loaf to interact with the massiton in the iron. |} Marx
reiterates these two conditions, first (2) then (1):

This part is played by the iron only within
this relation, i.e. within the relation into
which the sugar, or any other body whose
weight is to be found, enters with the iron. If
both objects lacked heavy matter, they could
not enter into this relation, hence the one
could not serve to express the heavy matter
of the other.

Diese Rolle spielt das Eisen nur innerhalb
dieses Verhiltnisses, worin der Zucker oder
irgendein anderer Korper, dessen Gewicht
gefunden werden soll, zu ihm tritt. Wéren
beide Dinge nicht schwer, so konnten sie
nicht in dieses Verhiltnis treten und das eine
daher nicht zum Ausdruck der Schwere des
andren dienen.

| At the end is Marx’s proof that both objects contain massiton: this is shown by their

equal quality when placed on a scale.

If we place both of them on the scales, we
see in actuality that as heavy matter they are
one and the same, and therefore that, taken
in the appropriate proportions, they have the
same weight.

Werfen wir beide auf die Waagschale, so
sehn wir in der Tat, daB sie als Schwere das-
selbe, und daher in bestimmter Proportion
auch von demselben Gewicht sind.

1 This is not a full proof. Had Marx been a physicist, he would also have looked for
independent confirmation that massiton exists. He made this independent confirmation of the
substance of value, when he showed that qua abstract labor all labor processes indeed have
something in common. |} Next, Marx discusses the analogy between his weight example

and the commodities:

Just as the bodily form of the iron, as a mea-
sure of weight, represents nothing but heavy
matter towards the sugar-loaf, so, in our ex-
pression of value, the bodily form of the
coat represents nothing but value towards
the linen.

Wie der Eisenkorper als Gewichtsmall dem
Zuckerhut gegeniiber nur Schwere, so ver-
tritt in unsrem Wertausdruck der Rockkorper
der Leinwand gegeniiber nur Wert.

| After the analogies, Marx also mentions the disanalogies:

149:1 Here, however, the analogy ceases.
In the weight expression of the sugar-loaf,
the iron represents a natural property com-
mon to both bodies, their heavy matter; but
in the value expression of the linen, the coat
represents a supra-natural property: their
value, which is something purely social.

71:3 Hier hort jedoch die Analogie auf.
Das Eisen vertritt im Gewichtsausdruck des
Zuckerhuts eine beiden Korpern gemeinsa-
me Natureigenschaft, ihre Schwere, wih-
rend der Rock im Wertausdruck der Lein-
wand eine iibernatiirliche Eigenschaft bei-
der Dinge vertritt: ihren Wert, etwas rein
Gesellschaftliches.

1t The difference is that massiton is natural while the value quasi-material is social. Re-
member that “social” not merely means, involving an interaction between different people.
The phrase “something purely social” does not mean: arising from the individual disposi-
tions (preferences) of the economic agents, but it arises from the invisible production con-
straints which bind these people together in a society.
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But both value and heavyness are, in Marx’s eyes, relative: Just as a coat cannot have
value outside a social system which produces many commodities, Marx thinks that material
bodies have masses only in relation with each other. The following paragraph from MEGA
II/6, p. 32:1, interprets “Schwere” as something which is in truth relative, although it is

assigned to the solitary body:

If I say for instance that the rock is heavy, 1
express heavyness as a property which can
be attributed to the rock considered in iso-
lation. In fact, however, its heavyness is a
bodily property which it only possesses in
relation to other bodies. The expression,
while not saying anything about this rela-
tion, implies it.

Sage ich z.B. der Stein ist schwer, so driicke
ich Schwere als eine Eigenschaft aus, die
dem Stein isolirt fiir sich betrachtet, zu-
kommt. In der That ist aber seine Schwere
eine korperliche Eigenschaft, die er nur be-
sitzt im Verhiltnil zu andren Korpern. Der
Ausdruck, obgleich er nichts von diesem
Verhiltnif} sagt, schlieft es ein.

Marx’s reasoning was, presumably, that something which has a relative expression (the
famous instantaneous action at a distance represented by the Newtonian law of mass at-
traction), it must itself be relative. This contradicts classical mechanics which deals with
autonomous mass points, but it is vindicated in the the general theory of relativity, which
identifies heavy matter as curvature in space. (This latter theory also explains the other form
of appearance of heavy matter overlooked by Marx: mass not only manifests itself in the
force of gravity but also in its resistance to acceleration.) Marx’s mistake was therefore
to interpret the communality of sugar loaf and iron weights as some chemical ingredient
instead of their joint embeddedness in higher-dimensional space-time. Bailey’s counterex-
ample with a distance, which Marx countered correctly, would have been a better analogy to
the relation between sugar-loaf and iron weights than the value relation itself.

Question 234 (FriSep 10-Mon Sep 13) Was Marx’s physics of the law of gravity wrong,
and what does this say about his economics?

There is another difference between this physics example and the economy, which Marx
does not mention here: the law of gravity continues to function whether or not it expresses
itself to the humans, while the law of value needs this expression in order to function.

Question 235 (FriSep 10-Mon Sep 13) What are the limits of the analogy with the sugar
loaf? (Describe this analogy) 2005 f a.

[Social Origin of Equivalent Form Not Visible] | The limits of the analogy with the
sugar-loaf give a fitting transition to Marx’s next topic: The equivalent form does not express
that value is something social, the relative form does express it.

149:2/0 The relative value form of a com-
modity, of the linen for example, expresses
the value-being of the linen as something
quite different from its body and bodily
properties, namely, for example, as some-
thing which looks like a coat. This expres-
sion itself indicates that it conceals a social
relation. Not so with the equivalent form,
in which the body of the commodity itself,
here the coat, just as it is in everyday life,
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71:4/0 Indem die relative Wertform ei-
ner Ware, z.B. der Leinwand, ihr Wertsein
als etwas von ihrem Korper und seinen Ei-
genschaften durchaus Unterschiedenes aus-
driickt, z.B. als Rockgleiches, deutet dieser
Ausdruck selbst an, daB er ein gesellschaft-
liches Verhiltnis verbirgt. Umgekehrt mit
der Aquivalentform. Sie besteht ja gerade
darin, da ein Warenkorper, wie der Rock,
dies Ding wie es geht und steht, Wert aus-
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expresses value—as if its value form were | driickt, also von Natur Wertform besitzt.
given to it by nature.

1+ When Marx writes here that the expression “conceals” a social relation, this is to be
understood in the meaning: the expression is a visible surface relationship behind which
an invisible deeper social relation is concealed. The German word “verbergen” connotes
“contain” as much as “conceal.”

The relative form of value itself gives an indication that it is the expression of a social
relation, because it relates the linen to a different commodity, coat. Not so the equivalent
form. It seems to be a natural property of the coat to be able to “buy” linen. Now one might
object and argue: the exchangeability with linen does not seem a natural property of the
coat, since the coat has this property only when placed in the value relation with the linen.

Against this, Marx has an interesting and sophisticated argument:

Admittedly, this holds good only within
the value relation, in which the commodity
linen is related to the commodity coat as its
equivalent.”! However, the properties of a
thing do not arise from its relations to other
things, they are, rather, merely activated by
such relations. The coat, therefore, seems
to have its equivalent form—its property of
direct exchangeability—just as much from
nature as its property of being heavy or its
ability to keep us warm.

Zwar gilt dies nur innerhalb des Wertver-
hiltnisses, worin die Leinwandware auf die
Rockware als Aquivalent bezogen ist.>! Da
aber Eigenschaften eines Dings nicht aus
seinem Verhiltnis zu andern Dingen ent-
springen, sich vielmehr in solchem Verhélt-
nis nur betétigen, scheint auch der Rock sei-
ne Aquivalentform, seine Eigenschaft un-
mittelbarer Austauschbarkeit, ebensosehr
von Natur zu besitzen wie seine Eigen-
schaft, schwer zu sein oder warm zu halten.

The fact that the coat does not always have its direct exchangeability, but only when it is
placed in the value relation, is still compatible with the false interpretation that the coat has
its direct exchangeability by nature: Even truly natural properties of things, not conferred
on the things by society but located in the things themselves, are only then activated, or only
then manifest themselves, when the thing is placed in certain relations to other things.

The equivalent form of value is what Marx calls a “determination of reflection.” Being
king is also a determination of reflection, and it is surrounded with similar mystifications as
the value form:

21 Such determinations of reflection are alto- 21 Es ist mit solchen Reflexionsbestimmungen

gether very curious. For instance, one man is
king only because other men stand in the relation
of subjects to him. They, however, think they are
the subjects because he is king.

tiberhaupt ein eigenes Ding. Dieser Mensch ist
z.B. nur Konig, weil sich andre Menschen als
Untertanen zu ihm verhalten. Sie glauben um-
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 bourgeois economists. Their argument is: gold is nothing
special, because in earlier times much more profane commodities played the same role.
Marx shows that this argument does not prove what it purports to prove, by taking it one
step further: the special element is already present in the exchange relation between any two

commodities.
Hence the mysteriousness of the equivalent

form, which only impinges on the crude
bourgeois vision of the political economist
when it confronts him in its fully developed
shape, that of money. He then seeks to ex-

Daher das Ritselhafte der Aquivalentform,
das den biirgerlich rohen Blick des politi-
schen Okonomen erst schldgt, sobald die-
se Form ihm fertig gegeniibertritt im Geld.
Dann sucht er den mystischen Charakter
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plain away the mystical character of gold
and silver by substituting less dazzling com-
modities for them and, with ever-renewed
satisfaction, reeling off a catalogue of all
the inferior commodities which have played
the role of the equivalent at one time or an-
other. He does not suspect that even the sim-
plest expression of value, such as 20 yards
of linen = 1 coat, already presents us with
the riddle of the equivalent form.

von Gold und Silber wegzuerklédren, indem
er ihnen minder blendende Waren unter-
schiebt und mit stets erneutem Vergniigen
den Katalog all des Warenpobels ableiert,
der seinerzeit die Rolle des Warenéquival-
ents gespielt hat. Er ahnt nicht, daf} schon
der einfachste Wertausdruck, wie 20 Ellen
Leinwand = 1 Rock, das Riitsel der Aquiva-
lentform zu I6sen gibt.

[The Second Peculiarity of the Equivalent Form] The second peculiarity is that
concrete labor is the expression of abstract labor.

150:1 The body of the commodity, which
serves as the equivalent, always counts as
the embodiment of abstract human labor,
while it always is the product of some spe-
cific useful and concrete labor.

72:1 Der Kérper der Ware, die zum Aqui-
valent dient, gilt stets als Verkorperung ab-
strakt menschlicher Arbeit und ist stets das
Produkt einer bestimmten niitzlichen, kon-
kreten Arbeit.

Here Marx opposes “always counts” to “always is.” What does he mean by “counts”?
There is a discrepancy between what the commodity is (physically) and what it counts as so-
cially, between its physical existence and what it represents in the value relation. By “counts
as the embodiment of abstract human labor,” Marx means: the tailor produces something
which can not only be used as a garment, but which can also be exchanged. The tailoring
labor makes more than just coats. The following sentence is the dialectical conclusion from
the difference and unity of “counts” and “is” (becoming as the unity of being and not being):

This concrete labor therefore becomes the
expression of abstract human labor.

Diese konkrete Arbeit wird also zum Aus-
druck abstrakt menschlicher Arbeit.

Next Marx points out the parallelism between commodities and the labor which produces
them. Although we saw the peculiarity in the commodities first, this peculiarity of the com-
modities really stems from the peculiarity of the labors.

If the coat counts as realization of mere ab-
stract human labor, the tailoring actually re-
alized in it counts as the form in which mere
abstract human labor realizes itself. In the
expression of the value of the linen, the use-
fulness of tailoring consists, not in making
clothes, and thus also people, but in mak-
ing a physical object which we at once rec-
ognize as value, as a congealed quantity of
labor, therefore, which is utterly indistin-
guishable from the labor objectified in the
linen. In order to act as such a mirror of
value, tailoring itself must reflect nothing
other than its abstract quality of being hu-
man labor.

Gilt der Rock z.B. als bloBe Verwirkli-
chung, so die Schneiderei, die sich tatsédch-
lich in ihm verwirklicht, als bloBe Verwirk-
lichungsform abstrakt menschlicher Arbeit.
Im Wertausdruck der Leinwand besteht die
Niitzlichkeit der Schneiderei nicht darin,
daf} sie Kleider, also auch Leute, sondern
daf sie einen Korper macht, dem man es an-
sieht, daf} er Wert ist, also Gallerte von Ar-
beit, die sich durchaus nicht unterscheidet
von der im Leinwandwert vergegenstind-
lichten Arbeit. Um solch einen Wertspie-
gel zu machen, muf} die Schneiderei selbst
nichts widerspiegeln auller ihrer abstrakten
Eigenschaft, menschliche Arbeit zu sein.

The next paragraph is an important anticipation of the section about the Fetish-like char-

acter of the commodity:
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150:2 In tailoring, as well as in weav-
ing, human labor-power is expended. Both,
therefore, possess the general property of
being human labor, and there may be cases,
such as the production of value, in which
they must be considered only under this as-
pect.

This translation was inspired by

the French: “et dans certain cas ... point de vue.”

Marx calls this “not mysterious,” anticipating the question he will ask on p.

1.3. Form of Value

72:2/0 In der Form der Schneiderei wie
in der Form der Weberei wird menschli-
che Arbeitskraft verausgabt. Beide besitzen
daher die allgemeine Eigenschaft menschli-
cher Arbeit und mogen daher in bestimmten
Fillen, z.B. bei der Wertproduktion, nur un-
ter diesem Gesichtspunkt in Betracht kom-
men.

on ne doit les considérer qu’a ce

in the

section about the fetish-like character of the commodity:

There is nothing mysterious in this.

All das ist nicht mysterios.

But this unmysterious fact is expressed in an inverted fashion:

But in the value expression of the commod-
ity the matter is stood on its head. In order to
express the fact that weaving, for instance,
creates the value of linen through its general
property of being human labor rather than in
its concrete form as weaving, the concrete
labor which produces the equivalent of the
linen, namely tailoring, is placed in relation
to it as the tangible form in which abstract
human labor is actualized.

Aber im Wertausdruck der Ware wird die
Sache verdreht. Um z.B. auszudriicken,
da3 das Weben nicht in seiner konkreten
Form als Weben, sondern in seiner allge-
meinen Eigenschaft als menschliche Ar-
beit den Leinwandwert bildet, wird ihm
die Schneiderei, die konkrete Arbeit, die
das Leinwand-Aquivalent produziert, ge-
geniibergestellt als die handgreifliche Ver-
wirklichungsform abstrakt menschlicher
Arbeit.

That under certain circumstances labor counts as abstract labor is not mysterious; but that
concrete labor becomes the expression of abstract labor, this is mysterious! As in section 4,
Marx contrasts that what the commodities say with how they say it:

150:3 The equivalent form therefore pos-
sesses a second peculiarity: in it, concrete
labor becomes the form of manifestation of
its opposite, abstract human labor.

73:1 Es ist also eine zweite Eigentiimlich-
keit der Aquivalentform, daB konkrete Ar-
beit zur Erscheinungsform ihres Gegenteils,
abstrakt menschlicher Arbeit wird.

1t Marx announces only now that the three paragraphs we just read were a discussion of
the second peculiarity. |} And he immediately rushes on to the third peculiarity.

150:4/0 Since, however, this concrete la-
bor, tailoring, counts as merely the expres-
sion of homogeneous human labor, it takes
the form of equality with other kinds of
labor, such as the labor embodied in the
linen. Although it is performed privately,
like all other commodity-producing labor, it
is nevertheless labor in an immediately so-
cial form. This is why it represents itself
in a product which is directly exchangeable
with other commodities.

73:2 Indem aber diese konkrete Arbeit,
die Schneiderei, als bloBer Ausdruck unter-
schiedsloser menschlicher Arbeit gilt, be-
sitzt sie die Form der Gleichheit mit and-
rer Arbeit, der in der Leinwand steckenden
Arbeit, und ist daher, obgleich Privatarbeit,
wie alle andre, Waren produzierende Arbeit,
dennoch Arbeit in unmittelbar gesellschaft-
licher Form. Ebendeshalb stellt sie sich
dar in einem Produkt, das unmittelbar aus-
tauschbar mit andrer Ware ist.
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[The Third Peculiarity of the Equivalent Form] These two sentences have a convo-
luted grammatical structure. The argument presented is the following:

1. Concrete tailoring labor counts as the expression of abstract (Marx writes here “ho-
mogoeneous” but this means the same) human labor (this is the second peculiarity).

2. As such abstract labor, tailoring is equal to all other labor and therefore also to the
weaving labor.

3. Due to this equality, tailoring is labor in immediately social form, despite the fact that
it is done privately. (This is what Marx is going to call the third peculiarity.)

4. (Marx is done with his derivation, but he makes one more step, anchoring a familiar
empirical paradox in this third peculiarity:) Therefore the product of the private labor
of tailoring, the coat, is directly exchangeable.

The next sentence identifies the third of these steps as the third peculiarity of the equiva-
lent form: a privately produced commodity in equivalent form counts as its opposite, directly
social labor. The manifestation of this paradox in the higher form of the general equivalent
is a “riddle” familiar to everybody in a commodity society (assuming the gold standard): the
private labor which produces gold has direct social powers, it is directly exchangeable for
all other commodities. It is easy to see that this is peculiar.

Question 238 (FriSep 10-Mon Sep 13) Write an essay carefully re-stating in your own
words the different steps in the derivation of the third from the second peculiarity. 1997W1.

It is therefore a third peculiarity of the
equivalent form that private labor becomes
the form of its opposite, namely labor in
immediately social form.

Es ist also eine dritte Eigentiimlichkeit der
Aquivalentform, daB Privatarbeit zur Form
ihres Gegenteils wird, zu Arbeit in unmit-
telbar gesellschaftlicher Form.

Question 239 (FriSep 10-Mon Sep 13) Repeat in your own words the three peculiarities of
the equivalent form. 2007fa, 2004 fa, 2001 fa, 1998WI, 1997sp, 1996sp.

[Aristotles’s Analysis of the Form of Value]

In order to clarify the second and third

peculiarities, Marx discusses next how Aristotle analyzed the form of value:

151:1 The two peculiarities of the equiv-
alent form just developed here will become
easier to grasp if we go back to that great
researcher who was the first to analyse the
value form, like so many other forms of
thought, society and nature. I mean Aris-
totle.

Moore and Aveling translate

“Forscher” as “thinker,” Fowkes as

73:3 Die beiden zuletzt entwickelten Ei-
gentiimlichkeiten der Aquivalentform wer-
den noch falbarer, wenn wir zu dem grof3en
Forscher zuriickgehn, der die Wertform, wie
so viele Denkformen, Gesellschaftsformen
und Naturformen zuerst analysiert hat. Es
ist dies Aristoteles.

“investigator.”

| Unlike Marx, Aristotle begins with a money relationship, i.e., using Marx’s example, a
relationship of the form *“20 yards of linen are worth 2 Pounds Sterling.” But Aristotle’s first
observation is that this is essentially the same as “20 yards of linen are worth 1 coat.”
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151:2 In the first place, Aristotle states
quite clearly that the Money form of the
commodity is only a further development of
the Simple form of value, i.e. of the expres-
sion of the value of a commodity in some
other arbitrarily chosen commodity, for he
says:

“5 beds = 1 house”
(“Kilvor mévte dvtl olxioc™)
“does not differ” from
“5 beds = a certain amount of money.”
(“Khivoe évte dvti ...
6cou ol TEvte xhlvan”)

1.3. Form of Value

73:4 Zunidchst spricht Aristoteles klar
aus, daB die Geldform der Ware nur die wei-
ter entwickelte Gestalt der einfachen Wert-
form ist, d.h. des Ausdrucks des Werts einer
Ware in irgendeiner beliebigen andren Wa-
re, denn er sagt:

,.J Polster = 1 Haus™
(K tvor mévte dvtl olxlac™)
,unterscheidet sich nicht” von:
,,J Polster = soundso viel Geld**
(. KAivar wévte vt ...
6cou ol TévTe xhbvor)

By the way, the Aristotle quotations in this paragraph can be found in [Ari26, Bk. V, Ch.
5, pp. 287-9]. | In the next paragraph, Marx makes his usual distinction between the value
expression, and the value relation in which this expression is contained. The value relation
is a social relation, used by individuals to express the values of their goods.

151:3 He further sees that the value re-
lation, in which this expression of value is
embedded, requires that the house is quali-
tatively equated with the bed, and that these
things, which are different physical objects,
could not be related to each other as com-
mensurable magnitudes if they were not
equal in essence. ‘There can be no ex-
change,” he says, ‘without equality, and no

equality without commensurability’ (“olt
lobtng pf) olbong ouupetplac”).

73:5 Er sieht ferner ein, dall das Wertver-
hiltnis, worin dieser Wertausdruck steckt,
seinerseits bedingt, da} das Haus dem Pol-
ster qualitativ gleichgesetzt wird und daf}
diese sinnlich verschiednen Dinge ohne sol-
che Wesensgleichheit nicht als kommensu-
rable Grofen aufeinander beziehbar wiren.
,Der Austausch®, sagt er, ,kann nicht sein
ohne die Gleichheit, die Gleichheit aber
nicht ohne die Kommensurabilitit® (,,00t
o6t ph olbong ouupetplac™).

1 Aristotle’s last sentence can perhaps be understood better if one knows that the greek
word for “equal” used here is at the same time the word for “fair.” Aristotle argued therefore:
exchange requires fairness, and fairness can only be achieved if the exchanged goods are
commensurable, i.e., can be measured with the same measure.

Question 241 (FriSep 10-Mon Sep 13) Didn’t Aristotle get it wrong when he wrote: “There
can be no exchange without equality, and no equality without commensurability”? This
sounds as if things must first be commensurable in order to be equal. Isn’t commensurabil-
ity an implication of equality, instead of a condition for equality?

Question 242 (FriSep 10-Mon Sep 13) Aristotle wrote: ‘There can be no exchange without
equality, and no equality without commensurability.” What does he mean by this? What is
the difference between equality and commensurability? 2007SF, 2005 fa.

So far, Aristotle’s analysis is amazingly close to Marx’s. |} But Aristotle does not make
the next step:

Here, however, he falters, and abandons the
further analysis of the form of value. ‘It is,
however, in reality impossible (“tf] uev obyv
dhndela ddOvVaTov”), that such unlike things
are commensurable,” i.e. qualitatively equal.

Hier aber stutzt er und gibt die weitere
Analyse der Wertform auf. ,Es ist aber in
Wahrheit unmoglich (,,7# pev obv danldela
aoUvatov™), dal so verschiedenartige Dinge
kommensurabel“, d.h. qualitativ gleich sei-
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Their being set equal must be something for-
eign to the true nature of these things, a mere

en. Diese Gleichsetzung kann nur etwas der
wahren Natur der Dinge Fremdes sein, also

‘makeshift for practical purposes’. nur ,,Notbehelf fiir das praktische Bediirf-

nis*.

By the way, Michael Eldred in http://www.webcom.com/artefact/untpltcl/exchvljs.html,
which is my source for the meaning of equality as fairness, translates Aristotle differently,
and finds a utility theory of value in Aristotle. He translates the above sentence with “In
truth, however, it is impossible that things so different could become commensurable, but
with respect to use this is sufficiently possible.” “with respect to use” means here: that what

is equal in the commodities is that both are useful.

Question 243 (FriSep 10-Mon Sep 13) This question is for those who know Classic Greek:
Is Eldred’s translation of Aristotle correct, Le., did Marx mis-translate Aristotle in ?

Question 244 (FriSep 10-Mon Sep 13) Which two steps in the analysis of value did Aris-
totle make correctly, and which step did he not make? 2002fa, 2001 fa.

Next, Marx uses Aristotle’s answer itself to infer the reason why Aristotle did not make
the third step:

151:4 Aristotle therefore himself tells us 74:1 Aristoteles sagt uns also selbst, wor-
what prevented him from carrying his analy- | an seine weitere Analyse scheitert, nimlich
sis to the end: the lack of a concept of value. | am Mangel des Wertbegriffs.

Marx’s argument consists of two steps. (1) the only thing that can be equal in commodi-

ties is labor; (2a) if therefore Aristotle says commodities have nothing in common, (2b) he
indicates that labor is not equal. I split the second step into two halves, because Marx first
brings step (2a), then (1), then (2b). || Here is (2a):
What is the equal something, i.e. the com- | Was ist das Gleiche, d.h. die gemeinschaft-
mon substance, which the house represents | liche Substanz, die das Haus fiir den Polster
for the bed in the expression of the value of | im Wertausdruck des Polsters vorstellt? So
the bed? Such a thing, ‘in truth, cannot ex- | etwas kann ,,in Wahrheit nicht existieren®,
ist’, says Aristotle. Why? sagt Aristoteles. Warum?

| In order to understand why Aristotle says this, Marx recapitulates now how we, our-

selves, came to the opposite conclusion. This
The house represents for the bed something
equal, in so far as it represents what is in-
deed equal in both, in bed and house. And

is step (1):
Das Haus stellt dem Polster gegeniiber ein
Gleiches vor, soweit es das in beiden, dem
Polster und dem Haus, wirklich Gleiche vor-

that is—human labor. stellt. Und das ist—menschliche Arbeit.

Because in Ancient Greece, the
equality between bed and house on
the market was not the surface
representation of an underlying
equality in production. Production

The three occurrences of
“represent” in the above passage,
is the translation of vorstellt and
not the usual darstellt. Why does
Marx use a different word here?

was not based on the equality of
labor. The surface agents acted as
if bed and house were equal
without them being equal. It was
an imagined equality.

1 We are arguing from the vantage point of a society in which exchange relations are
ubiquitous. Markets are not isolated or peripheral phenomena, but markets are central. In
other words, the individual market agents equate their products all the time. They can only
do this if there is in fact something equal in the different commodities, and when we looked
for this equal thing we found something, namely, all commodities are products of the expen-
diture of human labor-power. |} Aristotle, on the other hand, could not make this inference,
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since at his time, labor was not equal (and, not coincidentally, markets played a much less
central role in the economy than they do today).

Question 245 (FriSep 10-Mon Sep 13) Marx says: The house represents something equal
to the bed, in so far as it represents what is really equal, both in the bed and the house. Isn’t

this a tautology?

151:5/0 However, Aristotle could not in-
fer, from inspecting the form of value it-
self, that in the form of commodity-values,
all labor is expressed as equal human labor
and therefore as labor of equal validity—
because Greek society was founded on the
labor of slaves, hence had as its natural ba-
sis the inequality of men and of their labor-
powers.

74:2 Dal3 aber in der Form der Warenwer-
te alle Arbeiten als gleiche menschliche Ar-
beit und daher als gleichgeltend ausgedriickt
sind, konnte Aristoteles nicht aus der Wert-
form selbst herauslesen, weil die griechi-
sche Gesellschaft auf der Sklavenarbeit be-
ruhte, daher die Ungleichheit der Menschen
und ihrer Arbeitskrifte zur Naturbasis hatte.

Question 246 (FriSep 10-Mon Sep 13) Why does Marx use the strong formulation that
Aristotle was unable fo see that the social basis for the exchange of commodities lies in
the fact that they all contain the common substance ‘labor’? Perhaps this was difficult to
see, but was it really impossible? 1997ut, 1997sp, 1997WI, 1996ut, 1995W1.

Question 247 (FriSep 10-Mon Sep 13) Labor was not equal in Ancient Greece—how could

the Greeks then exchange? 2005fa, 1998WI, 1995W1.

Now Marx draws his lessons from this example—some sweeping conclusions:

The secret of the expression of value, namely
the equality and equal validity of all kinds
of labor because and in so far as they are
human labor in general, could not be deci-
phered until the concept of human equality
had already acquired the fixity of a com-
monly held prejudice. This however be-
comes possible only in a society where the
commodity form is the universal form of the
product of labor, hence the dominant social
relation is the relation between men as pos-
sessors of commodities. Aristotle’s genius
is displayed precisely by his discovery of a
relation of equality in the value-expression
of commodities. Only the historical limi-
tation inherent in the society in which he
lived prevented him from finding out what
‘in reality’ this relation of equality consisted
of.

Das Geheimnis des Wertausdrucks, die
Gleichheit und gleiche Giiltigkeit aller Ar-
beiten, weil und insofern sie menschliche
Arbeit iiberhaupt sind, kann nur entziffert
werden, sobald der Begriff der menschli-
chen Gleichheit bereits die Festigkeit ei-
nes Volksvorurteils besitzt. Das ist aber
erst moglich in einer Gesellschaft, worin
die Warenform die allgemeine Form des
Arbeitsprodukts, also auch das Verhiltnis
der Menschen zueinander als Warenbesitzer
das herrschende gesellschaftliche Verhiltnis
ist. Das Genie des Aristoteles glinzt gra-
de darin, daB er im Wertausdruck der Wa-
ren ein Gleichheitsverhiltnis entdeckt. Nur
die historische Schranke der Gesellschaft,
worin er lebte, verhindert ihn herauszufin-
den, worin denn ,,in Wahrheit* dies Gleich-
heitsverhiltnis besteht.

Question 248 (FriSep 10-Mon Sep 13) Isn’t it true that humans are equal? Why does Marx
compare the concept of human equality with a “commonly held prejudice?”
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The Simple Form of Value Considered as a Whole

After having separated the Simple form of value into its two poles Relative and Equivalent
form, and looked separately at their qualitative and quantitative aspects, Marx puts now all
the pieces back together and looks at the deeper insights which this analytical exercise gave
us about the whole.

152:1 The simple value form of a com-
modity is contained in its value relation with
a commodity of a different kind, or in its ex-
change relation with the latter.

74:3/0 Die einfache Wertform einer Wa-
re ist enthalten in ihrem Wertverhéaltnis zu
einer verschiedenartigen Ware oder im Aus-
tauschverhéltnis mit derselben.

1 It is new and significant that Marx says “value relation or exchange relation.” The value
relation comes from production: both commodities contain abstract human labor in equal
amounts (i.e., equal socially necessary labor-time). The exchange relation is on the surface.
It is the result of our tedious analysis that the value relation is mirrored and represented by
an exchange relation. |} After naming this result (in such a way that it is even hard to see

that it is a result), Marx develops this result in more detail:

The value of commodity A is qualitatively
expressed by the direct exchangeability of
commodity B with commodity A. It is quan-
titatively expressed by the exchangeability
of a specific quantity of commodity B with
the given quantity of commodity A.

Der Wert der Ware A wird qualitativ aus-
gedriickt durch die unmittelbare Austausch-
barkeit der Ware B mit der Ware A. Er
wird quantitativ ausgedriickt durch die Aus-
tauschbarkeit eines bestimmten Quantums
der Ware B mit dem gegebenen Quantum

der Ware A.

In the first edition at this point, 638:2/0, Marx also said something about the equivalent
form: “Regarding ... the commodity functioning as equivalent, it counts for other commod-
ity as the embodiment of value, as an article in directly exchangeable form—as exchange-
value.” Presumably, this mention of the equivalent form was inadvertently omitted in the
rewriting and re-arranging between first and second editions.

|l The common element which emerged in each of these particular investigations was
therefore that the expression of value leads to a relation of exchangeability—exchange-
value.

In other words, the value of a commodity is
independently expressed through its repre- | ist selbstindig ausgedriickt durch seine Dar-
sentation as ‘exchange-value’. stellung als ,,Tauschwert".

1+ “Independently” means here: independently of its own use-value. The power of com-
modity B to purchase A is an expression of the value of A which is independent of its use-
value (the linen weaver’s offer to give linen for coat has nothing to do with the use-value of
linen). Note that Marx used here “representation” just as in

In andren Worten: Der Wert einer Ware

Question 249 (FriSep 10-Mon Sep 13) 1 just wrote: “The power of commodity B to pur-
chase A is an expression of the value of A.” Shouldn’t it rather be: “The power of commodity
B to purchase A is an expression of the value of B”?

1+ This seems a little anticlimactic because exchange-value is exactly where we started
from. But this circular path was not in vain. We learned a lot from it. |} One thing we learned
(or re-confirmed, Marx already said this already in ,) is that the exchange value is not
located inside the commodity, although the value is:

When at the beginning of this chapter we
said, in common parlance, that a commod-
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ity is a use-value and an exchange-value, we
were, strictly speaking, wrong. A commod-
ity is a use-value or object of utility, and a
“value.” It represents itself as this twofold
thing, that it is, as soon as its value assumes
its own, from the bodily form of the com-
modity different form of appearance, that of
exchange-value.

1.3. Form of Value

ist Gebrauchswert und Tauschwert, so war
dies, genau gesprochen, falsch. Die Wa-
re ist Gebrauchswert oder Gebrauchsgegen-
stand und ,,Wert“. Sie stellt sich dar als dies
Doppelte, was sie ist, sobald ihr Wert eine
eigne, von ihrer Naturalform verschiedene
Erscheinungsform besitzt, die des Tausch-
werts, ...

Marx discusses this also in his Notes on Wagner, [mecw?24]544:6/0.

The main point Marx makes here is the following: instead of saying “the commodity is
useful thing and exchange-value” one should rather say: “the commodity is useful thing and
value, and in relation with other commodities it has exchange-value.” Marx distinguishes
here clearly between that what is inside the commodity, (namely labor, which gives it its
value) and what others carry to the commodity (the market participants are willing to accept
the commodity in exchange, thus giving it exchange-value, because of the labor embodied

in it).

The commodity never has this form when
looked at in isolation, but only when it is in
a value relation or exchange relation with a
second commodity of a different kind.

... und sie besitzt diese Form niemals iso-
liert betrachtet, sondern stets nur im Wert-
oder Austauschverhiltnis zu einer zweiten,
verschiedenartigen Ware.

Le., the coat is in the equivalent form of value only if the linen weaver has just announced

that she is willing to accept linen for a coat.
Once we know this, our manner of speaking
does no harm; it serves, rather, as an abbre-
viation.

Weill man das jedoch einmal, so tut jene
Sprechweise keinen Harm, sondern dient
zur Abkiirzung.

Question 250 (FriSep 10-Mon Sep 13) Why is it wrong to say that the commodity is use-
value and exchange-value? 2009fa, 2008fa, 2005 fa.

| Our arrival back at exchange-value when we were looking for the forms of value also
tells us about the relationship between value and exchange-value. This is one of the central
insight of the whole development of the Simple form of value:

152:2/0 Our analysis proved that the
value form or the expression of the value
of the commodity springs from the nature of
commodity value, instead of value and mag-
nitude of value springing from their mode of

75:1 Unsere Analyse bewies, dafl die
Wertform oder der Wertausdruck der Wa-
re aus der Natur des Warenwerts entspringt,
nicht umgekehrt Wert und WertgroBe aus
ihrer Ausdrucksweise als Tauschwert.

expression as exchange-value.
In the First Edition, the transitional paragraph 43:4 between sections | .3 and
that this is one of the central finding of this section.

reiterates

Question 251 (FriSep 10-Mon Sep 13) Did Marx prove that exchange-value springs from
the nature of commodity value, instead of value and magnitude of value deriving from
exchange-value? If so, describe how this proof proceded. 1997sp.

Our arrival at the climax of subsection is celebrated by a fanfare consisting of three
parts. First a humorous introduction taking up the remainder of paragraph , which
makes fun of mainstream economics. Then follow two solemn paragraphs, one connecting
the Simple form of value with the contradiction between use-value and value, and the other
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connecting it with the commodity form of the product. Both are insights into the big con-
nections which we earned by our patient working through the minutiae of the Simple form
of value.

We will skip this humorous introduction and go immediately to the next paragraph, which

explains that this is how society processes its internal contradictions:

153:1 Our closer scrutiny of the expres-
sion of the value of commodity A contained
in the value relation of A to B has shown
that within that relation the natural form
of commodity A counts only as a thing of
use-value, while the natural form of B fig-
ures only as form of value, or a thing of
value. The internal opposition between use-
value and value, hidden within the com-
modity, is therefore presented by an external
opposition, i.e. by a relation between two
commodities such that the one commodity,
that whose value is to be expressed, counts
immediately only as a use-value, whereas
the other commodity, in which that value
is expressed, counts immediately only as
exchange-value. Hence the Simple form of
value of a commodity is the simple form of
appearance of the opposition between use-
value and value contained within the com-
modity.

75:2/o0 Die ndhere Betrachtung des im
Wertverhiltnis zur Ware B enthaltenen Wert-
ausdrucks der Ware A hat gezeigt, daf} inner-
halb desselben die Naturalform der Ware A
nur als Gestalt von Gebrauchswert, die Na-
turalform der Ware B nur als Wertform oder
Wertgestalt gilt. Der in der Ware eingehiill-
te innere Gegensatz von Gebrauchswert und
Wert wird also dargestellt durch einen dufe-
ren Gegensatz, d.h. durch das Verhiltnis
zweier Waren, worin die eine Ware, deren
Wert ausgedriickt werden soll, unmittelbar
nur als Gebrauchswert, die andre Ware hin-
gegen, worin Wert ausgedriickt wird, un-
mittelbar nur als Tauschwert gilt. Die einfa-
che Wertform einer Ware ist also die einfa-
che Erscheinungsform des in ihr enthaltenen
Gegensatzes von Gebrauchswert und Wert.

1t The development of this opposition in the more developed forms of value is the subject

of

Question 252 (FriSep 10-Mon Sep 13) In

, Marx says that the commodity whose

value is to be expressed, counts immediately only as a use-value, and the commodity in
which that value is expressed, counts immediately only as exchange-value. Isn’t it just
the opposite? The linen, whose value is to be expressed, counts for the linen weaver as
exchange-value, and the coat, in which the value of the linen is expressed, counts for the

linen weaver as use-value. 200/ fa.

The next paragraph places this central result in world history:

153:2/0 The product of labor is an object
of utility in all states of society; but only
during a historically specific epoch of devel-
opment, in which the labor expended in the
production of a useful article is represented
as a ‘bodily’ property of that article, namely,
its value, is the product of labor turned into
a commodity.

76:1 Das Arbeitsprodukt ist in allen ge-
sellschaftlichen Zustinden Gebrauchsge-
genstand, aber nur eine historisch bestimmte
Entwicklungsepoche, welche die in der Pro-
duktion eines Gebrauchsdings verausgabte
Arbeit als seine ,.gegenstiandliche” Eigen-
schaft darstellt, d.h. als seinen Wert, ver-
wandelt das Arbeitsprodukt in Ware.

In this long sentence, Marx says (without putting sufficient emphasis on it) that the his-
torical conversion of the product of labor into a commodity is driven by the exchange. First,
people exchange their goods, and then they modify their production relations in order to
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produce for the exchange. l.e., those relations on the surface, which the whole section 3
has identified as the form of value, historically precede and stimulate the creation of that of

which they are the form. Marx says something related also in

Marx’s next conclusion:

It therefore follows that the Simple value
form of the commodity is at the same time
the simple commodity form of the product
of labor, and also that the development of
the commodity form coincides with the de-

. From this follows

Es folgt daher, daf} die einfache Wertform
der Ware zugleich die einfache Warenform
des Arbeitsprodukts ist, dal also auch die
Entwicklung der Warenform mit der Ent-
wicklung der Wertform zusammenfillt.

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
simple commodity form of the
product of labour.”

The Moore-Aveling translation is very good here; it is clearer than the German and seems
inspired by the French edition: “It therefore follows that the elementary value form is also
the primitive form under which a product of labor appears historically as a commodity, and
that the gradual transformation of such products into commodities proceeds pari passu with
the development of the value form.”

Question 254 (FriSep 10-Mon Sep 13) Why does the development of the commodity form
of the product coincide historically with development of the form of value? Ile., why did
history not proceed in such a way that the products of labor first developed into commodities
and then, after some time lag, the form of value of these commodities went through its own
development? 2005fa, 1997sp, 1997W1.

Question 255 (FriSep 10-Mon Sep 13) In a number of places in Capital Marx refers to the
commodity form of the product and the value form of the commodity almost as if they were
one and the same thing. Find those places.

Question 256 (FriSep 10-Mon Sep 13) Derek Sayer, in [Say7/9, p. 19/20], writes: “Com-
modity form and value-form are in fact not synonymous, though Marx frequently elides the
two terms. The value-form is, strictly speaking, only one aspect of the commodity form,
the other being use-value. But the elision is quite comprehensible because the problem of
explaining the commodity form ultimately resolves itself into one of explaining the value
form. Use-value, as an attribute of the product of labor under all conditions, cannot be used
to explain that which differentiates the commodity form, whereas exchange-value expresses
exactly this differentia specifica.” Comment.

After this pause and celebration, Marx rushes on in the argument. After recognizing, in

, that the exchange relations of commodities are an expression of their value (and

thus rightly deserve the name “forms of value”) we are also able to see the insufficiencies,
defects, of this expression in satisfying criterion

154:1 One sees right away the insuffi- 76:2 Der erste Blick zeigt das Unzulédng-

ciency of the Simple form of value, of this
embryonic form which must undergo a se-
ries of metamorphoses before ripening into
the price form.

liche der einfachen Wertform, dieser Keim-
form, die erst durch eine Reihe von Meta-
morphosen zur Preisform heranreift.
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1t Right after announcing a discussion of the insufficiencies or defects of the Simple form
of value, Marx remarks about the ripening of these forms—because the defects will be reme-

died in the “riper” forms.

|l Marx does not simply say that the expression as a whole is defective, but he finds a
defect in the relative form of value, and then shows its companion defect in the equivalent

form of value.

154:2 The expression of the value of com-
modity A in terms of some arbitrary other
commodity B merely distinguishes the value
of A from the use-value of A, and therefore
also only places A in an exchange relation
with one particular different kind of com-
modity, instead of representing A’s qualita-
tive equality with all other commodities and
its quantitative proportionality to them.

76:3 Der Ausdruck in irgendwelcher Wa-
re B unterscheidet den Wert der Ware A nur
von ihrem eignen Gebrauchswert und setzt
sie daher auch nur in ein Austauschverhalt-
nis zu irgendeiner einzelnen von ihr selbst
verschiednen Warenart, statt ihre qualitative
Gleichheit und quantitative Proportionalitét
mit allen andren Waren darzustellen.

I By expressing the value of a commodity in the use-value of a different commodity, the
Simple form of value represents value as something that is different from its use-value, but
not as something that is qualitatively equal for all commodities. This is a serious defect.
The decisions of the linen weaver to accept coats, of the butcher to accept bread, etc., do not
resonate with each other.

| On the side of the equivalent, this same defect shows itself in the fact that the coat is
directly exchangeable only with the linen, not with other commodities. IL.e., the coat is a
poor incarnation of value.

To the Simple relative form of value of \ Der einfachen relativen Wertform einer Wa-

a commodity there corresponds the Iso-
lated equivalent form of another commod-
ity. Thus, in the relative expression of value
of the linen, the coat possesses the form of
equivalent, the form of direct exchangeabil-

re entspricht die einzelne Aquivalentform
einer andren Ware. So besitzt der Rock,
im relativen Wertausdruck der Leinwand,
nur Aquivalentform oder Form unmittelba-
rer Austauschbarkeit mit Bezug auf diese

ity, only in relation to this one kind of com- | einzelne Warenart Leinwand.

modity, the linen.

Question 257 (FriSep 10-Mon Sep 13) When Marx talks about the “defects” of the Simple
form of value, in what respect are they defects? 2007 fa, 1998W1.

| Although the transition from Simple to Expanded form of value remedies the just-
mentioned defect, this defect is not the driving force behind the transition. Rather, the
transition occurs spontaneously, “by itself.” We will see shortly that the transitions from
the Expanded to the General form of value, or from the General form of value to the Money
form, are no longer spontaneous but require deliberate social acts.

154:3 However, the Simple form of value 76:4 Indes geht die einzelne Wertform
passes by itself into a more complete form. von selbst in eine vollstindigere Form tiber.

1t Although Marx says here that the Expanded form of value is more complete than the
Simple form, he will say in that the Expanded form, too, is incomplete.

| The possibility of a remedy can be teased out of the defect of the Simple form of value
in the following way: It is a defect that value is expressed in only one arbitrary commodity.
This arbitrariness contains the key to transcending this defect. It does not matter which kind
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the second commodity is, therefore many expressions of the value of each commodity are
possible.
Although this Simple form expresses the | Vermittelst derselben wird der Wert einer
value of a commodity A 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 gleichgiiltig.
etc.

| In the next sentence, Marx states that the theoretical possibility of multiple equivalents
becomes a reality, without giving reasons why this must be so. But such a reason can be
supplied easily, and can serve as a hint: although each commodity producer specializes
on producing a limited range of use-values, he or she needs many different use-values. Each
linen weaver on the market is therefore likely to have a shopping list: she not only needs a
coat but a number of different things as well.
Different Simple expressions of the value of | Je nachdem sie also zu dieser oder je-
one and the same commodity arise therefore | ner andren Warenart in ein Wertverhiltnis
according to whether this commodity enters | tritt, entstehn verschiedne einfache Wertaus-

into a value relation with this or that other ‘ driicke einer und derselben Ware.?2¢
kind of commodity.?* ‘

22a Note to the 2nd edition. For instance in 22a Note zur 2. Aufl. Z.B. bei Homer wird
Homer, the value of a thing is expressed in a se- | der Wert eines Dings in einer Reihe verschiedner
ries of different things. Dinge ausgedriickt.

| And if one looks at all linen weavers together, then almost any use-value is likely to be
exchangeable for linen somewhere.
The number of such possible expressions is | Die Anzahl ihrer moglichen Wertausdriicke
limited only by the number of the different | ist nur beschrinkt durch die Anzahl von ihr
kinds of commodities distinct from A. The | verschiedner Warenarten. Thr vereinzelter
isolated expression of A’s value transforms | Wertausdruck verwandelt sich daher in die
itself therefore into the indefinitely expand- | stets verldngerbare Reihe ihrer verschiednen
able series of different Simple expressions | einfachen Wertausdriicke.
of that value.

Question 259 (FriSep 10-Mon Sep 13) Describe the “defects” of the Simple form of value,
and explain how these defects generate their own remedy. 2005fa, 200/ fa.

1.3.B. The Total or Expanded Form of Value

The Expanded form of value is a transitional phase (“Durchgangsphase” in the first edition,
43:4) between the Simple and the General forms of value. This subsection is written in a
terse, telegraphic style.

154:4 7z commodity A = u commodity B 77:1 z Ware A = u Ware B oder = v Ware
or = v commodity C or = w commodity D or | C oder = w Ware D oder x Ware E oder =
=x commodity E or = etc. etc.

155:1 (20 yards of linen = 1 coat or = 10 77:2 (20 Ellen Leinwand = 1 Rock oder =
Ib. tea or = 40 1b. coffee or = 1 quarter of | 10 Pfd. Tee oder = 40 Pfd. Kaffee oder = 1
wheat or = 2 ounces of gold or = 1/2 ton of | Quarter Weizen oder = 2 Unzen Gold oder
iron or = etc.) = 1/2 Tonne Eisen oder = etc.)
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If one combines all the things linen weavers are willing to accept in exchange for 20
yards of linen, one gets the Expanded form of value of linen. In the absence of money,
the Expanded form can be a generally accepted social form of value only if one unique
dominant commodity, such as cattle, is used to acquire all other commodities. See ,

, and Contribution, 286:3/000 where Marx says that the Expanded form of value is
only theoretical. In developed commodity production, the Expanded form exists only as the
specific form in which the General equivalent expresses its value.

The Expanded Relative Form of Value

77:3 Der Wert einer Ware, der Leinwand
z.B., ist jetzt ausgedriickt in zahllosen and-
ren Elementen der Warenwelt.

155:2 The value of a commodity, of the
linen for example, is now expressed in
countless other members of the world of
commodities.
1+ Starting from the exchange relationship between linen and coats, we had inferred, previ-
ously, that there must be weavers who trade linen for coats. Now we are broadening our
view and also look at those weavers who trade their linen for other commodities. We get
a multitude of expressions which does not stem from any multiplicity of the value of linen,
but simply from the fact that linen weavers, like everybody else, have many needs. |} But
for those looking at this relation from the outside, the simple fact that linen is a value is now

diffracted into a bewildering multitude of different expressions:

The body of every other commodity now be-
comes a mirror of the linen’s value.?

It seems contradictory to mirror the same
discusses how this contradiction was noted in
23 For this reason one speaks of the coat-value
of the linen when its value is represented in coats,
or of its corn-value when expressed in corn, and
so on. Every such expression says that it is
the linen’s value which appears in the use-values

coat, corn etc.

1 This last sentence is an echo of the argument made in

Jeder andre Warenkorper wird zum Spiegel
des Leinwandwerts.??

thing in many different mirrors. Footnote 23
the literature:

23 Man spricht deshalb vom Rockwert der
Leinwand, wenn man ihren Wert in Rocken, von
ihrem Kornwert, wenn man ihn in Korn darstellt
etc. Jeder solche Ausdruck besagt, daf es ihr
Wert ist, der in den Gebrauchswerten Rock, Korn
usw. erscheint.

: these various exchange

relations are the expressions of something that has to do with the linen alone, namely of the
value of the linen. |} Bailey interprets them differently. He thinks these exchange relations

indicate that linen has more than one value:
“The value of any commodity denoting its re-
lation in exchange, we may speak of it as ...
corn-value, cloth-value, according to the com-
modity with which it is compared, and hence
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].
S. Bailey, the author of this anonymous work,
which in its day created a considerable stir in
England, was under the delusion that by point-
ing to the multiplicity of the relative expressions
of the same commodity-value he had demolished
any possibility of a conceptual determination of
value.
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»Da der Wert jeder Ware ihr Verhiltnis im
Austausch bezeichnet, konnen wir ihn be-
zeichnen als ... Kornwert, Tuchwert, je nach
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].

S. Bailey, der Verfasser dieser anonymen Schrift,
die ihrer Zeit viel Ldarm in England machte,
wihnt durch diesen Hinweis auf die kunterbun-
ten relativen Ausdriicke desselben Warenwerts
alle Begriffsbestimmung des Werts vernichtet zu
haben.
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11 Of course Bailey has not demolished the concept of value. The fact that the same value
can have multiple expressions does not mean that value is not a well-defined concept.

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 equivalents is an accurate reflection of
the underlying reality that as value-creating labor, weaving counts as equal to the labors

producing coats or wheat or iron or gold:

It is only thus that this value truly appears
as a congealed quantity of undifferentiated
human labor. For the labor which creates it
is now explicitly represented as labor which
counts as the equal of every other sort of
human labor, whatever natural form it may
possess, i.e., whether it be objectified in a
coat, in corn, in iron, or in gold.

So erscheint dieser Wert selbst erst wahrhaft
als Gallerte unterschiedsloser menschlicher
Arbeit. Denn die ihn bildende Arbeit ist nun
ausdriicklich als Arbeit dargestellt, der jede
andre menschliche Arbeit gleichgilt, welche
Naturalform sie immer besitze und ob sie
sich daher in Rock oder Weizen oder Eisen
oder Gold usw. vergegenstindliche.

1 In connection with what I said earlier, I understand this sentence to mean: the surface
relations do not reveal that the commonality inside the commodities is human labor in the
abstract, but once we know this, it becomes clear that many aspects of this labor are accu-
rately reflected on the surface. This is indeed all that is necessary for the surface relations
to guide production, since the private producers “know” very well about labor—after all,
the reallocation of their labor is ultimately the only response to the market signals which
they are able to make. || Among others, the surface relations accurately reflect the fact that
human labor in the abstract is more than a physiological fact valid for every labor process
individually, but that the labor processes are placed in a relation 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
merely one other kind of commodity, but
with the whole world of commodities. As
a commodity it is citizen of this world.

her jetzt auch in gesellschaftlichem Verhilt-
nis nicht mehr zu nur einer einzelnen andren
Warenart, sondern zur Warenwelt. Als Ware
ist sie Biirger dieser Welt.

|l The next sentence brings another dimension in which this form of value expresses the

truth about value:

At the same time, it is contained in this
endless series of value expressions that the
value of the commodity itself has nothing to
do with the particular use-values in which it

Zugleich liegt in der endlosen Reihe seiner
Ausdriicke, daf3 der Warenwert gleichgiiltig
ist gegen die besondre Form des Gebrauchs-
werts, worin er erscheint.

appears.

1 The multitude of expressions indicates that these are only expressions and cannot be
the real thing. If the 20 yards of linen are in one instance exchanged against 1 coat, and
in another against 10 lbs. tea, etc., this makes it implausible that these come from the rela-
tionships between the owner of linen and the owners of each of these other commodities. It
is much more plausible to assume that all these other commodities, by their willingness to
exchange themselves for linen, express the same thing about the commodity “linen.” Marx
had made a very similar argument at the very beginning of the chapter, in

Fowkes has: “the endless series of
value expressions implies that,
from the point of view of the value
of the commodity, the particular

the commodity-value appears is a
matter of indifference not only
from the point of view of the
commodity-value but in general,

use-value in which it appears is a
matter of indifference.” This is a
unfortunate formulation because
the particular use-value in which
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from every point of view. The
phrase “der Warenwert ist
gleichgiiltig” evokes a figurative
“feeling” of indifference on part of
the commodity-value (it doesn’t
care in which use-value it is
expressed). Fowkes draws from

this the wrong conclusion that it is
something subjective, only valid
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.

| On the quantitative side, the Expanded form cushions the quantity of value from acci-

dental individual circumstances:

155:3/0 In the first form, 20 yards of linen
= 1 coat, it might well be a pure accident
that these two commodities are exchange-
able in a specific quantitative relation. In
the second form, by contrast, a background
of this accidental appearance immediately
shines through, which is essentially differ-
ent from it yet determines it. The value of
the linen remains unaltered in magnitude,
whether represented in coats, coffee, or iron,
or in innumerable different commodities,
belonging to the most diverse owners. The
accidental relation between two individual
commodity-owners falls away. It becomes
plain that it is not the exchange of commodi-
ties which regulates the magnitude of their
values, but rather the reverse, it is the mag-
nitude of the value of commodities which
regulates the proportion in which they are
exchanged.

78:1 In der ersten Form: 20 Ellen Lein-
wand = 1 Rock kann es zufillige Tatsa-
che sein, daf} diese zwei Waren in einem
bestimmten quantitativen Verhiltnisse aus-
tauschbar sind. In der zweiten Form leuch-
tet dagegen sofort ein von der zufilligen
Erscheinung wesentlich unterschiedner und
sie bestimmender Hintergrund durch. Der
Wert der Leinwand bleibt gleich grof3, ob
in Rock oder Kaffee oder Eisen etc. darge-
stellt, in zahllos verschiednen Waren, den
verschiedensten Besitzern angehorig. Das
zufillige Verhiltnis zweier individueller
Warenbesitzer fillt fort. Es wird offenbar,
daB nicht der Austausch die Wertgrofle der
Ware, sondern umgekehrt die Wertgroe der
Ware ihre Austauschverhéltnisse reguliert.

1 As long as we know that linen has only one value, not many values depending on the
circumstances of the exchanges, we know that this value is not generated by the exchange
but is generated elsewhere.

Question 261 (Tue Sep 14-Thu Sep 16) How does it become plain here that it is not the ex-
change of commodities which regulates the magnitude of their values, but rather the reverse,
it is the magnitude of the value of commodities which regulates the proportion in which they
are exchanged? 2009 fa, 2008fa, 2008SF, 2007fa.

The Particular Equivalent Form

78:2 Jede Ware, Rock, Tee, Weizen, Eisen
usw., gilt im Wertausdruck der Leinwand als
Aquivalent und daher als Wertkorper.

156:1 Every commodity, such as coat,
tea, iron, etc., counts, in the expression
of value of the linen, as an equivalent and
therefore a physical incarnation of value.

Fowkes translates Wertkorper with
“physical object possessing value.”
It would have been more accurate

to say “physical object
representing value.”
Moore-Aveling are here better

than Fowkes, they write “thing
that is value.”
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1.3. Form of Value

Does this mean that regardless of what kind of commodity one has, it is always exchange-
able against linen, that one can always find a linen weaver who needs this commodity? This
is not possible. Linen weavers would be flooded with use-values nobody wants. |} Marx
makes this argument on a much more abstract level, by pointing out the defects of the equiv-

alent form coming with the Expanded relative form of value.

The specific bodily form of each of these ‘
commodities is now a Particular equivalent
form alongside many others. In the same
way, the many specific, concrete, and use-
ful kinds of labor contained in the physical
commodities count now as just as many par-

Die bestimmte Naturalform jeder dieser
Waren ist jetzt eine besondre Aquivalent-
form neben vielen andren. Ebenso gel-
ten die mannigfaltigen in den verschiede-
nen Warenkorpern enthaltenen bestimm-
ten, konkreten, niitzlichen Arbeitsarten jetzt

ticular forms of realization or manifestation
of human labor in general.

als ebenso viele besondre Verwirklichungs-
oder Erscheinungsformen menschlicher Ar-
beit schlechthin.

1 This is already a defect. Human labor as such is undifferentiated, yet it has many dif-
ferent incarnations. Marx does not remark on this specifically, but begins here a systematic
discussion of all the defects of the Expanded form of value.

Defects of the Total or Expanded Form of Value

In a hurried style, Marx enumerates the “defects” of the Total or Expanded form, and its
“improvements” over the Simple form. In a nutshell, the defects are: The Expanded form
is not unique (i.e., the equivalent of the same commodity is not the same everywhere and at
all times), it is not simple (i.e., more than one use-value is involved in this form, but in real
life one will only deal with one of these use-values at a time), and it is not uniform (i.e., the
expanded equivalent of linen is qualitatively different from that of boots). One aspect which
is not a defect is that it is representative, i.e., the unending series of equivalents covers the
whole breadth of what abstract labor can do.

As earlier in , Marx does not simply say that the Expanded form of value as a
whole is defective, but he allocates the defects to the two poles of the expression. First he
enumerates three defects of the Expanded relative form of value.

|l Incompleteness: Whereas value itself is something fixed and given, this representation
of value is unfinished and continually subject to extensions:

156:2/0 Firstly, the relative expression of
value of the commodity is incomplete, be-
cause the series of its representations never
comes to an end. The chain, of which each
equation of value is a link, is liable at any
moment to be lengthened by any newly cre-
ated commodity, providing the material for
a fresh expression of value.

78:3/0 Erstens ist der relative Wertaus-
druck der Ware unfertig, weil seine Darstel-
lungsreihe nie abschlie3t. Die Kette, worin
eine Wertgleichung sich zur andern fiigt,
bleibt fortwihrend verlidngerbar durch jede
neu auftretende Warenart, welche das Mate-
rial eines neuen Wertausdrucks liefert.

“Relative expression of value” is
here short for “relative Expanded

form of value as an expression of
value.”

1 It is not just a theoretical possibility that new use-values may enter the market. Of-

ten, new use-values are introduced exactly for the purpose of achieving a more favorable
exchange proportion than would be possible with the established ones. But the Expanded
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relative form of value would be unfinished even in a world without technical change. If the
linen weaver offers her linen for an assortment of various other goods, then this assortment
can always only be a sample, only a subset of all the goods on the market. The linen weaver
may well be willing to exchange the linen also for a good which is not in this original subset.

|} Lack of simplicity: Whereas abstract value-creating labor is simple, its origin is the
same human labor-power used in various different production processes, its representation
is not simple but composed of many different components which have nothing in common
with each other. Marx calls it a “motley mosaic™:
Secondly, it is a motley mosaic of disparate | Zweitens bildet sie eine bunte Mosaik aus-
and unconnected expressions of value. einanderfallender und verschiedenartiger

Wertausdriicke.

|l Lack of uniformity: Whereas value of linen is qualitatively equal to the value of boots,
namely, they both are congealed abstract labor, the relative form of value of linen is different
from that of every other commodity.
And lastly, if, as must be the case, the rel- | Wird endlich, wie dies geschehn muf3, der
ative value of each commodity is expressed | relative Wert jeder Ware in dieser entfalteten
in this expanded form, it follows that the rel- | Form ausgedriickt, so ist die relative Wert-
ative form of value of each commodity is an | form jeder Ware eine von der relativen Wert-
endless series of expressions of value which | form jeder andren Ware verschiedne endlose
is different than the relative form of value of | Reihe von Wertausdriicken.
every other commodity.

1 “Different” means here “qualitatively different.” One needs an expression of value
which is qualitatively the same for all commodities and only quantitatively different. The
lists of equivalents are originally not proportional to each other, i.e., they are qualitatively
different from each other.

After the defects of the Expanded relative form, Marx discusses those of the Expanded
equivalent form:

The defects of the Expanded relative form | —Die Mingel der entfalteten relativen Wert-
of value are reflected in the corresponding | form spiegeln sich wider in der ihr entspre-
equivalent form. ‘ chenden Aquivalentform.

|l That iron, wheat, gold, etc. are included in the Expanded relative value form of linen
does not mean that they suddenly show up on the market as a group. In their existence,
these use-values are as unrelated as ever. This is why Marx begins his discussion of the
defects of the Expanded equivalent form not with the whole array of commodities listed
as equivalents, but with the individual commodities included in this array, which he calls
“Particular” equivalents:
Since the bodily form of each individual ‘ Da die Naturalform jeder einzelnen Waren-
kind of commodity is here one Particular ‘ art hier eine besondre Aquivalentform ne-
equivalent form amongst innumerable other | ben unzihligen andren besondren Aquiva-
Particular equivalent forms, the only equiv- | lentformen ist, existieren iiberhaupt nur be-
alent forms in existence are limited equiv- | schrinkte Aquivalentformen, von denen je-
alent forms, each of which excludes any of | de die andre ausschlief3t.
the others.

1+ Marx (a) calls these Particular equivalents limited, and (b) says that each excludes
the other. Since Marx will elaborate on (a) in his next sentence, let’s first discuss (b). If
linen has coat as one Particular equivalent, this does not mean that the linen weaver whom
the tailor approaches in order to exchange his coat is one who needs a coat; instead, his
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Particular equivalent may exclude coats. Although the Expanded form of value covers all
commodity owners offering linen, there is not one Particular equivalent which is accepted
by every commodity-owner offering linen. This is a different exclusivity than that between
the Expanded equivalent forms of two different commodities discussed in

Similarly, the specific, concrete, useful
kind of labor contained in each Particular
commodity-equivalent is only a Particular
and therefore not an exhaustive form of ap-
pearance of human labor.

Ebenso ist die in jedem besondren Wa-
rendquivalent enthaltene bestimmte, kon-
krete, niitzliche Arbeitsart nur besondre,
also nicht erschopfende Erscheinungsform
der menschlichen Arbeit.

If you look at the actualizations of this unlimited series, which by necessity consist of only
one piece of the mosaic at a time, then you also lose the representativeness. To stay with our
example, the labor contained in the coat is not an exhaustive form of appearance of human
labor, it is simply the kind of human labor that produces coats.

Lack of uniqueness, which was the first defect on the relative side, is the third defect of

the Expanded equivalent form of value:

It is true that human labor possesses a com-
plete or total form of appearance in the ag-
gregation of its particular forms of appear-
ance. But in that case it has no single, uni-
fied form of appearance.

Diese besitzt ihre vollstindige oder tota-
le Erscheinungsform zwar in dem Gesam-
tumkreis jener besondren Erscheinungsfor-
men. Aber so besitzt sie keine einheitliche
Erschein-
ungsform.

Question 263 (Tue Sep 14-Thu Sep 16) Which characteristics of value are expressed better
in the Expanded form of value than in the Simple form, and what are the defects of the
Expanded form? 2009fa, 2008fa, 2007fa, 2007SP, 2005fa, 2004 fa, 2003fa, 2002fa.

Asin

157:1 The Expanded relative form of
value is, however, nothing but the sum of
the simple relative expressions or equations
of the first form, such as:

1 coat

20 yards of linen = 10 Ib. of tea, etc.
157:2 Each of these equations implies the
identical equation in reverse:

20 yards of linen =

1 coat =
101b. of tea =

20 yards of linen
20 yards of linen, etc.

157:3 In fact, when a person exchanges
his linen for many other commodities, and
thus expresses its value in a series of other
commodities, it necessarily follows that
the other owners of commodities exchange

, the remedy to these defects is already implicit in the problem:

79:1 Die entfaltete relative Wertform be-
steht jedoch nur aus einer Summe einfacher
relativer Wertausdriicke oder Gleichungen
der ersten Form, wie:

20 Ellen Leinwand = 1 Rock

20 Ellen Leinwand = 10 Pfd. Tee usw.
79:2 Jede dieser Gleichungen enthélt aber

riickbeziiglich auch die identische Glei-
chung:

1 Rock = 20 Ellen Leinwand

10 Pfd. Tee = 20 Ellen Leinwand usw.

79:3 In der Tat: Wenn ein Mann seine
Leinwand mit vielen andren Waren aus-
tauscht und daher ihren Wert in einer Rei-
he von andren Waren ausdriickt, so miissen
notwendig auch die vielen andren Warenbe-
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them for the linen, and therefore express the
values of their various commodities in one
and the same third commodity, the linen.—

sitzer ihre Waren mit Leinwand austauschen
und daher die Werte ihrer verschiednen Wa-
ren in derselben dritten Ware ausdriicken, in

Leinwand.—

| Right now Marx assumes that this potential becomes actualized, without saying why
and how:
If, then, we reverse the series 20 yards of
linen = 1 coat, or = 10 Ib. of tea, etc., i.e. if
we formulate the converse relation already
implied in the series, we get:

Kehren wir also die Reihe: 20 Ellen Lein-
wand = 1 Rock oder = 10 Pfd. Tee oder =
usw. um, d.h., driicken wir die der Sache
nach schon in der Reihe enthaltene Riickbe-
ziehung aus, so erhalten wir:

Question 264 (Tue Sep 14-Thu Sep 16) Why doesn’t Marx go from the Simple form of value
directly to the General form of value by letting everyone express their values in the same
commodity? 2008fa, 2007fa, 2004 fa, 2001 fa.

Question 265 (Tue Sep 14-Thu Sep 16) Imagine a world in which humans only need one
use-value to survive (e.g., some humans survive on carrots alone, others on boots alone,
others again on shampoo alone, etc.), but production is such that each production process
vields many different use-values (i.e., the production process which produces milk also pro-
duces shoe polish, record players, sausages, cooking oil, roller blades, coats, sunglasses,
and tooth brushes, and many other things, as byproducts.) Argue that in such a fictitious
world, the expression of value would go directly from the accidental form of value to the
general form of value, bypassing the expanded form of value. 2009 fa, 2008fa, 2007SP.

1.3.C. General Form of Value

157:4 794

| coat B 1 Rock =

10 boftea = 0 b Katiee

40 1b.of coffee = | 20 yards 1 Qr& Weizen B 20 Ellen
1 qtr.of wheat = 3 oflinen ) ~ pLeinwand

2 Unzen Gold =
1/2 Tonne Eisen =
x Ware A
usw. Ware =

2 ounces of gold =
1/2  ton of iron =
x commodity A =

The Changed Character of the Value Form

In the first edition, 643:2, Marx remarks that this form is quite different. |} The first para-
graph explains the name “General” form of value:

157:5 The commodities now express their
values (1) in a simple form, because in a sin-
gle commodity, and (2) in a unified form,
because each commodity expresses its value
in the same commodity. Their form of value
is simple and common to all, hence general.
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79:5 Die Waren stellen ihre Werte jetzt 1.
einfach dar, weil in einer einzigen Ware und
2. einheitlich, weil in derselben Ware. Ihre
Wertform ist einfach und gemeinschaftlich,
daher allgemein.



Fowkes has “The commodities
now present their values to us, ...”
The “to us” is not in the
Moore-Aveling translation, and it
is out of place. The expression or
representation of value is a social
necessity, and it has nothing to do
with the readers of this book. In
the core of the economy, i.e., at a
systemic level, there is a bond
between all labors in society

because they all are the usually
interchangeable applications of the
same homogeneous finite mass of
human labor-power. But this
intrinsic connection can only
affect human activity when it
enters the realm of human
interactions. The interpersonal
relations which induce the
economic agents to take the
intrinsic constraints of this limited

1.3. Form of Value

pool of social labor-power into
considerations are called, by
Marx, the forms, expressions,
representations of value. Since the
agents do not react to value itself
but to these expressions of value, it
is important that these expressions
are faithful expressions of the
intrinsic properties of value.

The German word for “general” is “allgemein” (i.e., allen gemein, common to all).
While discussing the difference between the General form and the previous forms (Simple

and Expanded forms of value), Marx also reviews the characteristics of these previous forms.
He recapitulates their shortcomings and shows how the present form overcomes them.

158:1 The two previous forms (let us call
them A and B) only got as far as express-
ing the value of a commodity as something
distinct from its own use-value or physical
body.

80:1 Die Formen I und IT kamen beide nur
dazu, den Wert einer Ware als etwas von ih-
rem eignen Gebrauchswert oder ihrem Wa-
renkorper Unterschiedenes auszudriicken.

But by emphasizing the distinction between value and use-value of the same commodity, the
previous forms lost the homogeneity of value itself. This will be explained in the next two

paragraphs. As a belated elaboration of an obscure hint in

, Marx also sketches out

under what circumstances these previous value forms occurred in practice:

158:2 The first form, A, produced equa-
tions like this: 1 coat = 20 yards of linen,
10 1b. of tea = 1/2 ton of iron. The value
of the coat is expressed as something which
is like linen, that of the tea as something
which is like iron. These expressions of the
value of coat and tea are therefore as differ-
ent as linen is from iron. This form, it is
plain, appears in practice only in the early
stages, when the products of labor are con-
verted into commodities by accidental occa-
sional exchanges.

158:3 The second form, B, distinguishes
the value of a commodity more completely
from its own use-value, for the value of the
coat now contrasts its bodily form by assum-
ing all possible shapes, that of linen, iron,
tea, etc., every shape but that of a coat.

80:2 Die erste Form ergab Wertgleichun-
gen wie: 1 Rock = 20 Ellen Leinwand, 10
Pfd. Tee = 1/2 Tonne Eisen usw. Der Rock-
wert wird als Leinwandgleiches, der Tee-
wert als Eisengleiches usw. ausgedriickt,
aber Leinwandgleiches und Eisengleiches,
diese Wertausdriicke von Rock und Tee,
sind ebenso verschieden wie Leinwand und
Eisen. Diese Form kommt offenbar prak-
tisch nur vor in den ersten Anfingen, wo
Arbeitsprodukte durch zufilligen und gele-
gentlichen Austausch in Waren verwandelt
werden.

80:3 Die zweite Form unterscheidet voll-
standiger als die erste den Wert einer Wa-
re von ihrem eignen Gebrauchswert, denn
der Wert des Rocks z.B. tritt jetzt seiner
Naturalform in allen moglichen Formen ge-
geniiber, als Leinwandgleiches, Eisenglei-
ches, Teegleiches usw., alles andre, nur nicht
Rockgleiches.

This is a more thoroughly negative expression of value: by expressing the value of a com-
modity in the shape of all other commodities one says that value is not equal to any use-
value. But this thorough negativity makes homogeneity impossible:
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On the other hand, this immediately ex-
cludes any expression of value common to
all commodities; for, in the expression of
value of each commodity, all other com-
modities only appear in the form of equiv-

Andrerseits ist hier jeder gemeinsame Wert-
ausdruck der Waren direkt ausgeschlossen,
denn im Wertausdruck je einer Ware er-
scheinen jetzt alle andren Waren nur in der
Form von Aquivalenten.

alents.

For a joint expression of value, two commodities would have to be in the relative form of
value at the same time, with some joint equivalent. Both commodities would have to be in
the active position. This is impossible with the Expanded equivalent form, since the second
commodity is included as an equivalent of the first, and therefore cannot be in the relative
value form at the same time. Marx writes “only” as an equivalent, because the equivalent
form is passive and not very expressive; for instance, it does not express the quantity of

the value of the equivalent commodity, see

Again, Marx mentions the historical

conditions under which this form of value occurred first:

The Expanded form of value comes into ac-
tual existence for the first time when a par-
ticular product of labor, such as cattle, is
no longer exceptionally, but habitually, ex-
changed for various other commodities.

Die entfaltete Wertform kommt zuerst tat-
sdchlich vor, sobald ein Arbeitsprodukt,
Vieh z.B., nicht mehr ausnahmsweise, son-
dern schon gewohnheitsmifig mit verschied-
nen andren Waren ausgetauscht wird.

Homogeneity is regained in the General form of value:

158:4 The new form we have just ob-
tained expresses the values of the world of
commodities in one single kind of commod-
ity set apart from the rest, in linen for ex-
ample, and thus represents the values of
all commodities through their equality with
linen. The equation with linen differenti-
ates the value of every commodity not only
from its own use-value, but from all use-
values. Hence the value is expressed as that
which this commodity has in common with
all commodities.

80:4 Die neugewonnene Form driickt die
Werte der Warenwelt in einer und derselben
von ihr abgesonderten Warenart aus, z.B.
in Leinwand, und stellt so die Werte aller
Waren dar durch ihre Gleichheit mit Lein-
wand. Als Leinwandgleiches ist der Wert
jeder Ware jetzt nicht nur von ihrem eignen
Gebrauchswert unterschieden, sondern von
allem Gebrauchswert, und ebendadurch als
das ihr mit allen Waren Gemeinsame ausge-
driickt.

The differentiation between value and use-value proceeded in three steps. The Simple
form of value shows that the value of linen is something different from the use-value of
linen (since this value is represented in the use-value of the coat). The Expanded form of
value shows the irrelevance of the use-value representing the value, compare , it might
be coats, but it might also be different things. Only the General form of value shows that
value is separate from any use-value—because the linen in the General form of value is not
acquired because it is linen, but because it is the General equivalent.

1 This last sentence is interesting. In the Simple and also the Expanded form of value,
Marx emphasizes that the commodities express their values in the use-value of the Equiv-
alent commodities. With the General form of value this is no longer true. Once one com-
modity has been singled out as the general equivalent, it is no longer the use-value of the
commodity serving as equivalent that matters, but the fact that every other commodity ex-
presses its value in that same equivalent commodity. This value expression of all other
commodities makes the equivalent commodity directly exchangeable, in other words, the
equivalent commodity can be used to buy all other commodities.
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This expression in one and the same commodity makes the General form of value the first
form of value which leads to it that in the production process the commodities 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 as | Waren aufeinander als Werte oder 146t sie
values, or enables them to appear to each | einander als Tauschwerte erscheinen.

other as exchange-values.

The General form of value is not only an expression of value, but an expression of value
by a social relation involving all commodities. In this way it can become the social relation
on the surface sustaining production on the core level of the economy (here we are talking
about channel (2)).

Question 267 (Tue Sep 14-Thu Sep 16) In , Marx writes the following about the gen-
eral form of value: “Only this form, therefore, has the effect of relating the commodities with
each other as values, or enables them to appear to each other as exchange-values.” Why
didn’t he write: “or enables them to appear to each other as values”? 2008fa, 2007faq,
2007SP, 2004 fa, 2003fa, 2002fa.

| Discussion of the General relative form of value. An important difference now is that
this is no longer an “interpersonal” interaction between the commodity and its trading part-
ners, but a relation spanning all of society.

158:5/0 The two earlier forms express the 80:5/0 Die beiden fritheren Formen driicken
value of a given commodity either in terms | den Wert je einer Ware, sei es in einer ein-
of a single commodity of a different kind, or | zigen verschiedenartigen Ware, sei es in ei-
in a series of many commodities which dif- | ner Reihe vieler von ihr verschiednen Wa-
fer from the given commodity. In both cases | ren aus. Beidemal ist es sozusagen das Pri-
it is the private task, so to speak, of the in- | vatgeschift der einzelnen Ware, sich eine
dividual commodity to give itself a form of | Wertform zu gehen, und sie vollbringt es
value, and it accomplishes this task without | ohne Zutun der andren Waren. Diese spie-
the aid of the others, which play towards it | len ihr gegeniiber die blof3 passive Rolle des
the merely passive role of equivalents. ‘ Aquivalents.

