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N ote on the Text

M arx w rote this huge m anuscript as part of his preparation for w hat w ould
becom e A Contribution to the Critique of Political Econom y (published in
1859) and Capital (published 1867).

Soviet M arxologists released several never-before-seen M arx/Engels w orks in
the 1930s. M ost w ere early w orks ᾪ like the Econom ic and Philosophical
M anuscripts ᾪ but the Grundrisse stood alone as issuing forth from  the m ost
intense period of M arxᾰs decade-long, in-depth study of econom ics. It is an
extrem ely rich and thought-provoking w ork, show ing signs of hum anism  and
the influence of H egelian dialectic m ethod. Do note, though, M arx did not
intend it for publication as is, so it can be stylistically very rough in places.

The series of seven notebooks w ere rough-drafted by M arx, chiefly for purposes
of self-clarification, during the w inter of 1857-8. The m anuscript becam e lost in
circum stances still unknow n and w as first effectively published, in the Germ an
original, in 1953. A lim ited edition w as published by Foreign Language
Publishers in M oscow  in tw o volum es, 1939 and 1941 respectively, under the
editorship of the M arx-Engels-Lenin Institute, M oscow. The first volum e
contained the introduction and the seven notebooks translated here. The
second added fragm ents from  M arxᾰs 1851 notebooks of excerpts from  Ricardo,
the fragm ent ᾯBastiat and Careyᾰ (also included in this translation), and
m iscellaneous related m aterial; also extensive annotations and sources. A
photo-offset reprint of the tw o volum es bound in one, m inus illustrations and
facsim iles, w as 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 ᾯthe
w estern w orldᾰ.
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(M oney as particular com m odity and m oney as general com m odity)
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m oney)
(Dissolution of ancient com m unities through m oney)
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SECTION  ON E: TH E PRODUCTION  PROCESS OF CAPITAL
N othing is expressed w hen capital is characterized m erely as a sum  of values
Landed property and capital
Capital com es from  circulation; its content is exchange value; m erchant
capital, m oney capital, and m oney interest
Circulation presupposes another process; m otion betw een presupposed
extrem es
Transition from  circulation to capitalist production
Capital is accum ulated labour (etc.)
ᾯCapital is a sum  of values used for the production of valuesᾰ
Circulation, and exchange value deriving from  circulation, the presupposition
of capital
Exchange value em erging from  circulation, a presupposition of circulation,
preserving and m ultiplying itself in it by m eans of labour
Product and capital. Value and capital. Proudhon
Capital and labour. Exchange value and use value for exchange value
M oney and its use value (labour) in this relation capital. Self-m ultiplication of
value is its only m ovem ent
Capital, as regards substance, objectified labour. Its antithesis living,
productive labour
Productive labour and labour as perform ance of a service
Productive and unproductive labour. A. Sm ith etc.
The tw o different processes in the exchange of capital w ith labour
Capital and m odern landed property
The m arket
Exchange betw een capital and labour. Piecew ork w ages
Value of labour pow er
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M oney is the w orkerᾰs equivalent; he thus confronts capital as an equal
But the aim  of his exchange is satisfaction of his need. M oney for him  is only
m edium  of circulation
Savings, self-denial as m eans of the w orkerᾰs enrichm ent
Valuelessness and devaluation of the w orker a condition of capital
(Labour pow er as capital!)
W ages not productive
The exchange betw een capital and labour belongs w ithin sim ple circulation,
does not enrich the w orker
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
w ealth
Labour w ithout particular specificity confronts capital
Labour process absorbed into capital
(Capital and capitalist)
Production process as content of capital
The w orker relates to his labour as exchange value, the capitalist as use value
The w orker divests him self of labour as the w ealth-producing pow er; capital
appropriates it as such
Transform ation of labour into capital
Realization process
(Costs of production)
M ere self-preservation, non-m ultiplication of value contradicts the essence of
capital
Capital enters the cost of production as capital. Interest-bearing capital
(Parentheses on: original accum ulation of capital, historic presuppositions of
capital, production in general)
Surplus value. Surplus labour tim e
Value of labour. H ow  it is determ ined
Conditions for the self-realization of capital
Capital is productive as creator of surplus labour
But this is only a historical and transitory phenom enon
Theories of surplus value (Ricardo; the Physiocrats; Adam  Sm ith; Ricardo
again)
Surplus value and productive force. Relation w hen these increase
Result: in proportion as necessary labour is already dim inished, the realization
of capital becom es m ore difficult
Concerning increases in the value of capital
Labour does not reproduce the value of m aterial and instrum ent, but rather
preserves it by relating to them  in the labour process as to their objective
conditions
Absolute surplus labour tim e. Relative
It is not the quantity of living labour, but rather its quality as labour w hich
preserves the labour tim e already contained in the m aterial
The change of form  and substance in the direct production process
It is inherent in the sim ple production process that the previous stage of
production is preserved through the subsequent one
Preservation of the old use value by new  labour
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The quantity of objectified labour is preserved because contact w ith living
labour preserves its quality as use value for new  labour
In the real production process, the separation of labour from  its objective
m om ents of existence is suspended. But in this process labour is already
incorporated in capital
The capitalist obtains surplus labour free of charge together w ith the
m aintenance of the value of m aterial and instrum ent
Through the appropriation of present labour, capital already possesses a claim
to the appropriation of future labour
Confusion of profit and surplus value. Careyᾰs erroneous calculation
The capitalist, w ho does not pay the w orker for the preservation of the old
value, then dem ands rem uneration for giving the w orker perm ission to
preserve the old capital
Surplus Value and Profit
Difference betw een consum ption of the instrum ent and of w ages. The form er
consum ed in the production process, the latter outside it
Increase of surplus value and decrease in rate of profit
M ultiplication of sim ultaneous w orking days
M achinery
Grow th of the constant part of capital in relation to the variable part spent on
w ages =  grow th of the productivity of labour
Proportion in w hich capital has to increase in order to em ploy the sam e
num ber of w orkers 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 tim e. Increase of sim ultaneous w orking days.
(Population)
(Population can increase in proportion as necessary labour tim e becom es
sm aller)
Transition from  the process of the production of capital into the process of
circulation
SECTION  TW O: TH E CIRCULATION  PROCESS OF CAPITAL
Devaluation of capital itself ow ing to increase of productive forces
(Com petition)
Capital as unity and contradiction of the production process and the
realization process
Capital as lim it to production. Overproduction
Dem and by the w orkers them selves
Barriers to capitalist production

Grundrisse

ᾪ 9 ᾪ



Overproduction; Proudhon
Price of the com m odity and labour tim e
The capitalist does not sell too dear; but still above w hat the thing costs him
Price can fall below  value w ithout dam age to capital
N um ber and unit (m easure) im portant in the m ultiplication of prices
Specific accum ulation of capital. (Transform ation of surplus labour into
capital)
The determ ination of value and of prices
The general rate of profit
The capitalist m erely sells at his ow n cost of production, then it is a transfer to
another capitalist. The w orker gains alm ost nothing thereby
Barrier of capitalist production. Relation of surplus labour to necessary labour.
Proportion of the surplus consum ed by capital to that transform ed into capital
Devaluation during crises
Capital com ing out of the production process becom es m oney again
(Parenthesis on capital in general)
Surplus Labour or Surplus Value Becom es Surplus Capital
All the determ inants of capitalist production now  appear as the result of
(w age) labour itself
The realization process of labour at the sam e tim e its de-realization process
Form ation of surplus capital I
Surplus capital II
Inversion of the law  of appropriation
Chief result of the production and realization process
Original Accum ulation of Capital
Once developed historically, capital itself creates the conditions of its existence
(Perform ance of personal services, as opposed to w age labour)
(Parenthesis on inversion of the law  of property, real alien relation of the
w orker to his product, division of labour, m achinery)
Form s w hich precede capitalist production. (Concerning the process w hich
precedes the form ation of the capital relation or of original accum ulation)
Exchange of labour for labour rests on the w orkerᾰs propertylessness
Circulation of capital and circulation of m oney
Production process and circulation process m om ents of production. The
productivity of the different capitals (branches of industry) determ ines that of
the individual capital
Circulation period. Velocity of circulation substitutes for volum e of capital.
M utual dependence of capitals in the velocity of their circulation
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Introduction

Late August ᾪ M id-Septem ber 1857

1. Production, Consum ption, Distribution, Exchange
(Circulation)

(1) PRODUCTION

Independent Individuals. Eighteenth-century Ideas

The object before us, to begin w ith, m aterial production.
Individuals producing in society ᾪ hence socially determ ined individual

production ᾪ is, of course, the point of departure. The individual and isolated
hunter and fisherm an, w ith w hom  Sm ith and Ricardo begin, belongs am ong the
unim aginative conceits of the eighteenth-century Robinsonades, [1] w hich in no
w ay express m erely a reaction against over-sophistication and a return to a
m isunderstood natural life, as cultural historians im agine. As little as
Rousseauᾰs contrat social, w hich brings naturally independent, autonom ous
subjects into relation and connection by contract, rests on such naturalism . This
is the sem blance, the m erely aesthetic sem blance, of the Robinsonades, great
and sm all. It is, rather, the anticipation of ᾯcivil societyᾰ, in preparation since the
sixteenth century and m aking giant strides tow ards m aturity in the eighteenth.
In this society of free com petition, the individual appears detached from  the
natural bonds etc. w hich in earlier historical periods m ake him  the accessory of
a definite and lim ited hum an conglom erate. Sm ith and Ricardo still stand w ith
both feet on the shoulders of the eighteenth-century prophets, in w hose
im aginations this eighteenth-century individual ᾪ the product on one side of the
dissolution of the feudal form s of society, on the other side of the new  forces of
production developed since the sixteenth century ᾪ appears as an ideal, w hose
existence they project into the past. N ot as a historic result but as historyᾰs
point of departure. As the N atural Individual appropriate to their notion of
hum an nature, not arising historically, but posited by nature. This illusion has
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been com m on to each new  epoch to this day. Steuart [2] avoided this sim ple-
m indedness because as an aristocrat and in antithesis to the eighteenth century,
he had in som e respects a m ore historical footing.

The m ore deeply w e go back into history, the m ore does the individual, and
hence also the producing individual, appear as dependent, as belonging to a
greater w hole: in a still quite natural w ay in the fam ily and in the fam ily
expanded into the clan [Stam m ]; then later in the various form s of com m unal
society arising out of the antitheses and fusions of the clan. Only in the
eighteenth century, in ᾯcivil societyᾰ, do the various form s of social
connectedness confront the individual as a m ere m eans tow ards his private
purposes, as external necessity. But the epoch w hich produces this standpoint,
that of the isolated individual, is also precisely that of the hitherto m ost
developed social (from  this standpoint, general) relations. The hum an being is
in the m ost literal sense a ͬ ᾎ ͽͻ ;ͽ͵ ·ͯ ΊͯΑͻ, [3] not m erely a gregarious anim al,
but an anim al w hich can individuate itself only in the m idst of society.
Production by an isolated individual outside society ᾪ a rare exception w hich
m ay w ell occur w hen a civilized person in w hom  the social forces are already
dynam ically present is cast by accident into the w ilderness ᾪ is as m uch of an
absurdity as is the developm ent of language w ithout individuals living together
and talking to each other. There is no point in dw elling on this any longer. The
point could go entirely unm entioned if this tw addle, w hich had sense and
reason for the eighteenth-century characters, had not been earnestly pulled
back into the centre of the m ost m odern econom ics 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 econom ic relation, of
w hose historic origins he is ignorant, by inventing the m yth that Adam  or
Prom etheus stum bled on the idea ready-m ade, and then it w as adopted, etc.
N othing is m ore dry and boring than the fantasies of a locus com m unis. [6]

Eternalization of historic relations of production. ᾪ Production
and distribution in general. ᾪ Property

W henever w e speak of production, then, w hat is m eant is alw ays production at
a definite stage of social developm ent ᾪ production by social individuals. It
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m ight seem , therefore, that in order to talk about production at all w e m ust
either pursue the process of historic developm ent through its different phases,
or declare beforehand that w e are dealing w ith a specific historic epoch such as
e.g. m odern bourgeois production, w hich is indeed our particular them e.
H ow ever, all epochs of production have certain com m on traits, com m on
characteristics. Production in general is an abstraction, but a rational
abstraction in so far as it really brings out and fixes the com m on elem ent and
thus saves us repetition. Still, this general category, this com m on elem ent
sifted out by com parison, is itself segm ented m any tim es over and splits into
different determ inations. Som e determ inations belong to all epochs, others only
to a few. [Som e] determ inations w ill be shared by the m ost m odern epoch and
the m ost ancient. N o production w ill be thinkable w ithout them ; how ever even
though the m ost developed languages have law s and characteristics in com m on
w ith the least developed, nevertheless, just those things w hich determ ine their
developm ent, i.e. the elem ents w hich are not general and com m on, m ust be
separated out from  the determ inations valid for production as such, so that in
their unity ᾪ w hich arises already from  the identity of the subject, hum anity, and
of the object, nature ᾪ their essential difference is not forgotten. The w hole
profundity of those m odern econom ists w ho dem onstrate the eternity and
harm oniousness of the existing social relations lies in this forgetting. For
exam ple. N o production possible w ithout an instrum ent of production, even if
this instrum ent is only the hand. N o production w ithout 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, am ong other things, also an
instrum ent of production, also objectified, past labour. Therefore capital is a
general, eternal relation of nature; that is, if I leave out just the specific quality
w hich alone m akes ᾯinstrum ent of productionᾰ and ᾯstored-up labourᾰ into
capital. The entire history of production relations thus appears to Carey, for
exam ple, as a m alicious forgery perpetrated by governm ents.

If there is no production in general, then there is also no general production.
Production is alw ays a particular branch of production ᾪ e.g. agriculture,
cattle-raising, m anufactures etc. ᾪ or it is a totality. But political econom y is not
technology. The relation of the general characteristics of production at a given
stage of social developm ent to the particular form s of production to be
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developed elsew here (later). Lastly, production also is not only a particular
production. Rather, it is alw ays a certain social body, a social subject, w hich is
active in a greater or sparser totality of branches of production. N or does the
relationship betw een scientific presentation and the real m ovem ent belong here
yet. Production in general. Particular branches of production. Totality of
production.

It is the fashion to preface a w ork of econom ics w ith a general part ᾪ and
precisely this part figures under the title ᾯproductionᾰ (see for exam ple J. St.
M ill) [7] ᾪ treating of the general preconditions of all production. This general
part consists or is alleged to consist of (1) the conditions w ithout w hich
production is not possible. I.e. in fact, to indicate nothing m ore than the
essential m om ents of all production. But, as w e w ill see, this reduces itself in
fact to a few  very sim ple characteristics, w hich are ham m ered out into flat
tautologies; (2) the conditions w hich prom ote production to a greater or lesser
degree, such as e.g. Adam  Sm ithᾰs progressive and stagnant state of society.
W hile this is of value in his w ork as an insight, to elevate it to scientific
significance w ould require investigations into the periodization of degrees of
productivity in the developm ent of individual peoples ᾪ an investigation w hich
lies outside the proper boundaries of the them e, but, in so far as it does belong
there, m ust be brought in as part of the developm ent of com petition,
accum ulation etc. In the usual form ulation, the answ er am ounts to the general
statem ent that an industrial people reaches the peak of its production at the
m om ent w hen it arrives at its historical peak generally. In fact. The industrial
peak of a people w hen its m ain concern is not yet gain, but rather to gain. Thus
the Yankees over the English. Or, also, that e.g. certain races, locations,
clim ates, natural conditions such as harbours, soil fertility etc. are m ore
advantageous to production than others. This too am ounts to the tautology that
w ealth is m ore easily created w here its elem ents are subjectively and
objectively present to a greater degree.

But none of all this is the econom istsᾰ real concern in this general part. The
aim  is, rather, to present production ᾪ see e.g. M ill ᾪ as distinct from
distribution etc., as encased in eternal natural law s independent of history, at
w hich opportunity bourgeois relations are then quietly sm uggled in as the
inviolable natural law s on w hich society in the abstract is founded. This is the
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m ore or less conscious purpose of the w hole proceeding. In distribution, by
contrast, hum anity has allegedly perm itted itself to be considerably m ore
arbitrary. Quite apart from  this crude tearing-apart of production and
distribution and of their real relationship, it m ust be apparent from  the outset
that, no m atter how  differently distribution m ay have been arranged in different
stages of social developm ent, it m ust be possible here also, just as w ith
production, to single out com m on characteristics, and just as possible to
confound or to extinguish all historic differences under general hum an law s.
For exam ple, the slave, the serf and the w age labourer all receive a quantity of
food w hich m akes it possible for them  to exist as slaves, as serfs, as w age
labourers. The conqueror w ho lives from  tribute, or the official w ho lives from
taxes, or the landed proprietor and his rent, or the m onk and his alm s, or the
Levite and his tithe, all receive a quota of social production, w hich is
determ ined by other law s than that of the slaveᾰs, etc. The tw o m ain points
w hich all econom ists cite under this rubric are: (1) property; (2) its protection
by courts, police, etc. To this a very short answ er m ay be given:

to 1. All production is appropriation of nature on the part of an individual
w ithin 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. (W hich further and equally presupposes an antithetical form , non-
property.) H istory rather show s com m on property (e.g. in India, am ong the
Slavs, the early Celts, etc.) to be the m ore [8] original form , a form  w hich long
continues to play a significant role in the shape of com m unal property. The
question w hether w ealth 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 w here som e form  of property does not exist is a tautology. An
appropriation w hich does not m ake som ething into property is a contradictio
in subjecto.

to 2. Protection of acquisitions etc. W hen these trivialities are reduced to
their real content, they tell m ore than their preachers know. N am ely that every
form  of production creates its ow n legal relations, form  of governm ent, etc. In
bringing things w hich are organically related into an accidental relation, into a
m erely reflective connection, they display their crudity and lack of conceptual
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understanding. All the bourgeois econom ists are aw are of is that production can
be carried on better under the m odern police than e.g. on the principle of m ight
m akes right. They forget only that this principle is also a legal relation, and that
the right of the stronger prevails in their ᾯconstitutional republicsᾰ as w ell, only
in another form .

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

To sum m arize: There are characteristics w hich all stages of production have
in com m on, and w hich are established as general ones by the m ind; but the so-
called general preconditions of all production are nothing m ore than these
abstract m om ents w ith w hich no real historical stage of production can be
grasped.

(2) TH E GEN ERAL RELATION  OF PRODUCTION  TO
DISTRIBUTION, EXCH AN GE, CON SUM PTION

Before going further in the analysis of production, it is necessary to focus on the
various categories w hich the econom ists line up next to it.

The obvious, trite notion: in production the m em bers of society appropriate
(create, shape) the products of nature in accord w ith hum an needs; distribution
determ ines the proportion in w hich the individual shares in the product;
exchange delivers the particular products into w hich the individual desires to
convert the portion w hich distribution has assigned to him ; and finally, in
consum ption, the products becom e objects of gratification, of individual
appropriation. Production creates the objects w hich correspond to the given
needs; distribution divides them  up according to social law s; exchange further
parcels out the already divided shares in accord w ith individual needs; and
finally, in consum ption, the product steps outside this social m ovem ent and
becom es a direct object and servant of individual need, and satisfies it in being
consum ed. Thus production appears as the point of departure, consum ption as
the conclusion, distribution and exchange as the m iddle, w hich is how ever itself
tw ofold, since distribution is determ ined by society and exchange by
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individuals. The person objectifies him self in production, the thing subjectifies
itself in the person; [9] in distribution, society m ediates betw een production and
consum ption in the form  of general, dom inant determ inants; in exchange the
tw o are m ediated by the chance characteristics of the individual.

Distribution determ ines the relation in w hich products fall to individuals (the
am ount); exchange determ ines the production [10] in w hich the individual
dem ands the portion allotted to him  by distribution.

Thus production, distribution, exchange and consum ption form  a regular
syllogism ; production is the generality, distribution and exchange the
particularity, and consum ption the singularity in w hich the w hole is joined
together. This is adm ittedly a coherence, but a shallow  one. Production is
determ ined by general natural law s, distribution by social accident, and the
latter m ay therefore prom ote production to a greater or lesser extent; exchange
stands betw een the tw o as form al social m ovem ent; and the concluding act,
consum ption, w hich is conceived not only as a term inal point but also as an end-
in-itself, actually belongs outside econom ics except in so far as it reacts in turn
upon the point of departure and initiates the w hole process anew.

The opponents of the political econom ists ᾪ w hether inside or outside its
realm  ᾪ w ho accuse them  of barbarically tearing apart things w hich belong
together, stand either on the sam e ground as they, or beneath them . N othing is
m ore com m on than the reproach that the political econom ists view  production
too m uch as an end in itself, that distribution is just as im portant. This
accusation is based precisely on the econom ic notion that the spheres of
distribution and of production are independent, autonom ous neighbours. Or
that these m om ents w ere not grasped in their unity. As if this rupture had m ade
its w ay not from  reality into the textbooks, but rather from  the textbooks into
reality, and as if the task w ere the dialectic balancing of concepts, and not the
grasping of real relations!

[Consum ption and Production]

(a1) Production is also im m ediately consum ption. Tw ofold consum ption,
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 consum ption of life forces. Secondly: consum ption of
the m eans of production, w hich becom e w orn out through use, and are partly
(e.g. in com bustion) dissolved into their elem ents again. Likew ise, consum ption
of the raw  m aterial, w hich loses its natural form  and com position by being used
up. The act of production is therefore in all its m om ents also an act of
consum ption. But the econom ists adm it this. Production as directly identical
w ith consum ption, and consum ption as directly coincident w ith production, is
term ed by them  productive consum ption. This identity of production and
consum ption am ounts to Spinozaᾰs thesis: determ inatio est negatio. [11]

But this definition of productive consum ption is advanced only for the
purpose of separating consum ption as identical w ith production from
consum ption proper, w hich is conceived rather as the destructive antithesis to
production. Let us therefore exam ine consum ption proper.

Consum ption is also im m ediately production, just as in nature the
consum ption of the elem ents and chem ical substances is the production of the
plant. It is clear that in taking in food, for exam ple, w hich is a form  of
consum ption, the hum an being produces his ow n body. But this is also true of
every kind of consum ption w hich in one w ay or another produces hum an beings
in som e particular aspect. Consum ptive production. But, says econom ics, this
production w hich is identical w ith consum ption is secondary, it is derived from
the destruction of the prior product. In the form er, the producer objectified
him self, in the latter, the object he created personifies itself. H ence this
consum ptive production ᾪ even though it is an im m ediate unity of production
and consum ption ᾪ is essentially different from  production proper. The
im m ediate unity in w hich production coincides w ith consum ption and
consum ption w ith production leaves their im m ediate duality intact.

Production, then, is also im m ediately consum ption, consum ption is also
im m ediately production. Each is im m ediately its opposite. But at the sam e tim e
a m ediating m ovem ent takes place betw een the tw o. Production m ediates
consum ption; it creates the latterᾰs m aterial; w ithout it, consum ption w ould lack
an object. But consum ption also m ediates production, in that it alone creates for
the products the subject for w hom  they are products. The product only obtains
its last finish in consum ption. A railw ay on w hich no trains run, hence w hich is
not used up, not consum ed, is a railw ay only ͪ Έͻ͢ͺͫͯ , [13] and not in reality.
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W ithout production, no consum ption; but also, w ithout consum ption, no
production; since production w ould then be purposeless. Consum ption produces
production in a double w ay, (1) because a product becom es a real product only
by being consum ed. For exam ple, a garm ent becom es a real garm ent only in the
act of being w orn; a house w here no one lives is in fact not a real house; thus
the product, unlike a m ere natural object, proves itself to be, becom es, a
product only through consum ption. Only by decom posing the product does
consum ption 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 consum ption creates the need for new  production, that is it creates
the ideal, internally im pelling cause for production, w hich is its presupposition.
Consum ption creates the m otive for production; it also creates the object w hich
is active in production as its determ inant aim . If it is clear that production offers
consum ption its external object, it is therefore equally clear that consum ption
ideally posits the object of production as an internal im age, as a need, as drive
and as purpose. It creates the objects of production in a still subjective form . N o
production w ithout a need. But consum ption reproduces the need.

Production, for its part, correspondingly (1) furnishes the m aterial and the
object for consum ption. [15] Consum ption w ithout an object is not consum ption;
therefore, in this respect, production creates, produces consum ption. (2) But
the object is not the only thing w hich production creates for consum ption.
Production also gives consum ption its specificity, its character, its finish. Just as
consum ption gave the product its finish as product, so does production give
finish to consum ption. Firstly, the object is not an object in general, but a
specific object w hich m ust be consum ed in a specific m anner, to be m ediated in
its turn by production itself. H unger is hunger, but the hunger gratified by
cooked m eat eaten w ith a knife and fork is a different hunger from  that w hich
bolts dow n raw  m eat w ith the aid of hand, nail and tooth. Production thus
produces not only the object but also the m anner of consum ption, not only
objectively but also subjectively. Production thus creates the consum er. (3)
Production not only supplies a m aterial for the need, but it also supplies a need
for the m aterial. As soon as consum ption em erges from  its initial state of
natural crudity and im m ediacy ᾪ and, if it rem ained at that stage, this w ould be
because production itself had been arrested there ᾪ it becom es itself m ediated
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as a drive by the object. The need w hich consum ption feels for the object is
created by the perception of it. The object of art ᾪ like every other product ᾪ
creates a public w hich 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 consum ption (1) by creating the m aterial for it; (2) by
determ ining the m anner of consum ption; and (3) by creating the products,
initially posited by it as objects, in the form  of a need felt by the consum er. It
thus produces the object of consum ption, the m anner of consum ption and the
m otive of consum ption. Consum ption likew ise produces the producerᾰs
inclination by beckoning to him  as an aim -determ ining need.

