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Karl Marx
Note on the Text

Marx wrote this huge manuscript as part of his preparation for what would
become A Contribution to the Critique of Political Economy (published in
1859) and Capital (published 1867).

Soviet Marxologists released several never-before-seen Marx/Engels works in
the 1930s. Most were early works "Qlike the Economic and Philosophical
Manuscripts "Cbut the Grundrisse stood alone as issuing forth from the most
intense period of Marxd& decade-long, in-depth study of economics. It is an
extremely rich and thought-provoking work, showing signs of humanism and
the influence of Hegelian dialectic method. Do note, though, Marx did not
intend it for publication as is, so it can be stylistically very rough in places.

The series of seven notebooks were rough-drafted by Marx, chiefly for purposes
of self-clarification, during the winter of 1857-8. The manuscript became lost in
circumstances still unknown and was first effectively published, in the German
original, in 1953. A limited edition was published by Foreign Language
Publishers in Moscow in two volumes, 1939 and 1941 respectively, under the
editorship of the Marx-Engels-Lenin Institute, Moscow. The first volume
contained the introduction and the seven notebooks translated here. The
second added fragments from Marx& 1851 notebooks of excerpts from Ricardo,
the fragment "Qastiat and Careyd (also included in this translation), and
miscellaneous related material; also extensive annotations and sources. A
photo-offset reprint of the two volumes bound in one, minus illustrations and
facsimiles, was issued by Dietz Verlag, Berlin (E.), in 1953, and is the basis of
the present translation. It is referred to hereafter as Grundrisse. Rosdolsky
states that only three or four copies of the 1939-41 edition ever reached the
western worldd
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Analytical Contents List

INTRODUCTION (Notebook M)
(1) Production in general
(2) General relation between production, distribution, exchange and

consumption
(3) The method of political economy

(4) Means (forces) of production and relations of production, relations of
production and relations of circulation

THE CHAPTER ON MONEY (Notebooks | and Il, pp. 1"Q)

Darimonds theory of crises

Gold export and crises

Convertibility and note circulation

Value and price

Transformation of the commaodity into exchange value; money

Contradictions in the money relation

(1) Contradiction between commodity as product and commodity as exchange
value

(2) Contradiction between purchase and sale

(3) Contradiction between exchange for the sake of exchange and exchange for
the sake of commodities

(Aphorisms)
(4) Contradiction between money as particular commodity and money as
general commodity

(The Economist and the Morning Star_on money)

Attempts to overcome the contradictions by the issue of time-chits
Exchange value as mediation of private interests

Exchange value (money) as social bond

Social relations which create an undeveloped system of exchange

The product becomes a commodity; the commodity becomes exchange value;
the exchange value of the commodity becomes money

Money as measure

Money as objectification of general labour time

(Incidental remark on gold and silver)

Distinction between particular labour time and general labour time

Distinction between planned distribution of labour time and measurement of
exchange values by labour time

(Strabo on money among the Albanians)
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The precious metals as subjects of the money relation

(a) Gold and silver in relation to the other metals

(b) Fluctuations in the value-relations between the different metals
(c) and (d) (headings only): Sources of gold and silver; money as coin
Circulation of money and opposite circulation of commodities
General concept of circulation

(a) Circulation circulates exchange values in the form of prices
(Distinction between real money and accounting money)

(b) Money as the medium of exchange

(What determines the quantity of money required for circulation)
(Comment on (a))

Commodity circulation requires appropriation through alienation
Circulation as an endlessly repeated process

The price as external to and independent of the commodity
Creation of general medium of exchange

Exchange as a special business

Double motion of circulation: C®MM; M"@, and M"Q; C'W¥

Three contradictory functions of money

(1) Money as general material of contracts, as measuring unit of exchange
values

(2) Money as medium of exchange and realizer of prices

(Money, as representative of price, allows commodities to be exchanged at
equivalent prices)

(An example of confusion between the contradictory functions of money)
(Money as particular commodity and money as general commodity)

(3) Money as money: as material representative of wealth (accumulation of

money)

(Dissolution of ancient communities through money)
(Money, unlike coin, has a universal character)

(Money in its third function is the negation (negative unity) of its character as
medium of circulation and measure)

(Money in its metallic being; accumulation of gold and silver)
(Headings on money, to be elaborated later)

THE CHAPTER ON CAPITAL (Notebooks Il pp. 8'Q8, I11'¥I1)
The Chapter on Money as Capital

Difficulty in grasping money in its fully developed character as money
Simple exchange: relations between the exchangers

(Critique of socialists and harmonizers: Bastiat, Proudhon)
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SECTION ONE: THE PRODUCTION PROCESS OF CAPITAL
Nothing is expressed when capital is characterized merely as a sum of values
Landed property and capital

Capital comes from circulation; its content is exchange value; merchant
capital, money capital, and money interest

Circulation presupposes another process; motion between presupposed
extremes

Transition from circulation to capitalist production

Capital is accumulated labour (etc.)

"Capital is a sum of values used for the production of valuest

Circulation, and exchange value deriving from circulation, the presupposition

of capital
Exchange value emerging from circulation, a presupposition of circulation,
preserving and multiplying itself in it by means of labour

Product and capital. Value and capital. Proudhon
Capital and labour. Exchange value and use value for exchange value

Money and its use value (labour) in this relation capital. Self-multiplication of
value is its only movement

Capital, as regards substance, objectified labour. Its antithesis living,
productive labour

Productive labour and labour as performance of a service

Productive and unproductive labour. A. Smith etc.

The two different processes in the exchange of capital with labour

Capital and modern landed property

The market

Exchange between capital and labour. Piecework wages

Value of labour power

Share of the wage labourer in general wealth determined only quantitatively
Money is the worker@ equivalent; he thus confronts capital as an equal

But the aim of his exchange is satisfaction of his need. Money for him is only
medium of circulation

Savings. self-denial as means of the worker& enrichment

Valuelessness and devaluation of the worker a condition of capital

(Labour power as capitall!)

Wages not productive

The exchange between capital and labour belongs within simple circulation,
does not enrich the worker

Separation of labour and property the precondition of this exchange
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Labour as object absolute poverty, labour as subject general possibility of
wealth

Labour without particular specificity confronts capital

Labour process absorbed into capital

(Capital and capitalist)

Production process as content of capital

The worker relates to his labour as exchange value, the capitalist as use value

The worker divests himself of labour as the wealth-producing power; capital
appropriates it as such

Transformation of labour into capital

Realization process

(Costs of production)

Mere self-preservation, non-multiplication of value contradicts the essence of

capital
Capital enters the cost of production as capital. Interest-bearing capital

(Parentheses on: original accumulation of capital, historic presuppositions of
capital, production in general)

Surplus value. Surplus labour time

Value of labour. How it is determined

Conditions for the self-realization of capital

Capital is productive as creator of surplus labour

But this is only a historical and transitory phenomenon

Theories of surplus value (Ricardo; the Physiocrats; Adam Smith; Ricardo
again)

Surplus value and productive force. Relation when these increase

Result: in proportion as necessary labour is already diminished, the realization
of capital becomes more difficult

Concerning increases in the value of capital

Labour_does not reproduce the value of material and instrument, but rather
preserves it by relating to them in the labour process as to their objective
conditions

Absolute surplus labour time. Relative

It is not the quantity of living labour, but rather its quality as labour which
preserves the labour time already contained in the material

The change of form and substance in the direct production process

It is inherent in the simple production process that the previous stage of
production is preserved through the subsequent one

Preservation of the old use value by new labour




Grundrisse

The quantity of objectified labour is preserved because contact with living
labour preserves its quality as use value for new labour

In the real production process, the separation of labour from its objective
moments of existence is suspended. But in this process labour is already
incorporated in capital

The capitalist obtains surplus labour free of charge together with the
maintenance of the value of material and instrument

Through the appropriation of present labour, capital already possesses a claim
to the appropriation of future labour

Confusion of profit and surplus value. Carey erroneous calculation

The capitalist, who does not pay the worker for the preservation of the old
value, then demands remuneration for giving the worker permission to
preserve the old capital

Surplus Value and Profit

Difference between consumption of the instrument and of wages. The former
consumed in the production process, the latter outside it

Increase of surplus value and decrease in rate of profit
Multiplication of simultaneous working days
Machinery

Growth of the constant part of capital in relation to the variable part spent on
wages = growth of the productivity of labour

Proportion in_which capital has to increase in order to employ the same
number of workers if productivity rises

Percentage of total capital can express very different relations
Capital (like property in general) rests on the productivity of labour
Increase of surplus labour time. Increase of simultaneous working days.

(Population)

(Population can _increase in_proportion as necessary labour time becomes

smaller)
Transition from the process of the production of capital into the process of
circulation

SECTION TWO: THE CIRCULATION PROCESS OF CAPITAL
Devaluation of capital itself owing to increase of productive forces
(Competition)

Capital as unity and contradiction of the production process and the
realization process

Capital as limit to production. Overproduction
Demand by the workers themselves
Barriers to capitalist production
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Overproduction; Proudhon

Price of the commodity and labour time

The capitalist does not sell too dear; but still above what the thing costs him
Price can fall below value without damage to capital

Number and unit (measure) important in the multiplication of prices

Specific accumulation of capital. (Transformation of surplus labour into

capital)

The determination of value and of prices
The general rate of profit

The capitalist merely sells at his own cost of production, then it is a transfer to
another capitalist. The worker gains almost nothing thereby

Barrier of capitalist production. Relation of surplus labour to necessary labour.
Proportion of the surplus consumed by capital to that transformed into capital

Devaluation during crises

Capital coming out of the production process becomes money again
(Parenthesis on capital in general)

Surplus Labour or Surplus Value Becomes Surplus Capital

All the determinants of capitalist production now appear as the result of
(wage) labour itself

The realization process of labour at the same time its de-realization process
Formation of surplus capital |

Surplus capital Il

Inversion of the law of appropriation

Chief result of the production and realization process

Original Accumulation of Capital

Once developed historically, capital itself creates the conditions of its existence
(Performance of personal services, as opposed to wage labour)

(Parenthesis on inversion of the law of property, real alien relation of the
worker to his product, division of labour, machinery)

Forms which precede capitalist production. (Concerning the process which
precedes the formation of the capital relation or of original accumulation)

Exchange of labour for labour rests on the worker& propertylessness
Circulation of capital and circulation of money

Production process and circulation process moments of production. The
productivity of the different capitals (branches of industry) determines that of
the individual capital

Circulation period. Velocity of circulation substitutes for volume of capital.
Mutual dependence of capitals in the velocity of their circulation

"0 "Q
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The four moments in the turnover of capital

Moment Il to be considered here: transformation of the product into money;
duration of this operation

Transport costs

Circulation costs

Means of communication and transport

Division of the branches of labour

Concentration of many workers; productive force of this concentration

General as distinct from particular conditions of production

Transport to market (spatial condition of circulation) belongs in the production

process
Credit, the temporal moment of circulation

Capital is circulating capital
Influence of circulation on the determination of value; circulation time = time
of devaluation

Difference between the capitalist mode of production and all earlier ones
(universality, propagandistic nature)

(Capital itself is the contradiction)

Circulation and creation of value

Capital not a source of value-creation

Continuity of production presupposes suspension of circulation time
Theories of Surplus Value

RamsayG view that capital is its own source of profit

No surplus value according to Ricardods law

Ricardods theory of value. Wages and profit

Quincey

Ricardo

Wakefield. Conditions of capitalist production in colonies
Surplus value and profit. Example (Malthus)

Difference between labour and labour capacity

Carey(s theory of the cheapening of capital for the worker
Carey( theory of the decline of the rate of profit

Wakefield on the contradiction between Ricardods theories of wage labour and
of value

Bailey on dormant capital and increase of production without previous
increase of capital

Wadess explanation of capital. Capital, collective force. Capital. civilization
Rossi. What is capital? Is raw material capital? Are wages necessary for it?
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Malthus. Theory of value and of wages

Aim of capitalist production value (money)., not commodity, use value etc.
Chalmers

Difference in return. Interruption of the production process. Total duration of
the production process. Unequal periods of production

The concept of the free labourer contains the pauper. Population and

overpopulation
Necessary labour. Surplus labour. Surplus population. Surplus capital

Adam Smith: work as sacrifice

Adam Smith: the origin of profit

Surplus labour. Profit. Wages

Immovable capital. Return of capital. Fixed capital. John Stuart Mill
Turnover of capital. Circulation process. Production process
Circulation costs. Circulation time

Capitals change of form and of substance; different forms of capital;
circulating capital as general character of capital

Fixed (tied down) capital and circulating capital

Constant and variable capital

Competition

Surplus value. Production time. Circulation time. Turnover time
Competition (continued)

Part of capital in production time, part in circulation time

Surplus value and production phase. Number of reproductions of capital =
number of turnovers

Change of form and of matter in the circulation of capital CM'@. M"Q@"'M
Difference between production time and labour time
Formation of a mercantile estate; credit

Small-scale circulation. The process of exchange between capital and labour
capacity generally

Threefold character, or mode, of circulation

Fixed capital and circulating capital

Influence of fixed capital on the total turnover time of capital
Fixed capital. Means of labour. Machine

Transposition of powers of labour into powers of capital both in fixed and in
circulating capital

To what extent fixed capital (machine) creates value

Fixed capital & continuity of the production process. Machinery & living
labour
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Contradiction between the foundation of bourgeois production (value as
measure) and its development

Significance of the development of fixed capital (for the development of capital

generally)

The chief role of capital is to create disposable time; contradictory form of this
in capital

Durability of fixed capital

Real saving (economy) = saving of labour time = development of productive
force

True conception of the process of social production

Owends historical conception of industrial (capitalist) production

Capital and value of natural agencies

Scope of fixed capital indicates the level of capitalist production

Is money fixed capital or circulating capital?

Turnover time of capital consisting of fixed capital and circulating capital.
Reproduction time of fixed capital

The same commodity sometimes circulating capital, sometimes fixed capital

Every moment which is a presupposition of production is at the same time its
result, in that it reproduces its own conditions

The counter-value of circulating capital must be produced within the year. Not
so for fixed capital. It engages the production of subsequent years

Maintenance costs of fixed capital

Revenue of fixed capital and circulating capital

Free labour = latent pauperism. Eden

The smaller the value of fixed capital in relation to its product, the more useful
Movable and immovable, fixed and circulating

Connection of circulation and reproduction

SECTION THREE: CAPITAL AS FRUCTIFERQUS.

TRANSFORMATION OF SURPLUS VALUE INTO PROFIT

Rate of profit. Fall of the rate of profit

Surplus value as profit always expresses a lesser proportion

Wakefield, Carey and Bastiat on the rate of profit

Capital and revenue (profit). Production and distribution. Sismondi
Transformation of surplus value into profit

Laws of this transformation

Surplus value = relation of surplus labour to necessary labour

Value of fixed capital and its productive power

Machinery and surplus labour. Recapitulation of the doctrine of surplus value

"A3Q
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generally

Relation between the objective conditions of production. Change in the
proportion of the component parts of capital

MISCELLANEOUS

Money and fixed capital: presupposes a certain amount of wealth. Relation of
fixed capital and circulating capital. (Economist)

Slavery and wage labour; profit upon alienation (Steuart)

Steuart, Montanari and Gouge on money

The wool industry in England since Elizabeth; silk-manufacture; iron; cotton
Origin of free wage labour. Vagabondage. (Tuckett)

Blake on accumulation and rate of profit; dormant capital

Domestic agriculture at the beginning of the sixteenth century. (Tuckett)

Profit. Interest. Influence of machinery on the wage fund. (Westminster
Review)

Money as measure of values and vardstick of prices. Critique of theories of the
standard measure of money

Transformation of the medium of circulation into _money. Formation of
treasures. Means of payment. Prices of commodities and gquantity of
circulating money. Value of money

Capital, not labour, determines the value of money. (Torrens)
The minimum of wages

Cotton machinery and working men in 1826. (Hodgskin)
How the machine creates raw material. (Economist)
Machinery and surplus labour

Capital and profit. Relation of the worker to the conditions of labour in
capitalist production. All parts of capital bring a profit

Tendency of the machine to prolong labour
Cotton factories in England. Example for machinery and surplus labour
Examples from Glasgow for the rate of profit

Alienation of the conditions of labour with the development of capital.
Inversion

Merivale. Natural dependence of the worker in colonies to be replaced by
artificial restrictions

How the machine saves material. Bread. Déau de la Malle

Development of money and interest

Productive consumption. Newman. Transformations of capital. Economic cycle
Dr Price. Innate power of capital

Proudhon. Capital and simple exchange. Surplus
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Necessity of the worker & propertylessness
Galiani

Theory of savings. Storch

MacCulloch. Surplus. Profit

Arnd. Natural interest

Interest and profit. Carey

How merchant takes the place of master
Merchant wealth

Commerce with equivalents impossible. Opdyke
Principal and interest

Double standard

On money

James Mill&s false theory of prices

Ricardo on currency

On money

Theory of foreign trade. Two nations may exchange according to the law of
profit in such a way that both gain, but one is always defrauded

Money in its third role, as money

(1) VALUE (This section to be brought forward)
BASTIAT AND CAREY

Bastiat® economic harmonies

Bastiat on wages
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Introduction
Late August "M id-September 1857

1. Production, Consumption, Distribution, Exchange
(Circulation)

(1) PRODUCTION

Independent Individuals. Eighteenth-century lIdeas

The object before us, to begin with, material production.

Individuals producing in society "Qhence socially determined individual
production "Qis, of course, the point of departure. The individual and isolated
hunter and fisherman, with whom Smith and Ricardo begin, belongs among the
unimaginative conceits of the eighteenth-century Robinsonades, [1] which in no
way express merely a reaction against over-sophistication and a return to a
misunderstood natural life, as cultural historians imagine. As little as
Rousseauts contrat social, which brings naturally independent, autonomous
subjects into relation and connection by contract, rests on such naturalism. This
is the semblance, the merely aesthetic semblance, of the Robinsonades, great
and small. It is, rather, the anticipation of "Qivil societyd in preparation since the
sixteenth century and making giant strides towards maturity in the eighteenth.
In this society of free competition, the individual appears detached from the
natural bonds etc. which in earlier historical periods make him the accessory of
a definite and limited human conglomerate. Smith and Ricardo still stand with
both feet on the shoulders of the eighteenth-century prophets, in whose
imaginations this eighteenth-century individual "@he product on one side of the
dissolution of the feudal forms of society, on the other side of the new forces of
production developed since the sixteenth century "Qappears as an ideal, whose
existence they project into the past. Not as a historic result but as historys
point of departure. As the Natural Individual appropriate to their notion of
human nature, not arising historically, but posited by nature. This illusion has
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been common to each new epoch to this day. Steuart [2] avoided this simple-
mindedness because as an aristocrat and in antithesis to the eighteenth century,
he had in some respects a more historical footing.

The more deeply we go back into history, the more does the individual, and
hence also the producing individual, appear as dependent, as belonging to a
greater whole: in a still quite natural way in the family and in the family
expanded into the clan [Stamm]; then later in the various forms of communal
society arising out of the antitheses and fusions of the clan. Only in the
eighteenth century, in "Qvil societyy do the various forms of social
connectedness confront the individual as a mere means towards his private
purposes, as external necessity. But the epoch which produces this standpoint,
that of the isolated individual, is also precisely that of the hitherto most
developed social (from this standpoint, general) relations. The human being is
in the most literal sense ar A9 ; 2 x-x'| A, [3] not merely a gregarious animal,
but an animal which can individuate itself only in the midst of society.
Production by an isolated individual outside society "Qa rare exception which
may well occur when a civilized person in whom the social forces are already
dynamically present is cast by accident into the wilderness "Qis as much of an
absurdity as is the development of language without individuals living together
and talking to each other. There is no point in dwelling on this any longer. The
point could go entirely unmentioned if this twaddle, which had sense and
reason for the eighteenth-century characters, had not been earnestly pulled
back into the centre of the most modern economics by Bastiat, [4] Carey, [5]
Proudhon etc. Of course it is a convenience for Proudhon et al. to be able to
give a historico-philosophic account of the source of an economic relation, of
whose historic origins he is ignorant, by inventing the myth that Adam or
Prometheus stumbled on the idea ready-made, and then it was adopted, etc.
Nothing is more dry and boring than the fantasies of alocus communis. [6]

Eternalization of historic relations of production. "QProduction
and distribution in general. "QProperty

Whenever we speak of production, then, what is meant is always production at
a definite stage of social development "Qproduction by social individuals. It

"8 "Q
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might seem, therefore, that in order to talk about production at all we must
either pursue the process of historic development through its different phases,
or declare beforehand that we are dealing with a specific historic epoch such as
e.g. modern bourgeois production, which is indeed our particular theme.
However, all epochs of production have certain common traits, common
characteristics. Production in general is an abstraction, but a rational
abstraction in so far as it really brings out and fixes the common element and
thus saves us repetition. Still, this general category, this common element
sifted out by comparison, is itself segmented many times over and splits into
different determinations. Some determinations belong to all epochs, others only
to a few. [Some] determinations will be shared by the most modern epoch and
the most ancient. No production will be thinkable without them; however even
though the most developed languages have laws and characteristics in common
with the least developed, nevertheless, just those things which determine their
development, i.e. the elements which are not general and common, must be
separated out from the determinations valid for production as such, so that in
their unity "Qhich arises already from the identity of the subject, humanity, and
of the object, nature "Qtheir essential difference is not forgotten. The whole
profundity of those modern economists who demonstrate the eternity and
harmoniousness of the existing social relations lies in this forgetting. For
example. No production possible without an instrument of production, even if
this instrument is only the hand. No production without stored-up, past labour,
even if it is only the facility gathered together and concentrated in the hand of
the savage by repeated practice. Capital is, among other things, also an
instrument of production, also objectified, past labour. Therefore capital is a
general, eternal relation of nature; that is, if | leave out just the specific quality
which alone makes “fhstrument of productiond and &ored-up labourd into
capital. The entire history of production relations thus appears to Carey, for
example, as a malicious forgery perpetrated by governments.

If there is no production in general, then there is also no general production.
Production is always a particular branch of production "Qe.g. agriculture,
cattle-raising, manufactures etc. "Cor it is a totality. But political economy is not
technology. The relation of the general characteristics of production at a given
stage of social development to the particular forms of production to be

"9 "Q
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developed elsewhere (later). Lastly, production also is not only a particular
production. Rather, it is always a certain social body, a social subject, which is
active in a greater or sparser totality of branches of production. Nor does the
relationship between scientific presentation and the real movement belong here
yet. Production in general. Particular branches of production. Totality of
production.

It is the fashion to preface a work of economics with a general part "Qand
precisely this part figures under the title "@roductiond (see for example 1 St.
Mill) [7] "Greating of the general preconditions of all production. This general
part consists or is alleged to consist of (1) the conditions without which
production is not possible. l.e. in fact, to indicate nothing more than the
essential moments of all production. But, as we will see, this reduces itself in
fact to a few very simple characteristics, which are hammered out into flat
tautologies; (2) the conditions which promote production to a greater or lesser
degree, such as e.g. Adam Smith& progressive and staghant state of society.
While this is of value in his work as an insight, to elevate it to scientific
significance would require investigations into the periodization of degrees of
productivity in the development of individual peoples "Qan investigation which
lies outside the proper boundaries of the theme, but, in so far as it does belong
there, must be brought in as part of the development of competition,
accumulation etc. In the usual formulation, the answer amounts to the general
statement that an industrial people reaches the peak of its production at the
moment when it arrives at its historical peak generally. In fact. The industrial
peak of a people when its main concern is not yet gain, but rather to gain. Thus
the Yankees over the English. Or, also, that e.g. certain races, locations,
climates, natural conditions such as harbours, soil fertility etc. are more
advantageous to production than others. This too amounts to the tautology that
wealth is more easily created where its elements are subjectively and
objectively present to a greater degree.

But none of all this is the economiststreal concern in this general part. The
aim is, rather, to present production "Qsee e.g. Mill "Qas distinct from
distribution etc., as encased in eternal natural laws independent of history, at
which opportunity bourgeois relations are then quietly smuggled in as the
inviolable natural laws on which society in the abstract is founded. This is the

"@0"Q
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more or less conscious purpose of the whole proceeding. In distribution, by
contrast, humanity has allegedly permitted itself to be considerably more
arbitrary. Quite apart from this crude tearing-apart of production and
distribution and of their real relationship, it must be apparent from the outset
that, no matter how differently distribution may have been arranged in different
stages of social development, it must be possible here also, just as with
production, to single out common characteristics, and just as possible to
confound or to extinguish all historic differences under general human laws.
For example, the slave, the serf and the wage labourer all receive a quantity of
food which makes it possible for them to exist as slaves, as serfs, as wage
labourers. The conqueror who lives from tribute, or the official who lives from
taxes, or the landed proprietor and his rent, or the monk and his alms, or the
Levite and his tithe, all receive a quota of social production, which is
determined by other laws than that of the slaved, etc. The two main points
which all economists cite under this rubric are: (1) property; (2) its protection
by courts, police, etc. To this a very short answer may be given:

to 1. All production is appropriation of nature on the part of an individual
within and through a specific form of society. In this sense it is a tautology to
say that property (appropriation) is a precondition of production. But it is
altogether ridiculous to leap from that to a specific form of property, e.g. private
property. (Which further and equally presupposes an antithetical form, non-
property.) History rather shows common property (e.g. in India, among the
Slavs, the early Celts, etc.) to be the more [8] original form, a form which long
continues to play a significant role in the shape of communal property. The
guestion whether wealth develops better in this or another form of property is
still quite beside the point here. But that there can be no production and hence
no society where some form of property does not exist is a tautology. An
appropriation which does not make something into property is a contradictio
in subjecto.

to 2. Protection of acquisitions etc. When these trivialities are reduced to
their real content, they tell more than their preachers know. Namely that every
form of production creates its own legal relations, form of government, etc. In
bringing things which are organically related into an accidental relation, into a
merely reflective connection, they display their crudity and lack of conceptual
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understanding. All the bourgeois economists are aware of is that production can
be carried on better under the modern police than e.g. on the principle of might
makes right. They forget only that this principle is also a legal relation, and that
the right of the stronger prevails in their "‘Qonstitutional republicsdas well, only
in another form.

When the social conditions corresponding to a specific stage of production
are only just arising, or when they are already dying out, there are, naturally,
disturbances in production, although to different degrees and with different
effects.

To summarize: There are characteristics which all stages of production have
in common, and which are established as general ones by the mind; but the so-
called general preconditions of all production are nothing more than these
abstract moments with which no real historical stage of production can be
grasped.

(2) THE GENERAL RELATION OF PRODUCTION TO
DISTRIBUTION, EXCHANGE, CONSUMPTION

Before going further in the analysis of production, it is necessary to focus on the
various categories which the economists line up next to it.

The obvious, trite notion: in production the members of society appropriate
(create, shape) the products of nature in accord with human needs; distribution
determines the proportion in which the individual shares in the product;
exchange delivers the particular products into which the individual desires to
convert the portion which distribution has assigned to him; and finally, in
consumption, the products become objects of gratification, of individual
appropriation. Production creates the objects which correspond to the given
needs; distribution divides them up according to social laws; exchange further
parcels out the already divided shares in accord with individual needs; and
finally, in consumption, the product steps outside this social movement and
becomes a direct object and servant of individual need, and satisfies it in being
consumed. Thus production appears as the point of departure, consumption as
the conclusion, distribution and exchange as the middle, which is however itself
twofold, since distribution is determined by society and exchange by
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individuals. The person objectifies himself in production, the thing subjectifies
itself in the person; [9] in distribution, society mediates between production and
consumption in the form of general, dominant determinants; in exchange the
two are mediated by the chance characteristics of the individual.

Distribution determines the relation in which products fall to individuals (the
amount); exchange determines the production [10] in which the individual
demands the portion allotted to him by distribution.

Thus production, distribution, exchange and consumption form a regular
syllogism; production is the generality, distribution and exchange the
particularity, and consumption the singularity in which the whole is joined
together. This is admittedly a coherence, but a shallow one. Production is
determined by general natural laws, distribution by social accident, and the
latter may therefore promote production to a greater or lesser extent; exchange
stands between the two as formal social movement; and the concluding act,
consumption, which is conceived not only as a terminal point but also as an end-
in-itself, actually belongs outside economics except in so far as it reacts in turn
upon the point of departure and initiates the whole process anew.

The opponents of the political economists "Qwhether inside or outside its
realm "Qwho accuse them of barbarically tearing apart things which belong
together, stand either on the same ground as they, or beneath them. Nothing is
more common than the reproach that the political economists view production
too much as an end in itself, that distribution is just as important. This
accusation is based precisely on the economic notion that the spheres of
distribution and of production are independent, autonomous neighbours. Or
that these moments were not grasped in their unity. As if this rupture had made
its way not from reality into the textbooks, but rather from the textbooks into
reality, and as if the task were the dialectic balancing of concepts, and not the
grasping of real relations!

[Consumption and Production]

(a;) Production is also immediately consumption. Twofold consumption,
subjective and objective: the individual not only develops his abilities in
production, but also expends them, uses them up in the act of production, just
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as natural procreation is a consumption of life forces. Secondly: consumption of
the means of production, which become worn out through use, and are partly
(e.g. in combustion) dissolved into their elements again. Likewise, consumption
of the raw material, which loses its natural form and composition by being used
up. The act of production is therefore in all its moments also an act of
consumption. But the economists admit this. Production as directly identical
with consumption, and consumption as directly coincident with production, is
termed by them productive consumption. This identity of production and
consumption amounts to Spinozads thesis: determinatio est negatio. [11]

But this definition of productive consumption is advanced only for the
purpose of separating consumption as identical with production from
consumption proper, which is conceived rather as the destructive antithesis to
production. Let us therefore examine consumption proper.

Consumption is also immediately production, just as in nature the
consumption of the elements and chemical substances is the production of the
plant. It is clear that in taking in food, for example, which is a form of
consumption, the human being produces his own body. But this is also true of
every kind of consumption which in one way or another produces human beings
in some particular aspect. Consumptive production. But, says economics, this
production which is identical with consumption is secondary, it is derived from
the destruction of the prior product. In the former, the producer objectified
himself, in the latter, the object he created personifies itself. Hence this
consumptive production "Qeven though it is an immediate unity of production
and consumption "Qis essentially different from production proper. The
immediate unity in which production coincides with consumption and
consumption with production leaves their immediate duality intact.

Production, then, is also immediately consumption, consumption is also
immediately production. Each is immediately its opposite. But at the same time
a mediating movement takes place between the two. Production mediates
consumption; it creates the latter& material; without it, consumption would lack
an object. But consumption also mediates production, in that it alone creates for
the products the subject for whom they are products. The product only obtains
its last finish in consumption. A railway on which no trains run, hence which is
not used up, not consumed, is a railway only h 'Eo_ mx, [13] and not in reality.
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Without production, no consumption; but also, without consumption, no
production; since production would then be purposeless. Consumption produces
production in a double way, (1) because a product becomes a real product only
by being consumed. For example, a garment becomes a real garment only in the
act of being worn; a house where no one lives is in fact not a real house; thus
the product, unlike a mere natural object, proves itself to be, becomes, a
product only through consumption. Only by decomposing the product does
consumption give the product the finishing touch; for the product is production
not as [14] objectified activity, but rather only as object for the active subject;
(2) because consumption creates the need for new production, that is it creates
the ideal, internally impelling cause for production, which is its presupposition.
Consumption creates the motive for production; it also creates the object which
is active in production as its determinant aim. If it is clear that production offers
consumption its external object, it is therefore equally clear that consumption
ideally posits the object of production as an internal image, as a need, as drive
and as purpose. It creates the objects of production in a still subjective form. No
production without a need. But consumption reproduces the need.

Production, for its part, correspondingly (1) furnishes the material and the
object for consumption. [15] Consumption without an object is not consumption;
therefore, in this respect, production creates, produces consumption. (2) But
the object is not the only thing which production creates for consumption.
Production also gives consumption its specificity, its character, its finish. Just as
consumption gave the product its finish as product, so does production give
finish to consumption. Firstly, the object is not an object in general, but a
specific object which must be consumed in a specific manner, to be mediated in
its turn by production itself. Hunger is hunger, but the hunger gratified by
cooked meat eaten with a knife and fork is a different hunger from that which
bolts down raw meat with the aid of hand, nail and tooth. Production thus
produces not only the object but also the manner of consumption, not only
objectively but also subjectively. Production thus creates the consumer. (3)
Production not only supplies a material for the need, but it also supplies a need
for the material. As soon as consumption emerges from its initial state of
natural crudity and immediacy "Qand, if it remained at that stage, this would be
because production itself had been arrested there "Qt becomes itself mediated

"@5"Q



Karl Marx

as a drive by the object. The need which consumption feels for the object is
created by the perception of it. The object of art "Qike every other product ™
creates a public which is sensitive to art and enjoys beauty. Production thus not
only creates an object for the subject, but also a subject for the object. Thus
production produces consumption (1) by creating the material for it; (2) by
determining the manner of consumption; and (3) by creating the products,
initially posited by it as objects, in the form of a need felt by the consumer. It
thus produces the object of consumption, the manner of consumption and the
motive of consumption. Consumption likewise produces the producer(s
inclination by beckoning to him as an aim-determining need.

The identities between consumption and production thus appear threefold:

(1) Immediate identity: Production is consumption, consumption is
production. Consumptive production. Productive consumption. The political
economists call both productive consumption. But then make a further
distinction. The first figures as reproduction, the second as productive
consumption. All investigations into the first concern productive or
unproductive labour; investigations into the second concern productive or non-
productive consumption.

(2) [In the sense] that one appears as a means for the other, is mediated by
the other: this is expressed as their mutual dependence; a movement which
relates them to one another, makes them appear indispensable to one another,
but still leaves them external to each other. Production creates the material, as
external object, for consumption; consumption creates the need, as internal
object, as aim, for production. Without production no consumption; without
consumption no production. [This identity] figures in economics in many
different forms.

(3) Not only is production immediately consumption and consumption
immediately production, not only is production a means for consumption and
consumption the aim of production, i.e. each supplies the other with its object
(production supplying the external object of consumption, consumption the
conceived object of production); but also, each of them, apart from being
immediately the other, and apart from mediating the other, in addition to this
creates the other in completing itself, and creates itself as the other.
Consumption accomplishes the act of production only in completing the product
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as product by dissolving it, by consuming its independently material form, by
raising the inclination developed in the first act of production, through the need
for repetition, to its finished form; it is thus not only the concluding act in which
the product becomes product, but also that in which the producer becomes
producer. On the other side, production produces consumption by creating the
specific manner of consumption; and, further, by creating the stimulus of
consumption, the ability to consume, as a need. This last identity, as determined
under (3), [is] frequently cited in economics in the relation of demand and
supply, of objects and needs, of socially created and natural needs.

Thereupon, nothing simpler for a Hegelian than to posit production and
consumption as identical. And this has been done not only by socialist belletrists
but by prosaic economists themselves, e.g. Say; [16] in the form that when one
looks at an entire people, its production is its consumption. Or, indeed, at
humanity in the abstract. Storch [17] demonstrated Sayds error, namely that e.g.
a people does not consume its entire product, but also creates means of
production, etc., fixed capital, etc. To regard society as one single subject is, in
addition, to look at it wrongly; speculatively. With a single subject, production
and consumption appear as moments of a single act. The important thing to
emphasize here is only that, whether production and consumption are viewed
as the activity of one or of many individuals, they appear in any case as
moments of one process, in which production is the real point of departure and
hence also the predominant moment. Consumption as urgency, as need, is itself
an intrinsic moment of productive activity. But the latter is the point of
departure for realization and hence also its predominant moment; it is the act
through which the whole process again runs its course. The individual produces
an object and, by consuming it, returns to himself, but returns as a productive
and self-reproducing individual. Consumption thus appears as a moment of
production.

In society, however, the producerd relation to the product, once the latter is
finished, is an external one, and its return to the subject depends on his
relations to other individuals. He does not come into possession of it directly.
Nor is its immediate appropriation his purpose when he produces in society.
Distribution steps between the producers and the products, hence between
production and consumption, to determine in accordance with social laws what
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the producers share will be in the world of products.
Now, does distribution stand at the side of and outside production as an
autonomous sphere?

Distribution and production

(b1) When one examines the usual works of economics, it is immediately
striking that everything in them is posited doubly. For example, ground rent,
wages, interest and profit figure under distribution, while land, labour and
capital figure under production as agents of production. In the case of capital,
now, it is evident from the outset that it is posited doubly, (1) as agent of
production, (2) as source of income, as a determinant of specific forms of
distribution. Interest and profit thus also figure as such in production, in so far
as they are forms in which capital increases, grows, hence moments of its own
production. Interest and profit as forms of distribution presuppose capital as
agent of production. They are modes of distribution whose presupposition is
capital as agent of production. They are, likewise, modes of reproduction of
capital.

The category of wages, similarly, is the same as that which is examined
under a different heading as wage labour: the characteristic which labour here
possesses as an agent of production appears as a characteristic of distribution.
If labour were not specified as wage labour, then the manner in which it shares
in the products would not appear as wages; as, for example, under slavery.
Finally, to take at once the most developed form of distribution, ground rent, by
means of which landed property shares in the product, presupposes large-scale
landed property (actually, large-scale agriculture) as agent of production, and
not merely land as such, just as wages do not merely presuppose labour as
such. The relations and modes of distribution thus appear merely as the obverse
of the agents of production. An individual who participates in production in the
form of wage labour shares in the products, in the results of production, in the
form of wages. The structure [Gliederung] of distribution is completely
determined by the structure of production. Distribution is itself a product of
production, not only in its object, in that only the results of production can be
distributed, but also in its form, in that the specific kind of participation in
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production determines the specific forms of distribution, i.e. the pattern of
participation in distribution. It is altogether an illusion to posit land in
production, ground rent in distribution, etc.

Thus, economists such as Ricardo, who are the most frequently accused of
focusing on production alone, have defined distribution as the exclusive object
of economics, because they instinctively conceived the forms of distribution as
the most specific expression into which the agents of production of a given
society are cast.

To the single individual, of course, distribution appears as a social law which
determines his position within the system of production within which he
produces, and which therefore precedes production. The individual comes into
the world possessing neither capital nor land. Social distribution assigns him at
birth to wage labour. But this situation of being assigned is itself a consequence
of the existence of capital and landed property as independent agents of
production.

As regards whole societies, distribution seems to precede production and to
determine it in yet another respect, almost as if it were a pre-economic fact. A
conquering people divides the land among the conquerors, thus imposes a
certain distribution and form of property in land, and thus determines
production. Or it enslaves the conquered and so makes slave labour the
foundation of production. Or a people rises in revolution and smashes the great
landed estates into small parcels, and hence, by this new distribution, gives
production a new character. Or a system of laws assigns property in land to
certain families in perpetuity, or distributes labour [as] a hereditary privilege
and thus confines it within certain castes. In all these cases, and they are all
historical, it seems that distribution is not structured and determined by
production, but rather the opposite, production by distribution.

In the shallowest conception, distribution appears as the distribution of
products, and hence as further removed from and quasi-independent of
production. But before distribution can be the distribution of products, it is: (1)
the distribution of the instruments of production, and (2), which is a further
specification of the same relation, the distribution of the members of the society
among the different kinds of production. (Subsumption of the individuals under
specific relations of production.) The distribution of products is evidently only a
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result of this distribution, which is comprised within the process of production
itself and determines the structure of production. To examine production while
disregarding this internal distribution within it is obviously an empty
abstraction; while conversely, the distribution of products follows by itself from
this distribution which forms an original moment of production. Ricardo, whose
concern was to grasp the specific social structure of modern production, and
who is the economist of production par excellence, declares for precisely that
reason that not production but distribution is the proper study of modern
economics. [18] This again shows the ineptitude of those economists who
portray production as an eternal truth while banishing history to the realm of
distribution.

The question of the relation between this production-determining
distribution, and production, belongs evidently within production itself. If it is
said that, since production must begin with a certain distribution of the
instruments of production, it follows that distribution at least in this sense
precedes and forms the presupposition of production, then the reply must be
that production does indeed have its determinants and preconditions which
form its moments. At the very beginning these may appear as spontaneous,
natural. But by the process of production itself they are transformed from
natural into historic determinants, and if they appear to one epoch as natural
presuppositions of production, they were its historic product for another. Within
production itself they are constantly being changed. The application of
machinery, for example, changed the distribution of instruments of production
as well as of products. Modern large-scale landed property is itself the product
of modern commerce and of modern industry, as well as of the application of the
latter to agriculture.

The questions raised above all reduce themselves in the last instance to the
role played by general-historical relations in production, and their relation to
the movement of history generally. The question evidently belongs within the
treatment and investigation of production itself.

Still, in the trivial form in which they are raised above, they can be dealt
with equally briefly. In all cases of conquest, three things are possible. The
conquering people subjugates the conquered under its own mode of production
(e.g. the English in Ireland in this century, and partly in India); or it leaves the
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old mode intact and contents itself with a tribute (e.g. Turks and Romans); or a
reciprocal interaction takes place whereby something new, a synthesis, arises
(the Germanic conquests, in part). In all cases, the mode of production, whether
that of the conquering people, that of the conquered, or that emerging from the
fusion of both, is decisive for the new distribution which arises. Although the
latter appears as a presupposition of the new period of production, it is thus
itself in turn a product of production, not only of historical production generally,
but of the specific historic mode of production.

The Mongols, with their devastations in Russia, e.g., were acting in
accordance with their production, cattle-raising, for which vast uninhabited
spaces are a chief precondition. The Germanic barbarians, who lived in isolation
on the land and for whom agriculture with bondsmen was the traditional
production, could impose these conditions on the Roman provinces all the more
easily as the concentration of landed property which had taken place there had
already entirely overthrown the earlier agricultural relations.

It is a received opinion that in certain periods people lived from pillage
alone. But, for pillage to be possible, there must be some thing to be pillaged,
hence production. And the mode of pillage is itself in turn determined by the
mode of production. A stock-jobbing nation, for example, cannot be pillaged in
the same manner as a nation of cow-herds.

To steal a slave is to steal the instrument of production directly. But then the
production of the country for which the slave is stolen must be structured to
allow of slave labour, or (as in the southern part of America etc.) a mode of
production corresponding to the slave must be created.

Laws may perpetuate an instrument of production, e.g. land, in certain
families. These laws achieve economic significance only when large-scale
landed property is in harmony with the society® production, as e.g. in England.
In France, small-scale agriculture survived despite the great landed estates,
hence the latter were smashed by the revolution. But can laws perpetuate the
small-scale allotment? Despite these laws, ownership is again becoming
concentrated. The influence of laws in stabilizing relations of distribution, and
hence their effect on production, requires to be determined in each specific
instance.
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(c1) Exchange, Finally, and Circulation

Exchange and production

Circulation itself [is] merely a specific moment of exchange, or [it is] also
exchange regarded in its totality.

In so far as exchange is merely a moment mediating between production
with its production-determined distribution on one side and consumption on the
other, but in so far as the latter itself appears as a moment of production, to
that extent is exchange obviously also included as a moment within the latter.

It is clear, firstly, that the exchange of activities and abilities which takes
place within production itself belongs directly to production and essentially
constitutes it. The same holds, secondly, for the exchange of products, in so far
as that exchange is the means of finishing the product and making it fit for
direct consumption. To that extent, exchange is an act comprised within
production itself. Thirdly, the so-called exchange between dealers and dealers is
by its very organization entirely determined by production, as well as being
itself a producing activity. Exchange appears as independent of and indifferent
to production only in the final phase where the product is exchanged directly
for consumption. But (1) there is no exchange without division of labour,
whether the latter is spontaneous, natural, or already a product of historic
development; (2) private exchange presupposes private production; (3) the
intensity of exchange, as well as its extension and its manner, are determined
by the development and structure of production. For example. Exchange
between town and country; exchange in the country, in the town etc. Exchange
in all its moments thus appears as either directly comprised in production or
determined by it.

The conclusion we reach is not that production, distribution, exchange and
consumption are identical, but that they all form the members of a totality,
distinctions within a unity. Production predominates not only over itself, in the
antithetical definition of production, but over the other moments as well. The
process always returns to production to begin anew. That exchange and
consumption cannot be predominant is self-evident. Likewise, distribution as
distribution of products; while as distribution of the agents of production it is
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itself a moment of production. A definite production thus determines a definite
consumption, distribution and exchange as well as definite relations between
these different moments. Admittedly, however, in its one-sided form,
production is itself determined by the other moments. For example if the
market, i.e. the sphere of exchange, expands, then production grows in quantity
and the divisions between its different branches become deeper. A change in
distribution changes production, e.g. concentration of capital, different
distribution of the population between town and country, etc. Finally, the needs
of consumption determine production. Mutual interaction takes place between
the different moments. This the case with every organic whole.

(3) THE METHOD OF POLITICAL ECONOMY

When we consider a given country politico-economically, we begin with its
population, its distribution among classes, town, country, the coast, the
different branches of production, export and import, annual production and
consumption, commodity prices etc.

It seems to be correct to begin with the real and the concrete, with the real
precondition, thus to begin, in economics, with e.g. the population, which is the
foundation and the subject of the entire social act of production. However, on
closer examination this proves false. The population is an abstraction if | leave
out, for example, the classes of which it is composed. These classes in turn are
an empty phrase if | am not familiar with the elements on which they rest. E.g.
wage labour, capital, etc. These latter in turn presuppose exchange, division of
labour, prices, etc. For example, capital is nothing without wage labour, without
value, money, price etc. Thus, if | were to begin with the population, this would
be a chaotic conception [Vorstellung] of the whole, and | would then, by means
of further determination, move analytically towards ever more simple concepts
[Begriff], from the imagined concrete towards ever thinner abstractions until |
had arrived at the simplest determinations. From there the journey would have
to be retraced until | had finally arrived at the population again, but this time
not as the chaotic conception of a whole, but as a rich totality of many
determinations and relations. The former is the path historically followed by
economics at the time of its origins. The economists of the seventeenth century,
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e.g., always begin with the living whole, with population, nation, state, several
states, etc.; but they always conclude by discovering through analysis a small
number of determinant, abstract, general relations such as division of labour,
money, value, etc. As soon as these individual moments had been more or less
firmly established and abstracted, there began the economic systems, which
ascended from the simple relations, such as labour, division of labour, need,
exchange value, to the level of the state, exchange between nations and the
world market. The latter is obviously the scientifically correct method. The
concrete is concrete because it is the concentration of many determinations,
hence unity of the diverse. It appears in the process of thinking, therefore, as a
process of concentration, as a result, not as a point of departure, even though it
is the point of departure in reality and hence also the point of departure for
observation [Anschauung] and conception. Along the first path the full
conception was evaporated to yield an abstract determination; along the
second, the abstract determinations lead towards a reproduction of the
concrete by way of thought. In this way Hegel fell into the illusion of conceiving
the real as the product of thought concentrating itself, probing its own depths,
and unfolding itself out of itself, by itself, whereas the method of rising from the
abstract to the concrete is only the way in which thought appropriates the
concrete, reproduces it as the concrete in the mind. But this is by no means the
process by which the concrete itself comes into being. For example, the
simplest economic category, say e.g. exchange value, presupposes population,
moreover a population producing in specific relations; as well as a certain kind
of family, or commune, or state, etc. It can never exist other than as an abstract,
one-sided relation within an already given, concrete, living whole. As a category,
by contrast, exchange value leads an antediluvian existence. Therefore, to the
kind of consciousness "Q and this is characteristic of the philosophical
consciousness "(¥or which conceptual thinking is the real human being, and for
which the conceptual world as such is thus the only reality, the movement of the
categories appears as the real act of production "Qwhich only, unfortunately,
receives a jolt from the outside "Qvhose product is the world; and "Gbut this is
again a tautology "(this is correct in so far as the concrete totality is a totality of
thoughts, concrete in thought, in fact a product of thinking and comprehending;
but not in any way a product of the concept which thinks and generates itself
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outside or above observation and conception; a product, rather, of the working-
up of observation and conception into concepts. The totality as it appears in the
head, as a totality of thoughts, is a product of a thinking head, which
appropriates the world in the only way it can, a way different from the artistic,
religious, practical and mental appropriation of this world. The real subject
retains its autonomous existence outside the head just as before; namely as
long as the head® conduct is merely speculative, merely theoretical. Hence, in
the theoretical method, too, the subject, society, must always be kept in mind as
the presupposition.

But do not these simpler categories also have an independent historical or
natural existence pre-dating the more concrete ones? That depends. Hegel, for
example, correctly begins the Philosophy of Right with possession, this being
the subject® simplest juridical relation. But there is no possession preceding
the family or master-servant relations, which are far more concrete relations.
However, it would be correct to say that there are families or clan groups which
still merely possess, but have no property. The simple category therefore
appears in relation to property as a relation of simple families or clan groups. In
the higher society it appears as the simpler relation of a developed
organization. But the concrete substratum of which possession is a relation is
always presupposed. One can imagine an individual savage as possessing
something. But in that case possession is not a juridical relation. It is incorrect
that possession develops historically into the family. Possession, rather, always
presupposes this ‘ore concrete juridical category.d There would still always
remain this much, however, namely that the simple categories are the
expressions of relations within which the less developed concrete may have
already realized itself before having posited the more many-sided connection or
relation which is mentally expressed in the more concrete category; while the
more developed concrete preserves the same category as a subordinate
relation. Money may exist, and did exist historically, before capital existed,
before banks existed, before wage labour existed, etc. Thus in this respect it
may be said that the simpler category can express the dominant relations of a
less developed whole, or else those subordinate relations of a more developed
whole which already had a historic existence before this whole developed in the
direction expressed by a more concrete category. To that extent the path of
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abstract thought, rising from the simple to the combined, would correspond to
the real historical process.

It may be said on the other hand that there are very developed but
nevertheless historically less mature forms of society, in which the highest
forms of economy, e.g. cooperation, a developed division of labour, etc., are
found, even though there is no kind of money, e.g. Peru. Among the Slav
communities also, money and the exchange which determines it play little or no
role within the individual communities, but only on their boundaries, in traffic
with others; it is simply wrong to place exchange at the centre of communal
society as the original, constituent element. It originally appears, rather, in the
connection of the different communities with one another, not in the relations
between the different members of a single community. Further, although money
everywhere plays a role from very early on, it is nevertheless a predominant
element, in antiquity, only within the confines of certain one-sidedly developed
nations, trading nations. And even in the most advanced parts of the ancient
world, among the Greeks and Romans, the full development of money, which is
presupposed in modern bourgeois society, appears only in the period of their
dissolution. This very simple category, then, makes a historic appearance in its
full intensity only in the most developed conditions of society. By no means does
it wade its way through all economic relations. For example, in the Roman
Empire, at its highest point of development, the foundation remained taxes and
payments in kind. The money system actually completely developed there only
in the army. And it never took over the whole of labour. Thus, although the
simpler category may have existed historically before the more concrete, it can
achieve its full (intensive and extensive) development precisely in a combined
form of society, while the more concrete category was more fully developed in a
less developed form of society.

Labour seems a quite simple category. The conception of labour in this
general form "Cas labour as such "(Is also immeasurably old. Nevertheless, when
it is economically conceived in this simplicity, @bourdis as modern a category
as are the relations which create this simple abstraction. The Monetary System
[19] for example, still locates wealth altogether objectively, as an external thing,
in money. Compared with this standpoint, the commercial, or manufacture,
system took a great step forward by locating the source of wealth not in the
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object but in a subjective activity "Qn commercial and manufacturing activity
even though it still always conceives this activity within narrow boundaries, as
money-making. In contrast to this system, that of the Physiocrats posits a
certain kind of labour "Qagriculture "Qas the creator of wealth, and the object
itself no longer appears in a monetary disguise, but as the product in general,
as the general result of labour. This product, as befits the narrowness of the
activity, still always remains a naturally determined product "Qthe product of
agriculture, the product of the earth par excellence.