The General form of value is not quite as passive:

The general form of value, on the other | Die allgemeine Wertform entsteht dagegen
hand, can only arise as a joint work of the | nur als gemeinsames Werk der Warenwelt.
whole world of commodities. A commodity | Eine Ware gewinnt nur allgemeinen Wert-
gains a general expression of its value only | ausdruck, weil gleichzeitig alle andren Wa-
when, at the same time, all other commodi- | ren ihren Wert in demselben Aquivalent
ties express their values in the same equiv- | ausdriicken, und jede neu auftretende Wa-
alent; and every newly emergent commod- | renart muf3 das nachmachen. Es kommt
ity must follow suit. It thus becomes ev- | damit zum Vorschein, dal die Wertgegen-
ident that because the objectivity of com- | stdndlichkeit der Waren, weil sie das blof3
modities as values is the purely ‘social ex- | ,.gesellschaftliche Dasein dieser Dinge ist,
istence’ of these things, it can only be ex- | auch nur durch ihre allseitige gesellschaft-
pressed through an all-sided social relation; | liche Beziehung ausgedriickt werden kann,
consequently the form of their values must | ihre Wertform daher gesellschaftlich giiltige
be a socially valid form. Form sein muB.
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Question 268 (Tue Sep 14—Thu Sep 16) Describe the joint work of all commodities which is
necessary to appropriately express the value of one commodity. 2009fa, 2008fa, 2007fa,

2007SP, 2005fa, 2004 fa, 2003fa, 2002fa, 2001 fa, 1999SP.

Clearly, this “joint work of the whole world of commodities” must be supervised by the
state. This is one of the several places in Capital where Marx describes, without explicitly

saying so, tasks of the capitalist state.

Now the quantitative aspect:

159:1 In this form, which sets all com-
modities equal to the linen, the commodi-
ties appear not only as qualitatively equal, as
values in general, but also as values whose
quantities can be compared.

81:1 In der Form von Leinwandgleichen
erscheinen jetzt alle Waren nicht nur als
qualitativ Gleiche, Werte iiberhaupt, son-
dern zugleich als quantitativ vergleichbare
Wertgrofien.

The rest of the paragraph elaborates how they can be compared:

Because the magnitudes of their values are
expressed in one and the same material, the
linen, these magnitudes are now reflected in
each other. For instance, 10 1bs. of tea =
20 yards of linen, and 40 lbs. of coffee =
20 yards of linen. Therefore 10 lbs. of tea
=40 Ibs. of coffee. In other words, 1 lb. of
coffee contains only a quarter as much of the
substance of value, that is, labor, as 1 Ib. of
tea.

It is therefore a very good form of value.
one exception:

159:2/0 The General relative form of
value of the world of commodities excludes
only one commodity, the linen, on which it
imposes the character of General equivalent.

Weil sie ihre Wertgrofen in einem und dem-
selben Material, in Leinwand bespiegeln,
spiegeln sich diese Wertgroflen wechselsei-
tig wider. Z.B. 10 Pfd. Tee = 20 Ellen Lein-
wand, und 40 Pfd. Kaffee = 20 Ellen Lein-
wand. Also 10 Pfd. Tee = 40 Pfd. Kaffee.
Oder in 1 Pfd. Kaffee steckt nur 1/4 soviel
Wertsubstanz, Arbeit, als in 1 Pfd. Tee.

Every commodity has this form of value with

81:2 Die allgemeine relative Wertform
der Warenwelt driickt der von ihr ausge-
| schlossenen Aquivalentware, der Leinwand,
den Charakter des allgemeinen Aquivalents
auf.

Next Marx asks how the value of this excluded equivalent commodity is expressed:

The bodily form of the linen is the common
form taken by the value of all commodi-
ties. Linen is therefore directly exchange-
able with all other commodities.

Thre eigne Naturalform ist die gemeinsame
Wertgestalt dieser Welt, die Leinwand da-
her mit allen andren Waren unmittelbar aus-
tauschbar.

This is an important observation: since all commodities express their values in the Gen-

eral equivalent, this General equivalent commodity is directly exchangeable with all com-
modities. What does “directly exchangeable” mean? If you take an ordinary commodity to
market, two questions must be resolved for an exchange to go through: (1) does your trad-
ing partner need your commodity, and (2) how much of his own commodity is he going to
give you for your commodity. Your commodity is called “directly exchangeable” if question
(1) is always answered in the affirmative. Nobody will turn the trade down with you be-
cause they don’t need your commodity (if your commodity is the General equivalent). Only
question (2) matters, the exchange proportion between their commodity and the General
equivalent. L.e., the General equivalent can be used to buy other commodities. This power to
buy everything is a direct and positive expression of the value of the equivalent commodity:
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The bodily form of the linen counts as
the visible incarnation, the general social
chrysalis state, of all human labor. Weav-
ing, the private labor which produces linen,
is at the same time labor in general social
form, the form of equality with all other
kinds of labor. The innumerable equations
of which the general form of value is com-
posed equate the labor realized in the linen
with the labor contained in every other com-
modity. They thus convert weaving into the
general form of appearance of undifferenti-
ated human labor. In this manner the labor
objectified in the values of commodities is
not just represented negatively, as labor in
which abstraction is made from all the con-
crete forms and useful properties of actual
work. Rather its own positive nature is ex-
plicitly brought out. It is the reduction of
all kinds of actual labor to their common
character of being human labor in general,
of being the expenditure of human labor-
power.

1.3. Form of Value

Thre Korperform gilt als die sichtbare In-
karnation, die allgemeine gesellschaftliche
Verpuppung aller menschlichen Arbeit. Die
Weberei, die Privatarbeit, welche Leinwand
produziert, befindet sich zugleich in allge-
mein gesellschaftlicher Form, der Form der
Gleichheit mit allen andren Arbeiten. Die
zahllosen Gleichungen, woraus die allge-
meine Wertform besteht, setzen der Reihe
nach die in der Leinwand verwirklichte Ar-
beit jeder in andrer Ware enthaltenen Arbeit
gleich und machen dadurch die Weberei zur
allgemeinen Erscheinungsform menschli-
cher Arbeit iiberhaupt. So ist die im Waren-
wert vergegenstidndlichte Arbeit nicht nur
negativ dargestellt als Arbeit, worin von al-
len konkreten Formen und niitzlichen Ei-
genschaften der wirklichen Arbeiten abstra-
hiert wird. Thre eigne positive Natur tritt
ausdriicklich hervor. Sie ist die Reduktion
aller wirklichen Arbeiten auf den ihnen ge-
meinsamen Charakter menschlicher Arbeit,
auf die Verausgabung menschlicher Arbeits-
kraft.

Question 270 (Tue Sep 14-Thu Sep 16) How does the General Equivalent form of value
express the labor represented in value not only negatively but also positively? 2008fa,
2007fa, 2007SP, 2005fa, 2004 fa, 2003fa, 2002fa, 1997ut.

Now the whole of the General form of value:

160:1 The General form of value, in
which all products of labor are presented
as mere congealed quantities of undifferen-
tiated human labor, shows by this general
coverage alone that it is the social expres-
sion of the world of commodities. Thus
it makes it plain that within this world the
general human character of labor forms its
specific social character.

81:3 Die allgemeine Wertform, welche
die Arbeitsprodukte als blofe Gallerten un-
terschiedsloser menschlicher Arbeit dar-
stellt, zeigt durch ihr eignes Geriiste, daf3 sie
der gesellschaftliche Ausdruck der Waren-
welt ist. So offenbart sie, daf} innerhalb die-
ser Welt der allgemein menschliche Charak-
ter der Arbeit ihren spefizisch gesellschaft-
lichen Charakter bildet.

Interdependence of the Development of Relative Form of Value and Equivalent

Form

The main objective of section

is an understanding of the “genesis” of money, see

Money is a commodity which is always in the general equivalent form. The equivalent,
however, is passive. In the present brief subsection Marx shows that also the development of
the equivalent form is passive; it is driven by the development of the relative form.
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160:2 The degree of development of the 81:4 Dem Entwicklungsgrad der relativen
equivalent form corresponds to that of the | Wertform entspricht der Entwicklungsgrad
relative form of value. However it should be ‘ der Aquivalentform. Aber, und dies ist wohl
noted that the development of the equivalent | zu merken, die Entwicklung der Aquivalent-
form is only the expression and result of the | form ist nur Ausdruck und Resultat der Ent-
development of the relative form. wicklung der relativen Wertform.

|l More specifically, the equivalents in the Simple, Expanded, and General forms of value
are generated through the actions of the commodities in the corresponding relative forms of
value.

160:3 The Simple or Isolated relative 82:1 Die einfache oder vereinzelte relati-
form of value of one commodity converts | ve Wertform einer Ware macht eine andre
some other commodity into a Simple equiv- | Ware zum einzelnen Aquivalent. Die entfal-
alent. The Expanded form of relative value, | tete Form des relativen Werts, dieser Aus-
that expression of the value of one com- | druck des Werts einer Ware in allen andren
modity in terms of all other commodities, | Waren, prigt ihnen die Form verschiedenar-
imprints on those other commodities the | tiger besonderer Aquivalente auf. Endlich
form of various Particular equivalents. Fi- | erhilt eine besondre Warenart die allgemei-
nally, a particular kind of commodity ob- | ne Aquivalentform, weil alle andren Waren
tains the form of General equivalent, be- sie zum Material ihrer einheitlichen, allge-
cause all other commodities make it the ma- | meinen Wertform machen.
terial embodiment of their unified and gen-
eral form of value.

The equivalents go through the progression individual—particular—general.

Despite the correspondence in the development paths of the two poles, these paths them-
selves do not converge but, on the contrary, the “antagonism” between the two poles becomes
stronger. (This antagonism will then be used, in chapter Two, , to explain the practical
implementation of the forms of money along with the development of commodity produc-
tion itself.) We use “antagonism” as translation for the German word Gegensatz. In the First
edition, 645:2, it is called a “polar antagonism,” which is explained to be an “inseparable
connectedness and at the same time continual exclusion.”

160:4 Concomitantly with the develop- 82:2 In demselben Grad aber, worin sich
ment of the value form itself, however, de- | die Wertform iiberhaupt entwickelt, ent-
velops also the antagonism between the rel- | wickelt sich auch der Gegensatz zwischen
ative form of value and the equivalent form, ihren beiden Polen, der relativen Wertform
the two poles of the value form. ‘ und Aquivalentform.

This antagonism is already present in the Simple form of value, although both sides consist
of arbitrary commodities:

160:5 The first form, 20 yards of linen = 82:3 Schon die erste Form—20 Ellen
1 coat, already contains this antagonism, but | Leinwand = 1 Rock—enthilt diesen Gegen-
does not attach it. satz, fixiert ithn aber nicht.

The antagonism is not “attached” or “fixed” to the commodities because one cannot say,
for instance, that the linen is in the relative and the coat in the equivalent form. One can only
say that for the weaver, the linen is in the relative and the coat in the equivalent form, but
for the tailor just the reverse holds: for him, the linen is in the equivalent and the coat in the
relative form.

According to whether we read the same | Je nachdem dieselbe Gleichung vorwirts
equation forwards or backwards, each of | oder riickwirts gelesen wird, befindet sich
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the two commodity poles (such as linen and | jedes der beiden Warenextreme, wie Lein-
coat) is found in the relative form on one | wand und Rock, gleichmiflig bald in der
occasion, and in the equivalent form on the | relativen Wertform, bald in der Aquivalent—
other. form.

|} This indeterminateness makes it difficult to see that there even is an antagonism.

Here it is still difficult to keep hold of the | Es kostet hier noch Miihe, den polarischen
polar antagonism. Gegensatz festzuhalten.

|l The Expanded form of value is no longer symmetric, but its reversal leads to a new form
of value, the General form of value.

160:6 In form B, only one commodity at 82:4 In der Form II kann immer nur je ei-
a time can expand its relative value into a | ne Warenart ihren relativen Wert total entfal-
totality, and it only possesses this Expanded | ten oder besitzt sie selbst nur entfaltete re-
relative form of value because, and in so far | lative Wertform, weil und sofern alle andren
as, all other commodities are with respect | Waren sich ihr gegeniiber in der Aquivalent-
to it, equivalents. Here we can no longer | form befinden. Hier kann man nicht mehr
reverse the equation—such as 20 yards of | die zwei Seiten der Wertgleichung—wie 20
linen = 1 coat or = 10 Ib. of tea or = I quar- | Ellen Leinwand = 1 Rock oder = 10 Pfd. Tee
ter of wheat etc.—without altering its whole | oder = 1 Qrtr. Weizen etc.—umsetzen, ohne
character, and converting it from the Ex- ihren Gesamtcharakter zu verdndern und sie
panded form into the general form of value. | aus der totalen in die allgemeine Wertform
zu verwandeln.

1 Form B: interchange of the sides no longer possible in the same equation. Such an
interchange transforms B into C.

| In form C, the antagonism develops into a contradiction: one commodity is general
equivalent because all others are not.

161:1 Finally, the last form, C, gives to 82:5 Die letztere Form, Form III, endlich
the world of commodities a general social | gibt der Warenwelt allgemein-gesellschaft-
relative form of value, because, and in so far | liche relative Wertform, weil und sofern, mit
as, all commodities except one are thereby | einer einzigen Ausnahme, alle ihr angehori-
excluded from the equivalent form. A sin- | gen Waren von der allgemeinen Aquiva-
gle commodity, the linen, therefore has the | lentform ausgeschlossen sind. Eine Ware,
form of direct exchangeability with all other | die Leinwand, befindet sich daher in der
commodities, in other words it has a imme- | Form unmittelbarer Austauschbarkeit mit
diately social form because, and in so far as, | allen andren Waren oder in unmittelbar ge-
no other commodity is in this situation.** | sellschaftlicher Form, weil und sofern alle

\ andren Waren sich nicht darin befinden.?*

1+ This also means: as soon as a general equivalent exists, direct barter is marginalized.
This is even enforced by modern anti-trust laws. “Reciprocity agreements,” i.e., agreements
of the sort: I buy this from you if you buy that from me, are illegal. Two firms are not allowed
to co-operate so as to protect themselves from the market at large.

So far, Marx had emphasized: linen is general equivalent because the other commodities
are not. The flip side of this is: linen does not share the relative form of value of the other
commodities:

161:2 The commodity that plays the role ‘ 83:1 Umgekehrt ist die Ware, die als all-
of General equivalent is on the other hand | gemeines Aquivalent figuriert, von der ein-
excluded from the uniform and therefore | heitlichen und daher allgemeinen relativen
General relative form of value. If the linen, | Wertform der Warenwelt ausgeschlossen.
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or any other commodity serving as General \

equivalent, were, at the same time, to share
in the relative form of value, it would have
to serve as its own equivalent. We should
then have: 20 yards of linen = 20 yards of
linen, a tautology in which neither value nor
its magnitude is expressed.

Sollte die Leinwand, d.h. irgendeine in all-
gemeiner Aquivalentform hefindliche Wa-
re, auch zugleich an der allgemeinen relati-
ven Wertform teilnehmen, so miif3te sie sich
selbst zum Aquivalent dienen. Wir erhielten
dann: 20 Ellen Leinwand = 20 Ellen Lein-
wand, eine Tautologie, worin weder Wert
noch Wertgrofie ausgedriickt ist.

Marx calls “20 yards of linen = 20 yards of linen” here a “tautology,” while his formulation
in suggested that this equation does have a meaning although it is no longer an
expression of value. This is one of the places where Marx is a little inconsistent in his

argument.

In order to express the relative value of the \

General equivalent, we must rather reverse
form C. This equivalent has no relative form
of value in common with other commodi-
ties; its value is, rather, expressed relatively
in the infinite series of all other physical
commodities. Thus the Expanded relative
form of value, or form B, now appears as the
specific relative form of value of the equiv-
alent commodity.

Um den relativen Wert des allgemeinen
Aquivalents auszudriicken, miissen wir viel-
mehr die Form III umkehren. Es besitzt kei-
ne mit den andren Waren gemeinschaftliche
relative Wertform, sondern sein Wert driickt
sich relativ aus in der endlosen Reihe aller
andren Warenkorper. So erscheint jetzt die
entfaltete relative Wertform oder Form II als
die spezifische relative Wertform der Aqui-
valentware.

This expression of the value of money is relevant because the seller no longer compares
the value of his commodity with the use-value of the equivalent, but with the bundle of
use-values which a given sum of money can buy.

Transition from the General Form of Value to the Money Form

162:1 The General equivalent form is one
of the forms of value. Any commodity can
therefore be the General equivalent. How-
ever whatever commodity it is, it is only in
General equivalent form (form C) because
and in so far as all other commodities ex-
clude it from their ranks and treat it as the
equivalent. And it is not until this exclusion
has once and for all confined itself to one
specific kind of commodity, that the uniform
relative form of value of the whole world of
commodities has gained objective fixity and
general social validity.

83:2 Die allgemeine Aquivalentform ist
eine Form des Werts iiberhaupt. Sie kann
also jeder Ware zukommen. Andrerseits
befindet sich eine Ware nur in allgemeiner
Aquivalentform (Form III), weil und sofern
sie durch alle andren Waren als Aquiva-
lent ausgeschlossen wird. Und erst vom
Augenblick, wo diese AusschlieBung sich
endgiiltig auf eine spezifische Warenart be-
schrinkt, hat die einheitliche relative Wert-
form der Warenwelt objektive Festigkeit
und allgemein gesellschaftliche Giiltigkeit
gewonnen.

The transition from forms A to B to C was driven by the defects of these forms, their insuf-
ficiencies in expressing value. The transition from C to D, by contrast, is driven by an inner
tension in form C itself. The General equivalent form is a form of value which can be as-
sumed by every commodity, but this form has a very exclusive character: if one commodity
is in this form, all other commodities are excluded from it. This tension between arbitrari-
ness and uniqueness can only be resolved by a social act which fixes one commodity as
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General equivalent.
162:2 As for the specific kind of com-

modity, with whose natural form the equiv-
alent form socially grows together, it be-
comes the money commodity, or assumes
money functions.

I 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.

Fowkes translates this passage as:
“The specific kind of commodity
with whose natural form the
equivalent form is socially
interwoven now becomes the
money commodity, or serves as
money.” The social coalescence
Marx talks about here does not
have the character of an way.
interweaving. Interweaving

1.3. Form of Value

83:3/0 Die spezifische Warenart nun, mit
deren Naturalform die Aquivalentform ge-
sellschaftlich verwichst, wird zur Geldware
oder funktioniert als Geld.

implies the harmonious merger of
two things that fit together. Marx
writes “verwichst,” not
“zusammenwichst,” which
connotates the growing together of
two things which have nothing in
common, like a tree growing
together with a rock that is in its

1t Note that Marx writes here “become.” The fixing of the role of general equivalent
on one specific kind of commodity (gold) is only the beginning of money. In chapter Three,
section 3, Marx says that a second social act, namely the adoption of the same commodity as
means of circulation, will be necessary before the money-commodity becomes full-fledged

money.
Playing the part of General equivalent within
the world of commodities becomes its spe-
cific social function and consequently its so-
cial monopoly. In form B, the commodities
figure as Particular equivalents of linen, and
in form C they jointly express their relative
values in linen; now there is one particu-
lar commodity which has historically con-
quered this favored position: gold. If, then,
in form C, we replace the linen with gold,
we get:

1.3.D. Money Form

162:3

20 yardsoflinen =
1 coat =

10 Ib. tea =

40 1b. coffee — | 2 ounces
1 quarter of corn = of gold
% ton of iron =
x commodity A =

etc.

162:4 Fundamental changes have taken
place in the course of the transition from

Es wird ihre spezifisch gesellschaftliche
Funktion, und daher ihr gesellschaftliches
Monopol, innerhalb der Warenwelt die Rol-
le des allgemeinen Aquivalents zu spielen.
Diesen bevorzugten Platz hat unter den Wa-
ren, welche in Form II als besondre Aquiva-
lente der Leinwand figurieren und in Form
IIT ihren relativen Wert gemeinsam in Lein-
wand ausdriicken eine bestimmte Ware hi-
storisch erobert, das Gold. Setzen wir daher
in Form IIT die Ware Gold an die Stelle der
Ware Leinwand, so erhalten wir:

84:1
20 Ellen Leinwand =
1 Rock =
10 Pfd. Tee = | 2 Unzen
40 Pfd. Kaffee = Gold
1 Qrtr. Weizen =
% Tonne Eisen =
x Ware A =

84:2 Es finden wesentliche Verdnderun-
gen statt beim Ubergang von Form I zu
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form A to form B and from form B to form
C.

Form II, von Form II zu Form III.

1+ By implication, the difference between C and D is not fundamental.

As against this, there is no difference be-
tween forms C and D, except that gold in-
stead of linen has now assumed the General
equivalent form. Gold is in form D what
linen was in form C: the General equiva-
lent. The advance consists only in that the
form of direct and general exchangeability,
in other words the General equivalent form,
has now by social custom irrevocably be-
come entwined with the specific bodily form
of the commodity gold.

Dagegen unterscheidet Form IV sich durch
nichts von Form III, auler daf jetzt statt
Leinwand Gold die allgemeine Aquivalent-
form besitzt. Gold bleibt in Form IV, was
die Leinwand in Form III war—allgemeines
Aquivalent. Der Fortschritt besteht nur dar-
in, daf} die Form unmittelbarer allgemeiner
Austauschbarkeit oder die allgemeine Aqui-
valentform jetzt durch gesellschaftliche Ge-
wohnheit endgiiltig mit der spezifischen Na-
turalform der Ware Gold verwachsen ist.

Not the form as such differs, only the use-value this form is attached to. “Gold” and
“linen” in this passage must be understood metaphorically. Gold stands for a specific com-
modity which is by social custom always in the General equivalent form, while “linen”
stands for a General equivalent which is decided case by case, perhaps because it is most
convenient for the situation at hand. This seems to be only a subtle difference, but it has im-
portant implications. The welding together of a particular use-value with a particular form
of value generates a true novelty, and the functions of money in chapter Three show how
fertile this combination is.

In the German original, the word
“spezifisch” was used once in
, twice in , and once in
. This term is also used

elsewhere, e.g., in , see my the Moore-Aveling translation
annotations there, and in does not use the word “specific”
Contribution, 303:4/0. Despite the here.

apparent significance of this term,

This particular use-value was gold because this use-value conforms best with the prop-
erties of a General equivalent (see chapter Two, about that). The next paragraph
shortly sketches how gold started out as an ordinary commodity and gradually conquered
the position of being recognized everywhere as the General equivalent. Only after this has
been accomplished has there been a difference between the General form of value with gold
as the equivalent, and the Money form of value.

162:5/0 Gold confronts the other com-
modities as money only because it pre-
viously confronted them as a commodity.
Like all other commodities, one of its func-
tions was that of an equivalent, either a
Simple equivalent in isolated exchanges,
or a Particular equivalent alongside other
commodity-equivalents. Gradually it began
to serve as General equivalent in narrower
or wider circles. As soon as it has won the
monopoly of this position in the value ex-
pression of the world of commodities, does
it become the money commodity. And only
from the moment that it has already become
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84:3 Gold tritt den andren Waren nur als
Geld gegeniiber, weil es ihnen bereits zu-
vor als Ware gegeniiberstand. Gleich al-
len andren Waren funktionierte es auch als
Aquivalent, sei es als einzelnes Aquivalent
in vereinzelten Austauschakten, sei es als
besondres Agquivalent neben andren Wa-
rendquivalenten. Nach und nach funktio-
nierte es in engeren oder weiteren Kreisen
als allgemeines Aquivalent. Sobald es das
Monopol dieser Stelle im Wertausdruck der
Warenwelt erobert hat, wird es Geldware,
und erst von dem Augenblick, wo es bereits
Geldware geworden ist, unterscheidet sich



the money commodity, does form D dif-
ferentiate itself from form C, i.e., does the

1.3. Form of Value

Form IV von Form III, oder ist die allgemei-
ne Wertform verwandelt in die Geldform.

General form of value transform itself into
the Money form.

This answers the question, posed in , of the genesis of the Money form, but it does
not show in what respects the Money form differs from the General form of value. What
Marx calls here the Money form is not a new form of value but the coalescence of the General
equivalent with a specific use-value. This creates something new, which will be explored in
chapter Three.

Exam Question 272 The difference between the Money form (under the gold standard) and
the General equivalent form is small; nevertheless it has important implications. Elaborate.
2007fa, 2007SP, 2005fa, 2004 fa, 2003fa, 2002fa, 2001 fa, 2000fa, 1999SP, 1997ut,
1997sp, 1996sp, 1995W1.

Question 273 (Tue Sep 14-Thu Sep 16) Compare Marx’s derivation of money with the deriva-

tions of money in modern Economics 2009fa, 2008SP, 2007fa, 2007SP.

Next Marx mentions briefly what becomes of the relative form of value when the equiva-

lent form turns into the Money form.

163:1 The Simple relative expression of
the value of some commodity, such as linen,
in the commodity which already functions
as the money commodity, such as gold, is
the price form. The “price form’ of the linen
is therefore: 20 yards of linen = 2 ounces
of gold, or, if 2 ounces of gold when coined
give £ 2, 20 yards of linen = £ 2.

This discussion will be continued in much more detail in chapter Three, see
, Marx returns from D back to A and thus concludes the circle.

last paragraph of section

163:2 The only difficulty in the compre-
hension of the Money form is that of grasp-
ing the General equivalent form or, more
broadly, of the General form of value, form
C. Form C can be reduced by working
backwards to form B, the Expanded form of
value, and its constitutive element is form A:
20 yards of linen = 1 coat or x commodity
A =y commodity B. The Simple commod-
ity form is therefore the germ of the Money
form.

84:4 Der einfache relative Wertausdruck
einer Ware, z.B. der Leinwand, in der be-
reits als Geldware funktionierenden Ware,
z.B. dem Gold, ist Preisform. Die ,Preis-
form™ der Leinwand daher: 20 Ellen Lein-
wand = 2 Unzen Gold oder, wenn 2 Pfd.St.
der Miinzname von 2 Unzen Gold, 20 Ellen
Leinwand = 2 Pfd.St.

. In the

85:1 Die Schwierigkeit im Begriff der
Geldform beschrinkt sich auf das Begreifen
der allgemeinen Aquivalentform, also der
allgemeinen Wertform iiberhaupt, der Form
III. Form II 16st sich riickbeziiglich auf
in Form II, die entfaltete Wertform, und ihr
konstituierendes Element ist Form I: 20 El-
len Leinwand = 1 Rock oder x Ware A =y
Ware B. Die einfache Warenform ist daher
der Keim der Geldform.

The first edition, 43:4, brings a transitional paragraph here which reiterates what Marx

considered the most important finding of this
As one sees, the analysis of the commod-
ity yields all essential determinations of the
form of value. 1t yields the form of value it-
self, in its opposite moments, the General
relative form of value, the General equiv-

section:
Man sieht: die Analyse der Ware ergibt alle
wesentlichen Bestimmungen der Wertform
und die Wertform selbst in ihren gegensitz-
lichen Momenten, die allgemeine relative
Wertform, die allgemeine Aquivalentform,
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1. The Commodity

alent form, finally the never-ending series
of Simple relative value expressions, which
first constitute a transitional phase in the de-
velopment of the form of value, in order
to eventually turn into the specific relative
form of value of the General equivalent.
Marx distinguishes here between general

commodity, and specific value forms, which ¢

However the analysis of the commodity
yielded these forms as forms of the com-
modity in general, which can therefore be
taken on by every commodity—although in
a polar manner, so that when commodity A
finds itself in one form determination, then
commodities B, C, etc. assume the other in
relation to it.

|l The last sentence is especially significant.

It was however of decisive importance to
discover the inner necessary connection be-
tween form of value, substance of value, and
magnitude of value, i.e., expressed ideally,
to prove that the form of value springs from
the concept of value.

The German word is “ideell” and
not “ideal”; i.e., this is not a wrong

endlich die nie abschlieBende Reihe einfa-
cher relativer Wertausdriicke, welche erst
eine Durchgangsphase in der Entwicklung
der Wertform bildet, um schlieBlich in die
spezifisch relative Wertform des allgemei-
nen Aquivalents umzuschlagen.

value forms, which can be assumed by any

annot.
Aber die Analyse der Ware ergab diese For-
men als Warenformen iiberhaupt, die also
auch jeder Ware zukommen, nur gegenscitz-
lich, so da} wenn die Ware A sich in der
einen Formbestimmung befindet, die Waren
B, C, usw. ihr gegeniiber die andre anneh-
men.

Das entscheidend Wichtige aber war den
inneren notwendigen Zusammenhang zwi-
schen Wertform, Wertsubstanz und Wertgrofe
zu entdecken, d.h. ideell ausgedriickt, zu be-
weisen, dal die Wertform aus dem Wertbegriff
entspringt.

(idealistic) expression, but it is the
reflection of this reality in theory.

One might translate it as:
“expressed epistemically.”

Marx did not begin with the concept of value to derive from it the form of value, but he

began with the analysis of a concrete object of practical activity, namely, the commodity.
Then at the end he can step back and summarize his findings with the words: the form of
value springs from the concept of value. This is a reversal of Hegel, the necessity of which
is best seen if one translated it into the core-surface paradigm: Marx tried to show in this
derivation that monetized market relations are the appropriate surface relations which induce
the economic agents, who interact in this way on the surface, to produce value in the core of
the economy.

Question 276 (Tue Sep 14-Thu Sep 16) Compare the discussion of section in these An-

notations here with the discussion of section in/ ,vol. 1, pp. 34 ff.].

1.4. The Fetish-Like Character of the Commodity and
its Secret

In the first German edition of Capital, chapter One ended with a seven-page passage about
the fetish-like character of the commodity, starting at 44:1. For the second German edition,
Marx profoundly revised this passage and almost doubled its length. But even the second
edition must be considered incomplete. Marx discusses here a set of questions which are
extremely important for understanding capitalism and the possibilities to overcome it.
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1.4. Fetish-Like Character and its Secret

Although Marx does not divide section into subsections, these Annotations divide it
into five parts. The whole section is an analysis of the sources and implications of what
Marx calls the mysterious character of the commodity. Marx first gives a characterization
of what the mysterious character of the commodity consists in (subsection ) and then
asks where it comes from ( ). Since social relations take the form of mysterious objec-
tive phenomena, scientific efforts are necessary to understand these phenomena enough so
that “successful” action within this framework is possible. This is the origin of “bourgeois
economics,” which is discussed in subsection . Subsection gives four examples of
societies in which social relations do not take a mystified form, followed by a short sketch
of the correspondence between religion and the relations of production. Subsection
is related to ; it points out the theoretical errors, the “fetishism,” of bourgeois political
economy. The subtitles for these subsections are given in square brackets because they do
not come from Marx.

Before our detailed commentary of section can begin, we must look at its title, which
reads, in German, “Der Fetischcharakter der Ware und sein Geheimnis.” Usually, “Fetischcharakter
der Ware” is translated with “commodity fetishism.” Howewer, a more accurate translation
would be “fetish-like character of the commodity.” Marx distinguishes between “fetishism,”
which is a false “story” guiding practical activity, and “fetish-like character,” which is a
property in fact possessed by social relations. Commodities have a fetish-like character,
while members of capitalist society often display fetishism (systematized in “bourgeois eco-
nomics”). Fetishism and bourgeois economics will be discussed in subsections and

. A brief allusion to fetishism is already given at the end of , but the early parts of
this section focus on the fetish-like character of the commodity.

In the Moore-Aveling translation, Thereof.” Fowkes translated it as The French edition says correctly:
the title is: “The Fetishism of “The Fetishism of the Commodity “Le caractere fétiche de la
Commodities and the Secret and its Secret.” Both are wrong. marchandaise et son secret.”

Exam Question 277 What is the difference between commodity fetishism and the fetish-like
character of commodities? 2009 fa, 2008SP, 2007SP, 2005fa, 2004 fa, 2003fa, 2001 fa.

1.4.a. [Exactly Which Aspects of the Commodity are Mysterious?]

Marx begins his discussion with the statement that commodities are “mysterious.” By this
he means that the social relations encapsulated in the commodities are not visible to or
controlled by the commodity owners. Then he asks where exactly in the commodity is
this mystery located. He rules out the use-value ( ) and the content of the value
determinations ( ), in order to arrive at the commodity form of the product ( ). To
illustrate the mysterious character of the commodity form, Marx brings analogies of the eye
and religion ( ). Afterwards, in what we call subsection , Marx will go on to
investigate the origin, in the relations of the producers in the production process, of this
mysterious character of their products on the surface of the economy.

163:3/0 At first glance, a commodity 85:2 Eine Ware scheint auf den ersten
seems to be something obvious and trivial. Blick ein selbstverstindliches, triviales Ding.

1 A commodity seems to be something “obvious and trivial’—namely, a useful object
with simple properties that are easily examined and understood. |} In the next sentence,
Marx says that the scientific analysis of this seemingly simple object shows that it is really
something complicated. One would expect that scientific analysis begins with something
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complex and reduces it to something more simple. If one already starts with something sim-
ple, how can research make it more complex? Because the simple surface properties turned
out to be contradictory. In order to resolve these contradiction, Marx had to dig deeper and
uncovered so-to-say a busy inner life beneath the commodities’ bland appearances:

But its analysis brings out that it is quite in- | Thre Analyse ergibt, daB} 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 results of the earlier analysis:

e The commodity is “intricate”—because it has many determinations, it has not only
use-value but also value, which manifests itself in various forms—from the simple
exchangeability of two commodities to the power of money to buy everything.

e It engages in “metaphysical hairsplitting”—because in the commodity itself, these
multiple determinations are undeveloped, so that one needs the powers of abstraction
to grasp them. (See First edition, 28:6/0).

e It abounds in theological niceties—because money can be compared to the god of
commodities, as Marx did in the First edition, 37:1.

These references to the First edition were necessary because the sentence under discussion
was already present in the First edition, while two of the specific places this sentence seems
to refer to did not make it into the later editions.

The commodity has properties which do not come from its physical body, and which
reveal their origin only in distorted ways. This comes out most strikingly in the three pecu-
liarities of the equivalent form, : use-value becomes the form in which value manifests
itself; concrete labor the form in which abstract labor, and private labor the form in which
social labor manifests itself. Indeed, in Contribution, the commodity fetishism section con-
sisted of one long paragraph 275:1/0 taking the place of the fourth peculiarity. Also in Cap-
ital, one can find the fetish-like character enumerated in parallel with these peculiarities, see
chapter Three, p.

Question 278 (FriSep 17-Mon Sep 20) Which evidence prompts Marx to say, at the begin-
ning of the Commodity Fetishism section, that the commodity is “intricate” or “mysteri-
ous”? 2009fa, 2008fa, 2007fa, 2007SP, 2005fa, 2004fa, 2003fa, 2002fa, 1996ut,
1996sp, 1995ut, 1995W1.

Question 279 (FriSep 17-Mon Sep 20) In Capital Marx says that the commodity
is “intricate” or “mysterious,” while in his Notes on Wagner, [mecw24]544:6/0 he says it
is simple. What gives?

Marx calls the commodity “intricate” or, in the next sentence, “mysterious,” immediately
after giving a theory which fully explains the commodity. The mysterious character is there-
fore not a reflection of our ignorance about the commodity. The commodity is mysterious
because the simple social relations which our analysis revealed in the commodity are not
expressed in the commodity in a straightforward manner but lead to contradictory and con-
torted surface expressions. Marx asks now: what is it about those underlying simple relations
which prevents them from being expressed in a simple way? He proceeds here in two steps.
First, following his earlier analysis, he cuts the commodity into several (conceptual) pieces
and asks which of these pieces is mysterious (i.e., leads to contradictory expressions). In his
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own words, this is the question where the mysterious character of the commodity is located.
And after having identified those elements and ruled out others, his next question is: what
is it in those elements that causes their expressions to be contradictory? This is the question
about the source of the mysterious character.

Question 280 (FriSep 17-Mon Sep 20) If the commodity, empirically, is not mysterious, but
its scientific analysis reveals that it has a mysterious character, doesn’t this mean that the sci-
entific analysis is wrong? 2009fa, 2008fa, 20085F, 2007fa, 2007SF, 2005fa, 2004 fa.

Question 283 (FriSep 17-Mon Sep 20) Comment on the following statement: “After a long
and tedious explanation of the commodity, Marx surprises his reader at the end of chapter
One with the assertion that the commodity is mysterious. This is Marx’s last-ditch effort
to drag commodity production into the dirt, after his own analysis could not turn up much
that is wrong with it. Ironically, Marx admits here that his explanation of the commodity is
less than satisfactory, since it mystifies something that is really plain and simple.” 2008SP,
2007SP, 2004 fa, 2003fa.

|} First therefore, Marx looks where the mysterious character of the commodity is located.

Many economic phenomena in capitalism have an outwardly “magical” character. The
power of money to purchase everything, or the power of capital to grow quasi on its own
accord, sudden financial crises and breakdowns of economic growth, inflation, unemploy-
ment, stock market booms and busts, salaries which have nothing to do with the skills or
experience of the recipient, the tendency of wealth to concentrate rather than dissipate, even
modern consumerism, i.e., people’s over-attachment to things, and the social status conveyed
by the clothes one wears or the car one drives—in all these phenomena the economy seems
to have a separate “life.” Although the economy is the product of the economic agents, it
seems to be independent of them.

Modern economics does not admit that the economy is beyond the control of the eco-
nomic agents. The theory of rational expectations is a good example for an explanation
according to which the mysterious phenomena of modern capitalism are the outgrowth of
nothing other than pure human rationality in the absence of full information. At most, mod-
ern economics finds irrationality at the level of individual behavior (Keynes), but never in
the social structure as such.

Far from denying the mysterious character of the commodity, Marx considers it so im-
portant that he interrupts his analysis of the social forms themselves, in order to understand
why they are mysterious. But instead of picking out some of the many outwardly mysterious
phenomena, he tries to find the root of this magic by investigating the mysterious character
of the commodity, of the “elementary” social form, see . The commodity already con-
tains in an undeveloped form many of the determinations of money and capital, and Marx
asserts that also the outwardly magical and self-acting characters of money and capital have
their root in the more subtle mysteries of the commodity.

Exam Question 287 Why does Marx explore the mysterious character of the commodity,
which is bland and abstract, instead of picking up one of the many striking outwardly mys-
terious phenomena of capitalism? 2008fa, 2008SP, 2007fa, 2007SF, 2004 fa, 2003fa,
2002fa.

Question 288 (FriSep 17-Mon Sep 20) Whether the commodity is “mysterious” or not
is a value judgment which can neither be proved nor disproved. Do you agree? What
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would Marx say about this? 2008fa, 2008SF, 2007fa, 2004 fa, 2003fa, 2002fa, 2000fa,

1997ut, 1996sp, 1995W1.

In the next few paragraphs, Marx asks: exactly which aspect of the commodity is myste-
rious? Since Marx is looking for an absence here, the absence of clarity and control, he uses
an elimination argument: he rules out all those cases where clarity is present.

As the first step in this elimination, Marx rules out the commodity’s use-value.

So far as it is a use-value, there is nothing
mysterious about the commodity, whether
we consider it from the point of view that,
by its properties, it satisfies human needs,
or that it first obtains these properties as the
product of human labor.

Soweit sie Gebrauchswert, ist nichts My-
sterioses an ihr, ob ich sie nun unter dem
Gesichtspunkt betrachte, da3 sie durch ih-
re Eigenschaften menschliche Bediirfnisse
befriedigt oder diese Eigenschaften erst als
Produkt menschlicher Arbeit erhilt.

The next passage focuses on the second alternative, the production process:

The activity by which man changes the
forms of the materials of nature in a man-
ner useful to him is entirely accessible to
the senses. The form of the wood, for in-
stance, 1s altered when a table is made out
of it. Nevertheless the table is still a piece of
wood, an ordinary thing which can be seen
and touched.

Es ist sinnenklar, daf3 der Mensch durch sei-
ne Titigkeit die Formen der Naturstoffe in
einer ihm niitzlichen Weise veridndert. Die
Form des Holzes z.B. wird veridndert, wenn
man aus ihm einen Tisch macht. Nichts-
destoweniger bleibt der Tisch Holz, ein or-
dindres sinnliches Ding.

1t The production process is entirely accessible to the senses, a more literal translation
would be: it is clear to the senses that mankind changes the forms of the natural materials.
This is a process which one can fully experience with one’s senses, as opposed to the social
processes investigated in this book, which are not part of the empirical experience.

Question 289 (FriSep 17-Mon Sep 20) Isn’t it reductionism to say that the table is wood,
as Marx says in ? And what about tables made from other materials? 2009fa.

Doesn’t Marx set up a straw man here? Would anyone seriously think that the use-value
of commodities, or the process producing this use-value, is mysterious? Marx’s denial of
the mysterious character of use-value is worded very carefully. Marx chose formulations
emphasizing the transformational character of production. (This transformational character
was already addressed earlier in and its footnote 13.) Marx’s secret message here
is that anyone who does not hold this transformational view believes in miracles. In other
words, Marx is using the first, trivial step in his elimination to promote a transformational
view of material production, instead of a view in which production creates something out of
nothing.

Material production changes the form of things in a useful manner. This process is based
on science, not magic; therefore it does not lead to the loss of social control. But things
look different when the social context of production is considered, 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 forth as a
commodity, it changes into something that
has extrasensory features attached to its sen-
suous existence. It not only stands with its
feet on the ground, but in relation to all other
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Aber sobald er als Ware auftritt, verwan-
delt er sich in ein sinnlich iibersinnliches
Ding. Er steht nicht nur mit seinen Fiilen
auf dem Boden, sondern er stellt sich al-
len andren Waren gegeniiber auf den Kopf
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commodities it turns itself on its head, and | und entwickelt aus seinem Holzkopf Gril-
evolves out if its wooden brain grotesque | len, viel wunderlicher, als wenn er aus freien

ideas, far spleenier than if it suddenly were | Stiicken zu tanzen begénne.?

to begin dancing.? ‘

“Aus freien Stiicken”: Fowkes’s could say “of its own whim, also inspired by the French “que si
translation “of its own free will” accord.” The translation here uses elle se mettait a danser.”

has connotations to “will” which “suddenly” because this implies

do not belong here. Perhaps one spontaneity and self-activity. It is

1 Marx brings again several colorful metaphors referring to similar aspects of the com-
modity as his formulations in the second sentence of . Whereas the former metaphors
emphasized that the commodity contained forces which are not obvious to those handling
the commodities, the present metaphors indicate that the commodity acts on its own accord:

e As a commodity, a table is sensuous and extrasensory—because it is not only the
product of useful labor but at the same time the accumulation of abstract labor. In
Marx will use the formulation “sensuous-extrasensory or social.”

e In relation to all other commodities, the table stands on its head.—This is a reference
to the three peculiarities of the equivalent form, in which the form itself is the exact
opposite of that what this form represents and regulates.

o The table evolves out of its wooden brain grotesque ideas.—Since value manifests it-
self in the relation between commodities, the commodities seem to be animated beings
with their own intentions and social relations.

The metaphor in this last item shows that Marx considers economic laws to be fendencial.
The results of the analysis of the commodity earlier in chapter One are compared here to a
“spleen” in the commodity’s head, i.e., as a tendency to act in a certain way, not necessarily
any particular action itself. Only the higher forms of capitalist wealth (money and especially
capital) depend on it, for their existence, that these tendencies are enacted.

Commodities are the unity of use-value and value. Since use-value has been ruled out,
Marx looks now whether the mysterious character of the commodity can 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 its | entspringt also nicht aus ihrem Gebrauchs-
use-value. wert.

1} 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 of value. der Wertbestimmungen.

Moore and Aveling translated “nature,” not only Inhalt but also trying to say something much
“Inhalt” with “nature.” But in the Form would be considered part of narrower here.

modern usage of the word the commodity’s nature. Marx is

1t This formulation may create the impression that we will also come up empty-handed
if we look at value. But this impression is false. Marx does not say that the mysterious
character does not come from value. He says that it does not come from the content of the
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value determinations, i.e., from the (social) stuff value is made of. The “content” (Inhalt) of
the value determinations must be distinguished here from the social form which this content
takes in a commodity society. The first edition, 44:2/0, formulates the same idea a little
differently:

No more does it spring from the determina- | Er entspringt ebensowenig aus den Werrbe-
tions of value, considered for themselves stimmungen, fiir sich selbst betrachtet.
“Considered for themselves” means: considered not as determinations of value but in their
own right. Stepping out of the Hegelian form-content paradigm, one might say: the myste-
rious character does not come from those aspects of the social production process which are
regulated by the value relations between the commodities. (If formulated this way, Marx’s
next step in follows immediately: it must come from the commodity form, i.e., from
the objectified surface relations which regulate these aspects of social production. But let us
discuss things in order.)

From various earlier places (most clearly expressed in the two transitional passages in
the first edition of Capital, 21:2 and 42:4) we know that Marx distinguishes between three
determinations of value: (o) its substance, () its quantity, and () its form. The content
of these determinations, i.e., the stuff which these aspects of value are made out of, are (o)
human labor in the abstract (i.e., the expenditure of labor-power), () socially necessary
labor-time, and (y) a social relation on the surface of the economy (the form of value is
exchange-value, which is a social relation).

In order to prove that the mysterious character does not spring from the content of the
value determinations, Marx argues that these three kinds of stuff themselves are not mys-
terious, and/or that they are not peculiar to commodity-producing societies but can also be
found in societies which are not mysterious. Regarding (o) the argument is:

For in the first place, however varied the
useful labors or productive activities might
be, it is a physiological truth that they are
functions of the human organism, and that
each such function, whatever may be its na-
ture or its form, is essentially the expendi-
ture of human brain, nerves, muscles, sense
organs, etc.

Denn erstens, wie verschieden die niitzli-
chen Arbeiten oder produktiven Tatigkei-
ten sein mogen, es ist eine physiologische
Wabhrheit, daf3 sie Funktionen des mensch-
lichen Organismus sind und daf jede sol-
che Funktion, welches immer ihr Inhalt und
ihre Form, wesentlich Verausgabung von
menschlichem Hirn, Nerv, Muskel, Sinnes-

organ usw. ist.

The word “essentially” here indicates that it is not possible to eliminate all effort out of
the production process. Although production uses natural forces, it is not the spontaneous
outcome of these natural forces. Nature has to be directed by humans to have the effect
that humans desire. This “directing” the natural forces, rather than giving in to them, is an
activity which requires effort. Physicists know that energy is needed to keep a system in a
state of low entropy. This here is an analogous situation.

The “physiological truth” that all production is the expenditure of human labor-power
makes it possible, but by no means necessary, that all labor-powers be treated by society as
parts of the same homogeneous mass. This is exactly what Marx says in . The exam-
ples of the other societies, which will be given later in this section, starting with s
show that not all societies treat their labor-powers as one homogeneous mass.

Question 290 (FriSep 17-Mon Sep 20) What is an “essential” property of something? What
can be said in support of Marx’s claim that labor is “essentially” expenditure of human
brain, nerves, muscles, sense organs, etc.? 2008fa, 2007fa, 2007SP, 2005fa, 2004 fa,
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Question 291 (FriSep 17-Mon Sep 20) Do you know production processes in which hu-
mans participate without having to spend any effort? 2009fa, 2008fa, 2008SP, 2007SP,

2005fa, 2004fa, 2003fa.

Question 292 (FriSep 17-Mon Sep 20) Skip forward to subsection

> PP- -

, and describe the social role played by the fact that all labor is the expenditure
of human labor-power in the Robinson example and the other examples of non-capitalist

societies given there. 1997ut, 1996sp.

Point (f3), the quantity of value, is discussed as follows:

Secondly, regarding that which underlies the
determination of the magnitude of value,
namely, the duration of that expenditure or
the quantity of labor, this quantity is even
palpably distinguishable from the quality of
labor.

Was zweitens der Bestimmung der Wert-
grofe zugrunde liegt, die Zeitdauer jener
Verausgabung oder die Quantitit der Arbeit,
so ist die Quantitdit sogar sinnfillig von der
Qualitiit der Arbeit unterscheidbar.

Question 293 (FriSep 17-Mon Sep 20) What does Marx mean with the “palpable differ-
ence between quality and quantity of labor,” and why is this adduced as evidence that the
contents of the value determination are not mysterious? 2008 fa, 2002fa, 2001 fa.

One can only conjecture what Marx might have meant with the “palpable difference”
between quantity and quality of labor. Perhaps Marx refers to the fact that the quantity
of value is not given by the actual labor-time but by the socially necessary labor-time—a
difference which can be deadly. But even if one ignores this remark, the argument given in
the next sentence rules out labor-time as a mysterious element in commodity production:

In all states of society, the labor time it costs
to produce the means of subsistence must
necessarily concern mankind, although not
to the same degree at different stages of
development.?®

In allen Zustinden mufte die Arbeitszeit,
welche die Produktion der Lebensmittel
kostet, den Menschen interessieren, ob-
gleich nicht gleichméBig auf verschiedenen

‘ Entwicklungsstufen.®

Since this is valid generally, the mystery cannot come from labor-time. Even a society that
is not mystified must take labor-time into consideration.

26 Note to the 2nd edition. The old Germans
counted the area of an acre of land according to a
day’s labor, and therefore the acre was also called
Tagwerk (also Tagwanne) (jurnale or jurnalis,
terra jurnalis, jornalis or diurnalis), Mannwerk,
Mannskraft, Mannsmaad, Mannshauet etc. Com-
pare Georg Ludwig von Maurer, “Einleitung zur
Geschichte der Mark-, Hof-, usw. Verfassung,”
Miinchen 1854, p. 129 sq.

26 Note zur 2. Ausg. Bei den alten Germa-
nen wurde die GroBe eines Morgens Land nach
der Arbeit eines Tages berechnet und daher der
Morgen Tagwerk (auch Tagwanne) (jurnale oder
jurnalis, terra jurnalis, jornalis oder diurnalis),
Mannwerk, Mannskraft, Mannsmaad, Manns-
hauet usf. benannt. Sieh Georg Ludwig von
Maurer, ,.Einleitung zur Geschichte der Mark-,
Hof-, usw. Verfassung“, Miinchen 1854, p. 129

sq.

Question 294 (FriSep 17-Mon Sep 20) Compare the one function of labor-time in the Robin-

son example, p.

ciation of free men,” i.e., of a communist society given on p.

2007SP, 1997ut, 1996sp, 1995ut, 1995W1.

, with the two functions of labor-time in the example of an “asso-

in subsection
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Now point (), the form of value:
And finally, whenever men work for each | Endlich, sobald die Menschen in irgendei-
other in any way, their labor also assumes | ner Weise fiireinander arbeiten, erhilt ihre
a social form. Arbeit auch eine gesellschaftliche Form.

This sentence is closely related to , and can be paraphrased as: whenever people
are not independent self-sufficient producers, but production is part of the social web in
which they find themselves, there must be interpersonal interactions between the producers.
There is no mystery involved in this either.

Question 295 (FriSep 17-Mon Sep 20) The armchair socialist (Kathedersozialist) Adolf
Wagner wrote that Marx “finds the common social substance of exchange-value .. . in labour.”
Marx, in his Notes about Wagner, [mecw24]534:1, strenuously objects. What, if anything,
is wrong with Wagner’s formulation? 2007 fa, 2004 fa.

Question 296 (FriSep 17-Mon Sep 20)

Since use-value is not mysterious, the commodity’s mysterious character must come from
value.

a. Is a commodity mysterious because it takes labor, i.e., the expenditure of human brain,
nerves, muscles, etc., to produce it?

b. Is a commodity mysterious because the question how much time it takes to produce it is
relevant for society at large?

c. Is a commodity mysterious because the labors performed in a commodity-producing
society are part of an overall social labor process?

d. Is there another aspect of the value of the commodity which was overlooked here that
might be mysterious? 2008SP, 2003fa, 2000 fa, 1998W1.

The First edition brings now the Robinson example and the example of a communist so-
ciety, which is in the later editions moved to and . These example societies
are scrutinized for the roles played by those characteristics of social labor which under com-
modity production make up the three determinations of value. In these example societies,
these roles are not mystified. This provides further evidence that the content of the value
determinations is not mysterious. By pointing out the different roles they play in different
societies, Marx also clarifies his distinction between the content of the value determina-
tions taken by themselves, and the context in which they are awarded social significance:
In commodity-producing society, they are attached to the use-values of the products as their
values.

164:2 From where, then, arises the mys- 86:1 Woher entspringt also der ritselhaf-
terious character of the product of labor, as te Charakter des Arbeitsprodukts, sobald es
soon as it assumes the form of a commodity? | Warenform annimmt? Offenbar aus dieser
Obviously from this form itself. Form selbst.

Marx formulates here the results of the elimination argument in such a way that the answer
lies directly in the question, so that it seems almost trivial. However Marx achieves this effect
only by switching without warning from the form of value to the commodity-form of the
product. (Such a “warning” was present in the first edition, where Marx gave his examples
of non-commodity societies which were not mysterious. After moving these examples to a
different place, the transition has become a little abrupt.) By commodity-form of the product
Marx means the fact that in a market society, those three underlying social necessities which
Marx calls the contents of the value determinations are regulated by the interactions of the
commodities on the surface of the economy as values.
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Marx looks now in detail at these market interactions, to verify whether they are indeed
mysterious. And he finds a huge discrepancy, incongruity, between the character of those
market interactions themselves and that what they regulate. Proceeding methodically, Marx
contrasts the content of (a)—(y) with the forms this content takes in commodity-producing
society. Regarding (o), Marx writes:

The equality of all human labors obtains | Die Gleichheit der menschlichen Arbeiten
the bodily form of the equal value quasi- | erhélt die sachliche Form der gleichen Wert-
materiality of all products of labor, ... gegenstindlichkeit der Arbeitsprodukte, . ..
An attribute of labor in the production process is represented on the surface as an attribute of
things. And what is a physiological truth with respect to labor, becomes, once it is attached
to the finished product, a social abstraction with no basis in the natural world. “So far
no chemist has ever discovered exchange-value either in a pearl or a diamond.” ( ).
Only the attributes of concrete labor are engraved in the use-value of the product, but this
use-value does not reveal how much labor-time was used to produce it, and how much of
this labor-time stands up under the test of being “socially necessary.” Nevertheless, in a
commodity society, the abstract labor used to produce the products is treated as if it was an
additional natural property of the product itself. Now (f3):

... the measure of labor by time takes the | ...das Mal der Verausgabung menschlicher
form of the quantity of the value of the com- | Arbeitskraft durch ihre Zeitdauer erhilt die
modities, ... Form der Wertgrole der Arbeitsprodukte,

1+ Society’s allocation of labor is not based on the actual labor-time spent, but on the results
of haggling on the market place, on the success or failure of marketing campaigns. Finally
(7):

... and finally the relations between the pro- | ... endlich die Verhéltnisse der Produzen-
ducers, in which those social determinations | ten, worin jene gesellschaftlichen Bestim-
of their labors assert themselves and are sus- | mungen ihrer Arbeit betitigt werden, erhal-
tained, take the form of a social relation be- ten die Form eines gesellschaftlichen Ver-
tween the products of labor. hiltnisses der Arbeitsprodukte.

My translation of this last passage needs an explanation. As I said earlier, one of the im-
portant differences between Marxist and neoclassical economics is that Marxism does not
reduce the social relations to the individual. The social connection, in which individuals
are embedded, pre-exists the individuals and cannot be explained by looking at the individ-
uals themselves. If one looks at the relations of production in a commodity economy, the
hiatus between social and individual sphere is even wider, since individual producers and
consumers interact in the market, i.e., on the surface of the economy, which is dislocated
from production. The mysterious self-activity of the commodity, i.e., the fact that the econ-
omy has its own dynamics and follows its own laws, has to do with this irreducibility and
dislocation.

The relationship between individual agency and the social context by which it is enabled
and constrained is therefore a very special one. On the one hand, nothing happens in a
society without individuals carrying it out. On the other hand, and that will only be devel-
oped fully in the present section, individual conscious activity becomes the motor through
which the blind necessities of the economic structure assert themselves. The ramifications
of this are discussed in more detail in [Bha89b, pp. 66-77]. Marx used a special word for
this intricate relationship: the social relations “betitigen sich” (become active) or “werden
betiitigt” (are acted out) in the practical activity of the individuals. It is an unusual use of
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this word, even in German, and in translations, its meaning is often completely obliterated.
In the present passage I translated it with the phrase “assert themselves and are sustained”
in order to capture the two channels that must exist in this relationship: “assert themselves”
refers to channel (1), while “are sustained” refers to channel (2).

Whereas Marx stressed before that it is not mysterious that people stand in contact with
each other, the paragraph under discussion addresses the form of this contact, which is in-
deed mysterious: it is a contact between the products.

Question 297 (FriSep 17-Mon Sep 20) Compare the three discrepancies (a)—(y) between
form and content of the value determinations with the three peculiarities of the equivalent
form.

The next long sentence summarizes the three points of the last paragraph, without using
the framework of “form” versus “content” of the “value-determinations,” but explaining in
simple terms what this means:

164:3/0 What is mysterious about the
commodity form is therefore simply that
the social characteristics of men’s own la-
bor are reflected back to them as objective
characteristics inherent in the products of
their labor, as quasi-physical properties of
these things,

86:2/0 Das Geheimnisvolle der Waren-
form besteht also einfach darin, daf3 sie den
Menschen die gesellschaftlichen Charak-
tere ihrer eigenen Arbeit als gegenstdndliche
Charaktere der Arbeitsprodukte selbst, als
gesellschaftliche Natureigenschaften dieser
Dinge zuriickspiegelt,

By “social characteristics of labor”” in commodity-producing society Marx means the fact
that all labor counts as a homogeneous fraction of society’s pool of labor-power, and its
quantity is the socially necessary labor-time needed to produce the products. See e.g.

Le., these are points (o) and () above. Two things are happening: (1) all labor is reduced
to abstract human labor, and (2) this reduction is not achieved by a direct interaction between
the producers during the production process, but through the confrontation of the finished
products on the market. For the individual producer this means that her labor is integrated
into social aggregate labor by the exchange relations which her product has with other prod-
ucts. This is point () above, which Marx summarize next. Marx uses the phrase “social
aggregate labor” (Gesamtarbeit) to designate the social labor in a commodity producing
society, which consists of many labors performed privately. Presumably Marx chose this
somewhat awkward formulation in order to avoid the connotation that it is collective labor:

and that therefore also the social relation of
the producers to the aggregate labor is re-
flected as a social relation of objects, a rela-
tion which exists apart from and outside the
producers.

daher also auch das gesellschaftliche Ver-
hiltnis der Produzenten zur Gesamtarbeit
als ein aufler ihnen existierendes gesell-
schaftliches Verhiltnis von Dingen.

In the draft to the revisions of the first German edition, which were published only recently
in [Mar87a, p. 38:5], Marx says explicitly that the reduction of concrete labor to human
labor in the abstract is the specific way how commodity producers relate their private labor

to socially aggregate labor:

The reduction of the different useful labors,
which produce just as many different useful
things, to human labor that counts as equal,
as well as the joint measurement of this la-
bor by its necessary length of time, are ob-
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Die Reduktion der verschiednen Arbeiten,
welche ebenso viele verschiedne niitzli-
che Dinge produciren, auf gleichgeltende
menschliche Arbeit, wie das gemeinsame
Messen dieser Arbeit durch ihre nothwen-



viously nothing other than a specific manner
how the producers relate to their aggregate
labor, a social relation, which the producers
enter within production and with respect to
production.
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dige Zeitdauer, ist offenbar nichts als ein
bestimmtes Verhalten der Producenten zu
ihrer Gesammtarbeit, ein gesellschaftliches
Verhiltnif3, welches Personen innerhalb der
Produktion und mit Bezug auf dieselbe ein-
gehn.

The social relations regulating material production in a society are called “relations of
production,” and some modern Marxists have adopted the useful distinction between rela-
tions in production and relations of production. In the last sentence {}, Marx himself makes
this distinction when he distinguishes between relations “within” production and relations
“with respect to” production.

Question 298 (FriSep 17-Mon Sep 20) Explain how value denotes a specific relation of
production and not just the general relationship between a producer and his product. 2008fa,

2007SP.

Now let us return to Marx’s text in Capital.

Through this quid pro quo, the products of
labor become commodities, sensuous things
which are at the same time extrasensory or
social.

Durch dieses Quidproquo werden die Ar-
beitsprodukte Waren, sinnlich {ibersinnliche
oder gesellschaftliche Dinge.

In order to treat their products as commodities, the economic agents have to engage in this
“quid pro quo” (interchange, substitution between social relations of people and material
relations of things), i.e., they have to act as if these products had their social properties by

nature.

Next, Marx gives two analogies, first the eye and then religion, in order to emphasize the
importance and wide-ranging ramifications of this substitution.

In the same way, the impact of light, em-
anating from some exterior object, on the
optic nerve, is perceived not as a subjective
stimulation of that nerve, but as the physical
shape of the exterior object.

So stellt sich der Lichteindruck eines Dings
auf den Sehnerv nicht als subjektiver Reiz
des Sehnervs selbst, sondern als gegen-
standliche Form eines Dings auerhalb des
Auges dar.

Does this mean that the mystification of the commodity relation is no greater than the
mystification of seeing through one’s eyes? Is the market simply society’s retina through
which it looks at its sphere of production? On the one hand one can say this, yet there is
an important difference. The light giving rise to the nervous impulses comes from physical
objects, which emit or reflect light according to their physical properties. The visual repre-
sentation of these objects, which the brain constructs from the nervous impulses in the eye,
gives information about these physical properties and thus helps humans, who are physical
beings, to move about in the physical world and interact with it. This interaction uses the
same laws of physics which would prevail in the outside world also without this interaction.
By contrast, the properties which the commodities display on the market are socially gen-
erated, i.e., they are generated by the activity of the same human beings who are handling
these objects. L.e., when the economic agents try to take advantage, in their activity, of the
social properties of those objects, they change by their activity the very social properties
they are trying to exploit. The summary of the analogy of the eye in Table |.! tries to draw
attention to this.
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The stimulation of

my optical nerve by

light coming from a thing outside
is experienced in my brain

as the shape

(i.e. a physical property)

of a thing outside me.

But in the act of seeing,

the light

stimulating my optical nerve
comes from a

physical thing outside the eye;

The relation of

my labor to

social aggregate labor

is experienced in my practical activity
as the exchange-value

(i.e. a quasi-physical property)

of my product.

whereas in commodity production,

that what I experience as

quasi-physical properties of the things I am handling
is the result of

my own activity.

Table 1.1.: Correspondence Table for Analogy of Eye

Question 300 (FriSep 17-Mon Sep 20) What corresponds to what in the example with the
eye? Give a list of correspondences, like: retina—capitalist class (this one is of course a
Jjoke), etc. To what extent is this an appropriate example, and where does the analogy have

its limits? 2009fa, 2005fa, 2003fa.

Here is Marx’s own explanation of the limitations of the analogy of the eye:

In the act of seeing, however, light is in fact
transmitted from one thing, the exterior ob-
ject, to another thing, the eye. It is a physical
relation between physical things. As against
this, the commodity form of the products of
labor, and the value relation in which it rep-
resents itself, have absolutely nothing to do
with the physical nature of the products or
with any relations they have as physical ob-
jects.

Aber beim Sehen wird wirklich Licht von
einem Ding, dem dulleren Gegenstand, auf
ein andres Ding, das Auge, geworfen. Es ist
ein physisches Verhiltnis zwischen physi-
schen Dingen. Dagegen hat die Warenform
und das Wertverhiltnis der Arbeitsprodukte,
worin sie sich darstellt, mit ihrer physischen
Natur und den daraus entspringenden ding-
lichen Beziehungen absolut nichts zu schaf-
fen.

Why is it so problematic that a social relation presents itself as a quasi-physical property
of the products? Because physical properties are exogenous to human activity, while the

social relations are endogenous:

It is the specific social relation of the people
themselves which assumes for them, as in
an optical illusion, the form of a relation of
things.

“Phantasmagoria” is, according to
the Oxford English Dictionary, “a
name invented for an exhibition of
optical illusions chiefly by means
of the magic lantern, first

exhibited in London in 1802.

This word will be used again in
the French translation of
Moore-Aveling has: “assumes, in
their eyes, the fantastic form,” Paul

Es ist nur das bestimmte gesellschaftliche
Verhiltnis der Menschen selbst, welches
hier fiir sie die phantasmagorische Form ei-
nes Verhiltnisses von Dingen annimmt.

and Paul have: “which, in their
eyes, has here assumed the
semblance of a relation between
things,” and Fowkes has: “assumes
for them the fantastic form.”

Marx says (in a more literal translation than the one given above) that social relations
take a “phantasmagorical” form, using a word that was coined for an exhibition of optical
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illusions in London 1802. In an optical illusion, you think that you are seeing something
outside the eye which is really generated inside the eye. This is a good metaphor for the
circularity of the commodity relation.

Question 301 (FriSep 17-Mon Sep 20) In , Marx uses the eye as an analogy but
also points out the limitations of this analogy. Earlier, in section 3, p. , Marx
had used the weighing of a sugar-loaf as an analogy, and had described the limitations
of this earlier analogy in similar words. Compare these two analogies and their limitations.
2004 fa, 1998WLI.

The circularity implied in the representation of social relations as quasi-physical prop-
erties of things is also suggested by Marx’s formulations at the beginning of the present
paragraph “are reflected back to them,” and in the last sentence just discussed: “the
specific social relation of the people themselves . .. assumes for them” (my emphasis all three
times). The laws of nature are the prerequisites of human activity, while social relations are
its product. The quid pro quo which turns the product of labor into a commodity implies
therefore that people treat the outcome of their own activity as it it was its nature-given
objective prerequisite. But without a clear separation of observer and the thing observed,
science is not possible. This is why it is so difficult to overcome the mystification of the
commodity.

In its dealings with nature, mankind has learned to subordinate the laws of nature to indi-
vidual purposes. Nature not only imposes constraints and necessities but is also an enabling
and liberating force. Material production tames nature by subordinating its forces to human
will. In a commodity-producing society, in which things are endowed with social powers,
individuals attempt to use the social properties of things for their personal benefit in a similar
way as material production takes advantage of the natural properties of things. They try to
instrumentalize these social properties, but instead of tapping into the natural resources and
thus expanding the powers of humanity they unwittingly end up drawing on the energies of
others in society. This may be advantageous for a minority but cannot work for everyone.
It does not truly work for anybody, because, instead of being able to direct the social forces
to their benefit, individuals become the blind executors of social laws which they do not
control.

Modern attempts at individual emancipation from society imitate the successful eman-
cipation from nature. And although Marx is all in favor of subjective emancipation, the
method which is used here, this imitation, dooms them to failure. It remains a chase after
optical illusions, or an effort to build a perpetuum mobile, or an attempt to strengthen oneself
by drinking one’s own blood. By trying to pursue their goals, while at the same time heeding
the seemingly objective constraints which “the market” imposes on them, and which they do
not recognize as being of their own making, individuals become the mere executors of the
inner tendencies of the commodity.

As long as individuals follow this route, they will not be able to duplicate the successes
which they had in dealing with the physical world. This route will not allow individuals
to transform their social relations into a benign and beneficial backdrop for their individual
purposes. Instead, these attempts lead to the subjugation and instrumentalization of one
part of society by another—and to the subordination of everyone, whether they are on the
“giving” or the “receiving” end of this exploitative relationship, to the blind laws of capital
accumulation.

In capitalist society, the individuals’ subordination to social laws is the result of a failed
attempt to emancipate themselves from them. This contrasts sharply with the more “di-
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rect” integration of the individual into social relations prevailing in earlier historical periods,
which usually amounted to a forced subjection of individual motives to an overriding social

purpose. In Grundrisse, 83:2/o, Marx emphasizes this difference:

Only in the eighteenth century, in ‘civil soci-
ety’, do the various forms of the social con-
nection confront the individual as nothing
more than a means, subordinated to his pri-
vate purposes, as an extraneous necessity.

I translated this sentence in such a
way that the interpretation which I
consider the correct one comes out
clearly. Since Marx did not say
“merely a means for his private
purposes” (bloB als ein Mittel fiir)
but “a mere means” (als bloBes
Mittel) T assume he did not intend

to say that the purposes were
merely private (as opposed to the
“higher” social purposes), but he
wanted to emphasize that the
social connection was not
something commanding respect in
its own right but was degraded to
nothing more than a means. The

Erst in dem 18. Jahrhundert, in der , biirger-
lichen Gesellschaft“, treten die verschied-
nen Formen des gesellschaftlichen Zusam-
menhangs dem Einzelnen als bloBes Mittel
fiir seine Privatzwecke entgegen, als dufSer-
liche Notwendigkeit.

word “duBerlich” (extraneous)
connotes a degradation as well: the
social connection is not seen as the
culmination of private interests,
but as a constraint and obstacle
coming in from the outside.

Here is another Grundrisse quote, from , where Marx says the same thing at greater length:

That the social connection resulting from
the collision of independent individuals ap-
pears with respect to them simultaneously
both as objective necessity and as external
bond, represents exactly their independence,
for which social being, though a necessity,
is no more than a means, and therefore ap-
pears to the individuals themselves as some-
thing external, and in money, even as a tan-
gible thing. They produce in and for society,
as social individuals, but at the same time
this appears as a mere means to objectify
their individuality.

Dal} der gesellschaftliche Zusammenhang,
der durch den Zusammensto3 der unabhingi-
gen Individuen entsteht, zugleich als sach-
liche Notwendigkeit, und zugleich als ein
duferliches Band gegeniiber ihnen erscheint,
stellt eben ihre Unabhdingigkeit dar, fiir die
das gesellschaftliche Dasein zwar Notwen-
digkeit, aber nur Mittel ist, also den Indi-
viduen selbst als ein Auﬁerliches erscheint,
im Geld sogar als ein handgreifliches Ding.
Sie produzieren in und fiir die Gesellschaft,
als gesellschaftliche, aber zugleich erscheint
dies als bloBes Mittel ihre Individualitit zu
vergegenstindlichen.

In capitalism, the individual tries to instrumentalize the social connections for his or her
individual purposes, and fails. It is even worse than a failure, because the social connection
ends up using the individual’s self-directed activity as the motor for its own blind purposes
of capital accumulation.

Although Marx hints at this circularity in various ways, he never addresses it explicitly.
His most explicit mention of this circularity is the analogy of religion, which comes next.
Marx describes the social reality of religion by how individuals perceive it, i.e., he tacitly
switches over to a new subject: instead of the fetish-like character of the commodity he

discusses now the fetishism of the commodity producers.

In order, therefore, to find an analogy we
must take flight into the misty realm of re-
ligion. There the products of the human
brain seem to be independent beings en-
dowed with a life of their own, which en-
ter into relations with each other and with
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ten. So in der Warenwelt die Produkte der
menschlichen Hand.

the human race. So it is in the realm of
commodities with the products of people’s
hands.

The religious analogy is catchy, but it should not cause the reader to think that the fetish-
like character of the commodity is merely a matter of an illusion. Whether or not people are
aware of the social origin of the quasi-physical properties of the commodity—in their daily
dealings in a commodity society, they are forced to act as if the commodities were things
which had these social properties just as firmly attached to them as their physical properties.
For someone who is forced to act in this way, it is easy to slip into thinking that these social
properties of the commodities really come from their physical makeup. And society relies on
these “slips”: capitalistic social relations can only maintain themselves if most of the people
most of the time “forget,” in their practical actions, that the powers of the things which they
are trying to take advantage of originate in their own activity. But it is far from impossible
to pierce that veil, and nobody individually is forced to see the commodity this way. Marx
calls this false consciousness “fetishism.”

This I call the fetishism, which sticks to
the products of labor as soon as they are
produced as commodities, and which is
therefore inseparable from the production

Dies nenne ich den Fetischismus, der den
Arbeitsprodukten anklebt, sobald sie als
Waren produziert werden, und der daher von
der Warenproduktion unzertrennlich ist.

of commodities.

Moore and Aveling translate it as of “inherent.”

“fetishism inherent in

commodities,” although
“anklebend” is the direct opposite

This is the first time that Marx uses the word “fetishism” rather than “fetish-like charac-
ter.” The formulations “inseparable” and “sticks to” indicate that fetishism is not a property
of the commodities themselves, but something which can be avoided only with great effort
by those who handle commodities. Just as it is very difficult to avoid getting tar on oneself
if one handles things covered with tar.

Here are some more examples of Marx’s usage of the word “fetishism.” In , Marx
again uses the term “fetishism attached to” in the context of an illusion (Schein). In Results,
last sentence of 982:1/0, Marx writes: “This constitutes a basis for the fetishism of political
economists.” Although fetishism sticks to the commodity, it is the fetishism “of ” whoever
is deceived by the fetish-like character. Capital 11, 303:2, has a formulation which can be
taken as a good definition of “fetishism”:

Furthermore this brings to completion the
fetishism peculiar to bourgeois political
economy, the fetishism which mistakes the
social, economic character, which is im-
pressed on things in the social process of
production, for a natural character stemming
from the material nature of these things.

Ferner vollendet sich damit der der biirger-
lichen Okonomie eigentiimliche Fetischis-
mus, der den gesellschaftlichen, 6konomi-
schen Charakter, welchen Dinge im gesell-
schaftlichen Produktionsprozell aufgeprigt
erhalten, in einen natiirlichen, aus der stoff-
lichen Natur dieser Dinge entspringenden
Charakter verwandelt.

Question 303 (FriSep 17-Mon Sep 20) How does Marx’s use of the term “fetishism” com-
pare with its modern dictionary definition? 2009fa, 2008fa, 2007fa, 2007SP, 2005fa,
2004 fa, 2003fa, 2002fa, 2001 fa, 1999SP, 1998WI, 1996ut, 1996sp, 1995ut, 1995W1.
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Readers in the modern U.S.A. often interpret the term “commodity fetishism” to mean
an excessive devotion to material goods. I have no evidence that Marx ever used it in this
way. And today’s often-heard admonition that one should not “overemphasize” material
goods is most of the time merely an attempt to console oneself about one’s poverty by
thinking poverty is desirable. For the minority who are affluent enough that this is an issue,
however, this overemphasis derives from the fetish-like character of commodities. Material
possessions become too important because they are the individual’s only link to society:
conspicuous consumption compensates for the paucity of direct social relations. People feel
how much power things have, and they want to retrieve some of this power for themselves
by owning these things.

Question 304 (FriSep 17-Mon Sep 20) Modern advertising specialists know that consumers
often buy a certain product not because they need this particular article, but because they are
trying to compensate for other unmet needs. These compensatory demands are important for
the economy because they are insatiable. Advertising addresses them whenever it suggests
that social recognition, happiness, etc. are connected with the possession of a certain object.
Is this what Marx meant by the “fetish-like character of the commodity,” or does it con-
tradict it, or would Marx’s theory give rise to amendments of this theory? 2008SP, 2007fa,
2005fa, 2004 fa, 2003fa, 2002fa, 1997ut, 1997sp, 1997WI, 1996sp, 1995ut, 1995WI.

Question 305 (FriSep 17-Mon Sep 20) Mark Blaug writes in [ , p. 268:2]: “Com-
modity ‘fetishism’ refers to the tendency to reify commodities, to treat what are in fact social
relations between men as if they were relations between things.” Right or wrong? 2008fa,
2007fa, 1996sp.

1.4.b. [The Secret of the Fetish-Like Character]

The metaphor which compares people’s fetishism with religious superstition jumps ahead
a little bit, since the development so far had focused on the fetish-like character of the
commodity, but it is a fitting transition Marx’s next question. The argument in section
shows clearly that Marx does not consider the mysterious character of the commodity to
be a reflection of lack of knowledge or false consciousness by the individuals handling the
commodities, but a property of the commodity itself. Now Marx looks at the core of the
economy, where the commodity is produced, in order to see whether there is something in
the core which is responsible for the mysterious character of the commodity. In other words,
he is trying to decipher the “secret” of the fetish-like character of the commodity.