The identities betw een consum ption and production thus appear threefold:
(1) Im m ediate identity: Production is consum ption, consum ption is

production. Consum ptive production. Productive consum ption. The political
econom ists call both productive consum ption. But then m ake a further
distinction. The first figures as reproduction, the second as productive
consum ption. All investigations into the first concern productive or
unproductive labour; investigations into the second concern productive or non-
productive consum ption.

(2) [In the sense] that one appears as a m eans for the other, is m ediated by
the other: this is expressed as their m utual dependence; a m ovem ent w hich
relates them  to one another, m akes them  appear indispensable to one another,
but still leaves them  external to each other. Production creates the m aterial, as
external object, for consum ption; consum ption creates the need, as internal
object, as aim , for production. W ithout production no consum ption; w ithout
consum ption no production. [This identity] figures in econom ics in m any
different form s.

(3) N ot only is production im m ediately consum ption and consum ption
im m ediately production, not only is production a m eans for consum ption and
consum ption the aim  of production, i.e. each supplies the other w ith its object
(production supplying the external object of consum ption, consum ption the
conceived object of production); but also, each of them , apart from  being
im m ediately the other, and apart from  m ediating the other, in addition to this
creates the other in com pleting itself, and creates itself as the other.
Consum ption accom plishes the act of production only in com pleting the product
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as product by dissolving it, by consum ing its independently m aterial 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 w hich
the product becom es product, but also that in w hich the producer becom es
producer. On the other side, production produces consum ption by creating the
specific m anner of consum ption; and, further, by creating the stim ulus of
consum ption, the ability to consum e, as a need. This last identity, as determ ined
under (3), [is] frequently cited in econom ics in the relation of dem and and
supply, of objects and needs, of socially created and natural needs.

Thereupon, nothing sim pler for a H egelian than to posit production and
consum ption as identical. And this has been done not only by socialist belletrists
but by prosaic econom ists them selves, e.g. Say; [16] in the form  that w hen one
looks at an entire people, its production is its consum ption. Or, indeed, at
hum anity in the abstract. Storch [17] dem onstrated Sayᾰs error, nam ely that e.g.
a people does not consum e its entire product, but also creates m eans of
production, etc., fixed capital, etc. To regard society as one single subject is, in
addition, to look at it w rongly; speculatively. W ith a single subject, production
and consum ption appear as m om ents of a single act. The im portant thing to
em phasize here is only that, w hether production and consum ption are view ed
as the activity of one or of m any individuals, they appear in any case as
m om ents of one process, in w hich production is the real point of departure and
hence also the predom inant m om ent. Consum ption as urgency, as need, is itself
an intrinsic m om ent of productive activity. But the latter is the point of
departure for realization and hence also its predom inant m om ent; it is the act
through w hich the w hole process again runs its course. The individual produces
an object and, by consum ing it, returns to him self, but returns as a productive
and self-reproducing individual. Consum ption thus appears as a m om ent of
production.

In society, how ever, the producerᾰs 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. H e does not com e into possession of it directly.
N or is its im m ediate appropriation his purpose w hen he produces in society.
Distribution steps betw een the producers and the products, hence betw een
production and consum ption, to determ ine in accordance w ith social law s w hat
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the producerᾰs share w ill be in the w orld of products.
N ow, does distribution stand at the side of and outside production as an

autonom ous sphere?

Distribution and production

(b1) W hen one exam ines the usual w orks of econom ics, it is im m ediately
striking that everything in them  is posited doubly. For exam ple, ground rent,
w ages, interest and profit figure under distribution, w hile 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 incom e, as a determ inant of specific form s of
distribution. Interest and profit thus also figure as such in production, in so far
as they are form s in w hich capital increases, grow s, hence m om ents of its ow n
production. Interest and profit as form s of distribution presuppose capital as
agent of production. They are m odes of distribution w hose presupposition is
capital as agent of production. They are, likew ise, m odes of reproduction of
capital.

The category of w ages, sim ilarly, is the sam e as that w hich is exam ined
under a different heading as w age labour: the characteristic w hich labour here
possesses as an agent of production appears as a characteristic of distribution.
If labour w ere not specified as w age labour, then the m anner in w hich it shares
in the products w ould not appear as w ages; as, for exam ple, under slavery.
Finally, to take at once the m ost developed form  of distribution, ground rent, by
m eans of w hich landed property shares in the product, presupposes large-scale
landed property (actually, large-scale agriculture) as agent of production, and
not m erely land as such, just as w ages do not m erely presuppose labour as
such. The relations and m odes of distribution thus appear m erely as the obverse
of the agents of production. An individual w ho participates in production in the
form  of w age labour shares in the products, in the results of production, in the
form  of w ages. The structure [Gliederung] of distribution is com pletely
determ ined 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 determ ines the specific form s 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, econom ists such as Ricardo, w ho are the m ost frequently accused of
focusing on production alone, have defined distribution as the exclusive object
of econom ics, because they instinctively conceived the form s of distribution as
the m ost specific expression into w hich the agents of production of a given
society are cast.

To the single individual, of course, distribution appears as a social law  w hich
determ ines his position w ithin the system  of production w ithin w hich he
produces, and w hich therefore precedes production. The individual com es into
the w orld possessing neither capital nor land. Social distribution assigns him  at
birth to w age 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 w hole societies, distribution seem s to precede production and to
determ ine it in yet another respect, alm ost as if it w ere a pre-econom ic fact. A
conquering people divides the land am ong the conquerors, thus im poses a
certain distribution and form  of property in land, and thus determ ines
production. Or it enslaves the conquered and so m akes slave labour the
foundation of production. Or a people rises in revolution and sm ashes the great
landed estates into sm all parcels, and hence, by this new  distribution, gives
production a new  character. Or a system  of law s assigns property in land to
certain fam ilies in perpetuity, or distributes labour [as] a hereditary privilege
and thus confines it w ithin certain castes. In all these cases, and they are all
historical, it seem s that distribution is not structured and determ ined by
production, but rather the opposite, production by distribution.

In the shallow est conception, distribution appears as the distribution of
products, and hence as further rem oved from  and quasi-independent of
production. But before distribution can be the distribution of products, it is: (1)
the distribution of the instrum ents of production, and (2), w hich is a further
specification of the sam e relation, the distribution of the m em bers of the society
am ong the different kinds of production. (Subsum ption of the individuals under
specific relations of production.) The distribution of products is evidently only a
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result of this distribution, w hich is com prised w ithin the process of production
itself and determ ines the structure of production. To exam ine production w hile
disregarding this internal distribution w ithin it is obviously an em pty
abstraction; w hile conversely, the distribution of products follow s by itself from
this distribution w hich form s an original m om ent of production. Ricardo, w hose
concern w as to grasp the specific social structure of m odern production, and
w ho is the econom ist of production par excellence, declares for precisely that
reason that not production but distribution is the proper study of m odern
econom ics. [18] This again show s the ineptitude of those econom ists w ho
portray production as an eternal truth w hile banishing history to the realm  of
distribution.

The question of the relation betw een this production-determ ining
distribution, and production, belongs evidently w ithin production itself. If it is
said that, since production m ust begin w ith a certain distribution of the
instrum ents of production, it follow s that distribution at least in this sense
precedes and form s the presupposition of production, then the reply m ust be
that production does indeed have its determ inants and preconditions w hich
form  its m om ents. At the very beginning these m ay appear as spontaneous,
natural. But by the process of production itself they are transform ed from
natural into historic determ inants, and if they appear to one epoch as natural
presuppositions of production, they w ere its historic product for another. W ithin
production itself they are constantly being changed. The application of
m achinery, for exam ple, changed the distribution of instrum ents of production
as w ell as of products. M odern large-scale landed property is itself the product
of m odern com m erce and of m odern industry, as w ell as of the application of the
latter to agriculture.

The questions raised above all reduce them selves in the last instance to the
role played by general-historical relations in production, and their relation to
the m ovem ent of history generally. The question evidently belongs w ithin the
treatm ent and investigation of production itself.

Still, in the trivial form  in w hich they are raised above, they can be dealt
w ith equally briefly. In all cases of conquest, three things are possible. The
conquering people subjugates the conquered under its ow n m ode of production
(e.g. the English in Ireland in this century, and partly in India); or it leaves the
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old m ode intact and contents itself w ith a tribute (e.g. Turks and Rom ans); or a
reciprocal interaction takes place w hereby som ething new, a synthesis, arises
(the Germ anic conquests, in part). In all cases, the m ode of production, w hether
that of the conquering people, that of the conquered, or that em erging from  the
fusion of both, is decisive for the new  distribution w hich 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 m ode of production.

The M ongols, w ith their devastations in Russia, e.g., w ere acting in
accordance w ith their production, cattle-raising, for w hich vast uninhabited
spaces are a chief precondition. The Germ anic barbarians, w ho lived in isolation
on the land and for w hom  agriculture w ith bondsm en w as the traditional
production, could im pose these conditions on the Rom an provinces all the m ore
easily as the concentration of landed property w hich had taken place there had
already entirely overthrow n 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 m ust be som e thing to be pillaged,
hence production. And the m ode of pillage is itself in turn determ ined by the
m ode of production. A stock-jobbing nation, for exam ple, cannot be pillaged in
the sam e m anner as a nation of cow -herds.

To steal a slave is to steal the instrum ent of production directly. But then the
production of the country for w hich the slave is stolen m ust be structured to
allow  of slave labour, or (as in the southern part of Am erica etc.) a m ode of
production corresponding to the slave m ust be created.

Law s m ay perpetuate an instrum ent of production, e.g. land, in certain
fam ilies. These law s achieve econom ic significance only w hen large-scale
landed property is in harm ony w ith the societyᾰs production, as e.g. in England.
In France, sm all-scale agriculture survived despite the great landed estates,
hence the latter w ere sm ashed by the revolution. But can law s perpetuate the
sm all-scale allotm ent? Despite these law s, ow nership is again becom ing
concentrated. The influence of law s in stabilizing relations of distribution, and
hence their effect on production, requires to be determ ined in each specific
instance.
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(c1) Exchange, Finally, and Circulation

Exchange and production

Circulation itself [is] m erely a specific m om ent of exchange, or [it is] also
exchange regarded in its totality.

In so far as exchange is m erely a m om ent m ediating betw een production
w ith its production-determ ined distribution on one side and consum ption on the
other, but in so far as the latter itself appears as a m om ent of production, to
that extent is exchange obviously also included as a m om ent w ithin the latter.

It is clear, firstly, that the exchange of activities and abilities w hich takes
place w ithin production itself belongs directly to production and essentially
constitutes it. The sam e holds, secondly, for the exchange of products, in so far
as that exchange is the m eans of finishing the product and m aking it fit for
direct consum ption. To that extent, exchange is an act com prised w ithin
production itself. Thirdly, the so-called exchange betw een dealers and dealers is
by its very organization entirely determ ined by production, as w ell as being
itself a producing activity. Exchange appears as independent of and indifferent
to production only in the final phase w here the product is exchanged directly
for consum ption. But (1) there is no exchange w ithout division of labour,
w hether the latter is spontaneous, natural, or already a product of historic
developm ent; (2) private exchange presupposes private production; (3) the
intensity of exchange, as w ell as its extension and its m anner, are determ ined
by the developm ent and structure of production. For exam ple. Exchange
betw een tow n and country; exchange in the country, in the tow n etc. Exchange
in all its m om ents thus appears as either directly com prised in production or
determ ined by it.

The conclusion w e reach is not that production, distribution, exchange and
consum ption are identical, but that they all form  the m em bers of a totality,
distinctions w ithin a unity. Production predom inates not only over itself, in the
antithetical definition of production, but over the other m om ents as w ell. The
process alw ays returns to production to begin anew. That exchange and
consum ption cannot be predom inant is self-evident. Likew ise, distribution as
distribution of products; w hile as distribution of the agents of production it is
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itself a m om ent of production. A definite production thus determ ines a definite
consum ption, distribution and exchange as w ell as definite relations betw een
these different m om ents. Adm ittedly, how ever, in its one-sided form ,
production is itself determ ined by the other m om ents. For exam ple if the
m arket, i.e. the sphere of exchange, expands, then production grow s in quantity
and the divisions betw een its different branches becom e deeper. A change in
distribution changes production, e.g. concentration of capital, different
distribution of the population betw een tow n and country, etc. Finally, the needs
of consum ption determ ine production. M utual interaction takes place betw een
the different m om ents. This the case w ith every organic w hole.

(3) TH E M ETH OD OF POLITICAL ECON OM Y

W hen w e consider a given country politico-econom ically, w e begin w ith its
population, its distribution am ong classes, tow n, country, the coast, the
different branches of production, export and im port, annual production and
consum ption, com m odity prices etc.

It seem s to be correct to begin w ith the real and the concrete, w ith the real
precondition, thus to begin, in econom ics, w ith e.g. the population, w hich is the
foundation and the subject of the entire social act of production. H ow ever, on
closer exam ination this proves false. The population is an abstraction if I leave
out, for exam ple, the classes of w hich it is com posed. These classes in turn are
an em pty phrase if I am  not fam iliar w ith the elem ents on w hich they rest. E.g.
w age labour, capital, etc. These latter in turn presuppose exchange, division of
labour, prices, etc. For exam ple, capital is nothing w ithout w age labour, w ithout
value, m oney, price etc. Thus, if I w ere to begin w ith the population, this w ould
be a chaotic conception [Vorstellung] of the w hole, and I w ould then, by m eans
of further determ ination, m ove analytically tow ards ever m ore sim ple concepts
[Begriff], from  the im agined concrete tow ards ever thinner abstractions until I
had arrived at the sim plest determ inations. From  there the journey w ould have
to be retraced until I had finally arrived at the population again, but this tim e
not as the chaotic conception of a w hole, but as a rich totality of m any
determ inations and relations. The form er is the path historically follow ed by
econom ics at the tim e of its origins. The econom ists of the seventeenth century,
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e.g., alw ays begin w ith the living w hole, w ith population, nation, state, several
states, etc.; but they alw ays conclude by discovering through analysis a sm all
num ber of determ inant, abstract, general relations such as division of labour,
m oney, value, etc. As soon as these individual m om ents had been m ore or less
firm ly established and abstracted, there began the econom ic system s, w hich
ascended from  the sim ple relations, such as labour, division of labour, need,
exchange value, to the level of the state, exchange betw een nations and the
w orld m arket. The latter is obviously the scientifically correct m ethod. The
concrete is concrete because it is the concentration of m any determ inations,
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 w as evaporated to yield an abstract determ ination; along the
second, the abstract determ inations lead tow ards a reproduction of the
concrete by w ay of thought. In this w ay H egel fell into the illusion of conceiving
the real as the product of thought concentrating itself, probing its ow n depths,
and unfolding itself out of itself, by itself, w hereas the m ethod of rising from  the
abstract to the concrete is only the w ay in w hich thought appropriates the
concrete, reproduces it as the concrete in the m ind. But this is by no m eans the
process by w hich the concrete itself com es into being. For exam ple, the
sim plest econom ic category, say e.g. exchange value, presupposes population,
m oreover a population producing in specific relations; as w ell as a certain kind
of fam ily, or com m une, or state, etc. It can never exist other than as an abstract,
one-sided relation w ithin an already given, concrete, living w hole. As a category,
by contrast, exchange value leads an antediluvian existence. Therefore, to the
kind of consciousness ᾪ and this is characteristic of the philosophical
consciousness ᾪ for w hich conceptual thinking is the real hum an being, and for
w hich the conceptual w orld as such is thus the only reality, the m ovem ent of the
categories appears as the real act of production ᾪ w hich only, unfortunately,
receives a jolt from  the outside ᾪ w hose product is the w orld; and ᾪ but this is
again a tautology ᾪ 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 com prehending;
but not in any w ay a product of the concept w hich thinks and generates itself
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outside or above observation and conception; a product, rather, of the w orking-
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, w hich
appropriates the w orld in the only w ay it can, a w ay different from  the artistic,
religious, practical and m ental appropriation of this w orld. The real subject
retains its autonom ous existence outside the head just as before; nam ely as
long as the headᾰs conduct is m erely speculative, m erely theoretical. H ence, in
the theoretical m ethod, too, the subject, society, m ust alw ays be kept in m ind as
the presupposition.

But do not these sim pler categories also have an independent historical or
natural existence pre-dating the m ore concrete ones? That depends. H egel, for
exam ple, correctly begins the Philosophy of Right w ith possession, this being
the subjectᾰs sim plest juridical relation. But there is no possession preceding
the fam ily or m aster-servant relations, w hich are far m ore concrete relations.
H ow ever, it w ould be correct to say that there are fam ilies or clan groups w hich
still m erely possess, but have no property. The sim ple category therefore
appears in relation to property as a relation of sim ple fam ilies or clan groups. In
the higher society it appears as the sim pler relation of a developed
organization. But the concrete substratum  of w hich possession is a relation is
alw ays presupposed. One can im agine an individual savage as possessing
som ething. But in that case possession is not a juridical relation. It is incorrect
that possession develops historically into the fam ily. Possession, rather, alw ays
presupposes this ᾯm ore concrete juridical category.ᾰ There w ould still alw ays
rem ain this m uch, how ever, nam ely that the sim ple categories are the
expressions of relations w ithin w hich the less developed concrete m ay have
already realized itself before having posited the m ore m any-sided connection or
relation w hich is m entally expressed in the m ore concrete category; w hile the
m ore developed concrete preserves the sam e category as a subordinate
relation. M oney m ay exist, and did exist historically, before capital existed,
before banks existed, before w age labour existed, etc. Thus in this respect it
m ay be said that the sim pler category can express the dom inant relations of a
less developed w hole, or else those subordinate relations of a m ore developed
w hole w hich already had a historic existence before this w hole developed in the
direction expressed by a m ore concrete category. To that extent the path of
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abstract thought, rising from  the sim ple to the com bined, w ould correspond to
the real historical process.

It m ay be said on the other hand that there are very developed but
nevertheless historically less m ature form s of society, in w hich the highest
form s of econom y, e.g. cooperation, a developed division of labour, etc., are
found, even though there is no kind of m oney, e.g. Peru. Am ong the Slav
com m unities also, m oney and the exchange w hich determ ines it play little or no
role w ithin the individual com m unities, but only on their boundaries, in traffic
w ith others; it is sim ply w rong to place exchange at the centre of com m unal
society as the original, constituent elem ent. It originally appears, rather, in the
connection of the different com m unities w ith one another, not in the relations
betw een the different m em bers of a single com m unity. Further, although m oney
everyw here plays a role from  very early on, it is nevertheless a predom inant
elem ent, in antiquity, only w ithin the confines of certain one-sidedly developed
nations, trading nations. And even in the m ost advanced parts of the ancient
w orld, am ong the Greeks and Rom ans, the full developm ent of m oney, w hich is
presupposed in m odern bourgeois society, appears only in the period of their
dissolution. This very sim ple category, then, m akes a historic appearance in its
full intensity only in the m ost developed conditions of society. By no m eans does
it w ade its w ay through all econom ic relations. For exam ple, in the Rom an
Em pire, at its highest point of developm ent, the foundation rem ained taxes and
paym ents in kind. The m oney system  actually com pletely developed there only
in the arm y. And it never took over the w hole of labour. Thus, although the
sim pler category m ay have existed historically before the m ore concrete, it can
achieve its full (intensive and extensive) developm ent precisely in a com bined
form  of society, w hile the m ore concrete category w as m ore fully developed in a
less developed form  of society.

Labour seem s a quite sim ple category. The conception of labour in this
general form  ᾪ as labour as such ᾪ is also im m easurably old. N evertheless, w hen
it is econom ically conceived in this sim plicity, ᾯlabourᾰ is as m odern a category
as are the relations w hich create this sim ple abstraction. The M onetary System
[19] for exam ple, still locates w ealth altogether objectively, as an external thing,
in m oney. Com pared w ith this standpoint, the com m ercial, or m anufacture,
system  took a great step forw ard by locating the source of w ealth not in the
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object but in a subjective activity ᾪ in com m ercial and m anufacturing activity ᾪ
even though it still alw ays conceives this activity w ithin narrow  boundaries, as
m oney-m aking. In contrast to this system , that of the Physiocrats posits a
certain kind of labour ᾪ agriculture ᾪ as the creator of w ealth, and the object
itself no longer appears in a m onetary disguise, but as the product in general,
as the general result of labour. This product, as befits the narrow ness of the
activity, still alw ays rem ains a naturally determ ined product ᾪ the product of
agriculture, the product of the earth par excellence.

It w as an im m ense step forw ard for Adam  Sm ith to throw  out every lim iting
specification of w ealth-creating activity ᾪ not only m anufacturing, or
com m ercial or agricultural labour, but one as w ell as the others, labour in
general. W ith the abstract universality of w ealth-creating activity w e now  have
the universality of the object defined as w ealth, the product as such or again
labour as such, but labour as past, objectified labour. H ow  difficult and great
w as this transition m ay be seen from  how  Adam  Sm ith him self from  tim e to tim e
still falls back into the Physiocratic system . N ow, it m ight seem  that all that had
been achieved thereby w as to discover the abstract expression for the sim plest
and m ost ancient relation in w hich hum an beings ᾪ in w hatever form  of society ᾪ
play the role of producers. This is correct in one respect. N ot in another.
Indifference tow ards any specific kind of labour presupposes a very developed
totality of real kinds of labour, of w hich no single one is any longer
predom inant. As a rule, the m ost general abstractions arise only in the m idst of
the richest possible concrete developm ent, w here one thing appears as com m on
to m any, 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 m erely the m ental product of
a concrete totality of labours. Indifference tow ards specific labours corresponds
to a form  of society in w hich individuals can w ith ease transfer from  one labour
to another, and w here the specific kind is a m atter of chance for them , hence of
indifference. N ot only the category, labour, but labour in reality has here
becom e the m eans of creating w ealth in general, and has ceased to be
organically linked w ith particular individuals in any specific form . Such a state
of affairs is at its m ost developed in the m ost m odern form  of existence of
bourgeois society ᾪ in the U nited States. H ere, then, for the first tim e, the point
of departure of m odern econom ics, nam ely the abstraction of the category
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ᾯlabourᾰ, ᾯlabour as suchᾰ, labour pure and sim ple, becom es true in practice. The
sim plest abstraction, then, w hich m odern econom ics places at the head of its
discussions, and w hich expresses an im m easurably ancient relation valid in all
form s of society, nevertheless achieves practical truth as an abstraction only as
a category of the m ost m odern society. One could say that this indifference
tow ards particular kinds of labour, w hich is a historic product in the U nited
States, appears e.g. am ong the Russians as a spontaneous inclination. But there
is a devil of a difference betw een barbarians w ho are fit by nature to be used
for anything, and civilized people w ho apply them selves to everything. And then
in practice the Russian indifference to the specific character of labour
corresponds to being em bedded by tradition w ithin a very specific kind of
labour, from  w hich only external influences can jar them  loose.

This exam ple of labour show s strikingly how  even the m ost abstract
categories, despite their validity ᾪ precisely because of their abstractness ᾪ for
all epochs, are nevertheless, in the specific character of this abstraction,
them selves likew ise a product of historic relations, and possess their full
validity only for and w ithin these relations.

Bourgeois society is the m ost developed and the m ost com plex historic
organization of production. The categories w hich express its relations, the
com prehension of its structure, thereby also allow s insights into the structure
and the relations of production of all the vanished social form ations out of
w hose ruins and elem ents it built itself up, w hose partly still unconquered
rem nants are carried along w ithin it, w hose m ere nuances have developed
explicit significance w ithin it, etc. H um an anatom y contains a key to the
anatom y of the ape. The intim ations of higher developm ent am ong the
subordinate anim al species, how ever, can be understood only after the higher
developm ent is already know n. The bourgeois econom y thus supplies the key to
the ancient, etc. But not at all in the m anner of those econom ists w ho sm udge
over all historical differences and see bourgeois relations in all form s of society.
One can understand tribute, tithe, etc., if one is acquainted w ith ground rent.
But one m ust not identify them . Further, since bourgeois society is itself only a
contradictory form  of developm ent, relations derived from  earlier form s w ill
often be found w ithin it only in an entirely stunted form , or even travestied. For
exam ple, com m unal property. Although it is true, therefore, that the categories
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of bourgeois econom ics possess a truth for all other form s of society, this is to
be taken only w ith a grain of salt. They can contain them  in a developed, or
stunted, or caricatured form  etc., but alw ays w ith an essential difference. The
so-called historical presentation of developm ent 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 ᾪ leaving aside, of course, the historical periods w hich appear to
them selves as tim es of decadence ᾪ it alw ays conceives them  one-sidedly. The
Christian religion w as able to be of assistance in reaching an objective
understanding of earlier m ythologies only w hen its ow n self-criticism  had been
accom plished to a certain degree, so to speak, ͪΈͻ͢ͺͫͯ . [20] Likew ise,
bourgeois econom ics arrived at an understanding of feudal, ancient, oriental
econom ics only after the self-criticism  of bourgeois society had begun. In so far
as the bourgeois econom y did not m ythologically identify itself altogether w ith
the past, its critique of the previous econom ies, notably of feudalism , w ith
w hich it w as still engaged in direct struggle, resem bled the critique w hich
Christianity levelled against paganism , or also that of Protestantism  against
Catholicism .