It was an immense step forward for Adam Smith to throw out every limiting
specification of wealth-creating activity "Q not only manufacturing, or
commercial or agricultural labour, but one as well as the others, labour in
general. With the abstract universality of wealth-creating activity we now have
the universality of the object defined as wealth, the product as such or again
labour as such, but labour as past, objectified labour. How difficult and great
was this transition may be seen from how Adam Smith himself from time to time
still falls back into the Physiocratic system. Now, it might seem that all that had
been achieved thereby was to discover the abstract expression for the simplest
and most ancient relation in which human beings "Qn whatever form of society ™
play the role of producers. This is correct in one respect. Not in another.
Indifference towards any specific kind of labour presupposes a very developed
totality of real kinds of labour, of which no single one is any longer
predominant. As a rule, the most general abstractions arise only in the midst of
the richest possible concrete development, where one thing appears as common
to many, to all. Then it ceases to be thinkable in a particular form alone. On the
other side, this abstraction of labour as such is not merely the mental product of
a concrete totality of labours. Indifference towards specific labours corresponds
to a form of society in which individuals can with ease transfer from one labour
to another, and where the specific kind is a matter of chance for them, hence of
indifference. Not only the category, labour, but labour in reality has here
become the means of creating wealth in general, and has ceased to be
organically linked with particular individuals in any specific form. Such a state
of affairs is at its most developed in the most modern form of existence of
bourgeois society "(n the United States. Here, then, for the first time, the point
of departure of modern economics, namely the abstraction of the category
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abourd "bour as suchg labour pure and simple, becomes true in practice. The
simplest abstraction, then, which modern economics places at the head of its
discussions, and which expresses an immeasurably ancient relation valid in all
forms of society, nevertheless achieves practical truth as an abstraction only as
a category of the most modern society. One could say that this indifference
towards particular kinds of labour, which is a historic product in the United
States, appears e.g. among the Russians as a spontaneous inclination. But there
is a devil of a difference between barbarians who are fit by nature to be used
for anything, and civilized people who apply themselves to everything. And then
in practice the Russian indifference to the specific character of labour
corresponds to being embedded by tradition within a very specific kind of
labour, from which only external influences can jar them loose.

This example of labour shows strikingly how even the most abstract
categories, despite their validity "Qorecisely because of their abstractness "(for
all epochs, are nevertheless, in the specific character of this abstraction,
themselves likewise a product of historic relations, and possess their full
validity only for and within these relations.

Bourgeois society is the most developed and the most complex historic
organization of production. The categories which express its relations, the
comprehension of its structure, thereby also allows insights into the structure
and the relations of production of all the vanished social formations out of
whose ruins and elements it built itself up, whose partly still unconquered
remnants are carried along within it, whose mere nuances have developed
explicit significance within it, etc. Human anatomy contains a key to the
anatomy of the ape. The intimations of higher development among the
subordinate animal species, however, can be understood only after the higher
development is already known. The bourgeois economy thus supplies the key to
the ancient, etc. But not at all in the manner of those economists who smudge
over all historical differences and see bourgeois relations in all forms of society.
One can understand tribute, tithe, etc., if one is acquainted with ground rent.
But one must not identify them. Further, since bourgeois society is itself only a
contradictory form of development, relations derived from earlier forms will
often be found within it only in an entirely stunted form, or even travestied. For
example, communal property. Although it is true, therefore, that the categories
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of bourgeois economics possess a truth for all other forms of society, this is to
be taken only with a grain of salt. They can contain them in a developed, or
stunted, or caricatured form etc., but always with an essential difference. The
so-called historical presentation of development is founded, as a rule, on the
fact that the latest form regards the previous ones as steps leading up to itself,
and, since it is only rarely and only under quite specific conditions able to
criticize itself "Qeaving aside, of course, the historical periods which appear to
themselves as times of decadence "Qit always conceives them one-sidedly. The
Christian religion was able to be of assistance in reaching an objective
understanding of earlier mythologies only when its own self-criticism had been
accomplished to a certain degree, so to speak, h'BEo_ mx. [20] Likewise,
bourgeois economics arrived at an understanding of feudal, ancient, oriental
economics only after the self-criticism of bourgeois society had begun. In so far
as the bourgeois economy did not mythologically identify itself altogether with
the past, its critique of the previous economies, notably of feudalism, with
which it was still engaged in direct struggle, resembled the critique which
Christianity levelled against paganism, or also that of Protestantism against
Catholicism.

In the succession of the economic categories, as in any other historical,
social science, it must not be forgotten that their subject "Qhere, modern
bourgeois society "(s always what is given, in the head as well as in reality, and
that these categories therefore express the forms of being, the characteristics
of existence, and often only individual sides of this specific society, this subject,
and that therefore this society by no means begins only at the point where one
can speak of it as such; this holds for science as well. This is to be kept in
mind because it will shortly be decisive for the order and sequence of the
categories. For example, nothing seems more natural than to begin with ground
rent, with landed property, since this is bound up with the earth, the source of
all production and of all being, and with the first form of production of all more
or less settled societies "Cagriculture. But nothing would be more erroneous. In
all forms of society there is one specific kind of production which predominates
over the rest, whose relations thus assign rank and influence to the others. It is
a general illumination which bathes all the other colours and modifies their
particularity. It is a particular ether which determines the specific gravity of
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every being which has materialized within it. For example, with pastoral
peoples (mere hunting and fishing peoples lie outside the point where real
development begins). Certain forms of tillage occur among them, sporadic ones.
Landed property is determined by this. It is held in common, and retains this
form to a greater or lesser degree according to the greater or lesser degree of
attachment displayed by these peoples to their tradition, e.g. the communal
property of the Slavs. Among peoples with a settled agriculture "Qhis settling
already a great step "Qvhere this predominates, as in antiquity and in the feudal
order, even industry, together with its organization and the forms of property
corresponding to it, has a more or less landed-proprietary character; is either
completely dependent on it, as among the earlier Romans, or, as in the Middle
Ages, imitates, within the city and its relations, the organization of the land. In
the Middle Ages, capital itself "Qapart from pure money-capital "Qn the form of
the traditional artisanstitools etc., has this landed-proprietary character. In
bourgeois society it is the opposite. Agriculture more and more becomes merely
a branch of industry, and is entirely dominated by capital. Ground rent likewise.
In all forms where landed property rules, the natural relation still predominant.
In those where capital rules, the social, historically created element. Ground
rent cannot be understood without capital. But capital can certainly be
understood without ground rent. Capital is the all-dominating economic power
of bourgeois society. It must form the starting-point as well as the finishing-
point, and must be dealt with before landed property. After both have been
examined in particular, their interrelation must be examined.

It would therefore be infeasible and wrong to let the economic categories
follow one another in the same sequence as that in which they were historically
decisive. Their sequence is determined, rather, by their relation to one another
in modern bourgeois society, which is precisely the opposite of that which
seems to be their natural order or which corresponds to historical development.
The point is not the historic position of the economic relations in the succession
of different forms of society. Even less is it their sequence " the ideat
(Proudhon) [21] (a muddy notion of historic movement). Rather, their order
within modern bourgeois society.

The purity (abstract specificity) in which the trading peoples "QPhoenicians,
Carthaginians "Qappear in the old world is determined precisely by the
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predominance of the agricultural peoples. Capital, as trading-capital or as
money-capital, appears in this abstraction precisely where capital is not yet the
predominant element of societies. Lombards, Jews take up the same position
towards the agricultural societies of the Middle Ages.

As a further example of the divergent positions which the same category can
occupy in different social stages: one of the latest forms of bourgeois society,
joint-stock companies. These also appear, however, at its beginning, in the
great, privileged monopoly trading companies.

The concept of national wealth creeps into the work of the economists of the
seventeenth century "Qcontinuing partly with those of the eighteenth "Qn the
form of the notion that wealth is created only to enrich the state, and that its
power is proportionate to this wealth. This was the still unconsciously
hypocritical form in which wealth and the production of wealth proclaimed
themselves as the purpose of modern states, and regarded these states
henceforth only as means for the production of wealth.

The order obviously has to be (1) the general, abstract determinants which
obtain in more or less all forms of society, but in the above-explained sense. (2)
The categories which make up the inner structure of bourgeois society and on
which the fundamental classes rest. Capital, wage labour, landed property. Their
interrelation. Town and country. The three great social classes. Exchange
between them. Circulation. Credit system (private). (3) Concentration of
bourgeois society in the form of the state. Viewed in relation to itself. The
"Qnproductived classes. Taxes. State debt. Public credit. The population. The
colonies. Emigration. (4) The international relation of production. International
division of labour. International exchange. Export and import. Rate of exchange.
(5) The world market and crises. [22]

(4) PRODUCTION. MEANS OF PRODUCTION AND
RELATIONS OF PRODUCTION. RELATIONS OF
PRODUCTION AND RELATIONS OF CIRCULATION.
FORMS OF THE STATE AND FORMS OF
CONSCIOUSNESS IN RELATION TO RELATIONS OF
PRODUCTION AND CIRCULATION. LEGAL RELATIONS.
FAMILY RELATIONS.
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Notabene in regard to points to be mentioned here and not to be forgotten:

(1) War developed earlier than peace; the way in which certain economic
relations such as wage labour, machinery etc. develop earlier, owing to war and
in the armies etc., than in the interior of bourgeois society. The relation of
productive force and relations of exchange also especially vivid in the army.

(2) Relation of previous ideal historiography to the real. Namely of
the so-called cultural histories, which are only histories of religions and of
states. (On that occasion something can also be said about the various kinds of
previous historiography. The so-called objective. Subjective (moral among
others). The philosophical.)

(3) Secondary and tertiary matters; in general, derivative, inherited, not
original relations of production. Influence here of international relations.

(4) Accusations about the materialism of this conception. Relation to
naturalistic materialism.

(5) Dialectic of the concepts productive force (means of production)
and relation of production, a dialectic whose boundaries are to be
determined, and which does not suspend the real difference.

(6) The uneven development of material production relative to e.g.
artistic development. In general, the concept of progress not to be conceived
in the usual abstractness. Modern art etc. This disproportion not as important
or so difficult to grasp as within practical-social relations themselves. E.g. the
relation of education. Relation of the United States to Europe. But the really
difficult point to discuss here is how relations of production develop unevenly as
legal relations. Thus e.g. the relation of Roman private law (this less the case
with criminal and public law) to modern production.

(7) This conception appears as necessary development. But
legitimation of chance. How. (Of freedom also, among other things.) (Influence
of means of communication. World history has not always existed; history as
world history a result.)

(8) The point of departure obviously from the natural characteristic;
subjectively and objectively. Tribes, races etc.

(1) In the case of the arts, it is well known that certain periods of their
flowering are out of all proportion to the general development of society, hence
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also to the material foundation, the skeletal structure as it were, of its
organization. For example, the Greeks compared to the moderns or also
Shakespeare. It is even recognized that certain forms of art, e.g. the epic, can
no longer be produced in their world epoch-making, classical stature as soon as
the production of art, as such, begins; that is, that certain significant forms
within the realm of the arts are possible only at an undeveloped stage of artistic
development. If this is the case with the relation between different kinds of art
within the realm of the arts, it is already less puzzling that it is the case in the
relation of the entire realm to the general development of society. The difficulty
consists only in the general formulation of these contradictions. As soon as they
have been specified, they are already clarified.

Let us take e.g. the relation of Greek art and then of Shakespeare to the
present time. It is well known that Greek mythology is not only the arsenal of
Greek art but also its foundation. Is the view of nature and of social relations on
which the Greek imagination and hence Greek [mythology] is based possible
with self-acting mule spindles and railways and locomotives and electrical
telegraphs? What chance has Vulcan against Roberts and Co., Jupiter against
the lightning-rod and Hermes against the Crédit Mobilier? All mythology
overcomes and dominates and shapes the forces of nature in the imagination
and by the imagination; it therefore vanishes with the advent of real mastery
over them. What becomes of Fama alongside Printing House Square? Greek art
presupposes Greek mythology, i.e. nature and the social forms already reworked
in an unconsciously artistic way by the popular imagination. This is its material.
Not any mythology whatever, i.e. not an arbitrarily chosen unconsciously
artistic reworking of nature (here meaning everything objective, hence
including society). Egyptian mythology could never have been the foundation or
the womb of Greek art. But, in any case, a mythology. Hence, in no way a
social development which excludes all mythological, all mythologizing relations
to nature; which therefore demands of the artist an imagination not dependent
on mythology.

From another side: is Achilles possible with powder and lead? Or the lliad
with the printing press, not to mention the printing machine? Do not the song
and the saga and the muse necessarily come to an end with the printer bar,
hence do not the necessary conditions of epic poetry vanish?
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But the difficulty lies not in understanding that the Greek arts and epic are
bound up with certain forms of social development. The difficulty is that they
still afford us artistic pleasure and that in a certain respect they count as a
norm and as an unattainable model.

A man cannot become a child again, or he becomes childish. But does he not
find joy in the child® naivité, and must he himself not strive to reproduce its
truth at a higher stage? Does not the true character of each epoch come alive in
the nature of its children? Why should not the historic childhood of humanity, its
most beautiful unfolding, as a stage never to return, exercise an eternal charm?
There are unruly children and precocious children. Many of the old peoples
belong in this category. The Greeks were normal children. The charm of their
art for usis not in contradiction to the undeveloped stage of society on which it
grew. [It] is its result, rather, and is inextricably bound up, rather, with the fact
that the unripe social conditions under which it arose, and could alone arise,
can never return.
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The Chapter on Money

Alfred Darimon, De la réforme des banques, Paris, 1856. [1]

®he root of the evil is the predominance which opinion obstinately assigns to
the role of the precious metals in circulation and exchange.d(pp. 1, 2.) [2]
Begins with the measures which the Banque de France adopted in October
1855 to '&em the progressive diminution of its reserves.d(p. 2.) Wants to give
us a statistical tableau of the condition of this bank during the six months
preceding its October measures. To this end, compares its bullion assets during
these three months and the Quctuations du portefeuilled i.e. the quantity of
discounts extended by the bank (commercial papers, bills of exchange in its
portfolio). The figure which expresses the value of the securities held by the
bank, "€epresentsg according to Darimon, €he greater or lesser need felt by the
public for its services, or, which amounts to the same thing, the
requirements of circulationd (p. 2.) Amounts to the same thing? Not at all. If
the mass of bills presented for discount were identical with the €equirements of
circulationg of monetary turnover in the proper sense, then the turnover of
banknotes would have to be determined by the quantity of discounted bills of
exchange. But this movement is on the average not only not parallel, but often
an inverse one. The quantity of discounted bills and the fluctuations in this
guantity express the requirements of credit, whereas the quantity of money in
circulation is determined by quite different influences. In order to reach any
conclusions about circulation at all, Darimon would above all have had to
present a column showing the amount of notes in circulation next to the column
on bullion assets and the column on discounted bills. In order to discuss the
requirements of circulation, it did not require a very great mental leap to look
first of all at the fluctuations in circulation proper. The omission of this
necessary link in the equation immediately betrays the bungling of the
dilettante, and the intentional muddling together of the requirements of credit
with those of monetary circulation "Qa confusion on which rests in fact the
whole secret of Proudhonist wisdom. (A mortality chart listing illnesses on one
side and deaths on the other, but forgetting births.) The two columns (see p. 3)
given by Darimon, i.e. the bank& metallic assets from April to September on the
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one side, the movement of its portfolio on the other, express nothing but the
tautological fact, which requires no display of statistical illustration, that the
bankd portfolio filled up with bills of exchange and its vaults emptied of metal
in proportion as bills of exchange were presented to it for the purpose of
withdrawing metal. And the table which Darimon offers to prove this tautology
does not even demonstrate it in a pure form. It shows, rather, that the metallic
assets of the bank declined by about 144 million between 12 April and 13
September 1855, while its portfolio holdings increased by about 101 million.
The decline in bullion thus exceeded the rise in discounted commercial papers
by 43 million. The identity of both movements is wrecked against this net
imbalance at the end of six months. A more detailed comparison of the figures
shows us additional incongruities.

Metal in bank Paper discounted by bank
12 April "432,614,799 fr. 12 April "(B22,904,313
10 May "(%20,914,028 10 May "(B10,744,925

In other words: between 12 April and 10 May, the metal assets decline by
11,700,769, while the amount of securities increases by 12,159,388; i.e. the
increase of securities exceeds the decline of metal by about half a million
(458,619 fr.). [3] The opposite finding, but on a far more surprising scale,
appears when we compare the months of May and June:

Metal in bank Paper discounted by bank
10 May "420,914,028 10 May "(B10,744,925
14 June "407,769,813 14 June "(B10,369,439

That is, between 10 May and 14 June the metal assets of the bank declined
by 13,144,225 fr. Did its securities increase to the same degree? On the
contrary, they fell during the same period by 375,486 fr. Here, in other words,
we no longer have a merely quantitative disproportion between the decline on
one side and the rise on the other. Even the inverse relation of both movements
has disappeared. An enormous decline on one side is accompanied by a
relatively weak decline on the other.
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Metal in bank Paper discounted by bank
14 June 407,769,813 14 June "(B10,369,439
12 July "(B14,629,614 12 July (881,699,256

Comparison of the months June and July shows a decline of metal assets by
93,140,199 and an increase of securities by 71,329,817; i.e. the decline in metal
assetsis 21,810,382 greater than the increase of the portfolio.

Metal in bank Paper discounted by bank
12 July "(B14,629,614 12 July "(B81,699,256
9 August "(B38,784,444 9 August "(458,689,605

Here we see an increase on both sides; metal assets by 24,154,830, and on
the portfolio side the much more significant 76,990,349.

Metal in bank [Paper discounted by bank]
9 August "(B38,784,444 9 August "(458,689,605
13 Sept. "288,645,333 [13 Sept.] "A31,390,562

The decline in metal assets of 50,139,111 fr. is here accompanied by a
decline in securities of 27,299,043 fr. (Despite the restrictive measures adopted
by the Banque de France, its reserves again declined by 24 million in December
1855.)

What sauce for the gander is sauce for the goose. The conclusions that
emerge from a sequential comparison of the six-month period have the same
claim to validity as those which emerge from Mr Darimon& comparison of the
beginning of the series with its end. And what does the comparison show?
Conclusions which reciprocally devour each other. Twice, the portfolio increases
more rapidly than the metal assets decrease (April-May, June-duly). Twice the
metal assets and the portfolio both decline, but the former more rapidly than
the latter (May "QJune, August-September). Finally, during one period both
metal assets and the portfolio increase, but the latter more rapidly than the
former. Decrease on one side, increase on the other; decrease on both sides;
increase on both sides; in short, everything except a lawful regularity, above all
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no inverse correlation, not even an interaction, since a decline in portfolio
cannot be the cause of a decline in metal assets, and an increase in portfolio
cannot be the cause of an increase in metal assets. An inverse relation and an
interaction are not even demonstrated by the isolated comparison which
Darimon sets up between the first and last months. Since the increase in
portfolio by 101 million does not cover the decrease in metal assets, 144
million, then the possibility remains open that there is no causal link whatever
between the increase on one side and the decrease on the other. Instead of
providing a solution, the statistical illustration threw up a quantity of
intersecting questions; instead of one puzzle, a bushelful. These puzzles, it is
true, would disappear the moment Mr Darimon presented columns on
circulation of banknotes and on deposits next to his columns on metal assets
and portfolio (discounted paper). An increase in portfolio more rapid than a
decrease in metal would then be explained by a simultaneous increase in
metallic deposits or by the fact that a portion of the banknotes issued in
exchange for discounted paper was not converted into metal but remained
instead in circulation, or, finally, that the issued banknotes immediately
returned in the form of deposits or in repayment of due bills, without entering
into circulation. A decrease in metal assets accompanied by a lesser decrease in
portfolio could be explained by the withdrawal of deposits from the bank or the
presentation of banknotes for conversion into metal, thus adversely affecting
the bankés discounts through the agency of the owners of the withdrawn
deposits or of the metallized notes. Finally, a lesser decline in metal assets
accompanied by a lesser decline in portfolio could be explained on the same
grounds (we entirely leave out of consideration the possibility of an outflow of
metal to replace silver currency inside the country, since Darimon does not
bring it into the field of his observations). But a table whose columns would
have explained one another reciprocally in this manner would have proved what
was not supposed to be proved, namely that the fulfillment by the bank of
increasing commercial needs does not necessarily entail an increase in the
turnover of its notes, that the increase or decrease of this turnover does not
correspond to the increase or decrease of its metallic assets, that the bank does
not control the quantity of the means of circulation, etc. "Qa lot of conclusions
which did not fit in with Mr Darimonds intent. In his hasty effort to present in
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the most lurid colours his preconceived opinion that the metal basis of the bank,
represented by its metallic assets, stands in contradiction to the requirements
of circulation, which, in his view, are represented by the banké portfolio, he
tears two columns of figures out of their necessary context with the result that
this isolation deprives the figures of all meaning or, at the most, leads them to
testify against him. We have dwelt on this fact in some detail in order to make
clear with one example what the entire worth of the statistical and positive
illustrations of the Proudhonists amounts to. Economic facts do not furnish
them with the test of their theories; rather, they furnish the proof of their lack
of mastery of the facts, in order to be able to play with them. Their manner of
playing with the facts shows, rather, the genesis of their theoretical
abstractions.

Let us pursue Darimon further.

When the Bank of France saw its metal assets diminished by 144 million and
its portfolio increased by 101 million, it adopted, on 4 and 18 October 1855, a
set of measures to defend its vaults against its portfolio. It raised its discount
rate successively from 4 to 5 and from 5 to 6% and reduced the time of payment
of bills presented for discount from 90 to 75 days. In other words: it raised the
terms on which it made its metal available to commerce. What does this
demonstrate? Phat a bankg says Darimon, ‘@rganized on present principles, i.e.
on the rule of gold and silver, withdraws its services from the public precisely at
the moment when the public most needs them.d Did Mr Darimon require his
figures to prove that supply increases the cost of its services to the same degree
as demand makes claims upon them (and exceeds them)? And do not the
gentlemen who represent the "Qublict vis-a-vis the bank follow the same
"Bgreeable customs of life® The philanthropic grain merchants who present
their bills to the bank in order to receive notes, in order to exchange the notes
for the bankd gold, in order to exchange the bank& gold for another countryés
grain, in order to exchange the grain of another country for the money of the
French public "Qwere they perhaps motivated by the idea that, since the public
then had the greatest need of grain, it was therefore their duty to let them have
grain on easier terms, or did they not rather rush to the bank in order to exploit
the increase of grain prices, the misery of the public and the disproportion
between its supply and its demand? And the bank should be made an exception
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to these general economic laws? Quelle idée! But perhaps the present
organization of the banks has as its consequence that gold must be piled up in
great quantity so that the means of purchase, which, in case of insufficient
grain, could have the greatest utility for the nation, should be condemned to lie
fallow; in short, so that capital, instead of passing through the necessary
transformation of production, becomes the unproductive and lazy basis of
circulation. In this case the problem would be, then, that the unproductive stock
of metal still stands above its necessary minimum within the present system of
bank organization, because hoarding of the gold and silver in circulation has
not yet been restricted to its economic limits. It is a question of something more
or something less, but on the same foundation. But then the question would
have been deflated from the socialist heights down to the practical bourgeois
plains where we find it promenading among the majority of the English
bourgeois opponents of the Bank of England. What a come-down! Or is the issue
not a greater or lesser saving of metal by means of banknotes and other bank
arrangements, but a departure from the metal basis altogether? But then the
statistical fable is worthless again, as is its moral. If, for any reason whatever,
the bank must send precious metals to other countries in case of need, then it
must first accumulate them, and if the other country is to accept these metalsin
exchange for its commodities, then the predominance of the metals must first
have been secured.

The causes of the precious metalsd flight from the bank, according to
Darimon, were crop failures and the consequent need to import grain from
abroad. He forgets the failure of the silk harvest and the need to purchase it in
vast quantities from China. Darimon further cites the numerous great
undertakings coinciding with the last months of the industrial exhibition in
Paris. Again he forgets the great speculations and ventures abroad launched by
the Crédit Mobilier and its rivals for the purpose of showing, as Isaac Péreire
[4] says, that French capital is as distinguished among capitals by its
cosmopolitan nature as is the French language among languages. Plus the
unproductive expenditures entailed by the Crimean War: borrowings of 750
million. That is, on one side, a great and unexpected collapse in two of the most
important branches of French production! On the other, an unusual employment
of French capital in foreign markets for undertakings which by no means
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immediately paid their way and which in part will perhaps never cover their
costs of production! In order to balance the decrease of domestic production by
means of imports, on the one side, and the increase of industrial undertakings
abroad on the other side, what would have been required were not symbols of
circulation which facilitate the exchange of equivalents, but these equivalents
themselves; not money but capital. The losses in French domestic production, in
any case, were not an equivalent for the employment of French capital abroad.
Now suppose that the Bank of France did not rest on a metallic base, and that
other countries were willing to accept the French currency or its capital in any
form, not only in the specific form of the precious metals. Would the bank not
have been equally forced to raise the terms of its discounting precisely at the
moment when its "Qublictclamoured most eagerly for its services? The notes
with which it discounts the bills of exchange of this public are at present
nothing more than drafts on gold and silver. In our hypothetical case, they
would be drafts on the nationés stock of products and on its directly employable
labour force: the former is limited, the latter can be increased only within very
positive limits and in certain amounts of time. The printing press, on the other
hand, is inexhaustible and works like a stroke of magic. At the same time, while
the crop failures in grain and silk enormously diminish the directly
exchangeable wealth of the nation, the foreign railway and mining enterprises
freeze the same exchangeable wealth in a form which creates no direct
equivalent and therefore devours it, for the moment, without replacement!
Thus, the directly exchangeable wealth of the nation (i.e. the wealth which can
be circulated and is acceptable abroad) absolutely diminished! On the other
side, an unlimited increase in bank drafts. Direct consequence: increase in the
price of products, raw materials and labour. On the other side, decrease in price
of bank drafts. The bank would not have increased the wealth of the nation
through a stroke of magic, but would merely have undertaken a very ordinary
operation to devalue its own paper. With this devaluation, a sudden paralysis of
production! But no, says the Proudhonist. Our new organization of the banks
would not be satisfied with the negative accomplishment of abolishing the metal
basis and leaving everything else the way it was. It would also create entirely
new conditions of production and circulation, and hence its intervention would
take place under entirely new preconditions. Did not the introduction of our
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present banks, in its day, revolutionize the conditions of production? Would
large-scale modern industry have become possible without this new financial
institution, without the concentration of credit which it created, without the
state revenues which it created in antithesis to ground rent, without finance in
antithesis to landed property, without the moneyed interest in antithesis to the
landed interest; without these things could there have been stock companies
etc., and the thousand forms of circulating paper which are as much the
preconditions as the product of modern commerce and modern industry?

We have here reached the fundamental question, which is no longer related
to the point of departure. The general question would be this: Can the existing
relations of production and the relations of distribution which correspond to
them be revolutionized by a change in the instrument of circulation, in the
organization of circulation? Further question: Can such a transformation of
circulation be undertaken without touching the existing relations of production
and the social relations which rest on them? If every such transformation of
circulation presupposes changes in other conditions of production and social
upheavals, there would naturally follow from this the collapse of the doctrine
which proposes tricks of circulation as a way of, on the one hand, avoiding the
violent character of these social changes, and, on the other, of making these
changes appear to be not a presupposition but a gradual result of the
transformations in circulation. An error in this fundamental premise would
suffice to prove that a similar misunderstanding has occurred in relation to the
inner connections between the relations of production, of distribution and of
circulation. The above-mentioned historical case cannot of course decide the
matter, because modern credit institutions were as much an effect as a cause of
the concentration of capital, since they only form a moment of the latter, and
since concentration of wealth is accelerated by a scarcity of circulation (as in
ancient Rome) as much as by an increase in the facility of circulation. It should
further be examined, or rather it would be part of the general question, whether
the different civilized forms of money "Qmetallic, paper, credit money, labour
money (the last-named as the socialist form) "Qcan accomplish what is
demanded of them without suspending the very relation of production which is
expressed in the category money, and whether it is not a self-contradictory
demand to wish to get around essential determinants of a relation by means of
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formal modifications? Various forms of money may correspond better to social
production in various stages; one form may remedy evils against which another
is powerless; but none of them, as long as they remain forms of money, and as
long as money remains an essential relation of production, is capable of
overcoming the contradictions inherent in the money relation, and can instead
only hope to reproduce these contradictions in one or another form. One form
of wage labour may correct the abuses of another, but no form of wage labour
can correct the abuse of wage labour itself. One lever may overcome the inertia
of an immobile object better than another. All of them require inertia to act at
all as levers. This general question about the relation of circulation to the other
relations of production can naturally be raised only at the end. But, from the
outset, it is suspect that Proudhon and his associates never even raise the
question in its pure form, but merely engage in occasional declamations about
it. Whenever it is touched on, we shall pay close attention.

This much is evident right at the beginning of Darimon, namely that he
completely identifies monetary turnover with credit, which is economically
wrong. (The notion of crédit gratuit, incidentally, is only a hypocritical,
philistine and anxiety-ridden form of the saying: property is theft. Instead of the
workers taking the capitalistsd capital, the capitalists are supposed to be
compelled to give it to them.) This too we shall have to return to.

In the question under discussion now, Darimon got no further than the point
that banks, which deal in credit, like merchants who deal in commodities or
workers who deal in labour, sell at a higher price when demand rises in relation
to supply, i.e. they make their services more difficult for the public to obtain at
the very moment the public has the greatest need for them. We saw that the
bank has to act in this way whether the notes it issues are convertible or
inconvertible.

The behaviour of the Bank of France in October 1855 gave rise to an
Tnmense clamourd(p. 4) and to a ‘@reat debatedbetween it and the spokesmen
of the public. Darimon summarizes, or pretends to summarize, this debate. We
will follow him here only occasionally, since his synopsis displays the weak sides
of both opponents, revealed in their constant desultory irrelevances. Groping
about in extrinsic arguments. Each of the antagonists is at every moment
dropping his weapon in order to search for another. Neither gets to the point of
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striking any actual blows, not only because they are constantly changing the
weapons with which they are supposed to hit each other, but also because they
hardly meet on one terrain before they take rapid flight to another.

(The discount rate in France had not been raised to 6% since 1806: for 50
years the time of payment for commercial bills of exchange had stood firm at 90
days.)

The weakness of the bank& defending arguments, as presented by Darimon,
and his own misconceptions, emerge for example from the following passage in
his fictitious dialogue:

Says the bank& opponent: "Gy virtue of your monopoly you are the dispenser
and regulator of credit. When you take up an attitude of severity, the
discounters not only imitate you but they further exaggerate your rigour . Your
measures have brought business to a standstill.a(p. 5.)

The bank replies, and indeed "Qumblya ‘@Vhat would you have me do?d the
bank humbly said . «dTo defend myself against the foreigner, | have to defend
myself against our citizens . Above all | must prevent the outflow of the
currency, without which I am nothing and can do nothing.da(p. 5.)

The bankds script is ridiculous. It is made to sidetrack the question, to turn it
into a rhetorical generality, in order to be able to answer it with a rhetorical
generality. In this dialogue the bank is made to share Darimongs illusion that its
monopoly really allows it to regulate credit. In fact the power of the bank
begins only where the private ‘Qiscountersdstop, hence at a moment when its
power is already extraordinarily limited. Suppose that during easy conditions on
the money market, when everybody else is discounting at 2 1/2%, the bank
holds at 5%; instead of imitating it, the discounters will discount all its business
away before its very eyes. Nowhere is this more vividly demonstrated than in
the history of the Bank of England since the law of 1844, which made it into a
real rival of the private bankers in the business of discounting, etc. In order to
secure for itself a share, and a growing share, of the discount business during
the periods of easiness on the money market, the Bank of England was
constantly forced to reduce its rates not only to the level adopted by the private
bankers but often below it. Its "€egulation of creditdis thus to be taken with a
grain of salt; Darimon, however, makes his superstitious faith in its absolute
control of the money market and of credit into his point of departure.
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Instead of analysing critically the determinants of the bankés real power over
the money market, he immediately grabs on to the phrase that cash is
everything for the bank and that it has to prevent its outflow from the country. A
professor of the Collége de France (Chevalier) [5] replies: 'Gold and silver are
commodities like any other . The only purpose of the bank® metallic reserves
is to make purchases abroad in moments of emergency.G The bank rejoins:
"Wetallic money is not a commodity like any other; it is an instrument of
exchange, and by virtue of this title it holds the privilege of prescribing laws for
all the other commodities.d8Now Darimon leaps between the combatants: ‘@hus
the privilege held by gold and silver, that of being the only authentic instrument
of circulation and exchange, is responsible not only for the present crisis, but
for the periodic commercial crises as well.d In order to control all the
undesirable features of crises @ would be enough that gold and silver were
made commodities like any other, or, precisely expressed, that all commodities
were made instruments of exchange on an equal footing (au méme titre) with
gold and silver; that products were truly exchanged for productsé (pp. 5°Q@.)

Shallowness with which the disputed question is presented here. If the bank
issues drafts on money (notes) and promissory notes on capital repayable in
gold (or silver) (deposits), then it is self-evident that it can watch and endure
the decrease of its metal reserves only up to a certain point without reacting.
That has nothing to do with the theory of metallic money. We will return to
Darimonds theory of crises later.

In the chapter oShort History of the Crises of Circulationd, Mr Darimon
omits the English crisis of 1809"Q@1 and confines himself to noting the
appointment of the Bullion Committee in 1810; and for 1811 he again leaves out
the crisis itself (which began in 1809), and merely mentions the adoption by the
House of Commons of the resolution that €he depreciation of notes relative to
bullion stems not from a depreciation of paper money but from an increase in
the price of bulliong together with Ricardote pamphlet which maintains the
opposite thesis, the conclusion of which is supposed to read: ®currency is in its
most perfect state when it consists wholly of paper money.d(pp. 22, 23.) [6] The
crises of 1809 and 1811 were important here because the bank at that time
issued inconvertible notes, meaning that the crises did not stem from the
convertibility of notes into gold (metal) and hence could not be restrained by
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the abolition of convertibility. Like a nimble tailor, Darimon skips over these
facts which contradict his theory of crises. He clutches on to Ricardods
aphorism, which had nothing to do with the real subject of discussion in the
pamphlet, namely the depreciation of banknotes. He is unaware that Ricardo
theory of money is as completely refuted as its false assumptions that the bank
controls the quantity of notes in circulation, and that the quantity of means of
circulation determines prices, whereas on the contrary prices determine the
guantity of means of circulation etc. In Ricardods time all detailed studies of the
phenomena of monetary circulation were still lacking. This by the way.

Gold and silver are commodities like the others. Gold and silver are not
commodities like the others: as general instruments of exchange they are the
privileged commodities and degrade the other commodities by virtue of this
privilege. This is the last analysis to which Darimon reduces the antagonism.
His final judgement is: abolish the privilege of gold and silver, degrade them to
the rank of all other commodities. Then you no longer have the specific evils of
gold and silver money, or of notes convertible into gold and silver. You abolish
all evils. Or, better, elevate all commodities to the monopoly position now held
by gold and silver. Let the pope remain, but make everybody pope. Abolish
money by making every commodity money and by equipping it with the specific
attributes of money. The question here arises whether this problem does not
already pronounce its own nonsensicality, and whether the impossibility of the
solution is not already contained in the premises of the question. Frequently the
only possible answer is a critique of the question and the only solution is to
negate the question. The real question is: does not the bourgeois system of
exchange itself necessitate a specific instrument of exchange? Does it not
necessarily create a specific equivalent for all values? One form of this
instrument of exchange or of this equivalent may be handier, more fitting, may
entail fewer inconveniences than another. But the inconveniences which arise
from the existence of every specific instrument of exchange, of any specific but
general equivalent, must necessarily reproduce themselves in every form,
however differently. Darimon naturally skips over this question with
enthusiasm. Abolish money and dond abolish money! Abolish the exclusive
privilege possessed by gold and silver in virtue of their exclusive monetary role,
but turn all commodities to money, i.e. give them all together equally a quality
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which no longer exists once its exclusiveness is gone.

The bullion drains do in fact bring to the surface a contradiction which
Darimon formulates superficially and distorts as well. It is evident that gold and
silver are not commodities like the others, and that modern economics is
horrified to see itself suddenly and temporarily thrown back again and again to
the prejudices of the Mercantile System. The English economists attempt to
overcome the difficulty by means of a distinction. What is demanded in
moments of such monetary crises, they say, is not gold and silver as money, not
gold and silver as coin, but gold and silver as capital. They forget to add: yes,
capital, but capital in the specific form of gold and silver. Why else is there an
outflow of precisely these commodities, while most of the others depreciate
owing to lack of outflow, if capital were exportable in every form?

Let us take specific examples: drain as a result of domestic harvest failures
in a chief food crop (e.g. grain), crop failure abroad and hence increased prices
in one of the main imported consumer goods (e.g. tea); drain because of a crop
failure in decisive industrial raw materials (cotton, wool, silk, flax etc.); drain
because of excessive imports (caused by speculation, war etc.). The
replacement of a sudden or chronic shortage (grain, tea, cotton, flax, etc.) in the
case of a domestic crop failure deprives the nation doubly. A part of its invested
capital or labour is not reproduced "Qreal loss of production. A part of that
capital which has been reproduced has to be shifted to fill this gap; and this
part, moreover, does not stand in a simple arithmetical relation to the loss,
because the deficient product rises and must rise on the world market as a
result of the decreased supply and the increased demand. It is necessary to
analyse precisely how such crises would look if money were disregarded, and
what determinants money introduces into the given relations. (Grain crop
failures and excess imports the most important cases. The impact of war is
self-evident, since economically it is exactly the same as if the nation were to
drop a part of its capital into the ocean.)

Case of a grain crop failure: Seen in comparison to other nations, it is
clear that the nation& capital (not only its real wealth) has diminished, just as
clear as that a peasant who burns his loaves and has to buy bread at the bakerds
is impoverished to the extent of the price of his purchase. In reference to the
domestic situation, the rise in grain prices, as far as value enters into the
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guestion, seems to leave everything as it was. Except for the fact that the lesser
quantity of grain multiplied by the increased price, in real crop failures, never =
the normal quantity multiplied by the lesser price. Suppose that the entire
English wheat crop were 1 quarter, and that this 1 quarter fetched the same
price as 30 million quarters previously. Then, leaving aside the fact that it lacks
the means to reproduce either life or wheat, and if we postulate that the
working day necessary to produce 1 quarter = A, then the nation would
exchange A x 30 million working days (cost of production) for 1 x A working
days (product); the productive force of its capital would have diminished by
millions and the sum of all values in the land would have diminished, since
every working day would have depreciated by a factor of 30 million. Every unit
of capital would then represent only 1/30,000,000 of its earlier value, of its
equivalent in production costs, even though in this given case the nominal value
of the nation® capital would not have diminished (apart from the depreciation
of land and soil), since the decrease in value of all other products would have
been exactly compensated by the increase in value of the 1 quarter of wheat.
The increase in the wheat price by a factor of A x 30 million would be the
expression of an equivalent depreciation of all other products. This distinction
between domestic and foreign, incidentally, is altogether illusory. The relation
between the nation which suffers a crop failure and another nation where the
former makes purchases is like that between every individual of the nation and
the farmer or grain merchant. The surplus sum which it must expend in
purchasing grain is a direct subtraction from its capital, from its disposable
means.

So as not to obscure the question with unessential influences, it must be
postulated that the nation has free trade in grain. Even if the imported grain
were as cheap as the domestically produced grain, the nation would still be
poorer to the amount of capital not reproduced by the farmers. However, on the
above assumption of free trade, the nation always imports as much foreign
grain as is possible at the normal price. The increase of imports thus
presupposes arise in the price.

The rise in the grain price is = to the fall in the price of all other
commodities. The increased cost of production (represented by the price) at
which the quarter of wheat is obtained is = to the decreased productivity of
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capital in all other forms. The surplus used to purchase grain must correspond
to a deficit in the purchase of all other products and hence already a decline in
their prices. With or without metallic money, or money of any other kind, the
nation would find itself in a crisis not confined to grain, but extending to all
other branches of production, not only because their productivity would have
positively diminished and the price of their production depreciated as compared
to their value, which is determined by the normal cost of production, but also
because all contracts, obligations etc. rest on the average prices of products.
For example, x bushels of grain have to be supplied to service the state®
indebtedness, but the cost of producing these x bushels has increased by a
given factor. Quite apart from the role of money the nation would thus find itself
in a general crisis. If we abstract not only from money but from exchange value
as well, then products would have depreciated and the nation& productivity
diminished while all its economic relations are based on the average
productivity of its labour.

A crisis caused by a failure in the grain crop is therefore not at all created by
the drain of bullion, although it can be aggravated by obstacles set up to
impede this drain.

In any case, we cannot agree with Proudhon either when he says that the
crisis stems from the fact that the precious metals alone possess an authentic
value in contrast to the other commodities; for the rise in the grain price first of
all means only that more gold and silver have to be given in exchange for a
certain quantity of grain, i.e. that the price of gold and silver has declined
relative to the price of grain. Thus gold and silver participate with all other
commodities in the depreciation relative to grain, and no privilege protects
them from this. The depreciation of gold and silver relative to grain is identical
with the rise of the grain price (not quite correct. The quarter of grain rises
from 50s. to 100s., i.e. by 100%, but cotton goods fall by 80. Silver has declined
by 50 relative to grain; cotton goods (owing to declining demand etc.) have
declined by 80% relative to it. That is to say, the prices of other commodities fall
to a greater extent than those of grain rise. But the opposite also occurs. For
example in recent years, when grain temporarily rose by 100%, it never entered
the heads of the industrial products to decline in the same proportion in which
gold had declined relative to grain. This circumstance does not immediately
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affect the general thesis). Neither can it be said that gold possesses a privilege
because its quantity is precisely and authentically defined in the coin form. One
thaler (silver) remains under all circumstances one thaler. But a bushel of wheat
is also always a bushel, and a yard of linen a yard.

The depreciation of most commodities (labour included) and the resultant
crisis, in the case of an important crop mishap, cannot therefore be crudely
ascribed to the export of gold, because depreciation and crisis would equally
take place if no gold whatever were exported and no grain imported. The crisis
reduces itself simply to the law of supply and demand, which, as is known, acts
far more sharply and energetically within the sphere of primary needs "een on
a national scale "Ghan in all other spheres. Exports of gold are not the cause of
the grain crisis, but the grain crisis is the cause of gold exports.

Gold and silver in themselves can be said to intervene in the crisis and to
aggravate its symptoms in only two ways: (1) When the export of gold is made
more difficult by the metal reserve requirements to which the banks are bound;
when the measures which the banks therefore undertake against the export of
gold react disadvantageously on domestic circulation; (2) When the export of
gold becomes necessary because foreign nations will accept capital only in the
form of gold and not otherwise.

Difficulty No. 2 can remain even if difficulty No. 1 is removed. The Bank of
England experienced this precisely during the period when it was legally
empowered to issue inconvertible notes. [7] These notes declined in relation to
gold bullion, but the mint price of gold likewise declined in relation to its bullion
price. In relation to the note, gold had become a special kind of commodity. It
can be said that the note still remained dependent on gold only to the extent
that it nominally represented a certain quantity of gold for which it could not in
fact be exchanged. Gold remained its denomination, although it was no longer
legally exchangeable for this quantity of gold at the bank.

There can be hardly a doubt (?) (this is to be examined later and does not
directly belong with the subject under discussion) that as long as paper money
retains its denomination in gold (i.e. so long as a £5 note for example is the
paper representative of 5 sovereigns), the convertibility of the note into gold
remains its economic law, whether this law also exists politically or not. The
Bank of England® notes continued during the years 1799°Q@819 to state that
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they represented the value of a given quantity of gold. How can this assertion
be put to the test other than by the fact that the note indeed commands so-and-
so-much bullion? From the moment when bullion to the value of 5 sovereigns
could no longer be had for a £5 note, the note was depreciated even though it
was inconvertible. The equivalence of the note with an amount of gold equal to
its face-value immediately entered into contradiction with the factual non-
equivalence between banknotes and gold. The point in dispute among the
English who want to keep gold as the denomination of notes is not in fact the
convertibility of the note into gold "Qwhich is only the practical equivalence of
what the face of the note expresses theoretically "Cbut rather the question how
this convertibility is to be secured, whether through limits imposed by law on
the bank or whether the bank is to be left to its own devices. The advocates of
the latter course assert that this convertibility is achieved on the average by a
bank of issue which lends against bills of exchange and whose notes thus have
an assured reflux, and charge that their opponents despite everything never
achieved better than this average measure of security. The latter is a fact. The
average, by the way, is not to be despised, and calculations on the basis of
averages have to form the basis for banks just as well as for all insurance
companies etc. In this regard the Scottish banks are above all, and rightly, held
up as a model. The strict bullionists say for their part that they take
convertibility as a serious matter, that the bank& obligation to convert notes
keeps the notes convertible, that the necessity of this convertibility is given by
the denomination of the notes themselves, that this forms a barrier against
over-issue, and that their opponents are pseudo-defenders of inconvertibility.
Between these two sides, various shadings, a mass of little "§eciesd [8] The
defenders of inconvertibility, finally, the determined anti-bullionists, are, without
knowing it, just as much pseudo-defenders of convertibility as their opponents
are of inconvertibility, because they retain the denomination of the note and
hence make the practical equation between a note of a given denomination and
a given quantity of gold the measure of their notes@full value. Prussia has paper
money of forced currency. (A reflux is secured by the obligation to pay a portion
of taxes in paper.) These paper thalers are not drafts on silver; no bank will
legally convert them. They are not issued by a commercial bank against bills of
exchange but by the government to meet its expenses. But their denomination
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is that of silver. A paper thaler proclaims that it represents the same value as a
silver thaler. If confidence in the government were to be thoroughly shaken, or
if this paper money were issued in greater proportions than required by
circulation, then the paper thaler would in practice cease to be equal to the
silver thaler and would be depreciated because it had fallen beneath the value
proclaimed on its face. It would even depreciate if neither of the above
conditions obtained but if a special need for silver, e.g. for exports, gave silver a
privileged position vis-a-vis the paper thaler. Convertibility into gold and silver
is therefore the practical measure of the value of every paper currency
denominated in gold or silver, whether this paper is legally convertible or not.
Nominal value runs alongside its body as a mere shadow; whether the two
balance can be shown only by actual convertibility (exchangeability). A fall of
real value beneath nominal value is depreciation. Convertibility is when the two
really run alongside each other and change places with each other. The
convertibility of inconvertible notes shows itself not in the bank® stock of
bullion but in the everyday exchange between paper and the metal whose
denomination the paper carries. In practice, the convertibility of convertible
notes is already endangered when this is no longer confirmed by everyday
routine exchange in all parts of the country, but has to be established
specifically by large-scale operations on the part of the bank. In the Scottish
countryside paper money is even preferred to metal money. Before 1845, when
the English law of 1844 [9] was forced upon it, Scotland naturally took part in
all English social crises, and experienced some crises to a higher degree
because the clearing of the land proceeded more ruthlessly there. Nevertheless,
Scotland never experienced a real monetary crisis (the fact that a few banks,
exceptions, collapsed because they had made careless loans is irrelevant here);
no depreciation of notes, no complaints and no inquiries into the sufficiency or
insufficiency of the currency in circulation etc. Scotland is important here
because it shows on the one hand how the monetary system can be completely
regulated on the present basis "Call the evils Darimon bewails can be abolished
"Qwithout departing from the present social basis; while at the same time its
contradictions, its antagonisms, the class contradiction etc. have reached an
even higher degree than in any other country in the world. It is characteristic
that both Darimon and the patron who introduces his book "QEmile Girardin,
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[10] who complements his practical swindles with theoretical utopianism "Qdo
not find the antithesis of the monopoly banks of France and England in
Scotland, but rather look for it in the United States, where the banking system,
owing to the need to obtain a charter from the individual State, is only
nominally free, where the prevailing system is not free competition among
banks but a federation of monopoly banks. The Scottish banking and monetary
system was indeed the most perilous reef for the illusions of the circulation
artists. Gold or silver money (except where coins of both kinds are legal tender)
are not said to depreciate no matter how often their value changes relative to
other commodities. Why not? Because they form their own denomination;
because their title is not a title to a value, i.e. they are not measured in a third
commodity, but merely express fractional parts of their own substance, 1
sovereigh = so much gold of a given weight. Gold is therefore nominally
undepreciable, not because it alone expresses an authentic value, but
because as money it does not express value at all, but merely expresses a
given quantity of its own substance, merely carries its own quantitative
definition on its forehead. (To be examined more closely later: whether this
characteristic mark of gold and silver money is in the last analysis an intrinsic
property of all money.) Deceived by this nominal undepreciability of metallic
money, Darimon and consorts see only the one aspect which surfaces during
crises: the appreciation of gold and silver in relation to nearly all other
commodities; they do not see the other side, the depreciation of gold and
silver or of money in relation to all other commodities (labour perhaps, not
always, excluded) in periods of so-called prosperity, periods of a temporary
general rise of prices. Since this depreciation of metallic money (and of all kinds
of money which rest on it) always precedes its appreciation, they ought to have
formulated the problem the other way round: how to prevent the periodic
depreciation of money (in their language, to abolish the privileges of
commodities in relation to money). In this last formulation the problem would
have reduced itself to: how to overcome the rise and fall of prices. The way to
do this: abolish prices. And how? By doing away with exchange value. But this
problem arises: exchange corresponds to the bourgeois organization of society.
Hence one last problem: to revolutionize bourgeois society economically. It
would then have been self-evident from the outset that the evil of bourgeois
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society is not to be remedied by "Qansformingdthe banks or by founding a
rational "@oney systemd

Convertibility, therefore "QQegal or not "@emains a requirement of every kind
of money whose title makes it a value-symbol, i.e. which equates it as a quantity
with a third commodity. The equation already includes the antithesis, the
possibility of nonequivalence; convertibility includes its opposite,
inconvertibility; appreciation includes depreciation, h 'Eo_ mx, [11] as Aristotle
would say. Suppose for example that the sovereign were not only called a
sovereign, which is a mere honorific for the xth fraction of an ounce of gold
(accounting name), in the same way that a metre is the name for a certain
length, but were called, say, x hours of labour time. 1/x ounce of gold is in
fact nothing more than 1/x hours of labour time materialized, objectified. But
gold is labour time accumulated in the past, labour time defined. Its title would
make a given quantity of labour as such into its standard. The pound of gold
would have to be convertible into x hours of labour time, would have to be able
to purchase it at any given moment: as soon as it could buy a greater or a lesser
amount, it would be appreciated or depreciated; in the latter case its
convertibility would have ceased. What determines value is not the amount of
labour time incorporated in products, but rather the amount of labour time
necessary at a given moment. Take the pound of gold itself: let it be the product
of 20 hours@labour time. Suppose that for some reason it later requires only 10
hours to produce a pound of gold. The pound of gold whose title advises that it
= 20 hoursdlabour time would now merely = 10 hoursdlabour time, since 20
hoursd labour time = 2 pounds of gold. 10 hours of labour are in practice
exchanged for 1 pound of gold; hence 1 pound of gold cannot any longer be
exchanged for 20 hours of labour time. Gold money with the plebeian title x
hours of labour would be exposed to greater fluctuations than any other sort
of money and particularly more than the present gold money, because gold
cannot rise or fall in relation to gold (it is equal to itself), while the labour time
accumulated in a given quantity of gold, in contrast, must constantly rise or fall
in relation to present, living labour time. In order to maintain its convertibility,
the productivity of labour time would have to be kept stationary. Moreover, in
view of the general economic law that the costs of production constantly
decline, that living labour becomes constantly more productive, hence that the
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labour time objectified in products constantly depreciates, the inevitable fate of
this golden labour money would be constant depreciation. In order to control
this evil, it might be said that the title of labour time should go not to gold but,
as Weitling proposed, with Englishmen ahead of him and French after,
Proudhon & Co. among them, to paper money, to a mere symbol of value. The
labour time incorporated in the paper itself would then have as little relevance
as the paper value of banknotes. The former would be merely the
representation of hours of labour, as the latter is of gold or silver. If the hour of
labour became more productive, then the chit of paper which represents it
would rise in buying power, and vice versa, exactly as a £5 note at present buys
more or less depending on whether the relative value of gold in comparison to
other commodities rises or falls. According to the same law which would subject
golden labour money to a constant depreciation, paper labour money would
enjoy a constant appreciation. And that is precisely what we are after; the
worker would reap the joys of the rising productivity of his labour, instead of
creating proportionately more alien wealth and devaluing himself as at present.
Thus the socialists. But, unfortunately, there arise some small scruples. First of
all: if we once presuppose money, even if it is only time-chits, then we must also
presuppose the accumulation of this money, as well as contracts, obligations,
fixed burdens etc., which are entered into in the form of this money. The
accumulated chits would constantly appreciate together with the newly issued
ones, and thus on the one hand the rising productivity of labour would go to the
benefit of non-workers, and on the other hand the previously contracted
burdens would keep step with the rising yield of labour. The rise and fall in the
value of gold or silver would be quite irrelevant if the world could be started
afresh at each new moment and if, hence, previous obligations to pay a certain
quantity of gold did not survive the fluctuations in the value of gold. The same
holds, here, with the time-chit and hourly productivity.