Textual evidence that Marx considered this so-called “secret” as a separate question is
given in . That Marx found the question worth asking is also clear from footnote 77a
in chapter Twenty-Five, paragraph

In the preceding subsection we have learned: the commodities’ mysterious fetish-
like character lies in the incongruity, dissonance, between the commodity form of the prod-
uct on the surface and the underlying social relations in the core which these surface forms
regulate. People’s social relations appear to them as material properties of their products,
the outcome of their activity appears to them as its prerequisite. The surface appearances are
not only misrepresentations, giving a distorted view of the social relations (as we will get to
know in chapter Nineteen), but the entire causality is reversed. The surface agents are not
only thrown into an environment in which their social relations are hidden from them, but
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they are also prevented to learn from their experiences, because these experiences are the
reflection of their own actions.

Marx devotes the present subsection to the question whether we can find something
in production that is reponsible for the mysterious character of the commodities on the sur-
face. I.e., Marx asks: is there something in the way people relate to each other in production,
i.e., not on the market surface but in the core of the economy itself, which already predis-
poses them to lose control over their social relations?

Question 307 (FriSep 17-Mon Sep 20) Make a thought experiment comparing market pro-
duction, in which an artisan produces something for sale, to community production, in which
the same artisan knows the people who will use the things he is producing, and these are
the same people who are producing the things the artisan is consuming. If you were this
artisan, would you act differently in the market situation than in the community situation?
Would, over time, the use-value of your product and the technology of your labor evolve
differently in these two situations? 2008fa, 2008SP, 1997ut, 1997sp, 1997WI, 1996ut,
1996sp, 1995ut, 1995W1.

At the beginning of this investigation, Marx surprises us with the claim that we already
know the answer:

165:1 As the foregoing analysis has al-
ready demonstrated, this fetish-like charac-
ter of the world of commodities has its ori-
gin in the peculiar social character of the la-
bor which produces them.

“Fetischcharakter der Warenwelt”

is, in both English editions, “fetishism.”

87:1 Dieser Fetischcharakter der Waren-
welt entspringt, wie die vorhergehende Ana-
lyse bereits gezeigt hat, aus dem eigentiim-
lichen gesellschaftlichen Charakter der Ar-
beit, welche Waren produziert.

translated incorrectly with

In a draft version of this passage, Marx is a little more explicit:

[mew] If we ask the further question
where this fetish-like character of the com-
modity stems from, this secret has already
been resolved by the preceding analysis. It
springs from the special social character of
labor which produces commodities, and the
corresponding peculiar social relation of the
commodity producers.

[megall/6]39:5 Fragen wir nun weiter,
woher dieser Fetischcharakter der Waare,
so ist dieB Geheimnif3 bereits gelost durch
die vorhergehnde Analyse. Er entspringt
aus dem besondern gesellschaftlichen Cha-
rakter der Arbeit, welche Waaren producirt,
und dem entsprechenden eigenthiimlich ge-
sellschaftlichen Verhdltnif3 der Waarenpro-
ducenten.

The foregoing analysis has indeed shown that the forms which give the commodity its
fetish-like character are expressions of the inner nature of value. See for instance First Edi-
tion, 43:4. And the most important aspect in this inner nature of value, its “pivot” , 18
the double character of labor. If the double character of labor leads to mysterious expressions
on the surface, it is important to know how this double character of labor is experienced by
the producers themselves:

165:2/0 Objects of utility become com-
modities only because they are the products
of private labors conducted independently
of each other. All these private labors to-

87:2 Gebrauchsgegenstinde werden iiber-
haupt nur Waren, weil sie Produkte vonein-
ander unabhdingig betriebener Privatarbei-
ten sind. Der Komplex dieser Privatarbeiten
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gether constitute the aggregate social labor.
Since the producers do not come into so-
cial contact until they exchange the prod-
ucts of their labors, the specific social char-
acteristics of their private labors appear only
within this exchange.

bildet die gesellschaftliche Gesamtarbeit.
Da die Produzenten erst in gesellschaftli-
chen Kontakt treten durch den Austauch
ihrer Arbeitsprodukte, erscheinen auch die
spezifisch gesellschaftlichen Charaktere ih-
rer Privatarbeiten erst innerhalb dieses Aus-
tausches.

“Uberhaupt” means: articles of the translation.
utility not only owe their

fetish-like character but more

generally their entire being
commodities to the double
character of labor. I left it out in

“Appear” means here not only that the social relations are unknown before the exchange.
These relations already exist before the exchange, on the one hand because of the real inter-
dependence in society, and on the other because of what the economic agents expect to be
the case. But these relations are only actualized, put to the practical test and either validated
or refuted after production itself is already finished. Only when it is already too late do the

economic agents enter a framework in which they can interact and act on their relations:

In other words, the private labors take effect,
through their activity, as elements of the so-
cial aggregate labor only through the con-
nections which the act of exchange estab-
lishes between the products and, through the

Oder die Privatarbeiten betdtigen sich in der
Tat erst als Glieder der gesellschaftlichen
Gesamtarbeit durch die Beziehungen, worin
der Austausch die Arbeitsprodukte und ver-
mittelst derselben die Produzenten versetzt.

products’ mediation, between the producers.

What does this mean for the practical activity of the producers in the production process
itself? This is an investigation of the direct interactions between the producers of commodi-
ties, which are sometimes called the relations in production or the mode of production in
the narrow sense. Commodities are produced privately, i.e., the producers do not have di-
rect contact with each other while they are producing. But these private labors can keep the
producers alive only as social labor [Mar87a, p. 38:1], only to the extent to which they can
prove themselves as social labor. The validation of their private labors as social labor, the re-
ality test, and any practical activity necessary to reconcile this after-the-fact reality with the
already finished production, happens retroactively through the success which the products
have on the market.

Marx draws two implications from this. On the one hand, the producers themselves are

not deceived: they see the inversion, which was at the heart of the fetish-like character of the
commodity at the market, as what it is:
To the producers therefore, the social rela-
tions between their private labors appear as
what they are, i.e., not as direct social rela-
tions of persons during their labor processes
themselves, but rather as material relations
of persons and social relations of things.

Den letzteren erscheinen daher die gesell-
schaftlichen Beziehungen ihrer Privatarbei-
ten als das, was sie sind, d.h. nicht als un-
mittelbar gesellschaftliche Verhéltnisse von
Personen in ihren Arbeiten selbst, sondern
vielmehr als sachliche Verhdiltnisse der Per-
sonen und gesellschaftliche Verhdiltnisse der
Sachen.

Question 308 (FriSep 17-Mon Sep 20) One of Marx’s basic critiques of capitalism is that
the surface appearances are false, they hide what is going on underneath. But in the sec-
tion about the fetish-like character Marx seems to deny this critique since he says that the
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relations of their private labors appear to the producers as what they are. Can this be rec-
onciled? 2009fa, 2008fa, 2004 fa.

In the first edition p. 47:2, the formulation is less dramatic:

The social relations of their labors are and | Die gesellschaftlichen Beziehungen ihrer
appear therefore not as immediately social | Arbeiten sind und erscheinen daher nicht
e als unmittelbar gesellschaftliche . ..

The parallel use of “are” and “appear” leads here to a grammatical inconsistency, be-
cause “appear” requires “as” while “are” cannot be used together with “as.” Perhaps Marx
re-worded the sentence in the second edition only in order to straighten out the grammar,
although after this change, this sentence sounded much deeper and more mysterious. On
the other hand, this is not the only place where Marx uses this more mysterious formula-
tion. Contribution, 321:5 says that commodities can only relate to one another as what they
are, and in a different context, Marx says in Capital II, 137:3, that the capitalist production
process appears in the circulation process as what it is.

Question 309 (FriSep 17-Mon Sep 20) Give an example of social relations between per-
sons that take the form of “material relations of persons,” and an example of social rela-
tions between persons that take the form of “social relations of things.” 2008SP, 2007fa,
2004 fa, 1999SP, 1998WI, 1997sp, 1997WI, 1995ut, 1995W1.

On the other hand, the fact that they see this inversion does not undo this inversion, they
are still stuck in it:

166:1 It is only during the exchange that
the products of labor acquire a uniform so-
cial objectivity as values, which is distinct
from their varied sensuous objectivities as

87:3/0 Erst innerhalb ihres Austauschs
erhalten die Arbeitsprodukte eine von ih-
rer sinnlich verschiednen Gebrauchsge-
genstidndlichkeit getrennte, gesellschaftlich

use-values. gleiche Wertgegenstindlichkeit.

Does this mean that their labors are not yet equal, because the exchange which sets the prod-
ucts equal happens after the production process is finished? Of course not. The producers
anticipate the market during production and react to the market when they continue produc-
tion. Therefore they shape the direct production process according to the requirements of

the market:

This division of the product of labor into
a useful thing and an embodiment of value
is only then carried out in practice when
exchange has become sufficiently extensive
and important to allow useful things to be
produced for the exchange, so that their
character as values is already taken into ac-
count during production. From this moment
on, the labor of the private producer in fact
acquires a twofold social character.

Diese Spaltung des Arbeitsprodukts in niitz-
liches Ding und Wertding betitigt sich nur
praktisch, sobald der Austausch bereits hin-
reichende Ausdehnung und Wichtigkeit ge-
wonnen hat, damit niitzliche Dinge fiir den
Austausch produziert werden, der Wertcha-
rakter der Sachen also schon bei ihrer Pro-
duktion selbst in Betracht kommt. Von die-
sem Augenblick erhalten die Privatarbeiten
der Produzenten tatsichlich einen doppelten
gesellschaftlichen Charakter.

How do the producers take heed of the market outcomes during the production process?
The market sanction which everybody tries to guard against is of course that the goods
cannot be sold at a profitable price. Howewer this inability to fetch an appropriate price
can be due to two quite different reasons: either the good is not needed, or the production
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methods for this good are not efficient enough. Marx distinguishes these two mechanisms

in the next passage:

On the one hand it must, as a specific useful
kind of labor, satisfy a specific social need,
and thus prove itself as an element of the
aggregate labor, as a branch of the sponta-
neously developed social division of labor.
On the other hand, it can satisfy the mani-
fold needs of its own producer only in so far
as each particular useful private labor can be
exchanged with, i.e., counts as the equal of,
every other kind of useful private labor.

Sie miissen einerseits als bestimmte niitzli-
che Arbeiten ein bestimmtes gesellschaftli-
ches Bediirfnis befriedigen und sich so als
Glieder der Gesamtarbeit, des naturwiichsi-
gen Systems der gesellschaftlichen Teilung
der Arbeit, bewéhren. Sie befriedigen and-
rerseits nur die mannigfachen Bediirfnisse
ihrer eignen Produzenten, sofern jede be-
sondere niitzliche Privatarbeit mit jeder and-
ren niitzlichen Art Privatarbeit austauschbar
ist, also ihr gleichgilt.

This is the double character of labor. Labor must fit into the division of labor as concrete
labor, and all labor must be equal as abstract labor.

Question 313 (FriSep 17-Mon Sep 20) What is the connection between the fetish-like char-
acter of the commodity and the double character of labor? 2008fa, 2004 fa.

The economic agents, who observe these market sanctions, see that the market equalizes
their products, but they do not experience their labors themselves as equal—although their
labors must be equal for the products to be equal, as Marx emphatically reiterates in the next

passage:

Equality of entirely different kinds of la-
bor can be arrived at only by an abstrac-
tion from their real inequality, by a reduc-
tion to the characteristic they have in com-
mon, that of being the expenditure of human
labor-power, being human labor in the ab-
stract.

Die Gleichheit toto coelo verschiedner Ar-
beiten kann nur in einer Abstraktion von ih-
rer wirklichen Ungleichheit bestehn, in der
Reduktion auf den gemeinsamen Charakter,
den sie als Verausgabung menschlicher Ar-
beitskraft, abstrakt menschliche Arbeit, be-
sitzen.

Toto coelo means “entirely,” and it
refers to verschieden, not to
Gleichheit! The French translation

p. 54:2/0 makes this clear:
“equality of the labors which toto
coelo differ from each other.” Also

the Moore-Aveling translation has
it right, but Fowkes got it wrong.

In the French edition, p. 54:2/0, an additional sentence follows now, which is missing
in the German or the English editions, although one can find it in the draft manuscript for
the second German edition, [Mar87a, p. 41]. This additional sentence emphasizes that the
exchange forces the producers to equalize their labors; they do not equalize them because

their democratic convictions that everyone is equal.

Only the exchange accomplishes this reduc-
tion by bringing into mutual presence on an
equal footing the products of the most di-
verse labors.

. et c’est ’échange seul qui opere cette
réduction en mettant en présence les uns des
autres sur un pied d’égalité les produits des
travaux les plus divers.

Instead of accepting the equality of their labors as a deliberate unifying principle of so-
ciety, the producers draw their view of their place in society from the practical activity
necessary to protect themselves from the detrimental sanctions of the market:

The private producer’s brain reflects this
twofold social character of his private labor
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rakter ihrer Privatarbeiten nur wider in den
Formen, welche im praktischen Verkehr, im
Produktenaustausch erscheinen—

only in the forms in which it manifests itself
in his practical interactions, the exchange of
products.
The producer considers the social character of his labor only (the German “nur’” has almost
the meaning of merely) under the perspective of the practical exigencies of the exchange.
Is it significant that Marx uses a very passive formulation for this kind of thinking (“his
brain reflects”). It is a spontaneous act quite different from the mental efforts that would
be necessary to penetrate through the fetishized appearances of commodities. The producer
orients himself merely by the surface reactions, instead of directly addressing the core con-
nections of which he is a part. (This displacement of his attention from core to surface will
be summarized once more explicitly at the beginning of the next paragraph )

The next passage give more detail how the two sides of the double character of labor

represent themselves to the direct producer:

The socially useful character of his private
labor presents itself to the producer in the
form that the product of labor has to be use-
ful, not to him but to others, and the social
character of equality of the various kinds of
labor presents itself in the form of a com-
mon value-character possessed by these ma-
terially different things, the products of la-
bor.

—den gesellschaftlich niitzlichen Charak-
ter ihrer Privatarbeiten also in der Form,
daf} das Arbeitsprodukt niitzlich sein muf,
und zwar fiir andre—den gesellschaftlichen
Charakter der Gleichheit der verschieden-
artigen Arbeiten in der Form des gemein-
samen Wertcharakters dieser materiell ver-
schiednen Dinge, der Arbeitsprodukte.

1+ Although the formulation “the private producer’s brain reflects” may sound as if this
reflection was an illusion generated by false surface appearances, this is not the case here.
That the product has to be useful for others, and that it has to contain as much as possible
of whatever makes them exchangeable (value), are not false surface appearances. But the
producers’ attention on the market is again an inversion between cause and effect. The next
three paragraphs contrast what the producers are doing in their inverted 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 broken out here as section
However the first of these paragraphs begins with a three-sentence summary of the results
of section , therefore it will be discussed already here. It emphasizes what the social
relations of commodity production are for the individuals in those relations:

166:2/0 People do not therefore bring the
products of their labor in relation to each
other as values because they regard these
objects as the mere material shells of homo-
geneous human labor. They proceed in the
reverse order: by equating, in the exchange,
the different products to each other as val-
ues, they equate their own different labors as
human labor. They do this without knowing

88:1 Die Menschen beziehen also ihre
Arbeitsprodukte nicht aufeinander als Wer-
te, weil diese Sachen ihnen als blofs sachli-
che Hiillen gleichartig menschlicher Arbeit
gelten. Umgekehrt. Indem sie ihre verschie-
denartigen Produkte einander im Austausch
als Werte gleichsetzen, setzen sie ihre ver-
schiedenen Arbeiten als menschliche Arbeit

gleich. Sie wissen das nicht, aber sie tun
27

it. 27 ‘ es.

Not even the producers know the character of the social ties which organize production.
They do not view the exchange as an arrangement arising from known social conditions, or
serving certain agreed-on social purposes which go beyond exchange itself, but as a given
environment in which they have to prove themselves. This drives them to atomistic compe-
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tition. They do not see the role their own labor plays in their social relations. This is why
they are unable to take control of their social relations.

Some of Marx’s formulations here raise the question whether he thought the producers
should be criticized for their failure to go beyond the surface. At the very end of chapter
Two, in , Marx blames the fetish-like character of the commodity on the atomistic
behavior of the individual producers. However, in the French edition, which is the last
edition edited by Marx himself, this criticism of the individual producers was cut out again.
There are two more omissions in the French edition. The passage which we discussed last,
in is omitted, and also paragraph is omitted, which announces that the origin of
the fetish-like character must be found in the production process.

Marx emphasizes here the importance of people’s awareness of their social relations. In
every other respect, his counterfactual summary statement at the beginning of is
remarkably limited. Marx does not contrast commodity production, the reign of abstract la-
bor, with a society in which the producers enter into a more differentiated relation with each
other. Rather, he adduces as hypothetical counterpart a society in which individual labors
relate to each other through the same principle of abstract labor, but this time established
deliberately and with the full awareness of the producers, rather than as the unconscious
and unintended result of efforts whose superficial goal is not at all interested in the social
organization of production but circles around individual market success.

The principle by which producers coordinate their labors is therefore not the main factor
distinguishing commodity society from a free associations of individuals. More important
is the question how consciously the agents engage in this coordination. The main difference
which Marx emphasizes is whether their social arrangements can be clearly seen and are
commonly understood, or whether they arise behind the backs of individuals directing their
purposes elsewhere.

The following passage from Capital 111, 958/0, shows once more how important it is for
Marx whether or not people make their social decisions consciously. Marx argues here that
the realm of necessities, the portion of the day which men have to “wrestle with nature” in
order to satisfy their needs, will never dwindle to insignificance—because needs expand as
productivity expands. Although “true freedom” starts outside this realm of necessity, here is
what Marx says about freedom in the realm of necessary labor itself:

958/0 Freedom in this field can only con-
sist in socialized man, the associated pro-
ducers, rationally regulating their metabolism
with nature, bringing it under their com-
mon control, instead of being ruled by it
as by a blind power; and carrying out this
metabolism with the least expenditure of en-
ergy and under conditions most favorable to,
and worthy of, their human nature.

828:0 Die Freiheit in diesem Gebiet kann
nur darin bestehn, dal der vergesellschaftete
Mensch, die assoziierten Produzenten, die-
sen Stoffwechsel mit der Natur rationell re-
geln, unter ihre gemeinschaftliche Kontrol-
le bringen, statt von ihm als von einer blin-
den Macht beherrscht zu werden; ihn mit
dem geringsten Kraftaufwand und unter den
ihrer menschlichen Natur wiirdigsten und
addquatesten Bedingugen vollziehn.

The requirement that production will go on “with the least expenditure of energy and
under conditions most favorable to, and worthy of, their human nature” is listed here only
second. The first requirement is that people must bring their metabolism with nature “under
their common control, instead of being ruled by it as by a blind power.” This shows again
how important social awareness is to Marx.
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1.4.c. [The Necessity of Bourgeois Political Economy]

Individuals have plenty of evidence that the process they are engaged in is not going in the
direction they want it to go. However they usually do not take this as a signal that a myopic
manipulation of socially empowered objects cannot give them the control over their social
relations which they aspire to. Rather they see it as a chain of riddles to be solved and a
series of practical problems to be overcome.

The following sentence from the first edition 46:2/0 aptly defines the subject of section

First, their relationship exists practically.
Secondly, however, since they are humans,
their relationship exists as a relationship for
them.

Erstist ihr Verhiltnis praktisch da. Zweitens
aber, weil sie Menschen sind, ist ihr Verhdilt-
nis als Verhdltnis fiir sie da.

The word “Dasein” hidden in
these two sentences. One should

not translate it as “exists,” but I
havn’t thought of a good way to

capture this.

The next three paragraphs look at the explanations which the agents come up with in their
efforts to solve the riddles they encounter in their practical activity. Marx considers the
mainstream economics of his time (which he calls “bourgeois political economy”) to be a
systematic compilation of such explanations. In these three paragraphs, the three determina-
tions of value are taken up again in order.

The first paragraph discusses (&) the substance of value. We already discussed its in-
troductory passage , which summed up once more how the commodity’s fetish-like
character originates. After pointing out that even those engaged in direct production are
ignorant of the basic character of their own economic relations, Marx continues:

Value, therefore, does not have it written on | Es steht daher dem Wert nicht auf der Stirn
its forehead what it is. geschrieben, was er ist.

Question 318 (Tue Sep 21-Thu Sep 23) Explain Marx’s metaphor that “value does not have
it written on its forehead what it is.” Later in the commodity fetishism section, Marx uses
the same metaphor “written on the forehead” again in a slightly different context. Compare
what he says that second time with what he says here. 2009fa, 2008SP, 2007 fa, 2007SPF,
2004 fa, 2003fa, 2002fa, 2001 fa, 2000fa, 1999SP, 1998WI, 1997sp, 1997WI, 19965sp.

Since it is not obvious what value is, value becomes the object of scientific analysis:

Value transforms every product of labor into
a social hieroglyphic. Later on, people try
to decipher the hieroglyphic, to get behind
the secret of their own social product. (The
determination of the useful articles as values
is their social product as much as language
is.)

Der Wert verwandelt vielmehr jedes Ar-
beitsprodukt in eine gesellschaftliche Hie-
roglyphe.  Spiter suchen die Menschen
den Sinn dieser Hieroglyphe zu entziffern,
hinter das Geheimnis ihres eigenen gesell-
schaftlichen Produkts zu kommen, denn die
Bestimmung der Gebrauchsgegenstinde als
Werte ist ihr gesellschaftliches Produkt so
gut wie die Sprache.
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Instead of “the secret of their own more transformational outlook.
social product,” the French edition

says “the secrets of the social

product to which they contribute”
(les secrets de I’oeuvre sociale a
laquelle ils contribuent). This is a

A market which follows laws beyond the control of producers and traders is as contradictory
as a text which cannot be read by its own writer. But this contradiction is not addressed
by bourgeois economists. They simply use scientific tools to decipher these hieroglypics,
and they eventually succeed. But their special situation, namely, that the objects of their
scientific research are the result of their own activity, demands that they should do more: not
just deciphering their own relations after the fact, but take control over their social relations
so that they won’t take the form of hieroglyphics in the first place. This they do not do,
and this is why Marx says their fetishism persists even after they have found out that value

comes from labor.

The belated scientific discovery that the
products of labor, in so far as they are val-
ues, are merely the objectified expressions
of the human labor expended to produce
them, marks an epoch in the history of
mankind’s development, but by no means
banishes the illusion that the social charac-
teristics of labor seem to be physical charac-
teristics of the products. Something which is
only valid for this particular form of produc-
tion (production of commodities), namely,
that the specific social character of the in-
dependent private labors consists in their
equality as human labor and assumes the
form of the value-character of the product,
appears to those entrapped in the relations
of commodity production as a natural fact
that cannot be changed. Even after the
above-mentioned scientific discovery, the
value-character of the product seems an im-
mutable given to them, just as the scientific
dissection of the air into its component parts
leaves the atmosphere itself unaltered in its
physical configuration.

Die spite wissenschaftliche Entdeckung,
daf} die Arbeitsprodukte, soweit sie Wer-
te, bloB sachliche Ausdriicke der in ihrer
Produktion verausgabten menschlichen Ar-
beit sind, macht Epoche in der Entwick-
lungsgeschichte der Menschheit, aber ver-
scheucht keineswegs den gegenstindlichen
Schein der gesellschaftlichen Charaktere
der Arbeit. Was nur fiir diese besonde-
re Produktionsform, die Warenproduktion,
giiltig ist, daB ndmlich der spezifisch gesell-
schaftliche Charakter der voneinander un-
abhiéngigen Privatarbeiten in ihrer Gleich-
heit als menschliche Arbeit besteht und die
Form des Wertcharakters der Arbeitspro-
dukte annimmt, erscheint, vor wie nach je-
ner Entdeckung, den in den Verhiltnissen
der Warenproduktion Befangenen ebenso
endgiiltig als daf} die wissenschaftliche Zer-
setzung der Luft in ihre Elemente die Luft-
form als eine physikalische Korperform be-
stehen 146t.

As on some other places, I 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

gesellschaftlichen Charaktere der
Arbeit” is translated with “ne
dissipe point la fantasmagorie qui
fait apparaitre le caractere social
du travail comme un caractere des
choses, des produits eux-mémes.”

(The word phantasmagorisch was
also used in .) And
“ebenso endgiiltig” is elaborated
in French as: “tout aussi invariable
et d’un ordre tout aussi naturel.”

The discovery that air is a mixture of certain other gases will of course leave the chemical
makeup of the air unchanged. However if a basic discovery in the social sciences has no im-
pact on the (now better understood) social relations, then this is remarkable. In section ,
Marx had argued that the secret, the root cause, of the fetish-like character of the commodity
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lies in the fact that the producers do not experience their labors as equal. The most basic
principle governing market relations is therefore not part of the common consciousness. If
this piece of knowledge is so important, why did the scientific discovery of the classical
economists that value is based on labor not remove this fetish-like character? Marx’s answer
is interesting: because social sciences were too “naturalistic,” they were viewed, like the
natural sciences, as the description of immutable laws that are not affected by it whether
humans understand them or not.

How dangerous this insight was for capitalism can also be judged from the fact that, after
Marx, the labor theory of value was abandoned by the mainstream. Its place was taken by
a theory which anchored capitalist relations in human psychology, i.e., the immutability of
capitalism was written into the theory itself.

After the discovery that value comes from labor, people’s fetishism can obviously no
longer consist in the belief that value comes from the physical properties of things. Now
people think that the law of value, and all the bad things which a society based on value and
money has in store, are unalterable facts which one cannot change. The disadvantages of
capitalism are believed to be anchored in human nature, instead of people recognizing that
they are brought about by a very special social form of organizing production.

Exam Question 320 If someone understands that value comes from society and not from
nature, how can that person still have a fetishistic view of social relations under capitalism?
2009fa, 2007SP, 2005fa, 2004 fa, 2003fa, 2002fa, 2001 fa, 1999SP, 1998W1.

Question 321 (Tue Sep 21-Thu Sep 23) Marx criticizes in that even after the dis-
covery of labor as the the substance of value, this was generally considered an “immutable
fact.” What else should people have thought and done? 2008SF, 2007 fa, 2007SP, 2005fa,
2004 fa, 2003fa, 2002fa.

Of course, even if people understand the laws of their society, they still cannot immedi-
ately abolish these laws. It requires hard work and struggles, and it will be a long process
before social relations have attained a more desirable form. In the preface to the first edition,

, Marx writes:

Even when a society has got upon the right track for the discovery of the natural
laws of its movement ..., it can neither clear by bold leaps, nor remove by
decree, the successive phases of its natural development. But it can shorten and
lessen the birth-pangs.

The next paragraph, whose secret organizing principle is (f3) the magnitude of value,
describes how the producers’ practical activities generate the need to resolve certain limited
theoretical questions.

167:1/0 The first thing the producers need 89:1 Was die Produktentauscher zunéchst
to know in practice when they exchange | praktisch interessiert, ist die Frage, wieviel
their products is, how much of the other | fremde Produkte sie fiir das eigne Produkt
products will they get for their own—in | erhalten, in welchen Proportionen sich also
which proportions can the products be ex- | die Produkte austauschen.
changed?
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Again I can justify my translation
by pointing to the French, where

“die Frage” is translated with “de
savoir,” i.e., this first sentence

indeed discusses the knowledge
they are interested in.

Marx referred to the needs of the practical commodity traders to know the quantitative

proportions already in footnote 17 to paragraph
.. who have concerned themselves with the analysis of the form of value, were

omists, .

in section 1.3.A: “The few econ-

unsuccessful, ... because, under the crude influence of the practical bourgeois, they give
their attention from the outset, and exclusively, to the quantitative aspect of the question.”

As soon as these proportions have attained a
certain customary fixity, they seem to spring
from the nature of the products. That one
ton of iron and two ounces of gold have
equal value is is considered a similar fact as
that a pound of gold and a pound of iron are
equal in weight, despite their different phys-
ical and chemical properties.

Sobald diese Proportionen zu einer gewis-
sen gewohnheitsméfBigen Festigkeit heran-
gereift sind, scheinen sie aus der Natur der
Arbeitsprodukte zu entspringen, so daf z.B.
eine Tonne Eisen und 2 Unzen Gold gleich-
wertig, wie ein Pfund Gold und ein Pfund
Eisen trotz ihrer verschiednen physikali-
schen und chemischen Eigenschaften gleich
schwer sind.

The fixity of the exchange proportions allows the producers to forget that value relations
are social. However this fixity can only be achieved through continual fluctuations:

Indeed, the value character of the products
of labor affirms itself only through their play
as magnitudes of value.

In der Tat befestigt sich der Wertcharakter
der Arbeitsprodukte erst durch ihre Betiti-
gung als Wertgrofien.

This “play” of the quantities of value is caused by people’s attempts to take advantage of
the value proportions. Although the commodity producers, in their practical actions, only
pay attention to the quantity of value and not its quality, Marx says here, in a very abbreviated
fashion, that this one-sided interest in quantity leads them to act in such a way that they give
their labor the qualitative character of equal human labor, i.e., of value-creating labor. This
is a dialectical conversion of quantity into quality.

Here is an attempt, which goes beyond Marx’s text, to describe in more detail how the
products’ play as magnitudes of value affirms their value character. Since the exchange
proportions seem to come from the nature of the product, and not from the labor process, the
producers try to escape the quantitative link between labor and value by producing that use-
value and employing that production method which gives them the most favorable exchange
for the effort they put in. They use two main strategies to achieve this:

e On the one hand, they channel their labors into those branches of production which
the market rewards best in relation to their effort.

e On the other hand, in every given branch of this division, they systematically explore
the range of what can be done differently in order to gain an advantage over those with
whom they compete.

These conscious actions have the following unintended consequences:

o The calculation regarding the market demand integrates their labor, according to its
particularities, into the social division of labor.

e The active pursuit of the best production process causes them to end up with very
similar labor processes, since everyone does that in parallel and since they also learn
from each other.
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The first edition, 46:2/0, has the following poignant formulation, which is consistent with
the above interpretation: “In order to relate their products as commodities, men are forced
to equate their different labors to abstract human labor” (my emphasis).

Question 323 (Tue Sep 21-Thu Sep 23) Commodity producers do not exchange their prod-
ucts because they consider the labor in these products to be equal and therefore believe the
fruits of the labor should be distributed on an equal basis. Marx claims that, on the contrary,
the market interactions induce them to unknowingly equalize their labors. Describe the pro-
cess by which they equalize their labors, and the goals which they pursue in this process.
2008fa, 2008SP, 2007fa, 2007SP, 2005fa, 2004 fa, 2003fa, 2002fa, 2001fa, 2000fa,
1997ut, 1997sp, 1996sp.

Question 324 (Tue Sep 21-Thu Sep 23) Someone says: The law of value cannot hold. We
are free people, we do what we want. We are not forced to price our commodities by their
labor content. Explain to this person, along the lines of the argument Marx uses here, that
this myopic attempt to assert one’s freedom leads to unfreedom. 2008 fa, 2008SP, 2007fa,
2007SP, 2004 fa, 2003fa, 2002fa, 1997sp, 1996ut, 1996sp, 1995ut, 1995WI.

One can sum it up as follows: Although their considerations only center around a quan-
titative advantage, the producers are forced to make important qualitative changes in the
production process if they want to stay competitive in the market, while their efforts to get
ahead of the market can only have temporary success. In the long run, the market will catch
up with them again.

This is the circularity (p. above) in action. Producers encounter social constraints
(the quantitative exchange relations of the goods on the market) and try to turn them to their
advantage, using similar methods as those with which they have successfully conquered
nature. But this time, their efforts to get ahead fail; even worse, in these efforts they are
unwittingly carrying out the “orders” dictated by the law of value. In Results, 1037:2/o,
Marx says explicitly that the capitalists, in their efforts to outwit the law of value, implement
it.

Which difference between the laws of nature and the laws of the market is responsible
for the fact that humans, who have been very successful in becoming the masters of natural
forces, remain the servants of their own social relations when they try to take advantage of
the social properties of the objects they are handling? Answer: the laws of nature remain
unchanged regardless of what people do. By contrast, the producers’ reactions to the prices
cause these prices to change. To use Bhaskar’s terminology, transitive and intransitive di-
mensions are not clearly separated here. This is why it is not the social forces which are
instrumentalized, but people’s efforts to instrumentalize the social forces:

These magnitudes vary continually, inde- | Die letzteren wechseln bestéindig, unabhingig
pendently of the will, foreknowledge and | vom Willen, Vorwissen und Tun der Aus-
actions of the exchangers. Their own social | tauschenden. Ihre eigne gesellschaftliche
movement has for them the form of a move- | Bewegung besitzt fiir sie die Form einer Be-
ment of things—things which, far from be- | wegung von Sachen, unter deren Kontrolle
ing under their control, in fact control them. sie stehen, statt sie zu kontrollieren.

This last sentence indicates that perhaps Marx was thinking along the lines which I am
developing in my commentary here. People think they control the social powers of things
(just as they do control their natural powers), but this is an illusion.

The production of commodities must be | Es bedarf vollstindig entwickelter Wa-
fully developed before the scientific insight | renproduktion, bevor aus der Erfahrung
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emerges, from experience itself, that all the
different kinds of private labor (which are
carried on independently of each other, and
yet, as spontaneously developed branches
of the social division of labor, are all-round
dependent on each other) are continually be-
ing reduced to the measure in which they are

selbst die wissenschaftliche Einsicht her-
auswichst, dafl die unabhédngig voneinander
betriebenen, aber als naturwiichsige Glie-
der der gesellschaftlichen Teilung der Arbeit
allseitig voneinander abhingigen Privatar-
beiten fortwihrend auf ihr gesellschaftlich
notwendiges Mal reduziert werden, ...

socially necessary.

Question 325 (Tue Sep 21-Thu Sep 23) Isn’t there an inconsistency in Marx’s text? At the
beginning of paragraph , the fixity of commodity prices is stressed, while towards
the end of the same paragraph , Marx emphasizes that they fluctuate continually.
2009fa, 2008fa, 2008SP, 2007fa, 2005fa, 2004 fa, 2003fa, 2002fa, 2000fa, 1998WI.

The unpredictable changes of the exchange proportions interfere with the efforts of the
agents to use these proportions to their advantage. This causes them to wonder how the
magnitude of value is determined, and leads to the scientific discovery of socially necessary
labor-time as the underlying principle.

However the reader should be aware that this scientific effort is only a very superficial
resolution of the dilemma faced by the market participants. Although they systematically
try to instrumentalize for individual advantage the powerful social forces exhibited by the
market, they find that they remain at the mercy of blind objective laws, under the control
of things. Instead of wondering how they came into this predicament, so that they can
wrest control away from these things, they use science to understand how the things move
that control them, in the hope that in this way they can “outwit” them or at least arrange
themselves better with them. This is called a “TINA compromise.” (TINA = There Is No
Alternative.)

In the accidental and ever-fluctuating ex-
change proportions between the products,
the labor-time socially necessary to produce
them asserts itself violently as a regulative
law of nature. This law asserts itself like the
law of gravity asserts itself when a person’s
house collapses on top of him.?

. weil sich in den zufilligen und stets
schwankenden Austauschverhdltnissen ih-
rer Produkte die zu deren Produktion ge-
sellschaftlich notwendige Arbeitszeit als
regelndes Naturgesetz gewaltsam durch-
setzt, wie etwa das Gesetz der Schwe-

‘ re, wenn einem das Haus iiber dem Kopf
| zusammenpurzelt.?®

If the house collapses, the law of gravity asserts itself despite the attempts of the builder
to control it. Now we all know that it is possible to build houses that do not collapse. The
collapse of the house reveals a flaw in engineering. The footnote brings a quote from the
young Engels emphasizing that also the working of the capitalist economy reveals a basic

flaw:
28 “What are we to think of a law which can
only assert itself through periodic crises? Well,

it is a natural law that is based on the lack of

awareness of the people who are subjected to it’.
[mecw3]433/34.

28 “Was soll man von einem Gesetz den-
ken, das sich nur durch periodische Revolutionen
durchsetzen kann? Es ist eben ein Naturgesetz,
das auf der Bewufstlosigkeit der Beteiligten be-
ruht.” Friedrich Engels, [mecw3]433/34.

The formulation “law based on the lack of awareness of the people who are subjected to
it” (my emphasis) implies that people act in a certain way because they are unaware. This
does not mean that consciousness determines their social being, but that the mechanisms by
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which the blind social forces take precedence over individual goals are based on (i.e., cannot
be effective without) a lack of consciousness on the part of the individuals.

The determination of the magnitude of value
by labor-time is therefore a secret hidden
under the apparent movements of the rela-
tive magnitudes of commodity values. By
uncovering this secret, the semblance of
a merely accidental determination of the
magnitude of value of the products of la-
bor is removed, but the objectified form in
which this determination takes place is by
no means abolished.

Die Bestimmung der Wertgroe durch die
Arbeitszeit ist daher ein unter den erschei-
nenden Bewegungen der relativen Waren-
werte verstecktes Geheimnis. Seine Ent-
deckung hebt den Schein der blof3 zufilligen
Bestimmung der Wertgrofen der Arbeits-
produkte auf, aber keinesfalls ihre sachliche
Form.

The scientific efforts described in the preceding two long paragraphs are in both cases
strangely impotent. Although necessitated by the fetish-like character of the commodity,
they do not help overcome it. The next paragraph explains this impotence. It centers about

point (y), the form of value.

168:1/0 Man’s thought about the forms
of social life, and therefore also his scien-
tific analysis of these forms, takes a course
directly opposite to the actual development
of these forms. He begins ‘after the feast’
with the completed results of the develop-
ment process.

This translation benefited from the
Eden and Cedar Paul translation.
In Fowkes’s translation, reflection

begins “after the feast, and
therefore with the results of the
process of development ready to

89:2/0 Das Nachdenken iiber die For-
men des menschlichen Lebens, also auch ih-
re wissenschaftliche Analyse, schlégt iiber-
haupt einen der wirklichen Entwicklung
entgegengesetzten Weg ein. Es beginnt post
festum und daher mit den fertigen Resulta-
ten des Entwicklungsprozesses.

hand.” This wrongly pulls the
word “fertig” from the ontological
into the epistemological sphere.

The purposeful activity of individuals differs in an important way from the dynamics of
their social relations. Individual human activity is characterized by its intentionality:

... what distinguishes the worst of architects from the best of bees is that the
architect builds the cell in his mind before he constructs it in wax.

In social life however, people first act and then think:

In their difficulties our commodity-owners think like Faust: ‘In the beginning
was the deed’. They have therefore already acted before thinking. The natu-
ral laws of the commodity manifest themselves (betitigen sich) in the natural
instincts of the commodity owners.

Among the mechanisms that cause the suspension of human intentionality on the social
level, Marx singles out here the passivity of everyday thinking. The word “Nachdenken,”
here translated as “reflection,” has, in German, a quite passive connotation. It evokes some-
one sitting on a couch, smoking his pipe, relaxing, and “thinking.” A similar passivity
characterizes the forms of thinking described in the previous two paragraphs.

e Under point (), , people’s everyday thinking stumbled upon a glaring contra-
diction, the fact that people’s own social product is not transparent to them. They try
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to (and finally succeed in) solving the riddles their own activity poses, without ever
raising the critical question how it happens that their own activity presents riddles in
the first place.

e Under point (f3), , theoretical activity was kindled by their efforts to succeed
in the market place. This again lacked any motivation to ask the more fundamental
critical questions—on the contrary, the agents were interested in an affirmation of
what they were doing.

e Point (y), which we are discussing at present, brings a third cognitive obstacle to
an effective scientific analysis: The forms of social life, which are the result of the
relations individuals enter in production and daily life, are at the same time the starting
point for their reflection (Nachdenken) about it.

In sum, practical life not only furnishes the motivation for science, but also presents many
obstacles. Science, by its nature, cannot be a passive or automatic process. Just as production

is necessarily “work” (the formulation in

human labor-power), science is “work” as well.

The social forms which stamp products as
commodities, which they therefore must
possess before they can circulate as com-
modities, have already acquired the fixity
of natural forms of social life, before man
seeks to give an account, not of the histori-
cal character of these forms—for in his eyes
they have already become immutable—but
of their content.

that labor is essentially the expenditure of

Die Formen, welche Arbeitsprodukte zu
Waren stempeln und daher der Warenzir-
kulation vorausgesetzt sind, besitzen bereits
die Festigkeit von Naturformen des gesell-
schaftlichen Lebens, bevor die Menschen
sich Rechenschaft zu geben suchen nicht
tiber den historischen Charakter dieser For-
men, die ihnen vielmehr bereits als unwan-
delbar gelten, sondern iiber deren Gehalt.

Bourgeois economics has an additional incentive to persist in the mistake of starting its
analysis with the finished forms, which are too mystified to reveal the true underlying rela-
tions: since bourgeois economics cannot admit that capitalism is a historically conditioned
and historically limited mode of production, it cannot look at it as a historical process.

In the remainder of the paragraph, Marx gives a concrete example of a finished form that

obfuscates rather than reveals:

It was only the analysis of the prices of
commodities which led to the determina-
tion of the magnitude of value, and only
the common expression of all commodities
in money which led to the fixation of their
character as values.

So war es nur die Analyse der Warenpreise,
die zur Bestimmung der WertgroBe, nur der
gemeinschaftliche Geldausdruck der Waren,
der zur Fixierung ihres Wertcharakters fiihr-
te.

Le., research started when some striking empirical phenomena had arisen which needed

an explanation. But this is already too late:
It is however precisely this finished form
of the world of commodities—the money
form—which conceals the social character
of private labor and therefore the social rela-
tions between the private producers behind
quasi-physical properties of things, instead
of revealing these relations plainly.
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In support of the claim that the money form conceals, Marx describes next what “plainly

revealing” would have meant in this situation:

If T say that coats or boots relate to linen as
the general incarnation of abstract human la-
bor, it is plain how bizarre an expression this
is. The producers of coats and boots, how-
ever, when they relate their commodities to
linen (or to gold and silver, which does not
change the matter in the least) as the General
equivalent, experience and express the rela-
tion of their own private labor to the aggre-
gate labor of society in exactly this bizarre
form.

Wenn ich sage, Rock, Stiefel, usw. bezie-
hen sich auf Leinwand als die allgemeine
Verkorperung abstrakter menschlicher Ar-
beit, so springt die Verriicktheit dieses Aus-
drucks ins Auge. Aber wenn die Produzen-
ten von Rock, Stiefel, usw. diese Waren auf
Leinwand—oder auf Gold und Silber, was
nichts an der Sache dndert—als allgemei-
nes Aquivalent beziehen, erscheint thnen die
Beziehung ihrer Privatarbeiten zu der ge-
sellschaftlichen Gesamtarbeit genau in die-
ser verriickten Form.

These two sentences deserve a close reading. Let us first look at the first sentence.

If it were possible to see the invisible content behind the form—if one could, so-to-say,
take an X-ray look at the relations of production underlying the exchange—one would see
with amazement that the producers relate their concrete labors to the labor producing gold
as the incarnation of human labor in the abstract, although the labor producing gold is just
as concrete as any other labor. Everybody would be aware that this is a bizarre and deficient
method of establishing a connection between the many interdependent labor processes. In
the first edition, 37:1, in what was to become section 3 of chapter One, Marx brings an
interesting metaphor to show how bizarre this is:

37:1 Itis as if, besides lions, tigers, hares,
and all other real animals, ... also the ani-
mal existed, the individual incarnation of the
whole animal kingdom.

37:1 Es ist als ob neben und au3er Lowen,
Tigern, Hasen, und allen andern wirklichen
Tieren ... auch noch das Tier existierte, die
individuelle Inkarnation des ganzen Tier-

reichs.

It would not only be bizarre, but it would also be easy to see that it is bizarre.

Before we go to the second sentence, which presents the difficulty. let’s look at the differ-
ence between first and second sentences. The first sentence uses the words “general incar-
nation of abstract human labor,” which is a core category, while the second sentence speaks
of the “General equivalent,” which is a surface category. Also, the first sentence states that
it is an obviously bizarre relation, but Marx does not use the word “form.” He does use the
word “expression,” but by this he means his verbal representation of the core relations (“if I
say”).

In the second sentence, Marx turns off the X-ray machine of his scientific analysis and
looks at the form in which these bizarre relations present themselves to the practical surface
activity. The fact that coat, boots, etc. are placed in relation to gold as the General equivalent
is no longer obviously bizarre, on the contrary, it is a sensible procedure growing out of the
necessities of exchange. But these sensible practical activities engage the economic agents
in bizarre relations of production in the core. The forms themselves only become bizarre if
one sees this content in them, i.e., if one recognizes that they mediate the relationship of the
producers’s private labor to the social aggregate labor.

Marx has chosen here a very nice example showing how the finished forms conceal. The
surface forms are “finished” in a fashion which gives them practical applicability. But the
practical usefulness of these forms on the surface veils the bizarre character of the core
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relations mediated by them.

Question 326 (Tue Sep 21-Thu Sep 23) Why can empiricism, the starting with and clinging
to empirical facts, only come to conclusions that affirm existing social relations? 2007SP,
2004 fa, 2002fa, 1997ut, 1996sp, 1995ut, 1995WI.

Question 327 (Tue Sep 21-Thu Sep 23) Where else should one start science if not with
data? How did Marx himself come to his findings? 2009fa, 2008fa, 2007fa, 2007SP,
2005fa, 2004 fa, 2003fa, 2002fa, 2001 fa, 2000fa, 1998WI.

After this serious critique of bourgeois economics, Marx, surprisingly, nevertheless at-
tributes “social validity” to it:

169:1 It is precisely forms of this kind ‘ 90:1 Derartige Formen bilden eben die
which vyield the categories for bourgeois | Kategorien der biirgerlichen Okonomie.
economics.

“Forms of this kind” refers to the finished surface forms, the bizarre (verriickten), false
social forms, which veil the underlying relations. A “category” is a fundamental classifica-
tion, something that can serve as starting point for an explanation but which itself cannot be
explained. Bourgeois economics does not start with the fundamental underlying relations
but with their bizarre surface reflections. Marx will remark on this again on p. , when
he discusses capitalism’s false form par excellence, namely, the wage form, There as well
as here Marx makes the argument that the erroneous view of the world generated by these
surface categories cannot just be dismissed as a collection of subjective errors, but it has
objective significance since it guides human actions:

These categories are socially accepted, and | Es sind gesellschaftlich giiltige, also objek-
therefore objective, forms of thought for | tive Gedankenformen fiir die Produktions-

the relations of production of this histori- | verhiltnisse dieser historisch bestimmten
cally determined social mode of production, | gesellschaftlichen Produktionsweise, der
namely, commodity production. Warenproduktion.

This translation assumes that the categories by bourgeois economy, also from the meaning I find it

“es sind” (it is) at the beginning of not to “forms.” Grammatically this unlikely that Marx equates social
this sentence refers to might easily be the case, forms with forms of thought.
“categories,” or, more precisely, to especially since Marx wrote “es

those theories which are taken as sind” instead of “sie sind,” and

Question 329 (Tue Sep 21-Thu Sep 23) In , Marx calls the superficial understanding

of the agents in capitalist society, their forms of thought, “socially accepted” or, in a more
literal translation, “socially valid” and “objective.” Shouldn’t he have called them “false”
instead of “valid” and “subjective” instead of “objective”? 2007fa, 2007SF, 2004 fa,
2003fa, 2002fa, 2001 fa, 2000fa, 1998WI, 1996ut.

Although bourgeois economics clings to the surface, it is valid: not because it reveals the
inner structure of the commodity economy, but because it formulates its forms of thought,
i.e., the spontaneous thinking which these relations of production induce in the practical
agents. Marx calls these forms “valid” and “objective” without further elaboration. However
his derivation of bourgeois economics as the scientific extension of the consciousness of
the practical agents in the market implies that the validity and objectivity of these false
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appearances consists in the fact that they direct the activities of the economic agents on the

surface of the economy.

The validity of these categories, whether they help us understand the inverted forms of ap-
pearance on the surface or the deep structure of the relations of production, must be qualified
as indicated by the italicized phrase in the passage we just read: these categories are valid

only historically. This gives the transition to section

The whole mystery of commodities, all the
magic and necromancy that surrounds the
products of labor on the basis of commod-
ity production, vanishes therefore as soon as
we take refuge in other forms of production.

, the discussion of other societies.
Aller Mystizismus der Warenwelt, all der
Zauber und Spuk, welcher Arbeitsprodukte
auf Grundlage der Warenproduktion umne-
belt, verschwindet daher sofort, sobald wir
zu andren Produktionsformen fliichten.

1.4.d. [Examples of Non-Commodity Societies and the Role of

Religion]

In 169:2-172:0, Marx gives examples of societies in which commodity production is not

predominant, i.e., in which
labor is not, as in commodity production,

private labor which at the same time keeps
its provider alive only as social labor (trans-

Betrachten wir andre Formen der Produk-
tion, worin die Arbeit nicht wie in der Waa-
renproduktion Privatarbeit ist, die zugleich

lated from 38:1). nur als gesellschaftliche Arbeit ihren Ver-
richter am Leben erhilt.

“All essential determinations of value” can nevertheless be found. They are (o) the equal-
ity of all human labor insofar as it is expenditure of human labor-power, () the social sig-
nificance of labor-time, and () the existence of interactions between the producers through
which their labors are integrated into the social labor process. The forms which (@), (B),
and () take may involve coercion and exploitation, but they are not mysterious. When dis-
cussing medieval society, Marx makes an important connection: if social relations are this
transparent, exploitation is only possible through the direct exercise of force. He does not
explicitly state the implication of this for capitalism: it can 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 character of religion in different societies.
He claims that religion reflects the quality and transparency of social relations.

The examples of non-capitalist societies are instructive and interesting, but not very diffi-
cult to understand; therefore they are not reproduced here. The following Questions refer to
these examples on pp. 169:2-172:0.

Question 330 (Tue Sep 21-Thu Sep 23) Why does Marx call Ricardo’s exchange between
primitive fisherman and primitive hunter a “Robinson Crusoe story”? 2009fa, 2008SP,
2007fa, 2007SP, 2005fa, 2003fa, 2002fa, 1996sp, 1995ut, 1995WI.

Question 331 (Tue Sep 21-Thu Sep 23) Which “social” forms do the three determinations
of value take in Robinson’s one-man-society? 2008SP, 2007SF, 2003fa, 2002fa, 1995ut.

Question 333 (Tue Sep 21-Thu Sep 23) Which social forms do the three determinations of
value take in Marx’s example of medieval society? 2005fa, 2003fa, 2002fa, 1998WI,
1997sp, 1995ut.
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Question 335 (Tue Sep 21-Thu Sep 23) Explain Marx’s statement in that labor in
medieval society did not take a social form different from its natural form. 2009 fa, 2008SP,
2007fa, 2003fa, 2002fa, 1997sp, 1997WI.

Question 336 (Tue Sep 21-Thu Sep 23) Which social forms do the three determinations of
value take in Marx’s example of a self-sufficient peasant family? 2007SP.

Question 337 (Tue Sep 21-Thu Sep23) In , Marx says about the patriarchal self-
sufficient peasant household: “The time-measured expenditure of the individual labor-powers
takes here from the outset the form of a social attribute of these labors themselves ...”
Does this mean that in this household labor is social labor as abstract labor, as argued in
[Kur87]? 2007SP, 2004 fa.

Question 338 (Tue Sep 21-Thu Sep 23) Which social forms do the three determinations of
value take in Marx’s example of a socialist society? 2009fa, 1999SP.

Religion is not only a metaphor for commodity fetishism, it is a social phenomenon which
needs its own explanation. The next two paragraphs discuss the connection between the
mystifications of social relations and religion. They also give important information about
how Marx viewed the relationship between productive powers (technology), relations of
production, and “superstructural” phenomena such as religion.

172:1/0 For a society of commodity pro-
ducers, whose general social relation of pro-
duction consists in the fact that they treat
their products as commodities, hence as val-
ues, and in this objectified form bring their
private labors into relation with each other
as homogeneous human labor, Christianity
with its religious cult of the abstract human,
especially in its bourgeois development, i.e.,
in Protestantism, Deism, etc., is the most fit-
ting form of religion.

93:1/0 Fiir eine Gesellschaft von Waren-
produzenten, deren allgemein gesellschaft-
liches Produktionsverhiltnis darin besteht,
sich zu ihren Produkten als Waren, also als
Werten zu verhalten, und in dieser sachli-
chen Form ihre Privatarbeiten aufeinander
zu beziehen als gleiche menschliche Arbeit,
ist das Christentum, mit seinem Kultus des
abstrakten Menschen, namentlich in seiner
biirgerlichen Entwicklung, dem Protestan-
tismus, Deismus usw., die entsprechendste
Religionsform.

Just as the value relation abstracts from the concrete usefulness of labor and from the
individual circumstances of production, so Christianity also makes an abstraction: namely,
from some of the more “bodily” aspects of humans. Just as the labor process must rise above
its local and traditional character to withstand the test of the market, so humans must strip off
their bodily encumbrances to become pure souls. But this correspondence between religion
and commodity relations only holds for modern religions in modern time. Religion is a very
old phenomenon, and the question arises how the old religions related to the socio-economic
conditions of their time. This will be discussed next.

Question 339 (Tue Sep 21-Thu Sep 23) In what ways can Christianity and the commod-
ity relation be considered similar? 2009fa, 2008fa, 2008SF, 2007SP, 2005fa, 2004 fa,
2003fa, 2002fa, 1997ut, 1997WI, 1996sp, 1995ut, 1995W1.

In the ancient Asiatic, classical-antique, and
other such modes of production, the trans-
formation of the product into a commod-
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ity, and therefore individuals in the capac-
ity of commodity producers, play a subor-
dinate role—although this role increases in
importance as these communities approach
nearer and nearer to the stage of their disso-
lution. Trading nations, properly so called,
exist only in the interstices of the ancient
world, like the gods of Epicurus in the in-
termundia, or Jews in the pores of Polish so-
ciety.

1.4. Fetish-Like Character and its Secret

Menschen als Warenproduzenten, eine un-
tergeordnete Rolle, die jedoch um so bedeu-
tender wird, je mehr die Gemeinwesen in
das Stadium ihres Untergangs treten. FEi-
gentliche Handelsvolker existieren nur in
den Intermundien der alten Welt, wie Epi-
kurs Gotter, oder wie Juden in den Poren der
polnischen Gesellschaft.

Since the commodity relation was subordinate in the ancient modes of production, it must
be ruled out as the material basis for the ancient religions. Next, Marx also rules out any
other complexity or obscurity of social relations, and then gives his explanation of the reli-

gions of those times:

Those ancient social production-organisms
are a lot simpler and more transparent than
those of bourgeois society. But they are
based either on the immaturity of humans
as individuals, who have not yet torn them-
selves loose from the umbilical cord of their
natural species-connection with other hu-
mans, or on direct relations of dominance
and servitude. They are conditioned by a
low stage of development of the produc-
tive powers of labor, and by correspondingly
limited relations of men within the process
of creating and reproducing their material
life, hence also between each other and be-
tween man and nature. These real limita-
tions are reflected in the ancient worship of
nature, and in other elements of tribal reli-
gions.

Jene alten gesellschaftlichen Produktions-
organismen sind auBerordentlich viel ein-
facher und durchsichtiger als der biirger-
liche, aber sie beruhen entweder auf der
Unreife des individuellen Menschen, der
sich von der Nabelschnur des natiirlichen
Gattungszusammenhangs mit andren noch
nicht losgerissen hat, oder auf unmittelba-
ren Herrschafts- und Knechtschaftsverhilt-
nissen. Sie sind bedingt durch die niedrige
Entwicklungsstufe der Produktivkrifte der
Arbeit und entsprechend befangene Verhilt-
nisse der Menschen innerhalb ihres mate-
riellen Lebenserzeugungsprozesses, daher
zueinander und zur Natur. Diese wirkliche
Befangenheit spiegelt sich ideell wider in
den alten Natur- und Volksreligionen.

Marx gives two reasons for the early religions: immaturity of the individual and direct
relations of dominance and subordination. Both are conditioned by the low development
of productivity, which allows only limited relations within the production process, therefore
also in society at large (compare also footnote 89 to paragraph in the machinery
chapter and a brief remark in in the chapter about the historical tendency). Religions
which are worship of nature are evidently based in the low level of productive forces, and
tribal religions in the immaturity of individuals who have not yet cut their umbilical chord
to the tribe.

It seems that this “immaturity” of the individual is not considered here to be generated
by the social relations. Apparently, Marx sees an independent historical development also
on the level of interpersonal relations, which is conditioned by, but not reducible to, and
presumably slower than, the succession of social modes of production. Relevant here is also
Marx’s remark in that “the soil of commodity production can bring forth production
on a large-scale only in capitalist form.”

Question 340 (Tue Sep 21-Thu Sep 23) In the sentence: “[The ancient social production-
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organisms] are conditioned by a low stage of development of the productive powers of labor,
and by correspondingly limited relations of men within the process of creating and reproduc-
ing their material life, hence also between each other and between man and nature,” Marx
describes the relationship between the following three: productive forces (i.e., technology),
the relations'® in the production process, and social relations''} at large. Rephrase this
relationship in your own words. 2009fa, 2008SP, 2000f a.

Marx concludes his discussion of religion with a statement about the conditions under
which religion can “fade away.” For this, he returns to the modern conditions, in which
religion cannot be explained by the immaturity or the direct subordination of the individual,
but by the mystification of the social relations:

The echo of the real world in religions of
any kind can fade away only when the re-
lations of everyday practical activity present
themselves to the individuals all the time as
transparently rational interactions with each
other and with nature. The mystical veil will
not be lifted from the countenance of the so-
cial life-process, i.e., of the process of mate-
rial production, until it becomes the product
of freely associated men, and stands under
their conscious and planned control.

Der religiose Widerschein der wirklichen
Welt kann {iberhaupt nur verschwinden,
sobald die Verhiltnisse des praktischen
Werkeltagslebens den Menschen tagtiglich
durchsichtig verniinftige Beziehungen zu-
einander und zur Natur darstellen. Die Ge-
stalt des gesellschaftlichen Lebensprozes-
ses, d.h. des materiellen Produktionspro-
zesses, streift nur ihren mystischen Nebel-
schleier ab, sobald sie als Produkt frei ver-
gesellschafteter Menschen unter deren be-
wuBter planméBiger Kontrolle steht.

Mankind’s ability to seize this social control is the result of developments which are be-

yond its control:

This, however, requires that society possess
a material foundation, or a number of ma-
terial conditions of existence, which in their
turn are the natural and spontaneous prod-
uct of a long and painful historical develop-
ment.

Dazu ist jedoch eine materielle Grundlage
der Gesellschaft erheischt oder eine Rei-
he materieller Existenzbedingungen, welche
selbst wieder das naturwiichsige Produkt ei-
ner langen und qualvollen Entwicklungsge-
schichte sind.

1.4.e. [The Fetishism of Bourgeois Political Economy]

The mystification of the commodity relation not only makes people religious, it also breeds
the science of “bourgeois economics.” Subsection derived the necessity of such a scien-
tific enterprise from the spontaneous theoretical needs of those participating in a fetish-like
economy. The emancipatory potential, which this science has like any science, is overshad-
owed by its social function. Its passivity, and the hopeless starting point with the finished
surface categories emphasized in , are the legacies imprinted on this science by the
social need that spawned it. But the ability of bourgeois economics to satisfy its social
role—instead of leading to emancipatory action—depends not only on its method but also
on the theories it provides. Subsection concentrates on the basic theoretical errors of
bourgeois economics. These errors show that bourgeois economics is the institutionalization
of commodity fetishism.

173:1/00 Political economy has indeed,
however incompletely,?! analyzed value and
its magnitude, and has uncovered the con-

94:1/00 Die politische Okonomie hat nun
zwar, wenn auch unvollkommen,3! Wert
und Wertgro3e analysiert und den in die-
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tent concealed within these forms. But it has
never once asked why this content takes that
form, that is to say, why labor is expressed
in value, and why the measure of labor by
its duration is expressed in the magnitude
of the value of the product.’> These forms,
which have it written on their foreheads that
they belong to a social formation in which
the production process has the mastery over
men, and man does not yet master the pro-
duction process, are considered by the polit-
ical economists’ bourgeois consciousness to
be self-evident and nature-imposed necessi-
ties, just as necessary as productive labor it-
self.

1.4. Fetish-Like Character and its Secret

sen Formen versteckten Inhalt entdeckt. Sie
hat niemals auch nur die Frage gestellt,
warum dieser Inhalt jene Form annimmt,
warum sich also die Arbeit im Wert und das
Mal der Arbeit durch ihre Zeitdauer in der
Wertgrofie des Arbeitsprodukts darstellt?3?
Formen, denen es auf der Stirn geschrie-
ben steht, dal} sie einer Gesellschaftforma-
tion angehdren, worin der Produktionspro-
zel3 die Menschen, der Mensch noch nicht
den Produktionsprozel bemeistert, gelten
ihrem biirgerlichen Bewuftsein fiir ebenso
selbstverstindliche Naturnotwendigkeit als
die produktive Arbeit selbst.

Question 342 (Tue Sep 21-Thu Sep 23) Can labor be measured in other ways than in time?
2009fa, 2008fa, 2008SP, 2007 fa, 2007SP, 2005fa, 2004 fa.

In German, the third sentence
above reads: “Formeln, denen es
auf der Stirn geschrieben steht ...”
This seems to be a typographical
error in the second and later

should be “Formen” instead of
“Formeln.” Apparently this error
was never corrected except in the
French translation. (It says
“Formen” in the First edition and

By the way, the enlightening
phrase “why this content takes that
form” was, inexplicably to me,
omitted in the Moore-Aveling
translation!

German editions. I assume it “formes” in the French edition.)

“Forms which have it written on their foreheads”: Marx’s first criticism of bourgeois
political economy is not its inability to accurately decipher these forms, but its failure to ask
those questions which led him to write section |.4, compare page above. Although the
immanent theoretical development cries out for a scrutiny of the historical character of these
forms and the conditions under which they can endure, bourgeois economists do not ask this
question. This shows that they suffer under the higher forms of fetishism discussed earlier
in .
In footnote 89 to paragraph at the beginning of the Machinery chapter, Marx re-
iterates the importance of not just deciphering the forms, but also understanding how they
arose.

Besides its silence on the most crucial question it should have asked, bourgeois economics
also made errors in answering those questions which it did ask. The long footnotes 31 and
32 detail the immanent shortcomings of political economy. The first footnote concentrates
on the substance of value (after deferring the discussion of the quantity of value to later),
and the second on the form of value.

31 The insufficiency of Ricardo’s analysis of

the magnitude of value—and his analysis is by
far the best—will become apparent from the third
and fourth books of this work.

31 Das Unzulingliche in Ricardo’s Analyse
der Wertgrole—und es ist die beste—wird man
aus dem dritten und vierten Buch dieser Schrift
ersehn.

By this Marx means Capital Il and Theories of Surpus Value. The quantity of value will
therefore not be discussed here. But its quality will:

3lad Ag regards value itself, classical polit-
ical economy nowhere distinguishes explicitly
and with full awareness between the labor rep-

3led Was aber den Wert iiberhaupt betrifft, so
unterscheidet die klassische politische Okonomie
nirgendwo ausdriicklich und mit klarem Bewuf3t-
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sein die Arbeit, die sich im Wert, von derselben
Arbeit, die sich im Gebrauchswert ihres Produkts
darstellt.

resented in the value of a product and the same
labor manifest in its use-value.

Question 344 (Tue Sep 21-Thu Sep 23) Marx writes that “classical political economy nowhere
makes the explicit and consciously clear distinction between the labor represented in the
value of a product and the same labor manifest in its use-value.” If it is the same labor, how
can one distinguish it? 2009fa, 2008fa, 2002fa, 1997W1.

Although classical economists do not make this distinction explicitly and with full aware-
ness, the subject of their science, the economy, induces them to make this distinction implic-

itly and without knowing it:

3Letd Of course the classical economists do, in
actual fact, make this distinction, for they treat
labor sometimes from its quantitative aspect, and
at other times qualitatively. It does not occur
to them that a purely quantitative difference be-
tween different kinds of labor presupposes their
qualitative unity or equality, and therefore their
reduction to abstract human labor.

3led Sje macht natiirlich den Unterschied tat-
sdchlich, da sie die Arbeit das einemal quantita-
tiv, das andremal qualitativ betrachtet. Aber es
fillt ihr nicht ein, daB} blof quantitativer Unter-
schied der Arbeiten ihre qualitative Einheit oder
Gleichheit voraussetzt, also ihre Reduktion auf
abstrakt menschliche Arbeit.

These general remarks are backed up by a very specific “smoking-gun” proof hat Ricardo
was not aware of the distinction between concrete and abstract labor.
We will skip over the rest of this footnote here.

The second footnote, number 32, clarifies an additional detail which the main text brings
only implicitly. It emphasizes that political economy investigated value and the magnitude
of value, but it never even discovered the form of value—because this would have led to

questions it wanted to avoid.

32 It is one of the chief failings of classical
political economy that it has never pursued the
analysis of commodities and more specifically
of commodity value to the point where it yields
the form of value, i.e., that what turns value into
exchange-value. Even its best representatives,
Adam Smith and Ricardo, treat the form of value
as something quite indifferent or extraneous to
the nature of the commodity itself.

32 Es ist einer der Grundmiingel der klassi-
schen politischen Okonomie, daB es ihr nie ge-
lang, aus der Analyse der Ware und spezieller
des Warenwerts die Form des Werts, die ihn eben
zum Tauschwert macht, herauszufinden. Gera-
de in ihren besten Reprisentanten, wie A. Smith
und Ricardo, behandelt sie die Wertform als et-
was ganz Gleichgiiltiges oder der Natur der Ware
selbst duferliches.

It is not only important to know what value is and how its magnitude is determined, but
also to relate the form which value takes on the surface of the economy, i.e., the exchange
relation of commodities, to its quality and quantity. The reason why this aspect is so often
ignored is twofold. On the one hand, the practical activity on the market does not throw up
this question, but first and foremost requires an explanation of the magnitude of value. On
the other hand, even the best representatives of bourgeois political economy consider the
capitalist form of production as the eternally given one. This causes them to overlook the
specificity of the value form.

32 ctd The reason for this is not solely that their 32¢d Der Grund ist nicht allein, daB die Ana-

attention is entirely absorbed by the analysis of
the magnitude of value. It lies deeper. The value
form of the product of labor is the most abstract,
but also the most general form of the bourgeois
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beitsprodukts ist die abstrakteste, aber auch all-
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mode of production. It characterizes this mode
of production as a particular species of social
production, and therewith as one of a historical
and transitory character. If one considers it to be
the eternal natural form of social production, one
necessarily overlooks the specificity of the value
form as well—and consequently that of the com-
modity form, together with its further develop-
ments, the money form, the capital form, etc.

1.4. Fetish-Like Character and its Secret

weise, die hierdurch als eine besondere Art ge-
sellschaftlicher Produktion und damit zugleich
historisch charakterisiert wird. Versieht man sie
daher fiir die ewige Naturform gesellschaftlicher
Produktion, so tiibersiecht man notwendig auch
das Spezifische der Wertform, also der Waren-
form, weiter entwickelt in der Geldform, Kapi-
talform usw.

Again, this general claim is backed by specific examples. Marx brings two arguments
why economists who understand that value comes from labor nevertheless do not understand
money: (1) the theories they come up with contradict each other, and (2) these errors become
especially apparent when they theorize the higher forms of money, such as the banking
system. The fear to unmask the capitalist system interferes more with the explanation of the

more developed forms than that of the most basic and abstract ones:

32¢td That is why certain economists who are
entirely agreed that labor-time is the measure of
the magnitude of value, have the strangest and
most contradictory notions concerning money,
the universal equivalent in its finished form. This
emerges sharply when they deal with banking,
where the commonplace definitions of money
will no longer do. Hence there has arisen in
opposition to the classical economists a restored
Mercantilist System (Ganilh etc.), which sees in
value only the social form, or rather the insub-
stantial ghost of that form.—

32¢td Man findet daher bei Okonomen, wel-
che tiber das Maf} der WertgroBe durch Arbeits-
zeit durchaus tibereinstimmen, die kunterbunte-
sten und widersprechendsten Vorstellungen von
Geld, d.h. der fertigen Gestalt des allgemeinen
Aquivalents. Dies tritt schlagend hervor z.B. bei
der Behandlung des Bankwesens, wo mit den
gemeinplitzlichen Definitionen des Geldes nicht
mehr ausgereicht wird. Im Gegensatz entsprang
daher ein restauriertes Merkantilsystem (Ganilh
usw.), welches im Wert nur die gesellschaftliche
Form sieht oder vielmehr nur ihren substanzlosen
Schein.—

1t The error Marx is alluding to here is that of considering money to be only a social
agreement and forget its substance. Marx will say more about this in chapter Two,

Question 345 (Tue Sep 21-Thu Sep 23) How are the errors which bourgeois economics
makes in those questions which it tries to answer related to the question which it did not

want to ask? 2008fa.

Question 346 (Tue Sep 21-Thu Sep 23) What did and what didn’t the classical economists
find out? 2008fa, 2005fa, 2004 fa, 2003fa, 2002fa, 1997WLI.

A detailed sociology-of-science explanation of the role of political economy is given in

the afterword to the second edition, see e.g.

32ctd 1 et me point out once and for all that by
classical political economy I mean all the econo-
mists who, since the time of W. Petty, have in-
vestigated the real inner structure of bourgeois
relations of production, as opposed to the vul-
gar economists who only flounder around within
the apparent structure of those relations, cease-
lessly ruminate on the materials long since pro-
vided by scientific political economy, in order
to lend plausibility to the crudest phenomena for
bourgeois daily food. Apart from this, the vulgar

. Here only the following remark:

32ctd U es ein fiir allemal zu bemerken, ver-
stehe ich unter klassischer politischer Okonomie
alle Okonomie seit W. Petty, die den innern Zu-
sammenhang der biirgerlichen Produktionsver-
hiltnisse erforscht im Gegensatz zur Vulgiroko-
nomie, die sich nur innerhalb des scheinbaren
Zusammenhangs herumtreibt, fiir eine plausi-
ble Verstidndlichmachung der sozusagen grobsten
Phidnomene und den biirgerlichen Hausbedarf
das von der wissenschaftlichen Okonomie lingst
gelieferte Material stets von neuem wiederkaut,
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economists confine themselves to systematizing
in a pedantic way, and proclaiming for everlast-
ing truths, the banal and complacent notions held
by the bourgeois agents of production about their
own world, which is to them the best possible

im librigen aber sich darauf beschrinkt, die
banalen und selbstgefilligen Vorstellungen der
biirgerlichen Produktionsagenten von ihrer eig-
nen besten Welt zu systematisieren, pedantisie-
ren und als ewige Wahrheiten zu proklamieren.

one.

Question 347 (Tue Sep 21-Thu Sep 23) What is Marx’s difference between bourgeois econ-
omists and vulgar economists? 2009fa, 2007 fa, 2007SP, 2005fa, 2004 fa, 2003fa, 2002fa.

Let us now return from the footnotes to the main text, which was not so much concerned
with the factual theoretical errors of political economy but with its uncritical avoidance
of certain questions. Since mainstream political economy accepts the historically specific
forms as nature-given necessities, it has no better way out, when confronted with histori-
cally different economic formations, than a religion that is confronted with other religions:

Hence the pre-bourgeois forms of the so-
cial organization of production are treated
by political economy in much the same way

Vorbiirgerliche Formen des gesellschaftli-
chen Produktionsorganismus werden daher
von ihr behandelt wie etwa von den Kir-

as pre-Christian religions were treated by ‘ chenviitern vorchristliche Religionen. >3

the Fathers of the Church.33 ‘

With this, Marx dives into another long footnote. It elaborates on the inadequate treatment
of pre-bourgeois modes of production by political economy, stemming from their failure to
recognize the historical specificity of their own mode of production, and then says something

about modes of production in general. It starts with a quote from Misery of Philosophy:

3 “The economists have a singular way of
proceeding. For them, there are only two kinds
of institutions, artificial and natural. The in-
stitutions of feudalism are artificial institutions,
those of the bourgeoisie are natural institutions.
In this they resemble the theologians, who like-
wise establish two kinds of religion. Every reli-
gion which is not theirs in an invention of men,
while their own is an emanation of God ... Thus
there has been history, but there is no longer any.”
(Karl Marx, Misere de la philosophie. Réponse
a la philosophie de la misére de M. Proudhon,
1847, p. 113).

33 _Die Okonomen verfahren auf eine sonder-
bare Art. Es gibt fiir sie nur zwei Arten von In-
stitutionen, kiinstliche und natiirliche. Die In-
stitutionen des Feudalismus sind kiinstliche In-
stitutionen, die der Bourgeoisie natiirliche. Sie
gleichen darin den Theologen, die auch zwei Ar-
ten von Religionen unterscheiden. Jede Religion,
die nicht die ihre ist, ist eine Erfindung der Men-
schen, wihrend ihre eigene Religion eine Offen-
barung Gottes ist.—Somit hat es eine Geschichte
gegeben, aber es gibt keine mehr.” (Karl Marx,
Misere de la philosophie. Réponse a la philoso-
phie de la misére de M. Proudhon, 1847, p. 113.)

The example of a blatant mis-representation of earlier economies by a bourgeois econo-

mist illustrates this general statement:

33cd Tryly comical is M. Bastiat, who imag-
ines that the ancient Greeks and Romans lived by
plunder alone. For if people live by plunder for
centuries there must, after all, always be some-
thing there to plunder; in other words, the ob-
jects of plunder must be continually reproduced.
It seems, therefore, that even the Greeks and the
Romans had a process of production, hence an
economy, which constituted the material basis of
their world as much as the bourgeois economy
constitutes that of the present-day world. Or per-
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33cd Wahrhaft drollig ist Herr Bastiat, der
sich einbildet, die alten Griechen und Romer hiit-
ten nur von Raub gelebt. Wenn man aber vie-
le Jahrhunderte durch von Raub lebt, muf3 doch
bestindig etwas zu rauben da sein oder der Ge-
genstand des Raubes sich fortwihrend reprodu-
zieren. Es scheint daher, dafl auch Griechen und
Romer einen Produktionsprozel3 hatten, also eine
Okonomie, welche ganz so die materielle Grund-
lage ihrer Welt bildete wie die biirgerliche Oko-
nomie die der heutigen Welt. Oder meint Ba-



haps Bastiat means that a mode of production
based on the labor of slaves is based on a sys-
tem of plunder? In that case he is on dangerous
ground. If a giant thinker like Aristotle could err
in his assessment of slave labor, why should a
dwarf economist like Bastiat be right in his as-
sessment of wage labor?
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stiat etwa, daB3 eine Produktionsweise, die auf
der Sklavenarbeit beruht, auf einem Raubsystem
ruht? Er stellt sich dann auf geféhrlichen Bo-
den. Wenn ein Denkriese wie Aristoteles in sei-
ner Wiirdigung der Sklavenarbeit irrte, warum
sollte ein Zwergokonom, wie Bastiat, in seiner
Wiirdigung der Lohnarbeit richtig gehn?

If Bastiat means by plunder the plundering of the defeated provinces, then the argument is
that the things plundered must also be produced. If Bastiat means that slave labor is plunder,
then one has to wonder whether wage labor should be called plunder too.

Footnote 33 concludes with a highly interesting additional remark, in which Marx refers
back to his famous passage in the preface to the Contribution to the Critique of Political
Economy. The importance of this remark was pointed out by Balibar in [AB70, p. 217].