In the succession of the econom ic categories, as in any other historical,
social science, it m ust not be forgotten that their subject ᾪ here, m odern
bourgeois society ᾪ is alw ays w hat is given, in the head as w ell as in reality, and
that these categories therefore express the form s of being, the characteristics
of existence, and often only individual sides of this specific society, this subject,
and that therefore this society by no m eans begins only at the point w here one
can speak of it as such; this holds for science as w ell. This is to be kept in
m ind because it w ill shortly be decisive for the order and sequence of the
categories. For exam ple, nothing seem s m ore natural than to begin w ith ground
rent, w ith landed property, since this is bound up w ith the earth, the source of
all production and of all being, and w ith the first form  of production of all m ore
or less settled societies ᾪ agriculture. But nothing w ould be m ore erroneous. In
all form s of society there is one specific kind of production w hich predom inates
over the rest, w hose relations thus assign rank and influence to the others. It is
a general illum ination w hich bathes all the other colours and m odifies their
particularity. It is a particular ether w hich determ ines the specific gravity of
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every being w hich has m aterialized w ithin it. For exam ple, w ith pastoral
peoples (m ere hunting and fishing peoples lie outside the point w here real
developm ent begins). Certain form s of tillage occur am ong them , sporadic ones.
Landed property is determ ined by this. It is held in com m on, and retains this
form  to a greater or lesser degree according to the greater or lesser degree of
attachm ent displayed by these peoples to their tradition, e.g. the com m unal
property of the Slavs. Am ong peoples w ith a settled agriculture ᾪ this settling
already a great step ᾪ w here this predom inates, as in antiquity and in the feudal
order, even industry, together w ith its organization and the form s of property
corresponding to it, has a m ore or less landed-proprietary character; is either
com pletely dependent on it, as am ong the earlier Rom ans, or, as in the M iddle
Ages, im itates, w ithin the city and its relations, the organization of the land. In
the M iddle Ages, capital itself ᾪ apart from  pure m oney-capital ᾪ in the form  of
the traditional artisansᾰ tools etc., has this landed-proprietary character. In
bourgeois society it is the opposite. Agriculture m ore and m ore becom es m erely
a branch of industry, and is entirely dom inated by capital. Ground rent likew ise.
In all form s w here landed property rules, the natural relation still predom inant.
In those w here capital rules, the social, historically created elem ent. Ground
rent cannot be understood w ithout capital. But capital can certainly be
understood w ithout ground rent. Capital is the all-dom inating econom ic pow er
of bourgeois society. It m ust form  the starting-point as w ell as the finishing-
point, and m ust be dealt w ith before landed property. After both have been
exam ined in particular, their interrelation m ust be exam ined.

It w ould therefore be infeasible and w rong to let the econom ic categories
follow  one another in the sam e sequence as that in w hich they w ere historically
decisive. Their sequence is determ ined, rather, by their relation to one another
in m odern bourgeois society, w hich is precisely the opposite of that w hich
seem s to be their natural order or w hich corresponds to historical developm ent.
The point is not the historic position of the econom ic relations in the succession
of different form s of society. Even less is it their sequence ᾯin the ideaᾰ
(Proudhon) [21] (a m uddy notion of historic m ovem ent). Rather, their order
w ithin m odern bourgeois society.

The purity (abstract specificity) in w hich the trading peoples ᾪ Phoenicians,
Carthaginians ᾪ appear in the old w orld is determ ined precisely by the
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predom inance of the agricultural peoples. Capital, as trading-capital or as
m oney-capital, appears in this abstraction precisely w here capital is not yet the
predom inant elem ent of societies. Lom bards, Jew s take up the sam e position
tow ards the agricultural societies of the M iddle Ages.

As a further exam ple of the divergent positions w hich the sam e category can
occupy in different social stages: one of the latest form s of bourgeois society,
joint-stock com panies. These also appear, how ever, at its beginning, in the
great, privileged m onopoly trading com panies.

The concept of national w ealth creeps into the w ork of the econom ists of the
seventeenth century ᾪ continuing partly w ith those of the eighteenth ᾪ in the
form  of the notion that w ealth is created only to enrich the state, and that its
pow er is proportionate to this w ealth. This w as the still unconsciously
hypocritical form  in w hich w ealth and the production of w ealth proclaim ed
them selves as the purpose of m odern states, and regarded these states
henceforth only as m eans for the production of w ealth.

The order obviously has to be (1) the general, abstract determ inants w hich
obtain in m ore or less all form s of society, but in the above-explained sense. (2)
The categories w hich m ake up the inner structure of bourgeois society and on
w hich the fundam ental classes rest. Capital, w age labour, landed property. Their
interrelation. Tow n and country. The three great social classes. Exchange
betw een them . Circulation. Credit system  (private). (3) Concentration of
bourgeois society in the form  of the state. View ed in relation to itself. The
ᾯunproductiveᾰ classes. Taxes. State debt. Public credit. The population. The
colonies. Em igration. (4) The international relation of production. International
division of labour. International exchange. Export and im port. Rate of exchange.
(5) The w orld m arket and crises. [22]

(4) PRODUCTION. M EAN S OF PRODUCTION  AN D
RELATION S OF PRODUCTION. RELATION S OF
PRODUCTION  AN D RELATION S OF CIRCULATION.
FORM S OF TH E STATE AN D FORM S OF
CON SCIOUSN ESS IN  RELATION  TO RELATION S OF
PRODUCTION  AN D CIRCULATION. LEGAL RELATION S.
FAM ILY RELATION S.
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N otabene in regard to points to be m entioned here and not to be forgotten:
(1) W ar developed earlier than peace; the w ay in w hich certain econom ic

relations such as w age labour, m achinery etc. develop earlier, ow ing to w ar and
in the arm ies etc., than in the interior of bourgeois society. The relation of
productive force and relations of exchange also especially vivid in the arm y.

(2) Relation of previous ideal historiography to the real. N am ely of
the so-called cultural histories, w hich are only histories of religions and of
states. (On that occasion som ething can also be said about the various kinds of
previous historiography. The so-called objective. Subjective (m oral am ong
others). The philosophical.)

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

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

(5) Dialectic of the concepts productive force (m eans of production)
and relation of production, a dialectic w hose boundaries are to be
determ ined, and w hich does not suspend the real difference.

(6) The uneven developm ent of m aterial production relative to e.g.
artistic developm ent. In general, the concept of progress not to be conceived
in the usual abstractness. M odern art etc. This disproportion not as im portant
or so difficult to grasp as w ithin practical-social relations them selves. E.g. the
relation of education. Relation of the U nited 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 Rom an private law  (this less the case
w ith crim inal and public law ) to m odern production.

(7) This conception appears as necessary developm ent. But
legitim ation of chance. H ow. (Of freedom  also, am ong other things.) (Influence
of m eans of com m unication. W orld history has not alw ays existed; history as
w orld 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 w ell know n that certain periods of their
flow ering are out of all proportion to the general developm ent of society, hence
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also to the m aterial foundation, the skeletal structure as it w ere, of its
organization. For exam ple, the Greeks com pared to the m oderns or also
Shakespeare. It is even recognized that certain form s of art, e.g. the epic, can
no longer be produced in their w orld epoch-m aking, classical stature as soon as
the production of art, as such, begins; that is, that certain significant form s
w ithin the realm  of the arts are possible only at an undeveloped stage of artistic
developm ent. If this is the case w ith the relation betw een different kinds of art
w ithin 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 developm ent of society. The difficulty
consists only in the general form ulation 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 tim e. It is w ell know n that Greek m ythology is not only the arsenal of
Greek art but also its foundation. Is the view  of nature and of social relations on
w hich the Greek im agination and hence Greek [m ythology] is based possible
w ith self-acting m ule spindles and railw ays and locom otives and electrical
telegraphs? W hat chance has Vulcan against Roberts and Co., Jupiter against
the lightning-rod and H erm es against the Crédit M obilier? All m ythology
overcom es and dom inates and shapes the forces of nature in the im agination
and by the im agination; it therefore vanishes w ith the advent of real m astery
over them . W hat becom es of Fam a alongside Printing H ouse Square? Greek art
presupposes Greek m ythology, i.e. nature and the social form s already rew orked
in an unconsciously artistic w ay by the popular im agination. This is its m aterial.
N ot any m ythology w hatever, i.e. not an arbitrarily chosen unconsciously
artistic rew orking of nature (here m eaning everything objective, hence
including society). Egyptian m ythology could never have been the foundation or
the w om b of Greek art. But, in any case, a m ythology. H ence, in no w ay a
social developm ent w hich excludes all m ythological, all m ythologizing relations
to nature; w hich therefore dem ands of the artist an im agination not dependent
on m ythology.

From  another side: is Achilles possible w ith pow der and lead? Or the Iliad
w ith the printing press, not to m ention the printing m achine? Do not the song
and the saga and the m use necessarily com e to an end w ith the printerᾰs 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 w ith certain form s of social developm ent. 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 m odel.

A m an cannot becom e a child again, or he becom es childish. But does he not
find joy in the childᾰs naïvité, and m ust he him self not strive to reproduce its
truth at a higher stage? Does not the true character of each epoch com e alive in
the nature of its children? W hy should not the historic childhood of hum anity, its
m ost beautiful unfolding, as a stage never to return, exercise an eternal charm ?
There are unruly children and precocious children. M any of the old peoples
belong in this category. The Greeks w ere norm al children. The charm  of their
art for us is not in contradiction to the undeveloped stage of society on w hich it
grew. [It] is its result, rather, and is inextricably bound up, rather, w ith the fact
that the unripe social conditions under w hich it arose, and could alone arise,
can never return.
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The Chapter on M oney
Alfred Darim on, De la réform e des banques, Paris, 1856. [1]

ᾯThe root of the evil is the predom inance w hich opinion obstinately assigns to
the role of the precious m etals in circulation and exchange.ᾰ (pp. 1, 2.) [2]

Begins w ith the m easures w hich the Banque de France adopted in October
1855 to ᾯstem  the progressive dim inution of its reserves.ᾰ (p. 2.) W ants to give
us a statistical tableau of the condition of this bank during the six m onths
preceding its October m easures. To this end, com pares its bullion assets during
these three m onths and the ᾯfluctuations du portefeuilleᾰ, i.e. the quantity of
discounts extended by the bank (com m ercial papers, bills of exchange in its
portfolio). The figure w hich expresses the value of the securities held by the
bank, ᾯrepresentsᾰ, according to Darim on, ᾯthe greater or lesser need felt by the
public for its services, or, w hich am ounts to the sam e thing, the
requirem ents of circulationᾰ. (p. 2.) Am ounts to the sam e thing? N ot at all. If
the m ass of bills presented for discount w ere identical w ith the ᾯrequirem ents of
circulationᾰ, of m onetary turnover in the proper sense, then the turnover of
banknotes w ould have to be determ ined by the quantity of discounted bills of
exchange. But this m ovem ent is on the average not only not parallel, but often
an inverse one. The quantity of discounted bills and the fluctuations in this
quantity express the requirem ents of credit, w hereas the quantity of m oney in
circulation is determ ined by quite different influences. In order to reach any
conclusions about circulation at all, Darim on w ould above all have had to
present a colum n show ing the am ount of notes in circulation next to the colum n
on bullion assets and the colum n on discounted bills. In order to discuss the
requirem ents of circulation, it did not require a very great m ental leap to look
first of all at the fluctuations in circulation proper. The om ission of this
necessary link in the equation im m ediately betrays the bungling of the
dilettante, and the intentional m uddling together of the requirem ents of credit
w ith those of m onetary circulation ᾪ a confusion on w hich rests in fact the
w hole secret of Proudhonist w isdom . (A m ortality chart listing illnesses on one
side and deaths on the other, but forgetting births.) The tw o colum ns (see p. 3)
given by Darim on, i.e. the bankᾰs m etallic assets from  April to Septem ber on the
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one side, the m ovem ent of its portfolio on the other, express nothing but the
tautological fact, w hich requires no display of statistical illustration, that the
bankᾰs portfolio filled up w ith bills of exchange and its vaults em ptied of m etal
in proportion as bills of exchange w ere presented to it for the purpose of
w ithdraw ing m etal. And the table w hich Darim on offers to prove this tautology
does not even dem onstrate it in a pure form . It show s, rather, that the m etallic
assets of the bank declined by about 144 m illion betw een 12 April and 13
Septem ber 1855, w hile its portfolio holdings increased by about 101 m illion.
The decline in bullion thus exceeded the rise in discounted com m ercial papers
by 43 m illion. The identity of both m ovem ents is w recked against this net
im balance at the end of six m onths. A m ore detailed com parison of the figures
show s us additional incongruities.

M etal in bank Paper discounted by bank
12 April ᾪ 432,614,799 fr. 12 April ᾪ 322,904,313
10 M ay ᾪ 420,914,028 10 M ay ᾪ 310,744,925

In other w ords: betw een 12 April and 10 M ay, the m etal assets decline by
11,700,769, w hile the am ount of securities increases by 12,159,388; i.e. the
increase of securities exceeds the decline of m etal by about half a m illion
(458,619 fr.). [3] The opposite finding, but on a far m ore surprising scale,
appears w hen w e com pare the m onths of M ay and June:

M etal in bank Paper discounted by bank
10 M ay ᾪ 420,914,028 10 M ay ᾪ 310,744,925
14 June ᾪ 407,769,813 14 June ᾪ 310,369,439

That is, betw een 10 M ay and 14 June the m etal assets of the bank declined
by 13,144,225 fr. Did its securities increase to the sam e degree? On the
contrary, they fell during the sam e period by 375,486 fr. H ere, in other w ords,
w e no longer have a m erely quantitative disproportion betw een the decline on
one side and the rise on the other. Even the inverse relation of both m ovem ents
has disappeared. An enorm ous decline on one side is accom panied by a
relatively w eak decline on the other.
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M etal in bank Paper discounted by bank
14 June ᾪ 407,769,813 14 June ᾪ 310,369,439
12 July ᾪ 314,629,614 12 July ᾪ 381,699,256

Com parison of the m onths June and July show s a decline of m etal assets by
93,140,199 and an increase of securities by 71,329,817; i.e. the decline in m etal
assets is 21,810,382 greater than the increase of the portfolio.

M etal in bank Paper discounted by bank
12 July ᾪ 314,629,614 12 July ᾪ 381,699,256
9 August ᾪ 338,784,444 9 August ᾪ 458,689,605

H ere w e see an increase on both sides; m etal assets by 24,154,830, and on
the portfolio side the m uch m ore significant 76,990,349.

M etal in bank [Paper discounted by bank]
9 August ᾪ 338,784,444 9 August ᾪ 458,689,605
13 Sept. ᾪ 288,645,333 [13 Sept.] ᾪ 431,390,562

The decline in m etal assets of 50,139,111 fr. is here accom panied by a
decline in securities of 27,299,043 fr. (Despite the restrictive m easures adopted
by the Banque de France, its reserves again declined by 24 m illion in Decem ber
1855.)

W hatᾰs sauce for the gander is sauce for the goose. The conclusions that
em erge from  a sequential com parison of the six-m onth period have the sam e
claim  to validity as those w hich em erge from  M r Darim onᾰs com parison of the
beginning of the series w ith its end. And w hat does the com parison show ?
Conclusions w hich reciprocally devour each other. Tw ice, the portfolio increases
m ore rapidly than the m etal assets decrease (April-M ay, June-July). Tw ice the
m etal assets and the portfolio both decline, but the form er m ore rapidly than
the latter (M ay ᾪ June, August-Septem ber). Finally, during one period both
m etal assets and the portfolio increase, but the latter m ore rapidly than the
form er. Decrease on one side, increase on the other; decrease on both sides;
increase on both sides; in short, everything except a law ful 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 m etal assets, and an increase in portfolio
cannot be the cause of an increase in m etal assets. An inverse relation and an
interaction are not even dem onstrated by the isolated com parison w hich
Darim on sets up betw een the first and last m onths. Since the increase in
portfolio by 101 m illion does not cover the decrease in m etal assets, 144
m illion, then the possibility rem ains open that there is no causal link w hatever
betw een 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, w ould disappear the m om ent M r Darim on presented colum ns on
circulation of banknotes and on deposits next to his colum ns on m etal assets
and portfolio (discounted paper). An increase in portfolio m ore rapid than a
decrease in m etal w ould then be explained by a sim ultaneous increase in
m etallic deposits or by the fact that a portion of the banknotes issued in
exchange for discounted paper w as not converted into m etal but rem ained
instead in circulation, or, finally, that the issued banknotes im m ediately
returned in the form  of deposits or in repaym ent of due bills, w ithout entering
into circulation. A decrease in m etal assets accom panied by a lesser decrease in
portfolio could be explained by the w ithdraw al of deposits from  the bank or the
presentation of banknotes for conversion into m etal, thus adversely affecting
the bankᾰs discounts through the agency of the ow ners of the w ithdraw n
deposits or of the m etallized notes. Finally, a lesser decline in m etal assets
accom panied by a lesser decline in portfolio could be explained on the sam e
grounds (w e entirely leave out of consideration the possibility of an outflow  of
m etal to replace silver currency inside the country, since Darim on does not
bring it into the field of his observations). But a table w hose colum ns w ould
have explained one another reciprocally in this m anner w ould have proved w hat
w as not supposed to be proved, nam ely that the fulfillm ent by the bank of
increasing com m ercial 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 m etallic assets, that the bank does
not control the quantity of the m eans of circulation, etc. ᾪ a lot of conclusions
w hich did not fit in w ith M r Darim onᾰs intent. In his hasty effort to present in
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the m ost lurid colours his preconceived opinion that the m etal basis of the bank,
represented by its m etallic assets, stands in contradiction to the requirem ents
of circulation, w hich, in his view, are represented by the bankᾰs portfolio, he
tears tw o colum ns of figures out of their necessary context w ith the result that
this isolation deprives the figures of all m eaning or, at the m ost, leads them  to
testify against him . W e have dw elt on this fact in som e detail in order to m ake
clear w ith one exam ple w hat the entire w orth of the statistical and positive
illustrations of the Proudhonists am ounts to. Econom ic facts do not furnish
them  w ith the test of their theories; rather, they furnish the proof of their lack
of m astery of the facts, in order to be able to play w ith them . Their m anner of
playing w ith the facts show s, rather, the genesis of their theoretical
abstractions.

Let us pursue Darim on further.
W hen the Bank of France saw  its m etal assets dim inished by 144 m illion and

its portfolio increased by 101 m illion, it adopted, on 4 and 18 October 1855, a
set of m easures 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 tim e of paym ent
of bills presented for discount from  90 to 75 days. In other w ords: it raised the
term s on w hich it m ade its m etal available to com m erce. W hat does this
dem onstrate? ᾯThat a bankᾰ, says Darim on, ᾯorganized on present principles, i.e.
on the rule of gold and silver, w ithdraw s its services from  the public precisely at
the m om ent w hen the public m ost needs them .ᾰ Did M r Darim on require his
figures to prove that supply increases the cost of its services to the sam e degree
as dem and m akes claim s upon them  (and exceeds them )? And do not the
gentlem en w ho represent the ᾯpublicᾰ vis-à-vis the bank follow  the sam e
ᾯagreeable custom s of lifeᾰ? The philanthropic grain m erchants w ho present
their bills to the bank in order to receive notes, in order to exchange the notes
for the bankᾰs gold, in order to exchange the bankᾰs gold for another countryᾰs
grain, in order to exchange the grain of another country for the m oney of the
French public ᾪ w ere they perhaps m otivated by the idea that, since the public
then had the greatest need of grain, it w as therefore their duty to let them  have
grain on easier term s, or did they not rather rush to the bank in order to exploit
the increase of grain prices, the m isery of the public and the disproportion
betw een its supply and its dem and? And the bank should be m ade an exception
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to these general econom ic law s? Quelle idée! But perhaps the present
organization of the banks has as its consequence that gold m ust be piled up in
great quantity so that the m eans of purchase, w hich, in case of insufficient
grain, could have the greatest utility for the nation, should be condem ned to lie
fallow ; in short, so that capital, instead of passing through the necessary
transform ation of production, becom es the unproductive and lazy basis of
circulation. In this case the problem  w ould be, then, that the unproductive stock
of m etal still stands above its necessary m inim um  w ithin the present system  of
bank organization, because hoarding of the gold and silver in circulation has
not yet been restricted to its econom ic lim its. It is a question of som ething m ore
or som ething less, but on the sam e foundation. But then the question w ould
have been deflated from  the socialist heights dow n to the practical bourgeois
plains w here w e find it prom enading am ong the m ajority of the English
bourgeois opponents of the Bank of England. W hat a com e-dow n! Or is the issue
not a greater or lesser saving of m etal by m eans of banknotes and other bank
arrangem ents, but a departure from  the m etal basis altogether? But then the
statistical fable is w orthless again, as is its m oral. If, for any reason w hatever,
the bank m ust send precious m etals to other countries in case of need, then it
m ust first accum ulate them , and if the other country is to accept these m etals in
exchange for its com m odities, then the predom inance of the m etals m ust first
have been secured.

The causes of the precious m etalsᾰ flight from  the bank, according to
Darim on, w ere crop failures and the consequent need to im port grain from
abroad. H e forgets the failure of the silk harvest and the need to purchase it in
vast quantities from  China. Darim on further cites the num erous great
undertakings coinciding w ith the last m onths of the industrial exhibition in
Paris. Again he forgets the great speculations and ventures abroad launched by
the Crédit M obilier and its rivals for the purpose of show ing, as Isaac Péreire
[4] says, that French capital is as distinguished am ong capitals by its
cosm opolitan nature as is the French language am ong languages. Plus the
unproductive expenditures entailed by the Crim ean W ar: borrow ings of 750
m illion. That is, on one side, a great and unexpected collapse in tw o of the m ost
im portant branches of French production! On the other, an unusual em ploym ent
of French capital in foreign m arkets for undertakings w hich by no m eans
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im m ediately paid their w ay and w hich in part w ill perhaps never cover their
costs of production! In order to balance the decrease of dom estic production by
m eans of im ports, on the one side, and the increase of industrial undertakings
abroad on the other side, w hat w ould have been required w ere not sym bols of
circulation w hich facilitate the exchange of equivalents, but these equivalents
them selves; not m oney but capital. The losses in French dom estic production, in
any case, w ere not an equivalent for the em ploym ent of French capital abroad.
N ow  suppose that the Bank of France did not rest on a m etallic base, and that
other countries w ere w illing to accept the French currency or its capital in any
form , not only in the specific form  of the precious m etals. W ould the bank not
have been equally forced to raise the term s of its discounting precisely at the
m om ent w hen its ᾯpublicᾰ clam oured m ost eagerly for its services? The notes
w ith w hich it discounts the bills of exchange of this public are at present
nothing m ore than drafts on gold and silver. In our hypothetical case, they
w ould be drafts on the nationᾰs stock of products and on its directly em ployable
labour force: the form er is lim ited, the latter can be increased only w ithin very
positive lim its and in certain am ounts of tim e. The printing press, on the other
hand, is inexhaustible and w orks like a stroke of m agic. At the sam e tim e, w hile
the crop failures in grain and silk enorm ously dim inish the directly
exchangeable w ealth of the nation, the foreign railw ay and m ining enterprises
freeze the sam e exchangeable w ealth in a form  w hich creates no direct
equivalent and therefore devours it, for the m om ent, w ithout replacem ent!
Thus, the directly exchangeable w ealth of the nation (i.e. the w ealth w hich can
be circulated and is acceptable abroad) absolutely dim inished! On the other
side, an unlim ited increase in bank drafts. Direct consequence: increase in the
price of products, raw  m aterials and labour. On the other side, decrease in price
of bank drafts. The bank w ould not have increased the w ealth of the nation
through a stroke of m agic, but w ould m erely have undertaken a very ordinary
operation to devalue its ow n paper. W ith this devaluation, a sudden paralysis of
production! But no, says the Proudhonist. Our new  organization of the banks
w ould not be satisfied w ith the negative accom plishm ent of abolishing the m etal
basis and leaving everything else the w ay it w as. It w ould also create entirely
new  conditions of production and circulation, and hence its intervention w ould
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? W ould
large-scale m odern industry have becom e possible w ithout this new  financial
institution, w ithout the concentration of credit w hich it created, w ithout the
state revenues w hich it created in antithesis to ground rent, w ithout finance in
antithesis to landed property, w ithout the m oneyed interest in antithesis to the
landed interest; w ithout these things could there have been stock com panies
etc., and the thousand form s of circulating paper w hich are as m uch the
preconditions as the product of m odern com m erce and m odern industry?