The point to be examined here is the convertibility of the time-chit. We reach
the same goal if we make a detour. Although it is still too early, a few
observations can be made about the delusions on which the time-chit rests,
which allow us an insight into the depths of the secret which links Proudhonds
theory of circulation with his general theory "Chis theory of the determination of
value. We find the same link e.g. in Bray [12] and Gray. [13] Whatever basis in
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truth it may happen to have will be examined later [14] (but first, incidentally:
seen only as drafts on gold, banknotes should not be issued in amounts
exceeding the quantity of gold which they pretend to replace, or they
depreciate. Three drafts of £15 which | issue to three different creditors on the
same £15 in gold are in fact only drafts on £15 / 3 = £5 each. Each of these
notes would have depreciated to 33 1/3 per cent from the outset.)

The value (the real exchange value) of all commodities (labour included) is
determined by their cost of production, in other words by the labour time
required to produce them. Their price is this exchange value of theirs,
expressed in money. The replacement of metal money (and of paper or fiat
money denominated in metal money) by labour money denominated in labour
time would therefore equate the real value (exchange value) of commodities
with their nominal value, price, money value. Equation of real value and
nominal value, of value and price. But such is by no means the case. The
value of commodities as determined by labour time is only their average
value. This average appears as an external abstraction if it is calculated out as
the average figure of an epoch, e.g. 1 Ib. of coffee = 1s. if the average price of
coffee is taken over 25 years; but it is very real if it is at the same time
recognized as the driving force and the moving principle of the oscillations
which commodity prices run through during a given epoch. This reality is not
merely of theoretical importance: it forms the basis of mercantile speculation,
whose calculus of probabilities depends both on the median price averages
which figure as the centre of oscillation, and on the average peaks and average
troughs of oscillation above or below this centre. The market value is always
different, is always below or above this average value of a commodity. Market
value equates itself with real value by means of its constant oscillations, never
by means of an equation with real value as if the latter were a third party, but
rather by means of constant non-equation of itself (as Hegel would say, not by
way of abstract identity, but by constant negation of the negation, i.e. of itself as
negation of real value). [15] In my pamphlet against Proudhon | showed that
real value itself "Qindependently of its rule over the oscillations of the market
price (seen apart from its role as the law of these oscillations) "Qn turn negates
itself and constantly posits the real value of commodities in contradiction with
its own character, that it constantly depreciates or appreciates the real value of
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already produced commodities; this is not the place to discuss it in greater
detail. [16] Price therefore is distinguished from value not only as the nominal
from the real; not only by way of the denomination in gold and silver, but
because the latter appears as the law of the motions which the former runs
through. But the two are constantly different and never balance out, or balance
only coincidentally and exceptionally. The price of a commodity constantly
stands above or below the value of the commodity, and the value of the
commodity itself exists only in this up-and-down movement of commodity
prices. Supply and demand constantly determine the prices of commodities;
never balance, or only coincidentally; but the cost of production, for its part,
determines the oscillations of supply and demand. The gold or silver in which
the price of a commaodity, its market value, is expressed is itself a certain
quantity of accumulated labour, a certain measure of materialized labour time.
On the assumption that the production costs of a commodity and the production
costs of gold and silver remain constant, the rise or fall of its market price
means nothing more than that a commodity, = x labour time, constantly
commands > or < x labour time on the market, that it stands above or beneath
its average value as determined by labour time. The first basic illusion of the
time-chitters consists in this, that by annulling the nominal difference
between real value and market value, between exchange value and price "Qthat
is, by expressing value in units of labour time itself instead of in a given
objectification of labour time, say gold and silver "Qthat in so doing they also
remove the real difference and contradiction between price and value. Given
this illusory assumption it is self-evident that the mere introduction of the time-
chit does away with all crises, all faults of bourgeois production. The money
price of commodities = their real value; demand = supply; production =
consumption; money is simultaneously abolished and preserved; the labour time
of which the commodity is the product, which is materialized in the commaodity;,
would need only to be measured in order to create a corresponding mirror-
image in the form of a value-symbol, money, time-chits. In this way every
commodity would be directly transformed into money; and gold and silver, for
their part, would be demoted to the rank of all other commodities.

It is not necessary to elaborate that the contradiction between exchange
value and price "QXhe average price and the prices of which it is the average ™
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that the difference between magnitudes and average magnitudes is not
overcome merely by suppressing the difference in name, e.g. by saying,
instead of: 1 Ib. bread costs 8d., 1 Ib. bread = 1/x hours of labour. Inversely, if
8d. = 1/x hours of labour, and if the labour time which is materialized in one
pound of bread is greater or less than 1/x hours of labour, then, because the
measure of value would be at the same time the element in which the price is
expressed, the difference between price and value, which is hidden in the gold
price or silver price, would never be glaringly visible. An infinite equation would
result. 1/x hours of labour (as contained in 8d. or represented by a chit) > <
than 1/x hours of labour (as contained in the pound of bread).

The time-chit, representing average labour time, would never correspond
to or be convertible into actual labour time; i.e. the amount of labour time
objectified in a commodity would never command a quantity of labour time
equal to itself, and vice versa, but would command, rather, either more or less,
just as at present every oscillation of market values expresses itself in a rise or
fall of the gold or silver prices of commodities.

The constant depreciation of commodities "Qover longer periods "(n relation
to time-chits, which we mentioned earlier, arises out of the law of the rising
productivity of labour time, out of the disturbances within relative value itself
which are created by its own inherent principle, namely labour time. This
inconvertibility of the time-chits which we are now discussing is nothing more
than another expression for the inconvertibility between real value and market
value, between exchange value and price. In contrast to all other commodities,
the time-chit would represent an ideal labour time which would be exchanged
sometimes against more and sometimes against less of the actual variety, and
which would achieve a separate existence of its own in the time-chit, an
existence corresponding to this non-equivalence. The general equivalent,
medium of circulation and measure of commodities would again confront the
commodities in an individual form, following its own laws, alienated, i.e.
equipped with all the properties of money as it exists at present but unable to
perform the same services. The medium with which commodities "Qthese
objectified quantities of labour time "Qare compared would not be a third
commodity but would be rather their own measure of value, labour time itself;
as a result, the confusion would reach a new height altogether. Commodity A,
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the objectification of 3 hourstalabour time, is = 2 labour-hour-chits; commodity
B, the objectification, similarly, of 3 hoursdlabour, is = 4 labour-hour-chits. This
contradiction is in practice expressed in money prices, but in a veiled form. The
difference between price and value, between the commodity measured by the
labour time whose product it is, and the product of the labour time against
which it is exchanged, this difference calls for a third commodity to act as a
measure in which the real exchange value of commodities is expressed.
Because price is not equal to value, therefore the value-determining
element "Qlabour time "Qcannot be the element in which prices are
expressed, because labour time would then have to express itself
simultaneously as the determining and the non-determining element, as
the equivalent and non-equivalent of itself. Because labour time as the
measure of value exists only as an ideal, it cannot serve as the matter of price-
comparisons. (Here at the same time it becomes clear how and why the value
relation obtains a separate material existence in the form of money. This to be
developed further.) The difference between price and value calls for values to
be measured as prices on a different standard from their own. Price as distinct
from value is necessarily money price. It can here be seen that the nominal
difference between price and value is conditioned by their real difference.

Commodity A = 1s. (i.e. = 1/x silver); commodity B = 2s. (i.e. 2/x silver).
Hence commodity B = double the value of commodity A. The value relation
between A and B is expressed by means of the proportion in which they are
exchanged for a quantity of a third commodity, namely silver; they are not
exchanged for a value-relation.

Every commodity (product or instrument of production) is = the
objectification of a given amount of labour time. Their value, the relation in
which they are exchanged against other commodities, or other commodities
against them, is = to the quantity of labour time realized in them. If a
commodity e.g. = 1 hour of labour time, then it exchanges with all other
commodities which are the product of 1 hour of labour time. (This whole
reasoning on the presupposition that exchange value = market value; real value
= price.) The value of the commodity is different from the commodity itself. The
commodity is a value (exchange value) only within exchange (real or imagined);
value is not only the exchangeability of the commodity in general, but its
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specific exchangeability. Value is at the same time the exponent of the relation
in which the commodity is exchanged with other commodities, as well as the
exponent of the relation in which it has already been exchanged with other
commodities (materialized labour time) in production; it is their quantitatively
determined exchangeability. Two commodities, e.g. a yard of cotton and a
measure of oil, considered as cotton and as oil, are different by nature, have
different  properties, are measured by different measures, are
incommensurable. Considered as values, all commodities are qualitatively equal
and differ only quantitatively, hence can be measured against each other and
substituted for one another (are mutually exchangeable, mutually convertible)
in certain quantitative relations. Value is their social relation, their economic
quality. A book which possesses a certain value and a loaf of bread possessing
the same value are exchanged for one another, are the same value but in a
different material. As a value, a commodity is an equivalent for all other
commodities in a given relation. As a value, the commodity is an equivalent; as
an equivalent, all its natural properties are extinguished; it no longer takes up a
special, qualitative relationship towards the other commodities; but is rather
the general measure as well as the general representative, the general medium
of exchange of all other commodities. As value, it is money. But because the
commodity, or rather the product or the instrument of production, is different
from its value, its existence as value is different from its existence as product.
Its property of being a value not only can but must achieve an existence
different from its natural one. Why? Because commodities as values are
different from one another only quantitatively; therefore each commodity must
be qualitatively different from its own value. Its value must therefore have an
existence which is qualitatively distinguishable from it, and in actual exchange
this separability must become a real separation, because the natural
distinctness of commodities must come into contradiction with their economic
equivalence, and because both can exist together only if the commodity
achieves a double existence, not only a natural but also a purely economic
existence, in which latter it is a mere symbol, a cipher for a relation of
production, a mere symbol for its own value. As a value, every commodity is
equally divisible; in its natural existence this is not the case. As a value it
remains the same no matter how many metamorphoses and forms of existence
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it goes through; in reality, commodities are exchanged only because they are
not the same and correspond to different systems of needs. As a value, the
commodity is general; as a real commodity it is particular. As a value it is
always exchangeable; in real exchange it is exchangeable only if it fulfills
particular conditions. As a value, the measure of its exchangeability is
determined by itself; exchange value expresses precisely the relation in which it
replaces other commodities; in real exchange it is exchangeable only in
guantities which are linked with its natural properties and which correspond to
the needs of the participants in exchange. (In short, all properties which may be
cited as the special qualities of money are properties of the commodity as
exchange value, of the product as value as distinct from the value as product.)
(The exchange value of a commodity, as a separate form of existence
accompanying the commodity itself, is money; the form in which all
commodities equate, compare, measure themselves; into which all commodities
dissolve themselves; that which dissolves itself into all commodities; the
universal equivalent.) Every moment, in calculating, accounting etc., that we
transform commodities into value symbols, we fix them as mere exchange
values, making abstraction from the matter they are composed of and all their
natural qualities. On paper, in the head, this metamorphosis proceeds by means
of mere abstraction; but in the real exchange process a real mediation is
required, a means to accomplish this abstraction. In its natural existence, with
its natural properties, in natural identity with itself, the commodity is neither
constantly exchangeable nor exchangeable against every other commodity;
this it is only as something different from itself, something distinct from itself,
as exchange value. We must first transpose the commodity into itself as
exchange value in order then to be able to compare this exchange value with
other exchange values and to exchange it. In the crudest barter, when two
commodities are exchanged for one another, each is first equated with a symbol
which expresses their exchange value, e.g. among certain Negroes on the West
African coast, = x bars. One commodity is = 1 bar; the other = 2 bars. They are
exchanged in this relation. The commodities are first transformed into bars in
the head and in speech before they are exchanged for one another. They are
appraised before being exchanged, and in order to appraise them they must be
brought into a given numerical relation to one another. In order to bring them
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into such a numerical relation, in order to make them commensurable, they
must obtain the same denomination (unit). (The bar has a merely imaginary
existence, just as, in general, a relation can obtain a particular embodiment and
become individualized only by means of abstraction.) In order to cover the
excess of one value over another in exchange, in order to liquidate the balance,
the crudest barter, just as with international trade today, requires payment in
money.

Products (or activities) are exchanged only as commodities; commodities in
exchange exist only as values; only as values are they comparable. In order to
determine what amount of bread | need in order to exchange it for a yard of
linen, | first equate the yard of linen with its exchange value, i.e. = 1/x hours of
labour time. Similarly, | equate the pound of bread with its exchange value, =
1/x or 2/x hours of labour time. | equate each of the commodities with a third;
i.e. not with themselves. This third, which differs from them both, exists initially
only in the head, as a conception, since it expresses a relation; just as, in
general, relations can be established as existing only by being thought, as
distinct from the subjects which are in these relations with each other. In
becoming an exchange value, a product (or activity) is not only transformed into
a definite quantitative relation, a relative number "Qthat is, a number which
expresses the quantity of other commodities which equal it, which are its
equivalent, or the relation in which it is their equivalent "Cbut it must also at the
same time be transformed qualitatively, be transposed into another element, so
that both commodities become magnitudes of the same kind, of the same unit,
i.e. commensurable. The commodity first has to be transposed into labour time,
into something qualitatively different from itself (qualitatively different (1)
because it is not labour time as labour time, but materialized labour time;
labour time not in the form of motion, but at rest; not in the form of the process,
but of the result; (2) because it is not the objectification of labour time in
general, which exists only as a conception (it is only a conception of labour
separated from its quality, subject merely to quantitative variations), but rather
the specific result of a specific, of a naturally specified, kind of labour which
differs qualitatively from other kinds), in order then to be compared as a
specific amount of labour time, as a certain magnitude of labour, with other
amounts of labour time, other magnitudes of labour. For the purpose of merely
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making a comparison "Qan appraisal of products "Qof determining their value
ideally, it suffices to make this transformation in the head (a transformation in
which the product exists merely as the expression of quantitative relations of
production). This abstraction will do for comparing commaodities; but in actual
exchange this abstraction in turn must be objectified, must be symbolized,
realized in a symbol. This necessity enters into force for the following reasons:
(1) As we have already said, both the commodities to be exchanged are
transformed in the head into common relations of magnitude, into exchange
values, and are thus reciprocally compared. But if they are then to be
exchanged in reality, their natural properties enter into contradiction with their
character as exchange values and as mere denominated numbers. They are not
divisible at will etc. (2) In the real exchange process, particular commodities
are always exchanged against particular commodities, and the exchangeability
of commodities, as well as the relation in which they are exchangeable, depends
on conditions of place and time, etc. But the transformation of the commodity
into exchange value does not equate it to any other particular commodity, but
expresses it as equivalent, expresses its exchangeability relation, vis-a-vis all
other commodities. This comparison, which the head accomplishes in one
stroke, can be achieved in reality only in a delimited sphere determined by
needs, and only in successive steps. (For example, | exchange an income of 100
thalers as my needs would have it one after another against a whole range of
commodities whose sum = the exchange value of 100 thalers.) Thus, in order to
realize the commodity as exchange value in one stroke, and in order to give it
the general influence of an exchange value, it is not enough to exchange it for
one particular commodity. It must be exchanged against a third thing which is
not in turn itself a particular commodity, but is the symbol of the commodity as
commaodity, of the commodity exchange value itself; which thus represents,
say, labour time as such, say a piece of paper or of leather, which represents
a fractional part of labour time. (Such a symbol presupposes general
recognition; it can only be a social symbol; it expresses, indeed, nothing more
than a social relation.) This symbol represents the fractional parts of labour
time; it represents exchange value in such fractional parts as are capable of
expressing all relations between exchange values by means of simple
arithmetical combination; this symbol, this material sign of exchange value, is a
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product of exchange itself, and not the execution of an idea conceived a priori.
(In fact the commodity which is required as medium of exchange becomes
transformed into money, into a symbol, only little by little; as soon as this has
happened, it can in turn be replaced by a symbol of itself. It then becomes the
conscious sign of exchange value.)

The process, then, is simply this: The product becomes a commodity, i.e. a
mere moment of exchange. The commodity is transformed into exchange
value. In order to equate it with itself as an exchange value, it is exchanged for
a symbol which represents it as exchange value as such. As such a symbolized
exchange value, it can then in turn be exchanged in definite relations for every
other commodity. Because the product becomes a commodity, and the
commodity becomes an exchange value, it obtains, at first only in the head, a
double existence. This doubling in the idea proceeds (and must proceed) to the
point where the commodity appears double in real exchange: as a natural
product on one side, as exchange value on the other. |.e. the commodityts
exchange value obtains a material existence separate from the commodity.

The definition of a product as exchange value thus necessarily implies that
exchange value obtains a separate existence, in isolation from the product. The
exchange value which is separated from commodities and exists alongside them
as itself a commodity, this is "Qmoney. In the form of money all properties of
the commodity as exchange value appear as an object distinct from it, as a form
of social existence separated from the natural existence of the commodity. (This
to be further shown by enumerating the usual properties of money.) (The
material in which this symbol is expressed is by no means a matter of
indifference, even though it manifests itself in many different historical forms.
In the development of society, not only the symbol but likewise the material
corresponding to the symbol are worked out "Qa material from which society
later tries to disentangle itself; if a symbol is not to be arbitrary, certain
conditions are demanded of the material in which it is represented. The symbols
for words, for example the alphabet etc., have an analogous history.) Thus, the
exchange value of a product creates money alongside the product. Now, just as
it is impossible to suspend the complications and contradictions which arise
from the existence of money alongside the particular commodities merely by
altering the form of money (although difficulties characteristic of a lower form
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of money may be avoided by moving to a higher form), so also is it impossible to
abolish money itself as long as exchange value remains the social form of
products. It is necessary to see this clearly in order to avoid setting impossible
tasks, and in order to know the limits within which monetary reforms and
transformations of circulation are able to give a new shape to the relations of
production and to the social relations which rest on the latter.

The properties of money as (1) measure of commodity exchange; (2) medium
of exchange; (3) representative of commodities (hence object of contracts); (4)
general commodity alongside the particular commodities, all simply follow from
its character as exchange value separated from commodities themselves and
objectified. (By virtue of its property as the general commodity in relation to all
others, as the embodiment of the exchange value of the other commodities,
money at the same time becomes the realized and always realizable form of
capital; the form of capitalé appearance which is always valid "Qa property
which emerges in bullion drains; hence capital appears in history initially only
in the money form; this explains, finally, the link between money and the rate of
interest, and its influence on the latter.)

To the degree that production is shaped in such a way that every producer
becomes dependent on the exchange value of his commaodity, i.e. as the product
increasingly becomes an exchange value in reality, and exchange value becomes
the immediate object of production "Qto the same degree must money
relations develop, together with the contradictions immanent in the money
relation, in the relation of the product to itself as money. The need for
exchange and for the transformation of the product into a pure exchange value
progresses in step with the division of labour, i.e. with the increasingly social
character of production. But as the latter grows, so grows the power of money,
i.e. the exchange relation establishes itself as a power external to and
independent of the producers. What originally appeared as a means to promote
production becomes a relation alien to the producers. As the producers become
more dependent on exchange, exchange appears to become more independent
of them, and the gap between the product as product and the product as
exchange value appears to widen. Money does not create these antitheses and
contradictions; it is, rather, the development of these contradictions and
antitheses which creates the seemingly transcendental power of money. (To be
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further developed, the influence of the transformation of all relations into
money relations: taxes in kind into money taxes, rent in kind into money rent,
military service into mercenary troops, all personal services in general into
money services, of patriarchal, slave, serf and guild labour into pure wage
labour.)

The product becomes a commodity; the commodity becomes exchange value;
the exchange value of the commodity is its immanent money-property; this, its
money-property, separates itself from it in the form of money, and achieves a
general social existence separated from all particular commodities and their
natural mode of existence; the relation of the product to itself as exchange
value becomes its relation to money, existing alongside it; or, becomes the
relation of all products to money, external to them all. Just as the real exchange
of products creates their exchange value, so does their exchange value create
money.

The next question to confront us is this: are there not contradictions,
inherent in this relation itself, which are wrapped up in the existence of money
alongside commodities?

Firstly: The simple fact that the commodity exists doubly, in one aspect as a
specific product whose natural form of existence ideally contains (latently
contains) its exchange value, and in the other aspect as manifest exchange
value (money), in which all connection with the natural form of the product is
stripped away again "(this double, differentiated existence must develop into a
difference, and the difference into antithesis and contradiction. The same
contradiction between the particular nature of the commodity as product and
its general nature as exchange value, which created the necessity of positing it
doubly, as this particular commodity on one side and as money on the other
this contradiction between the commodityG particular natural qualities and its
general social qualities contains from the beginning the possibility that these
two separated forms in which the commodity exists are not convertible into one
another. The exchangeability of the commodity exists as a thing beside it, as
money, as something different from the commodity, something no longer
directly identical with it. As soon as money has become an external thing
alongside the commodity, the exchangeability of the commodity for money
becomes bound up with external conditions which may or may not be present; it
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is abandoned to the mercy of external conditions. The commodity is demanded
in exchange because of its natural properties, because of the needs for which it
is the desired object. Money, by contrast, is demanded only because of its
exchange value, as exchange value. Hence, whether or not the commodity is
transposable into money, whether or not it can be exchanged for money,
whether its exchange value can be posited for it "Qthis depends on
circumstances which initially have nothing to do with it as exchange value and
are independent of that. The transposability of the commodity depends on the
natural properties of the product; that of money coincides with its existence as
symbolized exchange value. There thus arises the possibility that the
commodity, in its specific form as product, can no longer be exchanged for,
equated with, its general form as money.

By existing outside the commodity as money, the exchangeability of the
commodity has become something different from and alien to the commodity,
with which it first has to be brought into equation, to which it is therefore at the
beginning unequal; while the equation itself becomes dependent on external
conditions, hence a matter of chance.

Secondly: Just as the exchange value of the commodity leads a double
existence, as the particular commodity and as money, so does the act of
exchange split into two mutually independent acts: exchange of commodities for
money, exchange of money for commodities; purchase and sale. Since these
have now achieved a spatially and temporally separate and mutually indifferent
form of existence, their immediate identity ceases. They may correspond or not;
they may balance or not; they may enter into disproportion with one another.
They will of course always attempt to equalize one another; but in the place of
the earlier immediate equality there now stands the constant movement of
equalization, which evidently presupposes constant non-equivalence. It is now
entirely possible that consonance may be reached only by passing through the
most extreme dissonance.

Thirdly: With the separation of purchase and sale, with the splitting of
exchange into two spatially and temporally independent acts, there further
emerges another, new relation.

Just as exchange itself splits apart into two mutually independent acts, so
does the overall movement of exchange itself become separate from the
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exchangers, the producers of commodities. Exchange for the sake of exchange
separates off from exchange for the sake of commodities. A mercantile estate
[17] steps between the producers; an estate which only buys in order to sell and
only sells so as to buy again, and whose aim in this operation is not the
possession of commodities as products but merely the obtaining of exchange
values as such, of money. (A mercantile estate can take shape even with mere
barter. But since only the overflow of production on both sides is at its disposal,
its influence on production, and its importance as a whole, remain completely
secondary.) The rise of exchange (commerce) as an independent function torn
away from the exchangers corresponds to the rise of exchange value as an
independent entity, as money, torn away from products. Exchange value was the
measure of commodity exchange; but its aim was the direct possession of the
exchanged commodity, its consumption (regardless of whether this consumption
consists of serving to satisfy needs directly, i.e. serving as product, or of serving
in turn as a tool of production). The purpose of commerce is not consumption,
directly, but the gaining of money, of exchange values. This doubling of
exchange "Qexchange for the sake of consumption and exchange for exchange ¢
gives rise to a new disproportion. In his exchange, the merchant is guided
merely by the difference between the purchase and sale of commaodities; but the
consumer who buys a commodity must replace its exchange value once and for
all. Circulation, i.e. exchange within the mercantile estate, and the point at
which circulation ends, i.e. exchange between the mercantile estate and the
consumers "Qas much as they must ultimately condition one another "Qare
determined by quite different laws and motives, and can enter into the most
acute contradiction with one another. The possibility of commercial crises is
already contained in this separation. But since production works directly for
commerce and only indirectly for consumption, it must not only create but also
and equally be seized by this incongruency between commerce and exchange
for consumption. (The relations of demand and supply become entirely
inverted.) (The money business then in turn separates from commerce proper.)

Aphorisms. (All commodities are perishable money; money is the
imperishable commodity. With the development of the division of labour, the
immediate product ceases to be a medium of exchange. The need arises for a
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general medium of exchange, i.e. a medium of exchange independent of the
specific production of each individual. Money implies the separation between
the value of things and their substance. Money is originally the representative
of all values; in practice this situation is inverted, and all real products and
labours become the representatives of money. In direct barter, every article
cannot be exchanged for every other; a specific activity can be exchanged only
for certain specific products. Money can overcome the difficulties inherent in
barter only by generalizing them, making them universal. It is absolutely
necessary that forcibly separated elements which essentially belong together
manifest themselves by way of forcible eruption as the separation of things
which belong together in essence. The unity is brought about by force. As soon
as the antagonistic split leads to eruptions, the economists point to the
essential unity and abstract from the alienation. Their apologetic wisdom
consists in forgetting their own definitions at every decisive moment. The
product as direct medium of exchange is (1) still directly bound to its natural
quality, hence limited in every way by the latter; it can, for example, deteriorate
etc.; (2) connected with the immediate need which another may have or not
have at the time, or which he may have for his own product. When the product
becomes subordinated to labour and labour to exchange, then a moment enters
in which both are separated from their owner. Whether, after this separation,
they return to him again in another shape becomes a matter of chance. When
money enters into exchange, | am forced to exchange my product for exchange
value in general or for the general capacity to exchange, hence my product
becomes dependent on the state of general commerce and is torn out of its
local, natural and individual boundaries. For exactly that reason it can cease to
be a product.)
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Fourthly: Just as exchange value, in the form of money, takes its place as
the general commodity alongside all particular commodities, so does
exchange value as money therefore at the same time take its place as a
particular commodity (since it has a particular existence) alongside all other
commodities. An incongruency arises not only because money, which exists only
in exchange, confronts the particular exchangeability of commodities as their
general exchangeability, and directly extinguishes it, while, nevertheless, the
two are supposed to be always convertible into one another; but also because
money comes into contradiction with itself and with its characteristic by virtue
of being itself a particular commodity (even if only a symbol) and of being
subject, therefore, to particular conditions of exchange in its exchange with
other commodities, conditions which contradict its general unconditional
exchangeability. (Not to speak of money as fixed in the substance of a particular
product, etc.) Besides its existence in the commodity, exchange value achieved
an existence of its own in money, was separated from its substance exactly
because the natural characteristic of this substance contradicted its general
characteristic as exchange value. Every commaodity is equal (and comparable) to
every other as exchange value (qualitatively: each now merely represents a
quantitative plus or minus of exchange value). For that reason, this equality,
this unity of the commodity is distinct from its natural differentiation; and
appears in money therefore as their common element as well as a third thing
which confronts them both. But on one side, exchange value naturally remains
at the same time an inherent quality of commodities while it simultaneously
exists outside them; on the other side, when money no longer exists as a
property of commodities, as a common element within them, but as an
individual entity apart from them, then money itself becomes a particular
commodity alongside the other commodities. (Determinable by demand and
supply; splits into different kinds of money, etc.) It becomes a commodity like
other commodities, and at the same time it is not a commodity like other
commodities. Despite its general character it is one exchangeable entity among
other exchangeable entities. It is not only the general exchange value, but at
the same time a particular exchange value alongside other particular exchange
values. Here a new source of contradictions which make themselves felt in
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practice. (The particular nature of money emerges again in the separation of
the money business from commerce proper.)

We see, then, how it is an inherent property of money to fulfil its purposes by
simultaneously negating them; to achieve independence from commaodities; to
be a means which becomes an end; to realize the exchange value of
commodities by separating them from it; to facilitate exchange by splitting it; to
overcome the difficulties of the direct exchange of commodities by generalizing
them; to make exchange independent of the producers in the same measure as
the producers become dependent on exchange.

(It will be necessary later, before this question is dropped, to correct the
idealist manner of the presentation, which makes it seem as if it were merely a
matter of conceptual determinations and of the dialectic of these concepts.
Above all in the case of the phrase: product (or activity) becomes commodity;
commodity, exchange value; exchange value, money.)

(Economist. 24 January 1857. The following passage to be borne in mind on
the subject of banks:

"So far as the mercantile classes share, which they now do very generally, in
the profits of banks "Qand may to a still greater extent by the wider diffusion of
joint-stock banks, the abolition of all corporate privileges, and the extension of
perfect freedom to the business of banking "Qthey have been enriched by the
increased rates of money. In truth, the mercantile classes by the extent of their
deposits, are virtually their own bankers; and so far as that is the case, the rate
of discount must be to them of little importance. All banking and other reserves
must of course be the results of continual industry, and of savings laid by out of
profits; and consequently, taking the mercantile and industrious classes as a
whole, they must be their own bankers, and it requires only that the principles
of free trade should be extended to all businesses, to equalize or naturalize for
them the advantages and disadvantages of all the fluctuations in the money
market.g

All contradictions of the monetary system and of the exchange of products
under the monetary system are the development of the relation of products as
exchange values, of their definition as exchange value or as value pure and
simple.

(Morning Star. 12 February 1857. ®he pressure of money during last year,



Grundrisse

and the high rate of discount which was adopted in consequence, has been very
beneficial to the profit account of the Bank of France. Its dividend has gone on
increasing: 118 fr. in 1852, 154 fr. in 1853, 194 fr. in 1854, 200 fr. in 1855, 272
fr.in 1856.0

Also to be noted, the following passage: The English silver coins issued at a
price higher than the value of the silver they contain. A pound silver of an
intrinsic value of 60"@2s. (£3 on an average in gold) was coined into 66s. The
Mint pays the '@arket price of the day, from 5s. to 5s. 2d. the ounce, and issues
at the rate of 5s. 6d. the ounce. There are two reasons which prevent any
practical inconvenience resulting from this arrangement:d (of silver tokens,
not of intrinsic value) €rst, the coin can only be procured at the Mint, and at
that price; as home circulation, then, it cannot be depreciated, and it cannot be
sent abroad because it circulates here for more than its intrinsic value; and
secondly, as it is a legal tender only up to 40s., it never interferes with the gold
coins, nor affects their value.@Gives France the advice to do the same: to issue
subordinate coins of silver tokens, not of intrinsic value, and limit[ing] the
amount to which they should be a legal tender. But at the same time: in fixing
the quality of the coin, to take a larger margin between the intrinsic and the
nominal value than we have in England, because the increasing value of silver
in relation to gold may very probably, before long, rise up to our present Mint
price, when we may be obliged again to alter it. Our silver coin is now little
more than 5% below the intrinsic value: a short time since it was 10%.
(Economist. 24 January 1857.)

Now, it might be thought that the issue of time-chits overcomes all these
difficulties. (The existence of the time-chit naturally already presupposes
conditions which are not directly given in the examination of the relations of
exchange value and money, and which can and do exist without the time-chit:
public credit, bank etc.; but all this not to be touched on further here, since the
time-chit men of course regard it as the ultimate product of the "§eriesd which,
even if it corresponds most to the "Qured concept of money, @ppearsdlast in
reality.) To begin with: If the preconditions under which the price of
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commodities = their exchange value are fulfilled and given; balance of demand
and supply; balance of production and consumption; and what this amounts to
in the last analysis, proportionate production (the so-called relations of
distribution are themselves relations of production), then the money question
becomes entirely secondary, in particular the question whether the tickets
should be blue or green, paper or tin, or whatever other form social accounting
should take. In that case it is totally meaningless to keep up the pretence that
an investigation is being made of the real relations of money.

The bank (any bank) issues the time-chits. [18] A commodity, A = the
exchange value X, i.e. = x hours of labour time, is exchanged for a quantity of
money representing x labour time. The bank would at the same time have to
purchase the commodity, i.e. exchange it for its representative in monetary
form, just as e.g. the Bank of England today has to give notes for gold. The
commodity, the substantial and therefore accidental existence of exchange
value, is exchanged for the symbolic existence of exchange value as exchange
value. There is then no difficulty in transposing it from the form of the
commodity into the form of money. The labour time contained in it only needs to
be authentically verified (which, by the way, is not as easy as assaying the purity
and weight of gold and silver) and thereby immediately creates its counter-
value, its monetary existence. No matter how we may turn and twist the
matter, in the last instance it amounts to this: the bank which issues the time-
chits buys commodities at their costs of production, buys all commodities, and
moreover this purchase costs the bank nothing more than the production of
snippets of paper, and the bank gives the seller, in place of the exchange value
which he possesses in a definite and substantial form, the symbolic exchange
value of the commodity, in other words a draft on all other commodities to the
amount of the same exchange value. Exchange value as such can of course exist
only symbolically, although in order for it to be employed as a thing and not
merely as a formal notion, this symbol must possess an objective existence; it is
not merely an ideal notion, but is actually presented to the mind in an objective
mode. (A measure can be held in the hand; exchange value measures, but it
exchanges only when the measure passes from one hand to the other.) So the
bank gives money for the commodity; money which is an exact draft on the
exchange value of the commodity, i.e. of all commodities of the same value; the
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bank buys. The bank is the general buyer, the buyer of not only this or that
commodity, but all commodities. For its purpose is to bring about the
transposition of every commodity into its symbolic existence as exchange value.
But if it is the general buyer, then it also has to be the general seller; not only
the dock where all wares are deposited, not only the general warehouse, but
also the owner of the commodities, in the same sense as every merchant. | have
exchanged my commodity A for the time-chit B, which represents the
commoditys exchange value; but | have done this only so that | can then
further metamorphose this B into any real commodity C, D, E etc., as it suits
me. Now, can this money circulate outside the bank? Can it take any other route
than that between the owner of the chit and the bank? How is the convertibility
of this chit secured? Only two cases are possible. Either all owners of
commodities (be these products or labour) desire to sell their commodities at
their exchange value, or some want to and some do not. If they all want to sell
at their exchange value, then they will not await the chance arrival or non-
arrival of a buyer, but go immediately to the bank, unload their commodities on
to it, and obtain their exchange value symbol, money, for them: they redeem
them for its money. In this case the bank is simultaneously the general buyer
and the general seller in one person. Or the opposite takes place. In this case,
the bank chit is mere paper which claims to be the generally recognized symbol
of exchange value, but has in fact no value. For this symbol has to have the
property of not merely representing, but being, exchange value in actual
exchange. In the latter case the bank chit would not be money, or it would be
money only by convention between the bank and its clients, but not on the open
market. It would be the same as a meal ticket good for a dozen meals which |
obtain from a restaurant, or a theatre pass good for a dozen evenings, both of
which represent money, but only in this particular restaurant or this particular
theatre. The bank chit would have ceased to meet the qualifications of money,
since it would not circulate among the general public, but only between the
bank and its clients. We thus have to drop the latter supposition.

The bank would thus be the general buyer and seller. Instead of notes it
could also issue cheques, and instead of that it could also keep simple bank
accounts. Depending on the sum of commodity values which X had deposited
with the bank, X would have that sum in the form of other commoaodities to his
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credit. A second attribute of the bank would be necessary: it would need the
power to establish the exchange value of all commodities, i.e. the labour time
materialized in them, in an authentic manner. But its functions could not end
there. It would have to determine the labour time in which commodities could
be produced, with the average means of production available in a given
industry, i.e. the time in which they would have to be produced. But that also
would not be sufficient. It would not only have to determine the time in which a
certain quantity of products had to be produced, and place the producers in
conditions which made their labour equally productive (i.e. it would have to
balance and to arrange the distribution of the means of labour), but it would
also have to determine the amounts of labour time to be employed in the
different branches of production. The latter would be necessary because, in
order to realize exchange value and make the bank& currency really
convertible, social production in general would have to be stabilized and
arranged so that the needs of the partners in exchange were always satisfied.
Nor is this all. The biggest exchange process is not that between commodities,
but that between commaodities and labour. (More on this presently.) The workers
would not be selling their labour to the bank, but they would receive the
exchange value for the entire product of their labour, etc. Precisely seen, then,
the bank would be not only the general buyer and seller, but also the general
producer. In fact either it would be a despotic ruler of production and trustee of
distribution, or it would indeed be nothing more than a board which keeps the
books and accounts for a society producing in common. The common ownership
of the means of production is presupposed, etc., etc. The Saint-Simonians made
their bank into the papacy of production.

The dissolution of all products and activities into exchange values
presupposes the dissolution of all fixed personal (historic) relations of
dependence in production, as well as the all-sided dependence of the producers
on one another. Each individual® production is dependent on the production of
all others; and the transformation of his product into the necessaries of his own
life is [similarly] dependent on the consumption of all others. Prices are old;
exchange also; but the increasing determination of the former by costs of
production, as well as the increasing dominance of the latter over all relations
of production, only develop fully, and continue to develop ever more completely,
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in bourgeois society, the society of free competition. What Adam Smith, in the
true eighteenth-century manner, puts in the prehistoric period, the period
preceding history, is rather a product of history.

This reciprocal dependence is expressed in the constant necessity for
exchange, and in exchange value as the all-sided mediation. The economists
express this as follows: Each pursues his private interest and only his private
interest; and thereby serves the private interests of all, the general interest,
without willing or knowing it. The real point is not that each individual® pursuit
of his private interest promotes the totality of private interests, the general
interest. One could just as well deduce from this abstract phrase that each
individual reciprocally blocks the assertion of the othersa interests, so that,
instead of a general affirmation, this war of all against all produces a general
negation. The point is rather that private interest is itself already a socially
determined interest, which can be achieved only within the conditions laid
down by society and with the means provided by society; hence it is bound to
the reproduction of these conditions and means. It is the interest of private
persons; but its content, as well as the form and means of its realization, is
given by social conditions independent of all.

The reciprocal and all-sided dependence of individuals who are indifferent to
one another forms their social connection. This social bond is expressed in
exchange value, by means of which alone each individual® own activity or his
product becomes an activity and a product for him; he must produce a general
product "Qexchange value, or, the latter isolated for itself and individualized,
money. On the other side, the power which each individual exercises over the
activity of others or over social wealth exists in him as the owner of exchange
values, of money. The individual carries his social power, as well as his bond
with society, in his pocket. Activity, regardless of its individual manifestation,
and the product of activity, regardless of its particular make-up, are always
exchange value, and exchange value is a generality, in which all individuality
and peculiarity are negated and extinguished. This indeed is a condition very
different from that in which the individual or the individual member of a family
or clan (later, community) directly and naturally reproduces himself, or in which
his productive activity and his share in production are bound to a specific form
of labour and of product, which determine his relation to others in just that
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specific way.

The social character of activity, as well as the social form of the product, and
the share of individuals in production here appear as something alien and
objective, confronting the individuals, not as their relation to one another, but
as their subordination to relations which subsist independently of them and
which arise out of collisions between mutually indifferent individuals. The
general exchange of activities and products, which has become a vital condition
for each individual "Qheir mutual interconnection "Chere appears as something
alien to them, autonomous, as a thing. In exchange value, the social connection
between persons is transformed into a social relation between things; personal
capacity into objective wealth. The less social power the medium of exchange
possesses (and at this stage it is still closely bound to the nature of the direct
product of labour and the direct needs of the partners in exchange) the greater
must be the power of the community which binds the individuals together, the
patriarchal relation, the community of antiquity, feudalism and the guild system.
(See my Notebook XlI, 34 B.) [19] Each individual possesses social power in the
form of a thing. Rob the thing of this social power and you must give it to
persons to exercise over persons. Relations of personal dependence (entirely
spontaneous at the outset) are the first social forms, in which human productive
capacity develops only to a slight extent and at isolated points. Personal
independence founded on objective [sachlicher] dependence is the second
great form, in which a system of general social metabolism, of universal
relations, of all-round needs and universal capacities is formed for the first
time. Free individuality, based on the universal development of individuals and
on their subordination of their communal, social productivity as their social
wealth, is the third stage. The second stage creates the conditions for the third.
Patriarchal as well as ancient conditions (feudal, also) thus disintegrate with the
development of commerce, of luxury, of money, of exchange value, while
modern society arises and grows in the same measure.

Exchange and division of labour reciprocally condition one another. Since
everyone works for himself but his product is nothing for him, each must of
course exchange, not only in order to take part in the general productive
capacity but also in order to transform his own product into his own
subsistence. (See my "emarks on Economicsg p. V (13,20).) [20] Exchange,
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when mediated by exchange value and money, presupposes the all-round
dependence of the producers on one another, together with the total isolation of
their private interests from one another, as well as a division of social labour
whose unity and mutual complementarity exist in the form of a natural relation,
as it were, external to the individuals and independent of them. The pressure of
general demand and supply on one another mediates the connection of mutually
indifferent persons.

The very necessity of first transforming individual products or activities into
exchange value, into money, so that they obtain and demonstrate their social
power in this objective [sachlichen] form, proves two things: (1) That
individuals now produce only for society and in society; (2) that production is
not directly social, is not ‘the offspring of associationd which distributes labour
internally. Individuals are subsumed under social production; social production
exists outside them as their fate; but social production is not subsumed under
individuals, manageable by them as their common wealth. There can therefore
be nothing more erroneous and absurd than to postulate the control by the
united individuals of their total production, on the basis of exchange value, of
money, as was done above in the case of the time-chit bank. The private
exchange of all products of labour, all activities and all wealth stands in
antithesis not only to a distribution based on a natural or political super- and
subordination of individuals to one another (to which exchange proper only
runs parallel or, by and large, does not so much take a grip on the life of entire
communities as, rather, insert itself between different communities; it by no
means exercises general domination over all relations of production and
distribution) (regardless of the character of this super- and subordination:
patriarchal, ancient or feudal) but also to free exchange among individuals who
are associated on the basis of common appropriation and control of the means
of production. (The latter form of association is not arbitrary; it presupposes the
development of material and cultural conditions which are not to be examined
any further at this point.) Just as the division of labour creates agglomeration,
combination, cooperation, the antithesis of private interests, class interests,
competition, concentration of capital, monopoly, stock companies "Qso many
antithetical forms of the unity which itself brings the antithesis to the fore "(s0
does private exchange create world trade, private independence creates

B9 "Q



Karl Marx

complete dependence on the so-called world market, and the fragmented acts of
exchange create a banking and credit system whose books, at least keep a
record of the balance between debit and credit in private exchange. Although
the private interests within each nation divide it into as many nations as it has
"ull-grown individualsg and although the interests of exporters and of
importers are antithetical here, etc, etc., national trade does obtain the
semblance of existence in the form of the rate of exchange. Nobody will take
this as a ground for believing that a reform of the money market can abolish
the foundations of internal or external private trade. But within bourgeois
society, the society that rests on exchange value, there arise relations of
circulation as well as of production which are so many mines to explode it. (A
mass of antithetical forms of the social unity, whose antithetical character can
never be abolished through quiet metamorphosis. On the other hand, if we did
not find concealed in society as it is the material conditions of production and
the corresponding relations of exchange prerequisite for a classless society,
then all attempts to explode it would be quixotic.)

We have seen that, although exchange value is = to the relative labour time
materialized in products, money, for its part, is = to the exchange value of
commodities, separated from their substance; and that in this exchange value
or money relation are contained the contradictions between commodities and
their exchange value, between commodities as exchange values and money. We
saw that a bank which directly creates the mirror image of the commodity in
the form of labour-money is a utopia. Thus, although money owes its existence
only to the tendency of exchange value to separate itself from the substance of
commodities and to take on a pure form, nevertheless commodities cannot be
directly transformed into money; i.e. the authentic certificate of the amount of
labour time realized in the commodity cannot serve the commodity as its price
in the world of exchange values. How is this?

(In one of the forms of money "Qn so far as it is medium of exchange (not
measure of exchange value) "t is clear to the economists that the existence of
money presupposes the objectification [Versachlichung] of the social bond; in
so far, that is, as money appears in the form of collateral which one individual
must leave with another in order to obtain a commodity from him. Here the
economists themselves say that people place in a thing (money) the faith which
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they do not place in each other. But why do they have faith in the thing?
Obviously only because that thing is an objectified relation between persons;
because it is objectified exchange value, and exchange value is nothing more
than a mutual relation between peoplets productive activities. Every other
collateral may serve the holder directly in that function: money serves him only
as the "Qead pledge of societyd [21] but it serves as such only because of its
social (symbolic) property; and it can have a social property only because
individuals have alienated their own social relationship from themselves so that
it takes the form of a thing.)

In the lists of current prices, where all values are measured in money, it
seems as though this independence from persons of the social character of
things is, by the activity of commerce, on this basis of alienation where the
relations of production and distribution stand opposed to the individual, to all
individuals, at the same time subordinated to the individual again. Since, ( you
pleased the autonomization of the world market (in which the activity of each
individual is included), increases with the development of monetary relations
(exchange value) and vice versa, since the general bond and all-round
interdependence in production and consumption increase together with the
independence and indifference of the consumers and producers to one another;
since this contradiction leads to crises, etc., hence, together with the
development of this alienation, and on the same basis, efforts are made to
overcome it: institutions emerge whereby each individual can acquire
information about the activity of all others and attempt to adjust his own
accordingly, e.g. lists of current prices, rates of exchange, interconnections
between those active in commerce through the mails, telegraphs etc. (the
means of communication of course grow at the same time). (This means that,
although the total supply and demand are independent of the actions of each
individual, everyone attempts to inform himself about them, and this knowledge
then reacts back in practice on the total supply and demand. Although on the
given standpoint, alienation is not overcome by these means, nevertheless
relations and connections are introduced thereby which include the possibility
of suspending the old standpoint.) (The possibility of general statistics, etc.)
(This is to be developed, incidentally, under the categories ®rices, Demand
and Supplyd To be further noted here only that a comprehensive view over the
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whole of commerce and production in so far as lists of current prices in fact
provide it, furnishes indeed the best proof of the way in which their own
exchange and their own production confront individuals as an objective
relation which is independent of them. In the case of the world market, the
connection of the individual with all, but at the same time also the
independence of this connection from the individual, have developed to
such a high level that the formation of the world market already at the same
time contains the conditions for going beyond it.) Comparison in place of real
communality and generality.

(It has been said and may be said that this is precisely the beauty and the
greatness of it: this spontaneous interconnection, this material and mental
metabolism which is independent of the knowing and willing of individuals, and
which presupposes their reciprocal independence and indifference. And,
certainly, this objective connection is preferable to the lack of any connection,
or to a merely local connection resting on blood ties, or on primeval, natural or
master-servant relations. Equally certain is it that individuals cannot gain
mastery over their own social interconnections before they have created them.
But it is an insipid notion to conceive of this merely objective bond as a
spontaneous, natural attribute inherent in individuals and inseparable from
their nature (in antithesis to their conscious knowing and willing). This bond is
their product. It is a historic product. It belongs to a specific phase of their
development. The alien and independent character in which it presently exists
vis-a-vis individuals proves only that the latter are still engaged in the creation
of the conditions of their social life, and that they have not yet begun, on the
basis of these conditions, to live it. It is the bond natural to individuals within
specific and limited relations of production. Universally developed individuals,
whose social relations, as their own communal [gemeinschaftlich] relations,
are hence also subordinated to their own communal control, are no product of
nature, but of history. The degree and the universality of the development of
wealth where this individuality becomes possible supposes production on the
basis of exchange values as a prior condition, whose universality produces not
only the alienation of the individual from himself and from others, but also the
universality and the comprehensiveness of his relations and capacities. In
earlier stages of development the single individual seems to be developed more
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fully, because he has not yet worked out his relationships in their fullness, or
erected them as independent social powers and relations opposite himself. It is
as ridiculous to yearn for areturn to that original fullness [22] as it is to believe
that with this complete emptiness history has come to a standstill. The
bourgeois viewpoint has never advanced beyond this antithesis between itself
and this romantic viewpoint, and therefore the latter will accompany it as
legitimate antithesis up to its blessed end.)

(The relation of the individual to science may be taken as an example here.)

(To compare money with blood "@he term circulation gave occasion for this ™
is about as correct as Menenius Agrippal comparison between the patricians
and the stomach.) [23] (To compare money with language is not less erroneous.
Language does not transform ideas, so that the peculiarity of ideas is dissolved
and their social character runs alongside them as a separate entity, like prices
alongside commodities. Ideas do not exist separately from language. ldeas
which have first to be translated out of their mother tongue into a foreign
language in order to circulate, in order to become exchangeable, offer a
somewhat better analogy; but the analogy then lies not in language, but in the
foreignness of language.)

(The exchangeability of all products, activities and relations with a third,
objective entity which can be re-exchanged for everything without
distinction "Qthat is, the development of exchange values (and of money
relations) is identical with universal venality, corruption. Universal prostitution
appears as a necessary phase in the development of the social character of
personal talents, capacities, abilities, activities. More politely expressed: the
universal relation of utility and use. The equation of the incompatible, as
Shakespeare nicely defined money. [24] Greed as such impossible without
money; all other kinds of accumulation and of mania for accumulation appear as
primitive, restricted by needs on the one hand and by the restricted nature of
products on the other (sacra auri fames [25]).)

(The development of the money system obviously presupposes other, prior
developments.)