33ad 1 gejze this opportunity of briefly refut-
ing an objection made by a German-American
publication to my work A Contribution to the
Critique of Political Economy, 1859. My view is
that each particular mode of production, and the
relations of production corresponding to it at ev-
ery given moment, in short ‘the economic struc-
ture of society’, is ‘the real foundation, on which
arises a legal and political superstructure and to
which correspond definite forms of social con-
sciousness’, and that ‘the mode in which material
life is produced conditions the general process of
social, political and intellectual life’. In the opin-
ion of the German-American publication this is
all very true for our own times, in which material
interests are preponderant, but not for the Middle
Ages, dominated by Catholicism, nor for Athens
and Rome, dominated by politics.

3Bad ch ergreife diese Gelegenheit, um einen
Einwand, der mir beim Erscheinen meiner Schrift
“Zur Kritik der Pol. Oekonomie”, 1859, von
einem deutsch-amerikanischen Blatte gemacht
wurde, kurz abzuweisen. Es sagte, meine An-
sicht, da3 die bestimmte Produktionsweise und
die ihr jedesmal entsprechenden Produktionsver-
hiltnisse, kurz “die 0konomische Struktur der
Gesellschaft die reale Basis sei, worauf sich ein
juristischer und politische Uberbau erhebe und
welcher bestimmte gesellschaftliche Bewult-
seinsformen entspréichen”, daf “die Produktions-
weise des materiellen Lebens den sozialen, po-
litischen und geistigen Lebensprozef tiberhaupt
bedinge”,—alles dies sei zwar richtig fiir die heu-
tige Welt, wo die materiellen Interessen, aber we-
der fiir das Mittelalter, wo der Katholizismus,
noch fiir Athen und Rom, wo die Politik herrsch-
te.

Before responding to the argument, Marx indicates that this is not a new interpretation
of Middle Ages and the ancient world. By implication: if there is something to it, he,
Marx, would have considered it. And indeed, Marx shows again and again, especially in
his Theories of Surplus-Value, that he is very familiar with the literature. Although he is
very critical of the writings of his contemporaries, it is second nature to him to consider it
carefully—not only because of the insights it may contain but also because they are “socially
valid ... forms of thought” ( ) generated by the capitalist relations of production.

33ed Zuniichst ist es befremdlich, daB jemand
vorauszusetzen beliebt, diese weltbekannten Re-
densarten iiber Mittelalter und antike Welt seien
irgend jemand unbekannt geblieben.

33ad 1 the first place, it strikes us as odd
that anyone should suppose that these well-worn
phrases about the Middle Ages and the ancient
world were unknown to anyone else.

In his substantive response, Marx reaffirms an explanation which seems to say that pro-
duction is the ultimate determinant because nothing can happen in a society before people
are clothed and fed.

Betd Ope thing is clear: the Middle Ages 3Betd §oviel ist klar, daB das Mittelalter nicht

could not live on Catholicism, nor could the an-
cient world on politics. On the contrary, it is
the manner in which they gained their livelihood

vom Katholizismus und die antike Welt nicht von
der Politik leben konnte. Die Art und Weise,
wie sie ihr Leben gewannen, erklédrt umgekehrt,
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which explains why in one case politics, in the
other case Catholicism, played the main role. Re-
garding the Roman Republic, for instance, one
needs no more than a slight acquaintance with its
history to be aware that its secret history is the
history of landed property. On the other hand,
already Don Quixote had to pay for the mistake
of believing that knight erranty was equally com-
patible with all economic forms of society.

warum dort die Politik, hier der Katholizismus
die Hauptrolle spielt. Es gehort iibrigens we-
nig Bekanntschaft z.B. mit der Geschichte der
romischen Republik dazu, um zu wissen, daf} die
Geschichte des Grundeigentums ihre Geheim-
geschichte bildet. Andrerseits hat schon Don
Quixote den Irrtum gebiifit, dal er die fahrende
Ritterschaft mit allen 6konomischen Formen der
Gesellschaft gleich vertriglich wihnte.

This argument for the centrality of the mode of production seems at first sight (a) quite
unrelated to the topic under discussion, and (b) false, a non sequitur. (a) One might wonder
what it has to do with commodity fetishism, and (b) it has also been often remarked that
the fact that the economy provides the basic necessities for the survival of society does not
necessarily imply that the economic sphere directs society.

In order to answer these two objections, one has to see them in their relationship. If one
understands why this topic is discussed here, in the commodity fetishism section, one also
understands how economics is so dominant. The missing link is people’s lack of conscious-
ness. Balibar [AB70, p. 216] noticed some of this when he pointed out that the preponder-

ance of the economic sphere was most direct when fetishism was most thorough.

Now back to the main text:
176:1 How utterly some economists are

deceived by the fetishism attached to the
world of commodities, or by the objective
appearance of the social characteristics of
labor, is shown, among other things, by the
dull and tedious dispute over the part played
by nature in the formation of exchange-
value. Since exchange-value is a specific
social manner of expressing the labor be-
stowed on a thing, it can have no more nat-
ural content than do, for example, interna-
tional currency exchange rates.

97:1 Wie sehr ein Teil der Okonomen von
dem der Warenwelt anklebenden Fetischis-
mus oder dem gegenstdndlichen Schein
der gesellschaftlichen Arbeitsbestimmun-
gen getduscht wird, beweist u.a. der lang-
weilig abgeschmackte Zank iiber die Rolle
der Natur in der Bildung des Tauschwerts.
Da Tauschwert eine bestimmte gesellschaft-
liche Manier ist, die auf ein Ding verwandte
Arbeit auszudriicken, kann er nicht mehr
Naturstoff enthalten wie etwa der Wechsel-
kurs.

This may seem a silly dispute, since it seems so simple to look through the fetish-like
character of the commodity. Things look different as soon as more developed forms are

considered.
176:2 As the commodity-form is the most

general and the least developed form of
bourgeois production, it makes its appear-
ance at an early date, though not in the
same predominant and therefore character-
istic manner as nowadays. Hence its fetish
character seems still relatively easy to pen-
etrate. But when we come to more concrete
forms, not even the appearance of simplic-
ity remains. Where did the illusions of the
Monetary System come from? The adher-
ents of the Monetary System did not see
that gold and silver, as money, represent a
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97:2 Da die Warenform die allgemeinste
und unentwickeltste Form der biirgerlichen
Produktion ist, weswegen sie frith auftritt,
obgleich nicht in derselben herrschenden,
also charakteristischen Weise wie heutzu-
tag, scheint ihr Fetischcharakter noch rela-
tiv leicht zu durchschauen. Bei konkreteren
Formen verschwindet selbst dieser Schein
der Einfachheit. Woher die Illusionen des
Monetarsystems? Es sah dem Gold und Sil-
ber nicht an, daf} sie als Geld ein gesell-
schaftliches Produktionsverhiltnis darstel-
len, aber in der Form von Naturdingen mit
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social relation of production, albeit in the \ sonderbar gesellschaftlichen Eigenschaften.

form of natural objects with peculiar social
properties. And what of modern political
economy, which looks down so disdainfully
on the Monetary System? Does not its fet-
ishism become quite palpable as soon as it
deals with capital? How long is it since the
disappearance of the Physiocratic illusion
that ground rent grows out of the soil not
out of society?

Both the Moore-Aveling and the
Ben Fowkes translations say it “is”
still relatively easy to see through,
instead of “seems.” However the
first edition and also Contribution,

275:1/0, both say: it is relatively
easy (although right afterwards
Contribution says: “‘verschwindet
dieser Schein der Einfachheit.”
And Marx did make the change

Und die moderne Okonomie, die vornehm
auf das Monetarsystem herabgrinst, wird ihr
Fetischismus nicht handgreiflich, sobald sie
das Kapital behandelt? Seit wie lange ist die
physiokratische Illusion verschwunden, daf3
die Grundrente aus der Erde wichst, nicht
aus der Gesellschaft?

““““

revisions of this chapter for the
second edition, emphasizing that
the mystification is not really
simple; is only seems so.

When Marx says that the fetish-like character of the commodity seems relatively easy
to penetrate, the implication is that it is not really easy. The error which one is likely to

commit here is discussed in chapter Two,

, and also footnotes 27 and 32 here: it is

equally wrong to consider commodities merely as social symbols without appreciating the
importance of the objectified form of social relations.
In Contribution 275:1/0, Marx gives the following poignant formulation:

All the illusions of the monetary system arise from the failure to perceive that
money, although a physical object with distinct properties, represents a social
relation of production. As soon as the modern economists, who sneer at the
illusions of the monetary system, deal with the more complex economic cate-
gories, such as capital, they display the same illusions. This emerges clearly
in their confession of naive astonishment when the phenomenon that they have
just ponderously described as a thing reappears as a social relation and, a mo-
ment later, having been defined as a social relation, teases them once more as a

thing.

Marx ends the chapter with some comical remarks:

176:3/0 But, to avoid anticipating, we
will content ourselves here with one more
example concerning the commodity-form
itself. If commodities could speak, they
would say this: our use-value may inter-
est humans, but it does not belong to us as
objects. What does belong to us as objects,
however, is our value. Our own interactions
as commodity objects prove it. We relate to
each other only as exchange-values.

97:3 Um jedoch nicht vorzugreifen, gentige
hier noch ein Beispiel beziiglich der Waren-
form selbst. Konnten die Waren sprechen,
so wiirden sie sagen, unser Gebrauchswert
mag den Menschen interessieren. Er kommt
uns nicht als Dingen zu. Was uns aber ding-
lich zukommt, ist unser Wert. Unser eigner
Verkehr als Warendinge beweist das. Wir
beziehn uns nur als Tauschwerte aufeinan-
der.

Question 349 (Tue Sep 21-Thu Sep 23) How does Marx know what commodities would say
if they could speak? 2009 fa, 2007SP, 2005 fa, 2004 fa, 2003fa.

The speaking commodities exemplify a symmetric counterpart of commodity fetishism.
While people act as if they were thinking that the social properties of commodities come
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from nature, commodities relate to each other as if they were thinking that the natural prop-
erties of commodities come from the humans. The following quotes show that this nonsense
is echoed by published economists:

Now listen how the economist makes him-
self the mouthpiece of the commodities:

177:1 “Value (i.e. exchange-value) is a
property of things, riches (i.e. use-value) of
man. Value, in this sense, necessarily implies

»34 |

Man hore nun, wie der Okonom aus der Wa-
renseele heraus spricht:
“Wert” (Tauschwert) “ist Eigenschaft der Din-
ge, Reichtum” (Gebrauchswert) “des Men-
schen. Wert in diesem Sinn schliefit notwen-
exchanges, riches do not. dig Austausch ein, Reichtum nicht.”3*
Marx brings a second quote, which is almost identical although it comes from a different
source: These sources are, according to footnotes 34 and 35, [Ano21, p. 16] and [Bai25, p.
165 seq.].
177:2 ‘Riches (use-value) are the attribute
of man, value is the attribute of commodities.
A man or a community is rich, a pearl or a

,Reichtum (Gebrauchswert) ,,ist ein Attribut
des Menschen, Wert ein Attribut der Waren.
Ein Mensch oder ein Gemeinwesen ist reich;

diamond is valuable ... A pearl or a diamond eine Perle oder Diamant ist wertvoll ... Ei-
has value as pearl or diamond.>> ‘ ne Perle oder Diamant hat Wert als Perle oder
‘ Diamant £33

The first of these two quotes is discussed by Marx at some length in Theories of Surplus-

Value [mecw32]316:7:

RICHES in this context are use-values. It is true, use-values are wealth only in
relation to humans. But it is by its own PROPERTY that something is a use-value
and therefore an element of wealth for humans. Take away from the grape the
properties which make it a grape, and the use-value which it has as a grape for
humans disappears; and it ceases to be, as a grape, an element of wealth. Riches
as identically with use-value are properties of things THAT ARE MADE USE OF
BY MEN AND WHICH EXPRESS A RELATION TO THEIR WANTS. As against
this, “value” is supposed to be the “PROPERTY OF THINGS”!

In Capital, Marx expresses similar thoughts as follows:

177:3—4 So far no chemist has ever dis-
covered exchange-value in pearl or dia-
mond. The economists who claim to have
discovered this chemical substance with
their special critical acumen, come to the
conclusion that the use-value of material
objects belongs to these objects indepen-
dently of their material properties, while
their value, on the other hand, forms a part
of them as objects. What confirms them in
this view is the curious fact that the use-
value of a thing is realized for the humans
without exchange, i.e., in the direct relation
between thing and person, while, inversely,
its value is realized only in exchange, i.e., in
a social process.
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98:1-2 Bisher hat noch kein Chemiker
Tauschwert in Perle oder Diamant entdeckt.
Die 6konomischen Entdecker dieser che-
mischen Substanz, die besondren Anspruch
auf kritische Tiefe machen, finden aber, daf3
der Gebrauchswert der Sachen unabhingig
von ihren sachlichen Eigenschaften, dage-
gen ihr Wert ihnen als Sachen zukommt.
Was sie hierin bestitigt, ist der sonderbare
Umstand, daB3 der Gebrauchswert der Din-
ge sich fiir den Menschen ohne Austausch
realisiert, also im unmittelbaren Verhiltnis
zwischen Ding und Mensch, ihr Wert um-
gekehrt nur im Austausch, d.h. in einem ge-
sellschaftlichen ProzeB3.



“0konomischen Entdecker dieser
chemischen Substanz” (literally:
economic discoverer of this

chemical substance) refers again to
the incongruity between economic
form and physical content. The
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translation misses that! In the first
edition it was simply “our authors”
(unsere Verfasser).

The bourgeois economists thought they were “confirmed” in their absurd views by the

following arguments

1. Use-value is realized in the relation between object and man, therefore the economists
think it comes from man, not the object. This is also how the speaking commodities

themselves in
objects.

conclude that their use-values cannot be attributed to them as

2. Value is realized only in the exchange. Exchange is seen as a relation between things,
therefore value seems to belong to the things. Again this is exactly what the speaking

commodities themselves said.

By his appositions “without exchange” to 1. and “i.e., in a social process” to 2., Marx shows

the absurdity of this reasoning.

This inversion of the natural and social is reminiscent of the following passage from

Shakespeare’s Much Ado About Nothing:
Who would not be reminded at this point of

the advice given by the good Dogberry to
the night-watchman Seacoal?

“To be a well-favored man is the gift of
fortune; but reading and writing comes by

nature.’30

Wer erinnert sich hier nicht des guten Dog-
berry, der den Nachtwichter Seacoal be-
lehrt:

“Ein gut aussehender Mann zu sein ist eine

Gabe der Umstiinde, aber lesen und schreiben

zu kénnen kommt von Natur.”30

A “well-favored man” is here a good-looking man, unambiguously in Marx’s German

translation.

Question 350 (Tue Sep 21-Thu Sep 23) How is it a manifestation of fetishism to speak of
“rich” people and “valuable” things? 2008fa, 2005fa, 2002fa, 1997W1.

Footnote 36 takes up once more the theme of footnote 32 to paragraph

36 Both the author of Observations etc. and S.
Bailey accuse Ricardo of converting exchange-
value from something merely relative into some-
thing absolute. He did exactly the reverse. He re-
duced the seeming relativity, which these things
(diamond, pearls, etc.) possess as exchange-
values to the true relation hidden behind this
semblance, namely their relativity as mere ex-
pressions of human labor. If the followers of
Ricardo answer Bailey rudely, but not convinc-
ingly, this is because they are unable to find in
Ricardo’s own works any elucidation of the inner
connection between value and the form of value
(exchange-value).

36 Der Verfasser der ,,Observations und
S. Bailey beschuldigen Ricardo, er habe den
Tauschwert aus einem nur Relativen in etwas
Absolutes verwandelt. Umgekehrt. Er hat die
Scheinrelativitit, die diese Dinge, Diamant und
Perlen z.B., als Tauschwerte besitzen, auf das
hinter dem Schein verborgne wahre Verhiltnis
reduziert, auf ihre Relativitdt als blofe Aus-
driicke menschlicher Arbeit. Wenn die Ricar-
dianer dem Bailey grob, aber nicht schlagend
antworten, so nur, weil sie bei Ricardo selbst kei-
nen Aufschluf} iiber den inneren Zusammenhang
zwischen Wert und Wertform oder Tauschwert
fanden.

Question 351 (Tue Sep 21-Thu Sep 23) Why does Marx say in footnote 36 to paragraph
that the commodities diamond, pearl, etc., only seem to possess relativity as exchange-
values? Are exchange-values not relative by definition? 2008SF, 2007fa, 2007SP.
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Chapter One showed that production, under capitalism, is organized around the allocation
of society’s labor-power (which is treated as one homogeneous mass with only quantitative
differences) to the different branches of production. Since the actual co-ordination of the
different production processes according to these principles takes place outside of the pro-
duction process itself, in the market, section |.3 pursued the process through which the inner
measure of all commodities, abstract labor, finds a fitting surface representation, namely,
money. Chapter Two looks at the individual actions and relations on the surface of the econ-
omy, i.e., the market. It explores how individuals depend on and reproduce the structural
relations of production discussed in chapter One.

The relation between society and individual can be compared with that between two ani-
mals in symbiosis. Society does not determine what the individuals do, nor does it guarantee
the individuals their survival. Rather, individuals must use the social relations and institu-
tions in order to pursue their own goals. The social structures come to life because the need
to survive forces people to accept the “character masks” provided for them by the social
relations. On the other hand, this social framework can only persist if it enables individuals
to survive and reproduce, otherwise individuals would have no choice but to act outside the
social framework.

Chapter Two shows that individuals are indeed motivated to use the social framework
developed in chapter One. Commodity owners can best achieve their goals in the commodity
exchange if they implement in practice those social forms, derived in section of chapter
One, by which commodities express their values. The technical difficulties of the exchange
are resolved by social forms which were derived not as instruments to facilitate the exchange,
but as the forms in which value appropriately expresses itself.

It is not surprising that the forms which are most appropriate expressions of the inner
structure of the commodity also facilitate the surface interactions between commodities. But
it is also not a tautology, and the fit between structural expression and practical usefulness
is not perfect. Chapters Four, Five, and Six will show that money not only facilitates ex-
change, but that money fosters behaviors that go beyond the economic necessities of simple
commodity production. (In these Annotations here this will be called the “curse” of money).

Question 354 (Fri Oct I-Mon Oct4) Why a separate chapter about the exchange process?
Has the exchange not already been discussed in chapter One? 2009fa, 2008fa, 19981,
1997ut, 1997sp, 1997WI, 1995ut, 1995W1.

Marx did not subdivide chapter Two, but for the purpose of this commentary it is divided
into four sections.

The first section, Social Prerequisites of Commodity Production, consists of one paragraph
only, 178:1/0, which gives a brief overview of the social relations that are necessary for
production to take the form of commodity production. People must recognize each other as
private owners, i.e., treat each other as disconnected strangers.
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In the second section, Dilemmas Inherent in the Commodity Exchange 179:1-181:1, Marx
asks the opposite question: how do commodity relations affect individual actions and inter-
actions. Marx describes the dilemmas which a commodity owner encounters who is trying
to make exchanges in such a way that his or her personal interests are met.

Marx argues that these dilemmas are unsolvable on an individual level, but that the social
act of separating money from the ordinary commodities creates the framework for its resolu-
tion. The next section, Historical Development of the Commodity Form 181:2—184:2, shows
how this social act came to be performed in history.

The final section, Ideologies of Money and its Fetish-Like Character 184:3—187, discusses
the false consciousness generated by the practical market interactions: money as a symbol,
the quantitative expression of the value of the money commodity, and the magic of money.

2.1. [Social Prerequisites of Commodity Production]

178:1/0 Commodities cannot go to mar- 99:1/0 Die Waren konnen nicht selbst zu
ket by themselves in order to exchange | Markte gehen und sich nicht selbst austau-
themselves. schen.

In chapter One, the commodity was depicted as something active. Chapter Two begins with
the sobering observation that commodities, by themselves, cannot even walk to the market.
We must therefore look what their keepers | Wir miissen uns also nach ihren Hiitern um-
are doing, the commodity owners. sehen, den Warenbesitzern.

Although chapter Two is a discussion of volitional individual agency, this formulation
shows that center stage is still occupied by the commodity, not its owner. The exchange
process is introduced as something which the commodities need to do, not their owners.
The word “keeper” or “guardian” (Hiiter) indicates that the main actor is not the owner
but the commodity. The owners of the commodities get our attention only because nothing
in society happens unless some individual carries it out—but this does not mean that the
individual is in charge. In our mental image we should not visualize owners carrying their
commodities to the market, but commodities dragging their owners along with them to the
market.

The keeper of the commodity is its private owner, i.e., Marx introduces here the concept
of private property. The first thing to know about private property is that it is not a relation
between thing and person but a social relation—because something is yours only if others
in society respect your property. Just as value is a social relation that looks like an attribute
of things, so is private property a social relation that looks like a bond between people and
things.

Commodities are things, and can therefore | Die Waren sind Dinge und daher wider-
not put up resistance against man. If they do | standslos gegen den Menschen. Wenn sie

not comply with his will, he can use force— | nicht willig, kann er Gewalt brauchen, in
37

in other words, he can take them.?’ ‘ andren Worten, sie nehmen.

“Take possession” is a too formal “nehmen,” which denotes a simple rules.
translation of the German word practical act disregarding social

1 Marx not only says that private property is a social relation, but he puts his own spin

on this: he describes the commodity as having its own will. The commodity belongs to P
and therefore only wants to be used by P. It would like to see its will respected by the
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humans—but the commodity itself has no recourse if the non-owner Q ignores the social
relations crystallized in the commodity and treats it as a thing which he can simply take (see
Grundrisse, ).

Therefore, a social relation between the commodity owners is necessary. It is society,

not the commodity itself, which prevents Q from taking the commodity unless its owner P
agrees to it.
In order to relate these objects to one an- | Um diese Dinge als Waren aufeinander zu
other as commodities, their keepers must re- | beziehen, miissen die Warenhiiter sich zu-
late to each other as persons, whose wills re- | einander als Personen verhalten, deren Wil-
side in these objects. len in jenen Dingen haust, ...

The persons whose “wills reside in these objects” are the private owners of these objects.
If P steals Q’s commodity, he automatically violates the will of O, whether or not Q wit-
nesses the theft or actually needs the commodity that is stolen from him. Whoever wants to
use something that is the property of Q must have the permission of Q. Q’s will refers not
only to his or her body, but to a circle of things around it. If you use a hammer, your will
does not reside in the hammer; having one’s will reside in an object is a different relation-
ship than that of using the object. People’s wills reside no longer in their persons, activities,
interpersonal relations, but in things.

Question 358 (Fri Oct I-Mon Oct4) Explain in your own words Marx’s phrase that the
commodity owners’ will “resides” in the objects which are his property.

Is this a good thing or not? Where does it have its limits in our society? Are there things
for which it is desirable that people’s wills reside in them? 2008fa, 2008SP, 200/ fa,
1997sp, 1997WI, 1996sp, 1995ut, 1995W1.

Usually Q will only then get P’s permission to use P’s commodity if he can give one of his
own commodities in exchange. This leads us back to the topic of this chapter, the exchange
process:

In order to appropriate the commodity of the | ... so da3 der eine nur mit dem Willen

other, and alienate his own, each owner has | des andren, also jeder nur vermittelst eines,

to consent with the other, i.e., it is an act of | beiden gemeinsamen Willensaktes sich die

will common to both parties. fremde Ware aneignet, indem er die eigne
verdufert.

With personal property (toothbrush, clothes, home, car) you have the right to exclude
others from using these things because they are part of your person. Commodity exchange
gives a different reason for denying others the use of the things which are your property:
others cannot have your things unless they give you some of theirs. Private property becomes
the means to access others’ property.

Although both parties freely agree to the exchange, the parties do not share a common
goal. In certain acts of exchange, these goals diverge so much that that the transaction is
best considered an act of coercion, but it is accompanied by a ritual which makes it look like
a voluntary act. This “voluntary” nature of property transfers is one of the means by which
private property hooks its owners. Property is not assigned and/or denied to you by some
authority, which can become the target of your hatred, but you acquire everything you have
by an act of your own will. The worker receiving a minimum wage must tell herself that she
consented to her employment relation and that she can always quit her job.

The producers are separated in production and connected in the exchange. The legal
relation reflects this separation by the concept of private property, and the connection by the
contract [ , p- 25]. These two aspects are very contradictory to each other.
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This agreement between commodity owners necessary to transfer ownership is only one
of many examples of a pervasive “split will” on the part of private owners, about which
Marx comments elsewhere. On the one hand, the property owners have complete control
over their privately owned objects. On the other hand, they must subordinate their wills to a
legal framework which forces them to put the respect of private property above everything
else, even above their own lives. The private owner’s will is therefore split. To be private
owner of a commodity means, on the one hand, that one is very selfish, since one can dispose
over one’s private property without being responsible to anyone. On the other hand, private
property can only then be a generally respected principle if the laws of private property take
precedence over any human needs. The laws of private property, therefore, turn you into an
absolute despot on the one hand, and into a piece of dust on the other. This is a pervasive
contradiction for everyone living in a capitalist society. It is especially obvious in situations
where ownership of a thing is transferred from one person to another, but this is by far not
the only situation where this contradiction comes to the surface.

The keepers must therefore recognize each | Sie miissen sich daher wechselseitig als Pri-
other as the private owners of their com- | vateigentiimer anerkennen.
modities.

1 This is the first time Marx uses the word “private owner.” Commodity exchange is
only possible if the individuals treat each other as the private owners of their respective
commodities. || But this does not mean that the commodity owners first have to enter a legal
relation before they can exchange commodities. Rather, by exchanging commodities they
implicitly recognize each other as private owners and enter a contract with each other.

This juridical relation, whose form is the | Dies Rechtsverhiltnis, dessen Form der Ver-
contract, whether as part of a developed le- | trag ist, ob nun legal entwickelt oder nicht,
gal system or not, is a relation between wills ist ein Willensverhiltnis, worin sich das
in which the economic relation reflects it- | Skonomische Verhéltnis widerspiegelt.

self.

1t The laws do not create this relation but they only make it explicit. This is argued much
more clearly in Notes on Wagner, p. [mecw24]553:4-554:1.

By the way, Marx does not say that the juridical relation is a mirror-image of the economic
relation, but the juridical relation is like a mirror in which one can see the reflection of the
economic relation. This formulation allows the interpretation that the juridical relation has
its own autonomy, a modern term for this is “relative autonomy,” it is not a mere derivative
of the economic relation.

| Although this legal relation is a relation of wills, its content is not created by the indi-
viduals but by the economic relations.

The content of this juridical relation or rela- | Der Inhalt dieses Rechts- oder Willensver-
tion of wills is given by the economic rela- | hiltnisses ist durch das okonomische Ver-
tion itself.3 ‘ hiltnis selbst gegeben.3®

In this relationship of wills, individuals consider the laws of private property more im-
portant than the next person. Individuals remain strangers to each other and only enter into
mutual “scratch your back” relations, as described in Grundrisse . Marx’s as-
sertion that the content of this relation is given by the economy is reason for hope: people
relate to each other in this way not because of human nature, but people are forced to relate
this way because of the structure of the society they find themselves in.

Question 362 (Fri Oct I-Mon Oct4) Which social relations must exist between producers
so that they exchange (or buy and sell) their products as commodities? Describe groups or
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societies which have social relations that preclude exchange between individual members.
2008fa, 2008SP, 2007SP, 2005fa, 1998WI, 1997sp, 1996sp, 1995ut, 1995W1.

The emphasis that this relation of wills obtains its content from the economy is again an
implicit criticism of Hegel, for whom the state is the incarnation of the will of the people.
Marx says, yes, they have to enter a relation of wills, but its content is not theirs but is
given to them by the economy. If they want something that is not prescribed to them by the
economy, they face bankruptcy, money pump, loss of job, etc.

Footnote 38 illustrates what it means that the content of the legal relation is given by
the economy. Proudhon’s ideals of justice are only desirable in the context of commodity
production, yet he considers them “eternal” principles:

38 Proudhon draws the inspiration for his ideal
of justice, of ‘eternal justice’, from the juridical
relations which the production of commodities
has made necessary. This, by the way, also fur-
nishes proof, to the consolation of all would-be
capitalists, that the commodity form of the prod-
uct is as eternal as justice.

38 Proudhon schopft erst sein Ideal der Ge-
rechtigkeit, der justice éternelle, aus den der Wa-
renproduktion entsprechenden Rechtsverhiltnis-
sen, wodurch, nebenbei bemerkt, auch der fiir
alle Spiefibiirger so trostliche Beweis geliefert
wird, dall die Form der Warenproduktion eben-
so ewig ist wie die Gerechtigkeit.

1 It must be comforting for the capitalists and their dupes to read that commodity relations
conform with the principles of justice. They infer from this that such a just system must
last forever. || This erroneous subordination of the actual commodity relations to an ideal of
eternal justice leads to the desire to modify the actual relations wherever they do not conform

with this ideal:

38ctd Then Proudhon turns round and seeks
to reform the actual production of commodities,
and the corresponding legal system, in accor-
dance with this ideal. What would one think
of a chemist who, instead of studying the laws
governing actual molecular interactions, and on
that basis solving specific problems, claimed that
those interactions must be modified in order to
conform to the ‘eternal ideas’ of ‘naturalness’
and ‘affinity’? When we say ‘usury’ contradicts
‘eternal justice’, ‘eternal equity’, ‘eternal mutu-
ality’, and other ‘eternal truths’, we do not know
any more about it than the fathers of the church
did when they said usury was incompatible with
‘eternal grace’, ‘eternal faith’, and ‘God’s ever-
lasting will’.

3ad Dann umgekehrt will er die wirkli-
che Warenproduktion und das ihr entsprechen-
de wirkliche Recht diesem Ideal gemifl ummo-
deln. Was wiirde man von einem Chemiker den-
ken, der, statt die wirklichen Gesetze des Stoff-
wechsels zu studieren und auf Basis derselben
bestimmte Aufgaben zu 16sen, den Stoffwechsel
durch die ,.ewigen Ideen™ der ,naturalit¢” und
der ,affinité” ummodeln wollte? Weill man etwa
mehr iiber den ,,Wucher, wenn man sagt, er wi-
derspreche der ,justice éternelle” und der ,,€quité
éternelle” und der ,,mutualité éternelle” und and-
ren ,,vérités éternelles™, als die Kirchenviter
wuliten, wenn sie sagten, er widerspreche der
grace éternelle”, der ,,foi éternelle’, der ,,volonté
éternelle de dieu?

Question 364 (Fri Oct I-Mon Oct4) If Proudhon draws his ideals of justice from commod-
ity production, why does real commodity production then contradict these ideals? 2008fa,

2003fa.

Also the main text argues that (at least at this level of abstraction) the economic relations
determine what people want. Commodities act through people:

The persons exist here for one another only
as representatives of commodities, therefore
as commodity owners.

Die Personen existieren hier nur fiireinander
als Reprisentanten von Ware und daher als
Warenbesitzer.

Marx’s remark that individuals exist “here” only as representatives of commodities must

be seen in the same spirit as his remark in footnote 15 to paragraph
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that “wages is a category that does not exist yet at this stage of our presentation.” Marx
does not mean that people are nothing other than representatives of the commodity relation;
he rather means that right now, at the present stage of the presentation of the basic laws
of the capitalist economy, this is all we need to know about individuals. Only after having
understood the capitalist social relations can we discuss in depth the specific ways in which
individuals fit themselves into or act to transform these relations.

Although people are more than the representatives of commodities, the legal relations
necessary for unhindered commodity circulation reduce them to such representatives. In
capitalism, people relate to each other not first and foremost as people but first and foremost
as property owners. If you as a human being need something, for instance, food for survival,
or medicine because you are ill, but you as a property owner cannot pay for it, then the
property-owner aspect of you is considered by society more important than the human-being
aspect of you. This makes capitalism an inherently violent system.

As we proceed to develop our investigation,
we shall find, in general, that the persons’
economic character masks are mere personi-
fications of the economic relations as whose
carriers they confront each other.

Wir werden tiberhaupt im Fortgang der Ent-
wicklung finden, dafl die ©konomischen
Charaktermasken der Personen nur die Per-
sonifikationen der 6konomischen Verhilt-
nisse sind, als deren Triger sie sich ge-
geniiberstehen.

Fowkes translates
Charaktermasken with “the
characters who appear on the
economic stage” Neither the

Moore-Aveling nor the Fowkes
translation uses the term character
mask. (The French has “masques
divers.”) The term

“Charaktermaske” was already
used in . Something
extraneous to human beings, often
taken on only temporarily.

The word “character mask” comes from Greek theatre, where the actors wore masks rep-
resenting the characters they were representing. A character mask is a surface relationship:
it consists of the social roles which people play in their interactions. These roles are not a
creation of the individuals themselves, but an outgrowth of the economic relations in which
these individuals find themselves.

When we meet character masks again in the later development, they will be less innocuous
than the fleeting character masks of buyer and seller discussed here. Marx wrote to Engels
on April 2, 1858:

This simple circulation, considered as such—
and it is the surface of bourgeois society, in
which the deeper operations, from which it
emanates, are extinguished—evinces no dis-
tinction between the subjects of exchange,
save formal and evanescent ones ... While
everything may be “lovely” here, it will
soon come to a sticky end, and this as a
result of the law of equivalence.

In chapter Twenty-Three,

Diese einfache Zirkulation fiir sich betrach-
tet, und sie ist die Oberfliche der biirgerli-
chen Gesellschaft, worin die tiefern Ope-
rationen, aus denen sie hervorgeht, aus-
geldscht sind, zeigt keinen Unterschied zwi-
schen den Subjekten des Austauschs, auSer
nur formelle und verschwindende ... Kurz,
es ist hier alles ,,scheene”, wird aber gleich
ein Ende mit Schrecken nehmen, und zwar
infolge des Gesetzes der Aquivalenz.

, Marx shows how the character masks of capitalist and

worker are no longer transitory but remain attached to the same persons.

197



2. Exchange Process

2.2. [Dilemmas Inherent in the Barter of Commodities]

The long first paragraph of chapter Two said: products of labor can become commodities
only if the commodity owners relate to each other in certain specific ways. This paragraph
explored the relations of wills necessary for commodity production to be possible. After
this, Marx addresses the opposite question: how does the commodity relation, once it is
established, affect the interests and therefore the wills of the commodity owners?

The exchange process is the simplest economic interaction between individuals on the
surface of the economy. In the first edition of Capital, 51:1, at the very end of what in
later editions was to become chapter One, Marx explains why he is looking at the exchange

process now:

The commodity is immediate unity of use-
value and exchange-value, i.e., of two oppo-
site moments. It is, therefore, an immediate
contradiction. This contradiction must de-
velop as soon as the commodity is not, as it
has been so far, analytically considered once
under the angle of use-value, once under the
angle of exchange-value, but as soon as it
is placed as a whole into an actual relation
with other commodities. The actual relation
of commodities with each other, however, is
their exchange process.

Die Ware ist unmittelbare Einheit von Ge-
brauchswert und Tauschwert, also zweier
Entgegengesetzten. Sie ist daher ein unmit-
telbarer Widerspruch. Dieser Widerspruch
muf sich entwickeln, sobald sie nicht wie
bisher analytisch bald unter dem Gesichts-
punkt des Gebrauchswerts, bald unter dem
Gesichtspunkt des Tauschwerts betrachtet,
sondern als ein Ganzes wirklich auf ande-
re Waren bezogen wird. Die wirkliche Be-
ziehung der Waren aufeinander ist aber ihr
Austauschprozefs.

Here is an attempt to formulate in my own words, and to elaborate, the same ideas which
Marx expressed quite tersely in the above passage. It is not incorrect to say that chapter One
discusses the inner anatomy of each commodity, and chapter Two discusses the most direct
interactions between commodities. However, a characterization which goes a little deeper
beneath the surface, and better expresses the connection between the two chapters, would
be: chapter One discusses use-value and exchange-value separately, while Two discusses the
relationship between use-value and exchange-value. Use-value and exchange-value do not
relate with each other within the commodity. If we look at the commodity by itself, use-
value and exchange-value just sit next to each other like strangers in an airplane or train.
This is what Marx means by “immediate unity.” There is no mediation between the two.
Yet the commodity silently points to the place where the connection between use-value and
exchange-value matters—because it is a commodity only in relation to other commodities.
And if we look for a situation where this relation is not merely theoretical but practical we
arrive at the exchange process. The exchange process is a transaction in which the relation
between use-value and exchange-value plays a role: the owners trading their commodities
must take both use-value and exchange-value into consideration.

2.2.a. [The Commodity Versus its Owner]

A simple commodity producer going to market in order to barter his products pursues two
goals with the same transaction. On the one hand, he wants this exchange to yield the use-
value that best suits his needs (this is the personal dimension of the transaction), and on the
other, he wants to realize the value of the commodity given in exchange (this is the social
dimensions of the transaction). These two goals do not complement each other harmoniously
but on the contrary pull in different directions and obstruct each other. They are so much at
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odds that Marx metaphorically represents them as the goals of two different agents, of the
commodity producer himself on the one hand, and his commodity on the other.
|l Marx first discusses the point of view of the commodity. The commodity is depicted

as having its own will because the market relations between commodities are beyond the
control of the commodity owner. The commodity, representing the social dimension of the
exchange transaction, is single-mindedly interested in realizing its value, and is therefore

willing to exchange itself with any other commodity which has the same value as itself.

179:1 What chiefly distinguishes a com-
modity from its owner is the fact that for the
commodity, the body of every other com-
modity counts only as the form of appear-
ance of its own value. A born leveller and
cynic, it is always ready to exchange not
only soul, but body, with each and every
other commodity, even one that is more re-
pulsive than Maritornes herself.

100:1 Was den Warenbesitzer namentlich
von der Ware unterscheidet, ist der Um-
stand, daf3 ihr jeder andre Warenk&rper nur
als Erscheinungsform ihres eignen Werts
gilt. Geborner Leveller und Zyniker, ist sie
daher stets auf dem Sprung, mit jeder and-
ren Ware, sei selbe auch ausgestattet mit
mehr Unannehmlichkeiten als Maritorne,
nicht nur die Seele, sondern den Leib zu

The first few words “was den
Warenbesitzer namentlich von der
Ware unterscheidet” lead us to
expect that the commodity owner
will be discussed. And taken as a
whole, this paragraph does indeed
discuss the commodity owner. But
the second half of the first
sentence and the second sentence

wechseln.

turn to the commodity as the main
subject, not the commodity owner.
The thing in which the commodity
owner is interested is introduced as
the thing in which the commodity
itself is not interested. And before
he gets to this, Marx delineates
what commodities are interested
in. In other words, Marx starts

with the commodity owner, then
switches to the commodity, and
then goes back to the commodity
owner. This back-and-forth is
confusing and clumsy. Therefore I
eliminated one of these reversals
in the translation: in the translation
I first speak of the commodity and
then of the commodity owner.

1t The phrase “exchange not only soul but body” suggests a sexual analogy: a person’s
animal instincts are eager to perform the sex act regardless with whom, while the person as
a human being is selective about the person they want to share their life with.

Maritornes is a character from Cervantes’ novel Don Quixote.

Question 368 (Fri Oct [I-Mon Oct4) Are commodities selfish? 2009fa, 2001 fa, 2000fa.

Whenever a commodity owner tries to exchange a commodity, he or she is entering a
society-wide relationship—because this exchange determines whether the commodity of-
fered fits into the social division of labor. Any exchange (short of a liquidation sale) is
validation of the labor inside the commodity as socially necessary labor. The use-value of
the other commodity for which a given commodity is exchanged is irrelevant for this valida-
tion. This is why Marx says: the commodities (which represent this social relation) are not
interested in the use-values of the other commodity for which they are exchanged.

Question 370 (Fri Oct I-Mon Oct4) In chapter Two, Marx depicts commodities as con-
scious beings which are eager to be exchanged, but do not care about the use-value of the
commodity they are exchanged for. Why are commodities, which are inanimate things, de-
picted here as beings with their own will which comes into conflict with the will of their
owners, and why do they not care about the use-value of the other commodity? 2009fa,
2008fa, 2008SP, 2003fa, 2001fa, 2000fa, 1998WI, 1997ut, 1997sp, 1997WI, 1996ut,
1996sp, 1995ut, 1995W1.
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Question 371 (FriOct I-Mon Oct4) Is is a good characterization of the exchange process
to say: The commodity owner throws his commodity on the market and tries to get as much
use-value as he can for it? 2008fa, 2007SP.

|l The exchange transaction also has a private dimension, because it also decides whether
the commodity producer will be rewarded for the labor he or she put into the commodity.
This is a different point of view than the social point of view. Now the use-value of the
commodity received in exchange matters very much. If the commodity which the producer
gets in return is not useful to him or her, then the producer’s labor may be socially vali-
dated, yet the producer’s personal objective, to receive the use-value he or she needs, is not
achieved. This private dimension of the exchange is depicted here as the point of view of
the commodity-owner. In contrast to the commodity itself, the commodity owner is very
interested in the use-value of the other commodity:

The commodity’s lacking sense for the con-
crete bodily features of the other commodity
is supplemented by the five or more senses
of the commodity owner.

“Sinn fiir das Konkrete des
Warenkorpers” is a pun. “Sinn fiir
das Konkrete” means practical

sense. The “Konkrete des
Warenkorpers” is its use-value
aspect, produced by concrete

Diesen der Ware mangelnden Sinn fiir das
Konkrete des Warenkorpers erginzt der Wa-
renbesitzer durch seine eignen fiinf und
mehr Sinne.

labor.

| One can even say that the owner’s actions are only governed by use-values—if one
extends the concept of use-value a little. The five or more senses of the commodity owner
do not include a sense for the social relations in which the commodity is embedded.

For the owner, his commodity possesses no
immediate use-value. If it did, he would
not bring it to market. It has use-value for
others. For him, immediately, its only use-
value is that of being a carrier of exchange-
value, and therefore a means of exchange.>’
This is why he wants to relinquish it, in ex-
change for commodities whose use-values

Seine Ware hat fiir ihn keinen unmittelba-
ren Gebrauchswert. Sonst fiihrte er sie nicht
zu Markt. Sie hat Gebrauchswert fiir and-
re. Fiir ihn hat sie unmittelbar nur den Ge-
brauchswert, Triger von Tauschwert und so
Tauschmittel zu sein.?® Darum will er sie
verduBlern fiir Ware, deren Gebrauchswert
ihm Geniige tut.

are of service to him.
1+ This is the Hegelian conclusion that becoming a use-value is the union of not being a
use-value and being a use-value. But while Hegel begins with being, Marx begins here with
non-being. The commodity (say a sandal) is not an immediate use-value for its producer.
This non-being implies being: the sandal has use-value as a means of exchange exactly
because it does not have immediate use-value. The aim of the exchange is then the becoming,
since the intention is to turn the sandal into something which the owner can actually use.

Question 373 (Fri Oct I-Mon Oct4) In , Marx seems to enjoy the play of words that
the use-value which the commodity has immediately is not an immediate use-value for its
owner. Explain. 2009fa, 2008fa, 2008SP, 2005 fa.

Question 374 (Fri Oct I-Mon Oct4) First Marx says that the commodity has no immediate
use-value for its owner. Then he says that its immediate use-value is that of serving as a
means of exchange. Aren’t these two statements contradictory? Does or doesn’t have the
commodity an immediate use-value? 2009fa, 2008SP.
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Marx distinguishes here two kinds of use-value. The immediate use-value is the use-value
we know from the beginning of chapter One, this is the use-value which only realizes itself

in use or consumption (see

). The use-value referred to in the fourth sentence, the
use-value of a commodity as means of exchange, is its formal use-value, see

later

in chapter Two. |} Footnote 39 clarifies once more the distinction between immediate and
formal use-value, and at the same time documents that this distinction goes all the way back

to Aristotle:

39 “For twofold is the use of every object ...
The one is peculiar to the object as such, the other
is not, as a sandal which may be worn and is also
exchangeable. Both are uses of the sandal, for
even he who exchanges the sandal for the money
or food he is in need of, makes use of the sandal
as a sandal. But not in its natural way. For it
does not exist for the sake of being exchanged’
(Aristotle, Republic, 1, 1, c. 9).

39 ,Denn zweifach ist der Gebrauch jedes
Guts.—Der eine ist dem Ding als solchem ei-
gen, der andre nicht, wie einer Sandale, zur Be-
schuhung zu dienen und austauschbar zu sein.
Beides sind Gebrauchswerte der Sandale, denn
auch wer die Sandale mit dem ihm Mangelnden,
z.B. der Nahrung austauscht, benutzt die Sanda-
le als Sandale. Aber nicht in ihrer natiirlichen
Gebrauchsweise. Denn sie ist nicht da des Aus-
tausches wegen.“ (Aristoteles, ,,De Rep.”, 1.1,

c.9)

Question 375 (Fri Oct I-Mon Oct4) Aristotle said that exchange-value is a second use-
value of things. Marx apparently considers this a too narrow characterization, see Contri-
bution, 283:1/0. Why?

2.2.b. [Use-Value Depends on Exchange-Value and Vice Versa]

| Marx has not yet specified how this “becoming” of the use-value in the exchange-process
is achieved. A common-sense solution would be that the commodity producers simply barter
their goods with each other. However Marx argues that direct barter is so contradictory that
a different solution is needed. This is not the first time that Marx points out a real-life
contradiction which may not be obvious to the practical agents. This time, it is especially
unintuitive to argue that direct barter is plagued with prohibitive contradictions, because in
simple situations, direct barter is clearly possible and often used. Since the result Marx is
trying to derive is unintuitive, he is very thorough and formulates the contradictions of the
exchange in three different ways. The contradictions which Marx is taking pains to point
out make direct barter infeasible in any other than the simplest situations.

Since it is possible, in simple situations, to sneak through between the blades of this
contradiction, one should not be surprised that Marx’s opening move in the argument is to
get away from the individual situation and to generalize. Not only the weaver but also every
other commodity producer enters the market with the intention to convert the use-value for
others into something they themselves can use.

All commodities are non-use-values for
their owners, and use-values for their non-
owners.

1+ Marx likes those inversions.

Alle Waren sind Nicht-Gebrauchswerte fiir
ihre Besitzer, Gebrauchswerte fiir ihre Nicht-
Besitzer.

Question 376 (Fri Oct I-Mon Oct4) Give other examples of inversions in Marx’s Capital.

2008fa.

Consequently, they all must change hands.

Sie miissen also allseitig die Hidnde wech-
seln.
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1 This itself is not yet contradictory. A transfer of products from producer to consumer
must occur in every society that has division of labor. |} The contradiction lies in the social

form through which this is achieved.

This change of hands is accomplished by
their exchange. But the exchange places
them in relation with each other as values
and realizes them as values.

“Is accomplished by” is a
somewhat free translation of
“bildet.” 1 chose this translation
because I believe that “dieser
Hindewechsel bildet ihren

Austausch” is a contracted version
of what should strictly have been
“dieser Hindewechsel wird durch
ihren Austausch gebildet.”

I also broke the sentence into two

Aber dieser Hindewechsel bildet ihren Aus-
tausch, und ihr Austausch bezieht sie als
Werte aufeinander und realisiert sie als Wer-
te.

and put the “but” at the beginning
of the second sentence, because I

think Marx wrote aber because of
this second half.

1 This last sentence begins with a “but” because we started from use-values “but” ended
up with values. || Marx summarizes this in the next sentence:

It follows that commodities must be realized
as values before they can be realized as use-
values.

Die Waren miissen sich daher als Werte rea-
lisieren, bevor sie sich als Gebrauchswerte
realisieren konnen.

1 This is a temporal condition for the surface process: in order to get the desired use-value,
i.e., in order to benefit from the labor put into the commodity one has produced, one first has
to realize the value of this commodity. And what are the conditions for the realization of my
commodity as value? Two conditions: on the one hand, the labor going into my commodity
must be socially necessary labor only, and on the other, the use-value I am producing must
be needed by others. || Marx formulates here only the second of these conditions, because
this is the condition which leads us in a circle.

179:2 On the other hand, they must stand 100:2/0 Andrerseits miissen sie sich als

the test as use-values before they can be re-
alized as values. For the labor expended on
them only counts in so far as it is expended
in a form which is useful for others.

Gebrauchswerte bewidhren, bevor sie sich
als Werte realisieren konnen. Denn die auf
sie verausgabte menschliche Arbeit zihlt
nur, soweit sie in einer fiir andre niitzlichen

Form verausgabt ist.
1+ Le., my commodity being useful for you is the condition for me being able to acquire
your commodity through the exchange. |} In other words, we are in a circle in which the
condition for the exchange of commodities is—the exchange of commodities already:
Ob sie andren niitzlich, ihr Produkt daher
fremde Bediirfnisse befriedigt, kann aber
nur ihr Austausch beweisen.

However, only their exchange can prove
whether that labor is useful for others, i.e.,
whether its product satisfies the needs of
others.

1 In Contribution, 284:1/o, Marx calls this “a defective circle of problems, in which the
solution of one problem presupposes the solution of the other.”

Question 378 (Fri Oct I-Mon Oct4) Is it true that exchange is the ultimate proof that a
commodity is useful? What if the consumer who acquires the commodity in exchange takes
it home and discovers that it is not useful after all? 2009fa, 20085P, 2007 fa.
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2.2.c. [Contradiction Between Social and Individual Aspect]

We have arrived, once again, at an impasse situation: the selection of the use-values by the
commodity consumer relies on the realization of the values they have produced, but this
realization already presupposes the selection of use-values by other consumers, and so on
ad infinitum. Before developing a solution, Marx shows that this impasse is even deeper
than what we have seen so far. Not only do realization of value and selection of use-values
pre-suppose each other in a circular way, they also contradict each other. Here is one pole of

this contradiction:

180:1 The owner is willing to part with 101:1 Jeder Warenbesitzer will seine Wa-

his commodity only in return for other com-
modities whose use-values satisfy his needs.
To that extent, exchange is for him a purely

re nur verdufern gegen andre Ware, deren
Gebrauchswert sein Bediirfnis befriedigt.
Sofern ist der Austausch fiir ihn nur indi-

individual process. vidueller Prozef.

1t Regarding the commodity the market participant is acquiring, the exchange process is
a purely individual process; the commodity owner does not have to consult with anyone and
is not bound by any social constraints regarding the use-value he is selecting. |} Regarding
the commodity he is giving in exchange, his expectation is that he will get a fair equivalent

for it.

On the other hand, he wishes to realize his
commodity as a value, i.e., in any other
commodity of equal value which suits him,
regardless of whether his own commodity
has any use-value for the owner of the other
commodity or not.

Andrerseits will er seine Ware als Wert rea-
lisieren, also in jeder ihm beliebigen andren
Ware von demselben Wert, ob seine eigne
Ware nun fiir den Besitzer der andren Ware
Gebrauchswert habe oder nicht.

1t But here is the hitch: he wants credit for his commodity according to its value, whether

or not it has use-value for the recipient.

To that extent, exchange is for him a general
social process.

Sofern ist der Austausch fiir ihn allgemein
gesellschaftlicher ProzeB.

|} These two requirements do not fit together. The second requirement can only be met if
everyone has to accept any use-value in exchange for their own which has the same value as
their own, therefore they are not free to choose which use-value they receive for their own

commodity.

But the same process cannot be both: be ex-
clusively individual for all owners of com-
modities, and at the same time be exclu-
sively social and general.

Aber derselbe Prozel3 kann nicht gleichzei-
tig fiir alle Warenbesitzer nur individuell
und zugleich nur allgemein gesellschaftlich
sein.

Question 379 (Fri Oct I-Mon Oct4) Which contradictions do commodity owners face if
they want to barter their products (as opposed to buying and selling them)? Make up imag-
inary dialogs on the market place in which these contradictions are expressed. 2008SP,
2003fa, 2002fa, 1997ut, 1997WI, 1996sp, 1995ut, 1995W1.

This contradiction between the individual and the social dimension of the exchange pro-
cess is a matter of our daily experience. We are confronted with this contradiction whenever
we have to decide whether we want to buy exactly the use-value we want and pay premium
price for it, or whether we prefer to make do with whatever is on sale.
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2.2.d. [More Specific Formulation of the Contradiction]

Through a “closer” look, Marx arrives at a more specific formulation of the contradiction—a
formulation from which he will derive, in the next step, a solution for this contradiction:

180:2 Let us take a closer look. The
owner of a commodity considers every other
commodity as the Particular equivalent of
his own commodity, which makes his own
commodity the General equivalent of all

101:2 Sehn wir nédher zu, so gilt jedem
Warenbesitzer jede fremde Ware als be-
sondres Aquivalent seiner Ware, seine Ware
daher als allgemeines Aquivalent aller and-
ren Waren.

other commodities.

I translated the passive “gilt” with the active “considers” because the next sentence refers to it as an act.
Question 380 (Fri Oct I-Mon Oct4)

In , Marx writes: “The owner of a commodity considers every other commodity
as the Particular equivalent of his own commodity, which makes his own commodity the
General equivalent of all other commodities.” This automatic link between the Expanded
form of value (whith its multiple Particular equivalents) and the General forms of value is
in contradiction to section 3 of chapter One. In that earlier section, the General form of
value did not immediately flow from the Expanded form, but a social act was necessary to

establish it. Comment.

The commodity-owner expresses the value of his commodity in a large circle of use-values
of other commodities. Applying the categories from section 3 in chapter One, see , his
own commodity is in the Expanded relative form. These categories give Marx a bird’s eyes
view of the multitude of individual activities and motivations.

An individual commodity producer’s wish that his or her commodity be in the Expanded
relative form does not place the commodity into this form for society. His commodity can
only then be in the Expanded relative form if everybody else consider it as the General
equivalent (which is simply the Expanded form of value read backwards). Marx makes
here exactly the same reversal as in . Unfortunately, it is impossible for the others to

consider his commodity as the General equivalent:
But since every owner does the same thing, Da aber alle Warenbesitzer dasselbe tun, ist

none of the commodities is General equiv-
alent, and the commodities do not possess
a General relative form of value in order to
equate each other as values and compare the
magnitudes of their values.

keine Ware allgemeines Aquivalent und be-
sitzen die Waren daher auch keine allgemei-
ne relative Wertform, worin sie sich als Wer-
te gleichsetzen und als WertgréBen verglei-
chen.

For every commodity producer, her own product is the point of reference, it is her trea-
sure, whose value she wants to express in all other products. It is the “money” with which
she wishes to buy the other commodities. But overall, there can only be one money in so-
ciety. Therefore the points of view of different individuals—which by their nature do not
spontaneously fit together but have to be adjusted to each other—cannot even be formulated
in a common language that make such an adjustment possible. This is why Marx writes that
in this situation, the commodities do not have a general form of value. || Their confrontation
on the market does not take a form which reflects the social fact that they are commodities.

Therefore they do not even confront each
other as commodities, but only as products
or use-values.
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2.2. [Dilemmas of Barter]

1t They are commodies, but they do not have an interactive relation with each other which
does justice to this. Giving the objects a commodity form means providing a common social
language in which the individuals can express, in a socially coherent manner, their individual
attitudes towards the use-values and exchange-values of the things they are producing. Com-
pare especially the above criterion (2) for a form of value. What individuals spontaneously
try to do for their own benefit does not cohere into a social relation shared by all.

2.2.e. [The Deed]

The lack of social coordination in the more specific formulation of the contradiction gives a
hint where the solution of this contradiction must be found. It cannot be resolved on an in-
dividual level but requires a social act. Society has a way out, even if the individuals do not.
Society can designate a certain commodity as General equivalent. This gives the commodi-
ties a social form in which the inherent dilemmas of the commodity, though still present, are
expressed in a coherent way equally for everyone. If the individuals view their connection
to the social labor process no longer in a different and incoherent manner, they are able to
align their activities with each other. The “preparatory act of circulation” necessary for this

took place a long time ago:

180:3—181:1 In their dilemma our com- 101:3—4 In ihrer Verlegenheit denken
modity-owners think like Faust: ‘In the be- | unsre Warenbesitzer wie Faust. Im Anfang
ginning was the deed.’ war die Tat.

1 This is a reference to Goethe’s Faust, Part I, Scene 3, Faust’s Study.

Exam Question 381 Which “deed” is Marx referring to in the following passage: “In their
dilemma our commodity-owners think like Faust: ‘In the beginning was the deed.” They
have therefore already acted before thinking.” 2009fa, 2008SP, 2007SP, 2004 fa, 2003fa,
2000fa, 1999SP, 1997Tut, 1997sp, 1997WI, 1996sp, 1995W1.

They have therefore already acted before | Sie haben daher schon gehandelt, bevor sie
thinking. gedacht haben.
Implicit in Marx’s formulation here is an important distinction:

o As individuals, humans first think and then act, and therefore act purposefully.
e As a society, they still act before they think.

The laws of the commodity nature come to
fruition in the natural instinct of the com-
modity owners.

1+ The word “natural instinct” is a pun: it is not an instinct which the commodity owners
have by nature, but it is an instinct for the commodity nature which the commodity owners
gain by their spontaneous market activity. The remainder of this paragraph, which is a
nutshell summary of section | .3, explain this process:
They can only relate their commodities to | Sie konnen ihre Waren nur als Werte und
each other as values, and therefore as com- | darum nur als Waren aufeinander beziehn,

Die Gesetze der Warennatur betitigen sich
im Naturinstinkt der Warenbesitzer.

modities, if they place them in a polar rela-
tionship with a third commodity that serves
as the General equivalent. We concluded
this from our analysis of the commodity.

indem sie dieselben gegensitzlich auf ir-
gendeine andre Ware als allgemeines Aqui-
valent beziehn. Das ergab die Analyse der
Ware. Aber nur die gesellschaftliche Tat
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But only a social deed can turn one spe- \
cific commodity into the General equivalent.
The social action of all other commodities,
therefore, excludes one specific commodity,
in which all others represent their values.
The natural form of this commodity thereby
becomes the socially recognized equivalent
form. Through the agency of the social pro-
cess it becomes the specific social function
of the excluded commodity to be the general
equivalent. It thus becomes—money.

‘These have one mind, and shall give their
power and strength unto the beast’ (Revelation
17:13). ‘And that no man might buy or sell,
save that he had the mark, or the name of the
beast, or the number of his name’ (Revelation
13:17).

kann eine bestimmte Ware zum allgemeinen
Aquivalent machen. Die gesellschaftliche
Aktion aller andren Waren schlief3t daher ei-
ne bestimmte Ware aus, worin sie allseitig
ihre Werte darstellen. Dadurch wird die Na-
turalform dieser Ware gesellschaftlich giilti-
ge Aquivalentform. Allgemeines Aquiva-
lent zu sein wird durch den gesellschaft-
lichen ProzeB zur spezifisch gesellschaftli-
chen Funktion der ausgeschlossenen Ware.
So wird sie—Geld.
,I1li unum consilium habent et virtutem et po-
testatem suam bestiae tradunt. Et ne quis pos-
sit emere aut vendere, nisi qui habet characte-
rem aut nomen bestiae, aut numerum nominis
ejus.”“ (Apokalypse.)

Question 382 (Fri Oct I-Mon Oct4) Why can commodity owners relate their commodities
to each other as commodities only if they relate them to each other as values? Also explain
what it means to “relate their commodities to each other as commodities” and “relate their
commodities to each other as values.”

And indeed, there are no direct exchanges of commodities in modern markets. Everything
is sold and purchased, only a tiny fraction of the goods are directly bartered. The form
C — M — C, which replaces the direct barter, will be discussed in chapter Three. In s
Marx will pick up the thread from here.

2.3. [Historical Development of the Commodity Form]

Since the resolution of the contradictions of commodity exchange requires a social deed,
Marx looks now at the history of the commodity form in order to see when this deed hap-
pened. It turns out that this social deed was not a one-time act (so that commodity production
first existed before this social deed and then after it), but that the commodity form gradually
emerged along with commodity production itself.

181:2 The money crystal is a neces- 101:5/0 Der Geldkristall ist ein notwendi-

sary product of the exchange process, in
which different products of labor are in fact
equated with each other, and thus are in fact
converted into commodities.

ges Produkt des Austauschprozesses, worin
verschiedenartige Arbeitsprodukte einander
tatsdchlich gleichgesetzt und daher tatsédch-
lich in Waren verwandelt werden.

1 Marx does not say here “money is a necessary product of the exchange of commodi-
ties,” but he says that money is necessary product of the exchange of products which by this
exchange are converted into commodities. I.e., the development of money and the develop-
ment of commodity production go in parallel. || Marx gives a very abstract argument why
this must be so. The next sentence is parallel to

The historical broadening and deepening of
exchange develops the opposition between
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use-value and value dormant in the nature
of the commodity.

Both translations (Moore-Aveling
and Fowkes) say “latent” instead

of “dormant.” This is the epistemic
fallacy. One does not become

2.3. [History of Commodity]

rennatur schlummernden Gegensatz von
Gebrauchswert und Wert.

invisible if one falls asleep.

{1 With the increasing variety of commodities on the market, the value and use-value of
each commodity come more and more in contradiction with each other.

Question 383 (Fri Oct I-Mon Oct4) How does the historical broadening and deepening of
exchange develop the opposition between use-value and value dormant in the nature of the

commodity? 2008SP.

| In order to practically handle this contradiction, its two poles have to be spread over two
different commodities: the ordinary commodity representing the use-value, and the money

commodity representing the value.

The need to have an external representation
of this opposition for the purposes of com-
mercial intercourse generates the drive to-
wards an independent form of value. It finds
neither rest nor peace until this independent
form has been achieved once and for all by
the differentiation of commodities into com-
modities and money.

Das Bediirfnis, diesen Gegensatz fiir den
Verkehr duflerlich darzustellen, treibt zu ei-
ner selbstindigen Form des Warenwerts und
ruht und rastet nicht, bis sie endgiiltig erzielt
ist durch die Verdopplung der Ware in Ware
und Geld.

Important connection between the external expression of the inner nature and the practical
necessities of commerce. Since commodity production develops gradually, and with it its
(initially dormant) inner contradictions, and since these contradictions, the more they are
developed, require external expression, the development of commodity to money parallels
the development of commodity production.

At the same rate, then, as the transformation
of the products of labor into commodities is
accomplished, one particular commodity is

In demselben Mafle daher, worin sich die
Verwandlung der Arbeitsprodukte in Waren,
vollzieht sich die Verwandlung von Ware in

transformed into money.*’ | Geld*

Marx’s brief description of the history of commodity trade is not very difficult and will
not be reproduced here. Please read it on pages 181:3—184:2. The following study questions
refer to this text.

Question 386 (Fri Oct I-Mon Oct4) Why is the occasional exchange of surplus products
between tribes not an exchange of “commodities” but one of “products”? 2008 fa, 2008SP,
2005fa, 2000fa, 1998WI, 1997ut, 1997WI, 1996sp, 1995ut, 1995WI.

Question 389 (Fri Oct I-Mon Oct4) What is the difference between the exchange of prod-
ucts and the exchange of commodities? Why does the exchange of products usually involve
surplus-products, and why does it first take place between members of different communi-
ties? 2008SP, 1995ut, 1995W1.

Question 393 (Fri Oct I-Mon Oct4) Why could the idea to use land as money arise only
when capitalism was already developed? 2008SP, 1998WI, 1996sp, 1995W1.
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Question 394 (Fri Oct I-Mon Oct4) One important property of gold is also that it does not
deteriorate over time, it does not rust etc. Is this a reflection of the fact that value itself does
not deteriorate over time? 2008SP.

Question 395 (Fri Oct I-Mon Oct4) Explain in your own words the meaning of Marx’s
statement: “Although gold and silver are not by nature money, money is by nature gold and
silver.” 2008SP, 2007SP, 2005fa, 2004 fa, 2003fa, 1997ut, 1997sp, 1997WI, 1996sp,
1995ut, 1995W1.

Question 396 (Fri Oct I-Mon Oct4) In a modern society, would use-values other than gold
be possible candidates for a money commodity?

Question 397 (Fri Oct I-Mon Oct4) Shouldn’t the explanation why gold is the money com-
modity be in chapter Three instead of chapter Two?

Question 398 (Fri Oct I-Mon Oct4) Is there also a congruence between the properties of
gold and the other functions of money discussed in chapter Three?

2.4. [Ideologies of Money and its Fetish-Like
Character]

The last three paragraphs of chapter Two form a unit, whose secret organizing principle is a
discussion of quality, quantity, and form.

Marx discusses here some misconceptions about money, documenting the wrong and right
things written about them, their causes, and their kernels of truth. These are good examples
of immanent critique.

The first misconception is the notion that money itself does not have value but its value
comes from social agreement. As in some other instances, Marx does not give indication to
the reader that this is the problematic which he is going to discuss, but simply plunges into
the discussion. On the other hand, Marx converses with the reader in such a way as if the
reader knew which question was being answered.

184:3/00 We have seen that the Money 105:1/0 Man hat gesehn, daf3 die Geld-
form is only the reflection, attached to one | form nur der an einer Ware festhaftende Re-
particular commodity, of the relationships of | flex der Beziehungen aller andren Waren.
all other commodities.

Marx means here the Money form of value discussed in subsection , not the money
form or the price of a commodity. A commodity becomes money by the joint action of
all other commodities, by a social agreement which decides that every commodity should
express its value in that specific commodity.

Why is there an “only” in Marx’s sentence which we are presently discussing? Because
the question Marx is addressing here (without explicitly announcing it to the reader) is: to
what extent is the function of money based on a social agreement? Marx concedes that yes,
a social agreement is involved, but this social agreement does not say, let’s all act as if the
thing that circulates as money had a value. Rather, this social agreement only consists in
the selection of a specific kind of commodity to which a form of value is to be permanently
attached namely, the form of General equivalent. In principle, any commodity can have this
form, but by its nature, this form needs to become the specialty of one specific commodity.
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is important here; this is the bridge to the next sentence following below. (Marx is
acutely aware of what can and what cannot be decided by social agreement. It cannot be
decided by a social agreement that everyone should accept an intrinsically valueless money
in exchange for their valuable commodities. These kinds of decision must remain based on
competition. But it can be decided by social agreement which use-value everyone uses as
general equivalent.)
Since commodities can express their values only in something that has value itself (be-
cause only in this way can the other commodities say that they have as much value as this
thing there), Marx continues:

That money is a commodity® is therefore a
discovery only for those who proceed from
its finished shape in order to analyze it after-

DaB Geld Ware ist,*® ist also nur eine Ent-
deckung fiir den, der von seiner fertigen Ge-
stalt ausgeht, um sie hinterher zu analysie-

wards. ren.

The Moore-Aveling translation omits the “fertig.”

In other words, only those people are surprised that money is a commodity who ask:
“What is money?” Marx asks instead: “How can commodities express their values?” In the
analysis tracing the development of money it is clear from the beginning that money must

be a commodity.

45 <Silver and gold themselves, which we may
call by the general name of Bullion, are ... com-
modities ... rising and falling in ... value ...
Bullion then may be reckoned to be of higher
value, where the smaller weight will purchase the
greater quantity of the product or manufacture
of the country etc.” (S. Clement, A Discourse
of the General Notions of Money, Trade, and
Exchange, as They Stand in Relations to Each
Other. By a Merchant, London 1695, p. 7). Sil-
ver and gold, coined or uncoined, tho’ they are
used for a measure of all other things, are no
less a commodity than wine, oyl, tobacco cloth or
stuffs’ (J. Child, A Discourse Concerning Trade,
and That in Particular of the East-Indies etc.,
London, 1689, p. 2). “The stock and riches of the
kingdom cannot properly be confined to money,
nor ought gold and silver to be excluded from
being merchandize’ (T. Papillon, The East-India
Trade a Most Profitable Trade, London, 1677, p.
4).

First misconception: the value of money is

45 Silber und Gold an sich, die wir mit

dem allgemeinen Namen Edelmetall bezeichnen
konnen, sind im ... Werte ... steigende und fal-
lende ... Waren ... Dem Edelmetall kann man
dann einen hoheren Wert zuerkennen, wenn ein
geringeres Gewicht davon eine groBere Men-
ge des Produkts oder Fabrikats des Landes etc.
kauft.” ([S. Clement,] ,,A Discourse of the Ge-
neral Notions of Money, Trade, and Exchange,
as they stand in relations to each other. By a
Merchant*, Lond. 1695, p. 7.) ,,Silber und Gold,
gemiinzt oder ungemiinzt, werden zwar als Mal-
stab fiir alle anderen Dinge gebraucht, sind aber
nicht weniger eine Ware als Wein, Ol, Tabak,
Tuch oder Stoffe.“ ([J. Child,] ,,A Discourse con-
cerning Trade, and that in particular of the East
Indies etc.”, London 1689, p. 2.) Vermogen und
Reichtum des Konigreiches kdnnen genau ge-
nommen nicht auf Geld beschrinkt, noch konnen
Gold und Silber als Waren ausgeschlossen wer-
den. ([Th. Papillon.] ,,The East India Trade a
most Profitable Trade, London 1677, p. 4.)

imaginary. This misconception arises because

gold gets its specific form of value from a different place than where it gets its value.

The exchange process gives to the commod-
ity which it has designated as money not its
value but its specific value form.

Der Austauschprozel3 gibt der Ware, die er
in Geld verwandelt, nicht ihren Wert, son-
dern ihre spezifische Wertform.
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Moore-Aveling says: “The act of
exchange gives to the commodity
converted into money, not its value
but its specific value form.” This
misleads the reader into thinking

that Marx talks about the exchange
of commodities for money.
Fowkes has it better: “The process
of exchange gives to the
commodity which it has converted

into money not its value but its
specific form of value.” Even this
is misunderstandable, therefore I
wrote “which it has designated as
money.”

Exam Question 401 Marx writes: “The exchange process gives the commodity which it
has designated as money not its value, but its specific form of value.” Which form of value
does Marx mean here? Why does Marx call this form the specific form of value of the money
commodity? (Assume we are under the gold standard.) 2009fa, 2008SP, 2007SP, 2004.fa,
2003fa, 2002fa, 1999SP, 1998WI, 1997ut, 1997WI, 1996sp, 1995W1.

Through the exchange process, one commodity is selected as the General equivalent. This
selection process does not give the General equivalent its value but gives it a “specific” form
of value, i.e., a form of value which, from then on, will be associated with that use-value

alone.

Confusion between these two attributes has
misled some writers into maintaining that
the value of gold and silver is imaginary.*®

‘ ber fiir imaginr zu halten.*

Die Verwechslung beider Bestimmungen

verleitete dazu, den Wert von Gold und Sil-
6

In the footnote, Galiani got it right, Locke was wrong, and Law gave a correct criticism
of Locke but he himself did not get it entirely right either:

46 <Gold and silver have value as metals before
they are money’ Galiani, [Gal03, p. 72]. Locke
says, ‘The universal consent of mankind gave to
silver, on account of its qualities which made it
suitable for money, an imaginary value’ [John
Locke, [Loc77, p. 15].] Law retorts ‘How could
different nations give an imaginary value to any
single thing . .. or how could this imaginary value
have maintained itself?” But he himself under-
stood very little of the matter, for example ‘Silver
was exchanged in proportion to the use-value it
possessed, consequently in proportion to its real
value. By its adoption as money it received an
additional value (une valeur additionnelle)’. Jean
Law, [Law43, pp. 469-70].

46 ,,Gold und Silber haben Wert als Metal-
le, bevor sie Geld sind.“ Galiani, [Gal0O3, p.
72]. Locke sagt: ,,Die allgemeine Ubereinstim-
mung der Menschen legte dem Silber, wegen sei-
ner Qualititen, die es zum Geld geeignet mach-
ten, einen imagindren Wert bei.“ [John Locke,
[Loc77, p. 15].] Dagegen Law: ,,Wie konnten
verschiedne Nationen irgendeiner Sache einen
imagindren Wert geben ... oder wie hitte sich
dieser imagindre Wert erhalten konnen?* Wie
wenig er selbst aber von der Sache verstand: ,,Das
Silber tauschte sich aus nach dem Gebrauchs-
wert, den es hatte, also nach seinem wirklichen
Wert; durch seine Bestimmung als Geld erhielt
es einen zuschiissigen Wert (une valeur addition-
nelle).”“ Jean Law, [Law43, p. 469, 470].

It cannot be decided by a social agreement how much value a commodity has, but it can
be decided by social agreement which use-value everyone uses as general equivalent.

Second misconception: Money is merely a symbol. Again Marx takes pains to explain

how this misconception could arise.

The fact that money can, in certain func-
tions, be replaced by mere symbols of itself,
gave rise to another mistaken notion, that it
is itself a mere symbol.

Weil Geld in bestimmten Funktionen durch
bloBe Zeichen seiner selbst ersetzt werden
kann, entsprang der andre Irrtum, es sei ein
blofies Zeichen.

A wedding ring is a symbol: it symbolizes a relation which exists independently of it.
Gold coin, on the other hand, does not symbolize value, it is value.

Nevertheless, this error did contain the
hunch that the money-form of the thing is
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external to the thing itself, being simply the | und blofe Erscheinungsform dahinter ver-
form of appearance of human relations hid- | steckter menschlicher Verhiltnisse. In die-
den behind it. In this sense every commod- | sem Sinn wire jede Ware ein Zeichen, weil
ity is a symbol, since, as value, it is only the | als Wert nur sachliche Hiille der auf sie ver-
material shell of the human labor expended ‘ ausgabten menschlichen Arbeit.#’

on it.47 |

Money is not a symbol. It is true that money is only the materialized form of a social
relation; but this does not license us to forget that this social relation has a materialized
form.

Imagine you are standing in a boat in New York Harbor close to the Statue of Liberty and
just making some photos of it when it creaks, and a big part of the statue crashes into the
water barely missing you. You cannot argue: the collapse of the statue could not have hurt
you, because the statue is only the symbolic expression of one of the principles on which
our government is based. Yes it is the expression of an idea, but the near-miss is a reminder
that it is a very material expression of that idea.

The footnote starts with a few quotes: from wrong (Forbonnais, Montesquieu) to right
(Le Trosne) to lucid (Hegel):

47 ‘Money is their (the commodities’) symbol’ ‘ 47 Das Geld ist ihr* (der Waren) ,.Zeichen.
(V. de Forbonnais, Eléments du commerce, new ‘ (V. de Forbonnais, ,,Eléments du Commerce™,
edn, Leyden, 1776, Vol. 2, p. 143). ‘As a symbol Nouv. Edit. Leyde 1766, t. 11, p. 143.) ,,Als Zei-
it is attracted by the commodities’ (ibid. p. 155). | chen wird es von den Waren angezogen.” (l.c. p.
‘Money is a symbol of a thing and represents it’ 155.) ,.Das Geld ist Zeichen fiir eine Sache und
(Montesquieu, [Mon69, p. 3, vol. 2]). ‘Money is vertritt sie. Montesquieu, [Mon69, p. 3, t. II].
not a mere symbol, for it is itself wealth; it does | ,.Das Geld ist nicht bloes Zeichen, denn es ist
not represent the values, it is their equivalent’ (Le selbst Reichtum; es vertritt nicht die Werte, es ist
Trosne, [L.T46, p. 910]). ‘If we consider the con- | ihr Aquivalent. Le Trosne, [LT46, p. 910]. ,.Be-
cept of value, we must look on the thing itself | trachtet man den Begriff des Werts, so wird die
only as a symbol; it counts not as itself, but as | Sache selbst nur als ein Zeichen angesehn, und
what it is worth’ (Hegel, [Heg40, p. 100]). sie gilt nicht als sie selber, sondern als was sie
wert ist. Hegel [Heg40, p. 100].

In the rest of the footnote, Marx describes historical situations in which this false the-
ory was a handy excuse for the enrichment of the king. This part of the footnote is not
reproduced here.

Third misconception: Money is an arbitrary product of human reflection.