W e have here reached the fundam ental question, w hich is no longer related
to the point of departure. The general question w ould be this: Can the existing
relations of production and the relations of distribution w hich correspond to
them  be revolutionized by a change in the instrum ent of circulation, in the
organization of circulation? Further question: Can such a transform ation of
circulation be undertaken w ithout touching the existing relations of production
and the social relations w hich rest on them ? If every such transform ation of
circulation presupposes changes in other conditions of production and social
upheavals, there w ould naturally follow  from  this the collapse of the doctrine
w hich proposes tricks of circulation as a w ay of, on the one hand, avoiding the
violent character of these social changes, and, on the other, of m aking these
changes appear to be not a presupposition but a gradual result of the
transform ations in circulation. An error in this fundam ental prem ise w ould
suffice to prove that a sim ilar m isunderstanding has occurred in relation to the
inner connections betw een the relations of production, of distribution and of
circulation. The above-m entioned historical case cannot of course decide the
m atter, because m odern credit institutions w ere as m uch an effect as a cause of
the concentration of capital, since they only form  a m om ent of the latter, and
since concentration of w ealth is accelerated by a scarcity of circulation (as in
ancient Rom e) as m uch as by an increase in the facility of circulation. It should
further be exam ined, or rather it w ould be part of the general question, w hether
the different civilized form s of m oney ᾪ m etallic, paper, credit m oney, labour
m oney (the last-nam ed as the socialist form ) ᾪ can accom plish w hat is
dem anded of them  w ithout suspending the very relation of production w hich is
expressed in the category m oney, and w hether it is not a self-contradictory
dem and to w ish to get around essential determ inants of a relation by m eans of
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form al m odifications? Various form s of m oney m ay correspond better to social
production in various stages; one form  m ay rem edy evils against w hich another
is pow erless; but none of them , as long as they rem ain form s of m oney, and as
long as m oney rem ains an essential relation of production, is capable of
overcom ing the contradictions inherent in the m oney relation, and can instead
only hope to reproduce these contradictions in one or another form . One form
of w age labour m ay correct the abuses of another, but no form  of w age labour
can correct the abuse of w age labour itself. One lever m ay overcom e the inertia
of an im m obile 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 m erely engage in occasional declam ations about
it. W henever it is touched on, w e shall pay close attention.

This m uch is evident right at the beginning of Darim on, nam ely that he
com pletely identifies m onetary turnover w ith credit, w hich is econom ically
w rong. (The notion of crédit gratuit, incidentally, is only a hypocritical,
philistine and anxiety-ridden form  of the saying: property is theft. Instead of the
w orkers taking the capitalistsᾰ capital, the capitalists are supposed to be
com pelled to give it to them .) This too w e shall have to return to.

In the question under discussion now, Darim on got no further than the point
that banks, w hich deal in credit, like m erchants w ho deal in com m odities or
w orkers w ho deal in labour, sell at a higher price w hen dem and rises in relation
to supply, i.e. they m ake their services m ore difficult for the public to obtain at
the very m om ent the public has the greatest need for them . W e saw  that the
bank has to act in this w ay w hether the notes it issues are convertible or
inconvertible.

The behaviour of the Bank of France in October 1855 gave rise to an
ᾯim m ense clam ourᾰ (p. 4) and to a ᾯgreat debateᾰ betw een it and the spokesm en
of the public. Darim on sum m arizes, or pretends to sum m arize, this debate. W e
w ill follow  him  here only occasionally, since his synopsis displays the w eak sides
of both opponents, revealed in their constant desultory irrelevances. Groping
about in extrinsic argum ents. Each of the antagonists is at every m om ent
dropping his w eapon in order to search for another. N either gets to the point of
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striking any actual blow s, not only because they are constantly changing the
w eapons w ith w hich they are supposed to hit each other, but also because they
hardly m eet 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 tim e of paym ent for com m ercial bills of exchange had stood firm  at 90
days.)

The w eakness of the bankᾰs defending argum ents, as presented by Darim on,
and his ow n m isconceptions, em erge for exam ple from  the follow ing passage in
his fictitious dialogue:

Says the bankᾰs opponent: ᾯBy virtue of your m onopoly you are the dispenser
and regulator of credit. W hen you take up an attitude of severity, the
discounters not only im itate you but they further exaggerate your rigour ι  Your
m easures have brought business to a standstill.ᾰ (p. 5.)

The bank replies, and indeed ᾯhum blyᾰ: ᾯᾳW hat w ould you have m e do?ᾴ the
bank hum bly said ι  ᾳTo defend m yself against the foreigner, I have to defend
m yself against our citizens ι  Above all I m ust prevent the outflow  of the
currency, w ithout w hich I am  nothing and can do nothing.ᾴᾰ (p. 5.)

The bankᾰs script is ridiculous. It is m ade to sidetrack the question, to turn it
into a rhetorical generality, in order to be able to answ er it w ith a rhetorical
generality. In this dialogue the bank is m ade to share Darim onᾰs illusion that its
m onopoly really allow s it to regulate credit. In fact the pow er of the bank
begins only w here the private ᾯdiscountersᾰ stop, hence at a m om ent w hen its
pow er is already extraordinarily lim ited. Suppose that during easy conditions on
the m oney m arket, w hen everybody else is discounting at 2 1/2% , the bank
holds at 5% ; instead of im itating it, the discounters w ill discount all its business
aw ay before its very eyes. N ow here is this m ore vividly dem onstrated than in
the history of the Bank of England since the law  of 1844, w hich m ade 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 grow ing share, of the discount business during
the periods of easiness on the m oney m arket, the Bank of England w as
constantly forced to reduce its rates not only to the level adopted by the private
bankers but often below  it. Its ᾯregulation of creditᾰ is thus to be taken w ith a
grain of salt; Darim on, how ever, m akes his superstitious faith in its absolute
control of the m oney m arket and of credit into his point of departure.
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Instead of analysing critically the determ inants of the bankᾰs real pow er over
the m oney m arket, he im m ediately 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 Collège de France (Chevalier) [5] replies: ᾯGold and silver are
com m odities like any other ι  The only purpose of the bankᾰs m etallic reserves
is to m ake purchases abroad in m om ents of em ergency.ᾰ The bank rejoins:
ᾯM etallic m oney is not a com m odity like any other; it is an instrum ent of
exchange, and by virtue of this title it holds the privilege of prescribing law s for
all the other com m odities.ᾰ N ow  Darim on leaps betw een the com batants: ᾯThus
the privilege held by gold and silver, that of being the only authentic instrum ent
of circulation and exchange, is responsible not only for the present crisis, but
for the periodic com m ercial crises as w ell.ᾰ In order to control all the
undesirable features of crises ᾯit w ould be enough that gold and silver w ere
m ade com m odities like any other, or, precisely expressed, that all com m odities
w ere m ade instrum ents of exchange on an equal footing (au m êm e titre) w ith
gold and silver; that products w ere truly exchanged for productsᾰ. (pp. 5ᾪ7.)

Shallow ness w ith w hich the disputed question is presented here. If the bank
issues drafts on m oney (notes) and prom issory notes on capital repayable in
gold (or silver) (deposits), then it is self-evident that it can w atch and endure
the decrease of its m etal reserves only up to a certain point w ithout reacting.
That has nothing to do w ith the theory of m etallic m oney. W e w ill return to
Darim onᾰs theory of crises later.

In the chapter ᾳShort H istory of the Crises of Circulationᾴ, M r Darim on
om its the English crisis of 1809ᾪ11 and confines him self to noting the
appointm ent of the Bullion Com m ittee in 1810; and for 1811 he again leaves out
the crisis itself (w hich began in 1809), and m erely m entions the adoption by the
H ouse of Com m ons of the resolution that ᾯthe depreciation of notes relative to
bullion stem s not from  a depreciation of paper m oney but from  an increase in
the price of bullionᾰ, together w ith Ricardoᾰs pam phlet w hich m aintains the
opposite thesis, the conclusion of w hich is supposed to read: ᾯA currency is in its
m ost perfect state w hen it consists w holly of paper m oney.ᾰ (pp. 22, 23.) [6] The
crises of 1809 and 1811 w ere im portant here because the bank at that tim e
issued inconvertible notes, m eaning that the crises did not stem  from  the
convertibility of notes into gold (m etal) and hence could not be restrained by
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the abolition of convertibility. Like a nim ble tailor, Darim on skips over these
facts w hich contradict his theory of crises. H e clutches on to Ricardoᾰs
aphorism , w hich had nothing to do w ith the real subject of discussion in the
pam phlet, nam ely the depreciation of banknotes. H e is unaw are that Ricardoᾰs
theory of m oney is as com pletely refuted as its false assum ptions that the bank
controls the quantity of notes in circulation, and that the quantity of m eans of
circulation determ ines prices, w hereas on the contrary prices determ ine the
quantity of m eans of circulation etc. In Ricardoᾰs tim e all detailed studies of the
phenom ena of m onetary circulation w ere still lacking. This by the w ay.

Gold and silver are com m odities like the others. Gold and silver are not
com m odities like the others: as general instrum ents of exchange they are the
privileged com m odities and degrade the other com m odities by virtue of this
privilege. This is the last analysis to w hich Darim on reduces the antagonism .
H is final judgem ent is: abolish the privilege of gold and silver, degrade them  to
the rank of all other com m odities. Then you no longer have the specific evils of
gold and silver m oney, or of notes convertible into gold and silver. You abolish
all evils. Or, better, elevate all com m odities to the m onopoly position now  held
by gold and silver. Let the pope rem ain, but m ake everybody pope. Abolish
m oney by m aking every com m odity m oney and by equipping it w ith the specific
attributes of m oney. The question here arises w hether this problem  does not
already pronounce its ow n nonsensicality, and w hether the im possibility of the
solution is not already contained in the prem ises of the question. Frequently the
only possible answ er 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 instrum ent of exchange? Does it not
necessarily create a specific equivalent for all values? One form  of this
instrum ent of exchange or of this equivalent m ay be handier, m ore fitting, m ay
entail few er inconveniences than another. But the inconveniences w hich arise
from  the existence of every specific instrum ent of exchange, of any specific but
general equivalent, m ust necessarily reproduce them selves in every form ,
how ever differently. Darim on naturally skips over this question w ith
enthusiasm . Abolish m oney and donᾰt abolish m oney! Abolish the exclusive
privilege possessed by gold and silver in virtue of their exclusive m onetary role,
but turn all com m odities to m oney, i.e. give them  all together equally a quality
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w hich no longer exists once its exclusiveness is gone.
The bullion drains do in fact bring to the surface a contradiction w hich

Darim on form ulates superficially and distorts as w ell. It is evident that gold and
silver are not com m odities like the others, and that m odern econom ics is
horrified to see itself suddenly and tem porarily throw n back again and again to
the prejudices of the M ercantile System . The English econom ists attem pt to
overcom e the difficulty by m eans of a distinction. W hat is dem anded in
m om ents of such m onetary crises, they say, is not gold and silver as m oney, 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. W hy else is there an
outflow  of precisely these com m odities, w hile m ost of the others depreciate
ow ing to lack of outflow, if capital w ere exportable in every form ?

Let us take specific exam ples: drain as a result of dom estic harvest failures
in a chief food crop (e.g. grain), crop failure abroad and hence increased prices
in one of the m ain im ported consum er goods (e.g. tea); drain because of a crop
failure in decisive industrial raw  m aterials (cotton, w ool, silk, flax etc.); drain
because of excessive im ports (caused by speculation, w ar etc.). The
replacem ent of a sudden or chronic shortage (grain, tea, cotton, flax, etc.) in the
case of a dom estic crop failure deprives the nation doubly. A part of its invested
capital or labour is not reproduced ᾪ real loss of production. A part of that
capital w hich has been reproduced has to be shifted to fill this gap; and this
part, m oreover, does not stand in a sim ple arithm etical relation to the loss,
because the deficient product rises and m ust rise on the w orld m arket as a
result of the decreased supply and the increased dem and. It is necessary to
analyse precisely how  such crises w ould look if m oney w ere disregarded, and
w hat determ inants m oney introduces into the given relations. (Grain crop
failures and excess im ports the m ost im portant cases. The im pact of w ar is
self-evident, since econom ically it is exactly the sam e as if the nation w ere to
drop a part of its capital into the ocean.)

Case of a grain crop failure: Seen in com parison to other nations, it is
clear that the nationᾰs capital (not only its real w ealth) has dim inished, just as
clear as that a peasant w ho burns his loaves and has to buy bread at the bakerᾰs
is im poverished to the extent of the price of his purchase. In reference to the
dom estic situation, the rise in grain prices, as far as value enters into the
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question, seem s to leave everything as it w as. Except for the fact that the lesser
quantity of grain m ultiplied by the increased price, in real crop failures, never =
the norm al quantity m ultiplied by the lesser price. Suppose that the entire
English w heat crop w ere 1 quarter, and that this 1 quarter fetched the sam e
price as 30 m illion quarters previously. Then, leaving aside the fact that it lacks
the m eans to reproduce either life or w heat, and if w e postulate that the
w orking day necessary to produce 1 quarter =  A, then the nation w ould
exchange A ×  30 m illion w orking days (cost of production) for 1 ×  A w orking
days (product); the productive force of its capital w ould have dim inished by
m illions and the sum  of all values in the land w ould have dim inished, since
every w orking day w ould have depreciated by a factor of 30 m illion. Every unit
of capital w ould then represent only 1/30,000,000 of its earlier value, of its
equivalent in production costs, even though in this given case the nom inal value
of the nationᾰs capital w ould not have dim inished (apart from  the depreciation
of land and soil), since the decrease in value of all other products w ould have
been exactly com pensated by the increase in value of the 1 quarter of w heat.
The increase in the w heat price by a factor of A ×  30 m illion w ould be the
expression of an equivalent depreciation of all other products. This distinction
betw een dom estic and foreign, incidentally, is altogether illusory. The relation
betw een the nation w hich suffers a crop failure and another nation w here the
form er m akes purchases is like that betw een every individual of the nation and
the farm er or grain m erchant. The surplus sum  w hich it m ust expend in
purchasing grain is a direct subtraction from  its capital, from  its disposable
m eans.

So as not to obscure the question w ith unessential influences, it m ust be
postulated that the nation has free trade in grain. Even if the im ported grain
w ere as cheap as the dom estically produced grain, the nation w ould still be
poorer to the am ount of capital not reproduced by the farm ers. H ow ever, on the
above assum ption of free trade, the nation alw ays im ports as m uch foreign
grain as is possible at the norm al price. The increase of im ports thus
presupposes a rise in the price.

The rise in the grain price is =  to the fall in the price of all other
com m odities. The increased cost of production (represented by the price) at
w hich the quarter of w heat is obtained is =  to the decreased productivity of
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capital in all other form s. The surplus used to purchase grain m ust correspond
to a deficit in the purchase of all other products and hence already a decline in
their prices. W ith or w ithout m etallic m oney, or m oney of any other kind, the
nation w ould find itself in a crisis not confined to grain, but extending to all
other branches of production, not only because their productivity w ould have
positively dim inished and the price of their production depreciated as com pared
to their value, w hich is determ ined by the norm al cost of production, but also
because all contracts, obligations etc. rest on the average prices of products.
For exam ple, x bushels of grain have to be supplied to service the stateᾰs
indebtedness, but the cost of producing these x bushels has increased by a
given factor. Quite apart from  the role of m oney the nation w ould thus find itself
in a general crisis. If w e abstract not only from  m oney but from  exchange value
as w ell, then products w ould have depreciated and the nationᾰs productivity
dim inished w hile all its econom ic 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
im pede this drain.

In any case, w e cannot agree w ith Proudhon either w hen he says that the
crisis stem s from  the fact that the precious m etals alone possess an authentic
value in contrast to the other com m odities; for the rise in the grain price first of
all m eans only that m ore 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 w ith all other
com m odities in the depreciation relative to grain, and no privilege protects
them  from  this. The depreciation of gold and silver relative to grain is identical
w ith 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 (ow ing to declining dem and etc.) have
declined by 80%  relative to it. That is to say, the prices of other com m odities fall
to a greater extent than those of grain rise. But the opposite also occurs. For
exam ple in recent years, w hen grain tem porarily rose by 100% , it never entered
the heads of the industrial products to decline in the sam e proportion in w hich
gold had declined relative to grain. This circum stance does not im m ediately
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affect the general thesis). N either can it be said that gold possesses a privilege
because its quantity is precisely and authentically defined in the coin form . One
thaler (silver) rem ains under all circum stances one thaler. But a bushel of w heat
is also alw ays a bushel, and a yard of linen a yard.

The depreciation of m ost com m odities (labour included) and the resultant
crisis, in the case of an im portant crop m ishap, cannot therefore be crudely
ascribed to the export of gold, because depreciation and crisis w ould equally
take place if no gold w hatever w ere exported and no grain im ported. The crisis
reduces itself sim ply to the law  of supply and dem and, w hich, as is know n, acts
far m ore sharply and energetically w ithin the sphere of prim ary needs ᾪ seen on
a national scale ᾪ than 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 them selves can be said to intervene in the crisis and to
aggravate its sym ptom s in only tw o w ays: (1) W hen the export of gold is m ade
m ore difficult by the m etal reserve requirem ents to w hich the banks are bound;
w hen the m easures w hich the banks therefore undertake against the export of
gold react disadvantageously on dom estic circulation; (2) W hen the export of
gold becom es necessary because foreign nations w ill accept capital only in the
form  of gold and not otherw ise.

Difficulty N o. 2 can rem ain even if difficulty N o. 1 is rem oved. The Bank of
England experienced this precisely during the period w hen it w as legally
em pow ered to issue inconvertible notes. [7] These notes declined in relation to
gold bullion, but the m int price of gold likew ise declined in relation to its bullion
price. In relation to the note, gold had becom e a special kind of com m odity. It
can be said that the note still rem ained dependent on gold only to the extent
that it nom inally represented a certain quantity of gold for w hich it could not in
fact be exchanged. Gold rem ained its denom ination, although it w as no longer
legally exchangeable for this quantity of gold at the bank.

There can be hardly a doubt (?) (this is to be exam ined later and does not
directly belong w ith the subject under discussion) that as long as paper m oney
retains its denom ination in gold (i.e. so long as a £5 note for exam ple is the
paper representative of 5 sovereigns), the convertibility of the note into gold
rem ains its econom ic law, w hether this law  also exists politically or not. The
Bank of Englandᾰs notes continued during the years 1799ᾪ1819 to state that
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they represented the value of a given quantity of gold. H ow  can this assertion
be put to the test other than by the fact that the note indeed com m ands so-and-
so-m uch bullion? From  the m om ent w hen bullion to the value of 5 sovereigns
could no longer be had for a £5 note, the note w as depreciated even though it
w as inconvertible. The equivalence of the note w ith an am ount of gold equal to
its face-value im m ediately entered into contradiction w ith the factual non-
equivalence betw een banknotes and gold. The point in dispute am ong the
English w ho w ant to keep gold as the denom ination of notes is not in fact the
convertibility of the note into gold ᾪ w hich is only the practical equivalence of
w hat the face of the note expresses theoretically ᾪ but rather the question how
this convertibility is to be secured, w hether through lim its im posed by law  on
the bank or w hether the bank is to be left to its ow n devices. The advocates of
the latter course assert that this convertibility is achieved on the average by a
bank of issue w hich lends against bills of exchange and w hose notes thus have
an assured reflux, and charge that their opponents despite everything never
achieved better than this average m easure of security. The latter is a fact. The
average, by the w ay, is not to be despised, and calculations on the basis of
averages have to form  the basis for banks just as w ell as for all insurance
com panies etc. In this regard the Scottish banks are above all, and rightly, held
up as a m odel. The strict bullionists say for their part that they take
convertibility as a serious m atter, that the bankᾰs obligation to convert notes
keeps the notes convertible, that the necessity of this convertibility is given by
the denom ination of the notes them selves, that this form s a barrier against
over-issue, and that their opponents are pseudo-defenders of inconvertibility.
Betw een these tw o sides, various shadings, a m ass of little ᾯspeciesᾰ. [8] The
defenders of inconvertibility, finally, the determ ined anti-bullionists, are, w ithout
know ing it, just as m uch pseudo-defenders of convertibility as their opponents
are of inconvertibility, because they retain the denom ination of the note and
hence m ake the practical equation betw een a note of a given denom ination and
a given quantity of gold the m easure of their notesᾰ full value. Prussia has paper
m oney 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 w ill
legally convert them . They are not issued by a com m ercial bank against bills of
exchange but by the governm ent to m eet its expenses. But their denom ination
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is that of silver. A paper thaler proclaim s that it represents the sam e value as a
silver thaler. If confidence in the governm ent w ere to be thoroughly shaken, or
if this paper m oney w ere issued in greater proportions than required by
circulation, then the paper thaler w ould in practice cease to be equal to the
silver thaler and w ould be depreciated because it had fallen beneath the value
proclaim ed on its face. It w ould 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-à-vis the paper thaler. Convertibility into gold and silver
is therefore the practical m easure of the value of every paper currency
denom inated in gold or silver, w hether this paper is legally convertible or not.
N om inal value runs alongside its body as a m ere shadow ; w hether the tw o
balance can be show n only by actual convertibility (exchangeability). A fall of
real value beneath nom inal value is depreciation. Convertibility is w hen the tw o
really run alongside each other and change places w ith each other. The
convertibility of inconvertible notes show s itself not in the bankᾰs stock of
bullion but in the everyday exchange betw een paper and the m etal w hose
denom ination the paper carries. In practice, the convertibility of convertible
notes is already endangered w hen this is no longer confirm ed 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 m oney is even preferred to m etal m oney. Before 1845, w hen
the English law  of 1844 [9] w as forced upon it, Scotland naturally took part in
all English social crises, and experienced som e crises to a higher degree
because the clearing of the land proceeded m ore ruthlessly there. N evertheless,
Scotland never experienced a real m onetary crisis (the fact that a few  banks,
exceptions, collapsed because they had m ade careless loans is irrelevant here);
no depreciation of notes, no com plaints and no inquiries into the sufficiency or
insufficiency of the currency in circulation etc. Scotland is im portant here
because it show s on the one hand how  the m onetary system  can be com pletely
regulated on the present basis ᾪ all the evils Darim on bew ails can be abolished
ᾪ w ithout departing from  the present social basis; w hile at the sam e tim e its
contradictions, its antagonism s, the class contradiction etc. have reached an
even higher degree than in any other country in the w orld. It is characteristic
that both Darim on and the patron w ho introduces his book ᾪ Ém ile Girardin,
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[10] w ho com plem ents his practical sw indles w ith theoretical utopianism  ᾪ do
not find the antithesis of the m onopoly banks of France and England in
Scotland, but rather look for it in the U nited States, w here the banking system ,
ow ing to the need to obtain a charter from  the individual State, is only
nom inally free, w here the prevailing system  is not free com petition am ong
banks but a federation of m onopoly banks. The Scottish banking and m onetary
system  w as indeed the m ost perilous reef for the illusions of the circulation
artists. Gold or silver m oney (except w here coins of both kinds are legal tender)
are not said to depreciate no m atter how  often their value changes relative to
other com m odities. W hy not? Because they form  their ow n denom ination;
because their title is not a title to a value, i.e. they are not m easured in a third
com m odity, but m erely express fractional parts of their ow n substance, 1
sovereign =  so m uch gold of a given w eight. Gold is therefore nom inally
undepreciable, not because it alone expresses an authentic value, but
because as m oney it does not express value at all, but m erely expresses a
given quantity of its ow n substance, m erely carries its ow n quantitative
definition on its forehead. (To be exam ined m ore closely later: w hether this
characteristic m ark of gold and silver m oney is in the last analysis an intrinsic
property of all m oney.) Deceived by this nom inal undepreciability of m etallic
m oney, Darim on and consorts see only the one aspect w hich surfaces during
crises: the appreciation of gold and silver in relation to nearly all other
com m odities; they do not see the other side, the depreciation of gold and
silver or of m oney in relation to all other com m odities (labour perhaps, not
alw ays, excluded) in periods of so-called prosperity, periods of a tem porary
general rise of prices. Since this depreciation of m etallic m oney (and of all kinds
of m oney w hich rest on it) alw ays precedes its appreciation, they ought to have
form ulated the problem  the other w ay round: how  to prevent the periodic
depreciation of m oney (in their language, to abolish the privileges of
com m odities in relation to m oney). In this last form ulation the problem  w ould
have reduced itself to: how  to overcom e the rise and fall of prices. The w ay to
do this: abolish prices. And how ? By doing aw ay w ith exchange value. But this
problem  arises: exchange corresponds to the bourgeois organization of society.
H ence one last problem : to revolutionize bourgeois society econom ically. It
w ould then have been self-evident from  the outset that the evil of bourgeois
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society is not to be rem edied by ᾯtransform ingᾰ the banks or by founding a
rational ᾯm oney system ᾰ.