When we look at social relations which create an undeveloped system of
exchange, of exchange values and of money, or which correspond to an
undeveloped degree of these, then it is clear from the outset that the individuals
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in such a society, although their relations appear to be more personal, enter into
connection with one another only as individuals imprisoned within a certain
definition, as feudal lord and vassal, landlord and serf, etc., or as members of a
caste etc. or as members of an estate etc. In the money relation, in the
developed system of exchange (and this semblance seduces the democrats), the
ties of personal dependence, of distinctions of blood, education, etc, are in fact
exploded, ripped up (at least, personal ties all appear as personal relations);
and individuals seem independent (this is an independence which is at bottom
merely an illusion and it is more correctly called indifference), free to collide
with one another and to engage in exchange within this freedom; but they
appear thus only for someone who abstracts from the conditions, the
conditions of existence within which these individuals enter into contact (and
these conditions, in turn, are independent of the individuals and, although
created by society, appear as if they were natural conditions, not controllable
by individuals). The definedness of individuals, which in the former case
appears as a personal restriction of the individual by another, appears in the
latter case as developed into an objective restriction of the individual by
relations independent of him and sufficient unto themselves. (Since the single
individual cannot strip away his personal definition, but may very well
overcome and master external relations, his freedom seems to be greater in
case 2. A closer examination of these external relations, these conditions,
shows, however, that it is impossible for the individuals of a class etc. to
overcome them en masse without destroying them. A particular individual may
by chance get on top of these relations, but the mass of those under their rule
cannot, since their mere existence expresses subordination, the necessary
subordination of the mass of individuals.) These external relations are very far
from being an abolition of “€elations of dependenced they are rather the
dissolution of these relations into a general form; they are merely the
elaboration and emergence of the general foundation of the relations of
personal dependence. Here also individuals come into connection with one
another only in determined ways. These objective dependency relations also
appear, in antithesis to those of personal dependence (the objective
dependency relation is nothing more than social relations which have become
independent and now enter into opposition to the seemingly independent
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individuals; i.e. the reciprocal relations of production separated from and
autonomous of individuals) in such a way that individuals are now ruled by
abstractions, whereas earlier they depended on one another. The abstraction,
or idea, however, is nothing more than the theoretical expression of those
material relations which are their lord and master. Relations can be expressed,
of course, only in ideas, and thus philosophers have determined the reign of
ideas to be the peculiarity of the new age, and have identified the creation of
free individuality with the overthrow of this reign. This error was all the more
easily committed, from the ideological stand-point, as this reign exercised by
the relations (this objective dependency, which, incidentally, turns into certain
definite relations of personal dependency, but stripped of all illusions) appears
within the consciousness of individuals as the reign of ideas, and because the
belief in the permanence of these ideas, i.e. of these objective relations of
dependency, is of course consolidated, nourished and inculcated by the ruling
classes by all means available.

(As regards the illusion of the "Qurely personal relationsdin feudal times,
etc., it is of course not to be forgotten for a moment (1) that these relations, in a
certain phase, also took on an objective character within their own sphere, as
for example the development of landed proprietorship out of purely military
relations of subordination; but (2) the objective relation on which they founder
has still a limited, primitive character and therefore seems personal, while, in
the modern world, personal relations flow purely out of relations of production
and exchange.)

The product becomes a commodity. The commodity becomes exchange
value. The exchange value of the commodity acquires an existence of its own
alongside the commodity; i.e. the commodity in the form in which (1) it is
exchangeable with all other commodities, (2) it has hence become a commodity
in general, and its natural specificity is extinguished, and (3) the measure of its
exchangeability (i.e. the given relation within which it is equivalent to other
commodities) has been determined "Qthis commodity is the commodity as
money, and, to be precise, not as money in general, but as a certain definite
sum of money, for, in order to represent exchange value in all its variety,
money has to be countable, quantitatively divisible.

Money "@he common form into which all commodities as exchange values
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are transformed, i.e. the universal commodity "Qmust itself exist as a particular
commodity alongside the others, since what is required is not only that they can
be measured against it in the head, but that they can be changed and
exchanged for it in the actual exchange process. The contradiction which
thereby enters, to be developed elsewhere. Money does not arise by convention,
any more than the state does. It arises out of exchange, and arises naturally out
of exchange; it is a product of the same. At the beginning, that commodity will
serve as money "Qi.e. it will be exchanged not for the purpose of satisfying a
need, not for consumption, but in order to be re-exchanged for other
commodities "Qwhich is most frequently exchanged and circulated as an object
of consumption, and which is therefore most certain to be exchangeable again
for other commodities, i.e. which represents within the given social
organization wealth W - 0 Aca’le 9, [26] which is the object of the most general
demand and supply, and which possesses a particular use value. Thus salt,
hides, cattle, slaves. In practice such a commodity corresponds more closely to
itself as exchange value than do other commaodities (a pity that the difference
between denrée and marchandise cannot be neatly reproduced in German). It
is the particular usefulness of the commodity whether as a particular object of
consumption (hides), or as a direct instrument of production (slaves), which
stamps it as money in these cases. In the course of further development
precisely the opposite will occur, i.e. that commodity which has the least utility
as an object of consumption or instrument of production will best serve the
needs of exchange as such. In the former case, the commodity becomes
money because of its particular use value; in the latter case it acquires its
particular use value from its serviceability as money. The precious metals last,
they do not alter, they can be divided and then combined together again, they
can be transported relatively easily owing to the compression of great exchange
value in little space "Qfor all these reasons they are especially suitable in the
latter stage. At the same time, they form the natural transition from the first
form of money. At somewhat higher levels of production and exchange, the
instrument of production takes precedence over products; and the metals
(prior to that, stones) are the first and most indispensable instruments of
production. Both are still combined in the case of copper, which played so large
arole as money in antiquity; here is the particular use value as an instrument of
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production together with other attributes which do not flow out of the use value
of the commodity but correspond to its function as exchange value (including
medium of exchange). The precious metals then split off from the remainder by
virtue of being inoxidizable, of standard quality etc., and they correspond
better, then, to the higher stage, in that their direct utility for consumption and
production recedes while, because of their rarity, they better represent value
purely based on exchange. From the outset they represent superfluity, the form
in which wealth originates. Also, metals preferably exchanged for metals rather
than for other commodities.

The first form of money corresponds to a low stage of exchange and of
barter, in which money still appears more in its quality of measure rather than
as a real instrument of exchange. At this stage, the measure can still be
purely imaginary (although the bar in use among Negroes includes iron) (sea
shells etc., however, correspond more to the series of which gold and silver
form the culmination).

From the fact that the commodity develops into general exchange value, it
follows that exchange value becomes a specific commodity: it can do so only
because a specific commodity obtains the privilege of representing,
symbolizing, the exchange value of all other commodities, i.e. of becoming
money. It arises from the essence of exchange value itself that a specific
commodity appears as the money-subject, despite the monetary properties
possessed by every commodity. In the course of development, the exchange
value of money can again exist separately from its matter, its substance, as in
the case of paper money, without therefore giving up the privilege of this
specific commodity, because the separated form of existence of exchange value
must necessarily continue to take its denomination from the specific commodity.

It is because the commodity is exchange value that it is exchangeable for
money, is posited = to money. The proportion of its equivalence with money, i.e.
the specificity of its exchange value, is presupposed before its transposition
into money. The proportion in which a particular commodity is exchanged for
money, i.e. the quantity of money into which a given quantity of a commaodity is
transposable, is determined by the amount of labour time objectified in the
commodity. The commodity is an exchange value because it is the realization of
a specific amount of labour time; money not only measures the amount of
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labour time which the commodity represents, but also contains its general,
conceptually adequate, exchangeable form. Money is the physical medium into
which exchange values are dipped, and in which they obtain the form
corresponding to their general character. Adam Smith says that labour (labour
time) is the original money with which all commodities are purchased. [27] As
regards the act of production, this always remains true (as well as in the
determination of relative values). In production, every commodity is
continuously exchanged for labour time. The necessity of a money other than
labour time arises precisely because the quantity of labour time must not be
expressed in its immediate, particular product, but in a mediated, general
product; in its particular product, as a product equal to and convertible into all
other products of an equal labour time; of the labour time not in a particular
commodity, but in all commodities at once, and hence in a particular commodity
which represents all the others. Labour time cannot directly be money (a
demand which is the same, in other words, as demanding that every commodity
should simply be its own money), precisely because in fact labour time always
exists only in the form of particular commodities (as an object): being a general
object, it can exist only symbolically, and hence only as a particular commodity
which plays the role of money. Labour time does not exist in the form of a
general object of exchange which is independent of and separate (in isolation)
from the particular natural characteristics of commodities. But it would have to
exist in that form if it were directly to fulfil the demands placed on money. The
objectification of the general, social character of labour (and hence of the
labour time contained in exchange value) is precisely what makes the product
of labour time into exchange value; this is what gives the commodity the
attributes of money, which however, in turn imply the existence of an
independent and external money-subject.

A particular expenditure of labour time becomes objectified in a definite
particular commodity with particular properties and a particular relationship to
needs; but, in the form of exchange value, labour time is required to become
objectified in a commodity which expresses no more than its quota or quantity,
which is indifferent to its own natural properties, and which can therefore be
metamorphosed into "Qi.e. exchanged for "Qevery other commodity which
objectifies the same labour time. The object should have this character of
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generality, which contradicts its natural particularity. This contradiction can be
overcome only by objectifying it: i.e. by positing the commodity in a double
form, first in its natural, immediate form, then in its mediated form, as money.
The latter is possible only because a particular commodity becomes, as it were,
the general substance of exchange values, or because the exchange values of
commodities become identified with a particular commodity different from all
others. That is, because the commodity first has to be exchanged for this
general commodity, this symbolic general product or general objectification of
labour time, before it can function as exchange value and be exchanged for,
metamorphosed into, any other commodities at will and regardless of their
material properties. Money is labour time in the form of a general object, or the
objectification of general labour time, labour time as a general commodity.
Thus, it may seem a very simple matter that labour time should be able to serve
directly as money (i.e. be able to furnish the element in which exchange values
are realized as such), because it regulates exchange values and indeed is not
only the inherent measure of exchange values but their substance as well (for,
as exchange values, commodities have no other substance, no natural
attributes). However, this appearance of simplicity is deceptive. The truth is
that the exchange-value relation "Qof commodities as mutually equal and
equivalent objectifications of labour time "omprises contradictions which find
their objective expression in a money which is distinct from labour time.

In Adam Smith this contradiction still appears as a set of parallels. Along
with the particular product of labour (labour time as a particular object), the
worker also has to produce a quantity of the general commodity (of labour time
as general object). The two determinants of exchange value appear to Smith as
existing externally, alongside one another. The interior of the commodity as a
whole does not yet appear as having been seized and penetrated by
contradiction. This corresponds to the stage of production which Smith found in
existence at that time, in which the worker still directly owned a portion of his
subsistence in the form of the product; where neither his entire activity nor his
entire product had become dependent on exchange; i.e. where subsistence
agriculture (or something similar, as Steuart calls it) [28] still predominated to a
great extent, together with patriarchal industry (hand weaving, domestic
spinning, linked closely with agriculture). Still it was only the excess which was
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exchanged within a large area of the nation. Exchange value and determination
by labour time not yet fully developed on a national scale.

(Incidental remark: It is less true of gold and silver than of any other
commodities that their consumption can grow only in inverse proportion to
their costs of production. Their consumption grows, rather, in proportion with
the growth of general wealth, since their use specifically represents wealth,
excess, luxury, because they themselves represent wealth in general. Apart
from their use as money, silver and gold are consumed more in proportion as
wealth in general increases. When, therefore, their supply suddenly increases,
even if their costs of production or their value does not proportionately
decrease, they find a rapidly expanding market which retards their
depreciation. A number of problems which appear inexplicable to the
economists "Qwho generally make consumption of gold and silver dependent
solely on the decrease in their costs of production "(dn regard to the California-
Australia case, [29] where they go around in circles, are thereby clarified. This
is precisely linked with their property as money, as representation of wealth.)

(The contrast between gold and silver, as eternal commodities, and the
others, which are not, is to be found in Petty, [30] but is already present in
Xenophon, On Revenues, in reference to marble and silver. 80 792 h &
Wu mg. o A OB B Z&,  oBAAM™ WAL AYWEBXD, T & WA A fdu 74
Amx g71€v . GHE® &d & | Xo” Aou O OEH 209", etc. (namely marble) AA-x
AW A e A™ 9 ot G aQ'HIM™ W i, O'E-9 &t ha ;o u: uAAE
CdEx E A Axoo ARR.9 [31] (Important to note that exchange between
different tribes or peoples "Qand this, not private exchange, is its first form ¢
begins when an uncivilized tribe sells (or is cheated out of) an excess product
which is not the product of its labour, but the natural product of the ground and
of the area which it occupies.)

(Develop the ordinary economic contradictions arising from the fact that
money has to be symbolized in a particular commodity, and then develop those
that arise from this commodity itself (gold, etc.) This No. Il. [32] Then
determine the relation between the quantity of gold and silver and commodity
prices, and whether the exchange takes place in reality or only in the mind,
since all commodities have to be exchanged for money in order to be
determined as prices. This No. Il1l. [33] It is clear that, merely measured in
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gold or silver, the quantity of these metals has no influence on the prices of
commodities; the difficulty enters with actual exchange, where the metals
actually serve as instruments of exchange; the relations of demand and supply
etc. But it is obviously as a measure that its value as an instrument of
circulation is affected.)

Labour time itself exists as such only subjectively, only in the form of activity.
In so far as it is exchangeable (itself a commodity) as such, it is defined and
differentiated not only quantitatively but also qualitatively, and is by no means
general, self-equivalent labour time; rather, labour time as subject corresponds
as little to the general labour time which determines exchange values as the
particular commodities and products correspond to it as object.

A. Smithés thesis, that the worker has to produce a general commodity
alongside his particular commodity, in other words that he has to give a part of
his products the form of money, more generally that he has to convert into
money all that part of his commodity which is to serve not as use value for
himself but as exchange value "this statement means, subjectively expressed,
nothing more than that the worker& particular labour time cannot be directly
exchanged for every other particular labour time, but rather that this, its
general exchangeability, has first to be mediated, that it has first to take on an
objective form, a form different from itself, in order to attain this general
exchangeability.

The labour of the individual looked at in the act of production itself, is the
money with which he directly buys the product, the object of his particular
activity; but it is a particular money, which buys precisely only this specific
product. In order to be general money directly, it would have to be not a
particular, but general labour from the outset; i.e. it would have to be posited
from the outset as a link in general production. But on this presupposition it
would not be exchange which gave labour its general character; but rather its
presupposed communal character would determine the distribution of products.
The communal character of production would make the product into a
communal, general product from the outset. The exchange which originally
takes place in production "Qvhich would not be an exchange of exchange values
but of activities, determined by communal needs and communal purposes ™
would from the outset include the participation of the individual in the
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communal world of products. On the basis of exchange values, labour is
posited as general only through exchange. But on this foundation it would be
posited as such before exchange; i.e. the exchange of products would in no way
be the medium by which the participation of the individual in general
production is mediated. Mediation must, of course, take place. In the first case,
which proceeds from the independent production of individuals "ho matter how
much these independent productions determine and modify each other post
festum through their interrelations "Qmediation takes place through the
exchange of commodities, through exchange value and through money; all these
are expressions of one and the same relation. In the second case, the
presupposition is itself mediated; i.e. a communal production, communality,
is presupposed as the basis of production. The labour of the individual is posited
from the outset as social labour. Thus, whatever the particular material form of
the product he creates or helps to create, what he has bought with his labour is
not a specific and particular product, but rather a specific share of the
communal production. He therefore has no particular product to exchange. His
product is not an exchange value. The product does not first have to be
transposed into a particular form in order to attain a general character for the
individual. Instead of a division of labour, such as is necessarily created with the
exchange of exchange values, there would take place an organization of labour
whose consequence would be the participation of the individual in communal
consumption. In the first case the social character of production is posited only
post festum with the elevation of products to exchange values and the
exchange of these exchange values. In the second case the social character of
production is presupposed, and participation in the world of products, in
consumption, is not mediated by the exchange of mutually independent labours
or products of labour. It is mediated, rather, by the social conditions of
production within which the individual is active. Those who want to make the
labour of the individual directly into money (i.e. his product as well), into
realized exchange value, want therefore to determine that labour directly as
general labour, i.e. to negate precisely the conditions under which it must be
made into money and exchange values, and under which it depends on private
exchange. This demand can be satisfied only under conditions where it can no
longer be raised. Labour on the basis of exchange values presupposes,
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precisely, that neither the labour of the individual nor his product are directly
general; that the product attains this form only by passing through an
objective mediation by means of a form of money distinct from itself.

On the basis of communal production, the determination of time remains, of
course, essential. The less time the society requires to produce wheat, cattle
etc., the more time it wins for other production, material or mental. Just as in
the case of an individual, the multiplicity of its development, its enjoyment and
its activity depends on economization of time. Economy of time, to this all
economy ultimately reduces itself. Society likewise has to distribute itstime in a
purposeful way, in order to achieve a production adequate to its overall needs;
just as the individual has to distribute his time correctly in order to achieve
knowledge in proper proportions or in order to satisfy the various demands on
his activity. Thus, economy of time, along with the planned distribution of labour
time among the various branches of production, remains the first economic law
on the basis of communal production. It becomes law, there, to an even higher
degree. However, this is essentially different from a measurement of exchange
values (labour or products) by labour time. The labour of individuals in the
same branch of work, and the various kinds of work, are different from one
another not only quantitatively but also qualitatively. What does a solely
quantitative difference between things presuppose? The identity of their
qualities. Hence, the quantitative measure of labours presupposes the
equivalence, the identity of their quality.

(Strabo, Book XI. On the Albanians of the Caucasus: '@ Méf o " 'Yox Y mx
WAmMd gmx hxu 'HY 99m”_: 9ah & W AQW ;t xUHYA o Ad & 09 AU X L&
(9, 6 Whux, oAt o IAA MAY A AW -, T 8 H AT &
t oc§” ; xado-ux.alt says there further: 'Q:mx o« h mEAAW A & Yo - Ao A
fWxe g wpauy Ao.§[34]

Money appears as measure (in Homer, e.g. oxen) earlier than as medium
of exchange, because in barter each commodity is still its own medium of
exchange. But it cannot be its own measure or its own standard of comparison.

(2) [35] This much proceeds from what has been developed so far: A
particular product (commodity) (material) must become the subject of money,
which exists as the attribute of every exchange value. The subject in which this
symbol is represented is not a matter of indifference, since the demands placed
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on the representing subject are contained in the conditions "Qconceptual
determinations, characteristic relations "Qof that which is to be represented.
The study of the precious metals as subjects of the money relations, as
incarnations of the latter, is therefore by no means a matter lying outside the
realm of political economy, as Proudhon believes, any more than the physical
composition of paint, and of marble, lie outside the realm of painting and
sculpture. The attributes possessed by the commodity as exchange value,
attributes for which its natural qualities are not adequate, express the demands
made upon those commodities which W -0 Aca’le o [36] are the material of
money. These demands, at the level to which we have up to now confined
ourselves, are most completely satisfied by the precious metals. Metals as such
[enjoy] preference over other commodities as instruments of production, and
among the metals the one which is first found in its physical fullness and purity
"Qgold; then copper, then silver and iron. The precious metals take preference
over othersin realizing metal, as Hegel would say. [37]

The precious metals uniform in their physical qualities, so that equal
quantities of them should be so far identical as to present no ground for
preferring this one to the others. Not the case, for example, with equal numbers
of cattle and equal quantities of grain.

(a) Gold and silver in relation to the other metals

The other metals oxidize when exposed to air; the precious metals (mercury,
silver, gold, platinum) are unaffected by the air.

Aurum (Au). Specific gravity = 19.5; melting point: 1,200° C, "Glittering
gold is the most magnificent of all metals, and was therefore referred to in
antiquity as the sun or the king of metals. Widely distributed, never in great
guantities, and is hence also more precious than the other metals. Found
generally in pure metallic state, partly in larger pieces, partly in the form of
smaller granules fused with other minerals. As the latter decompose, there
arises gold-bearing sand, carried by many rivers, from which gold, owing to its
greater specific gravity, can be washed out. Enormous malleability of gold; one
grain can be drawn to make a 500-foot long wire, and can be hammered into
leaves barely 1/200,000 of an inch thick. Gold resists all acids, only chlorine in a
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free state dissolves it (aqua regia, a mixture of nitric and hydrochloric acids).
To gild.a

Argentum (Ag). Specific gravity = 10. Melting point = 1,000° C. Bright
appearance; the friendliest of metals, very white and malleable; can be
beautifully worked up and drawn in very thin wires. Silver found as unalloyed
solid; frequently also combined with lead in silvery lead ores.

So much for chemical properties of gold and silver. (Divisibility and
fusibility, uniformity of pure gold and silver etc. well known.)

Mineralogical:

Gold. It is surely noteworthy that the more precious the metals are, the
more isolated is their occurrence; they are found separately from the more
commonly prevalent bodies, they are higher natures far from the common herd.
Thus we find gold, as a rule, in unalloyed metallic state, as a crystal in various
die-shaped forms, or in the greatest variety of shapes; irregular pieces and
nuggets, sand and dust, in which form it is found fused into many kinds of
stone, e.g. granite: and it finds its way into the sand of rivers and the gravel of
floodlands as a result of the disintegration of this stone. Since the specific
gravity of gold in this state goes up to 19.4, even the tiniest pieces can be
extracted by stirring gold-bearing sand in water. The heavier, metallic elements
settle first and can thus, as the saying goes, be washed out. Most frequently
found in the company of gold is silver, and one encounters natural combinations
of both metals, containing from 0.16 to 38.7 per cent silver; which naturally
entails differences in colour and weight.

Silver. With the great variety of its minerals, appears as one of the more
prevalent metals, both as unalloyed metal and combined with other metals or
with arsenic and sulphur. (Silver chloride, silver bromide, carbonic silver oxide,
bismuth-silver ore, Sternbergite, polybasite, etc.)

The chief chemical properties are: all precious metals: do not oxidize on
contact with air; of gold (and platinum): are not dissolved by acids, except in
chlorine. Do not oxidize, thus remain pure, free of rust; they present themselves
as that which they are. Resistance to oxygen "Qimperishability (so highly
lauded by the gold and silver fanatics of antiquity).

Physical properties: Specific gravity, i.e. a great deal of weight in a small
space, especially important for means of circulation. Gold 19.5, silver 10.
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Brilliance. Gleam of gold, whiteness of silver, magnificence, malleability;
hence so serviceable for jewellery, ornamentation, and for the addition of
splendour to other objects. The white shade of silver (which reflects all light
rays in their original composition); red-yellow of gold (which absorbs all colours
of a mixed beam and reflects back only the red). Difficult to melt.

Geological properties: Found (gold especially) as an unalloyed solid,
separate from other bodies; isolated, individualized. Individual presentation,
independent of the elemental.

About the two other precious metals: (1) Platinum lacks the colour: grey on
grey (soot of metals); too rare; unknown in antiquity; discovered only after the
discovery of America; also discovered in the Urals in the nineteenth century;
soluble only in chlorine; always solid; specific gravity = 21; the strongest fire
does not melt it; more of scientific value. (2) Mercury: found in liquid form;
evaporates; vapours poisonous; can be combined with other liquids (amalgams).
(Specific gravity = 13.5, boiling point = 360° C.) Thus neither platinum, nor
much less mercury, are suitable as money.

One of the geological properties is common to all the precious metals:
rarity. Rarity (apart from supply and demand) is an element of value only in so
far as its opposite, the non-rare as such, the negation of rarity, the elemental,
has no value because it does not appear as the result of production. In the
original definition of value, that which is most independent of conscious,
voluntary production is the most valuable, assuming the existence of demand.
Common pebbles have no value, relatively speaking, because they are to be had
without production (even if the latter consists only of searching). For
something to become an object of exchange, to have exchange value, it must
not be available to everyone without the mediation of exchange; it must not
appear in such an elemental form as to be common property. To this extent,
rarity is an element of exchange value and hence this property of the precious
metal is of importance, even apart from its further relation to supply and
demand.

When we look at the advantages of the metals as such as instruments of
production, then gold has to its credit that it is at bottom the first metal to be
discovered as metal. For a double reason. First, because more than the
others, it presents itself in nature as the most metallic, the most distinct and
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distinguishable metal; second, because in its preparation nature has done the
work otherwise left to artifice, and for its first discovery only rough labour is
necessary, but neither science nor developed instruments of production.

"Qertain it is that gold must take its place as the earliest metal known,
and in the first record of mands progress it is indicated as a standard of mands
positiond(because in the form of excess, the first form in which wealth appears.
The first form of value is use value, the everyday quality that expresses the
relation of the individual to nature; the second, exchange value ALONGSIDE
use value, its command over other peopleds use values, its social connectedness:
exchange value is itself originally a value for use on Sundays only, going beyond
immediate physical necessity.)

Very early discovery of gold by man: &old differs remarkably from the
other metals, with a very few exceptions, in the fact that it is found in nature in
its metallic state. Iron and coppetr, tin, lead and silver are ordinarily discovered
in chemical combinations with oxygen, sulphur, arsenic, or carbon; and the few
exceptional occurrences of these metals in an uncombined, or, as it was
formerly called, virgin state, are to be cited rather as mineralogical curiosities
than as common productions. Gold is, however, always found native or metallic

Therefore, as a metallic mass, curious by its yellow colour, it would attract
the eye of the most uneducated man, whereas the other substances likely to lie
in his path would offer no features of attraction to his scarcely awakened
powers of observation. Again gold, from the circumstance of its having been
formed in those rocks which are most exposed to atmospheric action, is found
in the débris of the mountains. By the disintegrating influences of the
atmosphere, of changes of temperature, of the action of water, and particularly
by the effects of ice, fragments of rock are continually broken off. These are
borne by floods into the valleys and rolled into pebbles by the constant action of
flowing water. Amongst these, pebbles, or particles, of gold are discovered. The
summer heats, by drying up the waters, rendered those beds which had formed
river channels and the courses of winter torrents paths for the journeys of
migratory man; and here we can imagine the early discovery of gold.a

"Gold most frequently occurs pure, or, at all events, so nearly so that its
metallic nature can be at once recognized, in rivers as well as in quartz veins.a

Whe specific gravity of quartz, and of most other heavy compact rocks is
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about 2 1/2, whilst the specific gravity of gold is 18 or 19. Gold, therefore, is
somewhere about seven times as heavy as any rock or stone with which it is
likely to be associated. A current of water accordingly having sufficient strength
to bear along sand or pebbles of quartz or any other rock, might not be able to
move the fragments of gold associated with them. Moving water, therefore, has
done for the auriferous rocks formerly, just what the miner would do now, break
it, namely, up, into fragments, sweep away the lighter particles, and leave the
gold behind it. Rivers are, indeed, great natural cradles, sweeping off all the
lighter and finer particles at once, the heavier ones either sticking against
natural impediments, or being left whenever the current slackens its force or
velocity.d(See Gold (Lectures on). London, 1852.) (pp. 12 and 13.) [38]

"t all probability, from tradition and early history, the discovery of gold in
the sand and gravel of streams would appear to have been the first step
in the recognition of metals, and in almost all, perhaps in all, the countries of
Europe, Africa and Asia, greater or smaller quantities of gold have from very
early times been washed by simple contrivances from auriferous deposits.
Occasionally, the success of gold-streams has been great enough to produce a
pulse of excitement which has vibrated for a while through a district, but has
been hushed down again. In 760 the poor people turned out in numbers to wash
gold from the river sands south of Prague, and three men were able in the day
to extract a mark (1/2 Ib.) of gold; and so great was the consequent rush to the
odiggingsa that in the next year the country was visited by famine. We read of a
recurrence of similar events several times within the next few centuries,
although here, as elsewhere, the general attraction to surface-spread riches has
subsided into regular and systematic mining.d

"Dwo classes of deposits in which gold is found, the lodes or veins, which
intersect the solid rock in a direction more or less perpendicular to the horizon;
and the drift beds or '©@reamsg in which the gold mingled with gravel, sand,
or clay, has been deposited by the mechanical action of water, upon the surface
of those rocks, which are penetrated to unknown depths by the lodes. To the
former class belongs more specially the art of mining; to the latter the simple
operations of digging. Gold mining, properly so called, is, like other mining, an
art requiring the employment of capital, and of a skill only to be acquired by
years of experience. There is no art practised by civilized men which requires
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for its full development the application of so many sciences and collateral arts.
But although so essential to the miner, scarcely any of these are necessary to
the gold-washer or streamer, who must trust chiefly to the strength of his arm,
or the buoyancy of his health. The apparatus which he employs must
necessarily be simple, so as to be conveyed from place to place, to be easily
repaired if injured, and not to require any of those niceties of manipulation
which would cause him to lose time in the acquiring of small quantities.d

Difference between the drift-deposits of gold, best exemplified at the present
day in Siberia, California and Australia; and the fine sands annually brought
down by rivers, some of which are also found to contain gold in workable
guantities. The latter are of course found literally at the surface, the former
may be met with under a cover of from 1 to 70 feet in thickness, consisting of
soil, peat, sand, gravel, etc. The modes of working the two must be identical in
principle. For the stream-worker nature has pulled down the highest, proudest
and richest parts of the lodes, and so triturated and washed up the materials,
that the streamer has the heaviest part of the work already done for him: whilst
the miner, who attacks the poorer, but more lasting, deep-going lodes, must aid
himself with all the resources of the nicest art.

Gold has justly been considered the noblest of metals from various physical
and chemical properties. It is unchangeable in air and does not rust. (Its
unchangeability consists precisely in its resistance against the oxygen in the
atmosphere.) Of a bright reddish yellow colour when in a coherent state, and
very dense. Highly malleable. Requires a strong heat to melt it. Specific gravity.

Thus three modes of its production: (1) In the river sand. Simple finding on
the surface. Washing. (2) In river beds and floodlands. Digging. (3) Mining.
Its production requires, hence, no development of the productive forces. Nature
does most of the work in that regard.

(The roots of the words for gold, silver etc. (see Grimm); [39] here we find a
number of general concepts of brilliance, soon to be transferred to the words,
proximate to colour. Silver white; gold yellow; brass and gold, brass and iron
exchange names. Among the Germans bronze in use before iron. Direct affinity
between aes (bronze) and aurum (gold).)

Copper (brass, bronze: tin and copper) and gold in use before silver and
iron.
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"Gold in use long before silver, because it is found pure or only lightly
admixed with silver; obtained by simple washing. Silver is found in general in
veins threaded through the hardest rocks in primitive terrain: its extraction
requires complicated labour and machines. In southern America, veins of gold
are not exploited, only gold in the form of dust and nuggets in alluvial terrain.
In Herodotusds time, similarly. The most ancient monuments of Greece, Asia,
Northern Europe and the New World prove that the use of gold for utensils and
for ornamentation is possible in a semi-barbarian condition; while the use of
silver for the same purposes by itself already denotes a fairly advanced state of
society. See Dureau de la Malle, Notebook. (2.) [40]

Copper as main instrument of war and peace (ibid. 2) (as money in lItaly
ibid.).

(b) Fluctuationsin the value-relation between the different metals

If the use of metals as the substance of money, as well as their comparative
uses, their earlier or later appearance, are to be examined at all, then it is
necessary to look also at the fluctuations in their relative value. (Letronne,
Bdckh, Jacob.) [41] (That part of the question which is linked to the question of
the mass of circulating metals as such, and its relation to prices, is to be looked
at later, as a historical appendix to the chapter on the relation between money
and prices.)

The successive fluctuations between gold, silver and copper in various
epochs had to depend first of all on the nature of the sites where they are
found, and on their greater or lesser purity. Then, on political changes, such as
the invasion of Asia and of a part of Africa by the Persians and the
Macedonians; later the conquest of parts of three continents by the Romans
(orbis Romanus, etc.). Dependent, therefore, on their relative purity and their
location.

The value relation between the different metals can be determined without
recourse to prices "Qby means of the simple quantitative ratio in which one
exchanges for the other. We can employ this form, in general, when we are
comparing only a few commodities which have the same measure; e.g. so many
quarters of rye, barley, oats for so many quarters of wheat. This method
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employed in barter, where little of anything is exchanged and where even fewer
commodities enter the traffic, and where, hence, no money is required.

Among an Arab people neighbouring on Sabaea, according to Strabo, pure
gold was so abundant that 10 Ib. of it were given for 1 |b. of iron, and 2 |b. were
given for 1 Ib. silver. A wealth of gold in the Bactrian region (Bactara, etc., in
short, Turkestan) and in the part of Asia situated between the Paropamisus
(Hindu-kush) and the Imaus (Mustagh Mountains), i.e. in the Desertum
arenosum auro abondans [42] (Desert of Cobi): according to Dureau de la
Malle it is probable, therefore, that from the fifteenth to the sixth century B.C.
the ratio of gold to silver was 6:1 or 8:1, the same which existed in China and
Japan until the beginning of the nineteenth century; Herodotus puts it at 13:1
for Persia under Darius Hystaspes. According to the code of Manou, written
between 1300 and 600 B.C., gold to silver = 2 1/2:1. Silver mines must nearly
always be established in primitive terrain; that is where the deposits lie, and
only lesser veins are found in easier ground. Instead of in alluvial sand and
gravel, silver is ordinarily embedded in the most compact and hard rocks, such
as quartz, etc. This metal is more common in regions which are cold, either
from latitude or from elevation, while gold generally frequents warm countries.
In contrast to gold, silver is only very rarely found in a pure state (usually
combined with arsenic or sulphur) (muriatic acid, nitric saltpetre). As far as the
quantity of deposits is concerned (prior to the discovery of Australia and
California), Humboldt in 1811 estimates the proportion of gold to silver in
America at 1:46, and in Europe (including Asiatic Russia) at 1:40. The
mineralogists of the Académie des Sciences estimate in our time (1842) that the
ratio is 1:52; despite that, the Ib. of gold is only worth 15 Ib. of silver; thus their
value relation = 15:1.

Copper. Specific gravity = 8.9. Beautiful dawn-red colour; fairly hard;
requires very high temperatures to melt. Not infrequently encountered pure;
frequently combined with oxygen or sulphur. Deposits found in primordial,
ancient terrain. However, found more frequently close to the surface, at no
great depth, agglomerated in masses of pure metal, sometimes of a
considerable weight. Used in peace and war before iron. (Gold relates to silver
as the substance of money in the same way as copper to iron as instrument of
labour in historical development.) Circulates in great quantity in Italy under the
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Romans during the first to the fifth centuries. One can determine a priori a
peoplets degree of civilization if one knows no more than the metal, gold,
copper, silver or iron, which it uses for weapons, tools or ornamentation.
Hesiod, in his poem on agriculture: @ WAh mx'd rgg.5 Gu”h o0 KA
ARt 9”@ [43]

Lucretius: '@t prior aeris erat quam ferri cognitus usus.d[44] Jacob cites
ancient copper mines in Nubia and Siberia (see Dureau |, 58); Herodotus says
that the Massagetians had only bronze, but no iron. To judge by the collection
known as the Oxford Marbles, iron unknown before 1431 B.C. In Homer, iron
rare; however, very common use of bronze (an alloy of copper, zinc and tin)
which Greek and Roman society used for a very long period, even for the
fabrication of axes and razors. Italy fairly wealthy in native copper; thus copper
money formed, if not the only currency, at least the normal currency, the
monetary unit of central Italy, up to 247 B.C. The Greek colonies in southern
Italy received silver directly from Greece and Asia, or via Tyre and Carthage;
and used it for money starting in the fifth and sixth centuries. The Romans, it
seems, possessed silver money prior to the expulsion of the Kings, but, Pliny
says, thterdictum id vetere consulto patrum, lItaliae parci (i.e. the silver
mines) fubentiumdg [45] They feared the consequences of a convenient means
of circulation "Qopulence, increase of slaves, accumulation, concentration of
land ownership. Among the Etruscans, too, copper money before gold.

Garnier is wrong when he says (see Notebook IIl, p. 28), The material
destined for accumulation was naturally sought for and selected from the realm
of the minerals.Gi[46] On the contrary, accumulation began after metal money
was found (whether as money proper or only as preferred medium of exchange
by weight). This point to be discussed especially in regard to gold. Reitemeier is
right (see Notebook Ill, p. 34): "Gold, silver and copper were used by the
ancients as implements for hacking and breaking, despite their relative
softness, before the advent of iron and before they were used as money.a [47]
(Improvement of implements when men learned to temper copper and thus
make it hard enough to defy solid rock. A very much hardened copper was used
to make the chisels and hammers used for mastering rock. Finally, iron was
discovered.) Jacob says: ‘th patriarchal timesd(see Notebook IV, p. 3), @hen the
metals used for making weapons, such as (1) brass and (2) iron, were rare and
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enormously expensive compared with the common food and clothing then used,
then, although coined money made of the precious metals was still unknown,
yet gold and silver had acquired the faculty of being more easily and
conveniently exchanged for the other metals than corn and cattle.d[48]

"Gesides, in order to obtain the pure or nearly pure gold found in the
immense alluvial lands situated between the Hindu-kush chains and the
Himalaya, only a simple washing operation was required. In those times the
population in these countries of Asia was abundant, and hence labour was
cheap. Silver was relatively more expensive owing to the (technical) difficulties
of obtaining it. The opposite tendency set in in Asia and in Greece after the
death of Alexander. The gold-bearing sands became exhausted; the price of
slaves and of manpower rose; and, since mechanics and geometry had made
immense progress from Euclid to Archimedes, it was possible to exploit with
profit the rich veins of silver mined in Asia, in Thrace and in Spain; and, silver
being 52 times more abundant than gold, the value ratio between them
necessarily changed, so that the livre of gold, which at the time of Xenophon,
350 B.C., was exchanged for 10 livres of silver, came to be worth 18 livres of
the latter metal in the year A.D. 422. [49] Thus, it rose from 10:1 to 18:1.

At the end of the fifth century A.D. an extraordinary diminution in the
quantity of precious metals; a halt in mining. In the Middle Ages up to the end
of the fifteenth century a relatively significant portion of money in gold coins.
(The diminution affected, most of all, silver, which had previously circulated
most widely.) Ratio in the fifteenth century = 10:1, in the eighteenth century
14:1 on the continent, in England = 15:1. In most of Asia, silver more as a
commodity in trade; especially in China, where copper money (Tehen, a
composition of copper, zinc and lead) coin of the realm; in China, gold (and
silver) by weight as a commodity to balance foreign trade.

Large fluctuations in Rome between the value of copper and silver (in coins).
Up to Servius, metal in bullion form, aes rude, for trade. The monetary unit,
the copper as = 1 pound of copper. In the time of Servius, silver to copper =
279:1; until the beginning of the Punic war = 400:1 ; during the First Punic War
= 140:1; Second Punic War = 112:1.

Gold very expensive in Rome at first, whereas silver from Carthage (and
Spain); gold used only in ingots until 547. Gold to silver in trade = 13.71:1, in
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coins = 17.4:1, under Caesar = 12:1 (at the outbreak of the civil war, after the
plunder of the aerarium [50] by Caesar, only 8:1); under Honorius and
Arcadius (397) fixed at = 14.4:1; under Honorius and Theodosius the Younger
(422)= 18:1. First silver coin in Rome minted 485; first gold coin: 547. As soon
as, after the Second Punic War, the as was reduced to 1 ounce, it became small
change; the sesterce (silver) the monetary unit, and all large payments made
in silver. (In everyday commerce copper (later iron) remained the chief metal.
Under the Emperors of the Orient and Occident, the solidus (aureus), i.e.
gold, was the monetary standard.)

Thus, in antiquity, taking the average:

First: Relative increase in value of silver as compared with gold.
Apart from special phenomena (Arabs) where gold cheaper than silver and still
cheaper than iron, in Asia from the fifteenth to the sixth centuries B.C., gold to
silver = 6:1 or 8:1 (the latter ratio in China and Japan until the beginning of the
nineteenth century). In the Manou Code itself = 2 1/2:1. This lower ratio arises
from the same causes which promote the discovery of gold as the first metal.
Gold in those days chiefly from Asia and Egypt. This period corresponds to that
of copper money in Italian history. In general, copper as main instrument of
peace and war corresponds to the pre-eminence of gold among the precious
metals. Even in Xenophonés time, gold to silver = 10:1.

Secondly: after the death of Alexander, relative rise in the value of gold
compared to silver, with the exhaustion of the gold-bearing sand, progress in
technology and civilization; and hence establishment of silver mines; now the
influence of the quantitatively greater prevalence of silver over gold in the
earthd crust. But especially the Carthaginians, the exploitation of Spain, which
necessarily had to revolutionize the relation of silver to gold in somewhat the
same way as the discovery of American silver at the end of the fifteenth century.
Ratio in Caesard time = 17:1; later 14: 1; finally, after A.D. 422 = 18: |. (The
decline of gold under Caesar for accidental reasons.) The decline of silver
relative to gold corresponds to iron being the chief instrument of production in
war and peace. While in the first period, influx of gold from the East, in the
second, influx of silver from the cooler West.

Thirdly in the Middle Ages: Again the ratio as in the time of Xenophon,
10:1. (In some places = 12:17?)
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Fourthly, after the discovery of America: Again about the ratio as in the
time of Honorius and Arcadius (397); 14 to 15:1. Although since about 1815"'@4
an increase in the production of gold, gold was at a premium (e.g. in France). It
is probable that the discovery of California and Australia

fifthly, will reintroduce the ratio of the Roman Imperium, 18: 1, if not
greater. The relative depreciation of silver due to progress in the production of
precious metals, in antiquity as well as after, [proceeds] from East to West, until
California and Australia reverse this. In the short run, great fluctuations; but
when one looks at the main differences, these repeat themselves in a
remarkable fashion.

In antiquity, copper three or four times as expensive as today. (Garnier.)

(c) Now to be examined, the sources of gold and silver and their
connection with historical development.

(d) Money as coin. Briefly the historical aspect of coins. Depreciation
and appreciation, etc.

Circulation, or the turnover of money, corresponds to an opposite
circulation, or turnover, of commodities. A commodity possessed by A
passes into the hands of B, while B money passes into the hands of A, etc. The
circulation of money, like that of commodities, begins at an infinity of different
points, and to an infinity of different points it returns. Departures from a single
centre to the different points on the periphery and the return from all points of
the periphery to a single centre do not take place in the circulatory process at
the stage here being examined, i.e. its direct stage; they belong, rather, in a
circulatory system mediated by a banking system. This first, spontaneous and
natural circulation does consist, however, of a mass of turnovers. Circulation
proper, nevertheless, begins only where gold and silver cease to be
commodities; between countries which export precious metals and those which
import them, no circulation in this sense takes place, but mere simple
exchange, since gold and silver function here not as money but as commodities.
Where money plays the role of mediating the exchange of commodities (that
means here their circulation) and is hence a means of exchange, it is an
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instrument of circulation, a vehicle of circulation; but wherever, in this
process, it is itself circulated, where it changes hands along its own lines of
motion, there it itself has a circulation, monetary circulation, monetary
turnover. The aim is to find out to what extent this circulation is determined by
particular laws. This much is clear from the outset: if money is a vehicle of
circulation for the commodity, then the commodity is likewise a vehicle for the
circulation of money. If money circulates commodities, then commodities
circulate money. The circulation of commodities and the circulation of money
thus determine one another. As regards monetary turnover, three things merit
attention: (1) the form of the movement itself; the line which it describes (its
concept); (2) the quantity of money circulating; (3) the rate at which it
completes its motion, its velocity of circulation. This can happen only in
connection with the circulation of commodities. This much is clear from the
outset, that there are moments in the circulation of commodities which are
entirely independent of the circulation of money, and which either directly
determine the latter, or which are determined along with monetary circulation
by a third factor, as in the case of, e.g., the velocity. The overall character of the
mode of production will determine them both, and will determine the
circulation of commodities more directly. The mass of persons engaged in
exchange (population): their distribution between the town and the country; the
absolute quantity of commodities, of products and agencies of production; the
relative mass of commodities which enter into circulation; the development of
the means of communication and transport, in the double sense of determining
not only the sphere of those who are in exchange, in contact, but also the speed
with which the raw material reaches the producer and the product the
consumer; finally the development of industry, which concentrates different
branches of production, e.g. spinning, weaving, dyeing, etc., and hence makes
superfluous a series of intermediate exchanges. The circulation of commodities
is the original precondition of the circulation of money. To what extent the latter
then reacts back on the circulation of commodities remains to be seen.

The first task is firmly to establish the general concept of circulation or
of turnover.

But first let us note that what is circulated by money is exchange value,
hence prices. Hence, as regards the circulation of commaodities, it is not only
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their mass but, equally, their prices which must be considered. A large quantity
of commodities at a low exchange value (price) obviously requires less money
for its circulation than a smaller quantity at double the price. Thus, actually, the
concept of price has to be developed before that of circulation. Circulation is
the positing of prices, it is the process in which commaodities are transformed
into prices: their realization as prices. Money has a dual character: it is (1)
measure, or element in which the commodity is realized as exchange value,
and (2) means of exchange, instrument of circulation, and in each of these
aspects it acts in quite opposite directions. Money only circulates commodities
which have already been ideally transformed into money, not only in the head
of the individual but in the conception held by society (directly, the conception
held by the participants in the process of buying and selling). This ideal
transformation into money is by no means determined by the same laws as the
real transformation. Their interrelation is to be examined.

(a) An essential characteristic of circulation is that it circulates exchange
values (products or labour), and, in particular, exchange values in the form of
prices. Thus, not every form of commodity exchange, e.g. barter, payment in
kind, feudal services, etc., constitutes circulation. To get circulation, two things
are required above all: Firstly: the precondition that commodities are prices;
Secondly: not isolated acts of exchange, but a circle of exchange, a totality of
the same, in constant flux, proceeding more or less over the entire surface of
society; a system of acts of exchange. The commodity is specified as an
exchange value. As an exchange value, it functions in a given proportion
(relative to the labour time contained in it) as equivalent for all other values
(commodities); but it does not directly correspond to this, its function. As an
exchange value it differs from itself as a natural, material thing. A mediation is
required to posit it as an exchange value. Money presents the exchange value of
the commodity to the commodity as something different from itself. The
commodity which is posited as money is, at the outset, the commodity as pure
exchange value, or, the commodity as pure exchange value is money. But at the
same time, money now exists outside and alongside the commodity; its
exchange value, the exchange value of all commodities, has achieved an
existence independent of the commodity, an existence based in an autonomous
material of its own, in a particular commodity. The exchange value of the
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commodity expresses the totality of the quantitative relations in which all other
commodities can be exchanged for it, determined by the unequal quantities of
the same which can be produced in the same labour time. Money then exists as
the exchange value of all commodities alongside and outside them. It is the
universal material into which they must be dipped, in which they become gilded
and silver-plated, in order to win their independent existence as exchange
values. They must be translated into money, expressed in money. Money
becomes the general denomination of exchange values, of commodities as
exchange values. Exchange value expressed as money, i.e. equated with money,
is price. After money has been posited as independent in relation to exchange
values, then the exchange values are posited in their particularity in relation to
their subject, money. But every exchange value is a particular quantity; a
guantitatively specific exchange value. As such, it is = a particular quantity of
money. This particularity is given, in the general law, by the amount of labour
time contained in a given exchange value. Thus an exchange value which is the
product of, say, one day is expressed in a quantity of gold or silver which = one
day of labour time, which is the product of one day of labour. The general
measure of exchange values now becomes the measure which exists between
each exchange value and the money to which it is equated. (Gold and silver are
determined, in the first place, by their cost of production in the country of
production. h the mining countries all prices ultimately depend on the costs of
production of the precious metals; . the remuneration paid to the miner, .
affords the scale, on which the remuneration of all other producers is
calculated. The gold value and silver value of all commodities exempt from
monopoly depends in a country without mines on the gold and silver which can
be obtained by exporting the result of a given quantity of labour, the current
rate of profit, and, in each individual case, the amount of wages, which have
been paid, and the time for which they have been advanced.a(Senior.) [51] In
other words: on the quantity of gold and silver which is directly or indirectly
obtained from the mining countries in exchange for a given quantity of labour
(exportable products). Money is in the first instance that which expresses the
relation of equality between all exchange values: in money, they all have the
same name.)

Exchange value, posited in the character of money, is price. Exchange
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value is expressed in price as a specific quantity of money. Money as price
shows first of all the identity of all exchange values; secondly, it shows the unit
of which they all contain a given number, so that the equation with money
expresses the quantitative specificity of exchange values, their quantitative
relation to one another. Money is here posited, thus, as the measure of
exchange values; and prices as exchange values measured in money. The fact
that money is the measure of prices, and hence that exchange values are
compared with one another on this standard, is an aspect of the situation which
is self-evident. But what is more important for the analysis is that in price,
exchange value is compared with money. After money has been posited as
independent exchange value, separated from commaodities, then the individual
commodity, the particular exchange value, is again equated to money, i.e. it is
posited as equal to a given quantity of money, expressed as money, translated
into money. By being equated to money, they again become related to one
another as they were, conceptually, as exchange values: they balance and
equate themselves with one another in given proportions. The particular
exchange value, the commodity, becomes expressed as, subsumed under,
posited in the character of the independent exchange value, of money. How this
happens (i.e. how the quantitative relation between the quantitatively defined
exchange value and a given quantity of money is found), above. But, since
money has an independent existence apart from commaodities, the price of the
commodity appears as an external relation of exchange values or commodities
to money; the commodity is not price, in the way in which its social substance
stamped it as exchange value; this quality is not immediately coextensive with
it; but is mediated by the commoditys comparison with money; the commodity
is exchange value, but it has a price. Exchange value was in immediate identity
with it, it was its immediate quality, from which it just as immediately split, so
that on one side we found the commodity, on the other (as money) its exchange
value; but now, as price, the commodity relates to money on one side as
something existing outside itself, and secondly, it is ideally posited as money
itself, since money has a reality different from it. The price is a property of the
commodity, a quality in which it is presented as money. It is no longer an
immediate but a reflected quality of it. Alongside real money, there now exists
the commodity as ideally posited money.
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This next characteristic, a characteristic of money as measure as well as of
the commodity as price, is most easily shown by means of the distinction
between real money and accounting money. As measure, money always
serves as accounting money, and, as price, the commodity is always
transformed only ideally into money.

®he appraisal of the commodity by the seller, the offer made by the buyer,
the calculations, obligations, rents, inventories, etc., in short, everything which
leads up to and precedes the material act of payment, must be expressed in
accounting money. Real money intervenes only in order to realize payments and
to balance (liquidate) the accounts. If | must pay 24 livres 12 sous, then
accounting money presents 24 units of one sort and 12 of another, while in
reality | shall pay in the form of two material pieces: a gold coin worth 24 livres
and a silver coin worth 12 sous. The total mass of real money has necessary
limits in the requirements of circulation. Accounting money is an ideal measure,
which has no limits other than those of the imagination. Employed to express
every sort of wealth if considered from the aspect of its exchange value
alone; thus, national wealth, the income of the state and of individuals; the
accounting values, regardless of the form in which these values may exist,
regulated in one and the same form; so that there is not a single article in the
mass of consumable objects which is not several times transformed into money
by the mind, while, compared to this mass, the total sum of effective money is,
at the most = 1:10.6(Garnier.) [52] (This last ratio is poor. 1: many millions is
more correct. But this entirely unmeasurable.)

Thus, just as originally money expressed exchange value, so does the
commodity as price, as ideally posited, mentally realized exchange value, now
express a sum of money: money in a definite proportion. As prices, all
commodities in their different forms are representatives of money, whereas
earlier it was money, as the independent form of exchange value, which was the
representative of all commodities. After money is posited as a commodity in
reality, the commodity is posited as money in the mind.