By declaring that the social characteristics | Indem man aber die gesellschaftlichen Cha-
which material objects obtain on the basis | raktere, welche Sachen, oder die sachlichen
of a specific mode of production, or that the | Charaktere, welche gesellschaftliche Be-
material characteristics which the social de- | stimmungen der Arbeit auf Grundlage einer
terminations of labor obtain, are mere sym- | bestimmten Produktionsweise erhalten, fiir
bols, one declares them at the same time | blofe Zeichen, erklirt man sie zugleich fiir
to be deliberate products of human reflec- | willkiirliches Reflexionsprodukt der Men-
tion. This was the kind of explanation fa- | schen. Es war dies beliebte Aufkldrungs-
vored by the eighteenth century: in this way | manier des 18. Jahrhunderts, um den ritsel-
the Enlightenment endeavoured, at least for | haften Gestalten menschlicher Verhiltnisse,
the time being, to remove the semblance | deren Entstehungsproze man noch nicht
of strangeness from the mysterious shapes | entziffern konnte, wenigstens vorldufig den
assumed by human relations whose origins | Schein der Fremdheit abzustreifen.

one was as yet unable to decipher.
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2. Exchange Process

The error of declaring social relations as arbitrary products of human reflection is called
“voluntarism.” The effect of this explanation is that the relations no longer seem unfamiliar—
at least initially, until one has noticed that this explanation is not satisfactory.

After quality of value, the second of the three concluding paragraphs of chapter Two
discusses the quantity. First: how does the quantity of value of money express itself in

circulation? Marx ties here into

186:1 It has already been remarked ear-
lier that the equivalent form of a commodity
does not include a determination of the mag-
nitude of its value. Therefore, even if we
know that gold is money, and consequently
directly exchangeable with all other com-
modities, this still does not tell us how much
10 1b. of gold is worth. Money, like ev-
ery other commodity, can express the mag-
nitude of its value only relatively, in other
commodities. Its value is determined by the
labor-time required for its production, and
is expressed in the quantity of every other
commodity in which the same amount of
labor-time is congealed.*® Its relative value
is therefore established at the source of its
production, where it is engaged in immedi-
ate barter. As soon as it enters into circula-
tion as money, its value is already given.

106:1/0 Es ward vorhin bemerkt, daf3
die Aquivalentform einer Ware die quan-
titative Bestimmung ihrer Wertgro3e nicht
einschlieft. Weifl man, dal Gold Geld,
daher mit allen andren Waren unmittelbar
austauschbar ist, so weil man deswegen
nicht, wieviel z.B. 10 Pfund Gold wert sind.
Wie jede Ware kann das Geld seine eig-
ne WertgroBe nur relativ in andren Waren
ausdriicken. Sein eigner Wert ist bestimmt
durch die zu seiner Produktion erheischte
Arbeitszeit und driickt sich in dem Quan-
tum jeder andren Ware aus, worin gleichviel
Arbeitszeit geronnen ist.** Diese Festset-
zung seiner relativen Wertgrofie findet statt
an seiner Produktionsquelle in unmittelba-
rem Tauschhandel. Sobald es als Geld in
die Zirkulation eintritt, ist sein Wert bereits
gegeben.

Therefore one does not see how the price level is determined. Marx could bring lots of
quotes here about the quantity theory of money. Instead he only brings the quote of someone

who sees it right:

48 “If a man can bring to London an ounce of
silver out of the Earth of Peru, in the same time
that he can produce a bushel of corn, then the one
is the natural price of the other: now, if by reason
of new or more easie mines a man can procure
two ounces of silver as easily as he formerly did
one, the corn will be as cheap at ten shillings the
bushel as it was before at five shillings, caeteris
paribus’ William Petty [Pet67, p. 31].

48 Wenn jemand eine Unze Silber aus dem
Innern der Erde Perus in derselben Zeit nach
London bringen kann, die er zur Produktion ei-
nes Bushel Korn brauchen wiirde, dann ist das
eine der natiirliche Preis des anderen; wenn er
nun durch Abbau neuer und ergiebigerer Berg-
werke statt der einen zwei Unzen Silber mit dem
gleichen Aufwand gewinnen kann, wird das Korn
bei einem Preis von 10 Shilling pro Bushel eben-
so billig sein wie vorher bei einem Preis von 5
Shilling, caeteris paribus™ William Petty [Pet67,
p. 31].

All previous misconceptions could be cleared up by emphasizing that money is a com-
modity. But this is not enough to understand money. An additional misconception about
money, the fourth, is the failure to identify that what distinguishes money from the other

commodities.

In the last decades of the seventeenth cen-
tury the first step in the analysis of money,
the discovery that money is a commodity,
had long been taken; but this was merely
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Wenn es schon in den letzten Dezennien des
17. Jahrhunderts weit {iberschrittner Anfang
der Geldanalyse, zu wissen, dal Geld Wa-
re ist, so aber auch nur der Anfang. Die



the first step, and nothing more. The diffi-
culty lies not in comprehending that money

2.4. [Ideologies]

Schwierigkeit liegt nicht darin zu begreifen,
daB Geld Ware, sondern wie, warum, wo-

is a commodity, but in discovering how, why ‘ durch Ware Geld ist.*

and through what a commodity is money.*’ ‘

Fowkes’s translation: “how, why
and by what means a commodity
becomes money” misses the whole
point: the emphasis is not that it

becomes money but that it already
is money. Also the word “means”
is misleading, since a commodity

does not need an (external) means

to become money, but it has inner
money traits.

This echoes Marx’s emphasis on the genesis of money out of the commodity in

Question 403 (Fri Oct I-Mon Oct4) How, why, and through what is a commodity already

money, as Marx says in

49 The learned Professor Roscher, after first
informing us that ‘the false definitions of money
may be divided into two main groups: those
which make it more, and those which make it
less, than a commodity’, gives us a motley cat-
alogue of works on the nature of money, which
does not provide even the glimmer of an insight
into the real history of the theory. He then draws
this moral: ‘For the rest, it is not to be denied
that most of the later economists do not bear suf-
ficiently in mind the peculiarities that distinguish
money from other commodities’ (it is then, after
all, either more or less than a commodity!) ...
‘So far, the semi-mercantilist reaction of Ganilh
is not altogether without foundation’ (Wilhelm
Roscher, Die Grundlagen der Nationalokonomie,
3rd edn, 1858, pp. 207-10). More! Less! Not
sufficiently! So far! Not altogether! What a way
of determining one’s concepts! And this eclec-
tic professorial twaddle is modestly baptized
by Herr Roscher ‘the anatomico-physiological
method’ of political economy! However, he does
deserve credit for one discovery, namely, that
money is ‘a pleasant commodity’.

? 2008SP, 2007SP, 1999SP, 1995ut.

49 Nachdem Herr Professor Roscher uns be-
lehrt: ,.Die falschen Definitionen von Geld las-
sen sich in zwei Hauptgruppen teilen: solche, die
es fiir mehr, und solche, die es fiir weniger hal-
ten als eine Ware™, folgt ein kunterbunter Kata-
log von Schriften iiber das Geldwesen, wodurch
auch nicht die entfernteste Einsicht in die wirk-
liche Geschichte der Theorie durchschimmert,
und dann die Moral: ,,Zu leugnen ist librigens
nicht, daB3 die meisten neueren NationalGkono-
men die Eigentiimlichkeiten, welche das Geld
von andren Waren unterscheiden (also doch
mehr oder weniger als Ware?), ,,nicht genug im
Auge behalten haben ... Insofern ist die halb-
merkantilistische Reaktion von Ganilh etc. nicht
ganz unbegriindet.“ Wilhelm Roscher [Ros58,
p- 297-210]. Mehr—weniger—nicht genug—
insofern—nicht ganz! Welche Begriffsbestim-
mungen! Und dergleichen eklektische Profes-
soralfaselei tauft Herr Roscher bescheiden ,.die
anatomisch-physiologische Methode der politi-
schen Okonomie! Eine Entdeckung ist ihm je-
doch geschuldet, ndmlich, dal Geld ,.eine ange-
nehme Ware™ ist.

Question 404 (Fri Oct I-Mon Oct4) Was Roscher in error when he said that money is a
pleasant commodity? 2008SP, 2005fa, 2003fa, 1997ut, 1997sp, 1995W1.

Question 405 (Fri Oct [-Mon Oct4) List and briefly discuss all those theories of money

which Marx mentioned on pages p —
2008SP, 2003fa, 1998W1.

and about which he said they were incorrect.

The third paragraph covers the form of value, especially the equivalent form:

187:1 We have already seen, from the
simplest expression of value, x commodity
A =y commodity B, that the thing in which

107:1/0 Wir sahen, wie schon in dem ein-
fachsten Wertausdruck, x Ware A = y Wa-
re B, das Ding, worin die Wertgro3e eines
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2. Exchange Process

the magnitude of the value of another thing
is represented seems to have the equivalent
form independently of this relation, as a so-
cial property which it possesses by nature.
We followed the process by which this false
semblance solidified itself.

Fowkes’s “We followed the
process by which this false
semblance became firmly
established” sounds as if the
process was the one that more and
more people believed in this false

semblance. This is a
misunderstanding of the text.
Moore-Aveling have: “We
followed up this false appearance
to its final establishment.” This
leads the possibility open, which I

andren Dings dargestellt wird, seine Aqui-
valentform unabhingig von dieser Bezie-
hung als gesellschaftliche Natureigenschaft
zu besitzen scheint. Wir verfolgten die Be-
festigung dieses falschen Scheins.

consider to be the right
interpretation, that Marx does not
mean the establishment in the
minds of the observers, but the
establishment as a reality.

It is as if not only the observer but the world itself was misled, and therefore the world

allowed this false semblance to become reality.

Now the next pronoun, “Er,”

This process was completed when the uni-
versal equivalent form became identified
with the natural form of a particular com-
modity, and thus crystallized into the money-
form. Although a particular commodity
only becomes money because all other com-
modities express their values in it, it seems,
on the contrary, that all other commodities
universally express their values in a partic-
ular commodity because it is money. The
movement which mediated this process van-
ishes in its own result, leaving no trace be-
hind. Without having to do anything to
achieve it, the commodities find the form
of their own value, in its finished shape, in
the body of a commodity existing outside
and alongside them.

should strictly be “Sie”:

Er ist vollendet, sobald die allgemeine
Aquivalentform mit der Naturalform ei-
ner besondren Warenart verwachsen oder
zur Geldform kristallisiert ist. Eine Ware
scheint nicht erst Geld zu werden, weil die
andren Waren allseitig ihre Werte in ihr dar-
stellen, sondern sie scheinen umgekehrt all-
gemein ihre Werte in ihr darzustellen, weil
sie Geld ist. Die vermittelnde Bewegung
verschwindet in ihrem eignen Resultat und
1aBt keine Spur zuriick. Ohne ihr Zutun fin-
den die Waren ihre eigne Wertgestalt fertig
vor als einen auBer und neben ihnen existie-
renden Warenkorper.

Marx is talking here about the fetish-like character of money. Money is so mysterious
because the mediating movement has vanished and has left no trace in the result.

This physical object, gold or silver in its
crude state, becomes, as soon as it emerges
from the bowels of the earth, the immediate
incarnation of all human labor. Hence the
magic of money. The merely atomistic be-
havior of men in their social process of pro-
duction, and hence the fact that their own re-
lations of production take on an objectified
form which is beyond their control and inde-
pendent of their conscious individual striv-
ing, manifest themselves at first in the fact
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Diese Dinge, Gold und Silber, wie sie aus
den Eingeweiden der Erde herauskommen,
sind zugleich die unmittelbare Inkarnation
aller menschlichen Arbeit. Daher die Magie
des Geldes. Das blof} atomistische Verhal-
ten der Menschen in ihrem gesellschaftli-
chen Produktionsprozef3 und daher die von
ihrer Kontrolle und ihrem bewufiten indi-
viduellen Tun unabhiingige, sachliche Ge-
stalt ihrer eignen Produktionsverhéltnisse
erscheinen zunichst darin, daf} ihre Arbeits-



that the products of labor generally take the
The riddle of the
money fetish is therefore merely the riddle
of the commodity fetish, has become visible

form of commodities.

and blinding the eyes.

The German says “Verhalten,” not
“Verhiltnis,” which can either
mean “behavior” or also “way of
relating”; Moore-Aveling translate
it with “behavior,” while Fowkes
writes “are related.”

I considered “die sachliche Gestalt

Again, as in section

nehmen.

ihrer Produktionsverhiltnisse”
(literally: objectified form of their
own relations of production) to be
an abbreviated formulation for:
“die Tatsache dal3 die
Produktionsverhiltnisse eine
sachliche Gestalt annehmen” (the

2.4. [Ideologies]

produkte allgemein die Form der Ware an-
Das Ratsel des Geldfetischs ist
daher nur das sichtbar gewordne, die Augen
blendende Ritsel des Warenfetischs.

fact that their own relations of
production take on an objectified
form), rather than that form itself.

Instead of “dazzling” I translated
“blendend” with “blinding,” since
it does make blind.

, Marx looks for the roots of this fetish-like character in the

direct relations of the producers. This is a remarkable passage, because Marx is here quite
critical of these producers. He says here quite explicitly that “the merely atomistic behavior
of men in their social process of production” is not a consequence of but in some way prior
to the commodity form. Marx seems to blame the fetish-like character of the commodity
on the atomistic behavior of the individual producers. However, in the French edition, this
criticism of the individual producers is omitted again. In French, the last sentence of chapter
Two is: “Hence the magic of money.” The two long sentences after this are missing.

Question 408 (Fri Oct I-Mon Oct4) Are people, by their atomistic attitude towards each
other, responsible for their lack of control over their own social relations? 2008SP, 19965sp.
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3. Money or the Circulation of
Commodities

Why is the topic of this chapter described as money or the circulation of commodities?
Aren’t these two different things? Yes, but they are closely related. Marx calls money the
“crystallization” of the form changes of the commodities in circulation. To understand this,
remember that the form change has two phases. The commodity that has been produced
must realize its value and turn into a use-value that is useful for its producer. lLe., from
its original use-value form it has to go into its value-form and then into its final use-value
form. But its value form consists in it being exchanged for money. This is why one can say
that money is the crystallization of the commodity’s value form. In Contribution, 323:1, he

writes: o .
In the process establishing prices, the com-

modities acquire the form in which they
are able to circulate, and gold acquires its
monetary character. After this has been
accomplished, circulation will at the same
time express and resolve the contradictions
contained in the exchange process of com-
modities. The actual exchange of commodi-
ties, i.e., the process of social metabolism,
takes place through a form change in which
the dual nature of the commodity as a use-
value and exchange-value unfolds itself, but
where at the same time its own form change
crystallizes itself in the various determinate
forms of money.

Nachdem die Ware im Prozefl der Preis-
gebung ihre zirkulationsfihige Form und
das Gold seinen Geldcharakter erhalten hat,
wird die Zirkulation die Widerspriiche, die
der Austauschprozefl der Waren einschlof,
zugleich darstellen und 16sen. Der wirkli-
che Austausch der Waren, d.h. der gesell-
schaftliche Stoffwechsel, geht vor in einem
Formwechsel, worin sich die Doppelnatur
der Ware als Gebrauchswert und Tausch-
wert entfaltet, ihr eigener Formwechsel sich
aber zugleich in bestimmten Formen des
Geldes kristallisiert.

Just as a solid dissolved into a liquid under certain circumstances precipitates in the form
of crystals, the transitional phase in the form change of a commodity crystallizes out in the
form of money. Elsewhere in Contribution, p. 393:1-396:0, Marx uses the formulation

393:1-396:0 The processing movement
of commodities, which springs from the
contradiction of exchange-value and use-
value contained in them, which is reflected
in the circulation of money, and which is
crystallized in the various form determina-
tions of money, ...

And here is a very similar quote from 292:2:

292:2 As they develop, the interrelations
of commodities crystallize into distinct as-
pects of the general equivalent, and thus the
exchange process becomes at the same time
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137:1-140:0 Die prozessierende Bewe-
gung der Waren, die aus dem in ihnen ent-
haltenen Gegensatz von Tauschwert und
Gebrauchswert entspringt, in dem Umlauf
des Geldes erscheint und in den verschie-
denen Formbestimmtheiten des letztern sich
kristallisiert, . ..

37:2 Die prozessierenden Beziehungen
der Waren aufeinander kristallisieren sich
als unterschiedene Bestimmungen des all-
gemeinen Aquivalents, und so ist der Aus-



the process of formation of money. This
process as a whole, which comprises the
carrying out of several processes, consti-
tutes circulation.

3.1. Measure of Value

tauschprozef3 zugleich Bildungsprozef3 des
Geldes. Das Ganze dieses Prozesses, der
sich als ein Verlauf verschiedener Prozesse
darstellt, ist die Zirkulation.

Here is a different, unrelated, remark, before going into the chapter itself. Money is for
Marx the complex of several things. There is not one property which makes something
money, but money is the combination of two distinct (though related) things: measure of
value and means of circulation. In order to delineate the scope of chapter Three, it should be
noted that drawing interest etc. are not functions of money but functions of capital. Again,

Contribution is helpful here, look at 303:2:
The main difficulty in the analysis of money
is overcome as soon as one has grasped its
origin out of the commodity itself. Once this
is accomplished, the only task remaining is
to comprehend the peculiar determinations
of its form without alien admixtures, which
is not very easy, because all bourgeois rela-
tions appear gilded, i.e., as money relations,
and the money form, therefore, seems to
possess an infinitely varied content, which
is alien to the money form as such.

Die Hauptschwierigkeit in der Analyse des
Geldes ist iiberwunden, sobald sein Ur-
sprung aus der Ware selbst begriffen ist. Un-
ter dieser Voraussetzung handelt es sich nur
noch darum, seine eigentiimlichen Form-
bestimmtheiten rein aufzufassen, was eini-
germalen erschwert wird, weil alle biirger-
lichen Verhiltnisse vergoldet oder versil-
bert, als Geldverhiltnisse erscheinen, und
die Geldform daher einen unendlich man-
nigfaltigen Inhalt zu besitzen scheint, der

ihr selbst fremd ist.

3.1. Measure of Value

Chapter One, section |.3, derived money as the culmination of a long development, from
the Simple to the Expanded to the General form, and finally to the Money form of value.
Now this same Money form is the starting point for a new development, in which various
functions of money are derived. This is a new beginning, not the continuation of the earlier
development. This new beginning has become possible because of the special nature of the
step from the General equivalent form to the Money form. In , Marx stresses that this
step no longer represents a development of the form of value itself, but it means that “by
social custom” a certain form of value coalesces with a certain use-value. Such a merging
of several determinations is what Marx calls something “concrete’:

The concrete is concrete because it is the meeting point of many determinations,
thus a unity of the diverse. Grundrisse, 101p.

The Money form of the commodity is the meeting point of two determinations: a certain
use-value (gold) and a certain form of value (General equivalent). Once these two disparate
things are reliably conjoined, so that the same use-value, gold, always occupies the role
of General equivalent, new possibilities are opened up and new developments are set in
motion. The economic determinations of money therefore greatly exceed those of a General
equivalent. Chapter Three develops the further determinations flowing from this synthesis.
Section 1 of chapter Three moves back and forth several times between the relative form
of value and the equivalent form. After one side has reached a certain stage of development,
also the other side is developed further. This is a common research procedure: one first
understands one thing better, then this throws light on a related thing, then that throws light
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on the first thing again, and so it goes back and forth. However here it is meant as an social
process: since the General equivalent has by a social convention become fixed on gold, new
social functions accrue to it due to the creative practical activity of the individuals involved.
These new social functions modify the relative General form of value, then this acts back on
the equivalent form, and so on.

Here is a summary of this back-and-forth:

(0) The final transition in section |.3 of chapter One, p. , was the concerted act by
which the “ordinary” commodities always select the same commodity, gold, as Gen-
eral equivalent. This is an activity emanating from the relative form of value.

On the equivalent form this has the effect that gold becomes the measure of values.

The development of the equivalent into measure of value acts back on the relative form,
which becomes the Price form. The price becomes a “natural” attribute of the com-
modity.

From the Price form, Marx identifies two causal influences back on the equivalent form:

For its function as measure of value, gold need not be physically present. Only its
quality, not the quantity counts.

Since different commodities relate through their prices not only to gold but also to each
other, a certain quantity of gold must be socially fixed as standard of prices. (Then
Marx discusses the confusion between measure of value and standard of prices.)

The standard of prices (which is a development of the equivalent form) turns prices into
mere numbers, the “money names.”

The abstractness of the money names (the money name of a commodity is a version of
its relative form of value) also causes the equivalent form to become abstract and turns
it into money of account.

Money of account, the most abstract form of the General equivalent, is the climax of the
repeated back-and-forth motion in this section. After this, Marx makes one more cycle,
which no longer develops the form but goes over to something new. The transition from the
equivalent form to the relative form is again twofold

Although it is the surface representation of the quantity of value, the relative form of
value is also subject to influences that have nothing to do with value but with demand
and supply. This is not a defect but it is necessary to ensure that those things are
produced which are needed.

The general function of money as measure of value of all commodities leads to it that
also other things, which are not commodities, are measured in money.

These two transitions discuss therefore the quantitative and qualitative discrepancies be-
tween price and value.

The general acceptance of money as measure of value also leads to it that money itself
must enter the circulation process.

This final step is the transition to section 2, Means of Circulation.
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3.1.a. [First Function of Gold: Measure of Value]

After this overview let us discuss section
188:1 Throughout this work I assume,

for the sake of simplicity, that gold is the
money-commodity.
Chapter Two, starting with

paragraph by paragraph.

109:1 Ich setze tiberall in dieser Schrift,
der Vereinfachung halber, Gold als die
Geldware voraus.

, explains why the money form attaches itself to one of

the noble metals. In order to simplify the discussion, Marx disregards the fact that during his
time not one but two commodities, gold and silver, served as international money. Paragraph
below, and footnote 108 to paragraph in the subsection about World Money
discuss this “bimetallism.”
The next paragraph picks up the thread from section 1.3 of chapter One. At the end of that
section, the commodities, by their joint action, turn gold into money. As the formulation in
makes very clear, this is an act on the part of the relative value form. As step in
his series of back-and-forth steps, Marx asks: what does this mean for the equivalent form?
It means that the money commodity becomes “measure of value.” Contribution, 304:1/o,
formulates it as follows:
Since all commodities measure their exchange- Weil alle Waren ihre Tauschwerte in Gold

values in gold, in the proportion, in which a
given amount of gold and a given amount of
commodity contain equal amounts of labor-
time, Gold becomes the measure of value.

Here is the formulation in Capital:

188:2 The first function of gold is: to pro-
vide the world of commodities with the ma-
terial in which they can express their values,
or: to represent the values of the commodi-
ties as magnitudes of the same denomina-
tion, qualitatively equal and quantitatively

comparable.

The Moore-Aveling translation

In those parts of section of

messen, in dem Verhéltnis, worin bestimm-
te Quantitdt Gold und bestimmte Quantitit
Ware gleich viel Arbeitszeit enthalten, wird
das Gold zum Mayf; der Werte, ...

109:2 Die erste Funktion des Goldes be-
steht darin, der Warenwelt das Material ih-
res Wertausdrucks zu liefern oder die Wa-
renwerte als gleichnamige GroBen, quali-
tativ gleiche und quantitativ vergleichbare,
darzustellen.

... become(s) money.” It is not

says “first function of money”
where the German says “first
function of gold.” Fowkes says
“gold.” I think “gold” is better.
Marx is not yet talking about
money but about the noble metal
which has monopolized the role of
General equivalent and through
this becomes money. Until section
of chapter Three, only the

chapter One which discuss the
money form (pp. 162:1-163:2)
Marx never says: “Gold is money,’
but always uses formulations such
as: “Gold becomes the money
commodity,” or “functions as
money,” “gold faces the other
commodities as money.” Also the
presently discussed passage at the
beginning of chapter Three,

>

until section of chapter Three
that Marx indicates that this
becoming of money has been
completed: “The commodity
which functions as measure of
value and therefore also as means
of circulation is money. Gold is
therefore money. It functions as
money ...” (p. ).

becoming of money is discussed. section (p- ) reads: “gold
1} Marx calls this the first function of gold, not of money, because it is the first function
of the material which by social custom now and everywhere is the General equivalent. A
specific use-value (gold) is now merged with a specific social relation (general Equivalent).
The formulation “qualitatively equal and quantitatively comparable” can also be found in

|l Something that serves as an Simple or Particular Expanded equivalent plays, as Marx
argued in , a very passive role. If it is General equivalent, its role is no longer so
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passive, and if it is money, then this role develops into a function of that thing.

It thus functions as a general measure of
value, and it is at first only by this function
that gold, the specific equivalent commod-
ity, becomes money.

So funktioniert es als allgemeines Maf3 der
Werte, und nur durch diese Funktion wird

nichst Geld.

Gold, die spezifische Aquivalentware, zu-

The “specific equivalent commodity” is, by definition, that commodity whose natural form
has become irrevocably joined with the form of universal exchangeability or the General
equivalent form. “At first” because in section 3 we will see that this is only the beginning of
a development in which gold “becomes” money. If Marx says here that gold at first becomes
money by its function of measure of value, he means that this is what is needed in order
to trigger the whole process of becoming, which will be detailed throughout this chapter.
Even though today’s money is no longer commodity money, it can still be argued that its first
function is ‘measure of value’.

Question 410 (Tue Oct 5-Thu Oct7) Is Marx’s claim in Contribution 286:3/000 still valid
today that the commodity’s “second existence as exchange-value itself can only be another
commodity, because it is only commodities which confront one another in the exchange
process”? 2007 fa, 2001 fa.

The next paragraph reminds us that the function of money as measure of value is the result

of the activity on the side of the commodities in the relative form of value.

188:3 The commodities do not become
commensurable through money. Quite the
contrary. Only because all commodities, as
values, are objectified human labor, and are
therefore in and for themselves commensu-
rable, can they jointly measure their values
in one and the same specific commodity, and
thus turn this commodity into the common
measure of their values, i.e. into money.

109:3 Die Waren werden nicht durch das
Geld kommensurabel. Umgekehrt. Weil
alle Waren als Werte vergegenstindlichte
menschliche Arbeit, daher an und fiir sich
kommensurabel sind, konnen sie ihre Werte
gemeinschaftlich in derselben spezifischen
Ware messen und diese dadurch in ihr ge-
meinschaftliches Wertmall oder Geld ver-
wandeln.

1 Causality goes from production to the circulation and from the relative form of value to
the equivalent form. |} Also the next sentence implies that the inner measure, labor-time, is
the primary driving force, generating the exterior measure, money.

Money as a measure of value is the nec-
essary form of appearance of the imma-

Geld als Wertmalf ist notwendige Erschei-
nungsform des immanenten Wertmales der

nent measure of value of the commodities, \ Waren, der Arbeitszeit.’?

namely labor-time.>"

At Marx’s time, paper money represented gold. Today it represents credit. Neither now
nor then did it represent labor. Footnote 50 explains why money cannot represent labor:

50 The question why money does not directly
represent labor-time itself, so that a piece of pa-
per may represent, for instance, x labor hours,
comes down simply to the question why, on the
basis of commodity production, the products of
labor must take the form of commodities, since
their assuming the form of commodities implies
their differentiation into commodities on the one
hand and the money commodity on the other. Itis
the question why private labor cannot be treated
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50 Die Frage, warum das Geld nicht unmit-
telbar die Arbeitszeit selbst reprisentiert, so dafi
z.B. eine Papiernote x Arbeitsstunden vorstellt,
kommt ganz einfach auf die Frage heraus, warum
auf Grundlage der Warenproduktion die Arbeits-
produkte sich als Waren darstellen miissen, denn
die Darstellung der Ware schlief3t ihre Verdopp-
lung in Ware und Geldware ein. Oder warum
Privatarbeit nicht als unmittelbar gesellschaftli-
che Arbeit, als ihr Gegenteil, behandelt werden



as its opposite, directly social labor. Elsewhere I
have given an exhaustive discussion of the shal-
low utopianism of the idea of ‘labor money’ in a
society founded on the production of commodi-

3.1. Measure of Value

kann. Ich habe den seichten Utopismus eines
Arbeitsgelds auf Grundlage der Warenprodukti-
on anderswo ausfiihrlich erortert. (l.c. p. 320:2—
321:4 ff)

ties (op. cit., p. 320:2-321:4 ff.)
1t Marx refers here to his discussion of Gray’s labor money in Contribution, 320:2-321:4.
| The second half of the footnote reminds us that Gray’s theory should not be confused
with that of Robert Owen. Gray wants to maintain commodity production, while Owen
wants to abolish it. Marx’s critique of labor money only refers to Gray, not to Owen:

Question 412 (Tue Oct 5-Thu Oct7) Why this detour over gold, why not measure value
directly by labor-time? 2009fa, 2008fa, 2005fa, 2003fa, 2002fa, 1998WI, 1997ut,

1997sp.

S0ctd At this point I will only say further that
Owen’s ‘labor money’, for instance, is no more
‘money’ than a theater ticket is. Owen presup-
poses directly socialized labor, a form of produc-
tion diametrically opposite to the production of
commodities. The certificate of labor is merely
evidence of the part taken by the individual in
the common labor, and documents his claim to a
portion of the common product that has been set
aside for consumption. But Owen never makes
the mistake of presupposing the production of
commodities and hoping that he can, by tinker-
ing with money, avoid the necessary conditions
for that form of production.

S0¢d Hier sei noch bemerkt, da z.B. das
Owensche ,,Arbeitsgeld* ebensowenig ,,Geld™ ist
wie etwa eine Theatermarke. Owen setzt un-
mittelbar vergesellschaftete Arbeit voraus, eine
der Warenproduktion diametral entgegengesetz-
te Produktionsform. Das Arbeitszertifikat kon-
statiert nur den individuellen Anteil des Produ-
zenten an der Gemeinarbeit und seinen indivi-
duellen Anspruch auf den zur Konsumtion be-
stimmten Teil des Gemeinprodukts. Aber es fillt
Owen nicht ein, die Warenproduktion vorauszu-
setzen und dennoch ihre notwendigen Bedingun-
gen durch Geldpfuschereien umgehn zu wollen.

Question 413 (Tue Oct 5-Thu Oct7) Why is “labor money” not money? 2007fa, 2007SPF,

2003fa.

3.1.b. [Exchange-Value Becomes Price]

Step

goes back from the equivalent to the relative form of value. What happens to the

relative form of value if gold becomes the measure of value? It becomes the price. The next
two pages discuss the price of one single commodity, one ton of iron.

189:1 The expression of the value of
a commodity in gold—x commodity A =
y money commodity—is the commodity’s
money form or its price. A single equation,
such as 1 ton of iron = 2 ounces of gold,
now suffices to express the value of iron in
a socially valid manner. There is no longer
any need for this equation to line up together
with all other equations that express the val-
ues of the other commodities, because the
equivalent commodity, gold, already pos-
sesses the character of money. The com-
modities” general relative value form has

110:1 Der Wertausdruck einer Ware in
Gold—x Ware A = y Geldware—ist ihre
Geldform oder ihr Preis. Eine vereinzel-
te Gleichung, wie 1 Tonne Eisen = 2 Un-
zen Gold, geniigt jetzt, um den Eisenwert
gesellschaftlich giiltig darzustellen. Die
Gleichung braucht nicht ldnger in Reih und
Glied mit den Wertgleichungen der andren
Waren aufzumarschieren, weil die Aquival-
entware, das Gold, bereits den Charakter
von Geld besitzt. Die allgemeine relative
Wertform der Waren hat daher jetzt wieder
die Gestalt ihrer urspriinglichen, einfachen
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thus the same shape as their original relative | oder einzelnen relativen Wertform.

value form, the Simple or Individual form

of value.

Definition of price. One single equation, which looks like the Simple form of value, is now
a “socially valid” expression of the value of one ton of iron. The word “single” in the second
sentence of Marx’s text above is in German “vereinzelt,” indicating that this single-ness is
not original but produced, the result of a social process. A social relation takes form of a

relationship between two individual commodities.

Exam Question 414 What is the price of a commodity? Say how it is defined, and say as
much as you can about it without going into Marx’s theory how its magnitude is determined.
2008fa, 2007SP, 2005fa, 2004 fa, 2003fa, 2001 fa, 1999SP, 1998WI1, 1997sp.

Question 417 (Tue Oct 5-Thu Oct7) Compare the Price form with the Simple form of value.
2009fa, 2007SP, 2004 fa, 2003fa.

Whereas the expression of the value of any ordinary commodity looks now like the Simple
form of value, the expression of the value of money looks like the Expanded form of value:
On the other hand, the Expanded relative ex- Andrerseits wird der entfaltete relative Wert-
pression of value, the endless series of equa- | ausdruck oder die endlose Reihe relati-
tions, has now become the specific relative | ver Wertausdriicke zur spezifisch relativen
form of value of the money commodity. Wertform der Geldware.

| Usually the commodity in the relative form of value plays an active role. This is not the
case here:

The endless series, however, is already so-
cially given in the prices of the commodi-
ties. We only need to read the quotations of
a price list backwards, to find the magnitude
of the value of money expressed in all pos-
sible commodities.

Diese Reihe ist aber jetzt schon gesell-
schaftlich gegeben in den Warenpreisen.
Man lese die Quotationen eines Preisku-
rants riickwiérts und man findet die Wert-
grofle des Geldes in allen moglichen Waren
dargestellt.

1t Money does not have to work to establish its form of value. Rather, this form of value
is already given. Since all goods express their values in money, money becomes “directly

exchangeable” for them. Compare
powerful expression of the value of money.

. The fact that money can buy everything is a

Question 418 (Tue Oct 5-Thu Oct7) How is the value of money expressed? 2009 fa, 2008faq,
2008SP, 2007SP, 2005fa, 2004 fa, 2003fa, 2002fa, 2001 fa, 2000fa, 1999SP, 1998W1,
1997ut, 1997sp.

Question 419 (Tue Oct 5-Thu Oct7) If linen is offered in exchange for a coat, Marx is
adamant that this is not an expression of the value of the coat, only of the linen. But if linen
is offered in exchange for money, then this is part of the expression of the value of money.

How did this difference come about? 2009fa.

After a side remark about the so-called mint price of gold, which is not really a price

according to the definition of price given here
189:2-190 The price or money form of
commodities, like their form of value gener-

222

, Marx continues:
110:2-111 Der Preis oder die Geldform
der Waren ist, wie ihre Wertform tiberhaupt,



ally, is a form different from their palpable
and real bodily forms, i.e., it is a merely no-
tional or imagined form.

3.1. Measure of Value

eine von ihrer handgreiflich reellen Korper-
form unterschiedne, also nur ideelle oder
vorgestellte Form.

Marx says here something about the price form which is true for all value forms of a
commodity: it is “notional.” The German word translated here by “notional” is “ideell.” It
is incorrect to translate “ideell” with “ideal.” Marx makes a strict distinction between the
German terms “ideal” and “ideell.” Something which is ideal is by definition not real, it
is an idealization of something real. The price of a commodity is not ideal in this sense.
Marx held the view that social relations are real forces, that they are independent causal
powers. A defense of this causal criterion of “reality” is given by Bhaskar in [Bha89b,
p- 69:2]. Nevertheless, certain social relations “exist” most importantly in the heads of the
individuals, i.e., they are “notional” (ideell). One should not be confused by this formulation
and think Marx wanted to deny their reality.

|l The value of a commodity is not a surface category. It represents the social relations
under which the commodity was produced, namely, the abstract human labor spent during its
production. In the negotiations between buyer and seller, only the properties of the product
itself are discussed; the labor spent by the producer is treated as if it was the private affair of
the producer. In this sense, the value is “invisible” to the surface agents:

Although invisible, the value of iron, linen
and corn exists in these very articles: it is
made accessible through their equality with
gold, a relation with gold which exists, so to
speak, only in their heads.

Der Wert von Eisen, Leinwand, Weizen usw.
existiert, obgleich unsichtbar, in diesen Din-
gen selbst; er wird vorgestellt durch ihre
Gleichheit mit Gold, eine Beziehung zum
Gold, die sozusagen nur in ihren Kopfen

spukt.

1+ Although nobody is talking about this labor content it plays an important role in the
surface interactions, it is so-to-say the elephant in the room. If market prices are above the
value determined by this labor content, more suppliers will tend to appear on the market
until the discrepancy between values and prices disappears, and if market prices are below
value, supply will diminish. One can think of value as a substance inside the commodities
which is squeezed, and therefore tends to raise prices, if the commodity is sold below its
value, and which is stretched, and therefore tends to lower prices, if the commodity is sold
above its value. This is why Marx says it is invisibly present in the commodity. By their
attempts to get a price as high as possible the market participants take part in the process in
which value finds its magnitude. This is why Marx says that the value is “vorgestellt,” i.e.,
represented, introduced into social interactions, by its exchange relationship with gold on
the surface of the economy. But the last half of this sentence above seems to indicate that we
have not made much headways, since this relation is still inside the heads of the commodity
owners. |} Alas, all they have to do is write this relation down in form of a price sign:

The guardian of the commodities must
therefore lend them his tongue, or hang a
ticket on them, in order to communicate

Der Warenhiiter muf3 daher seine Zunge in
ihren Kopf stecken oder ihnen Papierzettel
umhingen, um ihre Preise der AuBenwelt

their prices to the outside world.”! | mitzuteilen.”!

Question 420 (Tue Oct 5-Thu Oct7) Why do the commodity owners write the price on
their price signs and not the labor-content of the commodity they are producing? 2009fa,
2007fa, 2007SP, 2005fa.

By their price tags, the commodities tell the world what they are worth (or at least what
their owner thinks they are worth). This is not merely a theoretical musing but has practical
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implications: the price tag commits the owner to hand the commodity over to anyone who
is willing to pay the marked price. The price therefore has real effects, but the gold which
makes pricing possible does not have to be present.

Since expression of the value of commodi- | Da der Ausdruck der Warenwerte in Gold

ties in gold is a purely notional act, it re-
quires only imagined or notional gold. Ev-
ery owner knows that by giving price form
(i.e., imagined gold form) to the value of
his commodities he is nowhere near turning
them into gold. It also does not require the
tiniest particle of real gold to give a valua-

ideell ist, ist zu dieser Operation auch nur
vorgestelltes oder ideelles Gold anwendbar.
Jeder Warenhiiter weil3, dafl er seine Waren
noch lange nicht vergoldet, wenn er ihrem
Wert die Form des Preises oder vorgestellte
Goldform gibt, und daf er kein Quentchen
wirkliches Gold braucht, um Millionen Wa-

tion in gold of millions of pounds’ worth of | renwerte in Gold zu schitzen.

commodities.

3.1.c. [Commodity Prices and the Value of Gold]

The process of giving a price does not require actual gold and also does not immediately
yield actual gold. This observation seems too trivial to be worth repeating. However it
opens up the nontrivial question: what is the real basis of the act of price-giving? Marx
claims that gold does enter this process. Since it does not have to be present and also will
not necessarily be present, Marx calls it “imagined”.

In its function as measure of value, money | In seiner Funktion des Wertmalies dient das
serves therefore—as only imagined or no- | Geld daher—als nur vorgestelltes oder ide-
tional money. elles Geld.

This is the step , going back to the equivalent form. Now Marx uses the word “money,”
not “gold,” because this is true for all other forms of currency too. Since this invites false
theories of money, this would be a good place to give some theory-critical remarks. Instead
of making such remarks here, Marx refers to Contribution:

This circumstance has given rise to the ‘ Dieser Umstand hat die tollsten Theorien

52

wildest theories. ‘ veranlaBt.>?

52 See Karl Marx, Contribution to the Critique
etc., ‘“Theories of the Standard of Money’, pp. 53
ff. [English translation, pp. 76 ff.].

52 Sjehe Karl Marx, ,,Zur Kritik etc.”, ,,Theo-
rien von der Maf3einheit des Geldes”, p. 53 sqq.

Marx asks now: what information about money is needed?

But, although the money that performs the
function of a measure of value is only imag-
ined, the price depends entirely on the actual
substance that is money. The value, i.e. the
quantity of human labor contained in a ton
of iron, is expressed by an imagined quan-
tity of the money commodity containing the
same amount of labor as the iron. There-
fore according to whether it is gold, silver
or copper which is serving as the measure
of value, the value of the ton of iron obtains
very different price expressions, or will be
represented by very different quantities of
those metals.
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Obgleich nur vorgestelltes Geld zur Funk-
tion des WertmaBes dient, hingt der Preis
ganz vom reellen Geldmaterial ab. Der
Wert, d.h. das Quantum menschlicher Ar-
beit, das z.B. in einer Tonne Eisen enthalten
ist, wird ausgedriickt in einem vorgestell-
ten Quantum der Geldware, welches gleich
viel Arbeit enthilt. Je nachdem also Gold,
Silber oder Kupfer zum Wertmal3 dienen,
erhdlt der Wert der Tonne Eisen ganz ver-
schiedne Preisausdriicke oder wird in ganz
verschiednen Quantititen Gold, Silber oder
Kupfer vorgestellt.



3.1. Measure of Value

One should not take this to mean that the seller needs to know how much labor is contained
in gold. There is a connection, but it is more complicated than this.

Question 421 (Tue Oct 5-Thu Oct7) By putting a price tag on a commodity, does the seller
declare, assert, that this commodity contains as much labor as the corresponding amount of
gold? 2009fa, 2008fa, 2007fa, 2004 fa, 2002fa, 1997ut.

Question 422 (Tue Oct 5-Thu Oct7) Marx says that under the gold standard the magnitude
of the price of a commodity is that amount of gold which contains the same amount of so-
cially necessary labor as the commodity. However the person who purchases the commodity
has, as a rule, no idea how much labor his gold coin represents. Which mechanism did
Marx postulate for the dependence of the price level on the labor content of gold? 2007fa,
2004 fa, 2002fa, 1998WI.

To illustrate the role played by the actual money material, Marx discusses next the relation
between gold prices and silver prices of commodities.

190:1 If therefore two different com- 111:1 Dienen daher zwei verschiedne

modities, such as gold and silver, serve
simultaneously as measures of value, all
commodities will have two separate price-
expressions, the price in gold and the price
in silver, which will quietly co-exist as long
as the ratio of the value of silver to that
of gold remains unchanged, say at 1:15.
However, every alteration in this ratio dis-
turbs the ratio between the gold prices and
the silver prices of commodities, and thus
proves in fact that a duplication of the mea-

Waren, z.B. Gold und Silber, gleichzeitig
als Wertmal3e, so besitzen alle Waren zwei-
erlei verschiedne Preisausdriicke, Goldprei-
se und Silberpreise, die ruhig nebeneinan-
der laufen, solange das Wertverhiltnis von
Silber zu Gold unverindert bleibt, z.B. =
1:15. Jede Veridnderung dieses Wertverhilt-
nisses stort aber das Verhiltnis zwischen
den Goldpreisen und den Silberpreisen der
Waren und beweist so tatsdchlich, da3 die
Verdopplung des Wertmalles seiner Funkti-

sure of value contradicts the function of that ‘ on widerspricht.>

measure.

53 ‘

From chapter One, section |.3 we know that value must express itself in one commodity
only. Bimetallism is a form of value that does not meet this requirement, and therefore leads
to crises (Gresham’s law: small differences in preferability induce the money holders to
make huge shifts in money holdings).

Question 424 (Tue Oct 5-Thu Oct 7) Assume under bimetallism the nominal value of silver
falls below its real value. Will then silver coins be used for exchange or gold coins? 2008fa,
1997sp.

The disturbances created by the duplication of the measure of value in bimetallism are
proof that the production costs of gold and silver do matter and are closely watched.

3.1.d. [Standard of Prices]

If we know that 1 Ib of wheat has as much labor as 2 g of gold, we still don’t know the price
of wheat. For this it is also necessary to know how much gold is represented by 1 monetary
unit. This second step is the function of gold as standard of prices. This is not a “higher”
function than measure of value, but an additional, more technical function. After gold, in its
function as measure of value, has associated every commodity with a certain amount of gold,
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the need arises to compare different gold quantities with each other. In this comparison, gold

functions as standard of prices.

The function of gold as standard of prices is introduced by an alternative transition from

the relative form of value, i.e., the price, back
back-and-forth-step
expresses two things:

to the equivalent form. In our numbering it is

. In prices, all commodities have a uniform value expression which

o the value of each commodity differs from its use-value.

o the values of different commodities are qualitatively equal, they only differ by their

quantities.

While 189:1-190:1 discussed the price of one single commodity, one ton of iron, step (3b)
addresses the second aspect and looks at the prices of several commodities together.

191:1/0 After they are given their prices,
all commodities present themselves in the
form: a commodity A = x gold; b commod-
ity B = y gold; ¢ commodity C = z gold,
etc., where a, b, ¢ represent definite quan-
tities of the commodities A, B, C, and x,
v, z definite quantities of gold. The values
of these commodities are therefore trans-
formed into imagined amounts of gold of
different magnitudes. Despite the colorful
variety of the commodities themselves, their
values become magnitudes of the same de-

nomination, gold-magnitudes.

112 Die preisbestimmten Waren stellen
sich alle dar in der Form: a Ware A = x Gold,
b Ware B =z Gold, ¢ Ware C =y Gold usw.,
wo a, b, ¢ bestimmte Massen der Warenar-
ten A, B, C vorstellen, x, z, y bestimmte Mas-
sen des Goldes. Die Warenwerte sind daher
verwandelt in vorgestellte Goldquanta von
verschiedner Grofle, also, trotz der wirren
Buntheit der Warenkorper, in gleichnamige
GroBen, GoldgroBen.

| With this qualitative homogenization for all commodities, the need arises to compare
different quantities of gold, which represent the values of different commodities, with each

other:

As different quantities of gold, they can be
compared with each other and measure each
other. For technical reasons the need arises
to relate them to some fixed quantity of gold
as their unit of measurement. This unit, by
subsequent division into aliquot parts, be-
comes itself an entire scale, the standard of
measurement.

Als solche verschiedne Goldquanta verglei-
chen und messen sie sich untereinander, und
es entwickelt sich technisch die Notwendig-
keit, sie auf ein fixiertes Quantum Gold als
ihre Mafeinheit zu beziehn. Diese MafBein-
heit selbst wird durch weitere Einteilung in
aliquote Teile zum MaBstab fortentwickelt.

| One would think that this need is already met, because the commodities gold, silver,

copper had standards of measurement already
Before they become money, gold, silver and
copper already possess such standards in
their weights, so that, for example, a pound,
which serves as a unit of measurement, can
on the one hand be divided into ounces, and
on the other hand be combined with others

to make up hundredweights.>*

before they became money.
Vor ihrer Geldwerdung besitzen Gold, Sil-
ber, Kupfer bereits solche Mafstibe in ih-
ren Metallgewichten, so daf} z.B. ein Pfund
als Mafeinheit dient und nach der einen
Seite wieder in Unzen usw. abgeteilt, nach
der andren in Zentner usw. zusammenad-

‘ diert wird.>*

|l And indeed, the names of monetary units derive from weight units (e.g. Pound Sterling).
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It is owing to this that, in all metallic cur-
rencies, the names given to the standards
of money or of price were originally taken

3.1. Measure of Value

Bei aller metallischen Zirkulation bilden
daher die vorgefundenen Namen des Ge-
wichtsmalistabs auch die urspriinglichen

from the preexisting names of the standards | Namen des Geldmalstabs oder MaBstabs
of weight. der Preise.

But weight units were used at monetary units only at the beginning. Over time, the mon-
etary standard evolved away from these weight measures. This is why it is justified to say
that the measurement of different gold quantities is an additional function of the money
commodity gold.

3.1.e. [Complementarity and Conflict between Measure of Values
and Standard of Prices]

Under the gold standard, the price signs in the stores are not denominated in ounces or grams
of gold, but in Pound Sterling or other currencies. The Pound Sterling is here a specific
quantity of gold which serves as measuring unit. In the equation a commodity A = z Pound
Sterling, money serves therefore in two functions: on the one hand as measure of value
which leads to the equation a commodity A = x gold, and then as standard of prices which
specifies the gold quantity x by comparing it to the gold quantity which represents 1 Pound
Sterling. Although the function of money as a standard of prices is a trivial function, Marx
devotes here some room to it because the economists of his time often confused changes in

the measure of value with those in the standard of prices.

192:1 As measure of value and as stan-
dard of price, money performs two quite dif-
ferent functions. It is the measure of value
as the social incarnation of human labor; it
is the standard of price as a quantity of metal
with a fixed weight. As the measure of value
it serves to convert the values of all the man-
ifold commodities into prices, into imagined
quantities of gold; as the standard of price it
measures those quantities of gold. The mea-
sure of values allows commodities to mea-
sure themselves as values; the standard of
price, by contrast, measures quantities of
gold by a unit quantity of gold, not the value
of one quantity of gold by the weight of an-
other.

113:1 Als Mal3 der Werte und als Mal3-
stab der Preise verrichtet das Geld zwei ganz
verschiedne Funktionen. Maf} der Werte ist
es als die gesellschaftliche Inkarnation der
menschlichen Arbeit, Mal3stab der Preise als
ein festgesetztes Metallgewicht. Als Wert-
maf dient es dazu, die Werte der bunt ver-
schiednen Waren in Preise zu verwandeln,
in vorgestellte Goldquanta; als MaBstab der
Preise mifit es diese Goldquanta. Am Maf
der Werte messen sich die Waren als Werte,
der MalB3stab der Preise mif3it dagegen Gold-
quanta an einem Goldquantum, nicht den
Wert eines Goldquantums am Gewicht des
andren.

1 Marx emphasizes here the contrast between the fundamental economic function of
money as measure of value and its trivial merely technical function as standard of prices.
| These two different functions have different and even conflicing requirements. As mea-
sure of value, gold must have a variable value like every other commodity, but as standard

of prices it must be a fixed quantity:

For the standard of price, a certain weight
of gold must be fixed as the unit of mea-
surement. In this case, as in all cases where
quantities of the same denomination are to
be measured, the stability of the measure-

Fiir den Mafistab der Preise muf} ein be-
stimmtes Goldgewicht als Mafeinheit fi-
xiert werden. Hier, wie in allen andren Maf3-
bestimmungen gleichnamiger Grofen, wird
die Festigkeit der Maf3verhéltnisse entschei-
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ment is of decisive importance. Hence the
less the unit of measurement (here a quan-
tity of gold) is subject to variation, the better
the standard of price fulfils its office.

dend. Der Maf}stab der Preise erfiillt daher
seine Funktion um so besser, je unverinder-
licher ein und dasselbe Quantum Gold als
Malfeinheit dient.

1+ Therefore gold money fulfills its functions best if one pound sterling always represents
the same amount of gold (i.e., if there is no debasement of the currency). |} Now if we look at
the function of money as measure of value, the same criterion of constancy of the measuring

unit seems in principle unachievable:

But gold can serve as a measure of value
only because it is itself a product of labor,

Als Maf} der Werte kann Gold nur dienen,
weil es selbst Arbeitsprodukt, also der Mog-

and therefore potentially variable in value.> ‘ lichkeit nach ein verinderlicher Wert ist.>

Does this variability in the value of gold disqualify gold from performing the two func-
tions of measure of value and standard of prices? Marx considers this question in detail and
his answer will be that this variability is not an obstacle. |} First he shows that the variability
in the value of gold does not interfere with the function of gold as standard of prices:

192:2/0 It is, first of all, quite clear that a
change in the value of gold in no way im-
pairs its function as standard of prices. No
matter how the value of gold varies, dif-
ferent quantities of gold always remain in
the same value-relation to each other. If
the value of gold fell by 1,000 per cent,
12 ounces of gold would continue to have
twelve times the value of one ounce of gold,
and when we are dealing with ounces we are
only concerned with the relation between
different quantities of gold. Since, on the
other hand, an ounce of gold undergoes no
change in weight when its value rises or
falls, no change can take place in the weight
of its aliquot parts. Thus gold always ren-
ders the same service as a fixed measure of
price, however much its value may vary.

113:2 Es ist zunédchst klar, dal ein Wert-
wechsel des Goldes seine Funktion als
Malistab der Preise in keiner Weise beein-
trichtigt. Wie auch der Goldwert wechsle,
verschiedne Goldquanta bleiben stets in sel-
bem Wertverhiltnis zueinander. Fiele der
Goldwert um 1000%, so wiirden nach wie
vor 12 Unzen Gold 12mal mehr Wert besit-
zen als eine Unze Gold, und in den Preisen
handelt es sich nur um das Verhiltnis ver-
schiedner Goldquanta zueinander. Da and-
rerseits eine Unze Gold mit dem Fallen oder
Steigen ihres Werts keineswegs ihr Gewicht
veridndert, veridndert sich ebensowenig das
ihrer aliquoten Teile, und so tut das Gold
als fixer Mal3stab der Preise stets denselben
Dienst, wie immer sein Wert wechsle.

1 For trivial reasons, a change of value does not affect the role of gold as standard of
prices at all. With a fall of the value of gold by 1000%, Marx presumably means a fall in the
value by the factor of 10, which raises all gold prices to 1000% of their earlier levels. || A
change of value also does not affect its role as measure of values, but here the reasoning is
not quite as trivial. Marx proceeds here in two steps. First he says that the relative values of

two ordinary commodities is not affected by a change in the value of gold:

A change in the value of gold also does
not prevent it from fulfilling its function as
measure of value. The change affects all
commodities simultaneously, and therefore,
other things being equal, leaves the mutual
relations between their values unaltered, al-
though those values are now all expressed in
higher or lower gold-prices than before.

228

113:3/0 Der Wertwechsel des Goldes ver-
hindert auch nicht seine Funktion als Wert-
maB. Er trifft alle Waren gleichzeitig, 143t
also caeteris paribus ihre wechselseitigen re-
lativen Werte unverindert, obgleich sie sich
nun alle in héheren oder niedrigeren Gold-
preisen als zuvor ausdriicken.
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1t The variability of the value of gold does not preclude it from functioning as measure
of value because it leaves the relative prices unchanged. || Next Marx investigates how the
variability in value affects the absolute prices. Here the earlier discussion from Section 3 of

Chapter One applies:

193:1 Just as in the case of the represen-
tation of the value of one commodity in the
use-value of any other commodity, so also in
this case, where commodities measure their
values in gold, we assume nothing more
than that the production of a given quan-
tity of gold costs, at a given period, a given
amount of labor. As regards the fluctua-
tions of commodity prices in general, they
are subject to the laws of the simple relative
expression of value which we developed in
an earlier chapter.

114:1 Wie bei der Darstellung des Werts
einer Ware im Gebrauchswert irgendeiner
andren Ware, ist auch bei der Schitzung
der Waren in Gold nur vorausgesetzt, daf}
zur gegebnen Zeit die Produktion eines
bestimmten Goldquantums ein gegebnes
Quantum Arbeit kostet. In bezug auf die
Bewegung der Warenpreise iiberhaupt gel-
ten die friiher entwickelten Gesetze des ein-
fachen relativen Wertausdrucks.

Despite the differences between simple equivalent and general equivalent, value changes
affect both forms in the same way. These laws were developed earlier, starting

|l A brief summary of those laws shows that their application gives interesting results:

193:2 A general rise in the prices of com-
modities can result either from a rise in their
values, which happens when the value of
money remains constant, or from a fall in
the value of money, which happens when
the values of commodities remain constant.
The process also occurs in reverse: a general
fall in prices can result either from a fall in
the values of commodities, if the value of
money remains constant, or from a rise in
the value of money, if the values of com-
modities remain constant.

114:2 Die Warenpreise konnen nur allge-
mein steigen, bei gleichbleibendem Geld-
wert, wenn die Warenwerte steigen; bei
gleichbleibenden Warenwerten, wenn der
Geldwert fdllt. Umgekehrt. Die Warenprei-
se konnen nur allgemein fallen, bei gleich-
bleibendem Geldwert, wenn die Warenwer-
te fallen; bei gleichbleibenden Warenwer-
ten, wenn der Geldwert steigt.

A change in the price of a commodity evenly depends on both the value of the money and
the value of the commodity. Those who worry about the variability of the value of money
should therefore also consider the variablity of the values of ordinary commodities:

It therefore by no means follows that a rise
in the value of money necessarily implies a
proportional fall in the prices of commodi-
ties, or that a fall in the value of money
implies a proportional rise in prices. This
would hold only for commodities whose
value remains constant. But commodities
whose value rises simultaneously with and
in proportion to that of money would retain
the same price. And if their value rose ei-
ther slower or faster than that of money, the
fall or rise in their prices would be deter-
mined by the difference between the path

Es folgt daher keineswegs, dal} steigender
Geldwert proportionelles Sinken der Waren-
preise und fallender Geldwert proportionel-
les Steigen der Warenpreise bedingt. Dieses
gilt nur fiir Waren von unveridndertem Wert.
Solche Waren z.B., deren Wert gleichméBig
und gleichzeitig steigt mit dem Geldwert,
behalten dieselben Preise. Steigt ihr Wert
langsamer oder rascher als der Geldwert, so
wird der Fall oder das Steigen ihrer Preise
bestimmt durch die Differenz zwischen ih-
rer Wertbewegung und der des Geldes usw.
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described by their value and that described
by the value of money. And so on.

1 As productivity rises, a given amount of gold represents less and less labor-time. This
does not impair the ability of gold to function as measure of value because ordinary com-
modities also represent less and less labor. On the contrary, the variability of the value of
money is an advantage, since prices remain more stable if gold takes part in the general de-
velopment of productivity. This concludes Marx’s reasoning that the variability in the value
of gold does not impair its function as measure of value, but on the contrary even enhances
it. This is not really a paradoxical result if one looks at it as follows: Quantitative variability
is an intrinsic characteristic of value, which the measuring stick should share with that what
it measures.

Question 426 (Tue Oct 5-Thu Oct 7) If the value of gold changes over time, does this impair
its role as standard of prices? Does it impair its role as measure of value? 2009fa, 2008fa,
2007fa, 2001 fa.

3.1.f. [Separation of Money Names from Weight Names]

193:3/0 Let us now return to our investi- 114:3 Kehren wir nun zur Betrachtung

gation of the price form. der Preisform zuriick.
After this short digression, clarifying certain issues regarding measure of value and standard
of prices, let us see now what this new determination on the side of the equivalent form does
to the side of the relative values. This is back-and-forth step (4): Price no longer expressed
in weight quantities of gold but in a money name.

This step can be divided into two substeps. First substep: the names in which prices are
called no longer coincide with the weight names of the money commodity but they are their
own specific words. This is a somewhat unexpected transition, since this is the development
of a form which is not true to its content. If it is true that prices are equivalent quantities of
gold, why are they not called this? As in the discussion starting in , Marx describes
here the circumstances facilitating the transition from a truer form to a more mystified form.

For various reasons, the money names of the
metal weights gradually diverge from their
original weight-names. The historically de-
cisive reasons are: (1) The introduction of
foreign money among less developed peo-
ples. This happened at Rome in its early
days, where gold and silver coins circulated
at first as foreign commodities. The names
of these foreign coins were different from
those of the indigenous weights. (2) With
the development of material wealth, the
more precious metal extrudes the less pre-
cious from its function as measure of value.
Silver drives out copper, gold drives out sil-
ver, however much this sequence may con-
tradict the chronology of the poets.>® The
word “pound,” for instance, was the money-
name given to an actual pound weight of
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114:4/0 Die Geldnamen der Metallge-
wichte trennen sich nach und nach von ih-
ren urspriinglichen Gewichtnamen aus ver-
schiednen Griinden, darunter historisch ent-
scheidend: 1. Einfiihrung fremden Geldes
bei minderentwickelten Volkern, wie z.B.
im alten Rom Silber- und Goldmiinzen zu-
erst als ausldndische Waren zirkulierten.
Die Namen dieses fremden Geldes sind von
den einheimischen Gewichtnamen verschie-
den. 2. Mit der Entwicklung des Reichtums
wird das minder edle Metall durch das ed-
lere aus der Funktion des Wertmalies ver-
drangt. Kupfer durch Silber, Silber durch
Gold, sosehr diese Reihenfolge aller poe-
tischen Chronologie widersprechen mag.>
Pfund war nun z.B. Geldname fiir ein wirk-
liches Pfund Silber. Sobald Gold das Silber



silver. As soon as gold had driven out sil-
ver as a measure of value, the same name
became attached to, say, one fifteenth of a
pound of gold, depending on the ratio be-
tween the values of gold and silver. Pound
as a moneyname and pound as the ordinary
weight-name of gold are now two differ-
ent things.57 (3) Centuries of continuous
debasement of the currency by kings and
princes have in fact left nothing behind of
the original weights of gold coins but their
names.”®

36 In any case, its historical validity is not en-
tirely universal.

3.1. Measure of Value

als Wertmalf} verdriangt, hdngt sich derselbe
Name vielleicht an 1/15 usw. Pfund Gold, je
nach dem Wertverhiltnis von Gold und Sil-
ber. Pfund als Geldname und als gewdhn-
licher Gewichtname des Goldes sind jetzt
getrennt.>’ 3. Die Jahrhunderte fortgesetz-
te Geldfilschung der Fiirsten, welche vom
urspriinglichen Gewicht der Geldmiinzen in
der Tat nur den Namen zuriicklieB.>®

36 Sie ist iibrigens auch nicht von allgemein
historischer Giiltigkeit.

Question 427 (Tue Oct 5-Thu Oct 7) What does Marx mean with footnote 56 to ?

57 Thus the pound sterling denotes less than
one-third of its original weight, the ‘pound scots’
before the union, only one 36th, the French livre
one 74th, the Spanish maravedi, less than one
1,000th, and the Portuguese rei a still smaller
fraction.

58 “The coins which today have a merely ideal
denomination are in all nations the oldest; once
upon a time they were all real, and because they
were real people reckoned with them’ [Gal03, p.
153].

57 Note zur 2. Ausg. So bezeichnet das eng-
lische Pfund weniger als ein Drittel seines ur-
spriinglichen Gewichts, das schottische Pfund
vor der Union nur noch 1/36, der franzdsische
Livre 1/74, der spanische Maravedi weniger als
1/1000, der portugiesische Rei eine noch viel
kleinere Proportion.

58 Note zur 2. Ausg. ,.Die Miinzen, deren Na-
men heute nur noch ideell sind, sind bei allen Na-
tionen die idltesten; sie alle waren einst real, und
eben weil sie real waren, hat man mit ihnen ge-
rechnet.” [Gal0O3, p. 153].

One should expect now that Marx goes back to the relative form of value, in order to
look at the corresponding modifications in the price form. But he first gives a little more
detail about what happens to the equivalent form when the money commodity obtains the
function as standard of prices. In the first paragraph a historical fact about the measuring
unit is quoted: it separates itself from the weight name.

194:1 These historical processes have
made the separation of the money-name
from the weight-name into a fixed popu-
lar custom. Since the standard of money is
on the one hand purely conventional, while
on the other hand it must possess universal
validity, it is in the end regulated by law.

115:1 Diese historischen Prozesse ma-
chen die Trennung des Geldnamens der Me-
tallgewichte von ihrem gewohnlichen Ge-
wichtsnamen zur Volksgewohnheit. Da der
Geldmafistab einerseits rein konventionell
ist, andrerseits allgemeiner Giiltigkeit be-
darf, wird er zuletzt gesetzlich reguliert.

Role of the state: on the one hand the monetary unit is purely conventional, on the other
it must have general validity, therefore regulated by law. The economic determinations are

such that they require conscious intervention.

A given weight of one of the precious met-
als, an ounce of gold for instance, becomes
officially divided into aliquot parts, bap-
tized by the law as a pound, a thaler, etc.
These aliquot parts, which then serve as the

Ein bestimmter Gewichtsteil des edlen Me-
talls, z.B. eine Unze Gold, wird offiziell ab-
geteilt in aliquote Teile, die legale Taufna-
men erhalten, wie Pfund, Taler usw. Sol-
cher aliquote Teil, der dann als die eigentli-
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actual units of money, are subdivided into
other aliquot parts with legal names, such
as a shilling, a penny etc.>® But, despite
this, a definite weight of metal remains the
standard of metallic money. All that has
changed is the subdivision and the denom-
ination of the money.

5 David Urquhart remarks in his ‘Familiar
Words” [Urg55, p. 105] on the monstrosity (!)
that nowadays a pound (sterling), which is the
unit of the English standard of money, is equal
to about a quarter of an ounce of gold. ‘This is
falsifying a measure, not establishing a standard.’
In this ‘false denomination’ of the weight of gold,
he finds what he finds everywhere else, the falsi-
fying hand of civilization.

194:2 The prices, or quantities of gold,
into which the values of commodities are
ideally changed, are therefore now ex-
pressed in the money-names, or the legally
valid names of the subdivisions of the gold
standard made for the purpose of reckoning.
Hence, instead of saying that a quarter of
wheat is worth an ounce of gold, people in
England would say that it was worth £3 17s.
10 1/2d. In this way commodities tell each
other by their money-names how much they
are worth, and money serves as money of
account whenever it is a question of fixing a
thing as a value and therefore in its money
form.%0

60 “When Anacharsis was asked what the

Greeks used money for, he replied: for reckon-
ing’ (Athenaeus, Deipnosophistae, Bk 1V, 49, v.
2, ed. Schweighéuser, 1802)

che Maf3einheit des Geldes gilt, wird unter-
geteilt in andre aliquote Teile mit gesetzli-
chen Taufnamen, wie Shilling, Penny etc.>
Nach wie vor bleiben bestimmte Metallge-
wichte Malstab des Metallgeldes. Was sich
gedndert, ist Einteilung und Namengebung.

3 Note zur 2. Ausg. Herr David Urquhart be-
merkt in seinen ,,Familiar Words™ tiber das Unge-
heuerliche (!), daB heutzutage ein Pfund (£ St.),
die Einheit des englischen GeldmaBstabs, gleich
ungefidhr 1/4 Unze Gold ist: ,Das ist Filschung
eines Mafles und nicht Festsetzung eines Mal3-
stabs™ [Urg55, p. 105]. Er findet in dieser ,,fal-
schen Benennung des Goldgewichts wie iiberall
sonst die filschende Hand der Zivilisation.

115:2 Die Preise, oder die Goldquanta,
worin die Werte der Waren ideell verwan-
delt sind, werden jetzt also ausgedriickt in
den Geldnamen oder gesetzlich giiltigen Re-
chennamen des Goldmafstabs. Statt also zu
sagen, der Quarter Weizen ist gleich einer
Unze Gold, wiirde man in England sagen, er
ist gleich 3 Pfd.St. 17 sh. 10 1/2 d. Die Wa-
ren sagen sich so in ihren Geldnamen, was
sie wert sind, und das Geld dient als Rechen-
geld, sooft es gilt, eine Sache als Wert und

daher in Geldform zu fixieren.®°

60 Note zur 2. Ausg. ,,Als man den Ana-
charsis fragte, wozu die Hellenen das Geld brau-
chen, antwortet er: zum Rechnen.” (Athen[aeus],
,.Deipn[osophistae]“, 1. IV, 49, v. 2 [p. 120], ed.
Schweighduser, 1802.)

Here Marx finally says what happens to the relative form of value, the prices, after the
equivalent form developed into a standard of price. They are expressed in money names (i.e.,
people do not even know anymore that prices represent certain quanta of gold). Therefore,

by back-and-forth step

195:1 The name of a thing is altogether
external to its nature. I know nothing of a
man if I merely know his name is Jacob. In
the same way, every trace of the value rela-
tion disappears in the money names pound,
thaler, franc, ducat, etc. It adds to the con-
fusion about the hidden meaning of these
cabalistic signs that these money names ex-
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, money is transformed into money of account.

115:3/0 Der Name einer Sache ist ih-
rer Natur ganz duBerlich. Ich weil3 nichts
vom Menschen, wenn ich weil}, daB3 ein
Mensch Jacobus heifit. Ebenso verschwin-
det in den Geldnamen Pfund, Taler, Franc,
Dukat usw. jede Spur des Wertverhiltnis-
ses. Die Wirre iiber den Geheimsinn dieser
kabbalistischen Zeichen ist um so grofer,



press both the values of commodities and,
simultaneously, proportional parts of a cer-
tain weight of metal, namely of that amount
of metal which serves as the standard of
money.®!  On the other hand, it is in fact
necessary that value, as opposed to the mul-
tifarious objects of the world of commodi-
ties, should develop into this form which is
objective and gives no hint at its concep-
tual origin, but which is also a simple social

3.1. Measure of Value

als die Geldnamen den Wert der Waren
und zugleich aliquote Teile eines Metall-
gewichts, des GeldmaBstabs, ausdriicken.®!
Andrerseits ist es notwendig, dafl der Wert
im Unterschied von den bunten Korpern der
Warenwelt sich zu dieser begriffslos sach-
lichen, aber auch einfach gesellschaftlichen
Form fortentwickle.®?

form.%?

Fowkes translates “Wirre iiber den attributing a hidden meaning to nonmental”. These translations are
Geheimsinn dieser kabbalistischen these cabalistic signs” “begriffslos clearly wrong.

Zeichen” as “confusion caused by sachlich” as “material and

61 “Because as standard of price gold is ex-
pressed by the same names of account as the
prices of commodities—for example £3 17s. 10
d. may denote an ounce of gold just as well as
a ton of iron—these names of account are called
the mint-price of gold. Thus the strange notion
arose that gold is estimated in its own material
and that, unlike all other commodities, its price is
fixed by the State. The establishing of names of
account for definite weights of gold was mistaken
for the establishing of the value of these weights’
(Karl Marx, op. cit., p. 52) [English edition, p.
74].

This is a quote from Contribution, 312:2/00.

2 Cf. “Theories of the Standard of Money’,
in Zur Kritik etc., pp. 53 ff. [English edition,
pp. 76 ff.]. Some theorists had fantastic no-
tions of raising or lowering the ‘mint-price’ of
money by getting the state to transfer to greater
or smaller weights of gold or silver the names
already legally appropriated to fixed weights of
those metals, so that for example 1/4 ounce of
gold could be minted into 40 shillings in the fu-
ture instead of 20. However, Petty dealt with
these so exhaustively in his Quantulumcunque
Concerning Money: To the Lord Marquis of Hal-
ifax, 1682, at least in those cases where they
aimed not at clumsy financial operations against
public and private creditors but rather at eco-
nomic quack remedies, that even his immediate
followers, Sir Dudley North and John Locke, not
to mention later ones, could only repeat in more
shallow terms what he had said. ‘If the wealth
of a nation,” he remarks, ‘could be increased ten

61 Note zur 2. Ausg. ,,Weil das Gold als MaB-
stab der Preise in denselben Rechennamen er-
scheint wie die Warenpreise, also z.B. eine Unze
Gold ebensowohl wie der Wert einer Tonne Eisen
in 3 Pfd.St. 17 sh. 10 1/2 d. ausgedriickt wird, hat
man diese seine Rechennamen seinen Miinzpreis
genannt. Die wunderliche Vorstellung entstand
daher, als ob das Gold (resp. Silber) in seinem
eignen Material geschitzt werde und im Unter-
schied von allen Waren von Staats wegen einen
fixen Preis erhalte. Man versah die Fixierung von
Rechennamen bestimmter Goldgewichte fiir Fi-
xierung des Werts dieser Gewichte.” (Karl Marx,
l.c.p.52.)

62 Vgl. ,, Theorien von der Mafeinheit des Gel-
des“ in ,,Zur Kritik der Pol. Oekon. etc.”, p.
53 sqq. Die Phantasien iiber Erhohung oder
Erniedrigung des ,,Miinzpreises™, die darin be-
steht, die gesetzlichen Geldnamen fiir gesetz-
lich fixierte Gewichtteile Gold oder Silber auf
groBere oder kleinere Gewichtteile von Staats
wegen zu libertragen und demgemif} auch etwa
1/4 Unze Gold statt in 20 kiinftig in 40 sh. zu
prigen—diese Phantasien, soweit sie nicht un-
geschickte Finanzoperationen gegen Staats und
Privatgldubiger, sondern 6konomische ,,Wunder-
kuren bezwecken, hat Petty so erschopfend be-
handelt in ,,Quantulumcunque concerning Mo-
ney. To the Lord Marquis of Halifax, 1682, daf}
schon seine unmittelbaren Nachfolger, Sir Dud-
ley North und John Locke, von spiteren gar nicht
zu reden, ihn nur verflachen konnten. ,,Wenn
der Reichtum einer Nation*, sagt er u.a., ,.durch
eine Verordnung verzehnfacht werden konnte,
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times by a proclamation, it were strange that such
proclamations have not long since been made by
our Governors’ (Petty, op. cit., p. 36).

wire es eigenartig, daf} unsere Regierungen nicht
schon lidngst derartige Verordnungen erlassen ha-
ben. (l.c. p. 36.)

With money of account we are back on the side of the equivalent. A name is an example of
a form extraneous to its content. Fetish character of this highest developed form. Necessity
of this.

This is the climax of this section. When Marx returns now to the relative form of value, he
no longer pushes the derivation of the price form forward, but he discusses the (qualitative
and quantitative) discrepancies, incongruities, between value and price.

Question 429 (Tue Oct 5-Thu Oct7) At the beginning of chapter Three, pages 188—195:1
Marx shows how the development of the equivalent form of value causes the relative form of
value to develop, and this again acts on the equivalent form, and this acts back, etc. Shortly

describe the steps of this back-and-forth motion.

3.1.g. [Incongruities between Value and Price]

First quantitative incongruity. This is what we called back-and-forth step

195:2/0 The price of a commodity is the
money name of the labor objectified in it. It
is therefore a tautology to say that the com-
modity, and the amount of money named by
its price, are equivalents.> The relative ex-
pression of the value of a commodity is al-
ways the expression of the equivalence of
two commodities.

63 <Or indeed it must be admitted that a million
in money is worth more than an equal value in
commodities’ (Le Trosne, op. cit., p. 919), and
hence ‘that one value is worth more than another
value which is equal to it’.

116:1/0 Der Preis ist der Geldname der in
der Ware vergegenstindlichten Arbeit. Die
Aquivalenz der Ware und des Geldquan-
tums, dessen Name ihr Preis ist, ist daher
eine Tautologie,®® wie ja iiberhaupt der rela-
tive Wertausdruck einer Ware stets der Aus-
druck der Aquivalenz zweier Waren ist.

63 Oder man muB schon zugeben, daf} eine
Million in Geld mehr wert ist als ein gleicher
Wert in Waren (Le Trosne, l.c. p. 919), also ,,daf}
ein Wert mehr wert ist als ein gleicher anderer.”

1 If I express the magnitude of the value of a commodity in money, then it follows tauto-
logically that this amount of money is exchangeable (Marx uses: equivalent) with the com-
modity (because this is exactly how I express the value of my commodity). |} However the
opposite does not follow: if a commodity is exchangeable for a certain amount of money,
this amount of money need not necessarily be an expression of the value of that commodity.
(For instance in a fire sale, it may be the expression of the financial distress of its owner.)
Let’s try an illustration: if the weather is good, people will take a walk on the beach. How-
ever that there are many people on the beach does not necessarily mean that the weather is
good (it may be July 4th or D-day).

But although price, being the exponent of
the magnitude of a commodity’s value, is
the exponent of its exchange ratio with
money, it does not follow that the exponent
of its exchange ratio is necessarily the expo-
nent of the magnitude of the commodity’s
value.

1} Exponent = that which exposes, indicator.
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Wenn aber der Preis als Exponent der Wert-
grofle der Ware Exponent ihres Austausch-
verhiltnisses mit Geld, so folgt nicht umge-
kehrt, daf} der Exponent ihres Austauschver-
hiltnisses mit Geld notwendig der Exponent
ihrer Wertgrofe ist.
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There is no mechanism which causes the value of those things to rise that are traded at a
high price. On the contrary.

There is a fundamental asymmetry between form and content. While the content has to
express itself in the form, the form may also incorporate extraneous influences. This is due
to the openness of the world and, more specifically, in the social realm, due to the fact that
societies are composed of individuals who make their own decisions. Other influences may
be active which override the economic laws which Marx is developing here.

The law that values express their magnitude in the quantity of prices is therefore only
a tendential law. The socially necessary labor-time in a commodity is the most enduring
factor regulating its exchange-relation with money, but this exchange-relation may also be

influenced by factors that have nothing to do with labor-time.