Convertibility, therefore ᾪ legal or not ᾪ rem ains a requirem ent of every kind
of m oney w hose title m akes it a value-sym bol, i.e. w hich equates it as a quantity
w ith a third com m odity. The equation already includes the antithesis, the
possibility of nonequivalence; convertibility includes its opposite,
inconvertibility; appreciation includes depreciation, ͪ Έͻ͢ͺͫͯ , [11] as Aristotle
w ould say. Suppose for exam ple that the sovereign w ere not only called a
sovereign, w hich is a m ere honorific for the xth fraction of an ounce of gold
(accounting nam e), in the sam e w ay that a m etre is the nam e for a certain
length, but w ere called, say, x hours of labour tim e. 1/x ounce of gold is in
fact nothing m ore than 1/x hours of labour tim e m aterialized, objectified. But
gold is labour tim e accum ulated in the past, labour tim e defined. Its title w ould
m ake a given quantity of labour as such into its standard. The pound of gold
w ould have to be convertible into x hours of labour tim e, w ould have to be able
to purchase it at any given m om ent: as soon as it could buy a greater or a lesser
am ount, it w ould be appreciated or depreciated; in the latter case its
convertibility w ould have ceased. W hat determ ines value is not the am ount of
labour tim e incorporated in products, but rather the am ount of labour tim e
necessary at a given m om ent. Take the pound of gold itself: let it be the product
of 20 hoursᾰ labour tim e. Suppose that for som e reason it later requires only 10
hours to produce a pound of gold. The pound of gold w hose title advises that it
=  20 hoursᾰ labour tim e w ould now  m erely =  10 hoursᾰ labour tim e, since 20
hoursᾰ labour tim e =  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 tim e. Gold m oney w ith the plebeian title x
hours of labour w ould be exposed to greater fluctuations than any other sort
of m oney and particularly m ore than the present gold m oney, because gold
cannot rise or fall in relation to gold (it is equal to itself), w hile the labour tim e
accum ulated in a given quantity of gold, in contrast, m ust constantly rise or fall
in relation to present, living labour tim e. In order to m aintain its convertibility,
the productivity of labour tim e w ould have to be kept stationary. M oreover, in
view  of the general econom ic law  that the costs of production constantly
decline, that living labour becom es constantly m ore productive, hence that the
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labour tim e objectified in products constantly depreciates, the inevitable fate of
this golden labour m oney w ould be constant depreciation. In order to control
this evil, it m ight be said that the title of labour tim e should go not to gold but,
as W eitling proposed, w ith Englishm en ahead of him  and French after,
Proudhon &  Co. am ong them , to paper m oney, to a m ere sym bol of value. The
labour tim e incorporated in the paper itself w ould then have as little relevance
as the paper value of banknotes. The form er w ould be m erely the
representation of hours of labour, as the latter is of gold or silver. If the hour of
labour becam e m ore productive, then the chit of paper w hich represents it
w ould rise in buying pow er, and vice versa, exactly as a £5 note at present buys
m ore or less depending on w hether the relative value of gold in com parison to
other com m odities rises or falls. According to the sam e law  w hich w ould subject
golden labour m oney to a constant depreciation, paper labour m oney w ould
enjoy a constant appreciation. And that is precisely w hat w e are after; the
w orker w ould reap the joys of the rising productivity of his labour, instead of
creating proportionately m ore alien w ealth and devaluing him self as at present.
Thus the socialists. But, unfortunately, there arise som e sm all scruples. First of
all: if w e once presuppose m oney, even if it is only tim e-chits, then w e m ust also
presuppose the accum ulation of this m oney, as w ell as contracts, obligations,
fixed burdens etc., w hich are entered into in the form  of this m oney. The
accum ulated chits w ould constantly appreciate together w ith the new ly issued
ones, and thus on the one hand the rising productivity of labour w ould go to the
benefit of non-w orkers, and on the other hand the previously contracted
burdens w ould keep step w ith the rising yield of labour. The rise and fall in the
value of gold or silver w ould be quite irrelevant if the w orld could be started
afresh at each new  m om ent and if, hence, previous obligations to pay a certain
quantity of gold did not survive the fluctuations in the value of gold. The sam e
holds, here, w ith the tim e-chit and hourly productivity.

The point to be exam ined here is the convertibility of the tim e-chit. W e reach
the sam e goal if w e m ake a detour. Although it is still too early, a few
observations can be m ade about the delusions on w hich the tim e-chit rests,
w hich allow  us an insight into the depths of the secret w hich links Proudhonᾰs
theory of circulation w ith his general theory ᾪ his theory of the determ ination of
value. W e find the sam e link e.g. in Bray [12] and Gray. [13] W hatever basis in

Karl M arx

ᾪ 66 ᾪ



truth it m ay happen to have w ill be exam ined later [14] (but first, incidentally:
seen only as drafts on gold, banknotes should not be issued in am ounts
exceeding the quantity of gold w hich they pretend to replace, or they
depreciate. Three drafts of £15 w hich I issue to three different creditors on the
sam e £15 in gold are in fact only drafts on £15 / 3 =  £5 each. Each of these
notes w ould have depreciated to 33 1/3 per cent from  the outset.)

The value (the real exchange value) of all com m odities (labour included) is
determ ined by their cost of production, in other w ords by the labour tim e
required to produce them . Their price is this exchange value of theirs,
expressed in m oney. The replacem ent of m etal m oney (and of paper or fiat
m oney denom inated in m etal m oney) by labour m oney denom inated in labour
tim e w ould therefore equate the real value (exchange value) of com m odities
w ith their nom inal value, price, m oney value. Equation of real value and
nom inal value, of value and price. But such is by no m eans the case. The
value of com m odities as determ ined by labour tim e 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 lb. of coffee =  1s. if the average price of
coffee is taken over 25 years; but it is very real if it is at the sam e tim e
recognized as the driving force and the m oving principle of the oscillations
w hich com m odity prices run through during a given epoch. This reality is not
m erely of theoretical im portance: it form s the basis of m ercantile speculation,
w hose calculus of probabilities depends both on the m edian price averages
w hich figure as the centre of oscillation, and on the average peaks and average
troughs of oscillation above or below  this centre. The m arket value is alw ays
different, is alw ays below  or above this average value of a com m odity. M arket
value equates itself w ith real value by m eans of its constant oscillations, never
by m eans of an equation w ith real value as if the latter w ere a third party, but
rather by m eans of constant non-equation of itself (as H egel w ould say, not by
w ay of abstract identity, but by constant negation of the negation, i.e. of itself as
negation of real value). [15] In m y pam phlet against Proudhon I show ed that
real value itself ᾪ independently of its rule over the oscillations of the m arket
price (seen apart from  its role as the law  of these oscillations) ᾪ in turn negates
itself and constantly posits the real value of com m odities in contradiction w ith
its ow n character, that it constantly depreciates or appreciates the real value of
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already produced com m odities; this is not the place to discuss it in greater
detail. [16] Price therefore is distinguished from  value not only as the nom inal
from  the real; not only by w ay of the denom ination in gold and silver, but
because the latter appears as the law  of the m otions w hich the form er runs
through. But the tw o are constantly different and never balance out, or balance
only coincidentally and exceptionally. The price of a com m odity constantly
stands above or below  the value of the com m odity, and the value of the
com m odity itself exists only in this up-and-dow n m ovem ent of com m odity
prices. Supply and dem and constantly determ ine the prices of com m odities;
never balance, or only coincidentally; but the cost of production, for its part,
determ ines the oscillations of supply and dem and. The gold or silver in w hich
the price of a com m odity, its m arket value, is expressed is itself a certain
quantity of accum ulated labour, a certain m easure of m aterialized labour tim e.
On the assum ption that the production costs of a com m odity and the production
costs of gold and silver rem ain constant, the rise or fall of its m arket price
m eans nothing m ore than that a com m odity, =  x labour tim e, constantly
com m ands >  or <  x labour tim e on the m arket, that it stands above or beneath
its average value as determ ined by labour tim e. The first basic illusion of the
tim e-chitters consists in this, that by annulling the nom inal difference
betw een real value and m arket value, betw een exchange value and price ᾪ that
is, by expressing value in units of labour tim e itself instead of in a given
objectification of labour tim e, say gold and silver ᾪ that in so doing they also
rem ove the real difference and contradiction betw een price and value. Given
this illusory assum ption it is self-evident that the m ere introduction of the tim e-
chit does aw ay w ith all crises, all faults of bourgeois production. The m oney
price of com m odities =  their real value; dem and =  supply; production =
consum ption; m oney is sim ultaneously abolished and preserved; the labour tim e
of w hich the com m odity is the product, w hich is m aterialized in the com m odity,
w ould need only to be m easured in order to create a corresponding m irror-
im age in the form  of a value-sym bol, m oney, tim e-chits. In this w ay every
com m odity w ould be directly transform ed into m oney; and gold and silver, for
their part, w ould be dem oted to the rank of all other com m odities.

It is not necessary to elaborate that the contradiction betw een exchange
value and price ᾪ the average price and the prices of w hich it is the average ᾪ
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that the difference betw een m agnitudes and average m agnitudes is not
overcom e m erely by suppressing the difference in nam e, e.g. by saying,
instead of: 1 lb. bread costs 8d., 1 lb. bread =  1/x hours of labour. Inversely, if
8d. =  1/x hours of labour, and if the labour tim e w hich is m aterialized in one
pound of bread is greater or less than 1/x hours of labour, then, because the
m easure of value w ould be at the sam e tim e the elem ent in w hich the price is
expressed, the difference betw een price and value, w hich is hidden in the gold
price or silver price, w ould never be glaringly visible. An infinite equation w ould
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 tim e-chit, representing average labour tim e, w ould never correspond
to or be convertible into actual labour tim e; i.e. the am ount of labour tim e
objectified in a com m odity w ould never com m and a quantity of labour tim e
equal to itself, and vice versa, but w ould com m and, rather, either m ore or less,
just as at present every oscillation of m arket values expresses itself in a rise or
fall of the gold or silver prices of com m odities.

The constant depreciation of com m odities ᾪ over longer periods ᾪ in relation
to tim e-chits, w hich w e m entioned earlier, arises out of the law  of the rising
productivity of labour tim e, out of the disturbances w ithin relative value itself
w hich are created by its ow n inherent principle, nam ely labour tim e. This
inconvertibility of the tim e-chits w hich w e are now  discussing is nothing m ore
than another expression for the inconvertibility betw een real value and m arket
value, betw een exchange value and price. In contrast to all other com m odities,
the tim e-chit w ould represent an ideal labour tim e w hich w ould be exchanged
som etim es against m ore and som etim es against less of the actual variety, and
w hich w ould achieve a separate existence of its ow n in the tim e-chit, an
existence corresponding to this non-equivalence. The general equivalent,
m edium  of circulation and m easure of com m odities w ould again confront the
com m odities in an individual form , follow ing its ow n law s, alienated, i.e.
equipped w ith all the properties of m oney as it exists at present but unable to
perform  the sam e services. The m edium  w ith w hich com m odities ᾪ these
objectified quantities of labour tim e ᾪ are com pared w ould not be a third
com m odity but w ould be rather their ow n m easure of value, labour tim e itself;
as a result, the confusion w ould reach a new  height altogether. Com m odity A,
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the objectification of 3 hoursᾰ labour tim e, is =  2 labour-hour-chits; com m odity
B, the objectification, sim ilarly, of 3 hoursᾰ labour, is =  4 labour-hour-chits. This
contradiction is in practice expressed in m oney prices, but in a veiled form . The
difference betw een price and value, betw een the com m odity m easured by the
labour tim e w hose product it is, and the product of the labour tim e against
w hich it is exchanged, this difference calls for a third com m odity to act as a
m easure in w hich the real exchange value of com m odities is expressed.
Because price is not equal to value, therefore the value-determ ining
elem ent ᾪ labour tim e ᾪ cannot be the elem ent in w hich prices are
expressed, because labour tim e w ould then have to express itself
sim ultaneously as the determ ining and the non-determ ining elem ent, as
the equivalent and non-equivalent of itself. Because labour tim e as the
m easure of value exists only as an ideal, it cannot serve as the m atter of price-
com parisons. (H ere at the sam e tim e it becom es clear how  and w hy the value
relation obtains a separate m aterial existence in the form  of m oney. This to be
developed further.) The difference betw een price and value calls for values to
be m easured as prices on a different standard from  their ow n. Price as distinct
from  value is necessarily m oney price. It can here be seen that the nom inal
difference betw een price and value is conditioned by their real difference.

Com m odity A =  1s. (i.e. =  1/x silver); com m odity B =  2s. (i.e. 2/x silver).
H ence com m odity B =  double the value of com m odity A. The value relation
betw een A and B is expressed by m eans of the proportion in w hich they are
exchanged for a quantity of a third com m odity, nam ely silver; they are not
exchanged for a value-relation.

Every com m odity (product or instrum ent of production) is =  the
objectification of a given am ount of labour tim e. Their value, the relation in
w hich they are exchanged against other com m odities, or other com m odities
against them , is =  to the quantity of labour tim e realized in them . If a
com m odity e.g. =  1 hour of labour tim e, then it exchanges w ith all other
com m odities w hich are the product of 1 hour of labour tim e. (This w hole
reasoning on the presupposition that exchange value =  m arket value; real value
=  price.) The value of the com m odity is different from  the com m odity itself. The
com m odity is a value (exchange value) only w ithin exchange (real or im agined);
value is not only the exchangeability of the com m odity in general, but its
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specific exchangeability. Value is at the sam e tim e the exponent of the relation
in w hich the com m odity is exchanged w ith other com m odities, as w ell as the
exponent of the relation in w hich it has already been exchanged w ith other
com m odities (m aterialized labour tim e) in production; it is their quantitatively
determ ined exchangeability. Tw o com m odities, e.g. a yard of cotton and a
m easure of oil, considered as cotton and as oil, are different by nature, have
different properties, are m easured by different m easures, are
incom m ensurable. Considered as values, all com m odities are qualitatively equal
and differ only quantitatively, hence can be m easured against each other and
substituted for one another (are m utually exchangeable, m utually convertible)
in certain quantitative relations. Value is their social relation, their econom ic
quality. A book w hich possesses a certain value and a loaf of bread possessing
the sam e value are exchanged for one another, are the sam e value but in a
different m aterial. As a value, a com m odity is an equivalent for all other
com m odities in a given relation. As a value, the com m odity is an equivalent; as
an equivalent, all its natural properties are extinguished; it no longer takes up a
special, qualitative relationship tow ards the other com m odities; but is rather
the general m easure as w ell as the general representative, the general m edium
of exchange of all other com m odities. As value, it is m oney. But because the
com m odity, or rather the product or the instrum ent 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 m ust achieve an existence
different from  its natural one. W hy? Because com m odities as values are
different from  one another only quantitatively; therefore each com m odity m ust
be qualitatively different from  its ow n value. Its value m ust therefore have an
existence w hich is qualitatively distinguishable from  it, and in actual exchange
this separability m ust becom e a real separation, because the natural
distinctness of com m odities m ust com e into contradiction w ith their econom ic
equivalence, and because both can exist together only if the com m odity
achieves a double existence, not only a natural but also a purely econom ic
existence, in w hich latter it is a m ere sym bol, a cipher for a relation of
production, a m ere sym bol for its ow n value. As a value, every com m odity is
equally divisible; in its natural existence this is not the case. As a value it
rem ains the sam e no m atter how  m any m etam orphoses and form s of existence
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it goes through; in reality, com m odities are exchanged only because they are
not the sam e and correspond to different system s of needs. As a value, the
com m odity is general; as a real com m odity it is particular. As a value it is
alw ays exchangeable; in real exchange it is exchangeable only if it fulfills
particular conditions. As a value, the m easure of its exchangeability is
determ ined by itself; exchange value expresses precisely the relation in w hich it
replaces other com m odities; in real exchange it is exchangeable only in
quantities w hich are linked w ith its natural properties and w hich correspond to
the needs of the participants in exchange. (In short, all properties w hich m ay be
cited as the special qualities of m oney are properties of the com m odity as
exchange value, of the product as value as distinct from  the value as product.)
(The exchange value of a com m odity, as a separate form  of existence
accom panying the com m odity itself, is m oney; the form  in w hich all
com m odities equate, com pare, m easure them selves; into w hich all com m odities
dissolve them selves; that w hich dissolves itself into all com m odities; the
universal equivalent.) Every m om ent, in calculating, accounting etc., that w e
transform  com m odities into value sym bols, w e fix them  as m ere exchange
values, m aking abstraction from  the m atter they are com posed of and all their
natural qualities. On paper, in the head, this m etam orphosis proceeds by m eans
of m ere abstraction; but in the real exchange process a real m ediation is
required, a m eans to accom plish this abstraction. In its natural existence, w ith
its natural properties, in natural identity w ith itself, the com m odity is neither
constantly exchangeable nor exchangeable against every other com m odity;
this it is only as som ething different from  itself, som ething distinct from  itself,
as exchange value. W e m ust first transpose the com m odity into itself as
exchange value in order then to be able to com pare this exchange value w ith
other exchange values and to exchange it. In the crudest barter, w hen tw o
com m odities are exchanged for one another, each is first equated w ith a sym bol
w hich expresses their exchange value, e.g. am ong certain N egroes on the W est
African coast, =  x bars. One com m odity is =  1 bar; the other =  2 bars. They are
exchanged in this relation. The com m odities are first transform ed 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 m ust be
brought into a given num erical relation to one another. In order to bring them
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into such a num erical relation, in order to m ake them  com m ensurable, they
m ust obtain the sam e denom ination (unit). (The bar has a m erely im aginary
existence, just as, in general, a relation can obtain a particular em bodim ent and
becom e individualized only by m eans 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 w ith international trade today, requires paym ent in
m oney.

Products (or activities) are exchanged only as com m odities; com m odities in
exchange exist only as values; only as values are they com parable. In order to
determ ine w hat am ount of bread I need in order to exchange it for a yard of
linen, I first equate the yard of linen w ith its exchange value, i.e. =  1/x hours of
labour tim e. Sim ilarly, I equate the pound of bread w ith its exchange value, =
1/x or 2/x hours of labour tim e. I equate each of the com m odities w ith a third;
i.e. not w ith them selves. This third, w hich 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 w hich are in these relations w ith each other. In
becom ing an exchange value, a product (or activity) is not only transform ed into
a definite quantitative relation, a relative num ber ᾪ that is, a num ber w hich
expresses the quantity of other com m odities w hich equal it, w hich are its
equivalent, or the relation in w hich it is their equivalent ᾪ but it m ust also at the
sam e tim e be transform ed qualitatively, be transposed into another elem ent, so
that both com m odities becom e m agnitudes of the sam e kind, of the sam e unit,
i.e. com m ensurable. The com m odity first has to be transposed into labour tim e,
into som ething qualitatively different from  itself (qualitatively different (1)
because it is not labour tim e as labour tim e, but m aterialized labour tim e;
labour tim e not in the form  of m otion, but at rest; not in the form  of the process,
but of the result; (2) because it is not the objectification of labour tim e in
general, w hich exists only as a conception (it is only a conception of labour
separated from  its quality, subject m erely to quantitative variations), but rather
the specific result of a specific, of a naturally specified, kind of labour w hich
differs qualitatively from  other kinds), in order then to be com pared as a
specific am ount of labour tim e, as a certain m agnitude of labour, w ith other
am ounts of labour tim e, other m agnitudes of labour. For the purpose of m erely
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m aking a com parison ᾪ an appraisal of products ᾪ of determ ining their value
ideally, it suffices to m ake this transform ation in the head (a transform ation in
w hich the product exists m erely as the expression of quantitative relations of
production). This abstraction w ill do for com paring com m odities; but in actual
exchange this abstraction in turn m ust be objectified, m ust be sym bolized,
realized in a sym bol. This necessity enters into force for the follow ing reasons:
(1) As w e have already said, both the com m odities to be exchanged are
transform ed in the head into com m on relations of m agnitude, into exchange
values, and are thus reciprocally com pared. But if they are then to be
exchanged in reality, their natural properties enter into contradiction w ith their
character as exchange values and as m ere denom inated num bers. They are not
divisible at w ill etc. (2) In the real exchange process, particular com m odities
are alw ays exchanged against particular com m odities, and the exchangeability
of com m odities, as w ell as the relation in w hich they are exchangeable, depends
on conditions of place and tim e, etc. But the transform ation of the com m odity
into exchange value does not equate it to any other particular com m odity, but
expresses it as equivalent, expresses its exchangeability relation, vis-à-vis all
other com m odities. This com parison, w hich the head accom plishes in one
stroke, can be achieved in reality only in a delim ited sphere determ ined by
needs, and only in successive steps. (For exam ple, I exchange an incom e of 100
thalers as m y needs w ould have it one after another against a w hole range of
com m odities w hose sum  =  the exchange value of 100 thalers.) Thus, in order to
realize the com m odity 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 com m odity. It m ust be exchanged against a third thing w hich is
not in turn itself a particular com m odity, but is the sym bol of the com m odity as
com m odity, of the com m odityᾰs exchange value itself; w hich thus represents,
say, labour tim e as such, say a piece of paper or of leather, w hich represents
a fractional part of labour tim e. (Such a sym bol presupposes general
recognition; it can only be a social sym bol; it expresses, indeed, nothing m ore
than a social relation.) This sym bol represents the fractional parts of labour
tim e; it represents exchange value in such fractional parts as are capable of
expressing all relations betw een exchange values by m eans of sim ple
arithm etical com bination; this sym bol, this m aterial sign of exchange value, is a

Karl M arx

ᾪ 74 ᾪ



product of exchange itself, and not the execution of an idea conceived a priori.
(In fact the com m odity w hich is required as m edium  of exchange becom es
transform ed into m oney, into a sym bol, only little by little; as soon as this has
happened, it can in turn be replaced by a sym bol of itself. It then becom es the
conscious sign of exchange value.)

The process, then, is sim ply this: The product becom es a com m odity, i.e. a
m ere m om ent of exchange. The com m odity is transform ed into exchange
value. In order to equate it w ith itself as an exchange value, it is exchanged for
a sym bol w hich represents it as exchange value as such. As such a sym bolized
exchange value, it can then in turn be exchanged in definite relations for every
other com m odity. Because the product becom es a com m odity, and the
com m odity becom es an exchange value, it obtains, at first only in the head, a
double existence. This doubling in the idea proceeds (and m ust proceed) to the
point w here the com m odity appears double in real exchange: as a natural
product on one side, as exchange value on the other. I.e. the com m odityᾰs
exchange value obtains a m aterial existence separate from  the com m odity.

The definition of a product as exchange value thus necessarily im plies that
exchange value obtains a separate existence, in isolation from  the product. The
exchange value w hich is separated from  com m odities and exists alongside them
as itself a com m odity, this is ᾪ m oney. In the form  of m oney all properties of
the com m odity as exchange value appear as an object distinct from  it, as a form
of social existence separated from  the natural existence of the com m odity. (This
to be further show n by enum erating the usual properties of m oney.) (The
m aterial in w hich this sym bol is expressed is by no m eans a m atter of
indifference, even though it m anifests itself in m any different historical form s.
In the developm ent of society, not only the sym bol but likew ise the m aterial
corresponding to the sym bol are w orked out ᾪ a m aterial from  w hich society
later tries to disentangle itself; if a sym bol is not to be arbitrary, certain
conditions are dem anded of the m aterial in w hich it is represented. The sym bols
for w ords, for exam ple the alphabet etc., have an analogous history.) Thus, the
exchange value of a product creates m oney alongside the product. N ow, just as
it is im possible to suspend the com plications and contradictions w hich arise
from  the existence of m oney alongside the particular com m odities m erely by
altering the form  of m oney (although difficulties characteristic of a low er form
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of m oney m ay be avoided by m oving to a higher form ), so also is it im possible to
abolish m oney itself as long as exchange value rem ains the social form  of
products. It is necessary to see this clearly in order to avoid setting im possible
tasks, and in order to know  the lim its w ithin w hich m onetary reform s and
transform ations of circulation are able to give a new  shape to the relations of
production and to the social relations w hich rest on the latter.

The properties of m oney as (1) m easure of com m odity exchange; (2) m edium
of exchange; (3) representative of com m odities (hence object of contracts); (4)
general com m odity alongside the particular com m odities, all sim ply follow  from
its character as exchange value separated from  com m odities them selves and
objectified. (By virtue of its property as the general com m odity in relation to all
others, as the em bodim ent of the exchange value of the other com m odities,
m oney at the sam e tim e becom es the realized and alw ays realizable form  of
capital; the form  of capitalᾰs appearance w hich is alw ays valid ᾪ a property
w hich em erges in bullion drains; hence capital appears in history initially only
in the m oney form ; this explains, finally, the link betw een m oney and the rate of
interest, and its influence on the latter.)