It is clear so far, then, that in this ideal transformation of commodities into
money, or in the positing of commodities as prices, the quantity of really
available money is altogether a matter of indifference, for two reasons: Firstly:
the ideal transformation of commodities into money is prima facie independent
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of and unrestricted by the mass of real money. Not a single piece of money is
required in this process, just as little as a measuring rod (say, a yardstick) really
needs to be employed before, for example, the ideal quantity of yards can be
expressed. If, for example, the entire national wealth of England is appraised in
terms of money, i.e. expressed as a price, everyone knows that there is not
enough money in the world to realize this price. Money is needed here only as a
category, as a mental relation. Secondly: because money functions as a unit,
that is, the commodity is expressed in such a way that it contains a definite sum
of equal parts of money, is measured by it, it follows that the measure between
both [is] the general measure of exchange values "rosts of production or labour
time. Thus if 1/3 of an ounce of gold is the product of 1 working day, and the
commodity x is the product of 3 working days, then the commodity x = 1 oz. or
£3 17s. 4d. With the measurement of money and of the commodity, the original
measure of exchange values enters again. Instead of being expressed in 3
working days, the commodity is expressed in the quantity of gold or silver
which is the product of 3 working days. The quantity of really available money
obviously has no bearing on this proportion.

(Error by James Mill: overlooks that their cost of production and not their
guantity determines the value of the precious metals, as well as the prices of
commodities measured in metallic value.) [53]

(‘Gommodities in exchange are their own reciprocal measure . But this
process would require as many reference points as there are commodities in
circulation. If a commodity were exchanged only for one, and not for two
commodities, then it would not serve as term of comparison . Hence the
necessity of a common term of comparison . This term can be purely ideal
The determination of measure is fundamental, more important than that of
wages . In the trade between Russia and China silver is used to evaluate all
commodities, but nevertheless this commerce is done by means of barter.c
(Storch.) [54] ®he operation of measuring with money is similar to the
employment of weights in the comparison of material quantities. The same
name for the two units whose function is to count the weight as well as the
value of each thing. M easures of weight and measures of value the same
names. An étalon of invariable weight was easily found. In the case of money,
the question was again the value of a pound of silver, which = its cost of
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production.d (Sismondi.) [65] Not only the same names. Gold and silver were
originally measured by weight. Thus, the as = 1 pound of copper among the
Romans.)

"Qheep and oxen, not gold and silver, money in Homer and Hesiod, as
measure of value. Barter on the Trojan battlefield.d(Jacob.) (Similarly, slaves in
the Middle Ages. ibid.) [56]

Money can be posited in the character of measure and in that of the general
element of exchange values, without being realized in its further qualities;
hence also before it has taken on the form of metal money. In simple barter.
However, presupposed in that case that little exchange of any kind takes place;
that commodities are not developed as exchange values and hence not as
prices. (R common standard in the price of anything presupposes its frequent
and familiar alienation. This not the case in simple states of society. In non-
industrial countries many things without definite price . Sale alone can
determine prices, and frequent sale alone can fix a standard. The frequent sale
of articles of first necessity depends on the relation between town and country¢
etc.) [57]

A developed determination of prices presupposes that the individual does
not directly produce his means of subsistence, but that his direct product is an
exchange value, and hence must first be mediated by a social process, in
order to become the means of life for the individual. Between the full
development of this foundation of industrial society and the patriarchal
condition, many intermediate stages, endless nuances. This much appears from
(a). If the cost of production of the precious metals rises, then all commodity
prices fall; if the cost of production of the precious metals falls, then all
commodity prices rise. This is the general law, which, as we shall see, is
modified in particular cases.

(b) If exchange values are ideally transformed into money by means of
prices, then, in the act of exchange, in purchase and sale, they are really
transformed into money, exchanged for money, in order then to be again
exchanged as money for a commodity. A particular exchange value must first be
exchanged for exchange value in general before it can then be in turn
exchanged for particulars. The commaodity is realized as an exchange value only
through this mediating movement, in which money plays the part of middleman.
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Money thus circulates in the opposite direction from commodities. It appears as
the middleman in commodity exchange, as the medium of exchange. It is the
wheel of circulation, the instrument of circulation for the turnover of
commodities; but, as such, it also has a circulation of its own "Qmonetary
turnover, monetary circulation. The price of the commodity is realized only
when it is exchanged for real money, or in its real exchange for money.

This is what emerges from the foregoing. Commaodities are really exchanged
for money, transformed into real money, after they have been ideally
transformed into money beforehand "Q.e. have obtained the attribute of price
as prices. Prices, therefore, are the precondition of monetary circulation,
regardless of how much their realization appears to be a result of the latter. The
circumstances which make the prices of commodities rise above or fall below
their average value because their exchange value does so are to be developed
in the section on exchange value, and precede the process of the actual
realization of the prices of commodities through money; they thus appear, at
first, as completely independent of it. The relations of humbers to one another
obviously remain the same when | change them into decimal fractions. This is
only giving them another name. In order really to circulate commodities, what
is required is instruments of transport, and transport cannot be performed
by money. If | have bought 1,000 Ib. of iron for the amount of £x, then the
ownership of the iron has passed into my hand. My £x have done their duty as
means of exchange and have circulated, along with the title of ownership. The
seller, inversely, has realized the price of iron, iron as exchange value. But in
order then to bring the iron from him to me, money itself is useless; that
requires wagons, horses, roads, etc. The real circulation of commodities
through time and space is not accomplished by money. Money only realizes
their price and thereby transfers the title to the commodity into the hands of
the buyer, to him who has proffered means of exchange. What money circulates
is not commodities but their titles of ownership; and what is realized in the
opposite direction in this circulation, whether by purchase or sale, is again not
the commodities, but their prices. The quantity of money which is, then,
required for circulation is determined initially by the level of the prices of the
commodities thrown into circulation. The sum total of these prices, however, is
determined firstly: by the prices of the individual commodities; secondly: by
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the quantity of commodities at given prices which enter into circulation. For
example, in order to circulate a quarter of wheat at 60s., twice as many s. are
required as would be to circulate it at 30s. And if 5,000 of these quarters at 60s.
are to be circulated, then 300,000 s. are required, while in order to circulate
200 such quarters only 12,000s. are needed. Thus, the amount of money
required is dependent on the level of commodity prices and on the quantity of
commodities at specified prices.

Thirdly, however, the quantity of money required for circulation depends
not only on the sum total of prices to be realized, but on the rapidity with which
money circulates, completes the task of this realization. If 1 thaler in one hour
makes 10 purchases at 1 thaler each, if it is exchanged 10 times, then it
performs quite the same task that 10 thalers would do if they made only 1
purchase per hour. Velocity is the negative moment; it substitutes for quantity;
by its means, a single coin is multiplied.

The circumstances which determine the mass of commodity prices to be
realized, on the one hand, and the velocity of circulation of money, on the other
hand, are to be examined later. This much is clear, that prices are not high or
low because much or little money circulates, but that much or little money
circulates because prices are high or low; and, further, that the velocity of the
circulating money does not depend on its quantity, but that the quantity of the
circulating medium depends on its velocity (heavy payments are not counted
but weighed; through this the time necessary is shortened).

Still, as already mentioned, the circulation of money does not begin from a
single centre, nor does it return to a single centre from all points of the
periphery (as with the banks of issue and partly with state issues); but from an
infinite number of points, and returns to an infinite number (this return itself,
and the time required to achieve it, a matter of chance). The velocity of the
circulating medium can therefore substitute for the quantity of the circulating
medium only up to a certain point. (Manufacturers and farmers pay, for
example, the worker; he pays the grocer, etc.; from there the money returns to
the manufacturers and farmers.) The same quantity of money can effectuate a
series of payments only successively, regardless of the speed. But a certain
mass of payments must be made simultaneously. Circulation takes its point of
departure at one and the same time from many points. A definite quantity of
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money is therefore necessary for circulation, a sum which will always be
engaged in circulation, and which is determined by the sum total which starts
from the simultaneous points of departure in circulation, and by the velocity
with which it runs its course (returns). No matter how many ebbs and floods
this quantity of the circulating medium is exposed to, an average level
nevertheless comes into existence; since the permanent changes are always
very gradual, take place only over longer periods, and are constantly paralysed
by a mass of secondary circumstances, as we shall see.

(To (a). '™ easure, used as attribute of money, means indicator of valued,
Ridiculous, that "@rices must fall, because commodities are judged as being
worth so many ounces of gold, and the amount of gold is diminished in this
country . The efficiency of gold as an indicator of value is unaffected by its
guantity being greater or smaller in any particular country. If the employment
of banking expedients were to succeed in reducing the paper and metal
circulation in this country by half, the relative value of money and commodities
would remain the same.t Example of Peru in the sixteenth century and
transmission from France to England. Hubbard, VIII, 45.) [58] (On the African
coast neither gold nor silver the measure of value; instead of them, an ideal
standard, an imaginary bar.g (Jacob, V, 15.) [59]

In its quality of being a measure, money is indifferent to its quantity, or, the
existing quantity of money makes no difference. Its quantity is measured in its
quality as medium of exchange, as instrument of circulation. Whether these two
qualities of money can enter into contradiction with one another "o be looked
at later.

(The concept of forced, involuntary circulation (see Steuart) [60] does not
belong here yet.)

To have circulation, what is essential is that exchange appear as a process,
a fluid whole of purchases and sales. Its first presupposition is the circulation of
commodities themselves, as a natural, many-sided circulation of those
commodities. The precondition of commodity circulation is that they be
produced as exchange values, not as immediate use values, but as
mediated through exchange value. Appropriation through and by means of
divestiture [Entausserung] and alienation [Verausserung] is the fundamental
condition. Circulation as the realization of exchange values implies: (1) that my
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product is a product only in so far as it is for others; hence suspended
singularity, generality; (2) that it is a product for me only in so far as it has been
alienated, become for others; (3) that it is for the other only in so far as he
himself alienates his product; which already implies (4) that production is not
an end in itself for me, but a means. Circulation is the movement in which the
general alienation appears as general appropriation and general appropriation
as general alienation. As much, then, as the whole of this movement appears as
a social process, and as much as the individual moments of this movement arise
from the conscious will and particular purposes of individuals, so much does the
totality of the process appear as an objective interrelation, which arises
spontaneously from nature; arising, it is true, from the mutual influence of
conscious individuals on one another, but neither located in their consciousness,
nor subsumed under them as a whole. Their own collisions with one another
produce an alien social power standing above them, produce their mutual
interaction as a process and power independent of them. Circulation, because a
totality of the social process, is also the first form in which the social relation
appears as something independent of the individuals, but not only as, say, in a
coin or in exchange value, but extending to the whole of the social movement
itself. The social relation of individuals to one another as a power over the
individuals which has become autonomous, whether conceived as a natural
force, as chance or in whatever other form, is a necessary result of the fact that
the point of departure is not the free social individual. Circulation as the first
totality among the economic categories is well suited to bring this to light.

At first sight, circulation appears as a simply infinite process. [61] The
commodity is exchanged for money, money is exchanged for the commodity, and
this is repeated endlessly. This constant renewal of the same process does
indeed form an important moment of circulation. But, viewed more precisely, it
reveals other phenomena as well; the phenomena of completion, or, the return
of the point of departure into itself. The commodity is exchanged for money;
money is exchanged for the commaodity. In this way, commodity is exchanged for
commodity, except that this exchange is a mediated one. The purchaser
becomes a seller again and the seller becomes purchaser again. In this way,
each is posited in the double and the antithetical aspect, and hence in the living
unity of both aspects. It is entirely wrong, therefore, to do as the economists do,
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namely, as soon as the contradictions in the monetary system emerge into view,
to focus only on the end results without the process which mediates them; only
on the unity without the distinction, the affirmation without the negation. The
commodity is exchanged in circulation for a commodity: at the same time, and
equally, it is not exchanged for a commodity, in as much as it is exchanged for
money. The acts of purchase and sale, in other words, appear as two mutually
indifferent acts, separated in time and place. When it is said that he who sells
also buys in as much as he buys money, and that he who buys also sells in as
much as he sells money, then it is precisely the distinction which is overlooked,
the specific distinction between commodity and money. After the economists
have most splendidly shown that barter, in which both acts coincide, does not
suffice for a more developed form of society and mode of production, they then
suddenly look at the kind of barter which is mediated by money as if it were not
so mediated, and overlook the specific character of this transaction. After they
have shown us that money is necessary in addition to and distinct from
commodities, they assert all at once that there is no distinction between money
and commodities. They take refuge in this abstraction because in the real
development of money there are contradictions which are unpleasant for the
apologetics of bourgeois common sense, and must hence be covered up. In so
far as purchase and sale, the two essential moments of circulation, are
indifferent to one another and separated in place and time, they by no means
need to coincide. Their indifference can develop into the fortification and
apparent independence of the one against the other. But in so far as they are
both essential moments of a single whole, there must come a moment when the
independent form is violently broken and when the inner unity is established
externally through a violent explosion. Thus already in the quality of money as a
medium, in the splitting of exchange into two acts, there lies the germ of crises,
or at least their possibility, which cannot be realized, except where the
fundamental preconditions of classically developed, conceptually adequate
circulation are present.

It has further been seen that, in circulation, money only realizes prices. The
price appears at first as an ideal aspect of the commodity; but the sum of money
exchanged for a commodity is its realized price, itsreal price. The price appears
therefore as external to and independent of the commodity, as well as
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existing in it ideally. If the commodity cannot be realized in money, it ceases to
be capable of circulating, and its price becomes merely imaginary; just as
originally the product which has become transformed into exchange value, if it
is not really exchanged, ceases to be a product. (The rise and fall of prices not
the question here.) From viewpoint (a) price appeared as an aspect of the
commodity; but from (b) money appears as the price outside the
commodity. The commodity requires not simply demand, but demand which
can pay in money. Thus, if its price cannot be realized, if it cannot be
transformed into money, the commodity appears as devalued, depriced. The
exchange value expressed in its price must be sacrificed as soon as this specific
transformation into money is necessary. Hence the complaints by Boisguillebert,
[62] e.g. that money is the hangman of all things, the moloch to whom
everything must be sacrificed, the despot of commodities. In the period of the
rising absolute monarchy with its transformation of all taxes into money taxes,
money indeed appears as the moloch to whom real wealth is sacrificed. Thus it
appears also in every monetary panic. From having been a servant of
commerce, says Boisguillebert, money became its despot. [63] But, in fact,
already the determination of prices in themselves contains what is
counterposed to money in exchange; that money no longer represents the
commodity, but the commodity, money. Lamentations about commerce in money
as illegitimate commerce are to be found among several writers, who form the
transition from the feudal to the modern period; the same later among
socialists.

@) The further the division of labour develops, the more does the product
cease to be a medium of exchange. The necessity of a general medium of
exchange arises, a medium independent of the specific production of each and
every one. When production is oriented towards immediate subsistence, not
every article can be exchanged for every other one, and a specific activity can
be exchanged only for specific products. The more specialized, manifold and
interdependent the products become, the greater the necessity for a general
medium of exchange. At the beginning, the product of labour, or labour itself, is
the general medium of exchange. But this ceases more and more to be general
medium of exchange as it becomes more specialized. A fairly developed division
of labour presupposes that the needs of each person have become very many-
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sided and his product has become very one-sided. The need for exchange and
the unmediated medium of exchange develop in inverse proportion. Hence
the necessity for a general medium of exchange, where the specific product
and the specific labour must be exchanged for exchangeability. The exchange
value of a thing is nothing other than the quantitatively specific expression of
its capacity for serving as medium of exchange. In money the medium of
exchange becomes a thing, or, the exchange value of the thing achieves an
independent existence apart from the thing. Since the commodity is a medium
of exchange of limited potency compared with money, it can cease to be a
medium of exchange as against money.

€ ) The splitting of exchange into purchase and sale makes it possible for me
to buy without selling (stockpiling of commodities) or to sell without buying
(accumulation of money). It makes speculation possible. It turns exchange into
a special business; i.e. it founds the merchant estate. [64] This separation of
the two elements has made possible a mass of transactions in between the
definitive exchange of commodities, and it enables a mass of persons to exploit
this divorce. It has made possible a mass of pseudo-transactions. Sometimes
it becomes evident that what appeared to be an essentially divided act is in
reality an essentially unified one; then again, sometimes, that what was thought
to be an essentially unified act is in reality essentially divided. At moments
when purchasing and selling assert themselves as essentially different acts, a
general depreciation of all commodities takes place. At moments where it turns
out that money is only a medium of exchange, a depreciation of money comes
about. General fall or rise of prices.

Money provides the possibility of an absolute division of labour,
because of independence of labour from its specific product, from the
immediate use value of its product for it. The general rise of prices in times of
speculation cannot be ascribed to a general rise in its exchange value or its
cost of production; for if the exchange value or the cost of production of
gold were to rise in step with that of all other commodities, then their exchange
values expressed in money, i.e. their prices, would remain the same. Nor can it
be ascribed to a decline in the production price of gold. (Credit is not yet on the
agenda here.) But since money is not only a general commodity, but also a
particular, and since, as a particular, it comes under the laws of supply and
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demand, it follows that the general demand for particular commodities as
against money must bring it down.

We see that it is in the nature of money to solve the contradictions of direct
barter as well as of exchange value only by positing them as general
contradictions. Whether or not a particular medium of exchange was
exchanged for another particular was a matter of coincidence; now, however,
the commodity must be exchanged for the general medium of exchange,
against which its particularity stands in a still greater contradiction. In order to
secure the exchangeability of the commodity, exchangeability itself is set up in
opposition to it as an independent commodity. (It was a means, becomes an
end.) The question was, whether a particular commodity encounters another
particular one. But money suspends the act of exchange itself in two mutually
indifferent acts.

(Before the questions regarding circulation, its strength, weakness, etc., and
notably the disputed point regarding the quantity of money in circulation and
prices, are further developed, money should be looked at from the point of view
of its third characteristic. [65])

One moment of circulation is that the commodity exchanges itself through
money for another commodity. But there is, equally, the other moment, not only
that commodity exchanges for money and money for commodity, but equally
that money exchanges for commodity and commodity for money; hence that
money is mediated with itself by the commodity, and appears as the unity which
joins itself with itself in its circular course. Then it appears no longer as the
medium, but as the aim of circulation (as e.g. with the merchant estate) (in
commerce generally). If circulation is looked at not as a constant alternation,
but as a series of circular motions which it describes within itself, then this
circular path appears as a double one: Commodity"®oney ¥ oney"@ommodity;
and in the other direction Money" @ommodity"@ommodity"®oney; i.e. if | sell in
order to buy, then | can also buy in order to sell. In the former case money only
a means to obtain the commodity, and the commodity the aim; in the second
case the commodity only a means to obtain money, and money the aim. This is
the simple result when the moments of circulation are brought together.
Looking at it as mere circulation, the point at which | intervene in order to
declare it the point of departure has to be a matter of indifference.
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Now, a specific distinction does enter between a commodity in circulation
and money in circulation. The commodity is thrown out of circulation at a
certain point and fulfils its definitive function only when it is definitively
withdrawn from circulation, consumed, whether in the act of production or in
consumption proper. The function of money, by contrast, is to remain in
circulation as its vehicle, to resume its circular course always anew like a
perpetuum mobile.

Nevertheless, this second function is also a part of circulation, equally with
the first. Now one can say: to exchange commodity for commodity makes sense,
since commodities, although they are equivalent as prices, are qualitatively
different, and their exchange ultimately satisfies qualitatively different needs.
By contrast, exchanging money for money makes no sense, unless, that is, a
guantitative difference arises, less money is exchanged for more, sold at a
higher price than purchased, and with the category of profit we have as yet
nothing to do. The circle Money"@ommodity"@ommodity"®oney, which we drew
from the analysis of circulation, would then appear to be merely an arbitrary
and senseless abstraction, roughly as if one wanted to describe the life cycle as
Death™Qife"@eath; although even in the latter case it could not be denied that
the constant decomposition of what has been individualized back into the
elemental is just as much a moment of the process of nature as the constant
individualization of the elemental. Similarly in the act of circulation, the
constant monetarization of commodities, just as much as the constant
transformation of money into commodities. In the real process of buying in
order to sell, admittedly, the motive is the profit made thereby, and the ultimate
aim is to exchange less money, by way of the commodity, for more money, since
there is no qualitative difference (here we disregard special kinds of metal
money as well as special kinds of coins) between money and money. All that
given, it cannot be denied that the operation may come to grief and that hence
the exchange of money for money without quantitative difference frequently
takes place in reality and, hence, can take place. But before this process, on
which commerce rests and which therefore, owing to its extension, forms a
chief phenomenon of circulation, is possible at all, the circular path Money
Commodity'@ommodity"®oney must be recognized as a particular form of
circulation. This form is specifically different from that in which money appears
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as a mere medium of exchange for commodities; as the middle term; as a minor
premise of the syllogism. Along with its quantitative aspect, visible in
commerce, it must be separated out in its purely qualitative form, in its specific
movement. Secondly: it already implies that money functions neither only as
measure, nor only as medium of exchange, nor only as both; but has yet a third
quality. It appears here firstly as an end in itself, whose sole realization is
served by commodity trade and exchange. Secondly, since the cycle concludes
with it at that point, it steps outside it, just as the commodity, having been
exchanged for its equivalent through money, is thrown out of circulation. It is
very true that money, in so far as it serves only as an agent of circulation,
constantly remains enclosed in its cycle. But it appears here, also, that it is still
something more than this instrument of circulation, that it also has an
independent existence outside circulation, and that in this new character it can
be withdrawn from circulation just as the commodity must constantly be
definitively withdrawn. We must then observe money in its third quality, in
which both of the former are included, i.e. that of serving as measure as well as
the general medium of exchange and hence the realization of commodity prices.
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(c) Money as material representative of wealth (accumulation of money;
before that, money as the general material of contracts, etc.)

It is in the nature of circulation that every point appears simultaneously as a
starting-point and as a conclusion, and, more precisely, that it appears to be the
one in so far as it appears to be the other. The specific form M"@'@'M therefore
just as correct as the other, which appears the more original, C@I"®M"@. The
difficulty is that the other commodity is qualitatively different; not so the other
money. It can differ only quantitatively. "QRegarded as measure the material
substance of money is essential, although its availability and even more its
guantity, the amount of the portion of gold or silver which serves as unit, are
entirely irrelevant for it in this quality, and it is employed in general only as an
imaginary, non-existent unit. In this quality it is needed as a unit and not as an
amount. If | say a pound of cotton is worth 8d., then | am saying that 1 pound of
cotton = 1/116 oz. of gold (the ounce at £3 17s. 7d.) (931d.). This expresses at
the same time its particularity as exchange value as against all other
commodities, as equivalent of all other commodities, which contain the ounce of
gold this or that many times, since they are all in the same way compared to the
ounce of gold. This original relation of the pound of cotton with gold, by means
of which the quantity of gold contained in an ounce of cotton is determined, is
fixed by the quantity of labour time realized in one and the other, the real
common substance of exchange values. This is to be presupposed from the
chapter dealing with exchange value as such. The difficulty of finding this
equation is not as great as it may appear. For example, labour which directly
produces gold directly reveals a certain quantity of gold to be the product of,
say, one working day. Competition equates the other working days with that
one, modificandis modificatis. Directly or indirectly. In a word, in the direct
production of gold, a definite quantity of gold directly appears as product and
hence as the value, the equivalent, of a definite amount of labour time. One has
therefore only to determine the amount of labour time realized in the various
commodities, and to equate them to the labour time which directly produces
gold, in order to state how much gold is contained in a given commodity. The
determination of all commodities as prices "(as measured exchange values "(s a
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process which takes place only gradually, which presupposes frequent exchange
and hence frequent comparison of commodities as exchange values; but as soon
as the existence of commodities as prices has become a precondition "Qa
precondition which is itself a product of the social process, a result of the
process of social production "Qthen the determination of new prices appears
simple, since the elements of production cost are themselves already present in
the form of prices, and are hence simply to be added. (Frequent alienation,
sale, frequent sale, Steuart. [66] Rather, all this must have continuity so that
prices achieve a certain regularity.) However, the point we wanted to get at
here is this: in so far as gold is to be established as the unit of measurement,
the relation of gold to commodities is determined by barter, direct, unmediated
exchange; like the relation of all other commodities to one another. With barter,
however, the product is exchange value only in itself; it is its first phenomenal
form; but the product is not yet posited as exchange value. Firstly, this
character does not yet dominate production as a whole, but concerns only its
superfluity and is hence itself more or less superfluous (like exchange itself);
an accidental enlargement of the sphere of satisfactions, enjoyments (relations
to new objects). It therefore takes place at only a few points (originally at the
borders of the natural communities, in their contact with strangers), is
restricted to a narrow sphere, and forms something which passes production by,
is auxiliary to it; dies out just as much by chance as it arises. The form of barter
in which the overflow of one® own production is exchanged by chance for that
of otherstis only the first occurrence of the product as exchange value in
general, and is determined by accidental needs, whims, etc. But if it should
happen to continue, to become a continuing act which contains within itself the
means of its renewal, then little by little, from the outside and likewise by
chance, regulation of reciprocal exchange arises by means of regulation of
reciprocal production, and the costs of production, which ultimately resolve into
labour time, would thus become the measure of exchange. This shows how
exchange comes about, and the exchange value of the commodity. But the
circumstances under which a relation occurs for the first time by no means
show us that relation either in its purity or in its totality. A product posited as
exchange value is in its essence no longer a simple thing; it is posited in a
quality differing from its natural quality; it is posited as a relation, more
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precisely as a relation in general, not to one commodity but to every commodity,
to every possible product. It expresses, therefore, a general relation; the
product which relates to itself as the realization of a specific quantity of
labour in general, of social labour time, and is therefore the equivalent of every
other product in the proportion expressed in its exchange value. Exchange
value presupposes social labour as the substance of all products, quite apart
from their natural make-up. Nothing can express a relation without relating to
one particular thing, and there can be no general relation unless it relates to a
general thing. Since labour is motion, time is its natural measure. Barter in its
crudest form presupposes labour as substance and labour time as measure of
commodities; this then emerges as soon as it becomes regularized, continuous,
as soon as it contains within itself the reciprocal requirements for its renewal. "¢
A commodity is exchange value only if it is expressed in another, i.e. as a
relation. A bushel of wheat is worth so many bushels of rye; in this case wheat
is exchange value in as much as it is expressed in rye, and rye is exchange value
in as much as it is expressed in wheat. If each of the two is related only to itself,
it is not exchange value. Now, in the relation in which money appears as
measure, it itself is not expressed as a relation, not as exchange value, but as a
natural quantity of a certain material, a natural weight- fraction of gold or
silver. In general, the commodity in which the exchange value of another is
expressed, is never expressed as exchange value, never as relation, but rather
as a definite quantity of its natural make-up. If 1 bushel of wheat is worth 3
bushels of rye, then only the bushel of wheat is expressed as a value, not the
bushel of rye. Of course, the other is also posited in itself; the 1 bushel of rye is
then = 1/3 bushel of wheat; but this is not posited, but merely a second
relation, which is admittedly directly present in the first. If one commodity is
expressed in another, then it is posited as a relation, and the other as simple
quantity of a certain material. 3 bushels of rye are in themselves no value;
rather, rye filling up a certain volume, measured by a standard of volume. The
same is true of money as measure, as the unit in which the exchange values of
other commodities are measured. It is a specific weight of the natural substance
by which it is represented, gold, silver, etc. If 1 bushel of wheat has the price of
77s. 7d., then it is expressed as something else, to which it is equal, as 1 ounce
of gold; as relation, as exchange value. But 1 ounce of gold is in itself no
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exchange value; it is not expressed as exchange value; but as a specific quantity
of itself, of its natural substance, gold. If 1 bushel of wheat has the price of 77s.
7d. or of 1 ounce of gold, then this can be a greater or lesser value, since 1
ounce of gold will rise or fall in relation to the quantity of labour required for its
production. But for the determination of its price as such, this is irrelevant; for
its price of 77s. 7d. exactly expresses the relation in which it is equivalent to all
other commodities, in which it can buy them. The specificity of price
determination, whether the bushel is 77 or 1,780s., is a different matter
altogether from the determination of price as such, i.e. the positing of wheat as
price. It has a price, regardless of whether it costs 100 or 1s. The price
expresses its exchange value only in a unit common to all commodities;
presupposes therefore that this exchange value is already regulated by other
relations. To be sure, the fact that 1 bushel of wheat has the price of 1 ounce of
gold "Qsince gold and wheat as natural objects have no relation with one
another, are as such not a measure for one another, are irrelevant to one
another "Cthis fact is found out by bringing the ounce of gold itself into relation
with the amount of labour time necessary for its production, and thus bringing
both wheat and gold in relation to a third entity, labour, and equating them
through this relation; by comparing them both, therefore, as exchange values.
But this shows us only how the price of wheat is found, the quantity of gold to
which it is equal. In this relation itself, where gold appears as the price of
wheat, it is itself not in turn posited as a relation, as exchange value, but as a
certain quantity of a natural material. In exchange value, commodities
(products) are posited as relations to their social substance, to labour; but as
prices, they are expressed as quantities of other products of various natural
make-ups. Now, it can admittedly be said that the price of money is also posited
as 1 bushel of wheat, 3 bushels of rye and all the other quantities of different
commodities, whose price is 1 ounce of gold. But then, in order to express the
price of money, the whole sphere of commodities would have to be listed, each
in the quantity which equals 1 ounce of gold. Money would then have as many
prices as there are commodities whose price it itself expresses. The chief
quality of price, unity, would disappear. No commodity expresses the price of
money, because none expresses its relation to all other commodities, its general
exchange value. But it is the specific characteristic of price that exchange value
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must be expressed in its generality and at the same time in a specific
commodity. But even thisisirrelevant. In so far as money appears as a material
in which the price of all commodities is expressed and measured, to that extent
is money itself posited as a particular amount of gold, silver, etc., in short, of its
natural matter; a simple amount of a certain material, not itself as exchange
value, as relation. In the same way, every commodity which expresses the price
of another is itself not posited as exchange value, but as a simple amount of
itself. In its quality as unit of exchange value, as their measure, their common
point of comparison, money is essentially a natural material, gold, silver; since,
as the price of the commaodity, it is not an exchange value, not a relation, but a
certain weight of gold, silver; e.g. a pound with its subdivisions, and thus money
appears originally as pound, aes grave. This is precisely what distinguishes
price from exchange value, and we have seen that exchange value necessarily
drives towards price formation. Hence the nonsensicality of those who want to
make labour time as such into money, i.e. who want to posit and then not posit
the distinction between price and exchange value. Money as measure, as
element of price determination, as measuring unit of exchange values thus
presents the following phenomena: (1) it is required only as an imagined unit
once the exchange value of an ounce of gold compared to any one commodity
has been determined; its actual presence is superfluous, along with, even more
so, its available quantity: as an indicator (an indicator of value) the amount in
which it exists in a country is irrelevant; required only as accounting unit; (2)
while it thus only needs to be posited ideally, and, indeed, in the form of the
price of a commodity is only ideally posited in it; at the same time, as a simple
amount of the natural substance in which it is represented, as a given weight of
gold, silver, etc. which is accepted as unit, it also yields the point of comparison,
the unit, the measure. Exchange values (commodities) are transformed by the
mind into certain weights of gold or silver, and are ideally posited as being = to
this imagined quantity of gold etc.; as expressing it.

But when we now go over to the second quality of money, money as medium
of exchange and realizer of prices, then we have found that in this case it must
be present in a certain quantity; that the given weight of gold and silver which
has been posited as a unit is required in a given quantity in order to be
adequate to this function. If the sum of prices to be realized, which depends on
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the price of a particular commodity multiplied by its quantity, is given on one
side, and the velocity of monetary circulation on the other, then a certain
quantity of the circulating medium is required. When we now examine the
original form more closely, the direct form in which circulation presents itself,
CN'M"'T, then we see that money appears here as a pure medium of exchange.
The commodity is exchanged for a commodity, and money appears merely as the
medium of this exchange. The price of the first commodity is realized with
money, in order to realize the price of the second commodity with the money,
and thus to obtain it in exchange for the first. After the price of the first
commodity is realized, the aim of the person who now has its price in money is
not to obtain the price of the second commodity, but rather to pay its price in
order to obtain the commodity. At bottom, therefore, money served him to
exchange the first commodity for the second. As mere medium of exchange,
money has no other purpose. The man who has sold his commodity and got
money wants to buy another commodity, and the man from whom he buys it
needs the money in order to buy another commodity etc. Now, in this function,
as pure medium of circulation, the specific role of money consists only of this
circulation, which it brings about owing to the fact that its quantity, its amount,
was fixed beforehand. The number of times in which it is itself contained in the
commodities as a unit is determined beforehand by their prices, and as medium
of circulation it appears merely as a multiple of this predetermined unit. In so
far as it realizes the price of commodities, the commodity is exchanged for its
real equivalent in gold and silver; its exchange value is really exchanged for
another commodity, money; but in so far as this process takes place only in
order to transform this money back into a commodity, i.e. in order to exchange
the first commodity for the second, then money appears only fleetingly, or, its
substance consists only in this constant appearance as disappearance, as this
vehicle of mediation. Money as medium of circulation is only medium of
circulation. The only attribute which is essential to it in order to serve in this
capacity is the attribute of quantity, of amount, in which it circulates. (Since the
amount is co-determined by the velocity, the latter does not require special
mention here.) In so far as it realizes the price, its material existence as gold
and silver is essential; but in so far as this realization is only fleeting and
destined to suspend itself, this is irrelevant. It is only a semblance, as if the
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point were to exchange the commodity for gold or silver as particular
commodities: a semblance which disappears as soon as the process is ended, as
soon as gold and silver have again been exchanged for a commodity, and the
commodity, hence, exchanged for another. The character of gold and silver as
mere media of circulation, or the character of the medium of circulation as gold
and silver is therefore irrelevant to their make-up as particular natural
commodities. Suppose the total price of circulating commodities = 1,200
thalers. Their measure is then 1 thaler = x weight of silver. Now let 100 thalers
be necessary to circulate these commodities in 6 hours; i.e. every thaler pays
the price of 100 thalers in 6 hours. Now, what is essential is that 100 thalers be
present, the amount of 100 of the metallic unit which measures the sum total of
commodity prices; 100 of these units. That these units consist of silver is
irrelevant to the process itself. This is already visible in the fact that a single
thaler represents in the cycle of circulation a mass of silver 100 times greater
than is contained in it in reality, even though in each particular transaction it
only represents the silver weight of 1 thaler. In circulation as a whole, the 1
thaler thus represents 100 thalers, a weight of silver a hundred times greater
than it really contains. It is in truth only a symbol for the weight of silver
contained in 100 thalers. It realizes a price which is 100 times greater than it
realizes in reality as a quantity of silver. Let the pound sterling be = 1/3 ounce
of gold (it is not as much as that). In so far as the price of a commodity at £1 is
paid, i.e. its price of £1 is realized, it is exchanged for £1, to that extent it is of
decisive importance that the £1 really contain 1/3 ounce of gold. If it were a
counterfeit £, alloyed with non-precious metals, a £ only in appearance, then
indeed the price of the commodity would not be realized; in order to realize it, it
would have to be paid for in as great a quantity of the non-precious metal as
equals 1/3 of an ounce of gold. Looking at this moment of circulation in
isolation, it is thus essential that the unit of money should really represent a
given quantity of gold or silver. But when we take circulation as a totality, as a
self-enclosed process, C®M"WM @, then the matter stands differently. In the first
case the realization of price would be only apparent: in reality only a part of its
price would be realized. The price posited in it ideally would not be posited in
reality. The commodity which is ideally equated to a given weight of gold would
in actual exchange not bring in as much gold as that. But if a fake £ were to
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circulate in the place of a real one, it would render absolutely the same service
in circulation as a whole as if it were genuine. If a commadity, A, with the price
of £1, is exchanged for 1 fake £, and if this fake pound is again exchanged for
commodity B, price £1, then the fake pound has done absolutely the same
service as if it had been genuine. The genuine pound is, therefore, in this
process, nothing more than a symbol, in so far as the moment in which it
realizes prices is left out, and we look only at the totality of the process, in
which it serves only as medium of exchange and in which the realization of
prices is only a semblance, a fleeting mediation. Here the gold pound serves
only to allow commodity A to be exchanged for commodity B, both having the
same price. The real realization of the price of commodity A is, here, the
commodity B, and the real realization of the price of B is the commodity A or C
or D, which amounts to the same as far as the form of the relation is concerned,
for which the particular content of the commodity is entirely irrelevant.
Commodities with identical prices are exchanged. Instead of exchanging
commodity A directly for commodity B, the price of commodity A is exchanged
for the price of commodity B and the price of commaodity B for commodity A.
Money thus represents to the commodity only the latter&s price. Commodities
are exchanged for one another at their prices. The price of the commodity
expresses about it, ideally, that it is an amount of a certain natural unit (weight
units) of gold or silver, of the material in which money is embodied. In the form
of money, or its realized price, the commodity now confronts a real amount of
this unit. But in so far as the realization of the price is not the final act, and the
point is not to possess the price of commodities as price, but as the price of
another commodity, to that extent the material of money is irrelevant, e.g. gold
and silver. Money becomes a subject as instrument of circulation, as medium of
exchange, and the natural material in which it presents itself appears as an
accident whose significance disappears in the act of exchange itself; because it
is not in this material that the commodity exchanged for money is supposed to
be realized, but rather in the material of another commodity. For now, apart
from the moments that, in circulation, (1) money realizes prices, (2) money
circulates titles of ownership; we have (3), additionally, that by means of it
something takes place which could not happen otherwise, namely that the
exchange value of the commodity is expressed in every other commodity. If 1
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yard of linen costs 2s. and 1 Ib. of sugar 1s., then the yard of linen is realized,
by means of the 2s., in 2 |b. of sugar, while the sugar is converted into the
material of its exchange value, into the material in which its exchange value is
realized. As a mere medium of circulation, in its role in the constant flow of the
circulatory process, money is neither the measure of prices, because it is
already posited as such in the prices themselves; nor is it the means for the
realization of prices, for it exists as such in one single moment of circulation,
but disappears as such in the totality of its moments; but is, rather, the mere
representative of the price in relation to all other commodities, and serves
only as a means to the end that all commodities are to be exchanged at
equivalent prices. It is exchanged for one commodity because it is the general
representative of its exchange value; and, as such, as the representative of
every other commodity of equal exchange value, it is the general
representative; and that is, as such, what it isin circulation itself. It represents
the price of the one commodity as against all other commaodities, or the price of
all commodities as against the one commodity. In this relation it is not only the
representative of commodity prices, but the symbol of itself; i.e. in the act of
circulation itself, its material, gold and silver, is irrelevant. It is the price; it is a
given quantity of gold or silver; but in so far as this reality of the price is here
only fleeting, a reality destined constantly to disappear, to be suspended, not to
count as a definitive realization, but always only as an intermediate, mediating
realization; in so far as the point here is not the realization of the price at all,
but rather the realization of the exchange value of one particular commodity in
the material of another commodity, to that extent its own material is irrelevant;
it is ephemeral as a realization of the price, since this itself disappears; it exists,
therefore, in so far as it remains in this constant movement, only as a
representative of exchange value, which becomes real only if the real exchange
value constantly steps into the place of its representative, constantly changes
places with it, constantly exchanges itself for it. Hence, in this process, its
reality is not that it is the price, but that it represents it, is its representative
the materially present representative of the price, thus of itself, and, as such, of
the exchange value of commodities. As medium of exchange, it realizes the
prices of commodities only in order to posit the exchange value of the one
commodity in the other, as its unit; i.e. in order to realize its exchange value in
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the other commodity; i.e. to posit the other commodity as the material of its
exchange value.

Only within circulation, then, is it such a material symbol; taken out of
circulation, it again becomes a realized price; but within the process, as we
have seen, the quantity, the amount of these material symbols of the monetary
unit is the essential attribute. Hence, while the material substance of money, its
material substratum of a given quantity of gold or silver, is irrelevant within
circulation, where money appears as something existing in opposition to
commodities, and where, by contrast, its amount is the essential aspect, since it
is there only a symbol for a given amount of this unit; in its role as measure,
however, where it was introduced only ideally, its material substratum was
essential, but its quantity and even its existence as such were irrelevant. From
this it follows that money as gold and silver, in so far as only its role as means
of exchange and circulation is concerned, can be replaced by any other symbol
which expresses a given quantity of its unit, and that in this way symbolic
money can replace the real, because material money as mere medium of
exchange is itself symbolic.

It is these contradictory functions of money, as measure, as realization of
prices and as mere medium of exchange, which explain the otherwise
inexplicable phenomenon that the debasement of metallic money, of gold,
silver, through admixture of inferior metals, causes a depreciation of money and
a rise in prices; because in this case the measure of prices [is] no longer the
cost of production of the ounce of gold, say, but rather of an ounce consisting of
2/3 copper etc. (The debasement of the coinage, in so far as it consists merely
of falsifying or changing the names of the fractional weight units of the precious
metal, e.g. if the eighth part of an ounce were to be called a sovereign, makes
absolutely no difference in the measure and changes only its name. If, earlier,
1/4 of the ounce was called 1 sovereign, and now it is 1/8, then the price of 1
sovereigh now expresses merely 1/8 of an ounce of gold; thus (about) 2
sovereigns are necessary to express the same price which was earlier expressed
by 1 sovereign); or in the case of a mere falsification of the name of the
fractional parts of the precious metal, the measure remains the same, but the
fractional part [is] expressed in twice as many francs etc. as before; on the
other hand, if the substratum of money, gold, silver, is entirely suspended and
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replaced by paper bearing the symbol of given quantities of real money, in the
quantity required by circulation, then the paper circulates at the full gold and
silver value. In the first case, because the medium of circulation is at the same
time the material of money as measure, and the material in which prices are
definitively realized; in the second case, because money only in its role as
medium of circulation.

Example of the clumsy confusion between the contradictory functions of
money: Qrice is exactly determined by the quantity of money there is to buy it
with. All the commodities in the world can fetch no more than all the money in
the world.GFirst, the determination of prices has nothing to do with actual sale;
money, in sale, serves only as measure. Secondly, all commodities (in
circulation) can fetch a thousand times more money as is in the world, if every
piece of money were to circulate a thousand times. (The passage is quoted from
the London Weekly Dispatch, 8 November 1857.)

Since the total sum of prices to be realized in circulation changes with the
prices of the commodities and with the quantity of them thrown into circulation;
and since, on the other side, the velocity of the medium of circulation is
determined by circumstances independent of itself, it follows from this that the
guantity of media of circulation must be capable of changing, or expanding and
contracting "xontraction and expansion of circulation.

In its role as mere medium of circulation, it can be said about money that it
ceases to be a commodity (particular commodity), when its material is
irrelevant and it meets only the needs of circulation itself, and no other direct
need: gold and silver cease to be commodities as soon as they circulate as
money. It can be said about it, on the other hand, that it is now merely a
commodity (general commodity), the commodity in its pure form, indifferent to
its natural particularity and hence indifferent to all direct needs, without
natural relation to a particular need as such. The followers of the Monetary
System, even partly of the protectionist system (see e.g. Ferrier, p. 2), [67] have
clung only to the first aspect, while the modern economists cling to the second;
e.g. Say, who says that money should be treated like a "Qarticulardcommodity, a
commodity like any other. [68] As medium of exchange, money appears in the
role of necessary mediator between production and consumption. In the
developed money system, one produces only in order to exchange, or, one
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produces only by exchanging. Strike out money, and one would thereby either
be thrown back to a lower stage of production (corresponding to that of
auxiliary barter), or one would proceed to a higher stage, in which exchange
value would no longer be the principal aspect of the commodity, because social
labour, whose representative it is, would no longer appear merely as socially
mediated private labour.

The question whether money as medium of exchange is productive or not
productive is solved just as easily. According to Adam Smith, money not
productive. [69] Of course, Ferrier says e.g.: ‘Q creates values, because they
would not exist without it.8One has to look not only at Qs value as metal, but
equally its property as moneyd A. Smith is correct, in so far as it is not the
instrument of any particular branch of production; Ferrier is right too because
it is an essential aspect of the mode of production resting on exchange value
that product and agency of production should be posited in the character of
money, and because this characteristic presupposes a money distinct from
products; and because the money relation is itself a relation of production if
production is looked at in its totality.

When CN"M"Q is dissected into its two moments, although the prices of
the commodities are presupposed (and this makes the major difference),
circulation splits into two acts of direct barter.

C'M: the exchange value of the commodity is expressed in another
particular commodity, in the material of money, like that of money in the
commodity; similarly with M"@. To this extent, A. Smith is right when he says
that money as medium of exchange is only a more complicated kind of barter.
But when we look at the whole of the process, and not at both as equivalent
acts, realization of the commodity in money and of money in the commodity,
then A. Smith® opponents are correct when they say that he misunderstood the
nature of money and that monetary circulation suppresses barter; that money
serves only to balance the accounts of the @ ithmetical divisiondarising from
the division of labour. These @ ithmetical figuresino more need to be of gold
and silver than do the measures of length. (See Solly, p. 20.) [70]

Commodities change from being marchandises to being denrées, they
enter consumption; money as medium of circulation does not; at no point does it
cease to be commodity, as long as it remains within the role of medium of

"Q447Q



Grundrisse

circulation.

We now pass on to the third function of money; which initially results from
the second form of circulation:

M"@'Q@'M; in which money appears not only as medium, nor as measure,
but as end-in-itself, and hence steps outside circulation just like a particular
commodity which ceases to circulate for the time being and changes from
marchandise to denrée.

But first it must be noted that, once the quality of money as an intrinsic
relation of production generally founded on exchange value is presupposed, it is
possible to demonstrate that in some particular cases it does service as an
instrument of production. @he utility of gold and silver rests on this, that they
replace labour.G(Lauderdale, p. 11.) [71] Without money, a mass of swaps would
be necessary before one obtained the desired article in exchange. Furthermore,
in each particular exchange one would have to undertake an investigation into
the relative value of commodities. Money spares us the first task in its role as
instrument of exchange (instrument of commerce); the second task, as measure
of value and representative of all commodities (idem, loc. cit.). The opposite
assertion, that money is not productive, amounts only to saying that, apart from
the functions in which it is productive, as measure, instrument of circulation
and representative of value, it is unproductive; that its quantity is productive
only in so far as it is necessary to fulfil these preconditions. That it becomes not
only unproductive, but faux frais de production, the moment when more of
it is employed than necessary for its productive aspect "Qthis is a truth which
holds for every other instrument of production or exchange; for the machine as
well as the means of transportation. But if by this it is meant that money
exchanges only real wealth which already exists, then this is false, since labour,
as well, is exchanged for it and bought with it, i.e. productive activity itself,
potential wealth.

The third attribute of money, in its complete development, presupposes the
first two and constitutes their unity. Money, then, has an independent existence
outside circulation; it has stepped outside it. As a particular commaodity it can
be transformed out of its form of money into that of luxury articles, gold and
silver jewellery (as long as craftsmanship is still very simple, as e.g. in the old
English period, a constant transformation of silver money into plate and vice
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versa. See Taylor) [72] ; or, as money, it can be accumulated to form a
treasure. When money in its independent existence is derived from circulation,
it appears in itself as a result of circulation; by way of circulation, it closes the
circle with itself. This aspect already latently contains its quality as capital. It is
negated only as medium of exchange. Still, since it can be historically posited as
measure before it appears as medium of exchange, and can appear as medium
of exchange before it is posited as measure "Qin the latter case it would exist
merely as preferred commodity "Qit can therefore also appear historically in
the third function before it is posited in the two prior ones. But gold and silver
can be accumulated as money only if they are already present in one of the
other two roles, and it can appear in a developed form of the third role only if
the two earlier ones are already developed. Otherwise, accumulating it is
nothing more than the accumulation of gold and silver, not of money.

(As an especially interesting example, go into the accumulation of copper
money in the earlier periods of the Roman republic.)

Since money as universal material representative of wealth emerges
from circulation, and is as such itself a product of circulation, both of
exchange at a higher potentiality, and a particular form of exchange, it stands
therefore in the third function, as well, in connection with circulation; it stands
independent of circulation, but this independence is only its own process. It
derives from it just as it returns to it again. Cut off from all relation to it, it
would not be money, but merely a simple natural object, gold or silver. In this
character it is just as much its precondition as its result. Its independence is not
the end of all relatedness to circulation, but rather a negative relation to it.
This comes from its independence as a result of M"@' @M. In the case of money
as capital, money itself is posited (1) as precondition of circulation as well as
its result; (2) as having independence only in the form of a negative relation,
but always a relation to circulation; (3) as itself an instrument of production,
since circulation no longer appears in its primitive simplicity, as quantitative
exchange, but as a process of production, as a real metabolism. And thus money
is itself stamped as a particular moment of this process of production.
Production is not only concerned with simple determination of prices, i.e. with
translation of the exchange values of commodities into a common unit, but with
the creation of exchange values, hence also with the creation of the
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particularity of prices. Not merely with positing the form, but also the content.
Therefore, while in simple circulation, money appears generally as productive,
since circulation in general is itself a moment of the system of production,
nevertheless this quality still only exists for us, and is not yet posited in
money. (4) As capital, money thus also appears posited as a relation to itself
mediated by circulation "Qn the relation of interest and capital. But here we
are not as yet concerned with these aspects; rather, we have to look simply at
money in the third role, in the form in which it emerged as something
independent from circulation, more properly, from both its earlier aspects.

(®Wn increase of money only an increase in the means of counting.¢
Sismondi. [73] This correct only in so far as defined as mere medium of
exchange. In the other property it is also an increase in the means of paying.)

"Qommerce separated the shadow from the body, and introduced the
possibility of owning them separately.t (Sismondi.) [74] Thus, money is now
exchange value become independent (it never puts in more than a fleeting
appearance as such, as medium of exchange) in its general form. It
possesses, it is true, a particular body or substance, gold and silver, and
precisely this gives it its independence; for what only exists as an aspect or
relation of something else is not independent. On the other side, with this bodily
independence, as gold and silver, it represents not only the exchange value of
one commodity as against another, but rather exchange value as against all
commodities; and although it possesses a substance of its own, it appears at the
same time, in its particular existence as gold and silver, as the general
exchange value of all commodities. On one side, it is possessed as their
exchange value; they stand on the other side as only so many particular
substances of exchange value, so that it can either transform itself into every
one of these substances through exchange, or it can remain indifferent to them,
aloof from their particularity and peculiarity. They are therefore merely
accidental existences. It is the Qrécis de toutes les chosesd [75] in which
their particular character is erased; it is general wealth in the form of a concise
compendium, as opposed to its diffusion and fragmentation in the world of
commodities. While wealth in the form of the particular commodity appears as
one of the moments of the same, or the commodity as one of the moments of
wealth; in the form of gold and silver general wealth itself appears as
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concentrated in a particular substance. Every particular commodity, in so far as
it is exchange value, has a price, expresses a certain quantity of money in a
merely imperfect form, since it has to be thrown into circulation in order to be
realized, and since it remains a matter of chance, due to its particularity,
whether or not it is realized. However, in so far as it is realized not as price, but
in its natural property, it is a moment of wealth by way of its relation to a
particular need which it satisfies; and, in this relation, [it] expresses (1) only the
wealth of uses [Gebrauchsreichtum], (2) only a quite particular facet of this
wealth. Money, by contrast, apart from its particular usefulness as a valuable
commodity, is (1) the realized price; (2) satisfies every need, in so far as it can
be exchanged for the desired object of every need, regardless of any
particularity. The commodity possesses this property only through the
mediation of money. Money possesses it directly in relation to all commodities,
hence in relation to the whole world of wealth, to wealth as such. With money,
general wealth is not only a form, but at the same time the content itself. The
concept of wealth, so to speak, is realized, individualized in a particular
object.
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The Chapter on Money (continuation)

(Superfluity, accumulation)

In the particular commodity, in so far as it is a price, wealth is posited only as
an ideal form, not yet realized; and in so far as it has a particular use value, it
represents merely a quite singular facet of wealth. In money, by contrast, the
price is realized; and its substance is wealth itself considered in its totality in
abstraction from its particular modes of existence. Exchange value forms the
substance of money, and exchange value is wealth. Money is therefore, on
another side, also the embodied form of wealth, in contrast to all the substances
of which wealth consists. Thus, while on one side the form and the content of
wealth are identical in money, considered for itself, on the other side, in
contrast to all the other commodities, money is the general form of wealth,
while the totality of these particularities form its substance. Thus, in the first
role, money is wealth itself; in the other, it is the general material
representative of wealth. This totality exists in money itself as the
comprehensive representation of commodities. Thus, wealth (exchange value as
totality as well as abstraction) exists, individualized as such, to the exclusion of
all other commodities, as a singular, tangible object, in gold and silver. Money is
therefore the god among commodities.