Suppose equal quantities of socially neces-
sary labor are represented by 1 quarter of
wheat and £2 (approximately 1/2 ounce of
gold), respectively. £2 is the expression in
money of the magnitude of the value of the
quarter of wheat. It is its price. If circum-
stances now allow this price to be raised to
£3, or compel it to be reduced to £1, then
although £1 and £3 may be too small or too
large to give proper expression to the mag-
nitude of the wheat’s value, they are nev-
ertheless prices of the wheat, for they are,
in the first place, the form of its value, i.e.
money, and, in the second place, the expo-
nents of its exchange-ratio with money. If
the conditions of production, or the produc-
tivity of labor, remain constant, the same
amount of social labor-time must be ex-
pended on the reproduction of a quarter of
wheat, both before and after the change in
price. This situation is not dependent on
the will of the wheat producer or that of the
owners of the other commodities. The mag-
nitude of the value of a commodity there-
fore expresses a necessary relation to social
labor-time which is inherent in the process
by which the commodity is produced.

Gesellschaftlich notwendige Arbeit von
gleicher Grof3e stelle sich in 1 Quarter Wei-
zen und in 2 Pfd.St. (ungefihr 1/2 Unze
Gold) dar. Die 2 Pfd.St. sind Geldausdruck
der Wertgroe des Quarter Weizens, oder
sein Preis. Erlauben nun die Umstinde,
ihn zu 3 Pfd.St., oder zwingen sie, ihn zu
1 Pfd.St. zu notieren, so sind 1 Pfd.St. und
3 Pfd.St. als Ausdriicke der Wertgrofle des
Weizens zu klein oder zu grof3, aber sie sind
dennoch Preise desselben, denn erstens sind
sie seine Wertform, Geld, und zweitens Ex-
ponenten seines Austauschverhéltnisses mit
Geld. Bei gleichbleibenden Produktions-
bedingungen oder gleichbleibender Produk-
tivkraft der Arbeit muf3 nach wie vor zur
Reproduktion des Quarter Weizen gleich
viel gesellschaftliche Arbeitszeit verausgabt
werden. Dieser Umstand hingt vom Wil-
len weder des Weizenproduzenten noch der
andren Warenbesitzer ab. Die Wertgrofie
der Ware driickt also ein notwendiges, ih-
rem Bildungsprozefl immanentes Verhiltnis
zur gesellschaftlichen Arbeitszeit aus.

The socially necessary labor-time in a commodity cannot be changed by decree, and also
not by the exchange decisions of the commodity traders; this is why Marx calls the magni-
tude of value a “necessary relation.” Exchange relations however can be changed by volun-
tary acts. People are free to exchange things at exchange relations that do not conform with

the value relations, but they cannot change those value relations themselves.

With the transformation of the magnitude
of value into the price, this necessary rela-
tion appears as the exchange ratio between a
given commodity and the money commod-
ity which exists outside it. In this relation,

Mit der Verwandlung der Wertgrof3e in Preis
erscheint dies notwendige Verhiltnis als
Austauschverhiltnis einer Ware mit der au-
Ber ihr existierenden Geldware. In diesem
Verhiltnis kann sich aber ebensowohl die
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however, not only the magnitude of value of
the commodity may express itself, but also
the greater or lesser quantity in which it can
be sold under the given circumstances. The
possibility, therefore, of a quantitative in-
congruity between price and magnitude of
value, i.e. the possibility that the price may
diverge from the magnitude of value, is in-
herent in the price form itself.

Wertgrole der Ware ausdriicken, als das
Mehr oder Minder, worin sie unter gegeb-
nen Umstinden verduferlich ist. Die Mog-
lichkeit quantitativer Inkongruenz zwischen
Preis und Wertgrofe, oder der Abweichung
des Preises von der Wertgrofe, liegt also in
der Preisform selbst.

1 Marx argues that such incongruity is inherent in the form of value because price is
the exterior expression of the immanent value, and this exterior expression is open to other

influences as well.

| But then he goes further and says this discrepancy between value and price is not a
defect but a necessity for private commodity production.

This is not a defect but, on the contrary,
it makes this form the adequate form for a
mode of production whose laws can only as-
sert themselves as the blindly operating law
of averages of constant irregularities.

Es ist dies kein Mangel dieser Form, son-
dern macht sie umgekehrt zur adiquaten
Form einer Produktionsweise, worin sich
die Regel nur als blindwirkendes Durch-
schnittsgesetz der Regellosigkeit durchset-
zen kann.

These deviations of value and price are the mechanism by which the general necessities
of the general division of labor are imposed on the individual producers and consumers.

Question 430 (Tue Oct 5-Thu Oct7) Why is it not a defect but a sign that the price form is
“admirably” adapted to commodity production, as the Moore-Aveling translation says, that
prices can deviate from values due to demand and supply?

This is already the second thing which looks like a flaw but which turns out to be neces-
sary: after the variability of the value of gold now also the deviation of commodity prices

from their values.

Exam Question 431 Which two aspects of the function of money as a measure of value first
look like flaws but on a closer look turn out to be necessary? 2008fa, 2007SP, 2005fa,

2004 fa, 2003fa.

Next comes what we called back-and-forth step

197:1 The price-form, however, is not
only compatible with the possibility of a
quantitative incongruity between magnitude
of value and price, i.e. between the mag-
nitude of value and its own expression in
money, but it may also harbor a qualita-
tive contradiction, with the result that price
ceases altogether to express value, despite
the fact that money is nothing but the value-
form of commodities. Things which in and
for themselves are not commodities, things
such as conscience, honor, etc., can be of-
fered for sale by their holders, and thus ac-
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117:1 Die Preisform ld6t jedoch nicht
nur die Moglichkeit quantitativer Inkon-
gruenz zwischen Wertgrofe und Preis, d.h.
zwischen der Wertgrofle und ihrem eignen
Geldausdruck zu, sondern kann einen qua-
litativen Widerspruch beherbergen, so daf3
der Preis tiberhaupt aufhort, Wertausdruck
zu sein, obgleich Geld nur die Wertform der
Waren ist. Dinge, die an und fiir sich kei-
ne Waren sind, z.B. Gewissen, Ehre usw.,
konnen ihren Besitzern fiir Geld feil sein
und so durch ihren Preis die Warenform er-
halten. Ein Ding kann daher formell einen



quire the form of commodities through their
price. Hence a thing can, formally speak-
ing, have a price without having a value.
The expression of price is in this case imag-
inary, like certain quantities in mathemat-
ics. On the other hand, the imaginary price-
form may also conceal a real value-relation
or one derived from it, as for instance the
price of uncultivated land, which is without

3.1. Measure of Value

Preis haben, ohne einen Wert zu haben. Der
Preisausdruck wird hier imaginir wie ge-
wisse Groflen der Mathematik. Andrerseits
kann auch die imaginire Preisform, wie z.B.
der Preis des unkultivierten Bodens, der kei-
nen Wert hat, weil keine menschliche Arbeit
in ihm vergegenstindlicht ist, ein wirkliches
Wertverhiltnis oder von ihm abgeleitete Be-
ziehung verbergen.

value because no human labor is objectified
in it.

After the quantitative now the qualitative incongruity: once the price-form of commodities
is developed, also things which do not have a value can obtain a price.

This possibility, that things can obtain a price from circulation, is also expressed in

“Since money does not reveal what has been converted into it, everything, commodity or
not, is convertible into money.”
Here is also a relevant passage from the Wage chapter:

In the expression ‘value of labor’, the concept of value is not only altogether
extinguished, but it is turned into its opposite. It an imaginary expression, like,
say, ‘value of the earth’. However these imaginary expressions arise from the
relations of production themselves. They are categories for the forms of appear-
ance of essential relations. That in their appearance things are often presented
in an inverted way is something familiar in just about every science, except in
political economy. ( ).

A systematic analysis of the imaginary expressions: value of labor, value of the earth, value
of money as capital (interest), etc., will be given in Part VI of Capital I and Part VII of
Capital I11.

The comparison with imaginary numbers will also be taken up in chapter Nineteen, p.

On the other hand, such a price may still hide an underlying value relation. That the price
of labor hides the value of labor-power is the most prominent example here, this will be
discussed on p. below. Other examples: price of land hides ground rent, capitalization
gives a fictitious value to a claim on an income, etc.

In Resultate 1072:4/0, Marx gives a slightly stronger argument, claiming that every price
must be reducible to value:

Every price must be reducible to a value, because price, in and for itself, is
nothing but the monetary expression of value. The circumstance that the actual
price of a commodity may stand above or below the level corresponding to its
value does not alter the fact that prices are an expression of the values of the
commodities, even though the expression is in this case quantitatively too large
or too small—quantitatively incongruent. But here in the price of labor the lack
of congruence is qualitative.

Question 433 (Tue Oct 5-Thu Oct 7) Discuss the phenomena which Marx refers to as “quan-
titative and qualitative incongruities between price and value” 2007 fa, 2007SP, 2004 fa,
2003fa, 1998W1.
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3.1.h. [From Measure of Value to Means of Circulation]

In order to make the transition to the function of money as means of circulation, Marx looks
at what the price tag means operationally. This is the final back-and-forth step (7). If the
price of one ton of iron is one ounce of gold, then this obligates the owner of iron to give one
ton of iron for each ounce of gold the gold owner is willing to pay (as long as the owner of
iron has this much iron in stock, and there may be other circumstances where this obligation
is voided). Marx says that one ounce of gold is “directly exchangeable for iron:”

197:2/0 Just as any other relative form of
value, the price is the expression of the value
of a commodity. It expresses the value of a
ton of iron, for instance, by asserting that a
given quantity of the equivalent, an ounce of
gold for instance, is directly exchangeable
with iron. But the price form by no means
asserts the converse, that iron is directly ex-
changeable with gold.

117:2/0 Wie die relative Wertform {iber-
haupt, driickt der Preis den Wert einer Wa-
re, z.B. einer Tonne Eisen, dadurch aus, da3
ein bestimmtes Quantum Aquivalent, z.B.
eine Unze Gold, unmittelbar austauschbar
mit Eisen, aber keineswegs umgekehrt, dafl
seinerseits das Eisen unmittelbar austausch-
bar mit Gold ist.

1} Marx throws in the remark that the price tag does not make iron directly exchangeable
for gold. Every child knows that the owner of iron cannot approach the owner of money and
demand one ounce of gold for each ton of iron the iron owner is willing to give him. Why
does Marx mention here this trivial fact? Because the producer of iron finds himself exactly
in the position of having to exchange his iron for all other commodities, i.e., for him, iron
must indeed serve as the general equivalent. Marx said this already in . At that earlier
point, this was posed as an impossibility (all commodities cannot be general equivalent at the
same time). |} But now a solution presents itself: if the producers first convert their ordinary

commodities into money, then they will indeed hold a general equivalent in their hands.

In order to take effect in practice as an
exchange-value, the commodity must there-
fore divest itself of its natural physical body.
It must transform itself from merely imag-
ined gold into real gold, although this act
of transubstantiation may be more ‘burden-
some’ for it than the transition from ne-
cessity to freedom for the Hegelian ‘con-
cept’, the casting of his shell for a lobster,
or the putting-off of the old Adam for Saint

Jerome.%*

Um also praktisch die Wirkung eines Tausch-
werts auszuiiben, muf} die Ware ihren natiirli-
chen Leib abstreifen, sich aus nur vorge-
stelltem Gold in wirkliches Gold verwan-
deln, obgleich diese Transsubstantiation ihr
wsaurer ankommen mag als dem Hegel-
schen ,Begriff* der Ubergang aus der Not-
wendigkeit in die Freiheit oder einem Hum-
mer das Sprengen seiner Schale oder dem
Kirchenvater Hieronymus das Abstreifen

‘ des alten Adam.%*

1+ Marx emphasizes here the difficulties to sell commodities which are, of course, the
necessary counterpart of the ease with which money buys. || Now Marx repeats on a more

formal, abstract level what he just said:

Alongside its actual shape (iron, for in-
stance), a commodity may possess a no-
tional value shape or imagined gold shape
in the form of its price, but it cannot simul-
taneously be both real iron and real gold. To
establish its price it is sufficient for it to be
equated with gold in the imagination. But
to enable it to render its owner the service
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Neben ihrer reellen Gestalt, Eisen z.B., kann
die Ware im Preise ideelle Wertgestalt oder
vorgestellte Goldgestalt besitzen, aber sie
kann nicht zugleich wirklich Eisen und
wirklich Gold sein. Fiir ihre Preisgebung
geniigt es, vorgestelltes Gold ihr gleichzu-
setzen. Durch Gold ist sie zu ersetzen, da-
mit sie ihrem Besitzer den Dienst eines all-



of a universal equivalent, it must be actu-
ally replaced by gold. If the owner of the
iron were to go to the owner of some other
earthly commodity, and were to refer him to
the price of iron as its money form, he would
receive as answer the terrestrial equivalent
of the answer given by St. Peter in heaven
to Dante, when the latter recited the creed:
‘Right well hath now been tested

this coin’s alloy and weight—

but tell me if thou hast it in thy purse’
(Dante, Divina Commedia, Paradiso, Canto
XXIV, lines 84-5)

3.1. Measure of Value

gemeinen Aquivalents leiste. Triite der Be-
sitzer des Eisens z.B. dem Besitzer einer
weltlustigen Ware gegeniiber und verwiese
ihn auf den Eisenpreis, der Geldform sei,
so wiirde der Weltlustige antworten, wie im
Himmel der heilige Petrus dem Dante, der
ihm die Glaubensformel hergesagt:

,,Assai bene € trascorsa

D esta moneta gia la lega e’1 peso,

Ma dimmi se tu I’hai nella tua borsa.*
(Dante, Divina Commedia, Paradiso, Canto
XXIV, lines 84-5)

Question 435 (Tue Oct 5-Thu Oct7) Every child knows that a commodity cannot simulta-
neously be both real iron and real gold. What did Marx mean to say when he wrote this

sentence here?

This passage brings a new aspect of the money form: in the presence of money, direct
barter becomes more difficult. The dominant role of money as General equivalent deprives
the other commodities of the capacity to serve as the expressions of value themselves. See

! This implies that each commodity must be converted into money before it can act
as exchange-value itself. The conclusion is: although the pricing of the commodity only
required imagined money, this pricing implies that commodities must be turned into real
gold in order to change hands. This gives the transition from the measure of value to the

means of circulation.

198:1 The price form implies both the
possibility to convert the commodities into
money and the necessity of this conversion.
On the other hand, gold serves as the no-
tional measure of value only because it is
already present as the money commodity in
the process of exchange.

118:1 Die Preisform schlieft die Verdufer
lichkeit der Waren gegen Geld und die Not-
wendigkeit dieser VerduBerung ein. And-
rerseits funktioniert Gold nur als ideelles
Wertmalf3, weil es sich bereits im Austausch-
prozef3 als Geldware umtreibt.

This succinct formulation leaves out many intermediary steps. The price form implies

1. the possibility of alienation (VeriuBerlichkeit) of the commodity against money; i.e.,
the only condition necessary for someone to get the commodity is that he gives the
money. Because of this possibility, commodity producers will no longer accept non-
money commodities in exchange for their products. I.e., the possibility of alienation

implies the

2. necessity of alienation (VerduBerung): Every commodity must be turned into money
before it can be converted into other commodities. That means, the price form, which
the commodities obtained without money actually being present, requires them to be
exchanged against real money. Is this money available? The answer is yes, because

3. “on the other hand,” gold is the material in which commodities express their values
only because gold is already present in circulation. Le., the task implied in the price
form arises together with the means to solve this task.
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Question 437 (Tue Oct 5-Thu Oct7) If gold serves as the notional measure of value only
because it is already present as the money commodity in the process of exchange, why does
Marx then say that the function of measure of value, and not the function as means of circu-
lation, is the first function of money?

In the notional measure of values lurks | Im ideellen Maf3 der Werte lauert daher das
therefore hard cash. harte Geld.

Question 439 (Tue Oct 5-Thu Oct 7) Describe the relationship between the function of money
as measure of value and as means of circulation in Marx’s theory and in modern mainstream
monetary theories. 2008fa, 2004 fa.

3.2. Means of Circulation

While the first section of chapter Three was a continuation of the development in section
of chapter One, this second section here is a continuation of chapter Two.

3.2.a. The Metamorphosis of Commodities

The word “metamorphosis” denotes the passing of the same entity through different forms
(metamorphosis of a butterfly).

After some general remarks about contradictions in the first paragraph 198:2, the three
next paragraphs 198:3—199:2 argue that one must look at the circulation process from its
form side. After this Marx shows how these formal aspects interface with the purposeful
individual activity of the commodity traders. A famous passage that Say’s law need not
hold, i.e., that crises are possible, concludes subsection 3.2.a.

[Preliminary Remarks about Contradiction]

Marx begins with the following metaphor: the exchange process provides a stage where the
contradictions of the direct barter can play themselves out, just as an elliptical orbit allows
the contradictions between gravity and inertia to play themselves out. The very first sentence

ties into the passage of chapter Two, pp. - , discussing the contradictions
of the direct barter and their resolution:

198:2 We saw that the process of ex- 118:2/0 Man sah, daBl der Austausch-
changing commodities contains contradic- | proze3 der Waren widersprechende und
tory and mutually exclusive relationships. einander ausschliefende Beziehungen ein-

schlieft.

Question 440 (Fri Oct 8~Mon Oct 18) Describe the contradictory and mutually exclusive
relationships in the process of exchanging commodities. 2009 fa, 2008SP, 2007 fa.

|l The next sentence stresses that the development of the value forms does not resolve the

contradictions, but merely give them room to move:
Whereas the development of the commod- | Die Entwicklung der Ware hebt diese Wi-

ity does not resolve these contradictions, it | derspriiche nicht auf, schafft aber die Form,
provides the form in which they can move. worin sie sich bewegen konnen.
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The splitting of the barter into sale and purchase, made possible by the separation of the
world of commodities into ordinary commodities and money, gives room for the movement
of the contradictory aspects included in the barter.

Marx stresses throughout this section that the activity on the market place must be seen
“from the form side.” L.e., what is important about the market events is not whether the trades
are better or poorer bargains for the market participants, or the transaction costs, but the
information which these surface activities send to the producers watching the market. The
interest of the traders is relevant only in so far as it promotes or hinders these formal aspects
of their activities. If the market fails to provide an appropriate form for the underlying
relations of production, then it will not continue to exist; the interests of the traders are
here secondary. If the traders come up with technical devices facilitating their practical
activities, which are such that they would inhibit the function of the market as the agency
giving direction to the economy, then these technical devices will probably be obstructed or

prohibited.
This is generally the method how real con- | Dies ist iiberhaupt die Methode, worin sich
tradictions resolve themselves. wirkliche Widerspriiche 16sen.

1 A true resolution of a contradiction would be a structural change which makes the
contradiction go away. Marx implies here that “real” contradictions do not go away. If they
find ways of actualizing themselves without erupting into a crisis, this is the closest they can
come to “resolve” themselves. In order to actualize itself (or, as the translation below says,
assert itself) a contradiction needs a form which allows all contradictory aspects to assert
themselves. This actualization is not a resolution because the underlying contradiction still
persists. For instance, the separation of the direct barter into sale and purchase is a form
which allows both contradictory aspects of the barter to be achieved. But we will see in

that the separation between sale and purchase makes crises possible, i.e., it does not

eliminate the contradiction as a contradiction. ) o )
For instance, it is a contradiction that a ma- | Es ist z.B. ein Widerspruch, dal ein Korper

terial body constantly falls towards another | bestidndig in einen andren féllt und ebenso
and at the same time constantly flies away | bestindig von ihm wegflieht. Die Ellipse
from it. The ellipse is one of the forms of | ist eine der Bewegungsformen, worin die-

motion in which this contradiction both as- | ser Widerspruch sich ebensosehr verwirk-
serts itself and resolves itself. licht als 10st.

The Fowkes translation shifts the towards another and at the same but they are resolved: “This is, in
contradiction from the physical time constantly flying away from general, the way in which real
process to the description of the it.” And in both the sentence contradictions are resolved.” “The
physical process: “For instance, it before and the one after it, ellipse is a form of motion within
is a contradiction to depict a Fowkes’s formulation is not that which this contradiction is both
material body as constantly falling contradictions resolve themselves, realized and resolved.”

A distinction between surface and core is implicit in this example. Underneath, in the
sphere of the real, two conflicting forces are at work: gravity which makes bodies fall into
each other, and inertia, which forces bodies to maintain the state of motion they already
have. In an elliptical orbit, sometimes inertia and sometimes gravity is predominant (unless
they balance each other exactly at every point, in which case the orbit is a circle, or gravity
overwhelms inertia, in which case it is a parabola). This is analogical to the metamorphosis
of commodities, where, as we will see shortly, sometimes the use-value and sometimes
the value is predominant. The example of the ellipse therefore sets the stage for Marx’s
investigation of the exchange process as the surface mediation of underlying contradictory
tendencies.
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Question 442 (Fri Oct 8~Mon Oct 18) If physics yields such good examples for dialectics,
why are modern physicists not using dialectics?

[Looking at the Circulation Process from the Form Side]

Let us therefore first look at this process going on underneath. On the most general level, this
underlying process is the social metabolism of use-values. In every society with a division
of labor, the products must change hands after they are produced. Everybody parts with his
or her own product and receives the products of others.

198:3/0 In so far as the process of ex-
change transfers commodities from hands in
which they are non-use-values to hands in
which they are use-values, it is a process of
social metabolism. The product of one kind
of useful labor replaces that of another.

119:1 Soweit der Austauschprozef3 Waren
aus der Hand, worin sie Nicht-Gebrauchs-
werte, in die Hand {ibertrdgt, worin sie Ge-
brauchswerte, ist er gesellschaftlicher Stoff-
wechsel. Das Produkt einer niitzlichen Ar-
beitsweise ersetzt das der andren.

Not in every society is this process mediated by an exchange of products. The object of the
present investigation is the social form in which this transfer is carried out in a commodity-
producing society. L.e., Marx asks here which motivations, behaviors, and institutions on
the surface of the economy induce the economic agents to perform the actions necessary to
keep this society-wide metabolism going. The next passage clarifies that the content of the

process is not of interest here, only its form:
Once a commodity has arrived at a place
where it can serve as use-value, it falls out
of the sphere of exchange into that of con-
sumption. Only the exchange is of inter-
est to us here. Therefore we must look at
the whole process from the form side. We
must investigate the form change—or the
metamorphosis—of commodities, which
mediates the social metabolism.

Einmal angelangt zur Stelle, wo sie als
Gebrauchswert dient, fallt die Ware in die
Sphire der Konsumption aus der Sphére des
Warentauschs. Letztre allein interessiert uns
hier. Wir haben also den ganzen Prozef3
nach der Formseite zu betrachten, also nur
den Formwechsel oder die Metamorphose
der Waren, welche den gesellschaftlichen
Stoffwechsel vermittelt.

A similar formulation can be found in chapter Four,

In the last sentence of the preceding paragraph, the process of selling and buying is not
called “exchanges” but “metamorphoses” or “form changes” of the commodities (to be un-
derstood in the sense of “switching forms” or “migrating from one form to the next”).

Question 443 (Fri Oct 8~Mon Oct 18) What does Marx mean when he says in : one
must look at the circulation of commodities from its form side? 2009fa, 2008fa, 2007SPF,
2005fa.

| If one looks at the market transactions from their form side one must avoid the following
mistake: one should not consider the surface activities by which the social metabolism is me-
diated as exchanges. Marx stresses that a sale or purchase has a quite different character than
a barter between two ordinary commodities. People’s thought processes and decision crite-
ria are different when they make a sale or purchase than when they barter two commodities
against each other.

199:1 This change of form has been very 119:2 Die durchaus mangelhafte Auffas-

imperfectly grasped as yet, owing to the cir-
cumstance that, quite apart from the lack of
clarity in the concept of value itself, every
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sung dieses Formwechsels ist, abgesehen
von Unklarheit iiber den Wertbegriff selbst,
dem Umstand geschuldet, daf} jeder Form-



change of form in a commodity results from
the exchange of two commodities, namely
an ordinary commodity and the money com-
modity. If we keep in mind only this mate-
rial aspect, that is, the exchange of the com-
modity for gold, we overlook the very thing
we ought to observe, namely what has hap-
pened to the form of the commodity. We
do not see that gold, as a mere commodity,
is not money, and that the other commodi-
ties, through their prices, relate themselves
to gold as the their own monetary shape.

3.2. Means of Circulation

wechsel einer Ware sich vollzieht im Aus-
tausch zweier Waren, einer gemeinen Wa-
re und der Geldware. Hailt man an die-
sem stofflichen Moment, dem Austausch
von Ware mit Gold, allein fest, so iibersieht
man grade, was man sehn soll, namlich was
sich mit der Form zutrdgt. Man {ibersieht,
daf3 Gold als bloie Ware nicht Geld ist und
dal} die andren Waren sich selbst in ihren
Preisen auf Gold als ihre eigne Geldgestalt
beziehen.

|l Here is this same passage in the French edition (with a translation from the French

edition). The French is clearer than both Engl
[mew] The formal aspect of this move-
ment is a little difficult to grasp, since every
form change of one commodity is brought
about by the exchange of two commodi-
ties. An example of such a form change
is a commodity stripping off its useful form
and putting on its money form. How does
this happen? By its exchange with gold. A
simple exchange of two commodities, if we
view it as a tangible fact; but it is necessary

to look at it more closely.

ish and German versions.

[megall/7]81:2 Ce c6té morphologique
du mouvement est un peu difficile a sai-
sir, puisque tout changement de forme
d’une marchandise s’effectue par I’échange
de deux marchandises. Une marchandise
dépouille, par exemple, sa form usuelle
pur revétir sa forme monnaie. Comment
cela arrive-t-i?  Par son échange avec
I’or. Simple échange de deux marchandises,
voila le fait palpable; mais il faut y regarder
de plus pres.

Question 444 (Fri Oct 8~Mon Oct 18) The empirical appearance of the processes of sale
and purchase encourages a naive mistake, which makes it difficult to understand the meta-
morphosis of the commodity. Which mistake? 2009fa, 2008fa, 2008SP, 2007SF, 2005fa,
2004 fa, 2003fa.

Every form change of a commodity is accomplished by an exchange of two things, an
ordinary commodity and the money commodity. Nevertheless, this form change cannot be
understood if one equates it to a barter between two different commodities on the market.
In a barter, one has to divide one’s attention between two commodities, that which one
gives away and that which one receives. Ic C-M-C, the sale is exclusively devoted to the
realization of the value of the commodity sold, without interference of the use-value which
one intends to purchase afterwards, and the purchase is not burdened with the use-value
which as sold to get the money.

Now that we know what circulation is not, Marx begins to develop what circulation is.
Before he can explain circulation, he first has to explain money, an indispensable ingredient
in the circulation process. |} Marx begins with the observation that money is created in the
circulation process.

199:2 Commodities first enter into ex- 119:3 Die Waren gehn zunichst unver-

change ungilded, without a sugar coating, in
their original home-grown shapes. The pro-
cess of exchange, however, produces a du-
plication of the commodity into commodity

goldet, unverzuckert, wie der Kamm ihnen
gewachsen ist, in den Austauschprozef ein.
Er produziert eine Verdopplung der Ware in
Ware und Geld, einen dulleren Gegensatz,
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and money, an external opposition in which
the commodities represent their internal op-
position between use-value and value.

worin sie ihren immanenten Gegensatz von
Gebrauchswert und Wert darstellen.

1+ This is a reference to the social “deed” preparatory to circulation, discussed in chap-

ter Two,

This deed allows the inner contradiction between use-value and

exchange-value of each individual commodity to be represented on the surface by the con-
tradiction between commodities and money. This contradiction already exists between the

Simple relative and equivalent form, as discussed in

is very similar to here.

In this opposition, commodities as use-
values confront money as exchange-value.
It is true, both sides of this opposition are
commodities, i.e., unities of use-value and
value. But this unity of differences repre-
sents itself at each of the two opposite poles
in an opposite way, and therefore at the
same time represents their mutual interre-
lationship. The commodity is in actuality a
use-value—the fact that it is a value appears
only notionally, in its price, that puts it in
relation with gold as the actual shape of its
value. On the other hand, gold counts only
as the materialization of value, as money. In
its actuality it is therefore exchange-value.
Its use-value appears only notionally in the
series of relative value-expressions, through
which it refers to all other commodities as
the scope of its actual useful shapes.

, and the logic of that earlier place

In diesem Gegensatz treten die Waren als
Gebrauchswerte dem Geld als Tauschwert
gegeniiber. Andrerseits sind beide Seiten
des Gegensatzes Waren, also Einheiten von
Gebrauchswert und Wert. Aber diese Ein-
heit von Unterschieden stellt sich auf jedem
der beiden Pole umgekehrt dar und stellt
dadurch zugleich deren Wechselbeziehung
dar. Die Ware ist reell Gebrauchswert, ihr
Wertsein erscheint nur ideell im Preis, der
sie auf das gegeniiberstehende Gold als ih-
re reelle Wertgestalt bezieht. Umgekehrt
gilt das Goldmaterial nur als Wertmateria-
tur, Geld. Es ist reell daher Tauschwert.
Sein Gebrauchswert erscheint nur noch ide-
ell in der Reihe der relativen Wertausdriicke,
worin es sich auf die gegeniiberstehenden
Waren als den Umkreis seiner reellen Ge-
brauchsgestalten bezieht.

1 In other words, the use-value of gold for filling teeth is ignored. The French edition of
Capital, 81:3, explains very well how the relation between commodity and money differs

from that between two ordinary commodities:

Gold occupies one pole, and all the useful
articles the opposite pole. On both sides
are commodities, unities of use-value and
exchange-value. But this unity of opposites
is, on these two extremes, represented in two
manners inverse to each other. The useful
form of the commodity is its actual form,
while its exchange-value is expressed only
notionally, in imagined gold, by its price.
By contrast, the natural, metallic form of
gold is the form of its general exchange-
ability, its value form, while its use-value
is only notionally expressed in the series of
commodities acting as its equivalents. That
is why a commodity, when it is exchanged
against gold, changes at the same time its
useful form into its value form. When gold
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L’or occupe un pdle, tous les articles utiles
le pdle opposé. Des deux cotés, il y a mar-
chandise, unité de valeur d’usage et de va-
leur d’échange. Mais cette unité de contrai-
res se représente inversement aux deux ex-
trémes. La forme usuelle de la marchandise
en est la forme réelle, tandis que sa valeur
d’échange n’est exprimée qu’idéalement, en
or imaginé, par son prix. La forme naturelle,
métallique de I’or est au contraire sa forme
d’échangeabilité générale, sa forme valeur,
tandis que sa valeur d’usage n’est exprimée
qu’idéalement dans la série des marchan-
dises qui figurent comme ses équivalents.
Or, quand une marchandise s’échange con-
tre de I’or, elle change du méme coup sa
forme usuelle en forme valeur. Quand
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is exchanged against a commodity, then it | 1’or s’échange contre une marchandise, il
changes, with that, its value form into a use- | change de méme sa forme valeur en forme
ful form. usuelle.

In comparison with the French, the German and English editions contain additional infor-
mation. They are overloaded and therefore more difficult to read. At the beginning of the
paragraph, the remark is added that this exterior opposition commodity—money is a product
of the exchange process and represents the interior opposition use-value—exchange-value
in every commodity. The German edition has the following additional sentence at the end:
These opposite forms of the commodities | Diese gegensitzlichen Formen der Waren
are the actual forms of motion of the process | sind die wirklichen Bewegungsformen ihres
of exchange. Austauschprozesses.

One should note how Marx argues here. The separation of barter into sale and purchase
is not described as a device deliberately introduced by the market participants in order to
resolve the practical difficulties of direct barter. Rather, money has been introduced as a sur-
face expression of the relations of production in the core of the economy. Money functions
as “form of value.” Following our above definition of form of value, money is a surface
relation setting the stage for individual behaviors through which the value relations between
the producers, i.e., the pooling of their private labors as abstract labor, are actualized and re-
produced. With the existence of money, the contradiction between use-value and exchange-
value inside every commodity is externalized in the separation of the world of commodities
into ordinary commodities and money.

When the commodity goes through the exchange process, it passes through these two
opposite commodity forms. The terminology “form of motion” reminds of the example of
the ellipse: Just as in an ellipse, sometimes gravity and sometimes inertia is dominant, so
in the exchange of the commodities, first the exchange-value and then the use-value are
dominant.

After this discussion of the two way-stations of the circulation process,” Money and ordi-
nary commodity, Marx discusses now the process itself.

199:3/0 Let us now accompany the owner 119:4/0 Begleiten wir nun irgendeinen
of some commodity, say our old friend the | Warenbesitzer, unsren altbekannten Lein-
linen weaver, to the scene of action, the mar- | weber z.B., zur Szene des Austauschprozes-
ket. Her commodity, 20 yards of linen, has | ses, dem Warenmarkt. Seine Ware, 20 Ellen
a definite price, £2. Leinwand, ist preisbestimmt. Thr Preis ist 2
Pfd.St.

1 Le., the linen weaver finds this price on the market.

She exchanges it for the £2, and then, being | Er tauscht sie aus gegen 2 Pfd.St. und, Mann
a woman of the old school, she parts with | von altem Schrot und Korn, tauscht die 2
the £2 in return for a family Bible of the | Pfd.St. wieder aus gegen eine Familienbibel
same price. vom selben Preis.

1 Here Marx uses the word “exchange” because he describes the practical actions. A
little earlier he had said that although it was physically an exchange between two things,
the commodity involved (linen or bible) and money, it should be considered a form change
of the commodity rather than an exchange. The next sentence redescribes this activity as a
form change. (This illustrates what he meant when he said in that one has to look at
the process from its form side.)

The linen, for her nothing but a commod- Die Leinwand, fiir ihn nur Ware, Werttriger,
ity, carrier of value, is disembodied in ex- | wird entdullert gegen Gold, ihre Wertgestalt,

245



3. Money or the Circulation of Commodities

change for gold, which is the material shape
of the linen’s value. Then it is taken out
of this shape and re-embodied, externalized,
again in exchange for another commodity,
the Bible, a commodity destined to enter the
weaver’s house as an object of utility and
there to satisfy her family’s need for edifi-
cation.

und aus dieser Gestalt riickverdufert gegen
eine andre Ware, die Bibel, die aber als Ge-
brauchsgegenstand ins Weberhaus wandern
und dort Erbauungsbediirfnisse befriedigen
soll.

Marx uses here the pair of words “disembody” or “transfigure” (entiuflern), which means,
strip off its external shell, i.e., selling, and “re-embody” or “re-externalize” (riickverduliern),
the resumption of an external form, i.e., buying. The words entidufern and verduBern are
used in the same meanings also in . But elsewhere, Marx plays on the paradox that the
word verduBern has in German also the meaning “alienate by sale” (“alienate” here in the
literal sense of making it the property of a stranger). More details in the translation note to

The process of exchange is therefore ac-
complished through two opposite yet mu-
tually complementary metamorphoses—the
conversion of the commodity into money,

Der Austauschproze3 der Ware vollzieht
sich also in zwei entgegengesetzten und
einander erginzenden Metamorphosen—
Verwandlung der Ware in Geld und ihre

and the re-conversion of the money into a | Riickverwandlung aus Geld in Ware.%

commodity.®? ‘

Seen from the form side, the weaver does not give away her commodity, but she still has
the same commodity in her hands, which only changes its form. It first burns into money-
ashes and then rises from these ashes in the shape of the use-value which she can actually

use:

65 <As Heracleitus says, all things exchange
for fire, and fire for all things, just as gold does
for goods and goods for gold’ (F. Lassalle, Die
Philosophie Herakleitos des Dunkeln, Berlin,
1858, Vol. I, p. 222.) Lassalle, in his note on
this passage, p. 224, n. 3, erroneously declares
money to be a mere symbol of value.

65 Aus dem ... Feuer aber wird Alles, sag-

te Heraklit, und Feuer aus Allem, gleich wie aus
Gold Giiter und aus Giitern Gold.“ (F. Lassalle,
,.Die Philosophie Herakleitos des Dunkeln®, Ber-
lin 1858, Bd. I, p. 222.) Lassalles Note zu dieser
Stelle, p. 224, n. 3, erklért das Geld unrichtig fiir
bloBes Wertzeichen.

1t While Heracleitus uses the metaphor of burning, Marx himself uses the metaphor of a
chrysalis in and , and the metaphor of a larva in

Question 445 (Fri Oct 8~Mon Oct 18) Come up with other metaphors and see what insights
can be gained from them.

So far, we argued by a transcendental argument that the exchange process must be viewed
from its form side, and arrived at the above form change by a redescription of the exchange
process. Now Marx looks whether we can recognize the elements of this metamorphosis in
the practical activities of the commodity exchangers:

Question 446 (Fri Oct 8~Mon Oct 18) Enumerate four other transcendental arguments in
Capital.

The moments of the metamorphosis of the
commodity are at the same time transac-
tions effected by the commodity owner—

Die Momente der Warenmetamorphose sind
zugleich Hindel des Warenbesitzers— Verkauf,
Austausch der Ware mit Geld; Kauf, Aus-
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tausch des Gelds mit Ware, und Einheit bei-
der Akte: verkaufen, um zu kaufen.

selling, or the exchange of the commodity
for money, buying, or the exchange of the
money for a commodity, and the unity of the
two acts: selling in order to buy.

After producing her commodities, the commodity producer must go to market and engage
in two different transactions, a sale and a purchase, in order to obtain the products she needs.
She has come to depend on it that her practical dealing and wheeling on the market will, as
arule, lead to the desired results: she will find a buyer for her wares and she will be able to

purchase the use-values she needs. This exchange of use-values is her final aim.

200:1 The end result of the transaction,
from the point of view of the weaver, is
that instead of being in possession of the
linen, she now has the Bible; instead of her
original commodity, she now possesses an-
other of the same value but of different util-
ity. She procures her other means of subsis-
tence and production in a similar way. For
the weaver, the whole process accomplishes
nothing more than the exchange of the prod-
uct of her labor for the product of some-
one else’s, nothing more than an exchange
of products.

120:1 Besieht sich der Leinweber nun das
Endresultat des Handels, so besitzt er Bibel
statt Leinwand, statt seiner urspriinglichen
Ware eine andre vom selben Wert, aber ver-
schiedner Niitzlichkeit. In gleicher Weise
eignet er sich seine andren Lebens- und Pro-
duktionsmittel an. Von seinem Standpunkt
vermittelt der ganze Prozefl nur den Aus-
tausch seines Arbeitsprodukts mit fremdem
Arbeitsprodukt, den Produktenaustausch.

It is a transformation of her labor from linen-weaving into the kinds of labor that fulfill her

various needs. It is of little concern to her that the market routine is also an evolution of the
forms of the value of the commodity, despite the fact that she would not be able to achieve
her individually desired outcome if it were otherwise. We, however, will take a close look at

these form changes now:

200:2 The process of exchange is there-
fore accomplished through the following
changes of form:

Commodity—Money—Commodity
C-M-C.

120:2 Der Austauschproze3 der Ware
vollzieht sich also in folgendem Formwech-
sel:

Ware—Geld—Ware
W—-G-W.

These two stages are first considered from the point of view of their result, then separately,

and then in their unity.

200:3 As far as its material content is
concerned, the movement is C — C, the ex-
change of one commodity for another, the
metabolic interaction of social labor, ...

From the point of view of its content it is C

. in whose result the process itself be-
comes extinguished.

120:3 Nach ihrem stofflichen Inhalt ist
die Bewegung W-W, Austausch von Ware
gegen Ware, Stoffwechsel der gesellschaft-
lichen Arbeit, ...

— C, metabolism of social labor.
... in dessen Resultat der Prozef3 selbst er-
lischt.

The process is like a fire; it dies down after its result is achieved. The result does not
recreate the conditions for the renewal of the process.
Now Marx brings more details how this result is achieved.

[C-M]
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200:4/0 C — M. First metamorphosis of |

the commodity, or sale. The leap taken by
value from the body of the commodity into
the body of the gold is the commodity’s
salto mortale, as I have called it elsewhere.
If the leap falls short, it is not the commod-
ity which is bruised but rather its owner.

120:4/00 W — G. Erste Metamorphose
der Ware oder Verkauf. Das Uberspringen
des Warenwerts aus dem Warenleib in den
Goldleib ist, wie ich es anderswo bezeich-
net, der Salto mortale der Ware. Millingt
er, so ist zwar nicht die Ware geprellt, wohl
aber der Warenbesitzer.

“Elsewhere” is a reference to A Contribution to the Critique of Political Economy, p. 325:1/0.
“Bruised” is in German “geprellt” which also means “defrauded.” The commodity owner
must subject his commodity to the test of the market and pass this test, otherwise his labor
is in vain. The private producer, individually, must absorb the costs if social production
exceeds deman, but they benefit in the symmetric imbalance that social production falls
short of demand.

Question 447 (Fri Oct8—Mon Oct 18) Why is the commodity not bruised, and why is the
commodity owner “bruised,” if the commodity’s salto mortale fails? 2009fa, 2007SP,
2005fa, 2001fa.

The social division of labor makes the na- | Die gesellschaftliche Teilung der Arbeit

ture of her labor as one-sided as her needs
are many-sided. The product of her labor
serves her therefore merely as exchange-
value.

macht seine Arbeit ebenso einseitig als seine
Bediirfnisse vielseitig. Ebendeswegen dient
ihm sein Produkt nur als Tauschwert.

1t Here Marx refers to the social structure in the background of these individual activities:
the commodity producers live in a society with a division of labor; they cannot use their own
products themselves, and they have many needs which require the specialized products of
others. Their product is for them only an exchange-value, destined to be traded away for a
wide variety of other commodities. For this function, the General equivalent form would be
the appropriate social form:

It cannot acquire a General socially valid
equivalent form except by being converted
into money—however that money is in

Allgemeine gesellschaftlich giiltige Aquiva-
lentform erhilt es aber nur im Geld, und das
Geld befindet sich in fremder Tasche.

someone else’s pocket.

This transition from a personal equivalent to a generally recognized equivalent is devel-
oped in more detail in chapter Two, . It is Marx’s more specific formulation of the
contradiction faced by the commodity traders that in terms of use-values their transaction
is purely individual, and in terms of value it is purely social. This contradiction cannot be
solved on an individual basis, since every commodity producer wants his commodity to be
the General equivalent, but only one General equivalent is possible. But society at large
steps in and designates one commodity, gold, as the General equivalent. This was discussed
in chapter Two. Here, in chapter Three, we are discussing how the individuals act in the
presence of money. They must convert their products into money. This conversion will only
happen if their product is a use-value for the money owner.

In order to extract this money, the com-
modity produced by its owner’s labor must
above all be a use-value for the owner of
the money. The labor expended on it must
therefore be of a socially useful kind, i.e. it
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Um es herauszuziehn, mufl die Ware vor
allem Gebrauchswert fiir den Geldbesitzer
sein, die auf sie verausgabte Arbeit also in
gesellschaftlich niitzlicher Form verausgabt
sein oder sich als Glied der gesellschaftli-
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must prove its validity as a branch of the so-
cial division of labor.

chen Teilung der Arbeit bewéhren.

1 This intertwining of different commodity metamorphoses is not the reflection of some
necessity of production, but it merely comes from circulation. Its implications will discussed
in detail next. |} The rest of the paragraph shows that the evolving social structure underlying
this transaction only enters this activity as a disturbance creating uncertainties. As is typical

for Marx, he first formulates the result in a catchy phrase and develops it.

But the division of labor is an organiza-
tion of production which has evolved spon-
taneously, a web which was, and continues
to be, woven behind the backs of the pro-
ducers of commodities.

Aber die Teilung der Arbeit ist ein na-
turwiichsiger Produktionsorganismus, des-
sen Fiden hinter dem Riicken der Waren-
produzenten gewebt wurden und sich fort-
weben.

I.e., the market uncertainties which will be discussed next come from a lack of conscious
planning and coordination. Now Marx describes eight different situations in which a com-

modity may not find a buyer.

(1) The labor aims to satisfy a new need:
Perhaps the commodity is the product of a
new kind of labor, and claims to satisfy a
newly arisen need, or is even trying to bring
forth a new need on its own account.

(2) A particular operation splits off and bec
Perhaps a particular operation, which yes-
terday still formed one out of many oper-
ations conducted by the same producer in
creating a given commodity, today tears it-
self out of this framework, establishes itself
as an independent branch of labor, and sends
its part of the product to market as an in-
dependent commodity. The circumstances
may or may not be ripe for such a process of
separation.

(3) A product is replaced by a substitute:
Today the product satisfies a social need.
Tomorrow it may perhaps be expelled partly
or completely from its place by a similar
product.

Vielleicht ist die Ware Produkt einer neuen
Arbeitsweise, die ein neu aufgekommenes
Bediirfnis zu befriedigen vorgibt oder auf
eigne Faust ein Bediirfnis erst hervorrufen
will.

omes its own trade:

Gestern noch eine Funktion unter den vielen
Funktionen eines und desselben Warenpro-
duzenten, reil3t sich eine besondre Arbeits-
verrichtung heute vielleicht los von diesem
Zusammenhang, verselbstidndigt sich und
schickt ebendeswegen ihr Teilprodukt als
selbstindige Ware zu Markt. Die Umstidn-
de mogen reif oder unreif sein fiir diesen
ScheidungsprozeB.

Das Produkt befriedigt heute ein gesell-
schaftliches Bediirfnis. Morgen wird es
vielleicht ganz oder teilweise von einer dhn-
lichen Produktenart aus seinem Platze ver-
drédngt.

Note that Marx assumes an ongoing economy. He assumes that the product used to be
socially necessary, but certain changes come about which make it no longer so. But even if
none of the above changes occur, our individual producer may be upstaged by her competi-
tors: Grammatically, the evolution of the division of labor is described here not as the deed
of the workers, but their labor and the commodities themselves are the subjects. This is rem-
iniscent of chapter Two, where Marx also distinguished between the will of the commodity
owners and the will of the commodities themselves.

(4) The labor itself is useful but the need for this kind of product has already been satisfied
by other suppliers.
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Moreover, although our weaver’s labor may
be a recognized branch of the social divi-
sion of labor, yet that fact is by no means
sufficient to guarantee the utility of her 20
yards of linen. If the society’s need for
linen—and such a need has a limit like ev-
ery other need—has already been satisfied
by the products of rival weavers, our friend’s
product is in excess, superfluous, and conse-
quently useless.

Ist auch die Arbeit, wie die unsres Lein-
webers, patentiertes Glied der gesellschaft-
lichen Arbeitsteilung, so ist damit noch
keineswegs der Gebrauchswert grade sei-
ner 20 Ellen Leinwand garantiert. Wenn
das gesellschaftliche Bediirfnis fiir Lein-
wand, und es hat sein Mal3 wie alles and-
re, bereits durch nebenbuhlerische Leinwe-
ber gesittigt ist, wird das Produkt unsres
Freundes iiberschiissig, tiberfliissig und da-
mit nutzlos.

Since this product has use-value, it can probably still be sold if the price is low enough.

Two paragraphs down, in

, Marx describes this as a situation in which a form change

leads to a gain or loss in quantity; at the present time, he only remarks that a loss in value is

against the intention of the seller:

Although people do not look a gift-horse in
the mouth, our friend does not frequent the
market to make presents of his products.

Einem geschenkten Gaul sieht man nicht ins
Maul, aber er beschreitet nicht den Markt,
um Présente zu machen.

This is the transition from the qualitative to the quantitative discussion. Next Marx as-
sumes that the product indeed turns out to be a use-value, and asks how much money it
attracts. This is now a quantitative question, after the qualitative criteria above whether or

not the commodity is a use-value at all.

Let us assume, however, that the use-value
of her product proves itself, and that the
commodity therefore attracts money. Now
we have to ask: how much money? No
doubt the answer is already anticipated in
the price of the commodity, which is the ex-
ponent of the magnitude of its value.

Gesetzt aber, der Gebrauchswert seines Pro-
dukts bewdhre sich und Geld werde daher
angezogen von der Ware. Aber nun fragt
sich’s, wieviel Geld? Die Antwort ist aller-
dings schon antizipiert im Preis der Ware,
dem Exponenten ihrer WertgroBe.

+ Of course, every commodity has a price tag, but the price actually received on the
market may differ from the price expected by the seller for various reasons.

(5) If a wrong price was set due to mis-calculations of the commodity producer, the mar-
ket’s correction of this price is not a change in the quantity value, therefore Marx disregards

this here:
We leave out of consideration here any pos-

sible subjective errors in calculation by the
owner of the commodity, which will imme-
diately be corrected objectively in the mar-
ket.

Wir sehn ab von etwaigen rein subjektiven
Rechenfehlern des Warenbesitzers, die auf
dem Markt sofort objektiv korrigiert wer-
den.

(6) If the commodity is not produced under average conditions, the market may not reward
all the labor going into this product. Marx disregards this case too; he assumes all goods are

produced under average conditions:

We suppose him to have spent on his prod-
uct only the average socially necessary
quantity of labor-time.

Er soll auf sein Produkt nur den gesell-
schaftlich notwendigen Durchschnitt von
Arbeitszeit verausgabt haben.

If the goods are produced under average conditions and if there are no miscalculations of
the price, then the price reflects the labor input of the commodity:
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The price of the commodity is therefore just
the money-name of the quantity of social la-
bor objectified in it.

3.2. Means of Circulation

Der Preis der Ware ist also nur Geldname
des in ihr vergegenstindlichten Quantums
gesellschaftlicher Arbeit.

Does this mean the market will accept the price? Marx brings two situations in which it

won’t:

(7) Even if the commodity is produced under average conditions, there may be changes
in the production of the same commodity elsewhere. In other words, even if this producer,
individually, does everything right, she may be rudely reminded that abstract labor is a social

concept:
But now the old-established conditions of

production in weaving are thrown into the
melting-pot, without the permission of, and
behind the back of, our weaver. What was
yesterday undoubtedly labor-time socially
necessary for the production of a yard of
linen ceases to be so today, a fact which
the owner of the money is only too eager to
prove from the prices quoted by our friend’s
competitors. Unluckily for the weaver, peo-
ple of her kind are in plentiful supply.

Aber ohne Erlaubnis und hinter dem Riicken
unsres Leinwebers gerieten die altverbiirg-
ten Produktionsbedingungen der Leinwebe-
rei in Gdrung. Was gestern zweifelsohne
gesellschaftlich notwendige Arbeitszeit zur
Produktion einer Elle Leinwand war, hort
heute auf, es zu sein, wie der Geldbesit-
zer eifrigst demonstriert aus den Preisquo-
tationen verschiedner Nebenbuhler unsres
Freundes. Zu seinem Ungliick gibt’s viele
Weber auf der Welt.

Question 448 (Fri Oct8—Mon Oct 18) Usually, Marx says that the strength of the prole-

tariat comes from its numbers; but in

, Marx says that is is unluckily for the weaver

that there are many weavers in the world. How can he come to such conflicting pronounce-

ments?

(8) And again the case in which too much was produced. This is similar to (4), but this
time all producers have to cut their prices. Marx says this is tantamount to them producing

at a below-normal productivity:
Let us suppose, finally, that every piece of

linen on the market contains nothing but so-
cially necessary labor-time. In spite of this,
all these pieces taken as a whole may con-
tain superfluously expended labor-time. If
the market cannot stomach the whole quan-
tity at the normal price of 2 shillings a yard,
this proves that too great a portion of the
total social labor-time has been expended
in the form of weaving. The effect is the
same as if each individual weaver had ex-
pended more labor-time on his or her par-
ticular product than was socially necessary.
As the German proverb has it: caught to-
gether, hung together. All the linen on the
market counts as one single article of com-
merce, and each piece of linen is only a pro-
portional part of it. And in fact the value of
each single yard is also nothing but the ma-
terialization of the same socially determined

Gesetzt endlich, jedes auf dem Markt vor-
handne Stiick Leinwand enthalte nur gesell-
schaftlich notwendige Arbeitszeit. Trotz-
dem kann die Gesamtsumme dieser Stiicke
tiberfliissig verausgabte Arbeitszeit enthal-
ten. Vermag der Marktmagen das Gesamt-
quantum Leinwand, zum Normalpreis von 2
sh. per Elle, nicht zu absorbieren, so beweist
das, daf} ein zu grofer Teil der gesellschaft-
lichen Gesamtarbeitszeit in der Form der
Leinweberei verausgabt wurde. Die Wir-
kung ist dieselbe, als hitte jeder einzelne
Leinweber mehr als die gesellschaftlich not-
wendige Arbeitszeit auf sein individuelles
Produkt verwandt. Hier heiflt’s: Mitgefan-
gen, mitgehangen. Alle Leinwand auf dem
Markt gilt nur als ein Handelsartikel, jedes
Stiick nur als aliquoter Teil. Und in der
Tat ist der Wert jeder individuellen Elle ja
auch nur die Materiatur desselben gesell-
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quantity of homogeneous human labor.

schaftlich bestimmten Quantums gleicharti-
ger menschlicher Arbeit.

Question 449 (Fri Oct 8—Mon Oct 18) Which difficulties may the commodity producer en-
counter when trying to sell the commodity? 2009fa, 2008fa, 2007fa, 2007SP, 2001 fa,

2000fa, 1999SP, 1998WI, 1997ut.

|| Marx draws the following conclusion from the difficulties in selling the commodity:

202:1/0 We see then that commodities are
in love with money, but ‘the course of true
love never does run smooth’. The quantita-
tive articulation of society’s productive or-
ganism, by which its scattered elements are
integrated into the system of the division
of labor, is as haphazard and spontaneous
as its qualitative articulation. The owners
of commodities therefore find out that the
same division of labor which turns them into
independent private producers also makes
the social process of production and the re-
lations of the individual producers to each
other within that process independent of the
producers themselves; they also find out that
the independence of the individuals from
each other is supplemented by a system of
all-round material dependence.

122:1 Man sieht, die Ware liebt das Geld,
aber ,,the course of true love never does run
smooth”. Ebenso naturwiichsig zufillig wie
die qualitative ist die quantitative Gliede-
rung des gesellschaftlichen Produktionsor-
ganisus, der seine membra disjecta im Sy-
stem der Teilung der Arbeit darstellt. Unsre
Warenbesitzer entdecken daher, daf} diesel-
be Teilung der Arbeit, die sie zu unabhingi-
gen Privatproduzenten, den gesellschaftli-
chen Produktionsprozefl und ihre Verhilt-
nisse in diesem Prozef von ihnen selbst
unabhingig macht, da3 die Unabhingig-
keit der Personen voneinander sich in einem
System allseitiger sachlicher Abhéngigkeit
erganzt.

Question 451 (Fri Oct8—Mon Oct 18) Marx says that the independence of the individuals
from each other is supplemented by a system of all-round material dependence. Explain

what this means. 20075P, 2005 fa.

Although the producers are personally independent of each other, also the system of social
interconnections of the production process is independent of the producers, and forces the
producers into a system of material dependence of each other.

| After all this, Marx assumes that the process goes smoothly despite the above obstacles.

Discrepancies between demand and supply are also discussed in

, and Capital II is

discussing the conditions necessary for demand and supply to coincide.

203:1 The division of labor converts the
product of labor into a commodity, and
thereby makes necessary its conversion into
money. At the same time, it makes it a mat-
ter of chance whether this transubstantiation
succeeds or not. Here, however, we have to
look at the phenomenon in its pure shape,
and must therefore assume it has proceeded
normally. In any case, if the process is to
take place at all, i.e. if the commodity is not
impossible to sell, a change of form must
always occur, although there may be an ab-
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122:2 Die Teilung der Arbeit verwandelt
das Arbeitsprodukt in Ware und macht da-
durch seine Verwandlung in Geld notwen-
dig. Sie macht es zugleich zufillig, ob
diese Transsubstantiation gelingt. Hier ist
jedoch das Phinomen rein zu betrachten,
sein normaler Vorgang also vorauszuset-
zen. Wenn es librigens iliberhaupt vorgeht,
die Ware also nicht unverkiuflich ist, fin-
det stets ihr Formwechsel statt, obgleich ab-
normal in diesem Formwechsel Substanz—
Wertgrole—eingebiifit oder zugesetzt wer-



normal loss or accretion of substance—that
is, of the magnitude of value.

3.2. Means of Circulation

den mag.

Marx does not speak here of division of labor in general, but the very specific division

of labor with private producers producing for the market. In
non-market division of labor is also possible.

Marx emphasizes that

Next follows a summary preparing the transition to the back side of C — M, namely, this

C — M is the M — C for someone else.
203:2 The seller has her commodity re-

placed by gold, the buyer has his gold re-
placed by a commodity. The palpable phe-
nomenon here is that a commodity and gold,
20 yards of linen and £2, have changed
hands and places, in other words that they
have been exchanged. But what is the com-
modity exchanged for? For the general
shape assumed by its own value. And what
is the gold exchanged for? For a particular
form of its own use-value.

Fowkes translates “sinnfillig” as
“striking” which is wrong.

122:3/0 Dem einen Warenbesitzer ersetzt
Gold seine Ware und dem andren Ware sein
Gold. Das sinnfillige Phinomen ist der
Hinde- oder Stellenwechsel von Ware und
Gold, von 20 Ellen Leinwand und 2 Pfd.St.,
d.h. ihr Austausch. Aber womit tauscht sich
die Ware aus? Mit ihrer eignen allgemei-
nen Wertgestalt. Und womit das Gold? Mit
einer besondren Gestalt seines Gebrauchs-
werts.

Sale is not exchange with other use-value, i.e., it is not a transaction involving two com-
modities, but realization of the commodity’s own value in money, i.e., it involves only one
commodity. Whereas the direct barter C — C is a symmetric relation between the commodi-
ties, C — M is asymmetric. Therefore it is legitimate to ask: what is the sale for the money?
Realization of its notional (ideell) use-value. The next question is: how did M get into this

special position in the circulation process? Because it is measure of value.

Why does gold confront the linen as money?
Because the linen’s price of £2, its money-
name, already brings it into relation with the
gold as money.

Warum tritt Gold der Leinwand als Geld ge-
geniiber? Weil ihr Preis von 2 Pfd.St. oder
ihr Geldname sie bereits auf Gold als Geld
bezieht.

In the second half of the paragraph, Marx makes the transition from C —M to M —C.
Since the form change of the commodity involves money, it is also a form change of money:

The disembodiment of the original com-
modity form is effected by the externaliza-
tion, the sale, of the commodity, i.e., in the
moment when its use-value actually attracts
the gold to which it previously had a merely
imagined relation in its price. The actualiza-
tion of a commodity’s price, or of its merely
notional value form, is therefore at the same
time, and inversely, the actualization of the
merely notional use-value of money; the
conversion of a commodity into money is
the conversion of money into a commodity.
This single process is two-sided: from one
pole, that of the commodity owner, it is a

Die Entiduflerung der urspriinglichen Waren-
form vollzieht sich durch die VerduBerung
der Ware, d.h. in dem Augenblicke, wo ihr
Gebrauchswert das in ihrem Preis nur vor-
gestellte Gold wirklich anzieht. Die Rea-
lisierung des Preises oder der nur ideellen
Wertform der Ware ist daher zugleich um-
gekehrt Realisierung des nur ideellen Ge-
brauchswerts des Geldes, die Verwandlung
von Ware in Geld zugleich Verwandlung
von Geld in Ware. Der eine Prozef ist zwei-
seitiger Prozef3, vom Pol des Warenbesitzers
Verkauf, vom Gegenpol des Geldbesitzers
Kauf. Oder Verkauf ist Kauf, W — G zu-

sale, from the other pole, that of the money ‘ gleich G — W .%6
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owner, it is a purchase. In other words, a
sale is a purchase, C — M is also M — C.%6

66 ‘Every sale is a purchase’ (Dr. Quesnay, Di-
alogues sur le commerce et les travaux des arti-
sans, Physiocrates, ed. Daire, Part 1, Paris, 1846,
p- 170), or, as Quesnay says in his Maximes
générales, ‘To sell is to buy.’

66 Jeder Verkauf ist Kauf* (Dr. Quesnay,
,Dialogues sur le Commerce et les Travaux des
Artisans”, [in] ,,Physiocrates™, éd. Daire, 1. Par-
tie, Paris 1846, p. 170), oder, wie Quesnay in
seinen ,,Maximes Générales sagt: ,,Verkaufen
ist kaufen.”

Once more the transition from C — M to M — C, but this time not from point of view
of money and commodity, but of money owner and commodity owner. L.e., the practical
question where the buyer has his money from. This is also a society-wide issue, but not one
emerging from the core of the economy, but from the surface.

203:3/00 Up to this point we have con-
sidered only one economic relation between
people, namely, that between commodity
owners. They can own the product of alien
labor only by alienating the product of their
own labor. For a commodity owner to con-
front another as a money owner it is there-
fore necessary either that the product of the
latter should possess by its nature the form
of money, i.e. it should be gold, the material
of which money consists, or that his prod-
uct should already have changed its skin and
stripped off its original form of a useful ob-
ject.

123:1/0 Wir kennen bisher kein 6kono-
misches Verhiltnis der Menschen auller
dem von Warenbesitzern, ein Verhiltnis,
worin sie fremdes Arbeitsprodukt nur an-
eignen, indem sie eignes entfremden. FEi-
nem Warenbesitzer kann der andre daher
nur als Geldbesitzer gegeniibertreten, ent-
weder weil sein Arbeitsprodukt von Natur
die Geldform besitzt, also Geldmaterial ist,
Gold usw., oder weil seine eigne Ware sich
bereits gehiutet und ihre urspriingliche Ge-
brauchsform abgestreift hat.

The next passage elaborates, in more detail, the two possibilities how the buyer can have

obtained his money:

In order to function as money, gold must
of course enter the market at some point or
other. This point is to be found at its source
of production, where the gold is exchanged,
as the immediate product of labor, for some
other product of equal value. But from that
moment onwards, it always represents the

actualized price of some commodity.5”

Um als Geld zu funktionieren, mufl das
Gold natiirlich an irgendeinem Punkt in den
Warenmarkt eintreten. Dieser Punkt liegt
an seiner Produktionsquelle, wo es sich als
unmittelbares Arbeitsprodukt mit andrem
Arbeitsprodukt von demselben Wert aus-
tauscht. Aber von diesem Augenblick stellt
es bestindig realisierte Warenpreise vor.®’

With every commodity other than gold, the natural way why the seller has possession of
it is that he has produced it, and this is the simplifying assumption Marx makes here. With
gold it is otherwise; the original sale of gold by the gold producers is only a small part of
its presence on the market. Most market participants who have gold in their pocket have it

because they have sold their own product.

Leaving aside the exchange of gold for other
commodities at its source of production,
gold is, in the hands of every commodity-
owner, the disembodied shape of the sold
commodity, it is the product of the first me-
tamorphosis C — M 58 Gold, as we saw, be-
came notional money, or measure of value,
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Abgesehn vom Austausch des Golds mit
Ware an seiner Produktionsquelle, ist das
Gold in der Hand jedes Warenbesitzers die
entiduBerte Gestalt seiner verdauferten Ware,
Produkt des Verkaufs oder der ersten Wa-
renmetamorphose W — G.% Ideelles Geld
oder Wertmall wurde das Gold, weil al-



because all commodities measured their val-
ues in it and thus made it the imagined op-
posite of their natural shape as objects of
utility, i.e., made it the shape of their value.
It became actual money because the com-
modities, through their all-sided external-
ization, alienation, turned the money into
their actually disembodied or transfigured
useful shape, thus making it the actual em-
bodiment of their values. When they thus
assume the shape of values, commodities
strip off every trace of their natural and orig-
inal use-values, and of the particular kind of
useful labor to which they owe their cre-
ation, in order to pupate into the homoge-
neous social materialization of undifferen-
tiated human labor. From the mere look of
a piece of money we cannot tell what breed
of commodity has been transformed into it.
In their money-form all commodities look
alike. Hence money may be dirt, although
dirt is not money.

Marx’s formulation played on the
fact that in German, “veriduBern”
not only means “externalize,” but
this same word is also used for
selling something, just as the
English word “alienate” is
sometimes used in the meaning of
“selling something.” This is

paradoxical. The transaction
which in German is called
externalization is, if looked at
from the form side, exactly the
opposite, namely the transition of
the commodity away from its
exterior bodily form to its
disembodied money form. Marx

3.2. Means of Circulation

le Waren ihre Werte in ihm mallen und es
so zum vorgestellten Gegenteil ihrer Ge-
brauchsgestalt, zu ihrer Wertgestalt mach-
ten. Reelles Geld wird es, weil die Wa-
ren durch ihre allseitige VerduBerung es
zu ihrer wirklich entduflerten oder verwan-
delten Gebrauchsgestalt und daher zu ih-
rer wirklichen Wertgestalt machen. In ih-
rer Wertgestalt streift die Ware jede Spur
ihres naturwiichsigen Gebrauchswerts und
der besondren niitzlichen Arbeit ab, wel-
cher sie den Ursprung verdankt, um sich in
die gleichférmige gesellschaftliche Mater-
iatur unterschiedsloser menschlicher Arbeit
zu verpuppen. Man sieht dem Geld daher
nicht an, welchen Schlags die in es verwan-
delte Ware. Eine sieht in ihrer Geldform
grade aus wie die andre. Geld mag daher
Dreck sein, obgleich Dreck nicht Geld ist.

used this as a pun, but since it is
impossible to reproduce this pun
in a meaningful way in English,
the above translation translated
“verdufert” simply by “sold,” and
omitted the explanatory reference
to sale immediately following in
the same sentence.

Question 453 (Fri Oct 8~Mon Oct 18) What does Marx mean with the aphorism: “Money
may be dirt, although dirt is not money.” 2009fa, 2008fa, 2007fa.

67 “The price of one commodity can only

be paid by the price of another commodity.’
(Mercier de la Riviére, L’Ordre naturel et es-
sentiel des sociétés politiques, [in] Physiocrates,
éd. Daire, Part 2, p. 554.)

68 “In order to have this money, one must have
made a sale’ (ibid., p. 543).

67 ,.Der Preis einer Ware kann nur mit dem
Preis einer anderen Ware bezahlt werden.” (Mer-
cier de la Riviére, ,,L’Ordre naturel et essentiel
des sociétés politiques™, [in] ,,Physiocrates™, éd.
Daire, p. 554.)

68 Um dieses Geld zu haben, muB man ver-
kauft haben.” (L.c. p. 543.)

Usually the buyer obtains his money by selling another commodity; this leads us over to
the discussion of the second metamorphosis of a commodity.

We will assume that the two golden coins
in return for which our weaver has parted
with her linen are the metamorphosed shape
of a quarter of wheat. The sale of the
linen, C — M, is at the same time its pur-
chase, M — C. But this process, considered

Wir wollen annehmen, daf die zwei Goldfiichse,
wogegen unser Leinweber seine Ware verdufert,

die verwandelte Gestalt eines Quarters Wei-
zen sind. Der Verkauf der Leinwand, W — G,
ist zugleich ihr Kauf, G —W. Aber als Ver-
kauf der Leinwand beginnt dieser Prozef3
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as the sale of the linen, starts off a move-
ment which ends with its opposite: the pur-
chase of a Bible. Considered as purchase
of the linen, on the other hand, the pro-
cess completes a movement which began
with its opposite, the sale of the wheat.
C — M (linen—money), which is the first
phase of C (linen—money—Bible), is also
M — C (money—TIinen), the last phase of
another movement C — M — C (wheat—
money—linen). The first metamorphosis
of one commodity, its transformation from
the commodity-form into money, is there-
fore also invariably the second, and diamet-
rically opposite, metamorphosis of some
other commodity, the retransformation of
the latter from money into a commodity.®
%9 As remarked previously, the producer of

gold or silver forms an exception. He exchanges
his product without having sold it first.

(M—C]

eine Bewegung, die mit seinem Gegenteil
endet, mit dem Kauf der Bibel; als Kauf
der Leinwand endet er eine Bewegung, die
mit seinem Gegenteil begann, mit dem Ver-
kauf des Weizens. W — G (Leinwand—
Geld), diese erste Phase von W — G — W
(Leinwand—Geld—Bibel), ist zugleich G —
W (Geld—Leinwand), die letzte Phase einer
andren Bewegung W — G — W (Weizen—
Geld—Leinwand). Die erste Metamorphose
einer Ware, ihre Verwandlung aus der Wa-
renform in Geld, ist stets zugleich zweite
entgegengesetzte Metamorphose einer and-
ren Ware, ihre Riickverwandlung aus der
Geldform in Ware.%

69 Ausnahme, wie vorher bemerkt, bildet der
Gold- resp. Silberproduzent, der sein Produkt
austauscht, ohne es vorher verkauft zu haben.

The first paragraph looks at one individual commodity:

205:1 M —C. The second or conclud-
ing metamorphosis of the commodity: pur-
chase. Money is the absolutely alienable
commodity, because it is the disembodied
shape of all other commodities, the prod-
uct of their universal externalization, alien-
ation. It reads all prices backwards, and thus
as it were mirrors itself in the bodies of all
other commodities, which provide the ma-
terial through which it itself can come into
being as a commodity. At the same time the
prices, those wooing glances cast at money
by commodities, define the limit of its con-
vertibility, namely its own quantity.

124:1 G —W. Zweite oder Schlul3-
metamorphose der Ware: Kauf.—Weil die
entduferte Gestalt aller andren Waren oder
das Produkt ihrer allgemeinen VerdufBerung,
ist Geld die absolut verdufBerliche Ware. Es
liest alle Preise riickwérts und spiegelt sich
so in allen Warenleibern als dem hinge-
benden Material seiner eignen Warenwer-
dung. Zugleich zeigen die Preise, die Lie-
besaugen, womit ihm die Waren winken,
die Schranke seiner Verwandlungsfihigkeit,
ndamlich seine eigne Quantitit.

Money is absolutely alienable, i.e., it is a commodity always welcome on the market.
Pun with the German word Hingabe which means to give away but also sexual surrender.
The commodities surrender their bodies in two ways: they give their bodies away and they
achieve bodily fulfilment by doing it. In this way they also become the material through
which the abstract money becomes commodity.

At the end Marx mention very briefly that the only obstacle (Schranke) for money is its
quantity. This theme will be taken up again in the discussion of the miser on p. and
in in chapter Four.

Since every commodity disappears when it
becomes money it is impossible to tell from
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Da die Ware in ihrer Geldwerdung ver-
schwindet, sieht man dem Geld nicht an,



the money itself how it got into the hands
of its possessor, or what article has been
changed into it. It has no smell, from what-
ever source it may come. If it represents, on
the one hand, a commodity which has been
sold, it also represents, on the other hand, a
commodity which can be bought.””

3.2. Means of Circulation

wie es in die Héande seines Besitzers gelangt
oder was in es verwandelt ist. Non olet,
wessen Ursprungs auch immer. Wenn es
einerseits verkaufte Ware reprisentiert, so

andrerseits kaufbare Ware.”0

Again Marx makes the point that for a purchase, it is irrelevant where the money comes
from; money represents both the commodities sold and the commodities to buy.

70 “If money represents, in our hands, the

things we can wish to buy, it also represents the
things we have sold for this money’ (Mercier de
la Riviere, op. cit., p. 586).

70 Wenn das Geld in unserer Hand die Dinge
darstellt, die wir zu kaufen wiinschen konnen, so
stellt es auch die Dinge dar, die wir fiir dieses
Geld verkauft haben.”” (Mercier de la Riviere, l.c.
p- 586.)

The next paragraph goes over to the backside again: M —C is also the first metamorphosis
C — M for a different commodity. Many different M — C often come out of one C — M.
Transition from point of view of the commodity to that of the individual.

205:2/0 M — C, a purchase, is at the same
time C — M, a sale; the concluding meta-
morphosis of one commodity is the first me-
tamorphosis of another. For our weaver,
the life of her commodity ends with the
Bible into which she has reconverted her
£2. But suppose the seller of the Bible turns
the £2 set free by the weaver into brandy.
M — C, the concluding phase of C—M —C
(linen—money—Bible), is also C — M, the
first phase of C — M — C (Bible—money—
brandy). Since the producer of the com-
modity offers only a single product, he often
sells it in large quantities, whereas the fact
that he has many needs compels him to split
up the price realized, the sum of money set
free, into numerous purchases. Hence a sale
leads to many purchases of different com-
modities. The concluding metamorphosis of
a commodity thus constitutes an aggregate
of the first metamorphoses of other com-
modities.

[C-M-C]

206:1 If we now consider the completed
metamorphosis of a commodity as a whole,
we see in the first place that it is made up
of two opposite and complementary move-
ments, C — M and M — C. These two an-

124:2/0 G— W, der Kauf ist zugleich Ver-
kauf, W — G; die letzte Metamorphose ei-
ner Ware daher zugleich die erste Meta-
morphose einer andren Ware. Fiir unsren
Leinweber schlieit der Lebenslauf seiner
Ware mit der Bibel, worin er die 2 Pfd.
St. riickverwandelt hat. Aber der Bibel-
verkdufer setzt die vom Leinweber gelosten
2 Pfd.St. in Kornbranntwein um. G — W, die
SchluBphase von W — G — W (Leinwand—
Geld—Bibel), ist zugleich W — G, die er-
ste Phase von W — G — W (Bibel—Geld—
Kornbranntwein). Da der Warenproduzent
nur ein einseitiges Produkt liefert, verkauft
er es oft in groferen Massen, wihrend seine
vielseitigen Bediirfnisse ihn zwingen, den
realisierten Preis oder die geloste Geldsum-
me bestindig in zahlreiche Kiufe zu zer-
splittern. Ein Verkauf miindet daher in viele
Kéufe verschiedner Waren. Die SchlufSme-
tamorphose einer Ware bildet so eine Sum-
me von ersten Metamorphosen andrer Wa-
ren.

125:1 Betrachten wir nun die Gesamtme-
tamorphose einer Ware, z.B. der Leinwand,
so sehn wir zunichst, daf} sie aus zwei ent-
gegengesetzten und einander erginzenden
Bewegungen besteht, W — G und G — W.
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tithetical transmutations of the commodity
are accomplished through two antithetical
social processes in which the commodity-
owner takes part, and are reflected in the
antithetical economic characteristics of the
two processes. By taking part in the act
of sale, the commodity-owner becomes a
seller; in the act of purchase, he becomes
a buyer. But just as, in every transmu-
tation of a commodity, its two forms, the
commodity-form and the money-form, exist
simultaneously but at opposite poles, so ev-
ery seller is confronted with a buyer, every
buyer with a seller. While the same com-
modity is successively passing through the
two inverted transmutations, from a com-
modity into money and from money into an-
other commodity, the owner of the commod-
ity successively changes his role from seller
to buyer. Being a seller and being a buyer
are therefore not fixed roles, but constantly
attach themselves to different persons in the
course of the circulation of commodities.

Diese zwei entgegengesetzten Wandlun-
gen der Ware vollziehn sich in zwei ent-
gegengesetzten gesellschaftlichen Prozes-
sen des Warenbesitzers und reflektieren
sich in zwei entgegengesetzten Okonomi-
schen Charakteren desselben. Als Agent
des Verkaufs wird er Verkiufer, als Agent
des Kaufs Kédufer. Wie aber in jeder Wand-
lung der Ware ihre beiden Formen, Waren-
form und Geldform, gleichzeitig existieren,
nur auf entgegengesetzten Polen, so steht
demselben Warenbesitzer als Verkdufer ein
andrer Kédufer und als Kiufer ein andrer
Verkédufer gegeniiber. Wie dieselbe Ware
die zwei umgekehrten Wandlungen sukzes-
siv durchlauft, aus Ware Geld und aus Geld
Ware wird, so wechselt derselbe Warenbe-
sitzer die Rollen von Verkdufer und Kéaufer.
Es sind dies also keine festen, sondern in-
nerhalb der Warenzirkulation bestindig die
Personen wechselnden Charaktere.

Marx describes a duality here. In each of the two transactions a seller is facing a buyer,
just as in each stage of the metamorphosis of the commodity, both forms, the commodity
form and the money form, exist at the same time, only on different poles. Just as the same
commodity successively makes two form changes (i.e., three stages), the seller in the first is

the buyer in the second.