To the degree that production is shaped in such a w ay that every producer
becom es dependent on the exchange value of his com m odity, i.e. as the product
increasingly becom es an exchange value in reality, and exchange value becom es
the im m ediate object of production ᾪ to the sam e degree m ust m oney
relations develop, together w ith the contradictions im m anent in the m oney
relation, in the relation of the product to itself as m oney. The need for
exchange and for the transform ation of the product into a pure exchange value
progresses in step w ith the division of labour, i.e. w ith the increasingly social
character of production. But as the latter grow s, so grow s the pow er of m oney,
i.e. the exchange relation establishes itself as a pow er external to and
independent of the producers. W hat originally appeared as a m eans to prom ote
production becom es a relation alien to the producers. As the producers becom e
m ore dependent on exchange, exchange appears to becom e m ore independent
of them , and the gap betw een the product as product and the product as
exchange value appears to w iden. M oney does not create these antitheses and
contradictions; it is, rather, the developm ent of these contradictions and
antitheses w hich creates the seem ingly transcendental pow er of m oney. (To be
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further developed, the influence of the transform ation of all relations into
m oney relations: taxes in kind into m oney taxes, rent in kind into m oney rent,
m ilitary service into m ercenary troops, all personal services in general into
m oney services, of patriarchal, slave, serf and guild labour into pure w age
labour.)

The product becom es a com m odity; the com m odity becom es exchange value;
the exchange value of the com m odity is its im m anent m oney-property; this, its
m oney-property, separates itself from  it in the form  of m oney, and achieves a
general social existence separated from  all particular com m odities and their
natural m ode of existence; the relation of the product to itself as exchange
value becom es its relation to m oney, existing alongside it; or, becom es the
relation of all products to m oney, external to them  all. Just as the real exchange
of products creates their exchange value, so does their exchange value create
m oney.

The next question to confront us is this: are there not contradictions,
inherent in this relation itself, w hich are w rapped up in the existence of m oney
alongside com m odities?

Firstly: The sim ple fact that the com m odity exists doubly, in one aspect as a
specific product w hose natural form  of existence ideally contains (latently
contains) its exchange value, and in the other aspect as m anifest exchange
value (m oney), in w hich all connection w ith the natural form  of the product is
stripped aw ay again ᾪ this double, differentiated existence m ust develop into a
difference, and the difference into antithesis and contradiction. The sam e
contradiction betw een the particular nature of the com m odity as product and
its general nature as exchange value, w hich created the necessity of positing it
doubly, as this particular com m odity on one side and as m oney on the other ᾪ
this contradiction betw een the com m odityᾰs particular natural qualities and its
general social qualities contains from  the beginning the possibility that these
tw o separated form s in w hich the com m odity exists are not convertible into one
another. The exchangeability of the com m odity exists as a thing beside it, as
m oney, as som ething different from  the com m odity, som ething no longer
directly identical w ith it. As soon as m oney has becom e an external thing
alongside the com m odity, the exchangeability of the com m odity for m oney
becom es bound up w ith external conditions w hich m ay or m ay not be present; it
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is abandoned to the m ercy of external conditions. The com m odity is dem anded
in exchange because of its natural properties, because of the needs for w hich it
is the desired object. M oney, by contrast, is dem anded only because of its
exchange value, as exchange value. H ence, w hether or not the com m odity is
transposable into m oney, w hether or not it can be exchanged for m oney,
w hether its exchange value can be posited for it ᾪ this depends on
circum stances w hich initially have nothing to do w ith it as exchange value and
are independent of that. The transposability of the com m odity depends on the
natural properties of the product; that of m oney coincides w ith its existence as
sym bolized exchange value. There thus arises the possibility that the
com m odity, in its specific form  as product, can no longer be exchanged for,
equated w ith, its general form  as m oney.

By existing outside the com m odity as m oney, the exchangeability of the
com m odity has becom e som ething different from  and alien to the com m odity,
w ith w hich it first has to be brought into equation, to w hich it is therefore at the
beginning unequal; w hile the equation itself becom es dependent on external
conditions, hence a m atter of chance.

Secondly: Just as the exchange value of the com m odity leads a double
existence, as the particular com m odity and as m oney, so does the act of
exchange split into tw o m utually independent acts: exchange of com m odities for
m oney, exchange of m oney for com m odities; purchase and sale. Since these
have now  achieved a spatially and tem porally separate and m utually indifferent
form  of existence, their im m ediate identity ceases. They m ay correspond or not;
they m ay balance or not; they m ay enter into disproportion w ith one another.
They w ill of course alw ays attem pt to equalize one another; but in the place of
the earlier im m ediate equality there now  stands the constant m ovem ent of
equalization, w hich evidently presupposes constant non-equivalence. It is now
entirely possible that consonance m ay be reached only by passing through the
m ost extrem e dissonance.

Thirdly: W ith the separation of purchase and sale, w ith the splitting of
exchange into tw o spatially and tem porally independent acts, there further
em erges another, new  relation.

Just as exchange itself splits apart into tw o m utually independent acts, so
does the overall m ovem ent of exchange itself becom e separate from  the
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exchangers, the producers of com m odities. Exchange for the sake of exchange
separates off from  exchange for the sake of com m odities. A m ercantile estate
[17] steps betw een the producers; an estate w hich only buys in order to sell and
only sells so as to buy again, and w hose aim  in this operation is not the
possession of com m odities as products but m erely the obtaining of exchange
values as such, of m oney. (A m ercantile estate can take shape even w ith m ere
barter. But since only the overflow  of production on both sides is at its disposal,
its influence on production, and its im portance as a w hole, rem ain com pletely
secondary.) The rise of exchange (com m erce) as an independent function torn
aw ay from  the exchangers corresponds to the rise of exchange value as an
independent entity, as m oney, torn aw ay from  products. Exchange value w as the
m easure of com m odity exchange; but its aim  w as the direct possession of the
exchanged com m odity, its consum ption (regardless of w hether this consum ption
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 com m erce is not consum ption,
directly, but the gaining of m oney, of exchange values. This doubling of
exchange ᾪ exchange for the sake of consum ption and exchange for exchange ᾪ
gives rise to a new  disproportion. In his exchange, the m erchant is guided
m erely by the difference betw een the purchase and sale of com m odities; but the
consum er w ho buys a com m odity m ust replace its exchange value once and for
all. Circulation, i.e. exchange w ithin the m ercantile estate, and the point at
w hich circulation ends, i.e. exchange betw een the m ercantile estate and the
consum ers ᾪ as m uch as they m ust ultim ately condition one another ᾪ are
determ ined by quite different law s and m otives, and can enter into the m ost
acute contradiction w ith one another. The possibility of com m ercial crises is
already contained in this separation. But since production w orks directly for
com m erce and only indirectly for consum ption, it m ust not only create but also
and equally be seized by this incongruency betw een com m erce and exchange
for consum ption. (The relations of dem and and supply becom e entirely
inverted.) (The m oney business then in turn separates from  com m erce proper.)

Aphorism s. (All com m odities are perishable m oney; m oney is the
im perishable com m odity. W ith the developm ent of the division of labour, the
im m ediate product ceases to be a m edium  of exchange. The need arises for a
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general m edium  of exchange, i.e. a m edium  of exchange independent of the
specific production of each individual. M oney im plies the separation betw een
the value of things and their substance. M oney is originally the representative
of all values; in practice this situation is inverted, and all real products and
labours becom e the representatives of m oney. In direct barter, every article
cannot be exchanged for every other; a specific activity can be exchanged only
for certain specific products. M oney can overcom e the difficulties inherent in
barter only by generalizing them , m aking them  universal. It is absolutely
necessary that forcibly separated elem ents w hich essentially belong together
m anifest them selves by w ay of forcible eruption as the separation of things
w hich belong together in essence. The unity is brought about by force. As soon
as the antagonistic split leads to eruptions, the econom ists point to the
essential unity and abstract from  the alienation. Their apologetic w isdom
consists in forgetting their ow n definitions at every decisive m om ent. The
product as direct m edium  of exchange is (1) still directly bound to its natural
quality, hence lim ited in every w ay by the latter; it can, for exam ple, deteriorate
etc.; (2) connected w ith the im m ediate need w hich another m ay have or not
have at the tim e, or w hich he m ay have for his ow n product. W hen the product
becom es subordinated to labour and labour to exchange, then a m om ent enters
in w hich both are separated from  their ow ner. W hether, after this separation,
they return to him  again in another shape becom es a m atter of chance. W hen
m oney enters into exchange, I am  forced to exchange m y product for exchange
value in general or for the general capacity to exchange, hence m y product
becom es dependent on the state of general com m erce and is torn out of its
local, natural and individual boundaries. For exactly that reason it can cease to
be a product.)

 

Karl M arx

ᾪ 80 ᾪ



Fourthly: Just as exchange value, in the form  of m oney, takes its place as
the general com m odity alongside all particular com m odities, so does
exchange value as m oney therefore at the sam e tim e take its place as a
particular com m odity (since it has a particular existence) alongside all other
com m odities. An incongruency arises not only because m oney, w hich exists only
in exchange, confronts the particular exchangeability of com m odities as their
general exchangeability, and directly extinguishes it, w hile, nevertheless, the
tw o are supposed to be alw ays convertible into one another; but also because
m oney com es into contradiction w ith itself and w ith its characteristic by virtue
of being itself a particular com m odity (even if only a sym bol) and of being
subject, therefore, to particular conditions of exchange in its exchange w ith
other com m odities, conditions w hich contradict its general unconditional
exchangeability. (N ot to speak of m oney as fixed in the substance of a particular
product, etc.) Besides its existence in the com m odity, exchange value achieved
an existence of its ow n in m oney, w as separated from  its substance exactly
because the natural characteristic of this substance contradicted its general
characteristic as exchange value. Every com m odity is equal (and com parable) to
every other as exchange value (qualitatively: each now  m erely represents a
quantitative plus or m inus of exchange value). For that reason, this equality,
this unity of the com m odity is distinct from  its natural differentiation; and
appears in m oney therefore as their com m on elem ent as w ell as a third thing
w hich confronts them  both. But on one side, exchange value naturally rem ains
at the sam e tim e an inherent quality of com m odities w hile it sim ultaneously
exists outside them ; on the other side, w hen m oney no longer exists as a
property of com m odities, as a com m on elem ent w ithin them , but as an
individual entity apart from  them , then m oney itself becom es a particular
com m odity alongside the other com m odities. (Determ inable by dem and and
supply; splits into different kinds of m oney, etc.) It becom es a com m odity like
other com m odities, and at the sam e tim e it is not a com m odity like other
com m odities. Despite its general character it is one exchangeable entity am ong
other exchangeable entities. It is not only the general exchange value, but at
the sam e tim e a particular exchange value alongside other particular exchange
values. H ere a new  source of contradictions w hich m ake them selves felt in
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practice. (The particular nature of m oney em erges again in the separation of
the m oney business from  com m erce proper.)

W e see, then, how  it is an inherent property of m oney to fulfil its purposes by
sim ultaneously negating them ; to achieve independence from  com m odities; to
be a m eans w hich becom es an end; to realize the exchange value of
com m odities by separating them  from  it; to facilitate exchange by splitting it; to
overcom e the difficulties of the direct exchange of com m odities by generalizing
them ; to m ake exchange independent of the producers in the sam e m easure as
the producers becom e dependent on exchange.

(It w ill be necessary later, before this question is dropped, to correct the
idealist m anner of the presentation, w hich m akes it seem  as if it w ere m erely a
m atter of conceptual determ inations and of the dialectic of these concepts.
Above all in the case of the phrase: product (or activity) becom es com m odity;
com m odity, exchange value; exchange value, m oney.)

(Econom ist. 24 January 1857. The follow ing passage to be borne in m ind on
the subject of banks:

ᾯSo far as the m ercantile classes share, w hich they now  do very generally, in
the profits of banks ᾪ and m ay to a still greater extent by the w ider diffusion of
joint-stock banks, the abolition of all corporate privileges, and the extension of
perfect freedom  to the business of banking ᾪ they have been enriched by the
increased rates of m oney. In truth, the m ercantile classes by the extent of their
deposits, are virtually their ow n bankers; and so far as that is the case, the rate
of discount m ust be to them  of little im portance. All banking and other reserves
m ust of course be the results of continual industry, and of savings laid by out of
profits; and consequently, taking the m ercantile and industrious classes as a
w hole, they m ust be their ow n 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 m oney
m arket.ᾰ)

All contradictions of the m onetary system  and of the exchange of products
under the m onetary system  are the developm ent of the relation of products as
exchange values, of their definition as exchange value or as value pure and
sim ple.

(M orning Star. 12 February 1857. ᾯThe pressure of m oney during last year,
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and the high rate of discount w hich w as 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.ᾰ)

Also to be noted, the follow ing 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 60ᾪ62s. (£3 on an average in gold) w as coined into 66s. The
M int pays the ᾯm arket price of the day, from  5s. to 5s. 2d. the ounce, and issues
at the rate of 5s. 6d. the ounce. There are tw o reasons w hich prevent any
practical inconvenience resulting from  this arrangem ent:ᾰ (of silver tokens,
not of intrinsic value) ᾯfirst, the coin can only be procured at the M int, and at
that price; as hom e circulation, then, it cannot be depreciated, and it cannot be
sent abroad because it circulates here for m ore than its intrinsic value; and
secondly, as it is a legal tender only up to 40s., it never interferes w ith the gold
coins, nor affects their value.ᾰ Gives France the advice to do the sam e: to issue
subordinate coins of silver tokens, not of intrinsic value, and lim it[ing] the
am ount to w hich they should be a legal tender. But at the sam e tim e: in fixing
the quality of the coin, to take a larger m argin betw een the intrinsic and the
nom inal value than w e have in England, because the increasing value of silver
in relation to gold m ay very probably, before long, rise up to our present M int
price, w hen w e m ay be obliged again to alter it. Our silver coin is now  little
m ore than 5%  below  the intrinsic value: a short tim e since it w as 10% .
(Econom ist. 24 January 1857.)

N ow, it m ight be thought that the issue of tim e-chits overcom es all these
difficulties. (The existence of the tim e-chit naturally already presupposes
conditions w hich are not directly given in the exam ination of the relations of
exchange value and m oney, and w hich can and do exist w ithout the tim e-chit:
public credit, bank etc.; but all this not to be touched on further here, since the
tim e-chit m en of course regard it as the ultim ate product of the ᾯseriesᾰ, w hich,
even if it corresponds m ost to the ᾯpureᾰ concept of m oney, ᾯappearsᾰ last in
reality.) To begin w ith: If the preconditions under w hich the price of
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com m odities =  their exchange value are fulfilled and given; balance of dem and
and supply; balance of production and consum ption; and w hat this am ounts to
in the last analysis, proportionate production (the so-called relations of
distribution are them selves relations of production), then the m oney question
becom es entirely secondary, in particular the question w hether the tickets
should be blue or green, paper or tin, or w hatever other form  social accounting
should take. In that case it is totally m eaningless to keep up the pretence that
an investigation is being m ade of the real relations of m oney.

The bank (any bank) issues the tim e-chits. [18] A com m odity, A =  the
exchange value x, i.e. =  x hours of labour tim e, is exchanged for a quantity of
m oney representing x labour tim e. The bank w ould at the sam e tim e have to
purchase the com m odity, i.e. exchange it for its representative in m onetary
form , just as e.g. the Bank of England today has to give notes for gold. The
com m odity, the substantial and therefore accidental existence of exchange
value, is exchanged for the sym bolic existence of exchange value as exchange
value. There is then no difficulty in transposing it from  the form  of the
com m odity into the form  of m oney. The labour tim e contained in it only needs to
be authentically verified (w hich, by the w ay, is not as easy as assaying the purity
and w eight of gold and silver) and thereby im m ediately creates its counter-
value, its m onetary existence. N o m atter how  w e m ay turn and tw ist the
m atter, in the last instance it am ounts to this: the bank w hich issues the tim e-
chits buys com m odities at their costs of production, buys all com m odities, and
m oreover this purchase costs the bank nothing m ore than the production of
snippets of paper, and the bank gives the seller, in place of the exchange value
w hich he possesses in a definite and substantial form , the sym bolic exchange
value of the com m odity, in other w ords a draft on all other com m odities to the
am ount of the sam e exchange value. Exchange value as such can of course exist
only sym bolically, although in order for it to be em ployed as a thing and not
m erely as a form al notion, this sym bol m ust possess an objective existence; it is
not m erely an ideal notion, but is actually presented to the m ind in an objective
m ode. (A m easure can be held in the hand; exchange value m easures, but it
exchanges only w hen the m easure passes from  one hand to the other.) So the
bank gives m oney for the com m odity; m oney w hich is an exact draft on the
exchange value of the com m odity, i.e. of all com m odities of the sam e value; the

Karl M arx

ᾪ 84 ᾪ



bank buys. The bank is the general buyer, the buyer of not only this or that
com m odity, but all com m odities. For its purpose is to bring about the
transposition of every com m odity into its sym bolic existence as exchange value.
But if it is the general buyer, then it also has to be the general seller; not only
the dock w here all w ares are deposited, not only the general w arehouse, but
also the ow ner of the com m odities, in the sam e sense as every m erchant. I have
exchanged m y com m odity A for the tim e-chit B, w hich represents the
com m odityᾰs exchange value; but I have done this only so that I can then
further m etam orphose this B into any real com m odity C, D, E etc., as it suits
m e. N ow, can this m oney circulate outside the bank? Can it take any other route
than that betw een the ow ner of the chit and the bank? H ow  is the convertibility
of this chit secured? Only tw o cases are possible. Either all ow ners of
com m odities (be these products or labour) desire to sell their com m odities at
their exchange value, or som e w ant to and som e do not. If they all w ant to sell
at their exchange value, then they w ill not aw ait the chance arrival or non-
arrival of a buyer, but go im m ediately to the bank, unload their com m odities on
to it, and obtain their exchange value sym bol, m oney, for them : they redeem
them  for its m oney. In this case the bank is sim ultaneously the general buyer
and the general seller in one person. Or the opposite takes place. In this case,
the bank chit is m ere paper w hich claim s to be the generally recognized sym bol
of exchange value, but has in fact no value. For this sym bol has to have the
property of not m erely representing, but being, exchange value in actual
exchange. In the latter case the bank chit w ould not be m oney, or it w ould be
m oney only by convention betw een the bank and its clients, but not on the open
m arket. It w ould be the sam e as a m eal ticket good for a dozen m eals w hich I
obtain from  a restaurant, or a theatre pass good for a dozen evenings, both of
w hich represent m oney, but only in this particular restaurant or this particular
theatre. The bank chit w ould have ceased to m eet the qualifications of m oney,
since it w ould not circulate am ong the general public, but only betw een the
bank and its clients. W e thus have to drop the latter supposition.

The bank w ould thus be the general buyer and seller. Instead of notes it
could also issue cheques, and instead of that it could also keep sim ple bank
accounts. Depending on the sum  of com m odity values w hich X had deposited
w ith the bank, X w ould have that sum  in the form  of other com m odities to his
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credit. A second attribute of the bank w ould be necessary: it w ould need the
pow er to establish the exchange value of all com m odities, i.e. the labour tim e
m aterialized in them , in an authentic m anner. But its functions could not end
there. It w ould have to determ ine the labour tim e in w hich com m odities could
be produced, w ith the average m eans of production available in a given
industry, i.e. the tim e in w hich they w ould have to be produced. But that also
w ould not be sufficient. It w ould not only have to determ ine the tim e in w hich a
certain quantity of products had to be produced, and place the producers in
conditions w hich m ade their labour equally productive (i.e. it w ould have to
balance and to arrange the distribution of the m eans of labour), but it w ould
also have to determ ine the am ounts of labour tim e to be em ployed in the
different branches of production. The latter w ould be necessary because, in
order to realize exchange value and m ake the bankᾰs currency really
convertible, social production in general w ould have to be stabilized and
arranged so that the needs of the partners in exchange w ere alw ays satisfied.
N or is this all. The biggest exchange process is not that betw een com m odities,
but that betw een com m odities and labour. (M ore on this presently.) The w orkers
w ould not be selling their labour to the bank, but they w ould receive the
exchange value for the entire product of their labour, etc. Precisely seen, then,
the bank w ould be not only the general buyer and seller, but also the general
producer. In fact either it w ould be a despotic ruler of production and trustee of
distribution, or it w ould indeed be nothing m ore than a board w hich keeps the
books and accounts for a society producing in com m on. The com m on ow nership
of the m eans of production is presupposed, etc., etc. The Saint-Sim onians m ade
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 w ell as the all-sided dependence of the producers
on one another. Each individualᾰs production is dependent on the production of
all others; and the transform ation of his product into the necessaries of his ow n
life is [sim ilarly] dependent on the consum ption of all others. Prices are old;
exchange also; but the increasing determ ination of the form er by costs of
production, as w ell as the increasing dom inance of the latter over all relations
of production, only develop fully, and continue to develop ever m ore com pletely,
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in bourgeois society, the society of free com petition. W hat Adam  Sm ith, in the
true eighteenth-century m anner, 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 m ediation. The econom ists
express this as follow s: Each pursues his private interest and only his private
interest; and thereby serves the private interests of all, the general interest,
w ithout w illing or know ing it. The real point is not that each individualᾰs pursuit
of his private interest prom otes the totality of private interests, the general
interest. One could just as w ell deduce from  this abstract phrase that each
individual reciprocally blocks the assertion of the othersᾰ interests, so that,
instead of a general affirm ation, this w ar of all against all produces a general
negation. The point is rather that private interest is itself already a socially
determ ined interest, w hich can be achieved only w ithin the conditions laid
dow n by society and w ith the m eans provided by society; hence it is bound to
the reproduction of these conditions and m eans. It is the interest of private
persons; but its content, as w ell as the form  and m eans of its realization, is
given by social conditions independent of all.

The reciprocal and all-sided dependence of individuals w ho are indifferent to
one another form s their social connection. This social bond is expressed in
exchange value, by m eans of w hich alone each individualᾰs ow n activity or his
product becom es an activity and a product for him ; he m ust produce a general
product ᾪ exchange value, or, the latter isolated for itself and individualized,
m oney. On the other side, the pow er w hich each individual exercises over the
activity of others or over social w ealth exists in him  as the ow ner of exchange
values, of m oney. The individual carries his social pow er, as w ell as his bond
w ith society, in his pocket. Activity, regardless of its individual m anifestation,
and the product of activity, regardless of its particular m ake-up, are alw ays
exchange value, and exchange value is a generality, in w hich all individuality
and peculiarity are negated and extinguished. This indeed is a condition very
different from  that in w hich the individual or the individual m em ber of a fam ily
or clan (later, com m unity) directly and naturally reproduces him self, or in w hich
his productive activity and his share in production are bound to a specific form
of labour and of product, w hich determ ine his relation to others in just that
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specific w ay.
The social character of activity, as w ell as the social form  of the product, and

the share of individuals in production here appear as som ething alien and
objective, confronting the individuals, not as their relation to one another, but
as their subordination to relations w hich subsist independently of them  and
w hich arise out of collisions betw een m utually indifferent individuals. The
general exchange of activities and products, w hich has becom e a vital condition
for each individual ᾪ their m utual interconnection ᾪ here appears as som ething
alien to them , autonom ous, as a thing. In exchange value, the social connection
betw een persons is transform ed into a social relation betw een things; personal
capacity into objective w ealth. The less social pow er the m edium  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
m ust be the pow er of the com m unity w hich binds the individuals together, the
patriarchal relation, the com m unity of antiquity, feudalism  and the guild system .
(See m y N otebook XII, 34 B.) [19] Each individual possesses social pow er in the
form  of a thing. Rob the thing of this social pow er and you m ust give it to
persons to exercise over persons. Relations of personal dependence (entirely
spontaneous at the outset) are the first social form s, in w hich hum an 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 w hich a system  of general social m etabolism , of universal
relations, of all-round needs and universal capacities is form ed for the first
tim e. Free individuality, based on the universal developm ent of individuals and
on their subordination of their com m unal, social productivity as their social
w ealth, is the third stage. The second stage creates the conditions for the third.
Patriarchal as w ell as ancient conditions (feudal, also) thus disintegrate w ith the
developm ent of com m erce, of luxury, of m oney, of exchange value, w hile
m odern society arises and grow s in the sam e m easure.

Exchange and division of labour reciprocally condition one another. Since
everyone w orks for him self but his product is nothing for him , each m ust of
course exchange, not only in order to take part in the general productive
capacity but also in order to transform  his ow n product into his ow n
subsistence. (See m y ᾯRem arks on Econom icsᾰ, p. V (13,20).) [20] Exchange,
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w hen m ediated by exchange value and m oney, presupposes the all-round
dependence of the producers on one another, together w ith the total isolation of
their private interests from  one another, as w ell as a division of social labour
w hose unity and m utual com plem entarity exist in the form  of a natural relation,
as it w ere, external to the individuals and independent of them . The pressure of
general dem and and supply on one another m ediates the connection of m utually
indifferent persons.