Since it is an individuated, tangible object, money may be randomly
searched for, found, stolen, discovered; and thus general wealth may be
tangibly brought into the possession of a particular individual. From its servile
role, in which it appears as mere medium of circulation it suddenly changes into
the lord and god of the world of commaodities. It represents the divine existence
of commodities, while they represent its earthly form. Before it is replaced by
exchange value, every form of natural wealth presupposes an essential relation
between the individual and the objects, in which the individual in one of his
aspects objectifies [vergegenstandlicht] himself in the thing, so that his
possession of the thing appears at the same time as a certain development of
his individuality: wealth in sheep, the development of the individual as
shepherd, wealth in grain his development as agriculturist, etc. Money,
however, as the individual of general wealth, as something emerging from
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circulation and representing a general quality, as a merely social result, does
not at all presuppose an individual relation to its owner; possession of it is not
the development of any particular essential aspect of his individuality; but
rather possession of what lacks individuality, since this social [relation] exists at
the same time as a sensuous, external object which can be mechanically seized,
and lost in the same manner. Its relation to the individual thus appears as a
purely accidental one; while this relation to a thing having no connection with
his individuality gives him, at the same time, by virtue of the thing® character, a
general power over society, over the whole world of gratifications, labours, etc.
It is exactly as if, for example, the chance discovery of a stone gave me mastery
over all the sciences, regardless of my individuality. The possession of money
places me in exactly the same relationship towards wealth (social) as the
philosophers@stone would towards the sciences.

Money is therefore not only an object, but is the object of greed
[Bereicherungssucht]. It is essentially auri sacra fames. [1] Greed as such,
as a particular form of the drive, i.e. as distinct from the craving for a particular
kind of wealth, e.g. for clothes, weapons, jewels, women, wine etc., is possible
only when general wealth, wealth as such, has become individualized in a
particular thing, i.e. as soon as money is posited in its third quality. Money is
therefore not only the object but also the fountainhead of greed. The mania for
possessions is possible without money; but greed itself is the product of a
definite social development, not natural, as opposed to historical. Hence the
wailing of the ancients about money as the source of all evil. Hedonism
[Genusssucht] in its general form and miserliness [Geiz] are the two
particular forms of monetary greed. Hedonism in the abstract presupposes an
object which possesses all pleasures in potentiality. Abstract hedonism realizes
that function of money in which it is the material representative of wealth;
miserliness, in so far as it is only the general form of wealth as against its
particular substances, the commodities. In order to maintain it as such, it must
sacrifice all relationship to the objects of particular needs, must abstain, in
order to satisfy the need of greed for money as such. Monetary greed, or mania
for wealth, necessarily brings with it the decline and fall of the ancient
communities [Gemeinwesen]. Hence it is the antithesis to them. It is itself the
community [Gemeinwesen], [2] and can tolerate none other standing above it.
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But this presupposes the full development of exchange values, hence a
corresponding organization of society. In antiquity, exchange value was not the
nexus rerum; it appears as such only among the mercantile peoples, who had,
however, no more than a carrying trade and did not, themselves, produce. At
least this was the case with the Phoenicians, Carthaginians, etc. But this is a
peripheral matter. They could live just as well in the interstices of the ancient
world, as the Jews in Poland or in the Middle Ages. Rather, this world itself was
the precondition for such trading peoples. That is why they fall apart every time
they come into serious conflict with the ancient communities. Only with the
Romans, Greeks etc. does money appear unhampered in both of its first two
functions, as measure and as medium of circulation, and not very far developed
in either. But as soon as either their trade etc. develops, or, as in the case of the
Romans, conquest brings them money in vast quantities "Qin short, suddenly,
and at a certain stage of their economic development, money necessarily
appears in its third role, and the further it develops in that role, the more the
decay of their community advances. In order to function productively, money in
its third role, as we have seen, must be not only the precondition but equally
the result of circulation, and, as its precondition, also a moment of it, something
posited by it. Among the Romans, who amassed money by stealing it from the
whole world, this was not the case. It is inherent in the simple character of
money itself that it can exist as a developed moment of production only where
and when wage labour exists; that in this case, far from subverting the social
formation, it is rather a condition for its development and a driving-wheel for
the development of all forces of production, material and mental. A particular
individual may even today come into money by chance, and the possession of
this money can undermine him just as it undermined the communities of
antiquity. But the dissolution of this individual within modern society is in itself
only the enrichment of the productive section of society. The owner of money, in
the ancient sense, is dissolved by the industrial process, which he serves
whether he wants and knows it or not. It is a dissolution which affects only his
person. As material representative of general wealth, as individualized
exchange value, money must be the direct object, aim and product of general
labour, the labour of all individuals. Labour must directly produce exchange
value, i.e. money. It must therefore be wage labour. Greed, as the urge of all,
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in so far as everyone wants to make money, is only created by general wealth.
Only in this way can the general mania for money become the wellspring of
general, self-reproducing wealth. When labour is wage labour, and its direct aim
is money, then general wealth is posited as its aim and object. (In this regard,
talk about the context of the military system of antiquity when it
became a mercenary system.) Money as aim here becomes the means of
general industriousness. General wealth is produced in order to seize hold of its
representative. In this way the real sources of wealth are opened up. When the
aim of labour is not a particular product standing in a particular relation to the
particular needs of the individual, but money, wealth in its general form, then,
firstly the individual® industriousness knows no bounds; it is indifferent to its
particularity, and takes on every form which serves the purpose; it is ingenious
in the creation of new objects for a social need, etc. It is clear, therefore, that
when wage labour is the foundation, money does not have a dissolving effect,
but acts productively; whereas the ancient community as such is already in
contradiction with wage labour as the general foundation. General
industriousness is possible only where every act of labour produces general
wealth, not a particular form of it; where therefore the individualts reward, too,
is money. Otherwise, only particular forms of industry are possible. Exchange
value as direct product of labour is money as direct product of labour. Direct
labour which produces exchange value as such is therefore wage labour. Where
money is not itself the community [Gemeinwesen], it must dissolve the
community. In antiquity, one could buy labour, a slave, directly; but the slave
could not buy money with his labour. The increase of money could make slaves
more expensive, but could not make their labour more productive. Negro
slavery "Qa purely industrial slavery "Qwhich is, besides, incompatible with the
development of bourgeois society and disappears with it, presupposes wage
labour, and if other, free states with wage labour did not exist alongside it, if,
instead, the Negro states were isolated, then all social conditions there would
immediately turn into pre-civilized forms.

Money as individualized exchange value and hence as wealth incarnate was
what the alchemists sought; it figures in this role within the Monetary
(Mercantilist) System. The period which precedes the development of modern
industrial society opens with general greed for money on the part of individuals
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as well as of states. The real development of the sources of wealth takes place
as it were behind their backs, as a means of gaining possession of the
representatives of wealth. Wherever it does not arise out of circulation "Qas in
Spain "Cbut has to be discovered physically, the nation is impoverished, whereas
the nations which have to work in order to get it from the Spaniards develop the
sources of wealth and really become rich. This is why the search for and
discovery of gold in new continents, countries, plays so great a role in the
history of revaluation, because by its means colonization is improvised and
made to flourish as if in a hothouse. The hunt for gold in all countries leads to
its discovery; to the formation of new states; initially to the spread of
commodities, which produce new needs, and draw distant continents into the
metabolism of circulation, i.e. exchange. Thus, in this respect, as the general
representative of wealth and as individualized exchange value, it was doubly a
means for expanding the universality of wealth, and for drawing the dimensions
of exchange over the whole world; for creating the true generality
[Allgemeinheit] of exchange value in substance and in extension. But it is
inherent in the attribute in which it here becomes developed that the illusion
about its nature, i.e. the fixed insistence on one of its aspects, in the abstract,
and the blindness towards the contradictions contained within it, gives it a
really magical significance behind the backs of individuals. In fact, it is because
of this self-contradictory and hence illusory aspect, because of this abstraction,
that it becomes such an enormous instrument in the real development of the
forces of social production.

It is the elementary precondition of bourgeois society that labour should
directly produce exchange value, i.e. money; and, similarly, that money should
directly purchase labour, and therefore the labourer, but only in so far as he
alienates [veraussert] his activity in the exchange. Wage labour on one side,
capital on the other, are therefore only other forms of developed exchange
value and of money (as the incarnation of exchange value). Money thereby
directly and simultaneously becomes the real community [Gemeinwesen],
since it is the general substance of survival for all, and at the same time the
social product of all. But as we have seen, in money the community
[Gemeinwesen] is at the same time a mere abstraction, a mere external,
accidental thing for the individual, and at the same time merely a means for his
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satisfaction as an isolated individual. The community of antiquity presupposes a
quite different relation to, and on the part of, the individual. The development of
money in its third role therefore smashes this community. All production is an
objectification [Vergegenstandlichung] of the individual. In money (exchange
value), however, the individual is not objectified in his natural quality, but in a
social quality (relation) which is, at the same time, external to him.

Money posited in the form of the medium of circulation is coin [M iinze]. As
coin, it has lost its use value as such; its use value is identical with its quality as
medium of circulation. For example, it has to be melted down before it can
serve as money as such. It has to be demonetized. That is why the coin is also
only a symbol whose material is irrelevant. But, as coin, it also loses its
universal character, and adopts a national, local one. It decomposes into coin of
different kinds, according to the material of which it consists, gold, copper,
silver, etc. It acquires a political title, and talks, as it were, a different language
in different countries. Finally, within a single country it acquires different
denominations, etc. Money in its third quality, as something which
autonomously arises out of and stands against circulation, therefore still
negates its character as coin. It reappears as gold and silver, whether it is
melted down or whether it is valued only according to its gold and silver weight-
content. It also loses its national character again, and serves as medium of
exchange between the nations, as universal medium of exchange, no longer as a
symbol, but rather as a definite amount of gold and silver. In the most
developed international system of exchange, therefore, gold and silver reappear
in exactly the same form in which they already played a role in primitive barter.
Gold and silver, like exchange itself originally, appear, as already noted, not
within the sphere of a social community, but where it ends, on its boundary; on
the few points of its contact with alien communities. Gold (or silver) now
appears posited as the commodity as such, the universal commodity, which
obtains its character as commodity in all places. Only in this way is it the
material representative of general wealth. In the Mercantilist System,
therefore, gold and silver count as the measure of the power of the different
communities. s soon as the precious metals become objects of commerce, an
universal equivalent for everything, they also become the measure of power
between nations. Hence the Mercantilist System.@(Steuart.) [3] No matter how
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much the modern economists imagine themselves beyond Mercantilism, in
periods of general crisis gold and silver still appear in precisely this role, in
1857 as much as in 1600. In this character, gold and silver play an important
role in the creation of the world market. Thus the circulation of American silver
from the West to the East; the metallic band between America and Europe on
one side, with Asia on the other side, since the beginning of the modern epoch.
With the original communities this trade in gold and silver was only a
peripheral concern, connected with excess production, like exchange as a
whole. But in developed trade it is posited as a moment essentially
interconnected with production etc. as a whole. It no longer appears for the
purpose of exchanging the excess production but to balance it out as part of the
total process of international commodity exchange. It is coin, now, only as
world coin. But, as such, its formal character as medium of circulation is
essentially irrelevant, while its material is everything. As a form, in this
function, gold and silver remain the universally acceptable commodity, the
commodity as such.

(In this first section, where exchange values, money, prices are looked at,
commodities always appear as already present. The determination of forms is
simple. We know that they express aspects of social production, but the latter
itself is the precondition. However, they are not posited in this character [of
being aspects of social production]. And thus, in fact, the first exchange appears
as exchange of the superfluous only, and it does not seize hold of and determine
the whole of production. It is the available overflow of an overall production
which lies outside the world of exchange values. This still presents itself even
on the surface of developed society as the directly available world of
commodities. But by itself, it points beyond itself towards the economic
relations which are posited as relations of production. The internal structure
of production therefore forms the second section; the concentration of the
whole in the state the third; the international relation the fourth; the world
market the conclusion, in which production is posited as a totality together with
all its moments, but within which, at the same time, all contradictions come into
play. The world market then, again, forms the presupposition of the whole as
well as its substratum. Crises are then the general intimation which points
beyond the presupposition, and the urge which drives towards the adoption of a
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new historic form.) Mhe quantity of goods and the quantity of money may
remain the same, and price may rise or fall notwithstandingd(namely through
greater expenditure, e.g. by the moneyed capitalists, landowners, state officials
etc. Malthus, X, 43). [4]

Money, as we have seen, in the form in which it independently steps outside
of and against circulation, is the negation (negative unity) of its character as
medium of circulation and measure. * We have developed, so far:

* In so far as money is a medium of circulation, €he quantity of it which circulates can
never be employed individually; it must always circulated (Storch.) The individual can
employ money only by divesting himself of it, by positing it as being for others, in its
social function. This, as Storch correctly remarks, is a reason why the material of
money “§hould not be indispensable to human existenced in the manner of such things
as hides, salt, etc., which serve for money among some peoples. For the quantity that
is in circulation is lost to consumption. Hence, firstly, metals [enjoy] preference over
other commodities as money, and secondly, the precious metals preference over those
which useful as instruments of production. It is characteristic of the economists that
Storch expresses this thusly: the material of money should should "Qave direct value
but on the basis of an artificial need QArtificial need is what the economist calls,
firstly, the needs which arise out of the social existence of the individual; secondly,
those which do not flow from its naked existence as a natural object. This shows the
inner, desperate poverty which forms the basis of bourgeois wealth and of its science.

Firstly. Money is the negation of the medium of circulation as such, of the
coin. But it also contains the latter at the same time as an aspect, negatively,
since it can always be transformed into coin; positively, as world coin, but, as
such, its formal character is irrelevant, and it is essentially a commodity as
such, the omnipresent commodity, not determined by location. This indifference
is expressed in a double way: Firstly because it is now money only as gold and
as silver, not as symbol, not in the form of the coin. For that reason the face
which the state impresses on money as coin has no value; only its metal content
has value. Even in domestic commerce it has a merely temporary, local value,
"Because it is no more useful to him who owns it than to him who owns the
commodity to be boughtd@ The more domestic commerce is conditioned on all
sides by foreign commerce, the more, therefore, does the value of this face
vanish: it does not exist in private exchange, but appears only as tax. Then: in

Q57 Q



Karl Marx

their capacity as general commodity, as world coin, the return of gold and
silver to their point of departure, and, more generally, circulation as such, are
not necessary. Example: Asia and Europe. Hence the wailings of the upholders
of the Monetary System, that money disappears among the heathen without
flowing back again. (See Misselden about 1600.) [5] The more external
circulation is conditioned and enveloped by internal, the more does the world
coin as such come into circulation (rotation). This higher stage is yet no concern
of ours and is not contained in the simple relation which we are considering
here.

Secondly: Money is the negation of itself as mere realization of the prices of
commodities, where the particular commodity always remains what is essential.
It becomes, rather, the price realized in itself and, as such, the material
representative of wealth as well as the general form of wealth in relation
to all commodities, as merely particular substances of it; but

Thirdly: Money is also negated in the aspect in which it is merely the
measure of exchange values. As the general form of wealth and as its material
representative, it is no longer the ideal measure of other things, of exchange
values. For it is itself the adequate [adaquat] reality of exchange value, and
this it is in its metallic being. Here the character of measure has to be posited
in it. It is its own unit; and the measure of its value, the measure of itself as
wealth, as exchange value, is the quantity of itself which it represents. The
multiple of an amount of itself which serves as unit. As measure, its amount was
irrelevant; as medium of circulation, its materiality, the matter of the unit, was
irrelevant: as money in this third role, the amount of itself as of a definite
guantity of material is essential. If its quality as general wealth is given, then
there is no difference within it, other than the quantitative. It represents a
greater or lesser amount of general wealth according to whether its given unit
is possessed in a greater or lesser quantity. If it is general wealth, then one is
the richer the more of it one possesses, and the only important process, for the
individual as well as the nation, is to pile it up [Anh&aufen]. In keeping with this
role, it was seen as that which steps outside circulation. Now this withdrawing
of money from circulation, and storing it up, appears as the essential object
[Gegenstand] of the drive to wealth and as the essential process of becoming
wealthy. In gold and silver, | possess general wealth in its tangible form, and the
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more of it | pile up, the more general wealth do | appropriate. If gold and silver
represent general wealth, then, as specific quantities, they represent it only to a
degree which is definite, but which is capable of indefinite expansion. This
accumulation [6] of gold and silver, which presents itself as their repeated
withdrawal from circulation, is at the same time the act of bringing general
wealth into safety and away from circulation, in which it is constantly lost in
exchange for some particular wealth which ultimately disappears in
consumption.

Among all the peoples of antiquity, the piling-up of gold and silver appears at
first as a priestly and royal privilege, since the god and king of commodities
pertains only to gods and kings. Only they deserve to possess wealth as such.
This accumulation, then, occurs on one side merely to display overabundance,
i.e. wealth as an extraordinary thing, for use on Sundays only; to provide gifts
for temples and their gods; to finance public works of art; finally as security in
case of extreme necessity, to buy arms etc. Later in antiquity, this accumulation
becomes political. The state treasury, as reserve fund, and the temple are the
original banks in which this holy of holies is preserved. Heaping-up and
accumulating attain their ultimate development in the modern banks, but here
with a further-developed character. On the other side, among private
individuals, accumulation takes place for the purpose of bringing wealth into
safety from the caprices of the external world in a tangible form in which it can
be buried etc., in short, in which it enters into a wholly secret relation to the
individual. This, still on a large historical scale, in Asia. Repeats itself in every
panic, war etc. in bourgeois society, which then falls back into barbaric
conditions. Like the accumulation of gold etc. as ornament and ostentation
among semi-barbarians. But a very large and constantly growing part of it
withdrawn from circulation as an object of luxury in the most developed
bourgeois society. (See Jacob etc.) [7] As representative of general wealth, it is
precisely its retention without abandoning it to circulation and employing it for
particular needs, which is proof of the wealth of individuals; and to the degree
that money develops in its various roles, i.e. that wealth as such becomes the
general measure of the worth of individuals, [there develops] the drive to
display it, hence the display of gold and silver as representatives of wealth; in
the same way, Herr v. Rothschild displays as his proper emblem, | think, two
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banknotes of £100,000 each, mounted in a frame. The barbarian display of gold
etc. is only a more naive form of this modern one, since it takes place with less
regard to gold as money. Here still the simple glitter. There a premeditated
point. The point being that it is not used as money; here the form antithetical to
circulation is what is important.

The accumulation of all other commaodities is less ancient than that of gold
and silver: (1) because of their perishability. Metals as such represent the
enduring, relative to the other commodities; they are also accumulated by
preference because of their greater rarity and their exceptional character as
the instruments of production par excellence. The precious metals, because
not oxidized by the air, are again more durable than the other metals. What
other commodities lose is their form; but this form is what gives them their
exchange value, while their use value consists in overcoming this form, in
consuming it. With money, on the other hand, its substance, its materiality, is
itself its form, in which it represents wealth. If money appears as the general
commodity in all places, so also does it in all times. It maintains itself as wealth
at all times. Its specific durability. It is the treasure which neither rust nor
moths eat up. All commodities are only transitory money; money is the
permanent commodity. Money is the omnipresent commodity; the commodity is
only local money. But accumulation is essentially a process which takes place in
time. In this connection, Petty says:

The great and ultimate effect of trade is not wealth as such, but preferably
an overabundance of silver, gold and jewels, which are not perishable, nor as
fickle as other commodities, but are wealth in all times and all places. A
superfluity of wine, grain, poultry, meat etc. is wealth, but hic et nunc
Therefore the production of those commodities and the effects of that trade
which endow a land with gold and silver are advantageous above others.d(p. 3.)
(1 taxes take money from one who eats or drinks it up, and give it to one who
employs it in improving the land, in fisheries, in the working of mines, in
manufactures or even in clothing, then for the community there is always an
advantage; for even clothes are not as perishable as meals; if in the furnishing
of houses, even more; in the building of houses yet more; in the improvement of
land, working of mines, fisheries, more again; the most of all, when employed so
as to bring gold and silver into the country, for these things alone do not pass
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away, but are prized at all times and in all places as wealth.d(p. 5.) [8] Thus a
writer of the seventeenth century. One sees how the piling-up of gold and silver
gained its true stimulus with the conception of it as the material representative
and general form of wealth. The cult of money has its asceticism, its self-denial,
its self-sacrifice "Qeconomy and frugality, contempt for mundane, temporal and
fleeting pleasures; the chase after the eternal treasure. Hence the connection
between English Puritanism, or also Dutch Protestantism, and money-making. A
writer of the beginning of the seventeenth century (Misselden) expresses the
matter quite unselfconsciously as follows:

®he natural material of commerce is the commodity, the artificial is money.
Although money by nature and in time comes after the commodity, it has
become, in present custom, the most important thing.GHe compares this to the
two sons of old Jacob: Jacob placed his right hand on the younger and his left on
the older son. (p. 24.) We consume among us too great an excess of wines from
Spain, France, the Rhine, the Levant, the Islands: raisins from Spain, currants
from the Levant, cambrics from Hainault and the Netherlands, the silkenware
of Italy, the sugar and tobacco of the West Indies, the spices of East India; all
this is not necessary for us, but is paid for in hard money . If less of the
foreign and more of the domestic product were sold, then the difference would
have to come to us in the form of gold and silver, as treasure.d(loc. cit.) [9] The
modern economists naturally make merry at the expense of this sort of notion in
the general section of books on economics. But when one considers the anxiety
involved in the doctrine of money in particular, and the feverish fear with which,
in practice, the inflow and outflow of gold and silver are watched in times of
crisis, then it is evident that the aspect of money which the followers of the
Monetary and Mercantilist System conceived in an artless one-sidedness is still
to be taken seriously, not only in the mind, but as a real economic category.

The antithesis between the real needs of production and this supremacy of
money is presented most forcibly in Boisguillebert. (See the striking passages in
my Notebook.) [10]

(2) The accumulation of other commodities, their perishability apart,
essentially different in two ways from the accumulation of gold and silver, which
are here identical with money. First, the accumulation of other commodities
does not have the character of accumulating wealth in general, but of
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accumulating particular wealth, and it is therefore itself a particular act of
production; here simple accumulation will not do. To accumulate grain requires
special stores etc. Accumulating sheep does not make one into a shepherd; to
accumulate slaves or land requires relations of domination and subordination
etc. All this, then, requires acts and relations distinct from simple accumulation,
from increase of wealth as such. On the other hand, in order then to realize the
accumulated commodity in the form of general wealth, to appropriate wealth in
all its particular forms, | have to engage in trade with the particular commodity
| have accumulated, | have to be a grain merchant, cattle merchant, etc. Money
as the general representative of wealth absolves me of this.

The accumulation of gold and silver, of money, is the first historic
appearance of the gathering-together of capital and the first great means
thereto; but, as such, it is not yet accumulation of capital. For that, the re-entry
of what has been accumulated into circulation would itself have to be posited as
the moment and the means of accumulation.

Money in its final, completed character now appears in all directions as a
contradiction, a contradiction which dissolves itself, drives towards its own
dissolution. As the general form of wealth, the whole world of real riches
stands opposite it. It is their pure abstraction "Chence, fixated as such, a mere
conceit. Where wealth as such seems to appear in an entirely material, tangible
form, its existence is only in my head, it is a pure fantasy. Midas. On the other
side, as material representative of general wealth, it is realized only by
being thrown back into circulation, to disappear in exchange for the singular,
particular modes of wealth. It remains in circulation, as medium of circulation;
but for the accumulating individual, it is lost, and this disappearance is the only
possible way to secure it as wealth. To dissolve the things accumulated in
individual gratifications is to realize them. The money may then be again stored
up by other individuals, but then the same process begins anew. | can really
posit its being for myself only by giving it up as mere being for others. If | want
to cling to it, it evaporates in my hand to become a mere phantom of real
wealth. Further: [the notion that] to accumulate it is to increase it, [since] its
own quantity is the measure of its value, turns out again to be false. If the other
riches do not [also] accumulate, then it loses its value in the measure in which it
is accumulated. What appears as its increase is in fact its decrease. Its
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independence is a mere semblance; its independence of circulation exists only
in view of circulation, exists as dependence on it. It pretends to be the general
commodity, but because of its natural particularity it is again a particular
commodity, whose value depends both on demand and supply, and on variations
in its specific costs of production. And since it is incarnated in gold and silver, it
becomes one-sided in every real form; so that when the one appears as money,
the other appears as particular commodity, and vice versa, and in this way each
appears in both aspects. As absolutely secure wealth, entirely independent of
my individuality, it is at the same time, because it is something completely
external to me, the absolutely insecure, which can be separated from me by any
accident. Similarly, it has entirely contradictory qualities as measure, as
medium of circulation, and as money as such. Finally, in the last-mentioned
character, it also contradicts itself because it must represent value as such; but
represents in fact only a constant amount of fluctuating value. It therefore
suspends itself as completed exchange value.

As mere measure it already contains its own negation as medium of
circulation; as medium of circulation and measure, as money. To negate it in the
last quality is therefore at the same time to negate it in the two earlier ones. If
negated as the mere general form of wealth, it must then realize itself in the
particular substances of real wealth; but in the process of proving itself really to
be the material representative of the totality of wealth, it must at the same
time preserve itself as the general form. Its very entry into circulation must be a
moment of its staying at home [Beisichbleiben], and its staying at home must
be an entry into circulation. That is to say that as realized exchange value it
must be simultaneously posited as the process in which exchange value is
realized. This is at the same time the negation of itself as a purely objective
form, as a form of wealth external and accidental to individuals. It must appear,
rather, as the production of wealth; and wealth must appear as the result of the
mutual relations among individuals in production. Exchange value is now
characterized, therefore, no longer simply as a thing for which circulation is
only an external movement, or which appears individually in a particular
material: [but rather] as relation to itself through the process of circulation. On
the other side, circulation itself is no longer [qualified] merely as the simple
process of exchanging commodities for money and money for commodities,
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merely as the mediating movement by which the prices of the various
commodities are realized, are equated as exchange values, with both
[commodities and money] appearing as external to circulation: the presupposed
exchange value, the ultimate withdrawal of the commodity into consumption,
hence the destruction of exchange value, on one side, and the withdrawal of the
money, its achievement of independence vis-a-vis its substance, which is again
another form of its destruction [on the other]. [Rather,] exchange value itself,
and now no longer exchange value in general, but measured exchange value,
has to appear as a presupposition posited by circulation itself, and, as posited
by it, its presupposition. The process of circulation must also and equally
appear as the process of the production of exchange values. It is thus, on one
side, the regression of exchange value into labour, on the other side, that of
money into exchange value, which is now posited, however, in a more profound
character. With circulation, the determined price is presupposed, and
circulation as money posits it only formally. The determinateness of exchange
value itself, or the measure of price, must now itself appear as an act of
circulation. Posited in this way, exchange value is capital, and circulation is
posited at the same time as an act of production.

To be brought forward: In circulation, as it appears as money circulation,
the simultaneity of both poles of exchange is always presupposed. But a
difference of time may appear between the existence of the commodities to be
exchanged. It may lie in the nature of reciprocal services that a service is
performed today, but the service required in return can be performed only after
a year etc. th the majority of contracts,d says Senior, ‘Only one of the
contracting parties has the thing available and lends it; and if exchange is to
take place, one party has to cede it immediately on the condition of receiving
the equivalent only in a later period. Since, however, the value of all things
changes in a given space of time, the means of payment employed is that thing
whose value varies least, and which maintains a given average capacity to buy
things for the longest time. Thus money becomes the expression or the
representative of value.@[11] According to this there would be no connection
at all between the latter quality of money and the former. But this is wrong.
Only when money is posited as the autonomous representative of value do
contracts cease to be valued e.g. in quantities of grain or in services to be
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performed. (The latter was current e.g. in feudalism.) It is merely a notion held
by Mr Senior that money has a (nger average capacitydto maintain its value.
The fact is that it is employed as the general material of contracts (general
commodity of contracts, says Bailey) [12] because it is the general
commodity, the representative of general wealth (says Storch), [13]
because it is exchange value become independent. Money has to be already
very developed in its two earlier functions before it can appear generally in this
role. Now it turns out in fact that, although the quantity of money remains
uniformly the same, its value changes: that, in general, as a specific amount, it
is subject to the mutability of all values. Here its nature as a particular
commodity comes to the fore against its general character. To money as
measure, this change is irrelevant, for @ a changing medium, two different
relations to the same thing can always be expressed, just as well as in a
constant mediumd [14] As medium of circulation it is also irrelevant, since its
guantity as such is set by the measure. But as money in the form in which it
appears in contracts, this is essential, just as, in general, its contradictions
come to the fore in this role.

In separate sections, to be brought forward:

(1) Money as coin. This very summarily about coinage. (2) Historically the
sources of gold and silver. Discoveries etc. The history of their production. (3)
Causes of the variations in the value of the precious metals and hence of
metallic money; effects of this variation on industry and the different classes.
(4) Above all: quantity of circulation in relation to rise and fall of prices.
(Sixteenth century. Nineteenth century.) Along the way, to be seen also how it is
affected as measure by rising quantity etc. (5) About circulation: velocity,
necessary amount, effect of circulation; more, less developed etc. (6) Solvent
effect of money.

(This to be brought forward.) (Herein the specific economic
investigations.)

(The specific gravity of gold and silver, to contain much weight in a relatively
small volume, as compared with other metals, repeats itself in the world of
values so that it contains much value (labour time) in relatively small volume.
The labour time, exchange value realized in it, is the specific weight of the
commodity. This makes the precious metals particularly suited for service in

"Q165 Q



Karl Marx

circulation (since one can carry a significant amount of value in the pocket) and
for accumulation, since one can secure and stockpile a great amount of value in
a small space. Gold does not turn into something else in the process, like iron,
lead etc. Remains what it is.)

T3 Spain had never owned the mines of Mexico and Peru, it would never
have had need of the grain of Poland.d(Ravenstone.) [15]

Qi unum consilium habent et virtutem et potestatem suam bestiae
tradent . Et ne quis posset emere aut vendere, nisi qui habet
characterem aut nomen bestiae, aut numerum nominis ejus.t
(Apocalypse. Vulgate.) [16] @he correlative quantities of commodities which
are given for one another, constitute the price of the commaodity.t (Storch.)
"Qrice is the degree of exchangeable value.d(loc cit.) [17]

As we have seen, in simple circulation as such (exchange value in its
movement), the action of the individuals on one another is, in its content, only a
reciprocal, self-interested satisfaction of their needs; in its form, [it is] exchange
among equals (equivalents). Property, too, is still posited here only as the
appropriation of the product of labour by labour, and of the product of alien
labour by one® own labour, in so far as the product of onels own labour is
bought by alien labour. Property in alien labour is mediated by the equivalent of
oneds own labour. This form of property "Qquite like freedom and equality "Qis
posited in this simple relation. In the further development of exchange value
this will be transformed, and it will ultimately be shown that private property in
the product of one® own labour is identical with the separation of labour and
property, so that labour will create alien property and property will command
alien labour.
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The Chapter on Capital 18!

"Brom the beginnings of civilization, men have fixed the exchange value of
the products of their labour not by comparison with the products offered in
exchange, but by comparison with a product they preferred.d (Ganilh, 13,9.)

[19]

Simple exchange. Relations between exchangers. Harmonies of
equality, freedom, etc. (Bastiat, Proudhon)

The special difficulty in grasping money in its fully developed character as
money "Qa difficulty which political economy attempts to evade by forgetting
now one, now another aspect, and by appealing to one aspect when confronted
with another "Qs that a social relation, a definite relation between individuals,
here appears as a metal, a stone, as a purely physical, external thing which can
be found, as such, in nature, and which is indistinguishable in form from its
natural existence. Gold and silver, in and of themselves, are not money. Nature
does not produce money, any more than it produces a rate of exchange or a
banker. In Peru and Mexico gold and silver did not serve as money, although it
does appear here as jewellery, and there is a developed system of production.
To be money is not a natural attribute of gold and silver, and is therefore quite
unknown to the physicist, chemist etc. as such. But money is directly gold and
silver. Regarded as a measure, money still predominates in its formal quality;
even more so as coin, where this appears externally on its face impression; but
in its third aspect, i.e. in its perfection, where to be measure and coinage
appear as functions of money alone, there all formal character has vanished, or
directly coincides with its metallic existence. It is not at all apparent on its face
that its character of being money is merely the result of social processes; it is
money. This is all the more difficult since its immediate use value for the living
individual stands in no relation whatever to this role, and because, in general,
the memory of use value, distinct from exchange value, has become entirely
extinguished in this incarnation of pure exchange value. Thus the fundamental
contradiction contained in exchange value, and in the social mode of production
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corresponding to it, here emerges in all its purity. We have already criticized the
attempts made to overcome this contradiction by depriving money of its
metallic form, by positing it outwardly, as well, as something posited by society,
as the expression of a social relation, whose ultimate form would be that of
labour-money. It must by now have become entirely clear that this is a piece of
foolishness as long as exchange value is retained as the basis, and that,
moreover, the illusion that metallic money allegedly falsifies exchange arises
out of total ignorance of its nature. It is equally clear, on the other side, that to
the degree to which opposition against the ruling relations of production grows,
and these latter themselves push ever more forcibly to cast off their old skin ™
to that degree, polemics are directed against metallic money or money in
general, as the most striking, most contradictory and hardest phenomenon
which is presented by the system in a palpable form. One or another kind of
artful tinkering with money is then supposed to overcome the contradictions of
which money is merely the perceptible appearance. Equally clear that some
revolutionary operations can be performed with money, in so far as an attack on
it seems to leave everything else as it was, and only to rectify it. Then one
strikes a blow at the sack, intending the donkey. However, as long as the donkey
does not feel the blows on the sack, one hits in fact only the sack and not the
donkey. As soon as he feels it, one strikes the donkey and not the sack. As long
as these operations are directed against money as such, they are merely an
attack on consequences whose causes remain unaffected; i.e. disturbance of the
productive process, whose solid basis then also has the power, by means of a
more or less violent reaction, to define and to dominate these as mere passing
disturbances.

On the other hand, it isin the character of the money relation "Cas far as it is
developed in its purity to this point, and without regard to more highly
developed relations of production "Gthat all inherent contradictions of bourgeois
society appear extinguished in money relations as conceived in a simple form;
and bourgeois democracy even more than the bourgeois economists takes
refuge in this aspect (the latter are at least consistent enough to regress to
even simpler aspects of exchange value and exchange) in order to construct
apologetics for the existing economic relations. Indeed, in so far as the
commodity or labour is conceived of only as exchange value, and the relation in
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which the various commodities are brought into connection with one another is
conceived as the exchange of these exchange values with one another, as their
equation, then the individuals, the subjects between whom this process goes on,
are simply and only conceived of as exchangers. As far as the formal character
is concerned, there is absolutely no distinction between them, and this is the
economic character, the aspect in which they stand towards one another in the
exchange relation; it is the indicator of their social function or social relation
towards one another. Each of the subjects is an exchanger; i.e. each has the
same social relation towards the other that the other has towards him. As
subjects of exchange, their relation is therefore that of equality. It is impossible
to find any trace of distinction, not to speak of contradiction, between them; not
even a difference. Furthermore, the commodities which they exchange are, as
exchange values, equivalent, or at least count as such (the most that could
happen would be a subjective error in the reciprocal appraisal of values, and if
one individual, say, cheated the other, this would happen not because of the
nature of the social function in which they confront one another, for this
is the same, in this they are equal; but only because of natural cleverness,
persuasiveness etc., in short only the purely individual superiority of one
individual over another. The difference would be one of natural origin,
irrelevant to the nature of the relation as such, and it may be said in
anticipation of further development, the difference is even lessened and robbed
of its original force by competition etc.). As regards the pure form, the
economic side of this relation "Qthe content, outside this form, here still falls
entirely outside economics, or is posited as a natural content distinct from the
economic, a content about which it may be said that it is still entirely separated
from the economic relation because it still directly coincides with it "then only
three moments emerge as formally distinct: the subjects of the relation, the
exchangers (posited in the same character); the objects of their exchange,
exchange values, equivalents, which not only are equal but are expressly
supposed to be equal, and are posited as equal; and finally the act of exchange
itself, the mediation by which the subjects are posited as exchangers, equals,
and their objects as equivalents, equal. The equivalents are the objectification
[Vergegenstandlichung] of one subject for another; i.e. they themselves are of
equal worth, and assert themselves in the act of exchange as equally worthy,
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and at the same time as mutually indifferent. The subjects in exchange exist for
one another only through these equivalents, as of equal worth, and prove
themselves to be such through the exchange of the objectivity in which the one
exists for the other. Since they only exist for one another in exchange in this
way, as equally worthy persons, possessors of equivalent things, who thereby
prove their equivalence, they are, as equals, at the same time also indifferent to
one another; whatever other individual distinction there may be does not
concern them; they are indifferent to all their other individual peculiarities.
Now, as regards the content outside the act of exchange (an act which
constitutes the positing as well as the proving of the exchange values and of the
subjects as exchangers), this content, which falls outside the specifically
economic form, can only be: (1) The natural particularity of the commodity
being exchanged. (2) The particular natural need of the exchangers, or, both
together, the different use values of the commodities being exchanged. The
content of the exchange, which lies altogether outside its economic character,
far from endangering the social equality of individuals, rather makes their
natural difference into the basis of their social equality. If individual A had the
same need as individual B, and if both had realized their labour in the same
object, then no relation whatever would be present between them; considering
only their production, they would not be different individuals at all. Both have
the need to breathe; for both the air exists as atmosphere; this brings them into
no social contact; as breathing individuals they relate to one another only as
natural bodies, not as persons. Only the differences between their needs and
between their production gives rise to exchange and to their social equation in
exchange; these natural differences are therefore the precondition of their
social equality in the act of exchange, and of this relation in general, in which
they relate to one another as productive. Regarded from the standpoint of the
natural difference between them, individual A exists as the owner of a use value
for B, and B as owner of a use value for A. In this respect, their natural
difference again puts them reciprocally into the relation of equality. In this
respect, however, they are not indifferent to one another, but integrate with one
another, have need of one another; so that individual B, as objectified in the
commodity, is a need of individual A, and vice versa; so that they stand not only
in an equal, but also in a social, relation to one another. This is not all. The fact
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that this need on the part of one can be satisfied by the product of the other,
and vice versa, and that the one is capable of producing the object of the need
of the other, and that each confronts the other as owner of the object of the
otherés need, this proves that each of them reaches beyond his own particular
need etc., as a human being, and that they relate to one another as human
beings; that their common species-being [Gattungswesen] is acknowledged by
all. It does not happen elsewhere "Q@hat elephants produce for tigers, or animals
for other animals. For example. A hive of bees comprises at bottom only one
bee, and they all produce the same thing. Further. In so far as these natural
differences among individuals and among their commodities (products, labour
etc. are not as yet different here, but exist only in the form of commodities, or,
as Mr Bastiat prefers, following Say, services [20]; Bastiat fancies that, by
reducing the economic character of exchange value to its natural content,
commodity or service, and thereby showing himself incapable of grasping the
economic relation of exchange value as such, he has progressed a great step
beyond the classical economists of the English school, who are capable of
grasping the relations of production in their specificity, as such, in their pure
form) form the motive for the integration of these individuals, for their social
interrelation as exchangers, in which they are stipulated for each other as, and
prove themselves to be, equals, there enters, in addition to the quality of
equality, that of freedom. Although individual A feels a need for the commodity
of individual B, he does not appropriate it by force, nor vice versa, but rather
they recognize one another reciprocally as proprietors, as persons whose will
penetrates their commodities. Accordingly, the juridical moment of the Person
enters here, as well as that of freedom, in so far as it is contained in the former.
No one seizes hold of another& property by force. Each divests himself of his
property voluntarily. But thisis not all: individual A serves the need of individual
B by means of the commodity a only in so far as and because individual B serves
the need of individual A by means of the commodity b, and vice versa. Each
serves the other in order to serve himself; each makes use of the other,
reciprocally, as his means. Now both things are contained in the consciousness
of the two individuals: (1) that each arrives at his end only in so far as he serves
the other as means; (2) that each becomes means for the other (being for
another) [Sein fur andres] only as end in himself (being for self) [Sein fur sich]
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[21]; (3) that the reciprocity in which each is at the same time means and end,
and attains his end only in so far as he becomes a means, and becomes a means
only in so far as he posits himself as end, that each thus posits himself as being
for another, in so far as he is being for self, and the other as being for him, in so
far as he is being for himself "Qthat this reciprocity is a necessary fact,
presupposed as natural precondition of exchange, but that, as such, it is
irrelevant to each of the two subjects in exchange, and that this reciprocity
interests him only in so far as it satisfies his interest to the exclusion of, without
reference to, that of the other. That is, the common interest which appears as
the motive of the act as a whole is recognized as a fact by both sides; but, as
such, it is not the motive, but rather proceeds, as it were, behind the back of
these self-reflected particular interests, behind the back of one individualts
interest in opposition to that of the other. In this last respect, the individual can
at most have the consoling awareness that the satisfaction of his antithetical
individual interest is precisely the realization of the suspended antithesis, of the
social, general interest. Out of the act of exchange itself, the individual, each
one of them, is reflected in himself as its exclusive and dominant (determinant)
subject. With that, then, the complete freedom of the individual is posited:
voluntary transaction; no force on either side; positing of the self as means, or
as serving, only as means, in order to posit the self as end in itself, as dominant
and primary [Ubergreifend]; finally, the self-seeking interest which brings
nothing of a higher order to realization; the other is also recognized and
acknowledged as one who likewise realizes his self-seeking interest, so that
both know that the common interest exists only in the duality, many-sidedness,
and autonomous development of the exchanges between self-seeking interests.
The general interest is precisely the generality of self-seeking interests.
Therefore, when the economic form, exchange, posits the all-sided equality of
its subjects, then the content, the individual as well as the objective material
which drives towards the exchange, is freedom. Equality and freedom are thus
not only respected in exchange based on exchange values but, also, the
exchange of exchange values is the productive, real basis of all equality and
freedom. As pure ideas they are merely the idealized expressions of this basis;
as developed in juridical, political, social relations, they are merely this basis to
a higher power. And so it has been in history. Equality and freedom as
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developed to this extent are exactly the opposite of the freedom and equality in
the world of antiquity, where developed exchange value was not their basis, but
where, rather, the development of that basis destroyed them. Equality and
freedom presuppose relations of production as yet unrealized in the ancient
world and in the Middle Ages. Direct forced labour is the foundation of the
ancient world; the community rests on this as its foundation; labour itself as a
"Qrivileged as still particularized, not yet generally producing exchange values,
is the basis of the world of the Middle Ages. Labour is neither forced labour;
nor, as in the second case, does it take place with respect to a common, higher
unit (the guild).

Now, it is admittedly correct that the [relation between those] engaged in
exchange, in so far as their motives are concerned, i.e. as regards natural
motives falling outside the economic process, does also rest on a certain
compulsion; but this is, on one side, itself only the other indifference to my
need as such, to my natural individuality, hence his equality with me and his
freedom, which are at the same time the precondition of my own; on the other
side, if | am determined, forced, by my needs, it is only my own nature, this
totality of needs and drives, which exerts a force upon me; it is nothing alien
(or, my interest posited in a general, reflected form). But it is, after all,
precisely in this way that | exercise compulsion ever the other and drive him
into the exchange system.

In Roman law, the servus is therefore correctly defined as one who may not
enter into exchange for the purpose of acquiring anything for himself (see the
Institutes). [22] It is, consequently, equally clear that although this legal
system corresponds to a social state in which exchange was by no means
developed, nevertheless, in so far as it was developed in a limited sphere, it was
able to develop the attributes of the juridical person, precisely of the
individual engaged in exchange, and thus anticipate (in its basic aspects)
the legal relations of industrial society, and in particular the right which rising
bourgeois society had necessarily to assert against medieval society. But the
development of this right itself coincides completely with the dissolution of the
Roman community.

Since money is only the realization of exchange value, and since the system
of exchange values has realized itself only in a developed money system, or
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inversely, the money system can indeed only be the realization of this system of
freedom and equality. As measure, money only gives the equivalent its specific
expression, makes it into an equivalent in form, as well. A distinction of form
does, it is true, arise within circulation: the two exchangers appear in the
different roles of buyer and seller; exchange value appears once in its general
form, in the form of money, then again in its particular form, in the natural
commodity, now with a price; but, first of all, these forms alternate; circulation
itself creates not a disequation, but only an equation, a suspension of the
merely negated difference. The inequality is only a purely formal one. Finally,
even equality now posits itself tangibly, in money as medium of circulation,
where it appears now in one hand, now in another, and is indifferent to this
appearance. Each appears towards the other as an owner of money, and, as
regards the process of exchange, as money itself. Thus indifference and equal
worthiness are expressly contained in the form of the thing. The particular
natural difference which was contained in the commaodity is extinguished, and
constantly becomes extinguished by circulation. A worker who buys
commodities for 3s. appears to the seller in the same function, in the same
equality "Qin the form of 3s. "Qas the king who does the same. All distinction
between them is extinguished. The seller qua seller appears only as owner of a
commodity of the price of 3s., so that both are completely equal; only that the
3s. exist here in the form of silver, there again in the form of sugar, etc. In the
third form of money, a distinguishing quality might seem to enter between the
subjects of the process. But in so far as money here appears as the material, as
the general commodity of contracts, all distinction between the contracting
parties is, rather, extinguished. In so far as money, the general form of wealth,
becomes the object of accumulation, the subject here appears to withdraw it
from circulation only to the extent that he does not withdraw commaodities of an
equal price from circulation. Thus, if one individual accumulates and the other
does not, then none does it at the expense of the other. One enjoys real wealth,
the other takes possession of wealth in its general form. If one grows
impoverished and the other grows wealthier, then this is of their own free will
and does not in any way arise from the economic relation, the economic
connection as such, in which they are placed in relation to one another. Even
inheritance and similar legal relations, which perpetuate such inequalities, do
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not prejudice this natural freedom and equality. If individual A relation is not
in contradiction to this system originally, then such a contradiction can surely
not arise from the fact that individual B steps into the place of individual A, thus
perpetuating him. This is, rather, the perpetuation of the social relation beyond
one mans natural lifespan: its reinforcement against the chance influences of
nature, whose effects as such would in fact be a suspension of individual
freedom. Moreover, since the individual in this relation is merely the
individuation of money, therefore he is, as such, just as immortal as money, and
his representation by heirs is the logical extension of thisrole.

If this way of conceiving the matter is not advanced in its historic context,
but is instead raised as a refutation of the more developed economic relationsin
which individuals relate to one another no longer merely as exchangers or as
buyers and sellers, but in specific relations, no longer all of the same character;
then it is the same as if it were asserted that there is no difference, to say
nothing of antithesis and contradiction, between natural bodies, because all of
them, when looked at from e.g. the point of view of their weight, have weight,
and are therefore equal; or are equal because all of them occupy three
dimensions. Exchange value itself is here similarly seized upon in its simple
character, as the antithesis to its more developed, contradictory forms. In the
course of science, it is just these abstract attributes which appear as the
earliest and sparsest; they appear in part historically in this fashion, too; the
more developed as the more recent. In present bourgeois society as a whole,
this positing of prices and their circulation etc. appears as the surface process,
beneath which, however, in the depths, entirely different processes go on, in
which this apparent individual equality and liberty disappear. It is forgotten, on
one side, that the presupposition of exchange value, as the objective basis of
the whole of the system of production, already in itself implies compulsion over
the individual, since his immediate product is not a product for him, but only
becomes such in the social process, and since it must take on this general but
nevertheless external form; and that the individual has an existence only as a
producer of exchange value, hence that the whole negation of his natural
existence is already implied; that he is therefore entirely determined by society;
that this further presupposes a division of labour etc., in which the individual is
already posited in relations other than that of mere exchanger, etc. That
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therefore this presupposition by no means arises either out of the individual®s
will or out of the immediate nature of the individual, but that it is, rather,
historical, and posits the individual as already determined by society. It is
forgotten, on the other side, that these higher forms, in which exchange, or the
relations of production which realize themselves in it, are now posited, do not
by any means stand still in this simple form where the highest distinction which
occurs is a formal and hence irrelevant one. What is overlooked, finally, is that
already the simple forms of exchange value and of money latently contain the
opposition between labour and capital etc. Thus, what all this wisdom comes
down to is the attempt to stick fast at the simplest economic relations, which,
conceived by themselves, are pure abstractions; but these relations are, in
reality, mediated by the deepest antithesis, and represent only one side, in
which the full expression of the antitheses is obscured.

What this reveals, on the other side, is the foolishness of those socialists
(namely the French, who want to depict socialism as the realization of the ideals
of bourgeois society articulated by the French revolution) who demonstrate
that exchange and exchange value etc. are originally (in time) or essentially
(in their adequate form) a system of universal freedom and equality, but that
they have been perverted by money, capital, etc. [23] Or, also, that history has
so far failed in every attempt to implement them in their true manner, but that
they have now, like Proudhon, discovered e.g. the real Jacob, and intend now to
supply the genuine history of these relations in place of the fake. The proper
reply to them is: that exchange value or, more precisely, the money system isin
fact the system of equality and freedom, and that the disturbances which they
encounter in the further development of the system are disturbances inherent
in it, are merely the realization of equality and freedom, which prove to be
inequality and unfreedom. It is just as pious as it is stupid to wish that exchange
value would not develop into capital, nor labour which produces exchange value
into wage labour. What divides these gentlemen from the bourgeois apologists
is, on one side, their sensitivity to the contradictions included in the system; on
the other, the utopian inability to grasp the necessary difference between the
real and the ideal form of bourgeois society, which is the cause of their desire to
undertake the superfluous business of realizing the ideal expression again,
which is in fact only the inverted projection [Lichtbild] of this reality. And now,
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indeed, in opposition to these socialists there is the stale argumentation of the
degenerate economics of most recent times (whose classical representative as
regards insipidness, affectation of dialectics, puffy arrogance, effete,
complacent platitudinousness and complete inability to grasp historic processes
is Frederick Bastiat, because the American, Carey, at least brings out the
specific American relations as against the European), which demonstrates
that economic relations everywhere express the same simple determinants,
and hence that they everywhere express the equality and freedom of the simple
exchange of exchange values; this point entirely reduces itself to an infantile
abstraction. For example, the relation between capital and interest is reduced
to the exchange of exchange values. Thus, after first taking from the empirical
world the fact that exchange value exists not only in this simple form but also in
the essentially different form of capital, capital is then in turn reduced again to
the simple concept of exchange value; and interest, which, to crown all,
expresses a specific relation of capital as such, is similarly torn out of this
specificity and equated with exchange value; the whole relation in its specific
character is reduced to an abstraction and everything reduced to the
undeveloped relation of commodity exchange. In so far as | abstract from what
distinguishes a concrete from its abstract, it is of course the abstract, and does
not differ from it at all. According to this, all economic categories are only
so many names for what is always the same relation, and this crude
inability to grasp the real distinctions is then supposed to represent
pure common sense as such. The ‘@conomic harmoniesdof Mr Bastiat
amount au fond to the assertion that there exists only one single
economic relation which takes on different names, or that any
differences which occur, occur only in name. The reduction is not even
formally scientific to the minimal extent that everything is reduced to a real
economic relation by dropping the difference that development makes; rather,
sometimes one and sometimes another side is dropped in order to bring out
now one, now another side of the identity. For example, the wage for labour is
payment for a service done by one individual for another. (The economic form as
such is dropped here, as noted above.) Profit is also payment for a service done
by one individual for another. Hence wages and profit are identical, and it is, in
the first place, an error of language to call one payment wages, the other profit.
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But let us now look at profit and interest. With profit, the payment of the service
is exposed to chance fluctuations; with interest, it is fixed. Thus, since, with
wages, payment is relatively speaking exposed to chance fluctuations, while
with profit, in contrast to labour, it is fixed, it follows that the relation between
interest and profit is the same as that between wages and profit, which, as we
have seen, is the exchange of equivalents for one another. The opponents [24]
then take this twaddle (which goes back from the economic relations where the
contradiction is expressed to those where it is only latent and obscured)
literally, and demonstrate that e.g. with capital and interest there is not a
simple exchange, since capital is not replaced by an equivalent, but that the
owner of capital, rather, having consumed the equivalent 20 times over in the
form of interest, still has it in the form of capital and can exchange it for 20
more equivalents. Hence the unedifying debate in which one side asserts that
there is no difference between developed and undeveloped exchange value, and
the other asserts that there is, unfortunately, a difference, but, by rights, there
ought not to be.