206:2 The complete metamorphosis of a
commodity, in its simplest form, implies
four dénouements and three dramatis per-
sonae. First, a commodity comes face to
face with money; the latter is the form taken
by the value of the former, and exists over
there in someone else’s pocket in all its hard,
material reality. A commodity-owner is thus
confronted with a money-owner. Now as
soon as the commodity has been changed
into money, the money becomes its van-
ishing equivalent-form, whose use-value or
content exists here on the spot, in the bod-
ies of other commodities. Money, the fi-
nal stage of the first transformation, is at the
same time the starting-point for the second.
The person who is a seller in the first trans-
action thus becomes a buyer in the second,
in which a third commodity-owner comes to

258

125:2 Die Gesamtmetamorphose einer
Ware unterstellt, in ihrer einfachsten Form,
vier Extreme und drei personae dramatis.
Erst tritt der Ware das Geld als ihre Wert-
Gestalt gegeniiber, die jenseits, in fremder
Tasche, sachlich harte Realitit besitzt. So
tritt dem Warenbesitzer ein Geldbesitzer ge-
geniiber. Sobald die Ware nun in Geld ver-
wandelt, wird letztres zu ihrer verschwin-
denden Aquivalentform, deren Gebrauchs-
wert oder Inhalt diesseits in andren Wa-
renkdrpern existiert. Als Endpunkt der er-
sten Warenwandlung ist das Geld zugleich
Ausgangspunkt der zweiten. So wird der
Verkiufer des ersten Akts Kédufer im zwei-
ten, wo ihm ein dritter Warenbesitzer als
Verkiufer gegeniibertritt.”!



meet him as a seller.”!

71 “There are accordingly ... four final terms
and three contracting parties one of whom inter-
venes twice’ (Le Trosne, op. cit., p. 909).

Four extremes (C, M, M, C) but only three
buyer in the second.

207:1 The two inverted phases of the
movement which makes up the metamor-
phosis of a commodity constitute a circuit:
commodity form, stripping off of this form,
and return to it. Of course, the commod-
ity itself is here subject to contradictory de-
terminations. At the starting-point it is a
non-use-value to its owner; at the end it is
a use-value. So too the money appears in
the first phase as a solid crystal of value
into which the commodity has been trans-
formed, but afterwards it dissolves into the
mere equivalent form of the commodity.

3.2. Means of Circulation

71" Demnach gibt es vier Endpunkte und drei
Vertragspartner, von denen einer zweimal ein-
greift.”“ (Le Trosne, L.c. p. 909.)

persons since the seller in the first step is the

126:1 Die beiden umgekehrten Bewe-
gungsphasen der Warenmetamorphose bil-
den einen Kreislauf: Warenform, Abstrei-
fung der Warenform, Riickkehr zur Waren-
form. Allerdings ist die Ware selbst hier ge-
gensitzlich bestimmt. Am Ausgangspunkt
ist sie Nicht-Gebrauchswert, am Endpunkt
Gebrauchswert fiir ihren Besitzer. So er-
scheint das Geld erst als der feste Wertkri-
stall, worin sich die Ware verwandelt, um
hinterher als ihre bloBe Aquivalentform zu
zerrinnen.

Circle C — M — C: The four extremes are here explained better: the difference between
the first and the last C is that the last C is a use-value for its owner, and the first is not. There
is also a difference between the M in the first and the M in the second transaction.

Now the link of this C —M — C with the C — M — C of others. The complete metamorphosis
of one commodity is at the same time the second metamorphosis of another and the first
metamorphosis of a third commodity. This observation furnishes the transition from the
metamorphosis of a single commodity to the metamorphoses of all commodities and their

interconnection.

207:2 The two metamorphoses which
constitute the commodity’s circular path are
at the same time two inverse partial meta-
morphoses of two other commodities. One
and the same commodity (the linen) opens
the series of its own metamorphoses, and
completes the metamorphosis of another
(the wheat). In its first transformation, the
sale, the linen plays these two parts in its
own person. But then it goes the way of
all flesh, enters the chrysalis state as gold,
and thereby simultaneously completes the
first metamorphosis of a third commodity.
Hence the circuit made by one commod-
ity in the course of its metamorphoses is
inextricably entwined with the circuits of
other commodities. The process as a whole
presents itself as the circulation of com-
modities.

126:2 Die zwei Metamorphosen, die den
Kreislauf einer Ware, bilden zugleich die
umgekehrten Teilmetamorphosen zweier
andren Waren. Dieselbe Ware (Leinwand)
erdffnet die Reihe ihrer eignen Metamor-
phosen und schlieft die Gesamtmetamor-
phose einer andren Ware (des Weizens).
Wihrend ihrer ersten Wandlung, dem Ver-
kauf, spielt sie diese zwei Rollen in eigner
Person. Als Goldchrysalide dagegen, worin
sie selbst den Weg alles Fleisches wandert,
endet sie zugleich die erste Metamorpho-
se einer dritten Ware. Der Kreislauf, den die
Metamorphosenreihe jeder Ware beschreibt,
verschlingt sich also unentwirrbar mit den
Kreisldufen andrer Waren. Der Gesamtpro-
zel stellt sich dar als Warenzirkulation.

259



3. Money or the Circulation of Commodities

Fowkes: This whole process

constitutes the circulation of

commodities.

After having arrived at commodity circulation, Marx takes a look back at his starting
point, the direct barter of products, and concludes that circulation differs from barter not

only formally but also essentially:

207:3 The circulation of commodities
differs from the direct barter of products
not only in form, but in its essence. We
have only to consider the course of events.
The weaver has undoubtedly exchanged her
linen for a Bible, her own commodity for
someone else’s. But this phenomenon is
only true for her. The Bible pusher, who
prefers a warming drink to cold sheets, had
no intention of exchanging linen for his
Bible; the weaver did not know that wheat
had been exchanged for her linen. B’s com-
modity replaces that of A, but A and B do
not mutually exchange their commodities.
It may in fact happen that A and B buy from
each other, but a particular relationship of
this kind is by no means the necessary re-
sult of the general conditions of the circu-
lation of commodities. We see here, on the
one hand, how the exchange of commodities
breaks through all the individual and local
limitations of the direct barter of products,
and develops the metabolic process of hu-
man labor. On the other hand, there devel-
ops a whole network of social connections
of natural origin, entirely beyond the con-
trol of the human agents. Only because the
farmer has sold his wheat is the weaver able
to sell her linen, only because the weaver
has sold her linen is our rash and intemper-
ate friend able to sell his Bible, and only
because the latter already has the water of
everlasting life is the distiller able to sell his
eau-de-vie. And so it goes on.

126:3 Die Warenzirkulation ist nicht nur
formell, sondern wesentlich vom unmittel-
baren Produktenaustausch unterschieden.
Man werfe nur einen Riickblick auf den Vor-
gang. Der Leinweber hat unbedingt Lein-
wand mit Bibel vertauscht, eigne Ware mit
fremder. Aber dies Phdnomen ist nur wahr
fiir ihn. Der Bibelagent, der dem Kiihlen
Heifes vorzieht, dachte nicht daran, Lein-
wand fiir Bibel einzutauschen, wie der Lein-
weber nicht davon weill, dal Weizen ge-
gen seine Leinwand eingetauscht worden ist
usw. Die Ware des B ersetzt die Ware des A,
aber A und B tauschen nicht wechselseitig
ihre Waren aus. Es kann in der Tat vorkom-
men, daB3 A und B wechselweis voneinander
kaufen, aber solche besondre Beziehung ist
keineswegs durch die allgemeinen Verhilt-
nisse der Warenzirkulation bedingt. Einer-
seits sieht man hier, wie der Warenaustausch
die individuellen und lokalen Schranken des
unmittelbaren Produktenaustausches durch-
bricht und den Stoffwechsel der mensch-
lichen Arbeit entwickelt. Andrerseits ent-
wickelt sich ein ganzer Kreis von den han-
delnden Personen unkontrollierbarer, ge-
sellschaftlicher Naturzusammenhénge. Der
Weber kann nur Leinwand verkaufen, weil
der Bauer Weizen, Hei3sporn nur die Bibel,
weil der Weber Leinwand, der Destillateur
nur gebranntes Wasser, weil der andre das
Wasser des ewigen Lebens bereits verkauft
hat usw.

The form in which the circulation takes place affects its content (Marx writes here “essence,”
Wesen), the transfer of commodities. A different pattern of transfers is created by commod-
ity circulation than by direct exchange. In the latter, if B obtains the commodities of A, then
A obtains those of B. In circulation, B obtains those of A, but C those of B, and so forth.
Thus commodity circulation breaks through individual and local barriers of direct barter. On
the other hand, the economic agents’ social connection becomes uncontrollable.
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Question 457 (Fri Oct 8~Mon Oct 18) What is the deeper reason that reciprocity agree-
ments, i.e., agreements of the form: “I buy this from you if you buy that from me” are illegal

inthe U.S.? 2009fa, 2004 fa, 2003 fa, 2002fa, 1999SP, 1998W1.

208:1 The circulation process, therefore,
does not die down, as the direct barter does,
with the change of places or change of hands
of the use-values. When the money finally
drops out of the series of metamorphoses
undergone by a commodity, this does not
mean that it vanishes. It always stays behind
at a point in the arena of circulation vacated
by the commodities. In the complete meta-
morphosis of the linen, for example, linen—
money—Bible, the linen first falls out of
circulation, and money steps into its place.
Then the Bible falls out of circulation, and
again money takes its place. When one com-
modity replaces another, the money com-
modity always sticks to the hands of some
third person.”?> Circulation sweats money
from every pore.

126:4/0 Der Zirkulationsprozef3 erlischt
deswegen auch nicht, wie der unmittelba-
re Produktenaustausch, in dem Stellen- oder
Hindewechsel der Gebrauchswerte. Das
Geld verschwindet nicht, weil es schlief3-
lich aus der Metamorphosenreihe einer Wa-
re herausfillt. Es schldgt immer nieder auf
eine durch die Waren gerdumte Zirkulati-
onsstelle. Z.B. in der Gesamtmetamorpho-
se der Leinwand: Leinwand—Geld—Bibel
fallt erst die Leinwand aus der Zirkulati-
on, Geld tritt an ihre Stelle, fillt dann die
Bibel aus der Zirkulation, Geld tritt an ih-
re Stelle. Der Ersatz von Ware durch Wa-
re 1aBt zugleich an dritter Hand die Geld-
ware hingen.”?
bestiandig Geld aus.

Die Zirkulation schwitzt

Fowkes’s “the process of
circulation does not disappear

from view” is again an epistemic
twist.

A second characteristic of commodity circulation which has no parallel in direct barter is
that it “sweats out money.” If A and B have exchanged their products, then all commodities
which had taken part in the transaction have fallen out of circulation. In circulation, after
linen has been replaced with a bible, for the linen-weaver, also this transaction is completed
and it had exactly the effect of displacing these products. But a change has occurred also on
a different place: the man who sold the bible has money now which he did not have before,
and the man who bought the linen had had money before which he does not have now. That
always someone has money indicates that there are always unfinished circulation processes.

72 This phenomenon may be self-evident, but
it is in most cases overlooked by political econo-
mists, especially by the average free-trader.

72 Note zur 2. Ausg. So handgreiflich dies
Phénomen ist, wird es dennoch von politischen
Okonomen meist iibersehen, namentlich vom

Freihindler vulgaris.

[Unity and Opposition between C—-M and M—C]

The concluding passage of section begins with a rebuttal of Say’s law, followed by a

discussion of the identity, polarity, unity, and contradiction between sale and purchase. The

main result of this discussion is that commodity circulation contains the possibility of crisis.
Marx begins with a flat-out denunciation of Say’s law which he calls a “silly dogma”:

208:2/0 Nothing can be sillier than the
dogma that, because every sale is a purchase
and every purchase a sale, the circulation of

127:1/0 Nichts kann alberner sein als das
Dogma, die Warenzirkulation bedinge ein
notwendiges Gleichgewicht der Verkaufe
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3. Money or the Circulation of Commodities

commodities necessarily implies an equilib- | und Kiufe, weil jeder Verkauf Kauf und vi-
rium between sales and purchases. ce versa.

1 But this is, of course, exactly the argument of Say’s law: the buyer gives money into the
hands of the seller and therefore enables the seller to buy the commodity which the buyer
has to sell. In other words, Say’s law tries to make an inference from the direct identity of
sale and purchase to an equilibrium between sales and purchases. |} According to Marx,

such an inference can only be made if one gives it a tautological meaning:

If this means that the number of actual sales
accomplished is equal to the number of pur-
chases, it is a flat tautology. But it pur-
ports to show that every seller brings his
own buyer to market with him. Nothing of
the kind.

The Fowkes translation “but its
real intention is” is incorrect.

The little sentence “nothing of the
kind” (announcing the proof) is

Meint dies, daB3 die Zahl der wirklich voll-
zogenen Verkdufe gleich derselben Zahl von
Kaufen, so ist es platte Tautologie. Aber es
soll beweisen, dall der Verkdufer seinen eig-
nen Kaufer zu Markt fiihrt.

absent in the German 4th and the
French editions.

After these denunciations Marx looks at the situation in more detail. Sale and purchase are
at the same time identical acts and opposite poles. This is a contradiction. Marx re-describes
this situation in such a way that it is no longer a logical contradiction: “being identical” and
“being opposite poles” is now distributed over the transactors and the transaction itself:

Sale and purchase constitute one identical
act, as an interaction between two persons
assuming opposite roles like two poles, the
commodity owner and the money owner.

Verkauf und Kauf sind ein identischer Akt
als Wechselbeziehung zwischen zwei pola-
risch entgegengesetzten Personen, dem Wa-
renbesitzer und dem Geldbesitzer.

1 If you look at sale and purchase as two sides of one and the same transaction between
two persons, then there is an ambiguity whether this transaction is a sale or a purchase; it is

a sale for one and a purchase for the other. Marx said this already in

. But there is no

ambiguity regarding the role of the transactors: one is a seller and the other a buyer.

They constitute two acts of polar and oppo-
site characters when carried out by one and
the same person.

Sie bilden zwei polarisch entgegengesetzte
Akte als Handlungen derselben Person

1 By contrast, if you follow one person who first sells and then buys, then it is unam-
biguous which of these acts is a sale and which is a purchase. They form polar opposites.
However all we can say about the person is that she is both a seller and a buyer; she sells
first and then buys. Marx calls her simply “one and the same person.”

One might say that in the first situation, sale and purchase form an immediate unity, and
in the second situation, they are two polar acts which are bound together by an inner unity.
Since Say’s law is an attempt to conclude from the immediate unity to the inner unity, Marx
looks carefully at all the implications that can be drawn from this immediate unity:

The identity of sale and purchase implies
therefore that the commodity is useless if,
on being thrown into the alchemistical retort
of circulation, it does not come out again
in the shape of money, i.e., if it is not sold
by the commodity owner, i.e., bought by the
money owner.
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Die Identitit von Kauf und Verkauf schlief3t
daher ein, daB3 die Ware nutzlos wird, wenn
sie, in die alchemistische Retorte der Zir-
kulation geworfen, nicht als Geld heraus-
kommt, nicht vom Warenbesitzer verkauft,
daher vom Geldbesitzer gekauft wird.



3.2. Means of Circulation

1t The commodity is not only useless for its producer or seller, but it cannot be used by
anyone at all if it does not emerge from circulation as money. The transaction which moves
the commodity into the hands of its final consumer is at the same time the realization of
the value produced by the producer. The two sides of the transaction—realization of value
and selection of use-value by the consumer—are inseparably bound together; one cannot be

done without the other. If values cannot be realized, then use-values rot.

That identity further implies that the pro-
cess, if it reaches fruition, constitutes a point
of rest, an interval, long or short, in the
life of the commodity. Since the first meta-
morphosis of a commodity is at once a sale
and a purchase, this partial process is at the
same time an independent process in itself.
The buyer has the commodity, the seller has
the money, i.e., a commodity which remains
in a form capable of circulating, whether it
reappears on the market at an earlier or later
date.

Jene Identitét enthélt ferner, dafl der ProzeB3,
wenn er gelingt, einen Ruhepunkt, einen Le-
bensabschnitt der Ware bildet, der lidnger
oder kiirzer wihren kann. Da die erste Me-
tamorphose der Ware zugleich Verkauf und
Kauf, ist dieser Teilprozell zugleich selb-
standiger Prozef3. Der Kéufer hat die Ware,
der Verkaufer hat das Geld, d.h. eine Ware,
die zirkulationsfihige Form bewahrt, ob sie
frither oder spiter wieder auf dem Markt er-
scheine.

Marx apparently uses here a logical rule according to which something, in order to have an
independent existence, must contain its opposite in itself. He does not justify it by an appeal
to a general rule but by looking at the specifics of the situation. The next two sentences
summarize his arguments in concrete terms, without philosophical ballast:

No one can sell unless someone else pur-
chases. But no one is forwith bound to pur-
chase, because he has just sold.

Keiner kann verkaufen, ohne daf} ein andrer
kauft. Aber keiner braucht unmittelbar zu
kaufen, weil er selbst verkauft hat.

This independence of the acts makes Say’s law invalid. There is no need to purchase again
right away because even after many years the same money will still be able to make pur-
chases.

Question 460 (Fri Oct 8~Mon Oct 18) Formulate Say’s Law. How is it proved? Which
arguments does Marx bring to show that the proof is invalid? 2007SF, 2004 fa, 2003fa.

Question 461 (Fri Oct 8~Mon Oct 18) Marx uses the following argument that Say’s law is
a fallacy: No one can sell unless someone else purchases. But no one is forwith bound to
purchase, because he has just sold. Why does he need two pages for this? Does he bring
any other arguments than the above two sentences? 2007SP.

After this refutation of Say’s law, Marx continues his discussion of the unity and polarity
of sale and purchase. |} It is a good thing that sale and purchase do not form an undissoluble

unit but can be separated in time and space.
Circulation bursts through all the temporal,
spatial, and individual barriers imposed by
the direct exchange of products, and it does
this by splitting up the direct identity present
in the barter between the exchange of one’s
own product and the acquisition of someone
else’s into the two antithetical segments of
sale and purchase.
Marx says two things here:

Die Zirkulation sprengt die zeitlichen, ortli-
chen und individuellen Schranken des Pro-
duktenaustausches ebendadurch, daf} sie die
hier vorhandne unmittelbare Identitidt zwi-
schen dem Austausch des eignen und dem
Eintausch des fremden Arbeitsprodukts in
den Gegensatz von Verkauf und Kauf spal-
tet.
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1. Sale and purchase form an inner unity because they originate from splitting up the

exchange process into two.

2. This splitting-up enables circulation to burst through any restrictions as to time, place,

and individual.

In the French, the connection between points 1 and 2 is given a little more clearly:

After having sold, I am not forced to buy, neither at the same place, nor at the
same time, nor from the same person to whom I have sold.

This is a good thing. But this splitting-up also has its downside. Marx arrives at this down-
side by a perspectival switch: the unity of opposites is also a unity of opposites.

To say that these two independent and an-
tithetical processes have an intrinsic unity,
are essentially one, is the same as to say that
this intrinsic oneness expresses itself in an
external antithesis.

Daf die selbstindig einander gegeniibertre-
tenden Prozesse eine innere Einheit bilden,
heifit ebensosehr, daf} ihre innere Einheit
sich in duBeren Gegensitzen bewegt.

In French this statement is less interconnected: “It is true that purchase is the necessary
complement of sale; but it is no less true that their unity is the unity of opposites.”

If therefore the externally independent evo-
lution of two processes—which have an in-
ternal connection because they complement
each other—proceeds to a certain point,
their unity violently makes itself felt by
producing—a crisis.

Geht die duBerliche Verselbstindigung der
innerlich Unselbstindigen, weil einander
erginzenden, bis zu einem gewissen Punkt
fort, so macht sich die Einheit gewaltsam
geltend durch eine—Krise.

This is a definition of crisis, compare also the last two sentences of [mecw32]139/0, and
the end of [mecw32]144:0, which has a more comprehensive definition, namely, also the
forcible separation of moments which are essentially one, and Grundrisse 414:2-415:1,
where this separation and reunification is formulated in terms of “forgetting” and “reminder.”

Exam Question 462 How does Marx define a crisis?
2005fa.

2009fa, 2008fa, 2008SP, 2007SP,

Term Paper Topic 464 (Fri Dec 3-Mon Dec 6) Marxist Perspectives on the 2008 Financial
Meltdown and the developments since then. 2009 fa, 2008fa.

The externally independent representation of two aspects that form an inner unity has
therefore two results: it allows circulation to burst through all restrictions of time and place,
but it can also contains the possibility of crises.

However here the discussion of crises breaks off already. We arrived at the possibility
of crisis but our development cannot lead us any further. In a concluding summary Marx
explains that the actuality of crises cannot be derived from the laws of circulation:

Immanent in the commodity there is an an-
tithesis between use-value and value, be-
tween private labor which must simultane-
ously manifest itself as directly social la-
bor, and a particular concrete kind of labor
which simultaneously counts as merely ab-

264

Der der Ware immanente Gegensatz von
Gebrauchswert und Wert, von Privatarbeit,
die sich zugleich als unmittelbar gesell-
schaftliche Arbeit darstellen muf3, von be-
sondrer konkreter Arbeit, die zugleich nur
als abstrakt allgemeine Arbeit gilt, von Per-



stract general labor, between the personifi-
cation of things and the reification of per-
sons. This immanent contradiction obtains
its developed forms of motion in the anti-
thetical phases of the metamorphosis of the
commodity. These forms therefore imply
the possibility of crises, though no more
than the possibility. For the development of
this possibility into actuality a whole series
of relations is required, which do not yet ex-
ist from the standpoint of the simple circu-
lation of commodities.”?

The first sentence enumerates the three peculiarities of the equivalent form, see

3.2. Means of Circulation

sonifizierung des Sache und Versachlichung
der Personen—dieser immanente Wider-
spruch erhilt in den Gegensitzen der Wa-
renmetamorphose seine entwickelten Bewe-
gungsformen. Diese Formen schliefen da-
her die Moglichkeit, aber auch nur die Mog-
lichkeit der Krisen ein. Die Entwicklung
dieser Moglichkeit zur Wirklichkeit erfor-
dert einen ganzen Umkreis von Verhiltnis-
sen, die vom Standpunkt der einfachen Wa-
renzirkulation noch gar nicht existieren.”3

, and

adds the fetish-like character as fourth peculiarity, as was done in Contribution.

73 See my observations on James Mill in A
Contribution to the Critique etc., pp. 332:2-333.
There are two points here which are characteris-
tic of the methods of the bourgeoisie’s economic
apologists. The first is the identification of the
circulation of commodities with the direct ex-
change of products, achieved by simply abstract-
ing from their differences. The second is the at-
tempt to deny the contradictions of the capitalist
production process by dissolving the relations of
the agents of capitalist production into the sim-
ple relationships arising from the circulation of
commodities. The production and circulation of
commodities are however phenomena which are
to be found in the most diverse modes of produc-
tion, even if they vary in extent and importance.
If we are only familiar with the abstract cate-
gories of circulation, which are common to all of
them, we cannot know anything of their differen-
tia specifica, and we cannot therefore pronounce
judgement on them. In no other science are ele-
mentary commonplaces mouthed with more self-
importance than in political economy. For in-
stance, J. B. Say sets himself up as a judge of
crises because he knows that a commodity is a
product.

73 Vergleiche meine Bemerkungen iiber Ja-
mes Mill, ,,Zur Kritik etc.”, p. 332:2-333. Zwei
Punkte sind hier charakteristisch fiir die Metho-
de der 6konomistischen Apologetik. Erstens die
Identifizierung von Warenzirkulation und unmit-
telbarem Produktenaustausch durch einfache Ab-
straktion von ihren Unterschieden. Zweitens der
Versuch, die Widerspriiche des kapitalistischen
Produktionsprozesses wegzuleugnen, indem man
die Verhiltnisse seiner Produktionsagenten in
die einfachen Beziehungen auflost, die aus der
Warenzirkulation entspringen. Warenprodukti-
on und Warenzirkulation sind aber Phinomene,
die den verschiedensten Produktionsweisen an-
gehoren, wenn auch in verschiednem Umfang
und Tragweite. Man weif} also noch nichts von
der differentia specifica dieser Produktionswei-
sen und kann sie daher nicht beurteilen, wenn
man nur die ihnen gemeinschaftlichen, abstra-
ken Kategorien der Warenzirkulation kennt. In
keiner Wissenschaft auBer der politischen Oko-
nomie herrscht so grole Wichtigtuerei mit ele-
mentarischer Gemeinplitzlichkeit. Z.B. J. B. Say
nimmt sich heraus, iiber die Krisen abzuurteilen,
weil er weil, da3 die Ware Produkt ist.

Question 465 (Fri Oct 8—Mon Oct 18) Marx said that the resolution of a real contradiction
does not consist in its abolition but in the provision of “room in which it can move.” How
does the metamorphosis of the commodity C — M — C provide room for the contradictions of
the direct barter, and in which respect does it still contain the possibility of crises? 2008fa.

Question 466 (Fri Oct 8~Mon Oct 18) Describe how and why commodity circulation con-
tains the possibility of crisis. 2009fa, 2008fa, 2007SP, 2005 fa, 2004 fa, 2002fa, 1999SP,

1998W1I.
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3. Money or the Circulation of Commodities

In the fourth German edition, the following paragraph provides a transition to the next
subsection:

209:1 As mediator of the circulation of 128:1 Als Vermittler der Warenzirkulati-
commodities, money obtains the function of | on erhilt das Geld die Funktion des Zirkula-
means of circulation. tionsmittels.

This short paragraph should be on it is not. Did they forget to typeset
p- 209:1 in the Vintage edition, but it?

3.2.b. The Flow of Money

The first section of chapter Three, section 3.1, discussed money as a measure of value, and
the corresponding relative form of value, namely, the price form of commodities. We are in
the middle of the second section .2, which shows how these forms give rise to a process. In
subsection , this process was looked at from the angle of the commodity. Now it will
be looked at from the angle of money.

This subsection is not assigned as a reading but available for a term paper.

Term Paper Topic 468 (Tue Oct 19-Thu Oct21) Essay about Chapter Three, Section 2.b:
The Flow of Money 2008fa, 20075P, 2004 fa.

3.2.c. Coins and Symbols of Value

This subsection deals with yet another form accruing to money, which springs not from a
change in the relative form of value, as those discussed in section 3.1, but from the circu-
lation process. Since the price of the commodities must be physically present as means of
circulation, it is no longer sufficient that a certain unit of gold is by law designated a dollar;
it also must be readily available for circulation, i.e., must be minted.

This subsection is not assigned as a reading but available for a term paper.

Term Paper Topic 470 (Tue Oct 19-Thu Oct21) Essay about Chapter Three, Section 2.c:
Coins and Symbols of Value 2008fa, 2001 fa, 2000fa.

3.3. Money

A parallel and more detailed development of the following brief paragraph can be found in
Contribution, 357:2/0. A very interesting two-page passage in the original text of Contribu-
tion, [mecw29]508:2—[mecw29]510:2, can be considered an even more detailed version of

13'27:1 The commodity which functions as 143:1/0 Die Ware, welche als Wertmaf3
the measure of value and therefore also, ei- | und daher auch, leiblich oder durch Stellver-
ther in its own body or through a representa- | treter, als Zirkulationsmittel funktioniert, ist
tive, as the medium of circulation, is money. Geld.

In the first section of chapter Three, p. , Marx had written “it is at first only by
this function (general measure of value) that gold, the specific equivalent commodity, be-
comes money.” This formulation “becomes money” had indicated that the function of gold
as measure of value is the beginning of a social process by which gold is turned into money.
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When entering the second section of chapter Three, which discusses the practical activities
of the commodity traders in the market, Marx argues that the function of money as a specific
equivalent commodity makes it the obvious choice for a means of circulation. Even though
this choice is obvious, a social act is necessary to in fact make this choice, i.e., to use the
same commodity that is the measure of values also as means of circulation.

If this choice is made, i.e., if the same commodity has both functions, then it is money.
This is not only how Marx defines money, but Marx claims that this is a “real definition.” If
definitions carve up reality into chunks, real definitions carve reality where reality itself has
its joints. It will become clear in this section here that the coincidence of the two functions
of measure of value and means of circulation entails new powers. Marx describes here
how money so-to-say creeps out of circulation: although both functions (measure of value
and means of circulation) are necessary in circulation, their coincidence is not—yet this
coincidence is an inevitable result of circulation.

Since at Marx’s time gold was the commodity which performed these two functions, Marx
concludes:

Gold (or silver) is therefore money. \ Gold (resp. Silber) ist daher Geld.
Question 471 (Tue Oct 19-Thu Oct21) Marx defines money as the commodity which at the
same time functions as measure of value and means of circulation. How does he justify this
definition of money? Is there a commodity today which has these two functions? Is there
money today? 2008fa, 2007SP, 2005fa, 2004 fa.

If gold is money, this does not mean that gold always functions as money; often it only
functions as measure of value or means of circulation. Next Marx defines those situations in
which gold indeed functions as money:

It functions as money, on the one hand when
it has to appear in person as gold, as the
money commodity, i.e., neither merely no-
tional, as when it is the measure of value,
nor in a capacity in which it can be rep-
resented, as when it is the medium of cir-
culation. On the other hand it functions
as money when its function, whether per-
formed in person or by a representative, fixes
it as the sole form of value, or, in other
words, as the only adequate form of exis-
tence of exchange-value, versus all the other
commodities as mere use-values.

Als Geld funktioniert es, einerseits wo es in
seiner goldnen (resp. silbernen) Leiblichkeit
erscheinen mul}, daher als Geldware, also
weder blof} ideell, wie im Wertmalf, noch re-
préasentationsfahig, wie im Zirkulationsmit-
tel; andrerseits wo seine Funktion, ob es sel-
be nun in eigner Person oder durch Stellver-
treter vollziehe, es als alleinige Wertgestalt
oder allein adiquates Dasein des Tausch-
werts allen andren Waren als bloflen Ge-
brauchswerten gegeniiber fixiert.

1+ How can you tell that money functions as money? Marx uses here the criterion: if it
is not notional (as in measure of value) and not capable of representation (as in means of
circulation) then it is money.

Marx describes here an instance of emergence: as measure of value and means of circula-
tion money is the representative, the servant, of commodities. It is less than the commodities,
because it has no use-value. But out of this role as a servant grows its role as king: instead
of being the representative of real wealth, monetary wealth now seems to be more real than
wealth in form of commodities, which are degraded to “mere” use-values. All this is de-
veloped in much more detail in Contribution, p. 358:1/0, where Marx quotes Boisguillebert
saying:
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“Thus the slave of commerce has become its
master ... The misery of the peoples is due
to the fact that the slave has been turned into
a master or rather into a tyrant.”

Hier ist also der Sklave des Handels sein
Herr geworden ... Das Elend der Volker
kommt nur daher, da man einen Herren
oder vielmehr einen Tyrannen aus dem ge-
macht hat, der ein Sklave war.”

Question 472 (Tue Oct 19-Thu Oct21) When does gold function as money as distinct from
its function as measure of value or means of circulation? 2008fa, 2004 fa, 2003fa, 2002fa,
2001fa, 2000fa, 1999SP, 1998WI, 1997sp.

3.3.a. Hoarding

The German word translated here by “hoarding” is “Schatzbildung” (formation of a trea-
sure), i.e., storing up of money so that at a later time it can be used as the general incarnation
of wealth. This does not have the negative connotations of “unwillingness to share” con-

nected with the English word “hoarding.”
227:2 The continuous circular movement

of the two antithetical metamorphoses of
commodities, or the repeated alternating
flow of sale and purchase, is reflected in the
unceasing turnover of money, in the func-
tion it performs as a perpetuum mobile of
circulation.

144:1 Der kontinuierliche Kreislauf der
zwei entgegengesetzten Warenmetamor-
phosen oder der fliissige Umschlag von Ver-
kauf und Kauf erscheint im rastlosen Um-
lauf des Geldes oder seiner Funktion als
perpetuum mobile der Zirkulation.

Marx recapitulates here the false appearance of money in circulation introduced earlier
in 210:2/00: money seems as restless as a perpetuum mobile. It seems to have the desire
and the ability to move, without apparent goal or driving force. But this is an illusion. The
flow of the means of circulation is the result of the metamorphoses of the commodities. As
long as these metamorphoses are ongoing, money flows incessantly. However one can see
that the flow of money is induced by the metamorphoses of the commodities when these

metamorphoses are interrupted. In this case, the flow of money stops as well:

But as soon as the series of metamorphoses
is interrupted, as soon as sales are not sup-
plemented by subsequent purchases, money
is immobilized. In other words, it is trans-
formed, as Boisguillebert says, from ‘meu-
ble’ into ‘immeuble’, from coin into money.

Es wird immobilisiert, oder verwandelt sich,
wie Boisgillebert sagt, aus meuble in im-
meuble, aus Miinze in Geld, sobald die Me-
tamorphosenreihe unterbrochen, der Ver-
kauf nicht durch den nachfolgenden Kauf
ergédnzt wird.

1t Once the movement is interrupted, i.e., as soon as the commodity owners no longer
immediately supplement their sales with purchases, the means of circulation is transformed
from coin into money. Why does this interruption turn the coin into money? Because sud-
denly the coin is no longer a vanishing interlude between two commodities, which stays
with each commodity owner only for a moment and then moves on, but now it is held by the
same commodity owner for a longer time.

These interruptions in circulation are due to individual decisions not to buy after having
sold. Next Marx gives specific reasons why the commodity owners might want to hold
money instead of continuing the circulation process. |} Before going into the specifics,
the next paragraph makes four preliminary remarks: (1) Historically, hoards are as old as
commodity circulation itself, and the forms of hoards develop in tandem with commodity
circulation. (2) Instead of giving specific reasons why people might want to hoard (they
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come in the subsequent paragraphs), Marx classifies these reasons here into “necessity”
and “passion.” (3) A sale with the intention to hoard is no longer a phase in commodity
circulation, but it becomes and end in itself. (4) Not only the sales transaction changes its
economic form, but so does the money involved in this transaction.

227:3/0 Together with the first develop- 144:2 Mit der ersten Entwicklung der
ment of the circulation of commodities there | Warenzirkulation selbst entwickelt sich die
also develops the necessity and the passion- | Notwendigkeit und die Leidenschaft, das
ate desire to hold fast to the product of the | Produkt der ersten Metamorphose, die ver-
first metamorphosis, to hold fast to the trans- | wandelte Gestalt der Ware oder ihre Gold-
formed shape of the commodity, or its gold \ puppe festzuhalten.3¢ Ware wird verkauft,
chrysalis.®® Now, commodities are sold not | nicht um Ware zu kaufen, sondern um Wa-
in order to buy commodities, but in order | renform durch Geldform zu ersetzen. Aus
to replace their commodity form with their | bloBer Vermittlung des Stoffwechsels wird
money form. Instead of being merely a | dieser Formwechsel zum Selbstzweck. Die
way of mediating the metabolic process, this | entduferte Gestalt der Ware wird verhin-
change of form becomes an end in itself. | dert, als ihre absolut verduBerliche Ge-
The form of the commodity in which it is | stalt oder nur verschwindende Geldform zu
divested of content is prevented from func- | funktionieren. Das Geld versteinert damit
tioning as its absolutely alienable form or | zum Schatz, und der Warenverkdufer wird
even as its merely transient money form. | Schatzbildner.

The money is petrified into a hoard, and the
seller of commodities becomes a hoarder of
money.

Question 473 (Tue Oct 19-Thu Oct 21) Explain the individual motivation for hoarding money.
Do these hoards have a function for the economy as a whole or only for the individual?
2009fa, 2008fa, 2008SP, 2007 fa, 2007SP, 2004 fa.

1t In part, the development of money into hoard is the product of economic necessity
(there are economic reasons why circulation must sometimes be interrupted), but in part it
is due to individual activity, due to the fascination which individuals have with money, an
utterly useful and powerful social product. This is one of the few places where individual
agency is not only guided by the economic forms with which the individuals are confronted,
but where it leads to the development of new forms. Another example is the decision how
much of the surplus-value to invest. Here, too, individual motivation does not follow blindly
the economic imperatives to accumulate, but the capitalists make choices how much to ac-
cumulate. In both of these cases, Marx surveys these individual motivations not in general,
not in a vacuum, but traces the development of these individual motivations through history.

| (1) At the beginning of the circulation of commodities, only the surplus of the products
becomes commodities, therefore the possession of gold and silver is an expression of surplus,
wealth, luxury.

228:1 In the very beginnings of the circu- \ 144:3/0 Grade in den Anfidngen der Wa-
lation of commodities, it is only the excess | renzirkulation verwandelt sich nur der Uber-
amounts of use-value which are converted | schufl an Gebrauchswerten in Geld. Gold
into money. Gold and silver thus become | und Silber werden so von selbst zu gesell-
of themselves social expressions for super- | schaftlichen Ausdriicken des Uberflusses
fluity or wealth. oder des Reichtums.
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1t Gold and silver are therefore not useful for everyday products, but only for products

which represent luxury and wealth.

| In traditional modes of production with a fixed circle of needs, the development of

hoards is arrested at this stage:

This naive form of hoarding is perpetu-
ated among those peoples whose traditional
mode of production, aimed at fulfilling their
own requirements, corresponds to a fixed
and limited range of needs. This is true of
the Asiatics, particularly the Indians.

Diese naive Form der Schatzbildung ver-
ewigt sich bei Volkern, wo der traditionel-
len und auf Selbstbedarf gerichteten Pro-
duktionsweise ein fest abgeschloBner Kreis
von Bediirfnissen entspricht. So bei den
Asiaten, namentlich den Indern.

| (2) With the further development of commodity production, every commodity producer
needs a reserve for his living while he produces his commodity, or for emergencies. Thus,
at all points of commodity circulation, hoards are created:

228:2/00 As the production of commodi-
ties further develops, every producer of
commodities is compelled to make sure
of the nexus rerum or the social pledge.®
His wants are constantly making themselves
felt, and necessitate the continual purchase
of other people’s commodities, while the
production and sale of his own goods re-
quire time, and depend upon circumstances.
In order then to be able to buy without sell-
ing, he must have sold previously without
buying.

145:1-2 Mit mehr entwickelter Waren-
produktion muf} jeder Warenproduzent sich
den nervus rerum, das ,gesellschaftliche
Faustpfand sichern.3® Seine Bediirfnisse
erneuern sich unaufhérlich und gebieten un-
aufhorlichen Kauf fremder Ware, wihrend
Produktion und Verkauf seiner eignen Wa-
re Zeit kosten und von Zufillen abhéngen.
Um zu kaufen, ohne zu verkaufen, muf} er
vorher verkauft haben, ohne zu kaufen.

|} Everywhere, the individuals are therefore motivated to accumulate hoards, but how are
these hoards possible? How can everybody sell without buying? A brief digression clarifies

this point:

This operation, conducted on a general
scale, seems to contradict itself. The pre-
cious metals, at the sources of their pro-
duction, however are directly exchanged for
other commodities. Here we have sales (by
the owners of commodities) without pur-
chases (by the owners of gold or silver).%’

Diese Operation, auf allgemeiner Stufenlei-
ter ausgefiihrt, scheint sich selbst zu wider-
sprechen. An ihren Produktionsquellen je-
doch tauschen sich die edlen Metalle di-
rekt mit andren Waren aus. Es findet hier
Verkauf (auf Seite der Warenbesitzer) ohne
Kauf (auf Seite der Gold- und Silberbesit-
zer) statt.%?

Exam Question 474 Give an example of a transaction between P and Q in which P sells to
Q but Q does not purchase from P. 2009fa, 2008fa.

Any subsequent sales, by other produc-
ers, unfollowed by purchases, merely bring
about the distribution of the newly produced
precious metals among all the owners of
commodities. In this way, all along the line
of exchange, hoards of gold and silver of
varied extent are accumulated.
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Und spidtere Verkidufe ohne nachfolgende
Kéufe vermitteln bloB die weitere Vertei-
lung der edlen Metalle unter alle Warenbe-
sitzer. So entstehn auf allen Punkten des
Verkehrs Gold- und Silberschitze vom ver-
schiedensten Umfang.
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89 A purchase, in a categorical sense, implies 89 Kauf im kategorischen Sinn unterstellt
that gold and silver are already the converted | nidmlich Gold oder Silber schon als verwandelte
form of commodities, or the product of a sale. Gestalt der Ware oder als Produkt des Verkaufs.

The sales without subsequent purchases on the part of the hoarders are balanced by pur-
chases without prior sales on the part of the gold producers (although Marx does not call it
“purchase” but a “direct exchange of two commodities.”). Each commodity producer who
builds up a hoard withdraws money from circulation and fails to buy after having sold. This
missing gold is then supplied by the gold producers, who receive those commodities which
the hoarders did not buy in exchange for their newly minted gold.

Question 475 (Tue Oct 19-Thu Oct 21) Is the transaction by which the gold producer trades
his product for the use-values he needs a purchase or a barter?

| (3) The development of commodity production not only requires the ubiquitous gener-
ation of hoards, but also increases the greed for gold:
With the possibility of holding and storing | Mit der Mdglichkeit, die Ware als Tausch-
up exchange-value in the shape of a partic- | wert oder den Tauschwert als Ware festzu-
ular commodity, arises also the greed for | halten, erwacht die Goldgier. Mit der Aus-
gold. Along with the extension of circula- | dehnung der Warenzirkulation wichst die
tion, increases the power of money, that ab- | Macht des Geldes, der stets schlagfertigen,
solute and ever ready social form of wealth. | absolut gesellschaftlichen Form des Reich-

tums.
“Gold is a wonderful thing! Whoever pos- ,,Gold ist ein wunderbares Ding! Wer dassel-
sesses it is lord of all he wants. By means be besitzt, ist Herr von allem, was er wiinscht.
of gold one can even get souls into Paradise.” Durch Gold kann man sogar Seelen in das Pa-
(Columbus in his letter from Jamaica, 1503.) radies gelangen lassen.” (Columbus, im Brief

aus Jamaica, 1503.)
The power of gold is increased here because it no longer represents luxury but all material

wealth. The next step is: (4) gold represents more than material wealth:
229:0c/o Since gold does not disclose 145:3/00 Da dem Geld nicht anzusehn,
what has been transformed into it, every- was in es verwandelt ist, verwandelt sich al-
thing, commodity or not, is convertible | les, Ware oder nicht, in Geld. Alles wird
into gold. Everything becomes saleable | verkduflich und kaufbar. Die Zirkulation
and buyable. The circulation becomes the | wird die grofle gesellschaftliche Retorte,
great social retort into which everything is | worin alles hineinfliegt, um als Geldkristall
thrown, to come out again as a gold-crystal. | wieder herauszukommen. Dieser Alchimie
Nothing is immune to this alchemy; the | widerstehn nicht einmal Heiligenknochen
bones of saints cannot withstand it, let alone | und noch viele minder grobe res sacrosanc-

certain other, more delicate, sacred things \ tae, extra commercium hominum.??
beyond human commerce.” ‘
In the German edition, Marx translation still speaks about “crystal” and “alchemy” as a
switched in this passage from “gold” here and makes the switch metaphors here (“alchemy” refers
“Gold” to “Geld”, i.e. he no longer to “money” only in the next to the attempts of early chemists to
speaks about gold but about passage. Presumably this switch synthesize gold).
money. The Moore-Aveling was delayed because Marx uses

90 Henry III., most Christian king of France, 90 Heinrich II1., allerchristlichster Konig von
robbed cloisters of their relics, and turned them Frankreich, raubt Klostern usw. ihre Reliquien,
into money. It is well known what part the de- | um sie zu versilbern. Man weif3, welche Rolle der
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spoiling of the Delphic Temple, by the Phocians,
played in the history of Greece. Temples with the
ancients served as the dwellings of the gods of
commodities. They were “sacred banks.” With
the Phoenicians, a trading people par excellence,
money was the transmuted shape of everything.
It was, therefore, quite in order that the virgins,
who, at the feast of the Goddess of Love, gave
themselves up to strangers, should offer to the
goddess the piece of money they received.

Raub der delphischen Tempelschitze durch die
Phokaer in der griechischen Geschichte spielt.
Dem Gott der Waren dienten bei den Alten be-
kanntlich die Tempel zum Wohnsitz. Sie wa-
ren ,heilige Banken. Den Phoniziern, einem
Handelsvolke par excellence, galt Geld als die
entduBerte Gestalt aller Dinge. Es war daher in
der Ordnung, daf} die Jungfrauen, die sich an den
Festen der Liebesgottin den Fremden hingaben,
das zum Lohn empfangene Geldstiick der Gottin
opferten.

(5) The next step of Marx’s discussion of the social power of money is: Money not only
conveys wealth and things other than wealth, but it also transforms its owner:

Just as every qualitative difference between
commodities is extinguished in money, so
money, on its side, like the radical leveller
that it is, does away with all distinctions.”!

91 «Gold, yellow, glittering, precious gold!
Thus much of this, will make black white, foul,
fair;

Wrong, right; base, noble; old, young; coward,
valiant.

... What this, you gods? Why, this

Will lug your priests and servants from your
sides;

Pluck stout men’s pillows from below their
heads;

This yellow slave

Will knit and break religions; bless the accurs’d;
Make the hoar leprosy ador’d; place thieves,
And give them title, knee and approbation;

With senators on the bench, this is it;

That makes the wappen’d widow wed again:

... Come damned earth,

Though common whore of mankind.”

dlctd (Shakespeare, Timon of Athens, Act 4,
Scene 3.)

Wie im Geld aller qualitative Unterschied
der Waren ausgelOscht ist, 10scht es seiner-
seits als radikaler Leveller alle Unterschiede

aus.”!

91 _Gold! kostbar, flimmernd, rotes Gold!
Soviel hievon, macht schwarz weif3, héBlich
schon
Schlecht gut, alt jung, feig tapfer, niedrig edel.
... Ihr Goétter! warum dies? warum dies, Gotter;
Ha! dies lockt Euch den Priester vom Altar;
Reifit Halbgenes’'nen weg das Schlummerkissen;
Ja dieser rote Sklave 16st und bindet
Geweihte Bande; segnet den Verfluchten;

Er macht den Aussatz lieblich; ehrt den Dieb,
Und gibt ihm Rang, gebeugtes Knie und Einflufl
Im Rat der Senatoren; dieser fiihrt

Der tiberjdhr’gen Witwe Freier zu;

...Verdammt Metall,

Gemeine Hure du der Menschen.

9l etd (Shakespeare, ,,Timon of Athens®.)

All this social power is vested in an object, which can become the private property of
anybody. Therefore money is denounced in antiquity, but revered in modern society:

But money itself is a commodity, an ex-
ternal object, capable of becoming the pri-
vate property of any individual. Thus social
power becomes the private power of private
persons. The ancients therefore denounced
money as subversive of the economic and
moral order of things.”?

92 “Nothing so evil as money ever grew to be
current among men.
This lays cities low, this drives men from their
homes,
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Das Geld ist aber selbst Ware, ein duf3erlich
Ding, das Privateigentum eines jeden wer-
den kann. Die gesellschaftliche Macht wird
so zur Privatmacht der Privatperson. Die an-
tike Gesellschaft denunziert es daher als die
Scheidemiinze ihrer 6konomischen und sitt-
lichen Ordnung.®?

92 ,Denn kein so schmihlich Ubel, wie des
Geldes Wert
Erwuchs den Menschen: dies vermag die Stddte
selbst
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this trains and warps honest souls

till they set themselves to works of shame—
this still teaches folk to practise villanies,
and to know every godless deed.’
(Sophocles, Antigone.)

Zu brechen, dies treibt Ménner aus von Hof und
Herd;
Dies unterweiset und verkehrt den edlen Sinn
Rechtschaff’ner Ménner, nachzugeh’n ruchloser
Tat,
Zeigt an die Wege boser List den Sterblichen
Und bildet sie zu jedem gottverhaliten Werk.
(Sophokles, ,,Antigone*.)

{(6) In modern capitalism, monetary hoards are not only an individual peculiarity, but the
incarnation of a social principle:

Modern society, which, soon after its birth,
pulled Plutus by the hair of his head from
the bowels of the earth,” greets gold as its
Holy Grail, as the glittering incarnation of
the very principle of its own life.

93 “Avarice hopes to drag Pluto himself out
of the bowels of the earth’ (Athenaeus, Deip-

Die moderne Gesellschaft, die schon in ih-
ren Kinderjahren den Plutus an den Haaren
aus den Eingeweiden der Erde herauszieht,”?
begriilit im Goldgral die glinzende Inkarna-
tion ihres eigensten Lebensprinzips.

93 Der Geiz hofft Pluton selbst aus dem In-
nern der Erde zu ziehen.” (Athen[aeus], ,,.Deip-

nosophistae). nos™.

This concludes Marx’s discussion of the evolution of the social power of gold. Originally,
gold only represented surplus and luxury consumption. With the development of commodity
production, it comes to represent any material wealth. By extension, it represents also other
things that are not commodities or not wealth. Since all this social power is wielded by
a material object which can be owned by anyone, these social powers are reflected on the
personality of the money owner. Finally, in modern capitalism, money not only represents
personal power but also a social principle.

This survey of attitudes towards money over the centuries teaches us: individuals react to
the fact that money not only represents material wealth but also social wealth.

After this survey of the different ways individuals conceived of and handled money over
the millennia, Marx discusses now the structural reasons calling forth this individual reaction
to money. This is an important passage introducing what might be called the “spell” implied
in the money form. Although this spell is discussed here as the driving force behind the

miser, we will see later that it is also the driving force behind the capitalist:

230:1/0 The commodity, as a use-value,
satisfies a particular need and forms a par-
ticular element of material wealth. But the
value of a commodity measures the strength
with which it attracts all other elements of
material wealth, i.e., it measures the social
wealth of its owner.

Fowkes’s “degree of attractiveness
for” is an incorrect translation of
“Grad ihrer Attraktionskraft aut™
since it reverses the attractor and
the attractee. It also suggests a

utility theory of value. The
Moore-Aveling “degree of
attraction for” is a little better,
though I think it should have been
“degree of attraction of.” I tried to

147:1 Die Ware als Gebrauchswert be-
friedigt ein besondres Bediirfnis und bil-
det ein besondres Element des stofflichen
Reichtums. Aber der Wert der Ware mif3t
den Grad ihrer Attraktionskraft auf alle Ele-
mente des stofflichen Reichtums, daher den
gesellschaftlichen Reichtum ihres Besitzers.

translate it in such a way that it is
unambiguous’ that the commodity
attracts instead of being attracted
by or attractive to social wealth.

Marx distinguishes here between material wealth and social wealth. Once this social
wealth is available in the pure form of money, it overshadows material wealth:
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To the commodity owner in primitive so-
cieties, and even to the peasant of Western
Europe, value is inseparable from the value
form, hence an increase of the hoard of gold
and silver is an increase in value.

Dem barbarisch einfachen Warenbesitzer,
selbst einem westeuropdischen Bauer, ist
der Wert unzertrennlich von der Wertform,
Vermehrung des Gold- und Silberschatzes
daher Wertvermehrung.

But is this indirectness of money, which is one step removed from real wealth, since it
first has to be exchanged into use-values, not an obstacle?

It is true that the value of money varies,
whether as a result of a variation in its own
value, or of a change in the values of com-
modities. But this on the one hand does not
prevent 200 ounces of gold from continuing
to contain more value than 100 ounces, nor
on the other hand does it prevent the metal-
lic natural form of this object from contin-
uing to be the universal equivalent form of
all other commodities, and the directly so-
cial incarnation of all human labor.

Allerdings wechselt der Wert des Geldes, sei
es infolge seines eignen Wertwechsels, sei
es des Wertwechsels der Waren. Dies ver-
hindert aber einerseits nicht, dal 200 Unzen
Gold nach wie vor mehr Wert enthalten als
100, 300 mehr als 200 usw., noch andrer-
seits, dal die metallne Naturalform dieses
Dings die allgemeine Aquivalentform aller
Waren bleibt, die unmittelbar gesellschaftli-
che Inkarnation aller menschlichen Arbeit.

The indirectness of social wealth even becomes a practical advantage: since money is
general equivalent, it allows to save for future use-values without having to commit to any

particular use-value.

The drive to hoard is insatiable by its na-
ture. Qualitatively or formally considered,
money is unlimited: it is the universal rep-
resentative of material wealth because it is
directly convertible into any other commod-
ity. But at the same time every actual sum of
money is quantitatively limited, and there-
fore has only a limited efficacy as a means
of purchase. This contradiction between
the quantitative limitation and the qualita-
tive unlimited character of money drives the
miser again and again back to his Sisyphean
task: accumulation. He is in the same situ-
ation as a world conqueror, who discovers
a new boundary with each country he an-
nexes.

Der Trieb der Schatzbildung ist von Natur
maBlos. Qualitativ oder seiner Form nach
ist das Geld schrankenlos, d.h. allgemei-
ner Reprisentant des stofflichen Reichtums,
weil in jede Ware unmittelbar umsetzbar.
Aber zugleich ist jede wirkliche Geldsum-
me quantitativ beschrinkt, daher auch nur
Kaufmittel von beschrinkter Wirkung. Die-
ser Widerspruch zwischen der quantitativen
Schranke und der qualitativen Schrankenlo-
sigkeit des Geldes treibt den Schatzbildner
stets zuriick zur Sisyphusarbeit der Akku-
mulation. Es geht ihm wie dem Welterobe-
rer, der mit jedem neuen Land nur eine neue
Grenze erobert.

The miser is driven to accumulate more and more money because qualitatively, money is
universal, it can be converted into every use-value. But quantitatively it is limited, and in an
effort to make its quantity as universal as its quality, the miser hoards more and more money.
But however much money he has, it is never enough. Note that this is a non-psychological
explanation of greed. The miser is trapped in a contradiction inherent in the social forms
which organize production in a market economy. Since the miser has inherited his drive
to accumulate from a contradiction, it is not surprising that the means by which he tries to
reach his goal are riddled with contradictions as well:

231:1 In order that gold may be held as
money, and made to form a hoard, it must be
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147:2 Um das Gold als Geld festzuhal-
ten und daher als Element der Schatzbil-



prevented from circulating, or from dissolv-
ing into the means of purchasing enjoyment.
The miser therefore sacrifices the lusts of
his flesh to the fetish of gold. He takes the
gospel of abstinence very seriously. On the
other hand, he cannot withdraw any more
from circulation, in the shape of money,
than he has thrown into it, in the shape of
commodities. The more he produces, the
more he can sell. Work, thrift and greed are
therefore his three cardinal virtues, and to
sell much and buy little is the sum of his po-
litical economy.**

94 “These are the pivots around which all the
measures of political economy turn—the maxi-
mum possible increase in the number of sellers
of each commodity, and the maximum possible

decrease in the number of buyers.” Verri [Ver(04,
p. 52, 53].
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dung, muf} es verhindert werden zu zirku-
lieren oder als Kaufmittel sich in GenufSmit-
tel aufzulosen. Der Schatzbildner opfert da-
her dem Goldfetisch seine Fleischeslust. Er
macht Ernst mit dem Evangelium der Ent-
sagung. Andrerseits kann er der Zirkulation
nur in Geld entziehn, was er ihr in Ware gibt.
Je mehr er produziert, desto mehr kann er
verkaufen. Arbeitsamkeit, Sparsamkeit und
Geiz bilden daher seine Kardinaltugenden,
viel verkaufen, wenig kaufen, die Summe
seiner politischen Okonomie.*

94 Die Zahl der Verkiufer jeder Ware soweit
wie moglich zu vermehren, die Zahl der Kéufer
soweit wie moglich zu vermindern, das sind die
Angelpunkte, um die sich alle Malnahmen der
politischen Okonomie drehen. Verri [Ver04, p.
52, 53].

Question 478 (Tue Oct 19-Thu Oct21) What is the relation between Marx’s theory of a
miser and Keynes’s “paradox of thrift”? 2008fa, 2008SP, 2003fa, 2002fa, 2001fa,
1999SP.

The miser pursues his objectives in a ridiculous and contradictory way:
1. He has to renounce on consumption, i.e., has to make himself poor in order to get rich.

2. As long as he has wealth in the form of money, it is of as much use for him as if the
gold were buried in the mountains. But if the miser wants to get wealth in its real
form, he has to give away money, i.e., he will lose his hoard.

Question 479 (Tue Oct 19-Thu Oct21) Describe the inner contradiction of monetary ab-
stract wealth which determine the goals of a miser, and the ridiculous contradiction of the
means by which he is trying to reach this goal. 2009 fa, 2008fa, 2003fa, 2002fa, 2001 fa,
1999SP, 1998WI1, 1997ut, 1997sp.

Gold and silver can be used to make beautiful things which display the wealth of their

owner (and which are also more difficult to steal than anonymous gold coins).

231:2 Alongside the direct form of the
hoard there runs its aesthetic form, the pos-
session of commodities made out of gold
and silver. This grows with the wealth of
civil society. ‘Let us be rich, or let us appear
rich’ (Diderot). In this way there is formed,
on the one hand, a constantly expanding
market for gold and silver which is indepen-
dent of their monetary functions, and on the
other hand a latent source of monetary in-

147:3/0 Neben der unmittelbaren Form
des Schatzes lduft seine #sthetische Form,
der Besitz von Gold- und Silberwaren. Er
wichst mit dem Reichtum der biirgerlichen
Gesellschaft. ,,Soyons riches ou paraissons
riches.” (Diderot.) Es bildet sich so teils ein
stets ausgedehnterer Markt fiir Gold und Sil-
ber, unabhingig von ihren Geldfunktionen,
teils eine latente Zufuhrquelle des Geldes,
die namentlich in gesellschaftlichen Sturm-
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flow which is used particularly in periods of
social storms.

perioden flief3t.

The functions which hoards play for the circulation process are discussed at the very end,
since these are by no means the only reason for the existence of these hoards. There is a
clear divergence between individual motivation for hoarding, and its economic function.

231:3/0 Hoarding serves various func-
tions in an economy where metallic circu-
lation prevails. Its first function arises out
of the conditions of the circulation of gold
and silver coins. We have seen how, ow-
ing to the continual fluctuations in the ex-
tent and rapidity of the circulation of com-
modities and in their prices, the quantity of
money in circulation unceasingly ebbs and
flows. This quantity must therefore be ca-
pable of expansion and contraction. At one
time money must be attracted as coin, at an-
other time coin must be repelled as money.
In order that the mass of money actually in
circulation may always correspond to the
saturation level of the sphere of circulation,
it is necessary for the quantity of gold and
silver available in a country to be greater
than the quantity functioning as coin. This
condition is fulfilled by money taking the
form of hoards. The reserves created by
hoarding serve as channels through which
money may flow in and out of circulation,
so that the circulation itself never overflows
its banks.”

95 “There is required for carrying on the trade
of the nation a determinate sum of specifick
money, which varies, and is sometimes more
sometimes less as the circumstances we are in re-
quire ... This ebbing and flowing of money sup-
plies and accommodates itself, without any aid
of Politicians ... The buckets work alternately;
when money is scarce, bullion is coined, when
bullion is scarce, money is melted” Sir D. North,
[Nor91, Postscript, p. 3]. John Stuart Mill, who
was for a long time an official of the East India
Company, confirms that in India silver ornaments
still continue to perform directly the functions
of a hoard: ‘Silver ornaments are brought out
and coined when there is a high rate of interest,
and go back again when the rate of interest falls’
(J. S. Mill’s evidence, in Report from the Se-
lect Committee on the Bank Acts, 1857, n. 2084,
2101). According to a parliamentary document
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148:1 Die Schatzbildung erfiillt verschied-
ne Funktionen in der Okonomie der metal-
lischen Zirkulation. Die nichste Funktion
entspringt aus den Umlaufsbedingungen der
Gold- oder Silbermiinze. Man hat gesehn,
wie mit den bestdndigen Schwankungen
der Warenzirkulation in Umfang, Preisen
und Geschwindigkeit die Umlaufsmasse des
Geldes rastlos ebbt und flutet. Sie muf} also
der Kontraktion und Expansion fihig sein.
Bald muf3 Geld als Miinze attrahiert, bald
Miinze als Geld repelliert werden. Damit
die wirklich umlaufende Geldmasse dem
Sattigungsgrad der Zirkulationssphire stets
entspreche, muf} das in einem Lande befind-
liche Gold- oder Silberquantum grofer sein
als das in Miinzfunktion begriffene. Diese
Bedingung wird erfiillt durch die Schatz-
form des Geldes. Die Schatzreservoirs die-
nen zugleich als Abfuhr- und Zufuhrkanéile
des zirkulierenden Geldes, welches seine
Umlaufskanile daher nie iiberfiillt.”

95 Um Handel zu treiben, bedarf jede Nati-
on einer bestimmten Summe von specifick mo-
ney, die wechselt und manchmal groer, manch-
mal kleiner ist, so wie es die Verhéltnisse for-
dern ... Diese Ebben und Fluten des Geldes re-
geln sich selbst ohne jede Hilfe der Politiker ...
Die Eimer arbeiten abwechselnd: wenn das Geld
knapp ist, werden Barren gemiinzt; sind Barren
knapp, werden Miinzen eingeschmolzen.“ Sir
D. North, [Nor91, Postscript, p. 3]. John Stu-
art Mill, lange Zeit Beamter der Ostindischen
Kompanie, bestitigt, dal in Indien immer noch
der Silberschmuck unmittelbar als Schatz funk-
tioniert. Die ,,silbernen Schmuckstiicke werden
zum Ausmiinzen gebracht, wenn ein hoher Zins-
satz besteht; sie wandern zuriick, wenn der Zins-
satz fallt*. (J. St. Mills Evidence [in] ,,Repts.
on Bankacts, 1857, n. 2084, 2101.) Nach ei-
nem parlamentarischen Dokument von 1864 tiber



of 1864 on the gold and silver import and export
of India, the import of gold and silver in 1863
exceeded the export by £19,367,764. During the
eight years up to 1864, the excess of imports
over exports of the precious metals amounted to
£109,652,917. During this century far more than
£200,000,000 has been coined in India.

3.3. Money

Gold- und Silberimport und -export in Indien
iiberstieg 1863 der Import von Gold und Silber
den Export um 19367 764 Pfd.St. In den letzten
8 Jahren vor 1864 betrug der Excess des Imports
iiber den Export der eden Metalle 109652917
Pfd.St. Wihrend dieses Jahrhunderts wurden
weit iiber 200 000 000 Pfd.St. in Indien gemiinzt.

Economic function of hoard: absorb the varying mass of gold required as means of circu-
lation. In those countries which had metallic circulation this was an important phenomenon.

3.3.b. Means of Payment

Money can function as money even if it is not withdrawn from circulation. Marx brings
two more forms in which money functions as money: means of payment (subsection )
and world money (subsection ). Money also functions as money when it is advanced
as capital, but since capital has not yet been defined, this is not discussed here (compare the

end of footnote 98 to paragraph

Subsection
tribution, p. 370:1/o.

232:1/0 In the direct form of commod-
ity circulation hitherto considered, a given
value was always present twice: as a com-
modity at one pole, and money at the oppo-
site pole. The owners of commodities there-
fore came into contact only as the repre-
sentatives of simultaneously present equiv-
alents.

Fowkes again puts an epistemic
gloss on it: In the direct form of
commodity circulation hitherto

considered, we found a given opposite pole.

below).
, about means of payment, follows closely the longer explanation in Con-

value always presented to us in a
double shape, as a commodity at
one pole, and money at the

148:2/0 In der bisher betrachteten un-
mittelbaren Form der Warenzirkulation war
dieselbe Wertgrofe stets doppelt vorhanden,
Ware auf dem einen Pol, Geld auf dem Ge-
genpol. Die Warenbesitzer traten daher nur
in Kontakt als Repréisentanten wechselseitig
vorhandner Aquivalente.

He also mis-translates
“vorhandner” as “existing” instead
of “present.”

1t Until now the assumption was made that all purchases are paid in cash. In such cash
transactions, the equivalents C and M are present at the same place and time. This simultane-
ous presence was tacitly assumed until now. But it is not essential for commodity exchange:

But with the development of circulation,
conditions arise under which the alienation
of the commodity becomes separated in
time from the realization of its price. It
will be sufficient to indicate the simplest
of these conditions. One sort of commodity
requires a longer, another a shorter time for
its production. The production of different
commodities depends on different seasons
of the year. One commodity may be born
in the market place, another must travel to a
distant market. One commodity owner may

Mit der Entwicklung der Warenzirkulation
entwickeln sich jedoch Verhiltnisse, wo-
durch die VerduBerung der Ware von der
Realisierung ihres Preises zeitlich getrennt
wird. Es geniigt, die einfachsten dieser Ver-
hiltnisse hier anzudeuten. Die eine Wa-
renart erheischt langere, die andere kiirzere
Zeitdauer zu ihrer Produktion. Die Produk-
tion verschiedner Waren ist an verschiedne
Jahreszeiten gekniipft. Die eine Ware wird
auf ihrem Marktplatz geboren, die andre
mufB} zu entferntem Markt reisen. Der ei-
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therefore step forth as a seller before the | ne Warenbesitzer kann daher als Verkdufer
other is ready to buy. auftreten, bevor der andre als Kiufer.

1 So far, Marx gave some illustrative examples where the commodity is ready to be trans-

ferred to the buyer, but the money to pay for it is not yet available—perhaps because the
buyer has not yet sold his own commodity, which takes a long time to produce or only
comes forward seasonally, or the buyer is far away and the commodity has to be transported,
etc. || Next Marx gives two more systematic criteria when this is the case:
When the same transactions are continually | Bei steter Wiederkehr derselben Transaktio-
repeated between the same persons, the con- | nen unter denselben Personen regeln sich
ditions of sale are regulated according to the | die Verkaufsbedingungen der Waren nach
conditions of production. ihren Produktionsbedingungen.

1 First basic situation: if regularly the same transactions occur between the same trans-

actors, then mutual trust develops, people co-operate directly. The synchronization in time
between money and commodity turns out to be bothersome, and the terms of commodity
circulation are instead governed by the conditions of production (and also, although Marx
does not mention this, of the final sale) of the products.
On the other hand, the use of certain kinds | Andrerseits wird die Benutzung gewisser
of commodity (houses, for instance) is sold | Warenarten, z.B. eines Hauses, fiir einen be-
for a definite period. Only after the lease has | stimmten Zeitraum verkauft. Erst nach Ab-
expired has the buyer actually received the | lauf des Termins hat der Kiufer den Ge-
use-value of the commodity. He therefore | brauchswert der Ware wirklich erhalten. Er
buys it before he pays for it. kauft sie daher, bevor er sie zahlt.

1t The second basic situation does not have to do with technology of production but with

the incentive structure. The modern economic term is “time inconsistency.” The seller will
not get the money until he has delivered the goods. For instance, the worker will not get
his wage until after he has finished working. Marx also brings the example of renting a
house. This example does not apply in modern practice, since rent must be paid in advance
— because otherwise the renter might skip out before the end of the month. The purchase
of labor-power, by contrast, is the classic example in which the purchase price is paid after
the commodity is fully delivered. || These circumstances create new forms:
The seller sells an existing commodity, the | Der eine Warenbesitzer verkauft vorhand-
buyer buys as the mere representative of | ne Ware, der andre kauft als bloBer Re-
money, or rather as the representative of fu- | priasentant von Geld oder als Reprisentant
ture money. The seller becomes a creditor, | von kiinftigem Gelde. Der Verkdufer wird
the buyer becomes a debtor. Since the meta- | Gldubiger, der Kiufer Schuldner. Da die
morphosis of commodities, or the develop- | Metamorphose der Ware oder die Entwick-
ment of their form of value, has undergone a | lung ihrer Wertform sich hier verédndert,
change here, money receives a new function | erhilt auch das Geld eine andre Funktion.
as well. It becomes means of payment.”® ‘ Es wird Zahlungsmittel %

Note that interest or discount payments do not play a role in this derivation of the function
of money as means of payment. The means of payment is not a capitalist function but flows
from the exigencies of circulation alone.

9 [Note by Engels to the fourth German edi- 9 Luther unterscheidet zwischen Geld als
tion:] Luther distinguishes between money as | Kaufmittel und Zahlungsmittel. ,Machest mir
means of purchase and means of payment: ‘You | einen Zwilling aus dem Schadewacht, das ich
have caused me to suffer two-fold damage, be- | hie nicht bezalen und dort nicht kauffen kann.*
cause I cannot pay on the one hand and cannot (Martin Luther, ,,An die Pfarrherrn, wider den
buy on the other’ (Martin Luther, An die Pfar- | Wucher zu predigen, Wittenberg 1540.)
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rherrn, wider den Wucher zu predigen, Witten-
berg, 1540 [without pagination]).

This modification of the relation between commodity owners occurs whether or not com-
modity circulation is highly developed. It is one of the reasons why commodity producers
must build up hoards of money to tide them over these discrepancies in time (see ,
where Marx also remarks that it is contradictory when everyone sells without buying).

Question 481 (Tue Oct 19-Thu Oct21) Explain how, by the circumstances of commodity
circulation, buyers and sellers may develop into debtors and creditors, and give examples.
2008SP, 2007fa, 2007SP, 2004 fa, 2003fa, 2002fa, 2001 fa, 1999SP, 1998WI1, 1997ut,

1997sp.

233:1 The role of creditor or of debtor
results here from the simple circulation of
commodities. The change in its form im-
presses this new stamp on seller and buyer.
At first, therefore, these new roles are just
as transient as those of seller and buyer, and
are played alternately by the same actors.
Nevertheless, this opposition now looks less
pleasant from the very outset, and it is capa-
ble of a more rigid crystallization.®’

97 The following shows the relations exist-
ing between debtors and creditors among English
traders at the beginning of the eighteenth century:
‘Such a spirit of cruelty reigns here in England
among the men of trade, that is not to be met
with in any other society of men, nor in any other
kingdom of the world’ (An Essay on Credit and
the Bankrupt Act, London, 1707, p. 2).

149:1/0 Der Charakter von Gldubiger
oder Schuldner entspringt hier aus der ein-
fachen Warenzirkulation. Ihre Formverin-
derung driickt dem Verkdufer und Kiufer
diese neuen Stempel auf. Zunichst also sind
es ebenso verschwindende und wechselweis
von denselben Zirkulationsagenten gespiel-
te Rollen wie die von Verkdufer und Kéufer.
Jedoch sieht der Gegensatz jetzt von Haus
aus minder gemiitlich aus und ist grof3erer
Kristallisation fihig.”’

97 Uber die Schuldner- und Gliubigerverhilt-
nisse unter den englischen Handelsleuten Anfang
des 18. Jahrhunderts: ,,Unter den Handelsleuten
herrscht hier in England ein solcher Geist der
Grausamkeit, wie er in keiner anderen mensch-
lichen Gesellschaft und in keinem anderen Land
der Welt anzutreffen ist.“ (,,An Essay on Credit
and the Bankrupt Act”, Lond. 1707, p. 2.)

Although the economic characters of debtor and creditor come here only from the circula-
tion relations and not from any deeper relations of production, footnote 97 showed that they
can be quite harsh. In the following historical examples, relations of debtors and creditors

arise from deeper relations:

However, the same characteristics can emerge
independently of the circulation of com-
modities. The class struggle in the ancient
world, for instance, took the form mainly of
a contest between debtors and creditors, and
ended in Rome with the ruin of the plebeian
debtors, who were replaced by slaves. In
the Middle Ages the contest ended with the
ruin of the feudal debtors, who lost their po-
litical power together with its economic ba-
sis. Here, indeed, the money-form—and the
relation between creditor and debtor does
have the form of a money-relation—was
only the reflection of an antagonism which

Dieselben Charaktere konnen aber auch von
der Warenzirkulation unabhingig auftreten.
Der Klassenkampf der antiken Welt z.B. be-
wegt sich hauptsidchlich in der Form eines
Kampfes zwischen Gldubiger und Schuld-
ner und endet in Rom mit dem Untergang
des plebejischen Schuldners, der durch den
Sklaven ersetzt wird. Im Mittelalter endet
der Kampf mit dem Untergang des feuda-
len Schuldners, der seine politische Macht
mit ihrer 6konomischen Basis einbiifit. In-
des spiegelt die Geldform—und das Ver-
hiltnis von Glidubiger und Schuldner besitzt
die Form eines Geldverhiltnisses—hier nur
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lay deeper, at the level of the economic con-
ditions of existence.

den Antagonismus tiefer liegender dkono-
mischer Lebensbedingungen wider.

Another example not mentioned by Marx is the modern credit system. The reason for
capitalist credit is deeper than the reason for the function of means of payment discussed

here.

Next Marx analyses the functions of money in the modified sale:

233:2/0 Let us return to the sphere of cir-
culation. The two equivalents, commodities
and money, have ceased to appear simulta-
neously at the two poles of the process of
sale. The money functions now, first as a
measure of value in the determination of the
price of the commodity sold; the price fixed
by contract measures the obligation of the
buyer, i.e. the sum of money he owes at a
particular time. Secondly it serves as a no-
tional means of purchase. Although it exists
only in the promise of the buyer to pay, it
causes the commodity to change hands. Not
until payment falls due does the means of
payment actually step into circulation, i.e.
leave the hand of the buyer for that of the
seller.

150:1 Kehren wir zur Sphire der Waren-
zirkulation zuriick. Die gleichzeitige Er-
scheinung der Aquivalente Ware und Geld
auf den beiden Polen des Verkaufsprozes-
ses hat aufgehort. Das Geld funktioniert
jetzt erstens als Wertmal} in der Preisbe-
stimmung der verkauften Ware. Ihr kon-
traktlich festgesetzter Preis mif3t die Obliga-
tion des Kiufers, d.h. die Geldsumme, die
er an bestimmtem Zeittermin schuldet. Es
funktioniert zweitens als ideelles Kaufmit-
tel. Obgleich es nur im Geldversprechen
des Kiufers existiert, bewirkt es den Hinde-
wechsel der Ware. Erst am filligen Zah-
lungstermin tritt das Zahlungsmittel wirk-
lich in Zirkulation, d.h. geht aus der Hand
des Kiufers in die des Verkiufers iiber.

In this third function, money functions as money. In order to develop this, Marx compares

the means of payment with the hoard:

The circulating medium was transformed
into a hoard because the process stopped
short after the first phase, because the con-
verted shape of the commodity was with-
drawn from circulation. The means of pay-
ment does enter circulation, but only af-
ter the commodity has already left it. The
money no longer mediates the process. It
brings it to an end by an independent act, as
the absolute form of existence of exchange-
value, i.e., as the universal commodity.

Das Zirkulationsmittel verwandelte sich in
Schatz, weil der Zirkulationsprozef3 mit der
ersten Phase abbrach oder die verwandelte
Gestalt der Ware der Zirkulation entzogen
wurde. Das Zahlungsmittel tritt in die Zir-
kulation hinein, aber nachdem die Ware be-
reits aus ihr ausgetreten ist. Das Geld ver-
mittelt nicht mehr den Proze8. Es schlief3t
ihn selbstindig ab, als absolutes Dasein des
Tauschwerts oder allgemeine Ware.

Contribution 373:2/0 adds: “in short, as money.”

Question 483 (Tue Oct 19-Thu Oct21) Explain how in the modified sale, in which the pay-
ment of money takes place a certain time after the commodity has changed hands, money first
Sfunctions as measure of value, then as means of purchase, then as money. 2007SP, 2003fa,

2001fa, 2000fa, 1999SP, 1998WI, 1997ut, 1997sp.