The very necessity of first transform ing individual products or activities into
exchange value, into m oney, so that they obtain and dem onstrate their social
pow er in this objective [sachlichen] form , proves tw o things: (1) That
individuals now  produce only for society and in society; (2) that production is
not directly social, is not ᾯthe offspring of associationᾰ, w hich distributes labour
internally. Individuals are subsum ed under social production; social production
exists outside them  as their fate; but social production is not subsum ed under
individuals, m anageable by them  as their com m on w ealth. There can therefore
be nothing m ore erroneous and absurd than to postulate the control by the
united individuals of their total production, on the basis of exchange value, of
m oney, as w as done above in the case of the tim e-chit bank. The private
exchange of all products of labour, all activities and all w ealth stands in
antithesis not only to a distribution based on a natural or political super- and
subordination of individuals to one another (to w hich exchange proper only
runs parallel or, by and large, does not so m uch take a grip on the life of entire
com m unities as, rather, insert itself betw een different com m unities; it by no
m eans exercises general dom ination 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 am ong individuals w ho
are associated on the basis of com m on appropriation and control of the m eans
of production. (The latter form  of association is not arbitrary; it presupposes the
developm ent of m aterial and cultural conditions w hich are not to be exam ined
any further at this point.) Just as the division of labour creates agglom eration,
com bination, cooperation, the antithesis of private interests, class interests,
com petition, concentration of capital, m onopoly, stock com panies ᾪ so m any
antithetical form s of the unity w hich itself brings the antithesis to the fore ᾪ so
does private exchange create w orld trade, private independence creates
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com plete dependence on the so-called w orld m arket, and the fragm ented acts of
exchange create a banking and credit system  w hose books, at least keep a
record of the balance betw een debit and credit in private exchange. Although
the private interests w ithin each nation divide it into as m any nations as it has
ᾯfull-grow n individualsᾰ, and although the interests of exporters and of
im porters are antithetical here, etc, etc., national trade does obtain the
sem blance of existence in the form  of the rate of exchange. N obody w ill take
this as a ground for believing that a reform  of the m oney m arket can abolish
the foundations of internal or external private trade. But w ithin bourgeois
society, the society that rests on exchange value, there arise relations of
circulation as w ell as of production w hich are so m any m ines to explode it. (A
m ass of antithetical form s of the social unity, w hose antithetical character can
never be abolished through quiet m etam orphosis. On the other hand, if w e did
not find concealed in society as it is the m aterial conditions of production and
the corresponding relations of exchange prerequisite for a classless society,
then all attem pts to explode it w ould be quixotic.)

W e have seen that, although exchange value is =  to the relative labour tim e
m aterialized in products, m oney, for its part, is =  to the exchange value of
com m odities, separated from  their substance; and that in this exchange value
or m oney relation are contained the contradictions betw een com m odities and
their exchange value, betw een com m odities as exchange values and m oney. W e
saw  that a bank w hich directly creates the m irror im age of the com m odity in
the form  of labour-m oney is a utopia. Thus, although m oney ow es its existence
only to the tendency of exchange value to separate itself from  the substance of
com m odities and to take on a pure form , nevertheless com m odities cannot be
directly transform ed into m oney; i.e. the authentic certificate of the am ount of
labour tim e realized in the com m odity cannot serve the com m odity as its price
in the w orld of exchange values. H ow  is this?

(In one of the form s of m oney ᾪ in so far as it is m edium  of exchange (not
m easure of exchange value) ᾪ it is clear to the econom ists that the existence of
m oney presupposes the objectification [Versachlichung] of the social bond; in
so far, that is, as m oney appears in the form  of collateral w hich one individual
m ust leave w ith another in order to obtain a com m odity from  him . H ere the
econom ists them selves say that people place in a thing (m oney) the faith w hich
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they do not place in each other. But w hy do they have faith in the thing?
Obviously only because that thing is an objectified relation betw een persons;
because it is objectified exchange value, and exchange value is nothing m ore
than a m utual relation betw een peopleᾰs productive activities. Every other
collateral m ay serve the holder directly in that function: m oney serves him  only
as the ᾯdead pledge of societyᾰ, [21] but it serves as such only because of its
social (sym bolic) property; and it can have a social property only because
individuals have alienated their ow n social relationship from  them selves so that
it takes the form  of a thing.)

In the lists of current prices, w here all values are m easured in m oney, it
seem s as though this independence from  persons of the social character of
things is, by the activity of com m erce, on this basis of alienation w here the
relations of production and distribution stand opposed to the individual, to all
individuals, at the sam e tim e subordinated to the individual again. Since, ᾯif you
pleaseᾰ, the autonom ization of the w orld m arket (in w hich the activity of each
individual is included), increases w ith the developm ent of m onetary relations
(exchange value) and vice versa, since the general bond and all-round
interdependence in production and consum ption increase together w ith the
independence and indifference of the consum ers and producers to one another;
since this contradiction leads to crises, etc., hence, together w ith the
developm ent of this alienation, and on the sam e basis, efforts are m ade to
overcom e it: institutions em erge w hereby each individual can acquire
inform ation about the activity of all others and attem pt to adjust his ow n
accordingly, e.g. lists of current prices, rates of exchange, interconnections
betw een those active in com m erce through the m ails, telegraphs etc. (the
m eans of com m unication of course grow  at the sam e tim e). (This m eans that,
although the total supply and dem and are independent of the actions of each
individual, everyone attem pts to inform  him self about them , and this know ledge
then reacts back in practice on the total supply and dem and. Although on the
given standpoint, alienation is not overcom e by these m eans, nevertheless
relations and connections are introduced thereby w hich include the possibility
of suspending the old standpoint.) (The possibility of general statistics, etc.)
(This is to be developed, incidentally, under the categories ᾯPrices, Dem and
and Supplyᾰ. To be further noted here only that a com prehensive view  over the
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w hole of com m erce and production in so far as lists of current prices in fact
provide it, furnishes indeed the best proof of the w ay in w hich their ow n
exchange and their ow n production confront individuals as an objective
relation w hich is independent of them . In the case of the w orld m arket, the
connection of the individual w ith all, but at the sam e tim e also the
independence of this connection from  the individual, have developed to
such a high level that the form ation of the w orld m arket already at the sam e
tim e contains the conditions for going beyond it.) Com parison in place of real
com m unality and generality.

(It has been said and m ay be said that this is precisely the beauty and the
greatness of it: this spontaneous interconnection, this m aterial and m ental
m etabolism  w hich is independent of the know ing and w illing of individuals, and
w hich presupposes their reciprocal independence and indifference. And,
certainly, this objective connection is preferable to the lack of any connection,
or to a m erely local connection resting on blood ties, or on prim eval, natural or
m aster-servant relations. Equally certain is it that individuals cannot gain
m astery over their ow n social interconnections before they have created them .
But it is an insipid notion to conceive of this m erely objective bond as a
spontaneous, natural attribute inherent in individuals and inseparable from
their nature (in antithesis to their conscious know ing and w illing). This bond is
their product. It is a historic product. It belongs to a specific phase of their
developm ent. The alien and independent character in w hich it presently exists
vis-à-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 w ithin
specific and lim ited relations of production. U niversally developed individuals,
w hose social relations, as their ow n com m unal [gem einschaftlich] relations,
are hence also subordinated to their ow n com m unal control, are no product of
nature, but of history. The degree and the universality of the developm ent of
w ealth w here this individuality becom es possible supposes production on the
basis of exchange values as a prior condition, w hose universality produces not
only the alienation of the individual from  him self and from  others, but also the
universality and the com prehensiveness of his relations and capacities. In
earlier stages of developm ent the single individual seem s to be developed m ore
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fully, because he has not yet w orked out his relationships in their fullness, or
erected them  as independent social pow ers and relations opposite him self. It is
as ridiculous to yearn for a return to that original fullness [22] as it is to believe
that w ith this com plete em ptiness history has com e to a standstill. The
bourgeois view point has never advanced beyond this antithesis betw een itself
and this rom antic view point, and therefore the latter w ill accom pany it as
legitim ate antithesis up to its blessed end.)

(The relation of the individual to science m ay be taken as an exam ple here.)
(To com pare m oney w ith blood ᾪ the term  circulation gave occasion for this ᾪ

is about as correct as M enenius Agrippaᾰs com parison betw een the patricians
and the stom ach.) [23] (To com pare m oney w ith 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 com m odities. Ideas do not exist separately from  language. Ideas
w hich have first to be translated out of their m other tongue into a foreign
language in order to circulate, in order to becom e exchangeable, offer a
som ew hat better analogy; but the analogy then lies not in language, but in the
foreignness of language.)

(The exchangeability of all products, activities and relations w ith a third,
objective entity w hich can be re-exchanged for everything w ithout
distinction ᾪ that is, the developm ent of exchange values (and of m oney
relations) is identical w ith universal venality, corruption. U niversal prostitution
appears as a necessary phase in the developm ent of the social character of
personal talents, capacities, abilities, activities. M ore politely expressed: the
universal relation of utility and use. The equation of the incom patible, as
Shakespeare nicely defined m oney. [24] Greed as such im possible w ithout
m oney; all other kinds of accum ulation and of m ania for accum ulation appear as
prim itive, restricted by needs on the one hand and by the restricted nature of
products on the other (sacra auri fam es [25]).)

(The developm ent of the m oney system  obviously presupposes other, prior
developm ents.)

W hen w e look at social relations w hich create an undeveloped system  of
exchange, of exchange values and of m oney, or w hich 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 m ore personal, enter into
connection w ith one another only as individuals im prisoned w ithin a certain
definition, as feudal lord and vassal, landlord and serf, etc., or as m em bers of a
caste etc. or as m em bers of an estate etc. In the m oney relation, in the
developed system  of exchange (and this sem blance seduces the dem ocrats), 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 w hich is at bottom
m erely an illusion and it is m ore correctly called indifference), free to collide
w ith one another and to engage in exchange w ithin this freedom ; but they
appear thus only for som eone w ho abstracts from  the conditions, the
conditions of existence w ithin w hich these individuals enter into contact (and
these conditions, in turn, are independent of the individuals and, although
created by society, appear as if they w ere natural conditions, not controllable
by individuals). The definedness of individuals, w hich in the form er 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 them selves. (Since the single
individual cannot strip aw ay his personal definition, but m ay very w ell
overcom e and m aster external relations, his freedom  seem s to be greater in
case 2. A closer exam ination of these external relations, these conditions,
show s, how ever, that it is im possible for the individuals of a class etc. to
overcom e them  en m asse w ithout destroying them . A particular individual m ay
by chance get on top of these relations, but the m ass of those under their rule
cannot, since their m ere existence expresses subordination, the necessary
subordination of the m ass of individuals.) These external relations are very far
from  being an abolition of ᾯrelations of dependenceᾰ; they are rather the
dissolution of these relations into a general form ; they are m erely the
elaboration and em ergence of the general foundation of the relations of
personal dependence. H ere also individuals com e into connection w ith one
another only in determ ined w ays. These objective dependency relations also
appear, in antithesis to those of personal dependence (the objective
dependency relation is nothing m ore than social relations w hich have becom e
independent and now  enter into opposition to the seem ingly independent
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individuals; i.e. the reciprocal relations of production separated from  and
autonom ous of individuals) in such a w ay that individuals are now  ruled by
abstractions, w hereas earlier they depended on one another. The abstraction,
or idea, how ever, is nothing m ore than the theoretical expression of those
m aterial relations w hich are their lord and m aster. Relations can be expressed,
of course, only in ideas, and thus philosophers have determ ined the reign of
ideas to be the peculiarity of the new  age, and have identified the creation of
free individuality w ith the overthrow  of this reign. This error w as all the m ore
easily com m itted, from  the ideological stand-point, as this reign exercised by
the relations (this objective dependency, w hich, incidentally, turns into certain
definite relations of personal dependency, but stripped of all illusions) appears
w ithin the consciousness of individuals as the reign of ideas, and because the
belief in the perm anence of these ideas, i.e. of these objective relations of
dependency, is of course consolidated, nourished and inculcated by the ruling
classes by all m eans available.

(As regards the illusion of the ᾯpurely personal relationsᾰ in feudal tim es,
etc., it is of course not to be forgotten for a m om ent (1) that these relations, in a
certain phase, also took on an objective character w ithin their ow n sphere, as
for exam ple the developm ent of landed proprietorship out of purely m ilitary
relations of subordination; but (2) the objective relation on w hich they founder
has still a lim ited, prim itive character and therefore seem s personal, w hile, in
the m odern w orld, personal relations flow  purely out of relations of production
and exchange.)

The product becom es a com m odity. The com m odity becom es exchange
value. The exchange value of the com m odity acquires an existence of its ow n
alongside the com m odity; i.e. the com m odity in the form  in w hich (1) it is
exchangeable w ith all other com m odities, (2) it has hence becom e a com m odity
in general, and its natural specificity is extinguished, and (3) the m easure of its
exchangeability (i.e. the given relation w ithin w hich it is equivalent to other
com m odities) has been determ ined ᾪ this com m odity is the com m odity as
m oney, and, to be precise, not as m oney in general, but as a certain definite
sum  of m oney, for, in order to represent exchange value in all its variety,
m oney has to be countable, quantitatively divisible.

M oney ᾪ the com m on form  into w hich all com m odities as exchange values
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are transform ed, i.e. the universal com m odity ᾪ m ust itself exist as a particular
com m odity alongside the others, since w hat is required is not only that they can
be m easured against it in the head, but that they can be changed and
exchanged for it in the actual exchange process. The contradiction w hich
thereby enters, to be developed elsew here. M oney does not arise by convention,
any m ore than the state does. It arises out of exchange, and arises naturally out
of exchange; it is a product of the sam e. At the beginning, that com m odity w ill
serve as m oney ᾪ i.e. it w ill be exchanged not for the purpose of satisfying a
need, not for consum ption, but in order to be re-exchanged for other
com m odities ᾪ w hich is m ost frequently exchanged and circulated as an object
of consum ption, and w hich is therefore m ost certain to be exchangeable again
for other com m odities, i.e. w hich represents w ithin the given social
organization w ealth Ψͧ·ὖ ẪͼͽΊͤͻ, [26] w hich is the object of the m ost general
dem and and supply, and w hich possesses a particular use value. Thus salt,
hides, cattle, slaves. In practice such a com m odity corresponds m ore closely to
itself as exchange value than do other com m odities (a pity that the difference
betw een denrée and m archandise cannot be neatly reproduced in Germ an). It
is the particular usefulness of the com m odity w hether as a particular object of
consum ption (hides), or as a direct instrum ent of production (slaves), w hich
stam ps it as m oney in these cases. In the course of further developm ent
precisely the opposite w ill occur, i.e. that com m odity w hich has the least utility
as an object of consum ption or instrum ent of production w ill best serve the
needs of exchange as such. In the form er case, the com m odity becom es
m oney because of its particular use value; in the latter case it acquires its
particular use value from  its serviceability as m oney. The precious m etals last,
they do not alter, they can be divided and then com bined together again, they
can be transported relatively easily ow ing to the com pression of great exchange
value in little space ᾪ for all these reasons they are especially suitable in the
latter stage. At the sam e tim e, they form  the natural transition from  the first
form  of m oney. At som ew hat higher levels of production and exchange, the
instrum ent of production takes precedence over products; and the m etals
(prior to that, stones) are the first and m ost indispensable instrum ents of
production. Both are still com bined in the case of copper, w hich played so large
a role as m oney in antiquity; here is the particular use value as an instrum ent of
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production together w ith other attributes w hich do not flow  out of the use value
of the com m odity but correspond to its function as exchange value (including
m edium  of exchange). The precious m etals then split off from  the rem ainder by
virtue of being inoxidizable, of standard quality etc., and they correspond
better, then, to the higher stage, in that their direct utility for consum ption and
production recedes w hile, because of their rarity, they better represent value
purely based on exchange. From  the outset they represent superfluity, the form
in w hich w ealth originates. Also, m etals preferably exchanged for m etals rather
than for other com m odities.

The first form  of m oney corresponds to a low  stage of exchange and of
barter, in w hich m oney still appears m ore in its quality of m easure rather than
as a real instrum ent of exchange. At this stage, the m easure can still be
purely im aginary (although the bar in use am ong N egroes includes iron) (sea
shells etc., how ever, correspond m ore to the series of w hich gold and silver
form  the culm ination).

From  the fact that the com m odity develops into general exchange value, it
follow s that exchange value becom es a specific com m odity: it can do so only
because a specific com m odity obtains the privilege of representing,
sym bolizing, the exchange value of all other com m odities, i.e. of becom ing
m oney. It arises from  the essence of exchange value itself that a specific
com m odity appears as the m oney-subject, despite the m onetary properties
possessed by every com m odity. In the course of developm ent, the exchange
value of m oney can again exist separately from  its m atter, its substance, as in
the case of paper m oney, w ithout therefore giving up the privilege of this
specific com m odity, because the separated form  of existence of exchange value
m ust necessarily continue to take its denom ination from  the specific com m odity.

It is because the com m odity is exchange value that it is exchangeable for
m oney, is posited =  to m oney. The proportion of its equivalence w ith m oney, i.e.
the specificity of its exchange value, is presupposed before its transposition
into m oney. The proportion in w hich a particular com m odity is exchanged for
m oney, i.e. the quantity of m oney into w hich a given quantity of a com m odity is
transposable, is determ ined by the am ount of labour tim e objectified in the
com m odity. The com m odity is an exchange value because it is the realization of
a specific am ount of labour tim e; m oney not only m easures the am ount of
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labour tim e w hich the com m odity represents, but also contains its general,
conceptually adequate, exchangeable form . M oney is the physical m edium  into
w hich exchange values are dipped, and in w hich they obtain the form
corresponding to their general character. Adam  Sm ith says that labour (labour
tim e) is the original m oney w ith w hich all com m odities are purchased. [27] As
regards the act of production, this alw ays rem ains true (as w ell as in the
determ ination of relative values). In production, every com m odity is
continuously exchanged for labour tim e. The necessity of a m oney other than
labour tim e arises precisely because the quantity of labour tim e m ust not be
expressed in its im m ediate, particular product, but in a m ediated, general
product; in its particular product, as a product equal to and convertible into all
other products of an equal labour tim e; of the labour tim e not in a particular
com m odity, but in all com m odities at once, and hence in a particular com m odity
w hich represents all the others. Labour tim e cannot directly be m oney (a
dem and w hich is the sam e, in other w ords, as dem anding that every com m odity
should sim ply be its ow n m oney), precisely because in fact labour tim e alw ays
exists only in the form  of particular com m odities (as an object): being a general
object, it can exist only sym bolically, and hence only as a particular com m odity
w hich plays the role of m oney. Labour tim e does not exist in the form  of a
general object of exchange w hich is independent of and separate (in isolation)
from  the particular natural characteristics of com m odities. But it w ould have to
exist in that form  if it w ere directly to fulfil the dem ands placed on m oney. The
objectification of the general, social character of labour (and hence of the
labour tim e contained in exchange value) is precisely w hat m akes the product
of labour tim e into exchange value; this is w hat gives the com m odity the
attributes of m oney, w hich how ever, in turn im ply the existence of an
independent and external m oney-subject.

A particular expenditure of labour tim e becom es objectified in a definite
particular com m odity w ith particular properties and a particular relationship to
needs; but, in the form  of exchange value, labour tim e is required to becom e
objectified in a com m odity w hich expresses no m ore than its quota or quantity,
w hich is indifferent to its ow n natural properties, and w hich can therefore be
m etam orphosed into ᾪ i.e. exchanged for ᾪ every other com m odity w hich
objectifies the sam e labour tim e. The object should have this character of
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generality, w hich contradicts its natural particularity. This contradiction can be
overcom e only by objectifying it: i.e. by positing the com m odity in a double
form , first in its natural, im m ediate form , then in its m ediated form , as m oney.
The latter is possible only because a particular com m odity becom es, as it w ere,
the general substance of exchange values, or because the exchange values of
com m odities becom e identified w ith a particular com m odity different from  all
others. That is, because the com m odity first has to be exchanged for this
general com m odity, this sym bolic general product or general objectification of
labour tim e, before it can function as exchange value and be exchanged for,
m etam orphosed into, any other com m odities at w ill and regardless of their
m aterial properties. M oney is labour tim e in the form  of a general object, or the
objectification of general labour tim e, labour tim e as a general com m odity.
Thus, it m ay seem  a very sim ple m atter that labour tim e should be able to serve
directly as m oney (i.e. be able to furnish the elem ent in w hich exchange values
are realized as such), because it regulates exchange values and indeed is not
only the inherent m easure of exchange values but their substance as w ell (for,
as exchange values, com m odities have no other substance, no natural
attributes). H ow ever, this appearance of sim plicity is deceptive. The truth is
that the exchange-value relation ᾪ of com m odities as m utually equal and
equivalent objectifications of labour tim e ᾪ com prises contradictions w hich find
their objective expression in a m oney w hich is distinct from  labour tim e.

In Adam  Sm ith this contradiction still appears as a set of parallels. Along
w ith the particular product of labour (labour tim e as a particular object), the
w orker also has to produce a quantity of the general com m odity (of labour tim e
as general object). The tw o determ inants of exchange value appear to Sm ith as
existing externally, alongside one another. The interior of the com m odity as a
w hole does not yet appear as having been seized and penetrated by
contradiction. This corresponds to the stage of production w hich Sm ith found in
existence at that tim e, in w hich the w orker still directly ow ned a portion of his
subsistence in the form  of the product; w here neither his entire activity nor his
entire product had becom e dependent on exchange; i.e. w here subsistence
agriculture (or som ething sim ilar, as Steuart calls it) [28] still predom inated to a
great extent, together w ith patriarchal industry (hand w eaving, dom estic
spinning, linked closely w ith agriculture). Still it w as only the excess w hich w as
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exchanged w ithin a large area of the nation. Exchange value and determ ination
by labour tim e not yet fully developed on a national scale.

(Incidental rem ark: It is less true of gold and silver than of any other
com m odities that their consum ption can grow  only in inverse proportion to
their costs of production. Their consum ption grow s, rather, in proportion w ith
the grow th of general w ealth, since their use specifically represents w ealth,
excess, luxury, because they them selves represent w ealth in general. Apart
from  their use as m oney, silver and gold are consum ed m ore in proportion as
w ealth in general increases. W hen, therefore, their supply suddenly increases,
even if their costs of production or their value does not proportionately
decrease, they find a rapidly expanding m arket w hich retards their
depreciation. A num ber of problem s w hich appear inexplicable to the
econom ists ᾪ w ho generally m ake consum ption of gold and silver dependent
solely on the decrease in their costs of production ᾪ in regard to the California-
Australia case, [29] w here they go around in circles, are thereby clarified. This
is precisely linked w ith their property as m oney, as representation of w ealth.)

(The contrast betw een gold and silver, as eternal com m odities, and the
others, w hich are not, is to be found in Petty, [30] but is already present in
Xenophon, On Revenues, in reference to m arble and silver. ᾯͽỢ ͺἍͻͽͻ ͪἆ
Ψ΄ͧ· ὰͫ ·ͽὰ̈́  Ẫ;ὖ Ẫͻͯͧ Έ·Ἄͻ Ζἅ͵͵ͽΈΆἋ ·  ͫΨͧἊ ͩ ͭ΄͢ΆΨͽΈΆ ͻͯ, ẗ͵͵ἄ ΨͧἊ ẗἋͪ ͯͧ  ẗͩͧΖἄ
ẮΊͫͯ  ặ Ίἑ΄ͧ. ;ἇΉΈΨ  ͫͅ ἆͻ ͩ ἄ΄ ͵ ἋΖͽ΅ Ẫͻ ͧ Ợ·ὢ ἘΉͮͽͻͽ΅, etc. (nam ely m arble) ẮΆ·ͯ
ͪἆ ΨͧἊ ͩ ὢ, ẹ Ά;ͫͯ ΄ͽͺἆͻͭ ͅ ἆͻ ͽỢ Ήἇ́ ͫͯ  Ψͧ΄;Ἅͻ, Ỗ΄Έ··ͽͺἇͻͭ ͪ ἆ ;ͽ͵͵ͧ;͵ͧΆἋͽΈ΅
·΄ἇΉͫͯ  Ẹ Ẫͯ  Άὰ·ͽͻ ẬΉ Ήͫ .ͫᾰ) [31] (Im portant to note that exchange betw een
different tribes or peoples ᾪ and this, not private exchange, is its first form  ᾪ
begins w hen an uncivilized tribe sells (or is cheated out of) an excess product
w hich is not the product of its labour, but the natural product of the ground and
of the area w hich it occupies.)

(Develop the ordinary econom ic contradictions arising from  the fact that
m oney has to be sym bolized in a particular com m odity, and then develop those
that arise from  this com m odity itself (gold, etc.) This N o. II. [32] Then
determ ine the relation betw een the quantity of gold and silver and com m odity
prices, and w hether the exchange takes place in reality or only in the m ind,
since all com m odities have to be exchanged for m oney in order to be
determ ined as prices. This N o. III. [33] It is clear that, m erely m easured in
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gold or silver, the quantity of these m etals has no influence on the prices of
com m odities; the difficulty enters w ith actual exchange, w here the m etals
actually serve as instrum ents of exchange; the relations of dem and and supply
etc. But it is obviously as a m easure that its value as an instrum ent of
circulation is affected.)

Labour tim e itself exists as such only subjectively, only in the form  of activity.
In so far as it is exchangeable (itself a com m odity) as such, it is defined and
differentiated not only quantitatively but also qualitatively, and is by no m eans
general, self-equivalent labour tim e; rather, labour tim e as subject corresponds
as little to the general labour tim e w hich determ ines exchange values as the
particular com m odities and products correspond to it as object.