Capital. Sum of values. "QLanded property and capital. "QCapital
comes from circulation. Content exchange value. "QMerchant
capital, money capital, and money interest. "Q Circulation
presupposes another process. Motion between presupposed
extremes

Money as capital is an aspect of money which goes beyond its simple
character as money. It can be regarded as a higher realization; as it can be said
that man is a developed ape. However, in this way the lower form is posited as
the primary subject, over the higher. In any case, money as capital is distinct
from money as money. The new aspect is to be developed. On the other hand,
capital as money seems to be a regression of capital to a lower form. But it is
only the positing of capital in a particular form which already existed prior to it,
as non-capital, and which makes up one of its presuppositions. Money recurs in
all later relations; but then it does not function as mere money. If, as here, the
initial task is to follow it up to its totality as money-market, then the rest of the
development is presupposed and has to be brought in occasionally. Thus we
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give here the general character of capital before we proceed to its particularity
as money.

If | state, like for example Say, that capital is a sum of values, [25] then |
state nothing more than that capital = exchange value. Every sum of values
is an exchange value, and every exchange value is a sum of values. | cannot get
from exchange value to capital by means of mere addition. In the pure
accumulation of money, as we have seen, the relation of capitalizing
[Kapitalisieren] is not yet posited.

In so-called retail trade, in the daily traffic of bourgeois life as it proceeds
directly between producers and consumers, in petty commerce, where the aim
on one side is to exchange the commodity for money and on the other to
exchange money for commodity, for the satisfaction of individual needs "Qn this
movement, which proceeds on the surface of the bourgeois world, there and
there alone does the motion of exchange values, their circulation, proceed in its
pure form. A worker who buys a loaf of bread and a millionaire who does the
same appear in this act only as simple buyers, just as, in respect to them, the
grocer appears only as seller. All other aspects are here extinguished. The
content of these purchases, like their extent, here appears as completely
irrelevant compared with the formal aspect.

As in the theory the concept of value precedes that of capital, but requires
for its pure development a mode of production founded on capital, so the same
thing takes place in practice. The economists therefore necessarily sometimes
consider capital as the creator of values, as their source, while at other times
they presuppose values for the formation of capital, and portray it as itself only
a sum of values in a particular function. The existence of value in its purity and
generality presupposes a mode of production in which the individual product
has ceased to exist for the producer in general and even more for the individual
worker, and where nothing exists unless it is realized through circulation. For
the person who creates an infinitesimal part of a yard of cotton, the fact that
this is value, exchange value, is not a formal matter. If he had not created an
exchange value, money, he would have created nothing at all. This
determination of value, then, presupposes a given historic stage of the mode of
social production and is itself something given with that mode, hence a historic
relation.
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At the same time, individual moments of value-determination develop in
earlier stages of the historic process of social production and appear as its
result.

Hence, within the system of bourgeois society, capital follows immediately
after money. In history, other systems come before, and they form the
material basis of a less complete development of value. Just as exchange value
here plays only an accompanying role to use value, it is not capital but the
relation of landed property which appears as its real basis. Modern landed
property, on the other hand, cannot be understood at all, because it cannot
exist, without capital as its presupposition, and it indeed appears historically as
a transformation of the preceding historic shape of landed property by capital
so as to correspond to capital. It is, therefore, precisely in the development of
landed property that the gradual victory and formation of capital can be
studied, which is why Ricardo, the economist of the modern age, with great
historical insight, examined the relations of capital, wage labour and ground
rent within the sphere of landed property, so as to establish their specific form.
The relation between the industrial capitalist and the proprietor of land appears
to be arelation lying outside that of landed property. But, as a relation between
the modern farmer and the landowner, it appears posited as an immanent
relation of landed property itself; and the [latter], [26] as now existing merely in
its relation to capital. The history of landed property, which would demonstrate
the gradual transformation of the feudal landlord into the landowner, of the
hereditary, semi-tributary and often unfree tenant for life into the modern
farmer, and of the resident serfs, bondsmen and villeins who belonged to the
property into agricultural day-labourers, would indeed be the history of the
formation of modern capital. It would include within it the connection with
urban capital, trade, etc. But we are dealing here with developed bourgeois
society, which is already moving on its own foundation.

Capital comes initially from circulation, and, moreover, its point of departure
is money. We have seen that money which enters into circulation and at the
same time returns from it to itself is the last requirement, in which money
suspends itself. It is at the same time the first concept of capital, and the first
form in which it appears. Money has negated itself as something which merely
dissolves in circulation; but it has also equally negated itself as something
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which takes up an independent attitude towards circulation. This negation, as a
single whole, in its positive aspects, contains the first elements of capital.
Money is the first form in which capital as such appears. M"@'@'M; that money
is exchanged for commodity and the commodity for money; this movement of
buying in order to sell, which makes up the formal aspect of commerce,
of capital as merchant capital, is found in the earliest conditions of economic
development; it is the first movement in which exchange value as such forms
the content "Qs not only the form but also its own content. This motion can take
place within peoples, or between peoples for whose production exchange value
has by no means yet become the presupposition. The movement only seizes
upon the surplus of their directly useful production, and proceeds only on its
margin. Like the Jews within old Polish society or within medieval society in
general, entire trading peoples, as in antiquity (and, later on, the Lombards),
can take up this position between peoples whose mode of production is not yet
determined by exchange value as the fundamental presupposition. Commercial
capital is only circulating capital, and circulating capital is the first form of
capital; in which it has as yet by no means become the foundation of
production. A more developed form is money capital and money interest,
usury, whose independent appearance belongs in the same way to an earlier
stage. Finally, the form CM"™M"Q, in which money and circulation in general
appear as mere means for the circulating commodity, which for its part again
steps outside circulation and directly satisfies a need, this is itself the
presupposition of that original appearance of merchant -capital. The
presuppositions appear distributed among different peoples; or, within society,
commercial capital as such appears only as determined by this purely
consumption-directed circulation. On the other side, the circulating
commodity, the commodity which realizes itself only by taking on the form of
another commodity, which steps outside circulation and serves immediate
needs, is similarly [the] [27] first form of capital, which is essentially
commodity capital.

On the other side it is equally clear that the simple movement of exchange
values, such as is present in pure circulation, can never realize capital. It can
lead to the withdrawal and stockpiling of money, but as soon as money steps
back into circulation, it dissolves itself in a series of exchange processes with
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commodities which are consumed, hence it is lost as soon as its purchasing
power is exhausted. Similarly, the commodity which has exchanged itself for
another commodity through the medium of money steps outside circulation in
order to be consumed, destroyed. But if it is given independence from
circulation, as money, it then merely represents the non-substantial general
form of wealth. Since equivalents are exchanged for one another, the form of
wealth which is fixed as money disappears as soon as it is exchanged for the
commodity; and the use value present in the commodity, as soon as it is
exchanged for money. All that can happen in the simple act of exchange is that
each can be lost in its role for the other as soon as it realizes itself in it. None
can maintain itself in its role by going over into the other. For this reason the
sophistry of the bourgeois economists, who embellish capital by reducing it in
argument to pure exchange, has been countered by its inversion, the equally
sophistical, but, in relation to them, legitimate demand that capital be really
reduced to pure exchange, whereby it would disappear as a power and be
destroyed, whether in the form of money or of the commodity. *

* Just as exchange value, i.e. all relations of commodities as exchange values, appears
in money to be a thing, so do all aspects of the activity which creates exchange values,
labour, appear in capital.

The repetition of the process from either of the points, money or commodity,
is not posited within the conditions of exchange itself. The act can be repeated
only until it is completed, i.e. until the amount of the exchange value is
exchanged away. It cannot ignite itself anew through its own resources.
Circulation therefore does not carry within itself the principle of self-
renewal. The moments of the latter are presupposed to it, not posited by
it. Commodities constantly have to be thrown into it anew from the outside, like
fuel into a fire. Otherwise it flickers out in indifference. It would die out with
money, as the indifferent result which, in so far as it no longer stood in any
connection with commodities, prices or circulation, would have ceased to be
money, to express a relation of production; only its metallic existence would be
left over, while its economic existence would be destroyed. Circulation,
therefore, which appears as that which is immediately present on the surface of
bourgeois society, exists only in so far as it is constantly mediated. Looked at in
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itself, it is the mediation of presupposed extremes. But it does not posit these
extremes. Thus, it has to be mediated not only in each of its moments, but as a
whole of mediation, as a total process itself. Its immediate being is therefore
pure semblance. It is the phenomenon of a process taking place behind it.
It is now negated in every one of its moments: as a commodity "Cas money "Gand
as a relation of the two, as simple exchange and circulation of both. While,
originally, the act of social production appeared as the positing of exchange
values and this, in its later development, as circulation "Qas completely
developed reciprocal movement of exchange values "Qnow, circulation itself
returns back into the activity which posits or produces exchange values. It
returns into it as into its ground. [28] It is commodities (whether in their
particular form, or in the general form of money) which form the presupposition
of circulation; they are the realization of a definite labour time and, as such,
values; their presupposition, therefore, is both the production of commodities
by labour and their production as exchange values. This is their point of
departure, and through its own motion it goes back into exchange-value-
creating production as its result. We have therefore reached the point of
departure again, production which posits, creates exchange values; but this
time, production which presupposes circulation as a developed moment
and which appears as a constant process, which posits circulation and
constantly returns from it into itself in order to posit it anew. The movement
which creates exchange value thus appears here in a much more complex form,
since it is no longer only the movement of presupposed exchange values, or the
movement which posits them formally as prices, but which creates, brings them
forth at the same time as presuppositions. Production itself is here no longer
present in advance of its products, i.e. presupposed; it rather appears as
simultaneously bringing forth these results; but it does not bring them forth, as
in the first stage, as merely leading into circulation, but as simultaneously
presupposing circulation, the developed process of circulation. (Circulation
consists at bottom only of the formal process of positing exchange value,
sometimes in the role of the commodity, at other times in the role of money.)

Transition from circulation to capitalist production. "QCapital
objectified labour etc. 'QSum of values for production of values
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This movement appears in different forms, not only historically, as leading
towards value-producing labour, but also within the system of bourgeois
production itself, i.e. production for exchange value. With semi-barbarian or
completely barbarian peoples, there is at first interposition by trading peoples,
or else tribes whose production is different by nature enter into contact and
exchange their superfluous products. The former case is a more classical form.
Let us therefore dwell on it. The exchange of the overflow is a traffic which
posits exchange and exchange value. But it extends only to the overflow and
plays an accessory role to production itself. But if the trading peoples who
solicit exchange appear repeatedly (the Lombards, Normans etc. play this role
towards nearly all European peoples), and if an ongoing commerce develops,
although the producing people still engages only in so-called passive trade,
since the impulse for the activity of positing exchange values comes from the
outside and not from the inner structure of its production, then the surplus of
production must no longer be something accidental, occasionally present, but
must be constantly repeated; and in this way domestic production itself takes
on a tendency towards circulation, towards the positing of exchange values. At
first the effect is of a more physical kind. The sphere of needs is expanded; the
aim is the satisfaction of the new needs, and hence greater regularity and an
increase of production. The organization of domestic production itself is already
modified by circulation and exchange value; but it has not yet been completely
invaded by them, either over the surface or in depth. This is what is called the
civilizing influence of external trade. The degree to which the movement
towards the establishment of exchange value then attacks the whole of
production depends partly on the intensity of this external influence, and partly
on the degree of development attained by the elements of domestic production ™
division of labour etc. In England, for example, the import of Netherlands
commodities in the sixteenth century and at the beginning of the seventeenth
century gave to the surplus of wool which England had to provide in exchange,
an essential, decisive role. In order then to produce more wool, cultivated land
was transformed into sheep-walks, the system of small tenant-farmers was
broken up etc., clearing of estates took place etc. Agriculture thus lost the
character of labour for use value, and the exchange of its overflow lost the
character of relative indifference in respect to the inner construction of
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production. At certain points, agriculture itself became purely determined by
circulation, transformed into production for exchange value. Not only was the
mode of production altered thereby, but also all the old relations of population
and of production, the economic relations which corresponded to it, were
dissolved. Thus, here was a circulation which presupposed a production in
which only the overflow was created as exchange value; but it turned into a
production which took place only in connection with circulation, a production
which posited exchange values as its exclusive content.

On the other hand, in modern production, where exchange value and
developed circulation are presupposed, it is prices which determine production
on one side, and production which determines prices on the other.

When it is said that capital @ accumulated (realized) labour (properly,
objectified [vergegenstandlichte] labour), which serves as the means for
new labour (production) [29] then this refers to the simple material of capital,
without regard to the formal character without which it is not capital. This
means nothing more than that capital is "Qan instrument of production, for, in
the broadest sense, every object, including those furnished purely by nature,
e.g. a stone, must first be appropriated by some sort of activity before it can
function as an instrument, as means of production. According to this, capital
would have existed in all forms of society, and is something altogether
unhistorical. Hence every limb of the body is capital, since each of them not
only has to be developed through activity, labour, but also nourished,
reproduced, in order to be active as an organ. The arm, and especially the hand,
are then capital. Capital would be only a new name for a thing as old as the
human race, since every form of labour, including the least developed, hunting,
fishing, etc., presupposes that the product of prior labour is used as means for
direct, living labour. A further characteristic contained in the above definition is
that the material stuff of products is entirely abstracted away, and that
antecedent labour itself is regarded as its only content (matter); in the same
way, abstraction is made from the particular, special purpose for which the
making of this product is in its turn intended to serve as means, and merely
production in general is posited as purpose. All these things only seemed a
work of abstraction, which is equally valid in all social conditions and which
merely leads the analysis further and formulates it more abstractly (generally)
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than is the usual custom. If, then, the specific form of capital is abstracted away,
and only the content is emphasized, as which it is a necessary moment of
all labour, then of course nothing is easier than to demonstrate that
capital is a necessary condition for all human production. The proof of
this proceeds precisely by abstraction from the specific aspects which make it
the moment of a specifically developed historic stage of human production. The
catch is that if all capital is objectified labour which serves as means for new
production, it is not the case that all objectified labour which serves as means
for new production is capital. Capital is conceived as a thing, not as a
relation.

If it is said on the other hand that capital is a sum of values used for the
production of values, then this means: capital is self-reproducing exchange
value. But, formally, exchange value reproduces itself even in simple circulation.
This explanation, it is true, does contain the form wherein exchange value is the
point of departure, but the connection with the content (which, with capital, is
not, as in the case of simple exchange value, irrelevant) is dropped. If it is said
that capital is exchange value which produces profit, or at least has the
intention of producing a profit, then capital is already presupposed in its
explanation, for profit is a specific relation of capital to itself. Capital is not a
simple relation, but a process, in whose various moments it is always capital.
This process therefore to be developed. Already in accumulated labour,
something has sneaked in, because, in its essential characteristic, it should be
merely objectified labour, in which, however, a certain amount of labour is
accumulated. But accumulated labour already comprises a quantity of objectsin
which labour is realized.

™ the beginning everyone was content, since exchange extended only to
objects which had no value for each exchanger: no significance was assigned to
objects other than those which were without value for each exchanger; no
significance was assighed to them, and each was satisfied to receive a useful
thing in exchange for a thing without utility. But after the division of labour had
made everyone into a merchant and society into a commercial society, no one
wanted to give up his products except in return for their equivalents; it thus
became necessary, in order to determine this equivalent, to know the value of
the thing received.d (Ganilh, 12, b.) [30] This means in other words that
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exchange did not stand still with the formal positing of exchange values, but
necessarily advanced towards the subjection of production itself to exchange
value.

(1) Circulation, and exchange value deriving from circulation, the
presupposition of capital

To develop the concept of capital it is necessary to begin not with labour but
with value, and, precisely, with exchange value in an already developed
movement of circulation. It is just as impossible to make the transition directly
from labour to capital as it is to go from the different human races directly to
the banker, or from nature to the steam engine. We have seen that in money, as
such, exchange value has already obtained a form independent of circulation,
but only a negative, transitory or, when fixated, an illusory form. It exists only in
connection with circulation and as the possibility of entering into it; but it loses
this character as soon as it realizes itself, and falls back on its two earlier roles,
as measure of exchange value and as medium of exchange. As soon as money is
posited as an exchange value which not only becomes independent of
circulation, but which also maintains itself through it, then it is no longer
money, for this as such does not go beyond the negative aspect, but is capital.
That money is the first form in which exchange value proceeds to the character
of capital, and that, hence, the first form in which capital appears is confused
with capital itself, or is regarded as sole adequate form of capital "Qthis is a
historic fact which, far from contradicting our development, rather confirms it.
The first quality of capital is, then, this: that exchange value deriving from
circulation and presupposing circulation preserves itself within it and by means
of it; does not lose itself by entering into it; that circulation is not the movement
of its disappearance, but rather the movement of its real self-positing
[Sichsetzen] as exchange value, its self-realization as exchange value. [31] It
cannot be said that exchange value as such is realized in simple circulation. It is
always realized only in the moment of its disappearance. If the commodity is
exchanged via money for another commodity, then its value-character
disappears in the moment in which it realizes itself, and it steps outside the
relation, becomes irrelevant to it, merely the direct object of a need. If money is
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exchanged for a commodity, then even the disappearance of the form of
exchange is posited; the form is posited as a merely formal mediation for the
purpose of gaining possession of the natural material of the commodity. If a
commodity is exchanged for money, then the form of exchange value, exchange
value posited as exchange value, money, persists only as long as it stays outside
exchange, withdraws from it, is hence a purely illusory realization, purely ideal
in this form, in which the independence of exchange value leads a tangible
existence. If, finally, money is exchanged for money "he fourth form in which
circulation can be analysed, but at bottom only the third form expressed in the
form of exchange "Qthen not even a formal difference appears between the
things distinguished; a distinction without a difference; not only does exchange
value disappear, but also the formal movement of its disappearance. At bottom,
these four specific forms of simple circulation are reducible to two, which, it is
true, coincide in themselves; the distinction consists in the different placing of
the emphasis, the accent; which of the two moments "Qmoney and commaodity ™
forms the point of departure. Namely, money for the commodity: i.e. the
exchange value of the commodity disappears in favour of its material content
(substance); or commodity for money, i.e. its content (substance) disappears in
favour of its form as exchange value. In the first case, the form of exchange
value is extinguished; in the second, its substance; in both, therefore, its
realization is its disappearance. Only with capital is exchange value posited as
exchange value in such a way that it preserves itself in circulation; i.e. it neither
becomes substanceless, nor constantly realizes itself in other substances or a
totality of them; nor loses its specific form, but rather preserves its identity with
itself in each of the different substances. It therefore always remains money and
always commodity. It is in every moment both of the moments which disappear
into one another in circulation. But it is this only because it itself is a constantly
self-renewing circular course of exchanges. In this relation, too, its circulation
is distinct from that of simple exchange values as such. Simple circulation is in
fact circulation only from the standpoint of the observer, or in itself, not
posited as such. It is not always the same exchange value "(orecisely because its
substance is a particular commodity "Qwhich first becomes money and then a
commodity again; rather, it is always different commodities, different exchange
values which confront money. Circulation, the circular path, consists merely of
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the simple repetition or alternation of the role of commodity and money, and not
of the identity of the real point of departure and the point of return. Therefore,
in characterizing simple circulation as such, where money alone is the
persistent moment, the term mere money circulation, money turnover has
been applied.

"Qapital values are self-perpetuating.d(Say, 14.) [32] "Qapital "Qpermanent¢
('Self-multiplying@idoes not belong here as yet) "@alue which no longer decayed;
this value tears itself loose from the commodity which created it; like a
metaphysical, insubstantial quality, it always remained in the possession of the
same cultivateurd(here irrelevant; say owner) €@r whom it cloaked itself in
different forms.d(Sismondi, VI.) [33]

The immortality which money strove to achieve by setting itself negatively
against circulation, by withdrawing from it, is achieved by capital, which
preserves itself precisely by abandoning itself to circulation. Capital, as
exchange value existing prior to circulation, or as presupposing and preserving
itself in circulation, not only is in every moment ideally both of the two moments
contained in simple circulation, but alternately takes the form of the one and of
the other, though no longer merely by passing out of the one into the other, as
in simple circulation, but rather by being in each of these roles at the same time
a relation to its opposite, i.e. containing it ideally within itself. Capital becomes
commodity and money alternately; but (1) it is itself the alternation of both
these roles; (2) it becomes commodity; but not this or the other commodity;,
rather a totality of commodities. It is not indifferent to the substance, but to
the particular form; appears in this respect as a constant metamorphosis of this
substance; in so far as it is then posited as a particular content of exchange
value, this particularity itself is a totality of particularity; hence indifferent not
to particularity as such, but to the single or individuated particularity. The
identity, the form of generality [Allgemeinheit], which it obtains is that of
being exchange value and, as such, money. It is still therefore posited as money,
in fact it exchanges itself as commodity for money. But posited as money, i.e. as
this contradictory form of the generality of exchange value, there is posited in it
at the same time that it must not, as in simple exchange, lose this generality,
but must rather lose the attribute antithetical to generality, or adopt it only
fleetingly; therefore it exchanges itself again for the commodity, but as a
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commodity which itself, in its particularity, expresses the generality of exchange
value, and hence constantly changes its particular form.

If we speak here of capital, this is still merely a word. The only aspect in
which capital is here posited as distinct from direct exchange value and from
money is that of exchange value which preserves and perpetuates itself
in and through circulation. We have so far examined only one side, that of its
self-preservation in and through circulation. The other equally important side is
that exchange value is presupposed, but no longer as simple exchange value,
such as it exists as a merely ideal quality of the commodity before it enters into
circulation, or as, rather, a merely intended quality, since it becomes exchange
value only for a vanishing moment in circulation; nor as exchange value as it
exists as a moment in circulation, as money; it exists here, rather, as money, as
objectified exchange value, but with the addition of the relation just described.
What distinguishes the second from the first is that it (1) exists in the form of
objectivity; (2) arises out of circulation, hence presupposes it, but at the same
time proceeds from itself as presupposition of circulation.

There are two sides in which the result of simple circulation can be
expressed:

The simply negative: The commodities thrown into circulation have
achieved their purpose; they are exchanged for one another; each becomes an
object of a need and is consumed. With that, circulation comes to an end.
Nothing remains other than money as simple residue. As such a residue,
however, it has ceased to be money, loses its characteristic form. It collapses
into its material, which is left over as the inorganic ashes of the process as a
whole.

The positively negative: Money is negated not as objectified, independent
exchange value "Qnot only as vanishing in circulation "Qbut rather the
antithetical independence, the merely abstract generality in which it has
firmly settled, is negated; but

thirdly: Exchange value as the presupposition and simultaneously the result
of circulation, just as it is assumed as having emerged from circulation, must
emerge from it again. If this happens in a merely formal manner, it would
simply become money again; if it emerges as a real commodity, as in simple
circulation, then it would become a simple object of need, consumed as such,
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and again lose its quality as form. For this emergence to become real, it must
likewise become the object of a need and, as such, be consumed, but it must be
consumed by labour, and thereby reproduce itself anew.

Differently expressed: Exchange value, as regards its content, was originally
an objectified amount of labour or labour time; as such it passed through
circulation, in its objectification, until it became money, tangible money. It must
now again posit the point of departure of circulation, which lay outside
circulation, was presupposed to it, and for which circulation appeared as an
external, penetrating and internally transforming movement; this point was
labour; but [it must do so] now no longer as a simple equivalent or as a simple
objectification of labour, but rather as objectified exchange value, now become
independent, which yields itself to labour, becomes its material, only so as to
renew itself and to begin circulating again by itself. And with that it is no longer
a simple positing of equivalents, a preservation of its identity, as in circulation;
but rather multiplication of itself. Exchange value posits itself as exchange
value only by realizing itself; i.e. increasing its value. Money (as returned to
itself from circulation), as capital, has lost its rigidity, and from a tangible
thing has become a process. But at the same time, labour has changed its
relation to its objectivity; it, too, has returned to itself. But the nature of the
return is this, that the labour objectified in the exchange value posits living
labour as a means of reproducing it, whereas, originally, exchange value
appeared merely as a product of labour.

Exchange value emerging from circulation, a presupposition of
circulation, preserving and multiplying itself in it by means of labour

<[34] I. (1) General concept of capital. "X2) Particularity of capital: circulating
capital, fixed capital. (Capital as the necessaries of life, as raw material, as
instrument of labour.) (3) Capital as money. Il. (1) Quantity of capital.
Accumulation. (2) Capital measured by itself. Profit. Interest. Value of
capital: i.e. capital as distinct from itself as interest and profit. (3) The
circulation of capitals. ¢ ) Exchange of capital and capital. Exchange of
capital with revenue. Capital and prices. €) Competition of capitals. €)
Concentration of capitals. Ill. Capital as credit. IV. Capital as share capital. V.
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Capital as money market. VI. Capital as source of wealth. The capitalist.
After capital, landed property would be dealt with. After that, wage labour. All
three presupposed, the movement of prices, as circulation now defined in its
inner totality. On the other side, the three classes, as production posited in its
three basic forms and presuppositions of circulation. Then the state. (State and
bourgeois society. "QTaxes, or the existence of the unproductive classes. "QThe
state debt. "QPopulation. "Qrhe state externally: colonies. External trade. Rate of
exchange. Money as international coin. "Q Finally the world market.
Encroachment of bourgeois society over the state. Crises. Dissolution of the
mode of production and form of society based on exchange value. Real positing
of individual labour as social and vice versa.)>

Product and capital. Value and capital. Proudhon

(Nothing is more erroneous than the manner in which economists as well as
socialists regard society in relation to economic conditions. Proudhon, for
example, replies to Bastiat by saying (XVI, 29): Bor society, the difference
between capital and product does not exist. This difference is entirely
subjective, and related to individuals.G[35] Thus he calls subjective precisely
what is social; and he calls society a subjective abstraction. The difference
between product and capital is exactly this, that the product expresses, as
capital, a particular relation belonging to a historic form of society. This so-
called contemplation from the standpoint of society means nothing more than
the overlooking of the differences which express the social relation (relation
of bourgeois society). Society does not consist of individuals, but expresses the
sum of interrelations, the relations within which these individuals stand. As if
someone were to say: Seen from the perspective of society, there are no slaves
and no citizens: both are human beings. Rather, they are that outside society. To
be a slave, to be a citizen, are social characteristics, relations between human
beings A and B. Human being A, as such, is not a slave. He is a slave in and
through society. What Mr Proudhon here says about capital and product means,
for him, that from the viewpoint of society there is no difference between
capitalists and workers; a difference which exists precisely only from the
standpoint of society.)
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(For Proudhon in his polemic against Bastiat, 'Gratuité du créditg
everything comes down to his own wish to reduce the exchange between capital
and labour to the simple exchange of commodities as exchange values, to the
moments of simple circulation, i.e. he abstracts from just the specific difference
on which everything depends. He says: ™ a given moment, every product
becomes capital, because everything which is consumed is at a given moment
consumed reproductively.c This very false, but never mind. What is it that
makes the motion of the product suddenly transform itself into that of capital?
It isthe idea of value. That means that the product, in order to become capital,
needs to have passed through an authentic evaluation, to have been bought or
sold, its price debated and fixed by a sort of legal convention. E.g. leather,
coming from the slaughterhouse, is the product of the butcher. Is this leather
bought by the tanner? The latter then immediately carries it or carries its value
into his exploitation fund [fonds d&xploitation]. By means of the tannercs
labour, this capital becomes product again etc.t[36] Every capital is here @
constituted valued Money is the '®ost perfect valued [37] constituted
value to the highest power. This means, then: (1) Product becomes capital by
becoming value. Or capital is just nothing more than simple value. There is no
difference between them. Thus he says commodity (the natural side of the
same, expressed as product) at one time, value another time, alternatively, or
rather, since he presupposes the act of buying and selling, price. (2) Since
money appears as the perfected form of value such as it is in simple circulation,
therefore money is also the true constituted value.)

Capital and labour. Exchange value and use value for exchange
value. @M oney and its use value (labour) in this relation, capital.
Self-multiplication of value is its only movement. "QThe phrase
that no capitalist will employ his capital without drawing a gain
from it. 'QCapital, as regards substance, objectified labour. Its
antithesis, living, productive (i.e. value-preserving and value-
increasing) labour. "Q Productive labour and Ilabour as
performance of a service. "QProductive and unproductive labour.
A. Smith etc. QThief in Lauderdale® sense and productive labour

The transition from simple exchange value and its circulation to capital can also
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be expressed in this way: Within circulation, exchange value appears double:
once as commodity, again as money. If it is in one aspect, it is not in the other.
This holds for every particular commodity. But the wholeness of circulation,
regarded in itself, lies in the fact that the same exchange value, exchange value
as subject, posits itself once as commaodity, another time as money, and that it is
just this movement of positing itself in this dual character and of preserving
itself in each of them as its opposite, in the commodity as money and in money
as commodity. This in itself is present in simple circulation, but is not posited in
it. Exchange value posited as the unity of commodity and money is capital, and
this positing itself appears as the circulation of capital. (Which is, however, a
spiral, an expanding curve, not a simple circle.)

Let us analyse first the simple aspects contained in the relation of capital
and labour, in order by this means to arrive at the inner connection not only of
these aspects, but also of their further development from the earlier ones.

The first presupposition is that capital stands on one side and labour on the
other, both as independent forms relative to each other; both hence also alien to
one another. The labour which stands opposite capital is alien [fremde] labour,
and the capital which stands opposite labour is alien capital. The extremes
which stand opposite one another are specifically different. In the first
positing of simple exchange value, labour was structured in such a way that the
product was not a direct use value for the labourer, not a direct means of
subsistence. This was the general condition for the creation of an exchange
value and of exchange in general. Otherwise the worker would have produced
only a product "Ca direct use value for himself "Cbut not an exchange value. This
exchange value, however, was materialized in a product which had, as such, a
use value for others, and, as such, was the object of their needs. The use value
which the worker has to offer to the capitalist, which he has to offer to othersin
general, is not materialized in a product, does not exist apart from him at all,
thus exists not really, but only in potentiality, as his capacity. It becomes a
reality only when it has been solicited by capital, is set in motion, since activity
without object is nothing, or, at the most, mental activity, which is not the
qguestion at issue here. As soon as it has obtained motion from capital, this use
value exists as the worker&s specific, productive activity; it is his vitality itself,
directed toward a specific purpose and hence expressing itself in a specific
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form.

In the relation of capital and labour, exchange value and use value are
brought into relation; the one side (capital) initially stands opposite the other
side as exchange value, * and the other (labour), stands opposite capital, as
use value. In simple circulation, each of the commodities can alternately be
regarded in one or the other role. In both cases, when it counts as commodity
as such, it steps outside circulation as object of a need and falls entirely outside
the economic relation. In so far as the commodity becomes fixed as exchange
value "Qmoney "Qit tends towards the same formlessness, but as falling within
the economic relation. In any case, the commodities are of interest in the
exchange-value relation (simple circulation) only in so far as they have
exchange value; on the other side their exchange value is of only passing
interest, in that it suspends the one-sidedness "Qthe usefulness, use value,
existing only for the specific individual, hence existing directly for him "Qbut
not this use value itself; rather, it posits and mediates it as use value for others
etc. But to the degree that exchange value as such becomes fixed in money, use
value no longer confronts it as anything but abstract chaos; and, through just
this separation from its substance, it collapses into itself and tends away from
the sphere of simple exchange value, whose highest movement is simple
circulation, and whose highest perfection is money. But within the sphere itself,
the distinctness exists in fact only as a superficial difference, a purely formal
distinction. Money itself in its highest fixedness is itself a commodity again, and
distinguishes itself from the others only in that it expresses exchange value
more perfectly; but, as currency, and precisely for that reason, it loses its
exchange value as intrinsic quality, and becomes mere use value, although
admittedly use value for determining the prices etc. of commodities. The
aspects still immediately coincide and just as immediately they separate. Where
they relate to one another independently, positively, as in the case of the
commodity which becomes an object of consumption, it ceases to be a moment
of the economic process; where negatively, as in the case of money, it becomes
madness; madness, however, as a moment of economics and as a determinant
of the practical life of peoples.

* Is not value to be conceived as the unity of use value and exchange value? In and for
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itself, is value as such the general form, in opposition to use value and exchange value
as particular forms of it? Does this have significance in economics? Use value
presupposed even in simple exchange or barter. But here, where exchange takes place
only for the reciprocal use of the commodity, the use value, i.e. the content, the natural
particularity of the commodity has as such no standing as an economic form. Its form,
rather, is exchange value. The content apart from this form is irrelevant; is not a
content of the relation as a social relation. But does this content as such not develop
into a system of needs and production? Does not use value as such enter into the form
itself, as a determinant of the form itself, e.g. in the relation of capital and labour? the
different forms of labour? "Qagriculture, industry etc. "Qground rent? "Qeffect of the
seasons on raw product prices? etc. If only exchange value as such plays a role in
economics, then how could elements later enter which relate purely to use value, such
as, right away, in the case of capital as raw material etc.? How is it that the physical
composition of the soil suddenly drops out of the sky in Ricardo? [38] The word ware
[commodity] (German Giiter [goods] perhaps as denrée [good] as distinct from
marchandise [commodity]?) contains the connection. The price appears as a merely
formal aspect in it. This is not in the slightest contradicted by the fact that exchange
value is the predominant aspect. But of course use does not come to a halt because it
is determined only by exchange; although of course it obtains its direction thereby. In
any case, this is to be examined with exactitude in the examination of value, and not,
as Ricardo does, to be entirely abstracted from, nor like the dull Say, who puffs himself
up with the mere presupposition of the word "Qtilityd [39] Above all it will and must
become clear in the development of the individual sections to what extent use value
exists not only as presupposed matter, outside economics and its forms, but to what
extent it enters into it. Proudhon® nonsense, see the Wiséred [40] This much is
certain: in exchange we have (in circulation) the commodity "Quse value "Gas price; that
it is, apart from its price, a commodity, an object of need, goes without saying. The two
aspects in no way enter into relation with each other, except in so far as the particular
use value appears as the natural limit of the commodity and hence posits money, i.e. its
exchange value, simultaneously as an existence apart from itself, in money, but only
formally. Money itself is a commodity, has a use value for its substance.

We have seen earlier that it cannot be said that exchange value is realized in
simple circulation. [41] This is so, however, because use value does not stand as
such opposite exchange value, as something defined as use value by exchange
value; while inversely use value as such does not stand in a connection with
exchange value, but becomes a specific exchange value only because the
common element of use values "Qabour time "Qis applied to it as an external
yardstick. Their unity still immediately splits, and their difference still
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immediately coincides. It must now be posited that use value as such becomes
what it becomes through exchange value, and that exchange value mediates
itself through use value. In money circulation, all we had was the different
forms of exchange value (price of the commodity "Qmoney) or only different use
values (commodity "CC), for which money, exchange value, is merely a vanishing
mediation. A real connection of exchange value and use value did not take
place. The commodity as such "Qits particularity "Qis for that reason an
irrelevant, merely accidental, and in general imaginary content, which falls
outside the relation of economic forms; or, the latter is a merely superficial
form, a formal quality: the real substance lies outside its realm and stands in no
relation at all to the substance as such; therefore if this formal quality as such
becomes fixed in money, then it transforms itself on the sly into an irrelevant
natural product, a metal, in which every trace of a connection, whether with the
individual or with intercourse between individuals, is extinguished. Metal as
such of course expresses no social relations; the coin form is extinguished in it
as well; the last sign of life of its social significance.

Posited as a side of the relation, exchange value, which stands opposite use
value itself, confronts it as money, but the money which confronts it in this way
is no longer money in its character as such, but money as capital. The use
value or commodity which confronts capital or the posited exchange value is
no longer the commodity such as it appeared in opposition to money, where its
specific form was as irrelevant as its content, and which appeared only as a
completely undefined substance. First, as use value for capital, i.e. therefore as
an object in exchange with which capital does not lose its value-quality, as for
example does money when it is exchanged for a particular commodity. The only
utility whatsoever which an object can have for capital can be to preserve or
increase it. We have already seen, in the case of money, how value, having
become independent as such "Qor the general form of wealth "Qs capable of no
other motion than a quantitative one; to increase itself. It is according to its
concept the quintessence of all use values; but since it is always only a definite
amount of money (here, capital), its quantitative limit is in contradiction with its
quality. It is therefore inherent in its nature constantly to drive beyond its own
barrier. (As consumption-oriented wealth, e.g. in imperial Rome, it therefore
appears as limitless waste, which logically attempts to raise consumption to an
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imaginary boundlessness, by gulping down salad of pearls etc.) Already for that
reason, value which insists on itself as value preserves itself through increase;
and it preserves itself precisely only by constantly driving beyond its
quantitative barrier, which contradicts its character as form, its inner
generality. Thus, growing wealthy is an end in itself. The goal-determining
activity of capital can only be that of growing wealthier, i.e. of magnification, of
increasing itself. A specific sum of money (and money always exists for its
owner in a specific quantity, always as a specific sum of money) (this is to be
developed as early as in the money chapter) can entirely suffice for a specific
consumption, in which it ceases to be money. But as a representative of general
wealth, it cannot do so. As a quantitatively specific sum, a limited sum, it is only
a limited representative of general wealth, or representative of a limited wealth,
which goes as far, and no further than, its exchange value, and is precisely
measured in it. It thus does not by any means have the capacity which
according to its general concept it ought to have, namely the capacity of buying
all pleasures, all commodities, the totality of the material substances of wealth;
it is not a ‘Précis de toutes les chosesd [42] etc. Fixed as wealth, as the
general form of wealth, as value which counts as value, it is therefore the
constant drive to go beyond its quantitative limit: an endless process. Its own
animation consists exclusively in that; it preserves itself as a self-validated
exchange value distinct from a use value only by constantly multiplying itself.
(It is damned difficult for Messrs the economists to make the theoretical
transition from the self-preservation of value in capital to its multiplication; and
this in its fundamental character, not only as an accident or result. See e.g.
Storch, how he brings this fundamental character in with an adverb, ‘@roperlyd
[43] Admittedly, the economists try to introduce this into the relation of capital
as an essential aspect, but if this is not done in the brutal form of defining
capital as that which brings profit, where the increase of capital itself is already
posited as a special economic form, profit, then it happens only surreptitiously,
and very feebly, as we shall later show in a brief review of all that the
economists have contributed towards determining the concept of capital. Drivel
to the effect that nobody would employ his capital without drawing a gain from
it [44] amounts either to the absurdity that the good capitalists will remain
capitalists even without employing their capital; or to a very banal form of
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saying that gainful investment is inherent in the concept of capital. Very well. In
that case it would just have to be demonstrated.) "@Voney as a sum of money is
measured by its quantity. This measuredness contradicts its character, which
must be oriented towards the measureless. Everything which has been said
here about money holds even more for capital, in which money actually
develops in its completed character for the first time. The only use value, i.e.
usefulness, which can stand opposite capital as such is that which increases,
multiplies and hence preserves it as capital.

Secondly. Capital is by definition money, but not merely money in the simple
form of gold and silver, nor merely as money in opposition to circulation, but in
the form of all substances "tommodities. To that degree, therefore, it does not,
as capital, stand in opposition to use value, but exists apart from money
precisely only in use values. These, its substances themselves, are thus now
transitory ones, which would have no exchange value if they had no use value;
but which lose their value as use values and are dissolved by the simple
metabolism of nature if they are not actually used, and which disappear even
more certainly if they are actually used. In this regard, the opposite of capital
cannot itself be a particular commodity, for as such it would form no opposition
to capital, since the substance of capital is itself use value; it is not this
commodity or that commodity, but all commodities. The communal substance of
all commodities, i.e. their substance not as material stuff, as physical character,
but their communal substance as commodities and hence exchange values,
is this, that they are objectified labour. * The only thing distinct from
objectified labour is non-objectified labour, labour which is still objectifying
itself, labour as subjectivity. Or, objectified labour, i.e. labour which is
present in space, can also be opposed, as past labour, to labour which is
present in time. If it is to be present in time, alive, then it can be present only
as the living subject, in which it exists as capacity, as possibility; hence as
worker. The only use value, therefore, which can form the opposite pole to
capital is labour (to be exact, value-creating, productive labour. This
marginal remark is an anticipation; must first be developed, by and by. Labour
as mere performance of services for the satisfaction of immediate needs has
nothing whatever to do with capital, since that is not capital® concern. If a
capitalist hires a woodcutter to chop wood to roast his mutton over, then not
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only does the wood-cutter relate to the capitalist, but also the capitalist to the
wood-cutter, in the relation of simple exchange. The woodcutter gives him his
service, a use value, which does not increase capital; rather, capital consumes
itself in it; and the capitalist gives him another commodity for it in the form of
money. The same relation holds for all services which workers exchange directly
for the money of other persons, and which are consumed by these persons. This
is consumption of revenue, which, as such, always falls within simple
circulation; it is not consumption of capital. Since one of the contracting parties
does not confront the other as a capitalist, this performance of a service cannot
fall under the category of productive labour. From whore to pope, there is a
mass of such rabble. But the honest and "@orking&lumpenproletariat belongs
here as well; e.g. the great mob of porters etc. who render service in seaport
cities etc. He who represents money in this relation demands the service only
for its use value, which immediately vanishes for him; but the porter demands
money, and since the party with money is concerned with the commodity and
the party with the commodity, with money, it follows that they represent to one
another no more than the two sides of simple circulation; goes without saying
that the porter, as the party concerned with money, hence directly with the
general form of wealth, tries to enrich himself at the expense of his improvised
friend, thus injuring the latter self-esteem, all the more so because he, a hard
calculator, has need of the service not qua capitalist but as a result of his
ordinary human frailty. A. Smith was essentially correct with his productive
and unproductive labour, correct from the standpoint of bourgeois economy.
[45] What the other economists advance against it is either horse-piss (for
instance Storch, Senior even lousier etc.), [46] namely that every action after all
acts upon something, thus confusion of the product in its natural and in its
economic sense; so that the pickpocket becomes a productive worker too, since
he indirectly produces books on criminal law (this reasoning at least as correct
as calling a judge a productive worker because he protects from theft). Or the
modern economists have turned themselves into such sycophants of the
bourgeois that they want to demonstrate to the latter that it is productive
labour when somebody picks the lice out of his hair, or strokes his tail, because
for example the latter activity will make his fat head "Qvlockhead "(clearer the
next day in the office. It is therefore quite correct "Cbut also characteristic "that
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for the consistent economists the workers in e.g. luxury shops are productive,
although the characters who consume such objects are expressly castigated as
unproductive wastrels. The fact is that these workers, indeed, are productive,
as far as they increase the capital of their master; unproductive as to the
material result of their labour. In fact, of course, this ‘@roductivedworker cares
as much about the crappy shit he has to make as does the capitalist himself who
employs him, and who also couldnd give a damn for the junk. But, looked at
more precisely, it turns out in fact that the true definition of a productive
worker consists in this: A person who needs and demands exactly as much as,
and no more than, is required to enable him to gain the greatest possible
benefit for his capitalist. All this nonsense. Digression. But return in more detail
to the productive and unproductive).

* But only this economic (social) substance of use values, i.e. of their economic
character as content as distinct from their form (but this form value, because specific
amount of this labour), comes into question when searching for an antithesis to
capital. As far as their natural differences are concerned, none of them excludes
capital from entering into them and making their bodies its own, so long as none
excludes the character of exchange value and of the commodity.

The two different processes in the exchange of capital with
labour. (Here the use value of that which is exchanged for capital
belongs to the specific economic form etc.)

The use value which confronts capital as posited exchange value is labour.
Capital exchanges itself, or exists in this role, only in connection with not-
capital, the negation of capital, without which it is not capital; the real not-
capital is labour.

If we consider the exchange between capital and labour, then we find that it
splits into two processes which are not only formally but also qualitatively
different, and even contradictory:

(1) The worker sells his commodity, labour, which has a use value, and, as
commodity, also a price, like all other commodities, for a specific sum of
exchange values, specific sum of money, which capital concedes to him.

(2) The capitalist obtains labour itself, labour as value-positing activity, as
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productive labour; i.e. he obtains the productive force which maintains and
multiplies capital, and which thereby becomes the productive force, the
reproductive force of capital, a force belonging to capital itself.

The separation of these two processes is so obvious that they can take place
at different times, and need by no means coincide. The first process can be and
usually, to a certain extent, is completed before the second even begins. The
completion of the second act presupposes the completion of the product. The
payment of wages cannot wait for that. We will even find it an essential aspect
of the relation, that it does not wait for that.

In simple exchange, circulation, this double process does not take place. If
commodity A is exchanged for money B, and the latter then for the commodity
C, which is destined to be consumed "Gthe original object of the exchange, for A
"Qthen the using-up of commodity C, its consumption, falls entirely outside
circulation; is irrelevant to the form of the relation; lies beyond circulation
itself, and is of purely physical interest, expressing no more than the relation of
the individual A in his natural quality to an object of his individual need. What
he does with commodity C is a question which belongs outside the economic
relation. Here, by contrast, the use value of that which is exchanged for
money appears as a particular economic relation, and the specific
utilization of that which is exchanged for money forms the ultimate aim
of both processes. Therefore, this is already a distinction of form
between the exchange of capital and labour, and simple exchange "Q@wo
different processes.

If we now further inquire how the exchange between capital and labour is
different in content from simple exchange (circulation), then we find that this
difference does not arise out of an external connection or equation; but rather
that, in the totality of the latter process, the second form distinguishes itself
from the first, in that this equation is itself comprised within it. The difference
between the second act and the first "Qnote that the particular process of the
appropriation of labour by capital is the second act "Qis exactly the difference
between the exchange of capital and labour, and exchange between
commodities as it is mediated by money. In the exchange between capital
and labour, the first act is an exchange, falls entirely within ordinary
circulation; the second is a process qualitatively different from
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exchange, and only by misuse could it have been called any sort of
exchange at all. It stands directly opposite exchange; essentially different
category.