The seller turned his commodity into money
in order to satisfy some need; the hoarder in
order to preserve the monetary form of his
commodity, and the indebted purchaser in
order to be able to pay. If he does not pay,
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Der Verkdufer verwandelte Ware in Geld,
um ein Bediirfnis durch das Geld zu be-
friedigen, der Schatzbildner, um die Ware
in Geldform zu préservieren, der schuldi-
ge Kiufer, um zahlen zu konnen. Zahlt er



his goods will be sold compulsorily. The
value form of the commodity, money, has
now become the self-sufficient purpose of
the sale, owing to a social necessity spring-
ing from the conditions of the process of cir-
culation itself

3.3. Money

nicht, so finden Zwangsverkéufe seiner Ha-
be statt. Die Wertgestalt der Ware, Geld,
wird also jetzt zum Selbstzweck des Ver-
kaufs durch eine den Verhiltnissen des Zir-
kulationsprozesses selbst entspringende, ge-
sellschaftliche Notwendigkeit.

Question 484 (Tue Oct 19-Thu Oct21) Why does money function as money when it func-
tions as hoard or as means of payment? Why does it not function as money when it functions
as means of purchase or measure of value? 2003fa, 1999SP, 1997ut.

234:1 The buyer converts money back
into commodities before he has turned com-
modities into money: in other words, he
achieves the second metamorphosis of com-
modities before the first. The seller’s com-
modity circulates, but it realizes its price
only as a title to money in civil law. It
is converted into a use-value before it has
been converted into money. The comple-
tion of its first metamorphosis occurs only
subsequently.”®

98 The reason why I take no notice in the text
of an opposite form will be seen from the fol-
lowing quotation from my book which appeared
in 1859: “Conversely, in the transaction M — C,
money taking effect as a means of purchase may
be alienated, and thus the price of the commod-
ity may be realized, before the use-value of the
money is realized, or before the commodity is
handed over. This happens, for instance, in the
well-known form of advance-payment. Or in the
form of payment used by the English government
to buy opium from Indian ryots . .. In these cases,
however, money functions only in the familiar
form of means of purchase ... Of course capi-
tal, too, is advanced in the form of money ... but
this aspect does not lie within the scope of simple
circulation.” Zur Kritik, etc., pp. 119, 120.

150:2 Der Kéufer verwandelt Geld zuriick
in Ware, bevor er Ware in Geld verwandelt
hat, oder vollzieht die zweite Warenmeta-
morphose vor der ersten. Die Ware des
Verkéufers zirkuliert, realisiert ihren Preis
aber nur in einem privatrechtlichen Titel auf
Geld. Sie verwandelt sich in Gebrauchs-
wert, bevor sie sich in Geld verwandelt hat.
Die Vollziehung ihrer ersten Metamorphose
folgt erst nachtriglich.”®

98 Note zur 2. Ausg. Aus folgendem, meiner
1859 erschienenen Schrift entlehnten Zitat wird
man sehn, warum ich im Text keine Riicksicht
nehme auf eine entgegengesetzte Form: ,,Umge-
kehrt kann im Prozell G — W das Geld als wirkli-
ches Kaufmittel entduflert und der Preis der Ware
so realisiert werden, ehe der Gebrauchswert des
Geldes realisiert oder die Ware verduflert wird.
Dies findet z.B. statt in der alltdglichen Form der
Pranumeration. Oder in der Form, worin die eng-
lische Regierung das Opium der Ryots in Indien
... kauft. So wirkt jedoch das Geld nur in der
schon bekannten Form des Kaufmittels ... Ka-
pital wird natiirlich auch in der Form des Gel-
des avanciert ... Dieser Gesichtspunkt féllt aber
nicht in den Horizont der einfachen Zirkulation.*
(,,Zur Kritik etc.”, p. 119, 120.)

Question 485 (Tue Oct 19-Thu Oct21) Are there situations in which money is used in other
functions than measure of value, means of circulation, or the independent incarnation of
abstract wealth?

Now the two phases, the modified sale and the sale by the debtor, together (compare
Contribution 374:2/0). From the point of view of the time when the commodity enters
circulation, Marx goes over to the metamorphosis of the commodities of the two transactors.
Originally, every commodity owner must sell his commodity first, and then buy another
commodity with that money. In the modified sale, the order of these two phases is reversed

281



3. Money or the Circulation of Commodities

for the buyer: he converts money back into a commodity before he converts his commodity

into money.

Looking at the commodity entering circulation, it must first become exchange-value,
money, for its seller, before it can become use-value for its buyer. In the modified sale,
also these two phases are in reverse order: it first becomes use-value for its buyer, and the
first phase, its becoming exchange-value for its seller, is delayed.

234:2-237:0 Mass of money required for the functions as means of payment, and the
contradictions springing from the fact that in part money is not needed at all, in part it is

needed as the absolute form of wealth!

234:2/0 The obligations falling due within
a given time period represent the sum of
the prices of the commodities whose sale
gave rise to these obligations. The quantity
of money necessary to realize this sum de-
pends in the first instance on the turnover
speed of the means of payment. This speed
is conditioned by two factors: first, the way
in which relations between creditors and
debtors interlock, as when A receives money
from B, who is in debt to him, and then
pays it out to his creditor C, and second, the
length of time between the days in which
the various obligations fall due.

The pronoun “sie” in “sie ist
bedingt durch zwei Umstinde”
refers to turnover speed, not to the

mass of gold necessary, as both the
Fowkes and the Moore-Aveling
translations suggest. In

151:1 In jedem bestimmten Zeitabschnitt
des Zirkulationsprozesses reprisentieren die
filligen Obligationen die Preissumme der
Waren, deren Verkauf sie hervorrief. Die
zur Realisierung dieser Preissumme noti-
ge Geldmasse hidngt zundchst ab von der
Umlaufsgeschwindigkeit der Zahlungsmit-
tel. Sie ist bedingt durch zwei Umstinde:
die Verkettung der Verhiltnisse von Gliubi-
ger und Schuldner, so dal A, der Geld
von seinem Schuldner B erhilt, es an sei-
nen Gldubiger C fortzahlt usw.—und die
Zeitlinge zwischen den verschiednen Zah-
lungsterminen.

Contribution 376:2/0 the wording
is unambiguous.

The quantity of money is determined by the price sum and the turnover speed. The

turnover speed depends on two factors:

o Concatenation of the debtor-creditor relations so that the same person A first receives
a payment from B and them makes a payment to C.

e Length of time between the different due-dates of the obligations.

The discussion that follows focuses on the first of these two factors, the concatenation of
payments. First Marx makes a very abstract observation about it:

The chain of successive payments, i.e., re-
tarded first metamorphoses, differs essen-
tially from the interlacing of the metamor-
phosis-sequences which we considered on a
former page. The movement of the (money
functioning as) means of circulation is more
than a mere expression of the connection be-
tween buyers and sellers. This connection
itself only originates by and together with
the movement of money. Contrariwise, the
movement of the means of payment is the
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Die prozessierende Kette von Zahlungen
oder nachtrigliche ersten Metamorphosen
unterscheidet sich wesentlich von der friiher
betrachteten Verschlingung der Metamor-
phosenreihen. Im Umlauf des Zirkulations-
mittels wird der Zusammenhang zwischen
Verkdufern und Kéufern nicht nur ausge-
driickt. Der Zusammenhang selbst entsteht
erst in und mit dem Geldumlauf. Dagegen
driickt die Bewegung des Zahlungsmittels
einen schon vor ihr fertig vorhandenen ge-



3.3. Money

expression of a social relation which is al-
ready complete and in existence before the
money begins to move.

sellschaftlichen Zusammenhang aus.

This observation already sets the stage for the discussion of crisis which coming up. The
topic of discussion is: how does the structure of retarded first metamorphoses allow to econ-
omize the quantity of means of payment? The simultaneous occurrence of sales at the same
location is on the one hand a hindrance, but on the other allows the development of new

techniques for economizing payments:

235:1 Since sales take place simultane-
ously and side by side, the extent to which
the turnover speed can make up for the
quantity of currency available is limited. On
the other hand, this simultaneity gives a new
impulse towards the economical use of the
means of payment. With the concentration
of payments in one place, special institu-
tions and methods of liquidation develop
spontaneously. For instance, the virements
(clearing houses) in medieval Lyons. The
debts due to A from B, to B from C, to C
from A, and so on, have only to be brought
face to face in order to cancel each other
out, to a certain extent, as positive and neg-
ative amounts. There remains only a single
debit balance to be settled. The greater the
concentration of the payments, the less is
this balance in relation to the total amount,
hence the less is the mass of the means of
payment in circulation.

151:2 Gleichzeitigkeit und Nebeneinan-
der der Verkdufe beschrinken den Ersatz
der Miinzmasse durch Umlaufsgeschwin-
digkeit. Sie bilden umgekehrt einen neu-
en Hebel in der Okonomie der Zahlungs-
mittel. Mit der Konzentration der Zahlun-
gen an demselben Platz entwickeln sich na-
turwiichsig eigne Anstalten und Methoden
ihrer Ausgleichung. So z.B. die Virements
im mittelaltrigen Lyon. Die Schuldforde-
rungen von A an B, B an C, C an A usw.
brauchen blof3 konfrontiert zu werden, um
sich wechselseitig bis zu einem gewissen
Belauf als positive und negative Gréen auf-
zuheben. So bleibt nur eine Schuldbilanz zu
saldieren. Je massenhafter die Konzentrati-
on der Zahlungen, desto kleiner relativ die
Bilanz, also die Masse der zirkulierenden
Zahlungsmittel.

I The amount of money required as means of payment is economized by the cancellation
of obligations. This cancellation can either go in a circle: A owes B, B owes C, and C owes A
the same amount, payable on the same day: they cancel each other out without any residue.
Or you have a chain which is not a circle: A owes B, B owes C the same amount: then only
a payment from A to C is necessary.

| If the system of mutual cancellations of payments is disturbed on a social scale, then

more money is required to settle the obligations than is available: crisis.

235:2/00 The function of money as means
of payment contains an unmediated contra-
diction. As long as the payments balance
each other, money functions only notion-
ally, as money of account or as measure of
value. But if actual payments have to be
made, money does not come onto the scene
as a means of circulation, as a merely tran-
sient and intermediary form of the social
metabolism, but as the individual incarna-
tion of social labor, the independent exis-

151:3/152 Die Funktion des Geldes als
Zahlungsmittel schlieft einen unvermittel-
ten Widerspruch ein. Soweit sich die Zah-
lungen ausgleichen, funktioniert es nur ide-
ell als Rechengeld oder Maf3 der Werte. So-
weit wirkliche Zahlung zu verrichten, tritt
es nicht als Zirkulationsmittel auf, als nur
verschwindende und vermittelnde Form des
Stoffwechsels, sondern als die individuel-
le Inkarnation der gesellschaftlichen Arbeit,
selbstidndiges Dasein des Tauschwerts, ab-
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tence of exchange-value, the absolute com-
modity.

solute Ware.

Question 486 (Tue Oct 19-Thu Oct21) Explain how the function of money as means of
payment contains an unmediated contradiction. What does the word “unmediated” mean

here? 2009fa, 2008fa.

Now a famous passage about money crises:

This contradiction bursts forth in that aspect
of an industrial and commercial crisis which
is known as a monetary crisis.” Such a cri-
sis occurs only where the ongoing chain of
payments has been fully developed, along
with an artificial system for settling them.
Whenever there is a general disturbance of
the mechanism, no matter what its cause,
money suddenly and immediately changes
over from its merely notional shape, money
of account, into hard cash. Profane com-
modities can no longer replace it. The use-
value of commodities becomes valueless,
and their value vanishes in the face of its
own value form. The bourgeois, drunk with
prosperity and arrogantly certain of him-
self, has just declared that money is a purely
imaginary creation. ‘Commodities alone are
money, he said. But now the opposite cry
resounds over the markets of the world: only
money is a commodity. As the hart pants
after fresh water, so pants the soul of the
bourgeois after money, the only wealth.!%0
In a crisis, the antithesis between commodi-
ties and their value form, money, is raised
to the level of an absolute contradiction.
Hence money’s form of appearance is here
also a matter of indifference. The monetary
famine remains whether payments have to
be made in gold or in credit-money, such as

bank-notes.!0!

Dieser Widerspruch eklatiert in dem Mo-
ment der Produktions- und Handelskrisen,
der Geldkrise heiBt.”® Sie ereignet sich nur,
wo die prozessierende Kette der Zahlungen
und ein kiinstliches System ihrer Ausglei-
chung vollig entwickelt sind. Mit allgemei-
neren Storungen dieses Mechanismus, wo-
her sie immer entspringen mogen, schligt
das Geld plotzlich und unvermittelt um aus
der nur ideellen Gestalt des Rechengeldes in
hartes Geld. Es wird unersetzlich durch pro-
fane Waren. Der Gebrauchswert der Ware
wird wertlos, und ihr Wert verschwindet vor
seiner eignen Wertform. Eben noch erklérte
der Biirger in prosperititstrunknem Auf-
kldrungsdiinkel das Geld fiir leeren Wahn.
Nur die Ware ist Geld. Nur das Geld ist
Ware! gellt’s jetzt tiber den Weltmarkt. Wie
der Hirsch schreit nach frischem Wasser, so
schreit seine Seele nach Geld, dem einzigen
Reichtum.'® In der Krise wird der Gegen-
satz zwischen der Ware und ihrer Wertge-
stalt, dem Geld, bis zum absoluten Wider-
spruch gesteigert. Die Erscheinungsform
des Geldes ist hier daher auch gleichgiiltig.
Die Geldhungersnot bleibt dieselbe, ob in
Gold oder Kreditgeld, Banknoten etwa, zu
zahlen ist.!?!

Marx writes more about money as means of payment, but we will skip now forward to the
third function of money as money: world money.

3.3.c. World Money

This last section is very brief. The corresponding section in Contribution is a little more
explicit. For instance, the first sentence in the first paragpraph in Capital is only the last
sentence in the corresponding first paragraph 381:1.
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Although Marx does not often say so explicitly, it is apparently his understanding that
the social metabolism with division of labor and abstract human labor takes place on a
national scale. According to Marx’s understanding, money has nationally the economic
function to be standard of value, and from this follows also means of circulation and then
also the independent incarnation of abstract wealth. All this follows from its function for
domestic production, namely, being the the appropriate surface expression of abstract human
labor (in other words, money being the social institution which induces the producers to
abide by the law of value). Domestically, money is general equivalent because it represents
abstract human labor. Therefore it tries to be general equivalent also in international trade.
Internationally, money assumes the role of general equivalent before the labors themselves
have been equalized. This world-wide general equivalent has then the effect of melding the
domestic labors into one world-wide human labor in the abstract.

240:2/0 When money leaves the domes- 156:2 Mit dem Austritt aus der innern Zir-
tic sphere of circulation it strips off the lo- | kulation streift das Geld die dort aufschie-
cal forms it has acquired domestically, as the | Benden Lokalformen von Maf3stab der Prei-
standard of prices, gold coin, small change, se, Miinze, Scheidemiinze und Wertzeichen,
and paper bills, and falls back into the orig- | wieder ab und féllt in die urspriingliche Bar-
inal bullion form of the precious metals. renform der edlen Metalle zuriick.

At Marx’s time, the international monetary system was different than it is now. Each
national currency was based on gold; gold therefore was the common denominator estab-
lishing the exchange rates between these currencies. The central banks did not hold each
other’s currencies but they held gold bullion. Therefore only gold could settle international
balances. I.e., in order to perform its most advanced functions, money fell back into its most
primitive form. Marx gives a very brief explanation why this is so:

In world trade, commodities unfold their | Im Welthandel entfalten die Waren ihren
values on a universal scale. Wert universell.

Trade and commerce within a nation has a different character than world trade. The labor
within every nation is drawn together into a developed system of division of labor, and it is
equalized within the nation. But these systems of division of labor are only local; they in-
teract with each other and there may be a world market with respect to certain commodities,
but overall there is not one single system of division of labor which encompasses all labor
on this planet, and the market has not yet equalized all the labor throughout the world. A
Swedish krone represents labor of Sweden, it does not represent the labor of everybody in
the world. Only the labor contained in those commodities which are traded internationally
begin a process of international equalization. When such an internationally traded good en-
ters the market, the labor contained in it tries out to what extent it is human labor in general,
instead of merely to what extent it is human labor belonging to this or that local economy.
This is what Marx means by “unfolding their value on a universal scale.”

This is why their independent value form | Ihre selbstindige Wertgestalt tritt ihnen da-

confronts them here as world money. her hier auch gegentiber als Weltgeld.
Fowkes misunderstands the independent value form thus money.”
“auch.” He writes: “Their confronts them here too as world

Here we come to a deeper definition of world money: it can circulate internationally only
because it represents human labor in general, regardless of nationality. It is a more general
and simpler concept than the national moneys, and this simplicity of concept results in a
simplicity of form:
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Erst auf dem Weltmarkt funktioniert das
Geld in vollem Umfange als die Ware,
deren Naturalform zugleich unmittelbar
gesellschaftliche Verwirklichungsform der
cial reality. Its mode of existence becomes | menschlichen Arbeit in abstracto ist. Seine
adequate to its concept. Daseinsweise wird seinem Begriff adidquat.

This is an enticing example of a Hegelian return to the beginning: that which is most
developed turns into that which is most simple, and only in this way fully expresses the truth
contained in this simplicity. But in my view, something less mysterious is going on here: the
primitive form which world money took at Marx’s time does not come from its generality,
but from the fact that the institutions facilitating international trade and payments were not
yet very well developed. The thing itself had to step in because the more refined forms of
money were not yet in existence.

Only on the world market, money fully
functions as the commodity whose bodily
form is at the same time the form in which
human labor in the abstract becomes a so-

Next Marx discusses the differences between world money and the domestic moneys.
After some brief remarks about bimetallism, which are not reproduced here, Marx says
that world money has the same three functions as domestic money, but there is a shift in

importance:

242/o World money serves as the uni-
versal means of payment, as the universal
means of purchase, and as the absolute so-
cial materialization of wealth as such (UNI-
VERSAL WEALTH). Its predominant func-
tion is as means of payment in the settling of
international balances. Hence the slogan of
the Mercantile System: balance of trade.'*’
Gold and silver serve as international means
of purchase essentially only when the cus-
tomary equilibrium in the interchange of
products between different nations is sud-
denly disturbed. And, lastly, world money
serves as the universally recognized social
materialization of wealth, whenever it is not
a matter of buying or paying, but of transfer-
ring wealth from one country to another, and
whenever its transfer in the form of com-
modities is ruled out, either by the conjunc-
ture of the market, or by the purpose of the

transfer itself.!10

The German “wesentlich” is
sometimes used for brief
characterizations which capture

110 For instance, in the case of subsidies,

money loans for carrying on wars or for enabling
banks to resume cash payments, etc., value may
be required precisely in the form of money.
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the essentials although they may
not cover all the details or all the
possibilities. I translated it here

157:2/o Das Weltgeld funktioniert als
allgemeines Zahlungsmittel, allgemeines
Kaufmittel und absolut gesellschaftliche
Materiatur des Reichtums {iberhaupt (uni-
versal wealth). Die Funktion als Zahlungs-
mittel, zur Ausgleichung internationaler Bi-
lanzen, herrscht vor. Daher das Losungs-
wort des Merkantilsystems—Handelsbilanz!'%
Zum internationalen Kaufmittel dienen Gold
und Silber wesentlich, sooft das herkomm-
liche Gleichgewicht des Stoffwechsels zwi-
schen verschiednen Nationen plotzlich gestort
wird. Endlich als absolut gesellschaftliche
Materiatur des Reichtums, wo es sich we-
der um Kauf noch Zahlung handelt, son-
dern um Ubertragung des Reichtums von ei-
nem Land zum andren, und wo diese Uber-
tragung in Warenform entweder durch die
Konjunkturen des Warenmarkts oder den
zu erfiillenden Zweck selbst ausgeschlossen

wird. 110

with “essentially only.”

110 Z.B. bei Subsidien, Geldanleihen zur
Kriegfiihrung oder zur Wiederaufnahme der Bar-
zahlungen von Banken usw. kann Wert grade in
der Geldform erheischt sein.
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Question 488 (Tue Oct 19-Thu Oct21) Why is means of payment, and not means of pur-
chase, the predominant function of international money? 2008SP, 2007 fa, 2004 fa, 2003 fa,

2002fa, 2000fa, 1999SP, 1998W1I.

In , Marx had mentioned that the gold hoards so copiously created by private
citizens at that time had the economic function of allowing the quantity of the circulating
medium to ebb and flow. These hoards not only served as buffer stocks for the domestic

circulation, but also for international payments:

243:1 Just as every country needs a re-
serve fund for its internal circulation, so too
it requires one for circulation in the world
market. The functions of hoards, therefore,
arise in part out of the function of money
as medium of payment and circulation in-
ternally, and in part out of its function as a
world money.!'% In this latter role it is al-
ways the genuine money-commodity, gold
and silver in their physical shape, which is
required. For that reason Sir James Steuart
expressly characterizes gold and silver as
‘money of the world’ in order to distin-
guish them from their merely local represen-
tatives.

104 <7 would desire, indeed, no more con-
vincing evidence of the competency of the ma-
chinery of the hoards in specie-paying countries
to perform every necessary office of interna-
tional adjustment, without any sensible aid from
the general circulation, than the facility with
which France, when but just recovering from
the shock of a destructive foreign invasion, com-
pleted within the space of 27 months the payment
of her forced contribution of nearly 20 millions
to the allied powers, and a considerable propor-
tion of the sum in specie, without any perceptible
contraction or derangement of her domestic cur-
rency, or even any alarming fluctuation of her
exchanges’ (Fullarton, op. cit., p. 141). [Added
by Engels to the fourth German edition:] We
have a still more striking example in the facility
with which the same France was able in 1871-3
to pay off within 30 months a forced contribution
more than ten times as great, a considerable part
of it likewise in specie.

158:1/0 Wie fiir seine innere Zirkulation,
braucht jedes Land fiir die Weltmarktszir-
kulation einen Reservefonds. Die Funk-
tionen der Schitze entspringen also teils
aus der Funktion des Geldes als inneres
Zirkulations- und Zahlungsmittel, teils aus
seiner Funktion als Weltgeld.'!0
letzteren Rolle ist stets die wirkliche Geld-
ware, leibhaftes Gold und Silber, erheischt,
weswegen James Steuart Gold und Silber,
im Unterschied von ihren nur lokalen Stell-
vertretern, ausdriicklich als ,,money of the
world“ charakterisiert.

In der

10a Note zur 2. Ausgabe: ,, Tatsdchlich konn-
te ich mir keinen liberzeugenderen Beweis dafiir
wiinschen, da3 der Mechanismus der Schatzbil-
dung in Léndern mit Metallwédhrung imstande ist,
jede notwendige Funktion bei Begleichung in-
ternationaler Verbindlichkeiten zu erfiillen, und
zwar ohne wahrnehmbare Unterstiitzung durch
die allgemeine Zirkulation, als die Leichtigkeit,
mit der Frankreich, das erst im Begriffe war,
sich von der Erschiitterung durch eine zerstoren-
de feindliche Invasion zu erholen, in einem Zeit-
raum von 27 Monaten die Zahlung der ihm auf-
erlegten Kriegsentschidigung von fast 20 Mil-
lionen an die verbiindeten Michte leistete, und
zwar einen betrichtlichen Teil dieser Summe in
Metallgeld, ohne merkbare Einschrinkung oder
Storung des inldndischen Geldumlaufs oder ir-
gendwelche alarmierende Schwankungen seines
Wechselkurses.* Fullarton, [Ful45, p. 141]. {Zur
4. Auflage.—Ein noch schlagenderes Beispiel
haben wir in der Leichtigkeit, womit dasselbe
Frankreich 1871-1873 in 30 Monaten eine mehr
als zehnfach groBere Kriegsentschidigung, eben-
falls zum bedeutenden Teil in Metallgeld, abzu-
tragen imstande war—F.E.}
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Question 489 (Tue Oct 19-Thu Oct21) How does the domestic functions of the gold re-
serves of a country differ from its international functions? Do these two functions come into

conflict with each other? 200/ fa, 2000fa, 1997ut, 1997sp.

Next Marx discusses the international movements of gold and silver:

243:2/0 The stream of gold and silver fol-
lows a twofold movement. On the one hand,
it spreads out from its sources all over the
world, and is absorbed to various extents
into the different national spheres of circu-
lation, where it enters into the various chan-
nels of internal circulation. There it re-
places abraded gold and silver coins, sup-
plies the material for articles of luxury, and
petrifies into hoards.'!! This first movement
is mediated through the direct exchange of
the labor of individual countries which has
been realized in commodities for the la-
bor realized in the precious metals by the
gold- and silver-producing countries. On the
other hand, gold and silver continually flow
back and forth between the different na-
tional spheres of circulation, and this move-
ment follows the unceasing fluctuations of

the rate of exchange.!!?

11 “Money is shared among the nations in ac-

cordance with their need for it ... as it is always
attracted by the products’ (Le Trosne, op. cit., p.
916). ‘The mines which are continually giving
gold and silver, do give sufficient to supply such
a needful balance to every nation” (J. Vanderlint,
[Van34, p. 40]).

112 “Exchanges rise and fall every week, and at
some particular times in the year run high against
a nation, and at other times run as high on the
contrary’ (N. Barbon, [Bar96, p. 39]).

159:1 Die Bewegung des Gold- und Sil-
berstroms ist eine doppelte. Einerseits wilzt
er sich von seinen Quellen iiber den gan-
zen Weltmarkt, wo er von den verschied-
nen nationalen Zirkulationssphéren in ver-
schiednem Umfang abgefangen wird, um in
ihre inneren Umlaufskanile einzugehn, ver-
schlissene Gold- und Silbermiinzen zu er-
setzen, das Material von Luxuswaren zu lie-
fern und zu Schiitzen zu erstarren.!!! Diese
erste Bewegung ist vermittelt durch direk-
ten Austausch der in Waren realisierten Na-
tionalarbeiten mit der in edlen Metallen rea-
lisierten Arbeit der Gold und Silber produ-
zierenden Linder. Andrerseits laufen Gold
und Silber fortwihrend hin und her zwi-
schen den verschiednen nationalen Zirkula-
tionssphéren, eine Bewegung, die den un-
aufhorlichen Oszillationen des Wechselkur-

ses folgt.!1?

U1 Das Geld verteilt sich auf die Nationen

nach ihren Bediirfnissen ... indem es immer
durch die Produkte angezogen wird.“ Le Tros-
ne, [LT46, p. 916]. ,.Die Minen, die fortwahrend
Gold und Silber liefern, sind ergiebig genug, um
jeder Nation dieses notwendige Quantum zu lie-
fern.” J. Vanderlint, [Van34, p. 40].

112 ,.Die Wechselkurse steigen und fallen in je-

der Woche, sie steigen zu bestimmten Zeiten des
Jahres zuungunsten einer Nation in die Hohe und
erreichen zu anderen Zeiten die gleiche Hohe zu
deren Vorteil.“ N. Barbon, [Bar96, p. 39].

The very last paragraph of the chapter about Money discusses the modern dictates of
efficiency to reduce the stock of money to a minimum.

244:1 Countries with developed bour-
geois production limit the hoards, which
are concentrated in the strong rooms of the
banks, to the minimum required for the per-
formance of their specific functions.!!?

160:1 Lénder entwickelter biirgerlicher
Produktion beschrinken die in Bankreser-
voirs massenhaft konzentrierten Schitze auf
das zu ihren spezifischen Funktionen er-
heischte Minimum. '3

This increased efficiency however makes the system more vulnerable. The two functions
of the money stock, for domestic or international circulation, come now in conflict. Footnote
113 is an argument against Peel’s 1844 Bank Act, which made the Bank of England’s ability
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to issue short term credit (by the conversion of bank notes of private issuers into its own

notes) dependent on the level of gold reserves:

113 These different functions can come dan-
gerously into conflict whenever gold and silver
have also to serve as a fund for the conversion of
bank notes.

113 Diese verschiednen Funktionen kdnnen in
gefihrlichen Konflikt geraten sobald die Funkti-
on eines Konversionsfonds fiir Banknoten hinzu-
tritt.

This is very terse. Marx could have said much more about the contradictions between
domestic money and international money. As long as private gold hoards were ample, they
could easily satisfy their two different functions, for domestic and international circulation.
However when hoards are minimized since they are considered an unprofitable dead weight,
these two functions get into contradiction with each other. This contradiction persists even
today. If international transactions create an unwanted increase in high-powered currency,
then the central bank must “sterilize” these transactions. International currrency movements
may also make it difficult or impossible for the central bank to pursue the monetary policy
indicated by the domestic economic conditions. In the world monetary system since World
War II, the dollar and later a bundle of national currencies serve as world money. The fact
that national currencies serve as world money is again a source of conflicts.

Marx’s final remark: under the modern dictates of efficiency, larger hoards are no longer
a sign of more wealth but a sign of malfunction.

Whenever these hoards are strikingly above
their average level, this is, with some excep-

\ Mit gewisser Ausnahme zeigt auffallendes
Uberfiillen der Schatzreservoirs iiber ihr

tions, an indication of stagnation in the cir-
culation of commodities, i.e. of an interrup-

Durchschnittsniveau Stockung der Waren-

zirkulation an oder unterbrochenen Fluf3 der
114

tion in the flow of their metamorphoses.'!4 ‘ Warenmetamorphose.

Marx is witnessing here a change in regime: the former regime in which numerous in-
dividual gold hoards formed an extremely elastic supply to the changing circulation needs
was replaced by a regime with much more centralized and relatively much smaller currency
reserves. The footnote illustrates the new-found sense of economy, which considered gold
hoards as unproductive and according to which a country could also have too much money.

4 “What money is more than of absolute ne-

cessity for a Home Trade, is dead stock ... and
brings no profit to that country it’s kept in, but
as it is transported in trade, as well as imported’
(John Bellers, Essays, etc., p. 13). ‘What if we
have too much coin? We may melt down the
heaviest and turn it into the splendour of plate,
vessels or utensils of gold or silver; or send it
out as a commodity, where the same is wanted
or desired; or let it out at interest where in-
terest is high’ (W. Petty, Quantulumcunque, p.
39). ‘Money is but the fat of the Body Poli-
tick, whereof too much doth as often hinder its
agiliy, as too little makes it sick ... as fat lubri-
cates the motion of the muscles, feeds in want of
victuals, fills up the uneven cavities, and beauti-
fies the body, so doth money in the state quicken
its action, feeds from abroad in time of dearth
at home; evens accounts ... and beautifies the
whole; altho’ more especially the particular per-

114 ,.Was an Geld mehr vorhanden ist, als fiir
den inldndischen Handel unbedingt notwendig,
stellt totes Kapital dar, und bringt dem Lande,
das es besitzt, keinen Gewinn, aufler wenn es
selbst exportiert bzw. importiert wird.“ (John
Bellers, Essays etc., p. 13.) ,,Was aber, wenn wir
nun zuviel gemiinztes Geld haben? Wir kénnen
dann das vollwichtigste einschmelzen und es zu
prachtigem Tischgerit, zu Gefilen und Haus-
rat aus Gold und Silber umarbeiten; oder es als
Ware dorthin schicken, wo Bedarf und Nachfra-
ge danach besteht; oder es dort auf Zins auslei-
hen, wo man einen hohen Zinssatz zahlt. (W.
Petty, ,,Quantulumcunque” p. 39.) ,.Geld ist nur
das Fett des Staatskorpers, weshalb zuviel davon
ebenso seine Beweglichkeit behindert, wie zu
wenig ihn krank macht . .. wie Fett die Bewegung
der Muskeln geschmeidig macht, fehlende Nah-
rungsmittel ersetzt, Unebenheiten ausfiillt und
den Korper verschont, so erleichtert das Geld die
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sons that have it in plenty’ (W. Petty, Political | Bewegungen des Staates, bringt, wenn Teuerung
Anatomy of Ireland, pp. 14, 15) [in fact, this is im Inlande, vom Auslande Lebensmittel herein,
again the supplement, Verbum Sapienti]. begleicht Schuldenrechnungen ... und verschont
das Ganze; allerdings®, ironisch abschlieend,
,.ganz besonders die einzelnen Personen, die viel
davon haben.“ W. Petty, [Pet91, p. 14, 15 of the
supplement].

Exam Question 490 Bring two examples of situations where money functions as money and
not merely as measure of value or means of circulation. 2009fa, 2008fa, 20075SF, 2005fa,
2004 fa, 1999SP.

Term Paper Topic 491 (Tue Oct 19-Thu Oct21) Comparison of Chapter Three in Capi-
tal with Chapter Two in Marx’s 1859 Contribution to the Critique of Political Economy.
20097 a.
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4. The General Formula of Capital

After the discussion of money and the circulation of commodities in chapter Three, Marx
turns now to capital. The first four paragraphs make the transition from commodity circula-
tion to capital. |} This transition can be summarized by the first sentence:

247:1 The circulation of commodities is
the point of departure of capital.

161:1 Die Warenzirkulation ist der Aus-
gangspunkt des Kapitals.

(1) First of all, this sentence can be taken as a historical statement:

Commodity production and developed com-
modity circulation, trade, are the historical
presuppositions under which capital origi-
nates.

Warenproduktion und entwickelte Waren-
zirkulation, Handel, bilden die historischen
Voraussetzungen, unter denen es entsteht.

1 (1a) Commodity production must exist and trade must be developed before capital can
come into being. This tells us something about the pre-capitalist period, a historical period
which is not yet subject to the logic of capital. Already before capitalism, commodity cir-
culation must have reached a certain degree of development so that capitalism could take
off.

World trade and the world market, in the
sixteenth century, usher in the modern life-
history of capital.

Welthandel und Weltmarkt eréffnen im 16.
Jahrhundert die moderne Lebensgeschichte
des Kapitals.

1 (1b) The creation of world trade and the world market in the sixteenth century ushered in
what Marx calls the “modern life-history of capital.” Here Marx speaks about the first period
in the history of capital itself. The term life-history indicates that the history of modern
capital, as opposed to scattered and transient prior forms of capital (usury and merchant
capital), is the history of one persistent organism, which gradually spread over the whole
world. Marx generally does not use the term “capitalism,” but here it would be appropriate.

| (2) It is not a coincidence that commodity circulation plays such an important role
for the historical origin of capital. The element of circulation which drives towards the
development of capital is money. Marx is about to show three things: (2a) circulation leads
to money, (2b) money is the first form of appearance of capital, and (2c) money as capital
distinguishes itself from money as money first only by its form of circulation.

(2a) The first step is: commodity circulation leads to money.

247:2 If we disregard the material con- 161:2 Sehn wir ab vom stofflichen Inhalt
tent of commodity circulation, i.e., the ex- | der Warenzirkulation, vom Austausch der
change of the various use-values, and con- | verschiednen Gebrauchswerte, und betrach-
sider only the economic forms generated by | ten wir nur die 6konomischen Formen, die
this process, we find that its ultimate prod- | dieser Prozef} erzeugt, so finden wir als sein
uct is money. letztes Produkt das Geld.

| (2b) Money is one of the forms which capital can assume, and while it is arguably not
the most important form of capital—this honor, or curse, belongs to the commodity labor-
power—the money form nevertheless has special significance. Marx calls it the “first” form
of capital:
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Dies letzte Produkt der Warenzirkulation ist
die erste Erscheinungsform des Kapitals.

This ultimate product of commodity circu-
lation is the first form of appearance of cap-
ital.

| (2bA) On the one hand, this is true in history. At the present point, Marx remains a
little vague about the historical transition between pre-capitalist commodity circulation and
capital, for the following reason: Circulation alone does not generate capital. Circulation
leads to money, which is the condition, the soil, from which a new process emerges. But
soil alone is not enough, a seed is necessary as well. We will see later that the commodity
labor-power is this seed. Labor-power as a commodity however implies the appropriation of
the labor of others, and this brings in much deeper social relations than those studied in the
first three chapters of Capital, namely, it brings in class relations. In chapter Six, p. ,
Marx is going to emphasize that we are entering here a new realm. This new realm is hinted
at already here, in the next sentence, where Marx brings evidence that the statement “money
is the first form of capital” is valid in history:

247:3 Historically speaking, capital in-
variably first confronts landed property in
the form of money; as monetary wealth,
merchants’ capital, and usurers’ capital.l

161:3 Historisch tritt das Kapital dem
Grundeigentum tiiberall zunidchst in der
Form von Geld gegeniiber, als Geldvermo-
gen, Kaufmannskapital und Wucherkapital.!

|l (2bB) Also in its daily practical functions, money is the “first form of appearance of

capital.”

However, we do not need to look back at
the history of capital’s origin in order to rec-
ognize that money is its first form of ap-
pearance. Capital’s story is played out be-
fore our eyes every day. Every new capital
makes its first appearance on the stage—
i.e. the market, whether it is the commod-
ity market, the labor market, or the money
market—in the shape of money, money
which has the vocation to transform itself
into capital by certain specific processes.

The German text contains a pun
which may not be recognizable in
the translation: “history” and

“story” are in German the same
word “Geschichte.”
The translation “has the vocation

Jedoch bedarf es nicht des Riickblicks auf
die Entstehungsgeschichte des Kapitals, um
das Geld als seine erste Erscheinungsform
zu erkennen. Dieselbe Geschichte spielt
taglich vor unsren Augen. Jedes neue Ka-
pital betritt in erster Instanz die Biihne, d.h.
den Markt, Warenmarkt, Arbeitsmarkt, oder
Geldmarkt, immer noch als Geld, Geld, das
sich durch bestimmte Prozesse in Kapital
verwandeln soll.

to” in the last sentence tried to
capture the Hegelian meaning of
“soll.”

1+ Modern Post-Keynesian theory has noticed this too. It begins macroeconomics with a
theory of money and credit exactly because each new capital enters the market as money.
“Any production, in a modern economy, requires access to credit.” [Lav92, p. 149:1]

(2bC) Later in this chapter, in

, the structural or “logical” reasons will be given

why money plays such a central role for capital.

Question 492 (Fri Oct 22-Mon Oct 25) Compare what Marx says in chapter Four of Capi-

tal, and

, about money being the “first form of appearance of capital” with what

he says in Contribution 389/0 about money being the “elementary form of exchange-value.”

2004 fa.

| (2c) The question “how does money as capital differ from money in its previously
discussed functions?” leads us back to the circulation process.
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247:4/0 Money as capital distinguishes it-
self from money as money at first only by its
different form of circulation.

161:4 Geld als Geld und Geld als Kapital
unterscheiden sich zundchst nur durch ihre
verschiedne Zirkulationsform.

1 This formulation is a little misleading. Even if money is a form of capital, is still is also
money in the sense that it still performs one of the functions as measure of value or means of
circulation or independent incarnation of abstract wealth. The above sentence has to be read
as “money as capital distinguishes itself from money which performs its monetary functions
unrelated to the self-expansion of value at first only by its different form of circulation.”

Just a word about our numbering scheme. Marx started the chapter with the historical link
between circulation and capital, which we called here point (1). This led him to the special
role which money plays for capital, called here point (2). The discovery that money is the
bridge between circulation and capital allows him to take a second, deeper look at the link
between circulation and capital, which will be called point (3).

(3) In order to tell whether a given amount of money is capital or not, one has to look at
the movement in which it is engaged. |} (3a) We know what the movement of money looks
like which is not capital:

The immediate form of the circulation of
commodities is C — M — C, transformation
of commodities into money and reconver-
sion of money into commodities; selling in

162:1 Die unmittelbare Form der Waren-
zirkulation is W — G — W, Verwandlung von
Ware in Geld und Riickverwandlung von
Geld in Ware, verkaufen, um zu kaufen.

order to buy.

1t Here it might be useful to recapitulate C — M — C. The direct barter is a transaction in
which each participant pursues two different goals: realizing the value of the product given in
exchange, and selecting the use-value of the product received. These two goals are so much
in conflict with each other that the direct barter breaks into two halves, sale and purchase.
C —Cbecomes C—M —C. The first transaction C — M specializes on the realization of value,
and the second transaction M — C on the selection of use-values. All this was discussed at
length in chapters Two and Three. |} (3b) New in chapter Four is the observation that these
two fragments, sale and purchase, can also be put together in the reverse order: M —C — M.

But alongside this form we find a second, | Neben dieser Form finden wir aber eine

specifically different form: M — C — M,
transformation of money into commodi-
ties and reconversion of commodities into
money; buying in order to sell.

zweite, spezifisch unterschiedne vor, die
Form G — W — G, Verwandlung von Geld
in Ware und Riickverwandlung von Ware in
Geld, kaufen, um zu verkaufen.

1 With the words: “we find a second form” Marx indicates that this is not merely an
abstract possibility. Many people in modern capitalism pursue circulation in this reverse
order. M —C — M is, of course, the form of circulation of capital. Marx will derive what
capital is from looking at its form of circulation. A delicate bootstrapping act.

| But instead of saying “we will infer the essence of capital from its form of circulation,”
Marx says that money itself becomes capital if it goes through this form of circulation. Le.,
Marx announces it not as an epistemological process of learning about social relations, but
an ontological transition of these social relations themselves. The researcher only watches

the development of money itself.

Money, which follows this latter course in
its movement, converts itself into capital,
becomes capital, and, according to its deter-
mination, already is capital.

Geld, das in seiner Bewegung diese letzte-
re Zirkulation beschreibt, verwandelt sich in
Kapital, wird Kapital und ist schon seiner
Bestimmung nach Kapital.
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The details of this will be developed next.

Question 493 (Fri Oct 22—-Mon Oct25) In , Marx makes three statements about
money engaged in M — C — M: (1) this money converts itself into capital, (2) this money
becomes capital, and (3) according to its determination, this money already is capital. What
is the difference between these three statements? Why does Marx not say that this money is
capital? 2009fa, 2008SF, 2004 f a.

4.1. [M—C—M: Acts in Circulation and Motivation of
the Agents]

Since money is the first form of capital, it makes sense to begin the systematic discussion of
capital with money. And since money as capital differs from money as money at first only
in its form of circulation, it makes sense to look at this form of circulation M —C — M.

Marx’s goal is to explore the relations of production whose surface mediation is M —C —
M. This exploration consists of inferences on three different levels: (1) Marx describes
certain circulation phenomena visible on the surface of the economy, usually with the words
that he is looking at the “form” of circulation; (2) from these circulation phenomena he draws
conclusions about the activities and motivations of the persons performing these circulation
acts, sometimes with the words that he is exploring the “purpose” or “aim” of the circulation
phenomena; and (3) he looks at the social relations which make these individual activities
possible and are at the same time sustained by them. This he calls the “content” of the
circulation process.

Marx begins with a thorough description of the circulation process, which stays on level
(1) in our classification. This is followed by inferences on levels (2) and (3); however Marx
runs into an impasse and has to go back to level (1) and re-describe certain aspects of the
circulation process in order to take in additional aspects of this process. Only after this can
he draw his inferences on levels (2) and (3) to a conclusion.

4.1.a. [Description of M-C-M]

| The first paragraph is a description of the circulation act M —C — M.

248:1 Let us examine the circular move-
ment M — C — M a little more closely. Like
the simple circulation of commodities, it
passes through two opposite phases. In the
first phase, M — C (the purchase), the money
is changed into a commodity. In the second
phase, C — M (the sale), the commodity is
changed back into money.

162:2 Sehn wir uns die Zirkulation G —
W — G niéher an. Sie durchléuft, gleich der
einfachen Warenzirkulation, zwei entgegen-
gesetzte Phasen. In der ersten Phase, G—W,
Kauf, wird das Geld in Ware verwandelt. In
der zweiten Phase, W — G, Verkauf, wird die
Ware in Geld riickverwandelt.

1t If one looks at the two acts separately, one sees that the first act is a purchase and the
second a sale. But this is not the only thing that is visible. |} If one looks at the two acts as
a unity, one sees their connection: the commodity acquired by the purchase is given away
again, i.e., the first act is only the preparatory act for the second, it is a purchase in order to
sell.

The unity of these two phases, however, is
the movement as a whole, which exchanges
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4.1. [M—C—-M: Acts in Circulation and Motivation of the Agents]

money for a commodity and the same com-
modity back for money, which buys a com-
modity in order to sell it, or, if one neglects
the formal differences between buying and
selling, buys a commodity with money and
then buys money with a commodity.?

und dieselbe Ware wieder gegen Geld aus-
tauscht, Ware kauft, um sie zu verkaufen,
oder wenn man die formellen Unterschie-
de von Kauf und Verkauf vernachldssigt,
mit dem Geld Ware und mit der Ware Geld

| kauft.?

After looking at the two elements of the process separately and at their unity, Marx also
looks at the result of this process. This triad (separately, unity, result) will be repeated two
more times in the discussion that follows; it is the rhythm in the background which gives
structure to Marx’s prose. || What follows now is only the first formulation of this result:

The result which remains after completion
of the process is the exchange of money for
money, M — M.

Das Resultat, worin der ganze Prozef3 er-
lischt, ist Austausch von Geld gegen Geld,
G—-G.

| Although the empirical M — C — M which we see happening in capitalism are usually
exchange of money against more money, Marx stresses that qualitatively, beginning and end

of the transaction are the same, namely, money:

If T purchase 2000 Ib. cotton for £100, and
resell them for £110, I have, in the end, ex-
changed £100 for £110, money for money.

Already when investigating the Simple form of value, in

Wenn ich fiir 100 Pfd.St. 2000 Pfd. Baum-
wolle kaufe und die 2000 Pfd. Baumwol-
le wieder fiir 110 Pfd.St. verkaufe, so habe
ich schlieBlich 100 Pfd.St. gegen 110 Pfd.St.
ausgetauscht, Geld gegen Geld.

, Marx said that qualities

have to be investigated before quantities. |} The next paragraph argues that the investigation
of M —C — M also should at first abstract from quantities, i.e., one should look at M —C —M
with the first and last M quantitatively equal, despite the fact that the intention behind M —

C — M is always to get a bigger M than the one one started with:

248:2 Now it is evident that the circula-
tory process M —C — M would be absurd
and devoid of content if the intention were,
by using this roundabout route, to exchange
two equal sums of money, £100 for £100.
The miser’s plan would be far simpler and
surer: he holds on to his £100 instead of ex-
posing it to the dangers of circulation.

Question 494 (Fri Oct22—Mon Oct 25) At the beginning of

162:3 Es ist nun zwar augenscheinlich,
dal der Zirkulationsproze8 G — W — G ab-
geschmackt und inhaltslos wire, wollte man
vermittelst seines Umwegs denselben Geld-
wert gegen denselben Geldwert, also z.B.
100 Pfd.St. gegen 100 Pfd.St. austauschen.
Ungleich einfacher und sichrer bliebe die
Methode des Schatzbildners, der seine 100
Pfd.St. festhilt, statt sie der Zirkulationsge-
fahr preiszugeben.

Marx says that M —C —

M in which the second M is intended to be equal to the first is “absurd” and “devoid of
content.” Nevertheless, later in the same paragraph he says that the quantitative differ-
ences should be disregarded, and proceeds to investigate M — C — M. Why does he insist on
investigating a possibility which he just called “absurd” and “devoid of content”? 2008SP.

|} The abstraction from the quantities can be defended on the grounds that M —C — M has
a special character even if the intended quantitative increase is not achieved:

And yet, whether the merchant who has paid
£100 for his cotton sells it for £110, or lets
it go for £100, or even £50, in each of these

Andrerseits, ob der Kaufmann die mit 100
Pfd.St. gekaufte Baumwolle wieder ver-
kauft zu 110 Pfd.St., oder ob er sie zu 100
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cases his money has described a charac-
teristic and original path, quite different in
kind from the path of simple circulation, as
for instance in the case of the peasant who
sells corn, and with the money thus garnered
buys clothes.

Pfd.St. und selbst zu 50 Pfd.St. losschla-
gen mub, unter allen Umstinden hat sein
Geld eine eigentiimliche und originelle Be-
wegung beschrieben, durchaus andrer Art
als in der einfachen Warenzirkulation, z.B.
in der Hand des Bauern, der Korn verkauft
und mit dem so geldsten Geld Kleider kauft.

11 Even if a merchant loses money in one of his transactions, he is still engaged in a very
specific circuit, which starts with money and ends with money. IL.e., form and quantity are
two different aspects: a change in quantity does not change the form. In the first stage of
the investigation of this circuit, which concentrates on this form, Marx disregards therefore
its quantitative aspect. |} In addition, Marx takes it as grantesd that this research must be a

comparison of M —C —M withC—M —C.
It is therefore first necessary to characterize
the differences in form between the two cir-
cular paths M —C — M and C — M — C. This
will provide us at the same time with the dif-
ference in content lurking behind these dif-
ferences in form.

Es gilt also zunichst die Charakteristik der
Formunterschiede zwischen den Kreisldaufen
G—W—-Gund W—-G—W. Damit wird
sich zugleich der inhaltliche Unterschied er-
geben, der hinter diesen Formunterschieden
lauert.

He does not justify why it should be a comparison, presumably this is the case because
C —M —C is the normal form of the process, from which the inverted or perverted M —C —M

takes off.

The next phase in Marx’s investigation is therefore a comparison between M —C — M and

C-M-C.

4.1.b. [What M-C-M and C-M-C Have in Common]

248:3 Let us first see what the two forms
have in common.

162:4 Sehn wir zunichst, was beiden For-
men gemeinsam.

| In order to see what the two circuits have in common, Marx describes the two circuits in
as much detail as possible with words ambiguous enough that the same description applies

to both circuits:
248:4/0 Both circular paths are composed

of the same two opposite phases, C — M,
sale, and M — C, purchase. In each phase
the same material elements confront each
other, namely a commodity and money, and
the same economic character masks, a buyer
and a seller. Each circular path is the unity
of the same two opposite phases, and in
each case this unity is mediated through the
participation of three contractual agents, of
whom one only sells, another only buys, and
the third both buys and sells.
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163:1 Beide Kreisldufe zerfallen in die-
selben zwei entgegengesetzten Phasen, W —
G, Verkauf, und G — W, Kauf. In jeder
der beiden Phasen stehn sich dieselben
zwei sachlichen Elemente gegeniiber, Wa-
re und Geld—und zwei Personen in den-
selben 0konomischen Charaktermasken, ein
Kéufer und ein Verkédufer. Jeder der bei-
den Kreisldufe ist die Einheit derselben ent-
gegengesetzten Phasen, und beidemal wird
diese Einheit vermittelt durch das Auftreten
von drei Kontrahenten, wovon der eine nur
verkauft, der andre nur kauft, der dritte aber
abwechselnd kauft und verkauft.
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4.1.c. [How M-C-M and C-M-C Differ]

If quantities are abstracted from, the most striking difference between C —M — C and M —
C — M is the inverted order of sale and purchase. Marx’s analysis of the differences begins
therefore with a look at the process as a unity. Marx needs to see what this inversion means
for the overall process, before he can ask how this changes the character of the individual
acts. Then he will point out that the purchase, as an individual act, has a different character
in C —M — C than in M — C — M. After this, he looks at the result of the processes, and at
the end, he also notes an important difference when C —M — C and M — C — M are looked at

as continuous processes.

[Looking at the Process as a Unity]

249:1 However the two circular paths C —
M — C and M — C — M differ, obviously, by
the inverted order in which the same two
opposite phases of circulation are traversed.
The simple circulation of commodities be-
gins with a sale and ends with a purchase,
while the circulation of money as capital be-
gins with a purchase and ends with a sale.

| If one looks at both phases as a unity, as

163:2 Was jedoch die beiden Kreisldufe
W —-G—W und G —W — G von vornher-
ein scheidet, ist die umgekehrte Reihenfol-
ge derselben entgegengesetzten Zirkulati-
onsphasen. Die einfache Warenzirkulation
beginnt mit dem Verkauf und endet mit dem
Kauf, die Zirkulation des Geldes als Kapital
beginnt mit dem Kauf und endet mit dem
Verkauf.

Marx already did in when looking at

M — C — M alone, the difference can be formulated as follows:

In the one case, starting point and end point
of the movement are commodities, in the
other, money. The whole process is medi-
ated in the first form by money, while in the
second, inversely, by the commodity.

Dort bildet die Ware, hier das Geld den
Ausgangspunkt und SchluBpunkt der Bewe-
gung. In der ersten Form vermittelt das
Geld, in der andren umgekehrt die Ware den
Gesamtverlauf.

1t The money in C — M — C, and the commodity in M — C — M, are held temporarily and

then traded away again. As an act of circulation, holding something temporarily and then
trading it away again satisfies the definition of “mediation.” It is also mediation for the
circulation agents, because they will go through this detour only if it helps them to reach
their goal, i.e., if they hold the money or commodity in order to get the commodity or money

which concludes the transaction.

[The Purchase Considered Separately: Spending versus Advancing]

| The act M — C, the purchase, is different when it is part of M — C — M than when it is part

of C—M—-C:

249:2 In the circulation C — M — C, money
is in the end converted into a commodity
which serves as a use-value; it has therefore
been spent once and for all. In the inverted
form M — C — M, on the contrary, the buyer
lays out money in order that, as a seller,
he may recover money. By his purchase of
a commodity he throws money into circu-
lation, in order to withdraw it again by the

163:3 In der Zirkulation W — G — W wird
das Geld schlieBlich in Ware verwandelt, die
als Gebrauchswert dient. Das Geld ist al-
so definitiv ausgegeben. In der umgekehr-
ten Form G — W — G gibt der Kiufer dage-
gen Geld aus, um als Verkiufer Geld einzu-
nehmen. Er wirft beim Kauf der Ware Geld
in die Zirkulation, um es ihr wieder zu ent-
ziehn durch den Verkauf derselben Ware. Er
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sale of the same commodity. He releases the | entldlt das Geld nur mit der hinterlistigen
money, but only with the cunning intention | Absicht, seiner wieder habhaft zu werden.
of getting it back again.

| The difference is so striking that these two types of spending money even have different
names:
The money therefore is not spent, it is | Es wird daher nur vorgeschossen.?

merely advanced.? \

3 “When a thing is bought in order to be sold 3 Wenn ein Ding gekauft wird, um wieder
again, the sum employed is called money ad- | verkauft zu werden, nennt man die hierzu ver-
vanced; when it is bought not to be sold, it may | wendete Summe vorgeschossenes Geld; wird es
be said to be expended’ (James Steuart, Works, gekauft, um nicht wieder verkauft zu verden, so
etc., edited by General Sir James Steuart, his son, | kann man sie als verausgabt bezeichnen.” (Ja-
London, 1805, Vol. 1, p. 274). mes Steuart, ,,Works etc.”, edited by General Sir

James Steuart, his son, Lond. 1805, v. 1, p. 274.)

Exam Question 496 Give examples for “advancing” and “expending” money. 2009fa,
2008fa, 2007SP, 2004 fa, 2003fa, 2001 fa, 2000fa, 1999SP, 1997Tut, 1997WI, 1996sp,
1995ut, 1995W1.

Question 497 (Fri Oct22—-Mon Oct25) If someone first buys a car, and after two years
trades it in for a new car, is that C—M —C orM —C —M?

If someone first buys a house, then after ten years decides to move and sells his house for
a profit, is thisC—M —CorM —C—M?

If a farmer raises wheat, then at the end of the year sells his crop and with the proceeds
buys the materials to raise next year’s wheat, is that C—M —C or M —C —M? 2009fa,
2008SP, 2007fa, 2007SP, 2005fa, 2004 fa, 2003fa, 2002fa, 2001 fa, 1999SP, 1998WI,
1996ut, 1996sp.

1 Since language has reserved two different words for the act M — C, according to whether
itis part of C—M — C or M — C — M, the inference from the form of circulation to individual
motivations simply consists in looking up the meaning of these two words. The existence
of these two words also confirms that Marx is justified in concluding from the form of
circulation to individual motivations.

[Result of M—C—M: The Reflux]

| Here Marx argues on level (1), the level of the surface events in circulation, but instead
of staying on the microeconomic level he takes a macroeconomic look at the circulation

phenomena:
249:3 In the form C — M — C, the same 163:4 In der Form W — G — W wechselt

piece of money is displaced twice. The | dasselbe Geldstiick zweimal die Stelle. Der
seller gets it from the buyer and pays it away | Verkdufer erhilt es vom Kiufer und zahlt
to another seller. The whole process, which | es weg an einen andren Verkdufer. Der Ge-
begins with the receipt of money in return | samtprozel3, der mit der Einnahme von Geld
for commodities, comes to an end with the | fiir Ware beginnt, schliet ab mit der Weg-
relinquishing of money in return for com- | gabe von Geld fiir Ware.
modities.
In chapter Three, p. , Marx emphasizes that the circulation process of the commodity
C — M — C “sweats out” money, it pushes money through the economy, but that the money
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itself does not go in a circle. He calls is the “flow” of money, not its “circuit.” In M —C — M,

the situation is different:

In the form M — C — M this process is in-
verted. Here it is not the piece of money
which is displaced twice, but the commod-
ity. The buyer takes it from the hands of
the seller and passes it into the hands of an-
other buyer. Whilst in the simple circula-
tion of commodities the twofold displace-
ment of the same piece of money effects its
definitive transfer from one hand into an-
other, here the twofold displacement of the
same commodity causes the money to flow
back to its initial point of departure.

Umgekehrt in der Form G —W — G. Nicht
dasselbe Geldstiick wechselt hier zwei-
mal die Stelle, sondern dieselbe Ware.
Der Kaiufer erhilt sie aus der Hand des
Verkidufers und gibt sie weg in die Hand
eines andren Kiufers. Wie in der einfachen
Warenzirkulation der zweimalige Stellen-
wechsel desselben Geldstiicks sein defini-
tives Ubergehn aus einer Hand in die and-
re bewirkt, so hier der zweimalige Stellen-
wechsel derselben Ware den Riickflu3 des
Geldes zu seinem ersten Ausgangspunkt.

| This reflux plays an important role in Marx’s theory. M —C — M is only possible if
the overall circulation has such a structure that the money flows back to the person who has
originally spent it. Apparently Marx argues here: since M — C — M is happening, we know
that the overall circulation process must have a structure which provides for this reflux. The

next paragraph give the following clarifications:

o That there is a reflux is not a question of the quantity of the reflux.

e The fact that the money flows back is a “palpable difference,” one which one can see
by a mere observation of the circulation phenomena without having to “interpret” the

agents.

250:1 This reflux of money to its starting-
point does not depend on the commodity’s
being sold for more than was paid for it.
That only has a bearing on the amount of
money which flows back. The phenomenon
of reflux itself takes place as soon as the pur-
chased commodity is resold, i.e., as soon as
the cycle M — C — M has been traversed in
its entirety. This is, therefore, a palpable dif-
ference between the circulation of money as
capital, and its circulation as mere money.

164:1 Der RiickfluB des Geldes zu sei-
nem Ausgangspunkt hdngt nicht davon ab,
ob die Ware teurer verkauft wird, als sie
gekauft war. Dieser Umstand beeinfluf3t
nur die GroBe der riickflieBenden Geldsum-
me. Das Phinomen des Riickflusses selbst
findet statt, sobald die gekaufte Ware wie-
der verkauft, also der Kreislauf G — W — G
vollstindig beschrieben wird. Es ist dies al-
so ein sinnlich wahrnehmbarer Unterschied
zwischen der Zirkulation des Geldes als
Kapital und seiner Zirkulation als bloem
Geld.

1 The agent engaged in M — C — M never really gives up the money; like a yo-yo, the
money keeps returning to the same person again and again. The different order of M —C
and C — M has therefore spawned an important qualitative difference between C — M — C
and M — C — M. The sustained repetition of M —C — M is only possible if the overall flow
of money through the economy is such that the money indeed returns. Marx has written
about this in volume II of Capital, and also in his study of banking capital in volume III.
The macroeconomic “law of reflux” also played a big role in the monetary economics of his
time. [Gre87], in the Palgrave dictionary, says that this law of reflux is a rehabilitation of the
real bills doctrine. The reflux is known also today in the aphorism “capitalists get what they
spend, and workers spend what they get.”
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Question 499 (Fri Oct22—Mon Oct25) In

, Marx says that the circulation process

C —M —C “sweats money from every pore.” Would he say the same thing about M —C — M,
or would he characterize the flow of money generated by M — C — M in a different way?

Question 500 (Fri Oct22-Mon Oct25) Why does Marx place so much emphasis on the
“reflux” of money implied in the form M —C — M? 2008SP, 2007SP.

[Repetition of C—-M—-C Versus Repetition of M—C-M]

| If one looks at C — M — C and M — C — M as continuous processes, this reflux makes an

important difference.

e In C — M — C there is no reflux, but there can be repetition.

e The reflux allows the person doing M — C — M to continue this process indefinitely.

250:2 The cycle C — M — C is fully tra-
versed when the money brought in by the
sale of one commodity is withdrawn again
by the purchase of another. If nevertheless a
reflux of money to its starting-point occurs,
this can happen only through a renewal or
repetition of the whole course of the move-
ment. If I sell a quarter of corn for £3, and
with this £3 buy clothes, the money, so far as
I am concerned, is irreversibly spent. I have
nothing more to do with it. It belongs to
the clothes merchant. If I now sell a second
quarter of corn, money indeed flows back
to me—not however as a result of the first
transaction, but due to its repetition. The
money again leaves me as soon as I com-
plete this second transaction by a fresh pur-
chase. In the cycle C — M — C, therefore,
there is no connection between the expendi-
ture of money and its reflux.

The phrase “hat nichts damit zu
schaffen” (“has nothing to do

“create” instead of simply “do”)
suggests that the alternative

164:2 Der Kreislauf W — G — W ist voll-
standig zuriickgelegt, sobald der Verkauf
einer Ware Geld bringt, welches der Kauf
andrer Ware wieder entzieht. Erfolgt den-
noch Riickfluf des Geldes zu seinem Aus-
gangspunkt, so nur durch die Erneuerung
oder Wiederholung des ganzen Kursus.
Wenn ich ein Quarter Korn verkaufe fiir
3 Pfd.St. und mit diesen 3 Pfd.St. Kleider
kaufe, sind die 3 Pfd.St. fiir mich definitiv
verausgabt. Ich habe nichts mehr mit ihnen
zu schaffen. Sie sind des Kleiderhéndlers.
Verkaufe ich nun ein zweites Quarter Korn,
so flieBt Geld zu mir zurtick, aber nicht in-
folge der ersten Transaktion, sondern nur in-
folge ihrer Wiederholung. Es entfernt sich
wieder von mir, sobald ich die zweite Trans-
aktion zu Ende fiihre und von neuem kaufe.
In der Zirkulation W — G — W hat also die
Verausgabung des Geldes nichts mit seinem
Riickfluf zu schaffen.

M —C — M the reflux is not
facilitated by the expenditure. So

where is the difference between
C—M—-CandM—-C—M?
Marx’s next sentence will explain.

with”) is an unfortunate choice of
words by Marx, because the word
“schaffen” (which is meant here
colloquially and has the
connotation of “labor” and

rejected by Marx would be the
outflow of money creating the
conditions for its backflow. This is
untrue in C — M — C but it is also
untrue in M — C — M: even in

In chapter Three, 210:1, this lack of connection between expenditure and reflux was
Marx’s starting point for the discussion of the flow of money, which is not a circular flow
although the metamorphosis of the commodity is a circular movement (it starts with C and
returns to C. Here in chapter Four, however, the fact is relevant that the circular movement
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C — M — C dies down after one turnover. This distinguishes it from M — C — M, a circular

movement which does not die down:
In M — C — M, on the other hand, the very

manner in which the money is expended re-
lies on its reflux. Without this reflux, the
operation fails, or the process is interrupted
and incomplete, since its complementary fi-
nal phase, the sale, is missing.

In G — W — G dagegen ist der Riickfluf} des
Geldes durch die Art seiner Verausgabung
selbst bedingt. Ohne diesen Riickfluf} ist die
Operation mi3gliickt oder der Prozef unter-
brochen und noch nicht fertig, weil seine
zweite Phase, der den Kauf erginzende und
abschlieBende Verkauf, fehlt.

here: Had the macro structure of
the flow of money not allowed for
the reflux of money, then

M — C — M could never have
evolved as a socially common way
of doing things.

The word translated here with
“relies” is the German word
“bedingt”—a more literal
translation would be
“presupposes.” A presupposes B
means: A can happen only if B

happens. This is not meant as a
condition in every single case: it is
certainly possible that individual
capitalists advance their money
without ever getting it back.
Presumably Marx means to say

4.1.d. [Purposes of C-M-C and M-C-M]

This detailed comparative analysis of the circulation processes C—M —C and M —C—M
enables us to infer the purposes of the agents. Since Marx and his readers live in the society
investigated here, he can draw on the common knowledge about what goes on in the heads of
the persons performing C —M —C and M —C — M. |} The purposes of the agents performing

C —M — C are easy to see:

250:3 The circuit C — M — C issues from
the extreme constituted by one commod-
ity, and concludes with the extreme consti-
tuted by another commodity, which falls out
of circulation and into consumption. Con-
sumption, the satisfaction of needs, in short
use-value, is therefore the final purpose of
this circuit.

164:3 Der Kreislauf W — G — W geht aus
von dem Extrem einer Ware und schlief3t ab
mit dem Extrem einer andren Ware, die aus
der Zirkulation heraus und der Konsumtion
anheimfillt. Konsumtion, Befriedigung von
Bediirfnissen, mit einem Wort, Gebrauchs-
wert ist daher sein Endzweck.

1t Marx infers the purposes of C — M — C and M — C — M from comparing the beginning
point with the end point—because this tells us the effect of this transaction for the main
agent. C — M — C begins with a commodity, and ends with a commodity that has a different
use-value. Therefore its purpose must be use-value. || M —C — M by contrast goes from
money to money. By the same logic we can conclude that its purpose is exchange-value.

The circuit M — C — M, however, issues from
the extreme of money and finally returns to
that same extreme. Its driving motive and
determining purpose is therefore exchange-
value itself.

Der Kreislauf G — W — G geht dagegen
aus von dem Extrem des Geldes und kehrt
schlieBlich zuriick zu demselben Extrem.
Sein treibendes Motiv und bestimmender
Zweck ist daher der Tauschwert selbst.

1 In fact, we know that the purpose of the individual performing M —C — M can only
be to get more exchange-value than he previously had. But since we are not looking at
quantities right now, but only the qualitative aspect of the movement, we can only say here
that the concern of the transactors revolves around the exchange-value, not the use-value of
the product.
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4.1.e. [The Social Content Behind C-M-C and M-C-M]

Until now, Marx looked at the circulation forms, i.e., level (1) as defined above, and the
purposes of the agents, i.e., level (2). Now, he goes down to level (3) of his investigation
and draws conclusions about the social content. (This social content is not dependent on the
purposes themselves, but on what the agents do while pursuing their purposes.)

250:4/00 In the simple circulation of
commodities the two extremes have the
same economic form. They are both com-
modities, and commodities of equal value.

164:4/0 In der einfachen Warenzirkulati-
on haben beide Extreme dieselbe 6konomi-
sche Form. Sie sind beide Ware. Sie sind
auch Waren von derselben Wertgrofie.

1} Of course, individuals not only have to acquire the use-values they need, but in the
process they also wish to get as good a bargain as possible. But since everybody has this
goal, competition sees to it that on average the commodities which change hands have equal
values. |} The content of the movement therefore does not have to do with value, but with

use-value only:

But they are qualitatively different use-
values, as for example corn and clothes. The
exchange of products, the metabolism be-
tween the various physical objects in which
social labor represents itself, constitutes
here the content of the movement.

Aber sie sind qualitativ verschiedne Ge-
brauchswerte, z.B. Korn und Kleider. Der
Produktenaustausch, der Wechsel der ver-
schiednen Stoffe, worin sich die gesell-
schaftliche Arbeit darstellt, bildet hier den
Inhalt der Bewegung.

1t The social function which the agents fulfill while satisfying their private needs through
commodity exchange is the transfer of the goods from those who produce them to those who

use them, see also
It is otherwise in the cycle M —C — M. At
first sight it seems to lack any content, to
be tautological. Both extremes have the
same economic form. Instead of being qual-
itatively different use-values they are both
money—yprecisely the transmuted form of
commodities in which their particular use-
values are extinguished. To exchange £100
for cotton, and then to exchange this same
cotton again for £100, is merely a round-
about way of exchanging money for money,
the same for the same, and seems to be an
operation as purposeless as it is absurd.*

. | Next Marx looks at the content of M —C — M

Anders in der Zirkulation G — W — G. Sie
scheint auf den ersten Blick inhaltslos, weil
tautologisch. Beide Extreme haben die-
selbe Okonomische Form. Sie sind bei-
de Geld, also keine qualitativ unterschied-
ne Gebrauchswerte, denn Geld ist eben die
verwandelte Gestalt der Waren, worin ih-
re besondren Gebrauchswerte ausgeldscht
sind. Erst 100 Pfd.St. gegen Baumwolle
und dann wieder dieselbe Baumwolle ge-
gen 100 Pfd.St. austauschen, also auf einem
Umweg Geld gegen Geld, dasselbe gegen

‘ dasselbe, scheint eine ebenso zwecklose als
‘ abgeschmackte Operation.*

I+ M — C — M doesn’t seem to have a social content, since the transaction ends up at the
same place where it began. What social function can this have? As in several other instances
before, we have arrived at an impasse.

4.2. [The Definition of Capitall]

M — C — M is much too prevalent not to have a social content (or to merely have the content
of gambling, as suggested in the footnote). The resolution of this impasse gives us the
definition of Capital.
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4.2.a. [Not M—C-M but M-C-M']

In order to prepare for the resolution of this impasse, Marx takes the quantity of value into
consideration. While Marx was investigating the form of the circulation, the quantity would
have been distracting and had to be disregarded, but in order to get down to the content,
it turns out that Marx not only needs the form but also the quantity. Marx has already
remarked in that individuals would never engage in M — C — M would they not get
more money back than they spend. These quantitative differences must also be considered
if one is interested in the overall social impact of the activity of many capitalists:

One sum of money is distinguishable from
another only by its quantity. The process
M — C — M therefore owes its content not
to any qualitative difference between its ex-
tremes, for they are both money, but solely
to their quantitative difference. More money
is withdrawn from circulation at the end
than was thrown into it at the beginning. The
cotton originally bought for £100 is for ex-
ample re-sold at £100 + £10, i.e., £110. The
complete form of this process is therefore
M —C—M', where M' = M + AM, i.e., the
original sum advanced plus an increment.

Eine Geldsumme kann sich von der andren
Geldsumme tiberhaupt nur durch ihre Grof3e
unterscheiden. Der ProzeB G —W — G
schuldet seinen Inhalt daher keinem qualita-
tiven Unterschied seiner Extreme, denn sie
sind beide Geld, sondern nur ihrer quantita-
tiven Verschiedenheit. SchlieBlich wird der
Zirkulation mehr Geld entzogen, als anfangs
hineingeworfen ward. Die zu 100 Pfd.St.
gekaufte Baumwolle wird z.B. wieder ver-
kauft zu 100 4 10 Pfd.St. oder 110 Pfd.
St. Die vollstindige Form dieses Prozes-
ses ist daher G— W — G', wo G’ = G+ AG,
d.h. gleich der urspriinglich vorgeschosse-
nen Geldsumme plus einem Inkrement.

The phrase “complete form of this process” is presumably short for “complete description
of the form of this process.” (The word “complete” is also used in .) Earlier in the
chapter we have made abstraction of the quantities involved, in order to see the characteristic
activities of the agents performing these circulation acts. But now we discover that we cannot
keep the quantity separate from the qualitative aspects of the form if we want to understand
the social relations which make these circulation acts possible and necessary. The abstraction
from quantities, which served us well earlier, has become a hindrance at the present stage of
the investigation.

Question 503 (FriOct22—Mon Oct25) In Marx argues that one should disregard
the quantitative difference, i.e., only look at the form M — C — M without paying atten-
tion to quantitative difference between the second M and the first, while two pages later, in

, Marx says that it is important to look at the quantities. What made him change
his mind?

In his second attempt below, Marx will therefore search for the social content behind
M —C—M',not M — C — M. Before doing this, Marx defines his terminology:
This increment or excess over the original | Dieses Inkrement oder den UberschuB iiber
value I call—surplus-value. den urspriinglichen Wert nenne ich—Mehrwert

(surplus-value).

1t The existence of a name for this quantitative difference is additional confirmation that
this quantitative difference matters. |} The full description of the circulation of capital is
therefore:

The value originally advanced, therefore,
not only remains intact while in circulation,

Der urspriinglich vorgeschofne Wert erhilt
sich daher nicht nur in der Zirkulation, son-
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but it increases its magnitude, adds to itself | dern in ihr verdndert er seine Wertgrofe,
a surplus-value, or is valorized. And this | setzt einen Mehrwert zu oder verwertet sich.
movement converts this value into capital. Und diese Bewegung verwandelt ihn in Ka-
pital.

We have arrived at a very general definition of capital: capital is value in motion. Marx is
taking his time to unpack what this means. He makes several points:

(a) Value differences in C — M — C are possible as well but here they are irrelevant.

(b) In M — C — M, the end is qualitatively equal to the beginning but it is bigger. This
leads to an insatiable spiral.

(c) due to the “reflux,” the same individual (the capitalist) performs this movement over
and over again, and since the capitalist identifies with the unbounded increase in value and
makes it his personal motive, it becomes an especially powerful social force.

Question 504 (Fri Oct 22—Mon Oct 25) What is capital? 2007fa, 2003fa, 2001 fa, 2000fa,
1997ut, 1997sp, 1997WI, 1996ut, 1996sp, 1995W1.

| (a) If we need to look at the quantities in order to understand the social content of
M —C — M, does this mean we should also look at the quantities involved in C — M — C?
The next paragraph explains why this is not necessary:

252:1 Of course, it is also possible that 165:1/0 Es ist zwar auch moglich, daf} in
in C —M — C the two extremes C and C, W — G — W die beiden Extreme, W, W, z.B.
say corn and clothes, may represent quan- | Korn und Kleider, quantitativ verschiedne
titatively different magnitudes of value. The | WertgroBen sind. Der Bauer kann sein Korn
peasant may sell his corn above its value, or | iiber dem Wert verkaufen oder die Kleider
may buy the clothes at less than their value. | unter ihrem Wert kaufen. Solche Wertver-
He may, on the other hand, be cheated by | schiedenheit bleibt jedoch fiir diese Zirkula-
the clothes merchant. Yet, for this particu- | tionsform selbst rein zuféllig.
lar form of circulation, such differences in
value are purely accidental.

|l Marx gives two different reasons why for C — M — C, value differences between the first
and second C are not relevant:
The fact that the corn and the clothes are | Sinn und Verstand verliert sie nicht schier,
equivalents does not deprive the process of | wie der Proze3 G —W — G, wenn die beiden
all sense and meaning, as it does in M —C — Extreme, Korn und Kleider z.B., Aquivalen-
M. The equality of their values is rather the | te sind. Ihr Gleichwert ist hier vielmehr Be-
condition under which it can take its normal | dingung des normalen Verlaufs.
course.

{} First reason: While a capitalist who does M — C — M’ with M = M’ would have been
better off not traversing the circuit at all, a C — M — C’ in which C’ has a different value
than C may still be necessary because of the use-value of C’. Second reason: Although it
is possible that the values of the two extremes in C — M — C have different magnitudes, this
would be only an accident, an irregularity, which will be ironed out over time in the normal
course of things. Because of this, there is no need to introduce quantitative differences into
the form C — M — C in order to uncover its social content.

Question 506 (FriOct22—-Mon Oct25) In the exchange process, it is clearly the objective
of the traders to get as much in return for their commodity as possible. Likewise, it is clearly
the objective of the capitalists to get as much return on their capital as possible. Never-
theless Marx analyzes the exchange as an equalization and abstracts from the quantitative
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differences, while his analysis of the circuit of capital explicitly takes the quantitative dif-
ferences into consideration. Is this unequal methodology justified, or does it bias Marx’s
results?

4.2.b. [C-M-C and M-C-M’ as Ongoing Processes]

(b) After revisiting the form in the sphere of circulation order to introduce the quantitative
dimension into it, Marx investigates once more the purposes of the agents, and the social
content behind both C — M — C and M — C — M'. But Marx makes two additional changes
compared with his first attempt: he looks at these processes not as one-time processes but
as repeated processes. And since he brought the quantity in, he is not only interested in the

quality of the content driving these processes but als