Capital and modern landed property. QVakefield

<Capital. I. Generality: (1) (a) Emergence of capital out of money. (b) Capital
and labour (mediating itself through alien labour). (¢) The elements of capital,
dissected according to their relation to labour (Product. Raw material.
Instrument of labour.) (2) Particularization of capital: (a) Capital circulant,
capital fixe. Turnover of capital. (3) The singularity of capital: Capital and
profit. Capital and interest. Capital as value, distinct from itself as interest and
profit. Il. Particularity: (1) Accumulation of capitals. (2) Competition of
capitals. (3) Concentration of capitals (quantitative distinction of capital as at
same time qualitative, as measure of its size and influence). Ill. Singularity:
(1) Capital as credit. (2) Capital as stock-capital. (3) Capital as money market.
In the money market, capital is posited in its totality; there it determines
prices, gives work, regulates production, in a word, is the source of
production; but capital, not only as something which produces itself (positing
prices materially in industry etc., developing forces of production), but at the
same time as a creator of values, has to posit a value or form of wealth
specifically distinct from capital. This is ground rent. This is the only value
created by capital which is distinct from itself, from its own production. By its
nature as well as historically, capital is the creator of modern landed property,
of ground rent; just as its action therefore appears also as the dissolution of the
old form of property in land. The new arises through the action of capital upon
the old. Capital is this "Qn one regard "Qas creator of modern agriculture. The
inner construction of modern society, or, capital in the totality of its relations, is
therefore posited in the economic relations of modern landed property, which
appears as a process: ground rent "apital "Qvage labour (the form of the circle
can also be put in another way: as wage labour "Qcapital "Qground rent; but
capital must always appear as the active middle). The question is now, how does
the transition from landed property to wage labour come about? (The transition
from wage labour to capital arises by itself, since the latter is here brought back

"@04"Q



Grundrisse

into its active foundation.) Historically, this transition is beyond dispute. It is
already given in the fact that landed property is the product of capital. We
therefore always find that, wherever landed property is transformed into money
rent through the reaction of capital on the older forms of landed property (the
same thing takes place in another way where the modern farmer is created) and
where, therefore, at the same time agriculture, driven by capital, transforms
itself into industrial agronomy, there the cottiers, serfs, bondsmen, tenants for
life, cottagers etc. become day labourers, wage labourers, i.e. that wage
labour in its totality is initially created by the action of capital on landed
property, and then, as soon as the latter has been produced as a form, by the
proprietor of the land himself. This latter himself then "Qearsd as Steuart says,
[47] the land of its excess mouths, tears the children of the earth from the
breast on which they were raised, and thus transforms labour on the soil itself,
which appears by its nature as the direct wellspring of subsistence, into a
mediated source of subsistence, a source purely dependent on social relations.
(The reciprocal dependence has first to be produced in its pure form before it is
possible to think of a real social communality [Gemeinschaftlichkeit]. All
relations as posited by society, not as determined by nature.) Only in this way is
the application of science possible for the first time, and the development of the
full force of production. There can therefore be no doubt that wage labour in
its classic form, as something permeating the entire expanse of society, which
has replaced the very earth as the ground on which society stands, is initially
created only by modern landed property, i.e. by landed property as a value
created by capital itself. This is why landed property leads back to wage labour.
In one regard, it is nothing more than the extension of wage labour, from the
cities to the countryside, i.e. wage labour distributed over the entire surface of
society. The ancient proprietor of land, if he is rich, needs no capitalist in order
to become the modern proprietor of land. He needs only to transform his
workers into wage workers and to produce for profit instead of for revenue.
Then the modern farmer and the modern landowner are presupposed in his
person. This change in the form in which he obtains his revenue or in the form
in which the worker is paid is not, however, a formal distinction, but
presupposes a total restructuring of the mode of production (agriculture)
itself; it therefore presupposes conditions which rest on a certain development
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of industry, of trade, and of science, in short of the forces of production. Just as,
in general, production resting on capital and wage labour differs from other
modes of production not merely formally, but equally presupposes a total
revolution and development of material production. Although capital can
develop itself completely as commercial capital (only not as much
quantitatively), without this transformation of landed property, it cannot do so
as industrial capital. Even the development of manufactures presupposes the
beginning of a dissolution of the old economic relations of landed property. On
the other hand, only with the development of modern industry to a high degree
does this dissolution at individual points acquire its totality and extent; but this
development itself proceeds more rapidly to the degree that modern agriculture
and the form of property, the economic relations corresponding to it, have
developed. Thus England in this respect the model country for the other
continental countries. Likewise: if the first form of industry, large-scale
manufacture, already presupposes dissolution of landed property, then the
latter is in turn conditioned by the subordinate development of capital in its
primitive (medieval) forms which has taken place in the cities, and at the same
time by the effect of the flowering of manufacture and trade in other countries
(thus the influence of Holland on England in the sixteenth and the first half of
the seventeenth century). These countries themselves had already undergone
the process, agriculture had been sacrificed to cattle-raising, and grain was
obtained from countries which were left behind, such as Poland etc., by import
(Holland again). It must be kept in mind that the new forces of production and
relations of production do not develop out of nothing, nor drop from the sky,
nor from the womb of the self-positing Idea; but from within and in antithesis to
the existing development of production and the inherited, traditional relations
of property. While in the completed bourgeois system every economic relation
presupposes every other in its bourgeois economic form, and everything posited
is thus also a presupposition, this is the case with every organic system. This
organic system itself, as a totality, has its presuppositions, and its development
to its totality consists precisely in subordinating all elements of society to itself,
or in creating out of it the organs which it still lacks. This is historically how it
becomes a totality. The process of becoming this totality forms a moment of its
process, of its development. "QOn the other hand, if within one society the
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modern relations of production, i.e. capital, are developed to its totality, and this
society then seizes hold of a new territory, as e.g. the colonies, then it finds, or
rather its representative, the capitalist, finds, that his capital ceases to be
capital without wage labour, and that one of the presuppositions of the latter is
not only landed property in general, but modern landed property; landed
property which, as capitalized rent, is expensive, and which, as such, excludes
the direct use of the soil by individuals. Hence Wakefield® theory of colonies,
followed in practice by the English government in Australia. [48] Landed
property is here artificially made more expensive in order to transform the
workers into wage workers, to make capital act as capital, and thus to make the
new colony productive; to develop wealth in it, instead of using it, as in
America, for the momentary deliverance of the wage labourers. Wakefield®s
theory is infinitely important for a correct understanding of modern landed
property. "Capital, when it creates landed property, therefore goes back to the
production of wage labour as its general creative basis. Capital arises out of
circulation and posits labour as wage labour; takes form in this way; and,
developed as a whole, it posits landed property as its precondition as well as its
opposite. It turns out, however, that it has thereby only created wage labour as
its general presupposition. The latter must then be examined by itself. On the
other hand, modern landed property itself appears most powerfully in the
process of clearing the estates and the transformation of the rural labourers
into wage labourers. Thus a double transition to wage labour. This on the
positive side. Negatively, after capital has posited landed property and hence
arrived at its double purpose: (1) industrial agriculture and thereby
development of the forces of production on the land; (2) wage labour, thereby
general domination of capital over the countryside; it then regards the
existence of landed property itself as a merely transitional development, which
is required as an action of capital on the old relations of landed property, and a
product of their decomposition; but which, as such "Qonce this purpose
achieved "Qis merely a limitation on profit, not a necessary requirement for
production. It thus endeavours to dissolve landed property as private property
and to transfer it to the state. This the negative side. Thus to transform the
entire domestic society into capitalists and wage labourers. When capital has
reached this point, then wage labour itself reaches the point where, on one
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side, it endeavours to remove the landowner as an excrescence, to simplify the
relation, to lessen the burden of taxes etc., in the same form as the bourgeois;
on the other hand, in order to escape wage labour and to become an
independent producer "for immediate consumption "Gt demands the breaking-
up of large landed property. Landed property is thus negated from two sides;
the negation from the side of capital is only a change of form, towards its
undivided rule. (Ground rent as the universal state rent (state tax), so that
bourgeois society reproduces the medieval system in a new way, but as the
latter® total negation.) The negation from the side of wage labour is only
concealed negation of capital, hence of itself as well. It must now be regarded
as independent in respect to capital. Thus the transition double: (1) Positive
transition from modern landed property, or from capital through the mediation
of modern landed property, to general wage labour; (2) negative transition:
negation of landed property by capital, i.e. thus negation of autonomous value
by capital, i.e. precisely negation of capital by itself. But its negation is wage
labour. Then negation of landed property and, through its mediation, of capital,
on the part of wage labour, i.e. on the part of wage labour which wants to posit
itself as independent.>

<The market, which appears as an abstract quality at the beginning of
economics, takes on total shapes. First, the money market. This includes the
discount market; in general, the loan market; hence money trade, bullion
market. As money-lending market it appears in the banks, for instance the
discount at which they discount: loan market, billbrokers etc.; but then also as
the market in all interest-bearing bills: state funds and the share market. The
latter separate off into larger groups (first the shares of money institutions
themselves; bank shares; joint-stock bank shares; shares in the means of
communication (railway shares the most important; canal shares; steam
navigation shares, telegraph shares, omnibus shares); shares of general
industrial enterprises (mining shares the chief ones). Then in the supply of
common elements (gas shares, water-supply shares). Miscellaneous shares of
a thousand kinds. For the storage of commodities (dock shares etc.).
Miscellaneous in infinite variety, such as enterprises in industry or trading
companies founded on shares. Finally, as security for the whole, insurance
shares of all kinds.) Now, just as the market by and large is divided into home
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market and foreign market, so the internal market itself again divides into the
market of home shares, national funds etc. and foreign funds, foreign shares
etc. This development actually belongs properly under the world market, which
is not only the internal market in relation to all foreign markets existing outside
it, but at the same time the internal market of all foreign markets as, in turn,
components of the home market. The concentration of the money market in
a chief location within a country, while the other markets are more distributed
according to the division of labour; although here, too, great concentration in
the capital city, if the latter is at the same time a port of export. "QThe various
markets other than the money market are, firstly, as different as are products
and branches of production themselves. The chief markets in these various
products arise in centres which are such either in respect of import or export,
or because they are either themselves centres of a given production, or are the
direct supply points of such centres. But these markets proceed from this
simple difference to a more or less organic separation into large groups, which
themselves necessarily divide up according to the basic elements of capital
itself: product market and raw-material market. The instrument of production
as such does not form a separate market; it exists as such chiefly, first, in the
raw materials themselves which are sold as means of production; then,
however, in particular in the metals, since these exclude all thought of direct
consumption, and then the products, such as coal, oil, chemicals, which are
destined to disappear as auxiliary means of production. Likewise dyes, wood,
drugs etc. Hence:

I. Products. (1) Grain market with its various subdivisions. E.g. seed
market: rice, sage, potatoes etc. This very important economically; at the same
time market for production and for direct consumption. (2) Colonial-produce
market. Coffee, tea, cocoa, sugar; spices (pepper, tobacco, pimento, cinnamon,
cassia lignea, cloves, ginger, mace, nutmegs, etc.). (3) Fruits. Almonds,
currants, figs, plums, prunes, raisins, oranges, lemons etc. Molasses (for
production etc.). (4) Provisions. Butter; cheese; bacon; hams; lard; pork; beef
(smoked), fish etc. (5) Spirits. Wine, rum, beer etc. II. Raw Materials. (1)
Raw materials for mechanical industry. Flax; hemp; cotton; silk; wool;
hides; leather; gutta-percha etc. (2) Raw materials for chemical industry.
Potash, saltpetre; turpentine; nitrate of soda etc. Ill. Raw materials which at
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the same time instruments of production. Metals (copper, iron, tin, zinc,
lead, steel etc.), wood. Lumber. Timber. Dye-woods. Specialized wood for
shipbuilding etc. Accessory means of production and raw materials. Drugs
and dyes. (Cochineal, indigo etc. Tar. Tallow. Oil. Coals etc.) Of course, every
product must go to market, but really great markets, as distinct from retail
trade, are formed only by the great consumption goods (economically important
are only the grain market, the tea, the sugar, the coffee market (wine market to
some extent, and market in spirits generally), or those which are raw materials
of industry: wool, silk, wood, metal market etc.) To be seen at what point the
abstract category of the market has to be brought in.>

Exchange between capital and labour. Piecework wages. "QValue
of labour power. 'QShare of the wage labourer in general wealth
determined only quantitatively. "Q The workerd equivalent,
money. Thus confronts capital as equal. "QBut aim of his
exchange satisfaction of his need. Money for him only medium of
circulation. "Q Savings, self-denial as means of the workerés
enrichment. "QValuelessness and devaluation of the worker a
condition of capital

The exchange between the worker and the capitalist is a simple exchange; each
obtains an equivalent; the one obtains money, the other a commodity whose
price is exactly equal to the money paid for it; what the capitalist obtains from
this simple exchange is a use value: disposition over alien labour. From the
worker¢s side "Cand service is the exchange in which he appears as seller "(it is
evident that the use which the buyer makes of the purchased commodity is as
irrelevant to the specific form of the relation here as it is in the case of any
other commodity, of any other use value. What the worker sells is the
disposition over his labour, which is a specific one, specific skill etc.

What the capitalist does with his labour is completely irrelevant, although of
course he can use it only in accord with its specific characteristics, and his
disposition is restricted to a specific labour and isrestricted in time (so much
labour time). The piece-work system of payment, it is true, introduces the
semblance that the worker obtains a specified share of the product. But this is
only another form of measuring time (instead of saying, you will work for 12
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hours, what is said is, you get so much per piece; i.e. we measure the time you
have worked by the number of products); it is here, in the examination of the
general relation, altogether beside the point. If the capitalist were to content
himself with merely the capacity of disposing, without actually making the
worker work, e.g. in order to have his labour as a reserve, or to deprive his
competitor of this capacity of disposing (like e.g. theatre directors who buy
singers for a season not in order to have them sing, but so that they do not sing
in a competitorés theatre), then the exchange has taken place in full. True, the
worker receives money, hence exchange value, the general form of wealth, in
one or another quantity; and the more or less he receives, the greater or the
lesser is the share in the general wealth he thus obtains. How this more or less
is determined, how the quantity of money he receives is measured, is of so little
relevance to the general relation that it cannot be developed out of the latter. In
general terms, the exchange value of his commodity cannot be determined by
the manner in which its buyer uses it, but only by the amount of objectified
labour contained in it; hence, here, by the amount of labour required to
reproduce the worker himself. For the use value which he offers exists only as
an ability, a capacity [Vermaogen] of his bodily existence; has no existence apart
from that. The labour objectified in that use value is the objectified labour
necessary bodily to maintain not only the general substance in which his labour
power exists, i.e. the worker himself, but also that required to modify this
general substance so as to develop its particular capacity. This, in general
terms, is the measure of the amount of value, the sum of money, which he
obtains in exchange. The further development, where wages are measured, like
all other commodities, by the labour time necessary to produce the worker as
such, is not yet to the point here. Within circulation, if | exchange a commodity
for money, buy a commodity for it and satisfy my need, then the act is at an end.
Thus it is with the worker. But he has the possibility of beginning it again from
the beginning because his life is the source in which his own use value
constantly rekindles itself up to a certain time, when it is worn out, and
constantly confronts capital again in order to begin the same exchange anew.
Like every individual subject within circulation, the worker is the owner of a use
value; he exchanges this for money, for the general form of wealth, but only in
order to exchange this again for commodities, considered as the objects of his
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immediate consumption, as the means of satisfying his needs. Since he
exchanges his use value for the general form of wealth, he becomes co-
participant in general wealth up to the limit of his equivalent "Qa quantitative
limit which, of course, turns into a qualitative one, as in every exchange. But he
is neither bound to particular objects, nor to a particular manner of satisfaction.
The sphere of his consumption is not qualitatively restricted, only quantitatively.
This distinguishes him from the slave, serf etc. Consumption certainly reacts on
production itself; but this reaction concerns the worker in his exchange as little
as it does any other seller of a commodity; rather, as regards mere circulation ¢
and we have as yet no other developed relation before us "Qt falls outside the
economic relation. This much, however, can even now be mentioned in passing,
namely that the relative restriction on the sphere of the workers@consumption
(which is only quantitative, not qualitative, or rather, only qualitative as posited
through the quantitative) gives them as consumers (in the further development
of capital the relation between consumption and production must, in general, be
more closely examined) an entirely different importance as agents of production
from that which they possessed e.g. in antiquity or in the Middle Ages, or now
possess in Asia. But, as noted, this does not belong here yet. Similarly, because
the worker receives the equivalent in the form of money, the form of general
wealth, he is in this exchange an equal vis-a-vis the capitalist, like every other
party in exchange; at least, so he seems. In fact this equality is already
disturbed because the workerds relation to the capitalist as a use value, in the
form specifically distinct from exchange value, in opposition to value posited as
value, is a presupposition of this seemingly simple exchange; because, thus, he
already stands in an economically different relation "Qoutside that of exchange,
in which the nature of the use value, the particular use value of the commodity
is, as such, irrelevant. This semblance exists, nevertheless, as an illusion on his
part and to a certain degree on the other side, and thus essentially modifies his
relation by comparison to that of workers in other social modes of production.
But what is essential is that the purpose of the exchange for him is the
satisfaction of his need. The object of his exchange is a direct object of need,
not exchange value as such. He does obtain money, it is true, but only in its role
as coin; i.e. only as a self-suspending and vanishing mediation. What he obtains
from the exchange is therefore not exchange value, not wealth, but a means of
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subsistence, objects for the preservation of his life, the satisfaction of his needs
in general, physical, social etc. It is a specific equivalent in means of
subsistence, in objectified labour, measured by the cost of production of his
labour. What he gives up is his power to dispose of the latter. On the other side,
it is true that even within simple circulation the coin may grow into money, and
that in so far as he receives coin in exchange, he can therefore transform it into
money by stockpiling it, etc., withdrawing it from circulation; fixes it as general
form of wealth, instead of as vanishing medium of exchange. In this respect it
could thus be said that, in the exchange between capital and labour, the
worker s object "Chence, for him, the product of the exchange "@s not the means
of subsistence, but wealth; not a particular use value, but rather exchange value
as such. Accordingly the worker could make exchange value into his own
product only in the same way in which wealth in general can appear solely as
product of simple circulation in which equivalents are exchanged, namely by
sacrificing substantial satisfaction to obtain the form of wealth, i.e. through
self-denial, saving, cutting corners in his consumption so as to withdraw less
from circulation than he puts goods into it. This is the only possible form of
enriching oneself which is posited by circulation itself. Self-denial could then
also appear in the more active form, which is not posited in simple circulation,
of denying himself more and more rest, and in general denying himself any
existence other than his existence as worker, and being as far as possible a
worker only; hence more frequently renewing the act of exchange, or extending
it quantitatively, hence through industriousness. [49] Hence still today the
demand for industriousness and also for saving, self-denial, is made not upon
the capitalists but on the workers, and namely by the capitalists. Society today
makes the paradoxical demand that he for whom the object of exchange is
subsistence should deny himself, not he for whom it is wealth. The illusion that
the capitalists in fact practised "€elf-denial&[50] and became capitalists thereby
"Qa demand and a notion which only made any sense at all in the early period
when capital was emerging from feudal etc. relations "Chas been abandoned by
all modern economists of sound judgement. The workers are supposed to save,
and much bustle is made with savings banks etc. (As regards the latter, even the
economists admit that their proper purpose is not wealth, either, but merely a
more purposeful distribution of expenditure, so that in their old age, or in case
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of illness, crises etc., they do not become a burden on the poorhouses, on the
state, or on the proceeds of begging (in a word, so that they become a burden
on the working class itself and not on the capitalists, vegetating out of the
latter® pockets), i.e. so that they save for the capitalists; and reduce the costs
of production for them.) Still, no economist will deny that if the workers
generally, that is, as workers (what the individual worker does or can do, as
distinct from his genus, can only exist just as exception, not as rule, because it
is not inherent in the character of the relation itself), that is, if they acted
according to this demand as a rule (apart from the damage they would do to
general consumption "Qthe loss would be enormous "Qand hence also to
production, thus also to the amount and volume of the exchanges which they
could make with capital, hence to themselves as workers) then the worker
would be employing means which absolutely contradict their purpose, and
which would directly degrade him to the level of the Irish, the level of wage
labour where the most animal minimum of needs and subsistence appears to
him as the sole object and purpose of his exchange with capital. If he adopted
wealth as his purpose, instead of making his purpose use value, he would then,
therefore, not only come to no riches, but would moreover lose use value in the
bargain. For, as a rule, the maximum of industriousness, of labour, and the
minimum of consumption "Cand this is the maximum of his self-denial and of his
moneymaking "Qcould lead to nothing else than that he would receive for his
maximum of labour a minimum of wages. By his exertions he would only have
diminished the general level of the production costs of his own labour and
therefore its general price. Only as an exception does the worker succeed
through will power, physical strength and endurance, greed etc., in
transforming his coin into money, as an exception from his class and from the
general conditions of his existence. If all or the majority are too industrious (to
the degree that industriousness in modern industry is in fact left to their own
personal choice, which is not the case in the most important and most
developed branches of production), then they increase not the value of their
commodity, but only its quantity; that is, the demands which would be placed on
it as use value. If they all save, then a general reduction of wages will bring
them back to earth again; for general savings would show the capitalist that
their wages are in general too high, that they receive more than its equivalent
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for their commodity, the capacity of disposing of their own labour; since it is
precisely the essence of simple exchange "Qand they stand in this relation
towards him "@hat no one throws more into circulation than he withdraws; but
also that no one can withdraw more than he has thrown in. An individual
worker can be industrious above the average, more than he has to be in order
to live as a worker, only because another lies below the average, is lazier; he
can save only because and if another wastes. The most he can achieve on the
average with his self-denial is to be able better to endure the fluctuations of
prices "Qhigh and low, their cycle "Qthat is, he can only distribute his
consumption better, but never attain wealth. And that is actually what the
capitalists demand. The workers should save enough at the times when
business is good to be able more or less to live in the bad times, to endure short
time or the lowering of wages. (The wage would then fall even lower.) That is,
the demand that they should always hold to a minimum of lifets pleasures and
make crises easier to bear for the capitalists etc. Maintain themselves as pure
labouring machines and as far as possible pay their own wear and tear. Quite
apart from the sheer brutalization to which this would lead "Qand such a
brutalization itself would make it impossible even to strive for wealth in general
form, as money, stockpiled money "Q(and the workeré participation in the
higher, even cultural satisfactions, the agitation for his own interests,
newspaper subscriptions, attending lectures, educating his children, developing
his taste etc., his only share of civilization which distinguishes him from the
slave, is economically only possible by widening the sphere of his pleasures at
the times when business is good, where saving is to a certain degree possible),
[apart from this,] he would, if he saved his money in a properly ascetic manner
and thus heaped up premiums for the lumpenproletariat, pickpockets etc., who
would increase in proportion with the demand, he could conserve savings "Qif
they surpass the piggy-bank amounts of the official savings banks, which pay
him a minimum of interest, so that the capitalists can strike high interest rates
out of his savings, or the state eats them up, thereby merely increasing the
power of his enemies and his own dependence "xonserve his savings and make
them fruitful only by putting them into banks etc., so that, afterwards, in times
of crisis he loses his deposits, after having in times of prosperity foregone all
lifets pleasures in order to increase the power of capital; thus has saved in
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every way for capital, not for himself.

Incidentally "Qin so far as the whole thing is not a hypocritical phrase of
bourgeois @hilanthropyd which consists in fobbing the worker off with "Qious
wishesd"Qach capitalist does demand that his workers should save, but only his
own, because they stand towards him as workers; but by no means the
remaining world of workers, for these stand towards him as consumers. In
spite of all "Qioustispeeches he therefore searches for means to spur them on to
consumption, to give his wares new charms, to inspire them with new needs by
constant chatter etc. It is precisely this side of the relation of capital and labour
which is an essential civilizing moment, and on which the historic justification,
but also the contemporary power of capital rests. (This relation between
production and consumption to be developed only under capital and profit etc.)
(Or, then again, under accumulation and competition of capitals.) These are
nevertheless all exoteric observations, relevant here only in so far as they show
the demands of hypocritical bourgeois philanthropy to be self-contradictory and
thus to prove precisely what they were supposed to refute, namely that in the
exchange between the worker and capital, the worker finds himself in the
relation of simple circulation, hence obtains not wealth but only subsistence,
use values for immediate consumption. That this demand contradicts the
relation itself emerges from the simple reflection (the recently and
complacently advanced demand that the workers should be given a certain
share in profits [51] is to be dealt with in the section wage labour; other than
as a special bonus which can achieve its purpose only as an exception from
the rule, and which is in fact, in noteworthy practice, restricted to the buying-
up of individual overlookers etc. in the interests of the employer against the
interests of their class; or to travelling salesmen etc., in short, no longer simple
workers, hence also not to the simple relation; or else it is a special way of
cheating the workers and of deducting a part of their wages in the more
precarious form of a profit depending on the state of the business) that, if the
worker @ savings are not to remain merely the product of circulation "(saved up
money, which can be realized only by being converted sooner or later into the
substantial content of wealth, pleasures etc. "@hen the saved-up money would
itself have to become capital, i.e. buy labour, relate to labour as use value. It
thus presupposes labour which is not capital, and presupposes that labour has
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become its opposite "Q not-labour. In order to become capital, it itself
presupposes labour as not-capital as against capital; hence it presupposes the
establishment at another point of the contradiction it is supposed to overcome.
if, then, in the original relation itself, the object and the product of the
worker @ exchange "(as product of mere exchange, it can be no other "Qvere not
use value, subsistence, satisfaction of direct needs, withdrawal from circulation
of the equivalent put into it in order to be destroyed by consumption "Qthen
labour would confront capital not as labour, not as not-capital, but as capital.
But capital, too, cannot confront capital if capital does not confront labour,
since capital is only capital as not-labour; in this contradictory relation. Thus
the concept and the relation of capital itself would be destroyed. That there are
situations in which property-owners who themselves work engage in exchange
with one another is certainly not denied. But such conditions are not those of
the society in which capital as such exists in developed form; they are destroyed
at all points, therefore, by its development. As capital it can posit itself only by
positing labour as not-capital, as pure use value. (As a slave, the worker has
exchange value, a value; as a free wage-worker he has no value; it is rather
his power of disposing of his labour, effected by exchange with him, which has
value. It is not he who stands toward the capitalist as exchange value, but the
capitalist toward him. His valuelessness and devaluation is the
presupposition of capital and the precondition of free labour in general.
Linguet regards it as a step backwards; [52] he forgets that the worker is
thereby formally posited as a person who is something for himself apart from
his labour, and who alienates his life-expression only as a means towards his
own life. So long as the worker as such has exchange value, industrial
capital as such cannot exist, hence nor can developed capital in general.
Towards the latter, labour must exist as pure use value, which is offered as a
commodity by its possessor himself in exchange for it, for its exchange value,
which of course becomes real in the worker® hand only in its role as general
medium of exchange; otherwise vanishes.) Well. The worker, then, finds himself
only in the relation of simple circulation, of simple exchange, and obtains only
coin for his use value; subsistence; but mediated. This form of mediation is, as
we saw, essential to and characteristic of the relation. That it can proceed to the
transformation of the coin into money "Qsavings "Qoroves precisely only that his
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relation is that of simple circulation; he can save more or less; but beyond that
he cannot get; he can realize what he has saved only by momentarily expanding
the sphere of his pleasures. It is of importance "Qand penetrates into the
character of the relation itself "Qthat, because money is the product of his
exchange, general wealth drives him forward as an illusion; makes him
industrious. At the same time, this not only formally opens up a field of
arbitrariness in therealiz . [53]
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The Chapter on Capital (continuation)
(Labour power as capital!) "QVages not productive

[1] . processes of the same subject; thus e.g. the substance of the eye, the
capital of vision etc. Such belletristic phrases, which relate everything to
everything else by means of some analogy, may even appear profound the first
time they are expressed, all the more so if they identify the most disparate
things. Repeated, however, and then repeated with outright complacency as
statements of scientific value, they are purely and simply ridiculous. Good only
for belletristic sophomores and empty chatterboxes who defile all the sciences
with their liquorice-sweet filth. The fact that labour is a constant new source of
exchange for the worker as long as he is capable of working "Qmeaning not
exchange in general, but exchange with capital "(Is inherent in the nature of the
concept itself, namely that he only sells a temporary disposition over his
labouring capacity, [2] hence can always begin the exchange anew as soon as he
has taken in the quantity of substances required in order to reproduce the
externalization of his life [Lebensdusserung]. Instead of aiming their
amazement in this direction "Qand considering the worker to owe a debt to
capital for the fact that he is alive at all, and can repeat certain life processes
every day as soon as he has eaten and slept enough "Qthese whitewashing
sycophants of bourgeois economics should rather have fixed their attention on
the fact that, after constantly repeated labour, he always has only his living,
direct labour itself to exchange. The repetition itself is in fact only apparent.
What he exchanges for capital is his entire labouring capacity, which he
spends, say, in 20 years. Instead of paying him for it in a lump sum, capital
pays him in small doses, as he places it at capital® disposal, say weekly. This
alters absolutely nothing in the nature of the thing and gives no grounds
whatsoever for concluding that "Qbecause the worker has to sleep 10°Q2 hours
before he becomes capable of repeating his labour and his exchange with
capital "Qabour forms his capital. [3] What this argument in fact conceives as
capital is the limit, the interruption of his labour, since he is not a perpetuum
mobile. The struggle for the ten hoursdbill etc. proves that the capitalist likes

"®20"Q



Grundrisse

nothing better than for him to squander his dosages of vital force as much
as possible, without interruption. We now come to the second process,
which forms the relation between capital and labour after this exchange. We
want to add here only that the economists themselves express the above
statement by saying that wages are not productive. For them, of course, to be
productive means to be productive of wealth. Now, since wages are the product
of the exchange between worker and capital "Qand the only product posited in
this act itself "@hey therefore admit that the worker produces no wealth in this
exchange, neither for the capitalist, because for the latter the payment of
money for a use value "Qand this payment forms the only function of capital in
this relation "s a sacrifice of wealth, not creation of the same, which is why he
tries to pay the smallest amount possible; nor for the worker, because it brings
him only subsistence, the satisfaction of individual needs, more or less "‘hever
the general form of wealth, never wealth. Nor can it do so, since the content of
the commodity which he sells rises in no way above the general laws of
circulation: [his aim is] to obtain for the value which he throws into circulation
its equivalent, through the coin, in another use value, which he consumes. Such
an operation, of course, can never bring wealth, but has to bring back him who
undertakes it exactly to the point at which he began. This does not exclude, as
we saw, but rather includes, the fact that the sphere of his immediate
gratifications is capable of a certain contraction or expansion. On the other
side, if the capitalist "Qvho is not yet posited as capitalist at all in this exchange,
but only as money "Qwere to repeat this act again and again, his money would
soon be eaten up by the worker, who would have wasted it in a series of other
gratifications, mended trousers, polished boots "Qn short, services received. In
any case, the repetition of this operation would be precisely limited by the
circumference of his moneybag. They would no more enrich him than does the
expenditure of money for other use values for his beloved person, which, as is
well known, do not "(pay him, but cost him.

The exchange between capital and labour belongs within simple
circulation, does not enrich the worker. 'QSeparation of labour
and property the precondition of this exchange. "QLabour as
object absolute poverty, labour as subject general possibility of
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wealth. "QLabour without particular specificity confronts capital

It may seem peculiar, in this relation between labour and capital, and already in
this first relation of exchange between the two, that the worker here buys the
exchange value and the capitalist the use value, in that labour confronts capital
not as a use value, but as the use value pure and simple, but that the capitalist
should obtain wealth, and the worker merely a use value which ends with
consumption. <In so far as this concerns the capitalist, to be developed only
with the second process.> This appears as a dialectic which produces precisely
the opposite of what was to be expected. However, regarded more precisely, it
becomes clear that the worker who exchanges his commodity goes through the
form CQUI"®"@ in the exchange process. If the point of departure in circulation
is the commodity, use value, as the principle of exchange, then we necessarily
arrive back at the commodity, since money appears only as coin and, as medium
of exchange, is only a vanishing mediation; while the commodity as such, after
having described its circle, is consumed as the direct object of need. On the
other hand, capital represents M"@'@"'M, the antithetical moment.

Separation of property from labour appears as the necessary law of this
exchange between capital and labour. Labour posited as not-capital as such is:
(1) not-objectified labour [nicht-vergegenstandlichte Arbeit], conceived
negatively (itself still objective; the not-objective itself in objective form). As
such it is not-raw-material, not-instrument of labour, not-raw-product: labour
separated from all means and objects of labour, from its entire objectivity. This
living labour, existing as an abstraction from these moments of its actual
reality (also, not-value); this complete denudation, purely subjective existence
of labour, stripped of all objectivity. Labour as absolute poverty: poverty not as
shortage, but as total exclusion of objective wealth. Or also as the existing not-
value, and hence purely objective use value, existing without mediation, this
objectivity can only be an objectivity not separated from the person: only an
objectivity coinciding with his immediate bodily existence. Since the objectivity
is purely immediate, it is just as much direct not-objectivity. In other words, not
an objectivity which falls outside the immediate presence [Dasein] of the
individual himself. (2) Not-objectified labour, not-value, conceived
positively, or as a negativity in relation to itself, is the not-objectified, hence
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non-objective, i.e. subjective existence of labour itself. Labour not as an object,
but as activity; not as itself value, but as the living source of value. [Namely, it
is] general wealth (in contrast to capital in which it exists objectively, as reality)
as the general possibility of the same, which proves itself as such in action.
Thus, it is not at all contradictory, or, rather, the in-every-way mutually
contradictory statements that labour is absolute poverty as object, on one
side, and is, on the other side, the general possibility of wealth as subject and
as activity, are reciprocally determined and follow from the essence of labour,
such as it is presupposed by capital as its contradiction and as its
contradictory being, and such as it, in turn, presupposes capital.

The last point to which attention is still to be drawn in the relation of labour
to capital is this, that as the use value which confronts money posited as capital,
labour is not this or another labour, but labour pure and simple, abstract
labour; absolutely indifferent to its particular specificity [Bestimmtheit], but
capable of all specificities. Of course, the particularity of labour must
correspond to the particular substance of which a given capital consists; but
since capital as such is indifferent to every particularity of its substance, and
exists not only as the totality of the same but also as the abstraction from all its
particularities, the labour which confronts it likewise subjectively has the same
totality and abstraction in itself. For example, in guild and craft labour, where
capital itself still has a limited form, and is still entirely immersed in a
particular substance, hence is not yet capital as such, labour, too, appears as
still immersed in its particular specificity: not in the totality and abstraction of
labour as such, in which it confronts capital. That is to say that labour is of
course in each single case a specific labour, but capital can come into relation
with every specific labour; it confronts the totality of all laboursh 'Bo_ mx, [4]
and the particular one it confronts at a given time is an accidental matter. On
the other side, the worker himself is absolutely indifferent to the specificity of
his labour; it has no interest for him as such, but only in as much as it is in fact
labour and, as such, a use value for capital. It is therefore his economic
character that he is the carrier of labour as such "Q.e. of labour as use value
for capital; he is a worker, in opposition to the capitalist. This is not the
character of the craftsmen and guild-members etc., whose economic character
lies precisely in the specificity of their labour and in their relation to a specific
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master, etc. This economic relation "(the character which capitalist and worker
have as the extremes of a single relation of production "Qtherefore develops
more purely and adequately in proportion as labour loses all the characteristics
of art; as its particular skill becomes something more and more abstract and
irrelevant, and as it becomes more and more a purely abstract activity, a
purely mechanical activity, hence indifferent to its particular form; a merely
formal activity, or, what is the same, a merely material [stofflich] activity,
activity pure and simple, regardless of its form. Here it can be seen once again
that the particular specificity of the relation of production, of the category
here, capital and labour "Qbecomes real only with the development of a
particular material mode of production and of a particular stage in the
development of the industrial productive forces. (This point in general to be
particularly developed in connection with this relation, later; since it is here
already posited in the relation itself, while, in the case of the abstract concepts,
exchange value, circulation, money, it still lies more in our subjective
reflection.)

Labour process absorbed into capital. (Capital and capitalist)

(2) We now come to the second side of the process. The exchange between
capital or capitalist and the worker is now finished, in so far as we are dealing
with the process of exchange as such. We now proceed to the relation of
capital to labour as capital® use value. Labour is not only the use value which
confronts capital, but, rather, it is the use value of capital itself. As the not-
being of values in so far as they are objectified, labour is their being in so far as
they are not-objectified; it is their ideal being; the possibility of values, and, as
activity, the positing of value. As against capital, labour is the merely abstract
form, the mere possibility of value-positing activity, which exists only as a
capacity, as a resource in the bodiliness of the worker. But when it is made into
a real activity through contact with capital "t cannot do this by itself, since it is
without object "then it becomes a really value-positing, productive activity. In
relation with capital, this activity can in general consist only of the reproduction
of itself "Qof the preservation and increase of itself as the real and effective
value, not of the merely intended value, as with money as such. Through the
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exchange with the worker, capital has appropriated labour itself; labour has
become one of its moments, which now acts as a fructifying vitality upon its
merely existent and hence dead objectivity. Capital is money (exchange value
posited for itself), but no longer is it money as existing in a particular substance
and hence excluded from other substances of exchange value and existing
alongside them, but rather money as obtaining its ideal character from all
substances, from the exchange values of every form and mode of objectified
labour. Now, in so far as capital, money existing in all particular forms of
objectified labour, enters into the process with not-objectified, but rather living
labour, labour existing as process and as action, it is initially this qualitative
difference of the substance in which it exists from the form in which it now also
exists as labour. It is the process of this differentiation and of its suspension, in
which capital itself becomes a process. Labour is the yeast thrown into it, which
starts it fermenting. On the one side, the objectivity in which it exists has to be
worked on, i.e. consumed by labour; on the other side, the mere subjectivity of
labour as a mere form has to be suspended, and labour has to be objectified in
the material of capital. The relation of capital, in its content, to labour, of
objectified labour to living labour "Qin this relation, where capital appears as
passive towards labour, it is its passive being, as a particular substance, which
enters into relation with the forming activity of labour "Qcan, in general, be
nothing more than the relation of labour to its objectivity, its material "Qwvhich is
to be analysed already in the first chapter, which has to precede exchange value
and treat of production in general "Qand in connection with labour as activity,
the material, the objectified labour, has only two relations, that of the raw
material, i.e. of the formless matter, the mere material for the form-positing,
purposive activity of labour, and that of the instrument of labour, the
objective means which subjective activity inserts between itself as an object, as
its conductor. The concept of the product, which the economists introduce
here, does not yet belong here at all as an aspect distinct from raw material
and instrument of labour. It appears as result, not as presupposition of the
process between the passive content of capital and labour as activity. As a
presupposition, the product is not a distinct relation of the object to labour;
distinct from raw material and instrument of labour, since raw material and
instrument of labour, as substance of values, are themselves already
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objectified labour, products. The substance of value is not at all the particular
natural substance, but rather objectified labour. This latter itself appears again
in connection with living labour as raw material and instrument of labour.
As regards the pure act of production in itself, it may seem that the instrument
of labour and the raw material are found freely in nature, so that they need
merely to be appropriated, i.e. made into the object and means of labour,
which is not itself a labour process. Thus, in contrast to them, the product
appears as something qualitatively different, and is a product not only as a
result of labour with an instrument on a material, but rather as the first
objectification of labour alongside them. But, as components of capital, raw
material and instrument of labour are themselves already objectified labour,
hence product. This does not yet exhaust the relation. For, e.g. in the kind of
production in which no exchange value, no capital at all exists, the product of
labour can become the means and the object of new labour. For example, in
agricultural production purely for use value. The hunterd bow, the fishermands
net, in short the simplest conditions, already presuppose a product which
ceases to count as product and becomes raw material or more specifically
instrument of production, for this [is] actually the first specific form in which
the product appears as the means of reproduction. This link therefore by no
means exhausts the relation in which raw material and instrument of labour
appear as moments of capital itself. The economists, incidentally, introduce the
product as third element of the substance of capital in another connection
entirely, as well. This is the product in so far as its character is to step outside
both the process of production and circulation, and to become immediate object
of individual consumption; approvisionnement, as Cherbuliez calls it. [5] That
is, the products presupposed so that the worker lives as a worker and is capable
of living during production, before a new product is created. That the capitalist
possesses this capacity is posited in the fact that every element of capital is
money, and, as such, can be transformed from its general form of wealth into
the material of wealth, object of consumption. The economistst
approvisionnement thus applies only to the workers; i.e. it is money
expressed in the form of articles of consumption, use values, which they obtain
from the capitalist in the act of exchange between the two of them. But this
belongs within the first act. The extent to which this first relates to the second
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is not yet the question here. The only diremption posited by the process of
production itself is the original diremption, that posited by the difference
between objective labour and living labour itself, i.e. that between raw
material and instrument of labour. It is quite consistent of the economists to
confuse these two aspects with each other, because they must bring the two
moments in the relation between capital and labour into confusion and cannot
allow themselves to grasp their specific difference.

Thus: the raw material is consumed by being changed, formed by labour, and
the instrument of labour is consumed by being used up in this process, worn
out. On the other hand, labour also is consumed by being employed, set into
motion, and a certain amount of the workers muscular force etc. is thus
expended, so that he exhausts himself. But labour is not only consumed, but
also at the same time fixed, converted from the form of activity into the form of
the object; materialized; as a modification of the object, it modifies its own form
and changes from activity to being. The end of the process is the product, in
which the raw material appears as bound up with labour, and in which the
instrument of labour has, likewise, transposed itself from a mere possibility into
a reality, by having become a real conductor of labour, but thereby also having
been consumed in its static form through its mechanical or chemical relation to
the material of labour. All three moments of the process, the material, the
instrument, and labour, coincide in the neutral result "Qthe product. The
moments of the process of production which have been consumed to form the
product are simultaneously reproduced in it. The whole process therefore
appears as productive consumption, i.e. as consumption which terminates
neither in a void, nor in the mere subjectification of the objective, but which is,
rather, again posited as an object. This consumption is not simply a
consumption of the material, but rather consumption of consumption itself; in
the suspension of the material it is the suspension of this suspension and hence
the positing of the same. [6] This form-giving activity consumes the object
and consumes itself, but it consumes the given form of the object only in order
to posit it in a new objective form, and it consumes itself only in its subjective
form as activity. It consumes the objective character of the object "Qthe
indifference towards the form "Qand the subjective character of activity; forms
the one, materializes the other. But as product, the result of the production
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processis use value.

If we now regard the result so far obtained, we find:

Firstly: The appropriation, absorption of labour by capital "Qmoney, i.e. the
act of buying the capacity of disposing over the worker, here appears only as a
means to bring this process about, not as one of its moments "Qbrings capital
into ferment, and makes it into a process, process of production, in whose
totality it relates to itself not only as objectified by living labour, but also,
because objectified, [as] mere object of labour.

Secondly: Within simple circulation, the substance of the commodity and of
money was itself indifferent to the formal character, i.e. to the extent that
commodity and money remained moments of circulation. As for the substance of
the commodity, it fell outside the economic relation as an object of consumption
(of need); money, in so far as its form achieved independence, was still related
to circulation, but only negatively, and was only this negative relation. Fixed for
itself, it similarly became extinguished in dead materiality, and ceased to be
money. Both commodity and money were expressions of exchange value, and
differed only as general and particular exchange value. This difference itself
was again merely a nominal one, since not only were the two roles switched in
real circulation, but also, if we consider each of them by itself, money itself was
a particular commodity, and the commodity as price was itself general money.
The difference was only formal. Each of them was posited in the one role only in
so far as and because it was not posited in the other. Now however, in the
process of production, capital distinguishes itself as form from itself as
substance. It is both aspects at once, and at the same time the relation of both
to one another. But:

Thirdly: It still only appeared as this relation in itself. The relation is not
posited yet, or it is posited initially only in the character of one of its two
moments, the material moment, which divides internally into material (raw
material and instrument) and form (labour), and which, as a relation between
both of them, as a real process, is itself only a material relation again "Qa
relation of the two material elements which form the content of capital as
distinct from its formal relation as capital. If we now consider the aspect of
capital in which it originally appears in distinction from labour, then it is merely
a passive presence in the process, a merely objective being, in which the formal
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character which makes it capital "Qi.e. a social relation existing as being-for-
itself [flr sich seiendes] "Qis completely extinguished. It enters the process
only as content "Qas objectified labour in general; but the fact that it is
objectified labour is completely irrelevant to labour "Qand the relation of labour
to it forms the process; it enters into the process, is worked on, rather, only as
object, not as objectified labour. Cotton which becomes cotton yarn, or cotton
yarn which becomes cloth, or cloth which becomes the material for printing and
dyeing, exist for labour only as available cotton, yarn, cloth. They themselves do
not enter into any process as products of labour, as objectified labour, but only
as material existences with certain natural properties. How these were posited
in them makes no difference to the relation of living labour towards them; they
exist for it only in so far as they exist as distinct from it, i.e. as material for
labour. This [is the case], in so far as the point of departure is capital in its
objective form, presupposed to labour. On another side, in so far as labour itself
has become one of capital® objective elements through the exchange with the
worker, labour distinction from the objective elements of capital is itself a
merely objective one; the latter in the form of rest, the former in the form of
activity. The relation is the material relation between one of capitalts elements
and the other; but not its own relation to both. It therefore appears on one side
as a merely passive object, in which all formal character is extinguished; it
appears on the other side only as a simple production process into which
capital as such, as distinct from its substance, does not enter. It does not even
appear in the substance appropriate to itself "Qas objectified labour, for this is
the substance of exchange value "Qbut rather only in the natural form-of-being
[Daseinsform] of this substance, in which all relation to exchange value, to
objectified labour, and to labour itself as the use value of capital "Cand hence all
relation to capital itself "Qs extinguished. Regarded from this side, the process
of capital coincides with the simple process of production as such, in which its
character as capital is quite as extinguished in the form of the process, as
money was extinguished as money in the form of value. To the extent to which
we have examined the process so far, capital in its being-for-itself, i.e. the
capitalist, does not enter at all. It is not the capitalist who is consumed by
labour as raw material and instrument of labour. And it is not the capitalist who
does this consuming but rather labour. Thus the process of the production of
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capital does not appear as the process of the production of capital, but as the
process of production in general, and capitalts distinction from labour
appears only in the material character of raw material and instrument of
labour. It is this aspect "Qhich is not only an arbitrary abstraction, but rather
an abstraction which takes place within the process itself "Qon which the
economists seize in order to represent capital as a necessary element of every
production process. Of course, they do this only by forgetting to pay attention to
its conduct as capital during this process.

This is the occasion to draw attention to a moment which here, for the first
time, not only arises from the standpoint of the observer, but is posited in the
economic relation itself. In the first act, in the exchange between capital and
labour, labour as such, existing for itself, necessarily appeared as the worker.
Similarly here in the second process: capital as such is posited as a value
existing for itself, as egotistic value, so to speak (something to which money
could only aspire). But capital in its being-for-itself is the capitalist. Of course,
socialists sometimes say, we need capital, but not the capitalist. [7] Then capital
appears as a pure thing, not as a relation of production which, reflected in
itself, is precisely the capitalist. | may well separate capital from a given
individual capitalist, and it can be transferred to another. But, in losing capital,
he loses the quality of being a capitalist. Thus capital is indeed separable from
an individual capitalist, but not from the capitalist, who, as such, confronts the
worker. Thus also the individual worker can cease to be the being-for-itself
[FUrsichsein] of labour; he may inherit or steal money etc. But then he ceases
to be a worker. As a worker he is nothing more than labour in its being-for-
itself. (This to be further developed later.) [8]

Production process as content of capital. Productive and
unproductive labour (productive labour "Qthat which produces
capital). QThe worker relates to his labour as exchange value,
the capitalist as use value etc. "QHe divests himself [entdussert
sich] of labour as the wealth-producing power. (Capital
appropriates it as such.) Transformation of labour into capital
etc. Sismondi, Cherbuliez, Say, Ricardo, Proudhon etc.
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Nothing can emerge at the end of the process which did not appear as a
presupposition and precondition at the beginning. But, on the other hand,
everything also has to come out. Thus, if at the end of the process of
production, which was begun with the presuppositions of capital, capital
appears to have vanished as a formal relation, then this can have taken place
only because the invisible threads which draw it through the process have been
overlooked. Let us therefore consider this side.

The first result, then, is this:

() Capital becomes the process of production through the incorporation of
labour into capital; initially, however, it becomes the material process of
production; the process of production in general, so that the process of the
production of capital is not distinct from the material process of production as
such. Its formal character is completely extinguished. Because capital has
exchanged a part of its objective being for labour, its objective being is itself
internally divided into object and labour; the connection between them forms
the production process, or, more precisely, the labour process. With that, the
labour process posited prior to value, as point of departure "Qwhich,
owing to its abstractness, its pure materiality, is common to all forms of
production "Qhere reappears again within capital, as a process which
proceeds within its substance and forms its content.

(It will be seen that even within the production process itself this
extinguishing of the formal character is merely a semblance.) [9]

In so far as capital is value, but appears as a process initially in the form of
the simple production process, the production process posited in no particular
economic form, but rather, the production process pure and simple, to that
extent "(depending on which particular aspect of the simple production process
(which, as such, as we saw, by no means presupposes capital, but is common to
all modes of production) is fixed on "Qit can be said that capital becomes
product, or that it is instrument of labour or raw material for labour. Further, if
it is conceived in one of the aspects which confronts labour as material or as
mere means, then it is correct to say that capital is not productive, * because it
is then regarded merely as the object, the material which confronts labour; as
merely passive. The correct thing, however, is that it appears not as one of
these aspects, nor as a difference within one of these aspects, nor as mere
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result (product), but rather as the simple production process itself; that this
latter now appears as the self-propelling content of capital.

* What is productive labour and what is not, a point very much disputed back and
forth since Adam Smith made this distinction, [10] has to emerge from the dissection
of the various aspects of capital itself. Productive labour is only that which produces
capital. Is it not crazy, asks e.g. (or at least something similar) Mr Senior, that the
piano maker is a productive worker, but not the piano player, although obviously
the piano would be absurd without the piano player? [11] But this is exactly the case.
The piano maker reproduces capital; the pianist only exchanges his labour for
revenue. But doesnd the pianist produce music and satisfy our musical ear, does he not
even to a certain extent produce the latter? He does indeed: his labour produces
something; but that does not make it productive labour in the economic sense; no
more than the labour of the madman who produces delusions is productive. Labour
becomes productive only by producing its own opposite. Other economists
therefore allow the so-called unproductive worker to be productive indirectly. For
example, the pianist stimulates production; partly by giving a more decisive, lively tone
to our individuality, and also in the ordinary sense of awakening a new need for the
satisfaction of which additional energy becomes expended in direct material
production. This already admits that only such labour is productive as produces
capital; hence that labour which does not do this, regardless of how useful it may be 'Q
it may just as well be harmful "Qis not productive for capitalization, is hence
unproductive labour. Other economists say that the difference between productive and
unproductive applies not to production but to consumption. Quite the contrary. The
producer of tobacco is productive, although the consumption of tobacco is
unproductive. Production for unproductive consumption is quite as productive as that
for productive consumption; always assuming that it produces or reproduces capital.
"@roductive labourer he that directly augments his masterd wealth,& Malthus
therefore says, quite correctly (1X,40); [12] correct at least in one aspect. The
expression is too abstract, since in this formulation it holds also for the slave. The
masterds wealth, in relation to the worker, is the form of wealth itself in its relation to
labour, namely capital. Productive labourer he that directly augments capital.

€) Now to look at the side of the form-character, such as it preserves and
modifies itself in the production process.

As use value, labour exists only for capital, and is itself the use value of
capital, i.e. the mediating activity by means of which it realizes [verwertet]
itself. Capital, as that which reproduces and increases its value, is autonomous
exchange value (money), as a process, as the process of realization.
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Therefore, labour does not exist as a use value for the worker; for him it is
therefore not a power productive of wealth, [and] not a means or the activity
of gaining wealth. He brings it as a use value into the exchange with capital,
which then confronts him not as capital but rather as money. In relation to the
worker, it is capital as capital only in the consumption of labour, which initially
falls outside this exchange and is independent of it. A use value for capital,
labour is a mere exchange value for the worker; available exchange value.
It is posited as such in the act of exchange with capital, through its sale for
money. The use value of a thing does not concern its seller as such, but only its
buyer. The property of saltpetre, that it can be used to make gunpowder, does
not determine the price of saltpetre; rather, this price is determined by the cost
of production of saltpetre, by the amount of labour objectified in it. The value of
use values which enter circulation as prices is not the product of circulation,
although it realizes itself only in circulation; rather, it is presupposed to it, and
is realized only through exchange for money. Similarly, the labour which the
worker sells as a use value to capital is, for the worker, his exchange value,
which he wants to realize, but which is already determined prior to this act of
exchange and presupposed to it as a condition, and is determined like the value
of every other commodity by supply and demand; or, in general, which is our
only concern here, by the cost of production, the amount of objectified labour,
by means of which the labouring capacity of the worker has been produced and
which he therefore obtains for it, as its equivalent. The exchange value of
labour, the realization of which takes place in the process of exchange with the
capitalist, is therefore presupposed, predetermined, and only undergoes the
formal modification which every only ideally posited price takes on when it is
realized. It is not determined by the use value of labour. It has a use value for
the worker himself only in so far as it is exchange value, not in so far as it
produces exchange values. It has exchange value for capital only in so far as it
is use value. It is a use value, as distinct from exchange value, not for the
worker himself, but only for capital. The worker therefore sells labour as a
simple, predetermined exchange value, determined by a previous process "Che
sells labour itself as objectified labour; i.e. he sells labour only in so far as it
already objectifies a definite amount of labour, hence in so far as its equivalent
is already measured, given; capital buys it as living labour, as the general
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productive force of wealth; activity which increases wealth. It is clear,
therefore, that the worker cannot become rich in this exchange, since, in
exchange for his labour capacity as a fixed, available magnitude, he surrenders
its creative power, like Esau his birthright for a mess of pottage. Rather, he
necessarily impoverishes himself, as we shall see further on, because the
creative power of his labour establishes itself as the power of capital, as an
alien power confronting him. He divests himself [entdussert sich] of labour
as the force productive of wealth; capital appropriates it, as such. The
separation between labour and property in the product of labour, between
labour and wealth, is thus posited in this act of exchange itself. What appears
paradoxical as result is already contained in the presupposition. The
economists have expressed this more or less empirically. Thus the productivity
of his labour, his labour in general, in so far as it is not a capacity but a motion,
real labour, comes to confront the worker as an alien power; capital,
inversely, realizes itself through the appropriation of alien labour. (At least
the possibility of realization is thereby posited; as result of the exchange
between labour and capital. The relation is realized only in the act of production
itself, where capital really consumes the alien labour.) Just as labour, as a
presupposed exchange value, is exchanged for an equivalent in money, so the
latter is again exchanged for an equivalent in commodities, which are
consumed. In this process of exchange, labour is not productive; it becomes so
only for capital; it can take out of circulation only what it has thrown into it, a
predetermined amount of commodities, which is as little its own product as it
is its own value. Sismondi says that the workers exchange their labour for
grain, which they consume, while their labour "Qas become capital for its
masterd (Sismondi, VI.) [13] "Giving their labour in exchange, the workers
transform it into capital.a(id., VIII.) [14] By selling his labour to the capitalist,
the worker obtains a right only to the price of labour, not to the product of
his labour, nor to the value which his labour has added to it. (Cherbuliez
XXVII1.) 'Qale of labour = renunciation of all fruits of labour.d(loc.cit.) [15]
Thus all the progress of civilization, or in other words every increase in the
powers of social production [gesellschaftliche Produktivkrafte], if you
like, in the productive powers of labour itself "Qsuch as results from science,
inventions, division and combination of labour, improved means of
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