A. Sm ithᾰs thesis, that the w orker has to produce a general com m odity
alongside his particular com m odity, in other w ords that he has to give a part of
his products the form  of m oney, m ore generally that he has to convert into
m oney all that part of his com m odity w hich is to serve not as use value for
him self but as exchange value ᾪ this statem ent m eans, subjectively expressed,
nothing m ore than that the w orkerᾰs particular labour tim e cannot be directly
exchanged for every other particular labour tim e, but rather that this, its
general exchangeability, has first to be m ediated, 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
m oney w ith w hich he directly buys the product, the object of his particular
activity; but it is a particular m oney, w hich buys precisely only this specific
product. In order to be general m oney directly, it w ould have to be not a
particular, but general labour from  the outset; i.e. it w ould have to be posited
from  the outset as a link in general production. But on this presupposition it
w ould not be exchange w hich gave labour its general character; but rather its
presupposed com m unal character w ould determ ine the distribution of products.
The com m unal character of production w ould m ake the product into a
com m unal, general product from  the outset. The exchange w hich originally
takes place in production ᾪ w hich w ould not be an exchange of exchange values
but of activities, determ ined by com m unal needs and com m unal purposes ᾪ
w ould from  the outset include the participation of the individual in the
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com m unal w orld of products. On the basis of exchange values, labour is
posited as general only through exchange. But on this foundation it w ould be
posited as such before exchange; i.e. the exchange of products w ould in no w ay
be the m edium  by w hich the participation of the individual in general
production is m ediated. M ediation m ust, of course, take place. In the first case,
w hich proceeds from  the independent production of individuals ᾪ no m atter how
m uch these independent productions determ ine and m odify each other post
festum  through their interrelations ᾪ m ediation takes place through the
exchange of com m odities, through exchange value and through m oney; all these
are expressions of one and the sam e relation. In the second case, the
presupposition is itself m ediated; i.e. a com m unal production, com m unality,
is presupposed as the basis of production. The labour of the individual is posited
from  the outset as social labour. Thus, w hatever the particular m aterial form  of
the product he creates or helps to create, w hat he has bought w ith his labour is
not a specific and particular product, but rather a specific share of the
com m unal production. H e therefore has no particular product to exchange. H is
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 w ith the
exchange of exchange values, there w ould take place an organization of labour
w hose consequence w ould be the participation of the individual in com m unal
consum ption. In the first case the social character of production is posited only
post festum  w ith 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 w orld of products, in
consum ption, is not m ediated by the exchange of m utually independent labours
or products of labour. It is m ediated, rather, by the social conditions of
production w ithin w hich the individual is active. Those w ho w ant to m ake the
labour of the individual directly into m oney (i.e. his product as w ell), into
realized exchange value, w ant therefore to determ ine that labour directly as
general labour, i.e. to negate precisely the conditions under w hich it m ust be
m ade into m oney and exchange values, and under w hich it depends on private
exchange. This dem and can be satisfied only under conditions w here 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 m ediation by m eans of a form  of m oney distinct from  itself.

On the basis of com m unal production, the determ ination of tim e rem ains, of
course, essential. The less tim e the society requires to produce w heat, cattle
etc., the m ore tim e it w ins for other production, m aterial or m ental. Just as in
the case of an individual, the m ultiplicity of its developm ent, its enjoym ent and
its activity depends on econom ization of tim e. Econom y of tim e, to this all
econom y ultim ately reduces itself. Society likew ise has to distribute its tim e in a
purposeful w ay, in order to achieve a production adequate to its overall needs;
just as the individual has to distribute his tim e correctly in order to achieve
know ledge in proper proportions or in order to satisfy the various dem ands on
his activity. Thus, econom y of tim e, along w ith the planned distribution of labour
tim e am ong the various branches of production, rem ains the first econom ic law
on the basis of com m unal production. It becom es law, there, to an even higher
degree. H ow ever, this is essentially different from  a m easurem ent of exchange
values (labour or products) by labour tim e. The labour of individuals in the
sam e branch of w ork, and the various kinds of w ork, are different from  one
another not only quantitatively but also qualitatively. W hat does a solely
quantitative difference betw een things presuppose? The identity of their
qualities. H ence, the quantitative m easure of labours presupposes the
equivalence, the identity of their quality.

(Strabo, Book XI. On the Albanians of the Caucasus: ᾯΨͧἊ ͽệ ẛͻͮ΄Ύͻͽ  ͯΨ͢͵͵ͫͯ
ΨͧἊ ͅ ͫͩ ἇͮ ͫͯ  ͪ ͯͧ Ήἇ́ ͽͻ·ͫ̈́ , ͢ ;͵ͽὰ ͪ ἆ ΨͧἊ ͽỢ Ψͧ;ͭ͵ ΨͯͽἋ ̀ ͽỢͪẪ ͩ ἄ΄ ͻͽͺἋΆͺͧ·  ͯ·ἄ
;ͽ͵͵ἄ Ψ΄ᾎͻ·ͧ ,ͯ ͽỢͪἆ ẗ΄ͯͮ ͺἌͻ ỊΆͧΆ  ͯͺ Ἃͫͬ Ύ  ·ᾎͻ ẫΨͧ·Ἅͻ, ẗ͵͵ἄ Ήͽ΄·Ἃͽͯ̈́  ·ἄ΅
ẗͺͽͯͨ ἄ΅ ;ͽ ͽͯᾁͻ·ͧ .ͯᾰ It says there further: ᾯẛ;ͫͯ ΄ͽ  ͯͪ  ˾ͫ ỆΆἊ ΨͧἊ ͅ ἇ·΄Ύͻ ·ᾎͻ Ẫ; ˾
ẗΨ΄ͯͨ ἆ̈́  ΨͧἊ Ά·ͧͮͺᾎͻ.ᾰ) [34]

M oney appears as m easure (in H om er, e.g. oxen) earlier than as m edium
of exchange, because in barter each com m odity is still its ow n m edium  of
exchange. But it cannot be its ow n m easure or its ow n standard of com parison.

(2) [35] This m uch proceeds from  w hat has been developed so far: A
particular product (com m odity) (m aterial) m ust becom e the subject of m oney,
w hich exists as the attribute of every exchange value. The subject in w hich this
sym bol is represented is not a m atter of indifference, since the dem ands placed
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on the representing subject are contained in the conditions ᾪ conceptual
determ inations, characteristic relations ᾪ of that w hich is to be represented.
The study of the precious m etals as subjects of the m oney relations, as
incarnations of the latter, is therefore by no m eans a m atter lying outside the
realm  of political econom y, as Proudhon believes, any m ore than the physical
com position of paint, and of m arble, lie outside the realm  of painting and
sculpture. The attributes possessed by the com m odity as exchange value,
attributes for w hich its natural qualities are not adequate, express the dem ands
m ade upon those com m odities w hich Ψͧ·ὖ ẪͼͽΊͤͻ [36] are the m aterial of
m oney. These dem ands, at the level to w hich w e have up to now  confined
ourselves, are m ost com pletely satisfied by the precious m etals. M etals as such
[enjoy] preference over other com m odities as instrum ents of production, and
am ong the m etals the one w hich is first found in its physical fullness and purity
ᾪ gold; then copper, then silver and iron. The precious m etals take preference
over others in realizing m etal, as H egel w ould say. [37]

The precious m etals 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. N ot the case, for exam ple, w ith equal num bers
of cattle and equal quantities of grain.

(a) Gold and silver in relation to the other m etals

The other m etals oxidize w hen exposed to air; the precious m etals (m ercury,
silver, gold, platinum ) are unaffected by the air.

Aurum  (Au). Specific gravity =  19.5; m elting point: 1,200° C, ᾯGlittering
gold is the m ost m agnificent of all m etals, and w as therefore referred to in
antiquity as the sun or the king of m etals. W idely distributed, never in great
quantities, and is hence also m ore precious than the other m etals. Found
generally in pure m etallic state, partly in larger pieces, partly in the form  of
sm aller granules fused w ith other m inerals. As the latter decom pose, there
arises gold-bearing sand, carried by m any rivers, from  w hich gold, ow ing to its
greater specific gravity, can be w ashed out. Enorm ous m alleability of gold; one
grain can be draw n to m ake a 500-foot long w ire, and can be ham m ered 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 m ixture of nitric and hydrochloric acids).
To gild.ᾰ

Argentum  (Ag). Specific gravity =  10. M elting point =  1,000° C. Bright
appearance; the friendliest of m etals, very w hite and m alleable; can be
beautifully w orked up and draw n in very thin w ires. Silver found as unalloyed
solid; frequently also com bined w ith lead in silvery lead ores.

So m uch for chem ical properties of gold and silver. (Divisibility and
fusibility, uniform ity of pure gold and silver etc. w ell know n.)

M ineralogical:
Gold. It is surely notew orthy that the m ore precious the m etals are, the

m ore isolated is their occurrence; they are found separately from  the m ore
com m only prevalent bodies, they are higher natures far from  the com m on herd.
Thus w e find gold, as a rule, in unalloyed m etallic state, as a crystal in various
die-shaped form s, or in the greatest variety of shapes; irregular pieces and
nuggets, sand and dust, in w hich form  it is found fused into m any kinds of
stone, e.g. granite: and it finds its w ay 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 w ater. The heavier, m etallic elem ents
settle first and can thus, as the saying goes, be w ashed out. M ost frequently
found in the com pany of gold is silver, and one encounters natural com binations
of both m etals, containing from  0.16 to 38.7 per cent silver; w hich naturally
entails differences in colour and w eight.

Silver. W ith the great variety of its m inerals, appears as one of the m ore
prevalent m etals, both as unalloyed m etal and com bined w ith other m etals or
w ith arsenic and sulphur. (Silver chloride, silver brom ide, carbonic silver oxide,
bism uth-silver ore, Sternbergite, polybasite, etc.)

The chief chem ical properties are: all precious m etals: do not oxidize on
contact w ith air; of gold (and platinum ): are not dissolved by acids, except in
chlorine. Do not oxidize, thus rem ain pure, free of rust; they present them selves
as that w hich they are. Resistance to oxygen ᾪ im perishability (so highly
lauded by the gold and silver fanatics of antiquity).

Physical properties: Specific gravity, i.e. a great deal of w eight in a sm all
space, especially im portant for m eans of circulation. Gold 19.5, silver 10.
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Brilliance. Gleam  of gold, w hiteness of silver, m agnificence, m alleability;
hence so serviceable for jew ellery, ornam entation, and for the addition of
splendour to other objects. The w hite shade of silver (w hich reflects all light
rays in their original com position); red-yellow  of gold (w hich absorbs all colours
of a m ixed beam  and reflects back only the red). Difficult to m elt.

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

About the tw o other precious m etals: (1) Platinum  lacks the colour: grey on
grey (soot of m etals); too rare; unknow n in antiquity; discovered only after the
discovery of Am erica; also discovered in the U rals in the nineteenth century;
soluble only in chlorine; alw ays solid; specific gravity =  21; the strongest fire
does not m elt it; m ore of scientific value. (2) M ercury: found in liquid form ;
evaporates; vapours poisonous; can be com bined w ith other liquids (am algam s).
(Specific gravity =  13.5, boiling point =  360° C.) Thus neither platinum , nor
m uch less m ercury, are suitable as m oney.

One of the geological properties is com m on to all the precious m etals:
rarity. Rarity (apart from  supply and dem and) is an elem ent of value only in so
far as its opposite, the non-rare as such, the negation of rarity, the elem ental,
has no value because it does not appear as the result of production. In the
original definition of value, that w hich is m ost independent of conscious,
voluntary production is the m ost valuable, assum ing the existence of dem and.
Com m on pebbles have no value, relatively speaking, because they are to be had
w ithout production (even if the latter consists only of searching). For
som ething to becom e an object of exchange, to have exchange value, it m ust
not be available to everyone w ithout the m ediation of exchange; it m ust not
appear in such an elem ental form  as to be com m on property. To this extent,
rarity is an elem ent of exchange value and hence this property of the precious
m etal is of im portance, even apart from  its further relation to supply and
dem and.

W hen w e look at the advantages of the m etals as such as instrum ents of
production, then gold has to its credit that it is at bottom  the first m etal to be
discovered as m etal. For a double reason. First, because m ore than the
others, it presents itself in nature as the m ost m etallic, the m ost distinct and

Karl M arx

ᾪ 106 ᾪ



distinguishable m etal; second, because in its preparation nature has done the
w ork otherw ise left to artifice, and for its first discovery only rough labour is
necessary, but neither science nor developed instrum ents of production.

ᾯCertain it is that gold m ust take its place as the earliest m etal know n,
and in the first record of m anᾰs progress it is indicated as a standard of m anᾰs
positionᾰ (because in the form  of excess, the first form  in w hich w ealth 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 ALON GSIDE
use value, its com m and over other peopleᾰs use values, its social connectedness:
exchange value is itself originally a value for use on Sundays only, going beyond
im m ediate physical necessity.)

Very early discovery of gold by m an: ᾰGold differs rem arkably from  the
other m etals, w ith a very few  exceptions, in the fact that it is found in nature in
its m etallic state. Iron and copper, tin, lead and silver are ordinarily discovered
in chem ical com binations w ith oxygen, sulphur, arsenic, or carbon; and the few
exceptional occurrences of these m etals in an uncom bined, or, as it w as
form erly called, virgin state, are to be cited rather as m ineralogical curiosities
than as com m on productions. Gold is, how ever, alw ays found native or m etallic
ι  Therefore, as a m etallic m ass, curious by its yellow  colour, it w ould attract
the eye of the m ost uneducated m an, w hereas the other substances likely to lie
in his path w ould offer no features of attraction to his scarcely aw akened
pow ers of observation. Again gold, from  the circum stance of its having been
form ed in those rocks w hich are m ost exposed to atm ospheric action, is found
in the débris of the m ountains. By the disintegrating influences of the
atm osphere, of changes of tem perature, of the action of w ater, and particularly
by the effects of ice, fragm ents of rock are continually broken off. These are
borne by floods into the valleys and rolled into pebbles by the constant action of
flow ing w ater. Am ongst these, pebbles, or particles, of gold are discovered. The
sum m er heats, by drying up the w aters, rendered those beds w hich had form ed
river channels and the courses of w inter torrents paths for the journeys of
m igratory m an; and here w e can im agine the early discovery of gold.ᾰ

ᾯGold m ost frequently occurs pure, or, at all events, so nearly so that its
m etallic nature can be at once recognized, in rivers as w ell as in quartz veins.ᾰ

ᾯThe specific gravity of quartz, and of m ost other heavy com pact rocks is
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about 2 1/2, w hilst the specific gravity of gold is 18 or 19. Gold, therefore, is
som ew here about seven tim es as heavy as any rock or stone w ith w hich it is
likely to be associated. A current of w ater accordingly having sufficient strength
to bear along sand or pebbles of quartz or any other rock, m ight not be able to
m ove the fragm ents of gold associated w ith them . M oving w ater, therefore, has
done for the auriferous rocks form erly, just w hat the m iner w ould do now, break
it, nam ely, up, into fragm ents, sw eep aw ay the lighter particles, and leave the
gold behind it. Rivers are, indeed, great natural cradles, sw eeping off all the
lighter and finer particles at once, the heavier ones either sticking against
natural im pedim ents, or being left w henever the current slackens its force or
velocity.ᾰ (See Gold (Lectures on). London, 1852.) (pp. 12 and 13.) [38]

ᾯIn all probability, from  tradition and early history, the discovery of gold in
the sand and gravel of stream s w ould appear to have been the first step
in the recognition of m etals, and in alm ost all, perhaps in all, the countries of
Europe, Africa and Asia, greater or sm aller quantities of gold have from  very
early tim es been w ashed by sim ple contrivances from  auriferous deposits.
Occasionally, the success of gold-stream s has been great enough to produce a
pulse of excitem ent w hich has vibrated for a w hile through a district, but has
been hushed dow n again. In 760 the poor people turned out in num bers to w ash
gold from  the river sands south of Prague, and three m en w ere able in the day
to extract a m ark (1/2 lb.) of gold; and so great w as the consequent rush to the
ᾳdiggingsᾴ that in the next year the country w as visited by fam ine. W e read of a
recurrence of sim ilar events several tim es w ithin the next few  centuries,
although here, as elsew here, the general attraction to surface-spread riches has
subsided into regular and system atic m ining.ᾰ

ᾯTw o classes of deposits in w hich gold is found, the lodes or veins, w hich
intersect the solid rock in a direction m ore or less perpendicular to the horizon;
and the drift beds or ᾯstream sᾰ, in w hich the gold m ingled w ith gravel, sand,
or clay, has been deposited by the m echanical action of w ater, upon the surface
of those rocks, w hich are penetrated to unknow n depths by the lodes. To the
form er class belongs m ore specially the art of m ining; to the latter the sim ple
operations of digging. Gold m ining, properly so called, is, like other m ining, an
art requiring the em ploym ent of capital, and of a skill only to be acquired by
years of experience. There is no art practised by civilized m en w hich requires
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for its full developm ent the application of so m any sciences and collateral arts.
But although so essential to the m iner, scarcely any of these are necessary to
the gold-w asher or stream er, w ho m ust trust chiefly to the strength of his arm ,
or the buoyancy of his health. The apparatus w hich he em ploys m ust
necessarily be sim ple, so as to be conveyed from  place to place, to be easily
repaired if injured, and not to require any of those niceties of m anipulation
w hich w ould cause him  to lose tim e in the acquiring of sm all quantities.ᾰ

Difference betw een the drift-deposits of gold, best exem plified at the present
day in Siberia, California and Australia; and the fine sands annually brought
dow n by rivers, som e of w hich are also found to contain gold in w orkable
quantities. The latter are of course found literally at the surface, the form er
m ay be m et w ith under a cover of from  1 to 70 feet in thickness, consisting of
soil, peat, sand, gravel, etc. The m odes of w orking the tw o m ust be identical in
principle. For the stream -w orker nature has pulled dow n the highest, proudest
and richest parts of the lodes, and so triturated and w ashed up the m aterials,
that the stream er has the heaviest part of the w ork already done for him : w hilst
the m iner, w ho attacks the poorer, but m ore lasting, deep-going lodes, m ust aid
him self w ith all the resources of the nicest art.

Gold has justly been considered the noblest of m etals from  various physical
and chem ical properties. It is unchangeable in air and does not rust. (Its
unchangeability consists precisely in its resistance against the oxygen in the
atm osphere.) Of a bright reddish yellow  colour w hen in a coherent state, and
very dense. H ighly m alleable. Requires a strong heat to m elt it. Specific gravity.

Thus three m odes of its production: (1) In the river sand. Sim ple finding on
the surface. W ashing. (2) In river beds and floodlands. Digging. (3) M ining.
Its production requires, hence, no developm ent of the productive forces. N ature
does m ost of the w ork in that regard.

(The roots of the w ords for gold, silver etc. (see Grim m ); [39] here w e find a
num ber of general concepts of brilliance, soon to be transferred to the w ords,
proxim ate to colour. Silver w hite; gold yellow ; brass and gold, brass and iron
exchange nam es. Am ong the Germ ans bronze in use before iron. Direct affinity
betw een aes (bronze) and aurum  (gold).)

Copper (brass, bronze: tin and copper) and gold in use before silver and
iron.
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ᾯGold in use long before silver, because it is found pure or only lightly
adm ixed w ith silver; obtained by sim ple w ashing. Silver is found in general in
veins threaded through the hardest rocks in prim itive terrain: its extraction
requires com plicated labour and m achines. In southern Am erica, veins of gold
are not exploited, only gold in the form  of dust and nuggets in alluvial terrain.
In H erodotusᾰs tim e, sim ilarly. The m ost ancient m onum ents of Greece, Asia,
N orthern Europe and the N ew  W orld prove that the use of gold for utensils and
for ornam entation is possible in a sem i-barbarian condition; w hile the use of
silver for the sam e purposes by itself already denotes a fairly advanced state of
society. See Dureau de la M alle, N otebook. (2.) [40]

Copper as m ain instrum ent of w ar and peace (ibid. 2) (as m oney in Italy
ibid.).

(b) Fluctuations in the value-relation between the different m etals

If the use of m etals as the substance of m oney, as w ell as their com parative
uses, their earlier or later appearance, are to be exam ined at all, then it is
necessary to look also at the fluctuations in their relative value. (Letronne,
Böckh, Jacob.) [41] (That part of the question w hich is linked to the question of
the m ass of circulating m etals as such, and its relation to prices, is to be looked
at later, as a historical appendix to the chapter on the relation betw een m oney
and prices.)

The successive fluctuations betw een gold, silver and copper in various
epochs had to depend first of all on the nature of the sites w here 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
M acedonians; later the conquest of parts of three continents by the Rom ans
(orbis Rom anus, etc.). Dependent, therefore, on their relative purity and their
location.

The value relation betw een the different m etals can be determ ined w ithout
recourse to prices ᾪ by m eans of the sim ple quantitative ratio in w hich one
exchanges for the other. W e can em ploy this form , in general, w hen w e are
com paring only a few  com m odities w hich have the sam e m easure; e.g. so m any
quarters of rye, barley, oats for so m any quarters of w heat. This m ethod
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em ployed in barter, w here little of anything is exchanged and w here even few er
com m odities enter the traffic, and w here, hence, no m oney is required.

Am ong an Arab people neighbouring on Sabaea, according to Strabo, pure
gold w as so abundant that 10 lb. of it w ere given for 1 lb. of iron, and 2 lb. w ere
given for 1 lb. silver. A w ealth of gold in the Bactrian region (Bactara, etc., in
short, Turkestan) and in the part of Asia situated betw een the Paropam isus
(H indu-kush) and the Im aus (M ustagh M ountains), i.e. in the Desertum
arenosum  auro abondans [42] (Desert of Cobi): according to Dureau de la
M alle it is probable, therefore, that from  the fifteenth to the sixth century B.C.
the ratio of gold to silver w as 6:1 or 8:1, the sam e w hich existed in China and
Japan until the beginning of the nineteenth century; H erodotus puts it at 13:1
for Persia under Darius H ystaspes. According to the code of M anou, w ritten
betw een 1300 and 600 B.C., gold to silver =  2 1/2:1. Silver m ines m ust nearly
alw ays be established in prim itive terrain; that is w here the deposits lie, and
only lesser veins are found in easier ground. Instead of in alluvial sand and
gravel, silver is ordinarily em bedded in the m ost com pact and hard rocks, such
as quartz, etc. This m etal is m ore com m on in regions w hich are cold, either
from  latitude or from  elevation, w hile gold generally frequents w arm  countries.
In contrast to gold, silver is only very rarely found in a pure state (usually
com bined w ith arsenic or sulphur) (m uriatic acid, nitric saltpetre). As far as the
quantity of deposits is concerned (prior to the discovery of Australia and
California), H um boldt in 1811 estim ates the proportion of gold to silver in
Am erica at 1:46, and in Europe (including Asiatic Russia) at 1:40. The
m ineralogists of the Académ ie des Sciences estim ate in our tim e (1842) that the
ratio is 1:52; despite that, the lb. of gold is only w orth 15 lb. of silver; thus their
value relation =  15:1.

Copper. Specific gravity =  8.9. Beautiful daw n-red colour; fairly hard;
requires very high tem peratures to m elt. N ot infrequently encountered pure;
frequently com bined w ith oxygen or sulphur. Deposits found in prim ordial,
ancient terrain. H ow ever, found m ore frequently close to the surface, at no
great depth, agglom erated in m asses of pure m etal, som etim es of a
considerable w eight. U sed in peace and w ar before iron. (Gold relates to silver
as the substance of m oney in the sam e w ay as copper to iron as instrum ent of
labour in historical developm ent.) Circulates in great quantity in Italy under the
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Rom ans during the first to the fifth centuries. One can determ ine a priori a
peopleᾰs degree of civilization if one know s no m ore than the m etal, gold,
copper, silver or iron, w hich it uses for w eapons, tools or ornam entation.
H esiod, in his poem  on agriculture: ᾯΊͧ͵Ψᾏ ͪ ˾ͫͯ ΄ͩͬ͢ͽͻ·ͽ ͺἇ͵ ͧ΅ ͪ ˾ͽỢΨ ẮΆΨͫ
ΆἋͪ ͭ΄ͽ΅ᾰ. [43]

Lucretius: ᾯEt prior aeris erat quam  ferri cognitus usus.ᾰ [44] Jacob cites
ancient copper m ines in N ubia and Siberia (see Dureau I, 58); H erodotus says
that the M assagetians had only bronze, but no iron. To judge by the collection
know n as the Oxford M arbles, iron unknow n before 1431 B.C. In H om er, iron
rare; how ever, very com m on use of bronze (an alloy of copper, zinc and tin)
w hich Greek and Rom an society used for a very long period, even for the
fabrication of axes and razors. Italy fairly w ealthy in native copper; thus copper
m oney form ed, if not the only currency, at least the norm al currency, the
m onetary 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 m oney starting in the fifth and sixth centuries. The Rom ans, it
seem s, possessed silver m oney prior to the expulsion of the Kings, but, Pliny
says, ᾯinterdictum  id vetere consulto patrum , Italiae parci ᾯ (i.e. the silver
m ines) ᾯjubentium ᾰ, [45] They feared the consequences of a convenient m eans
of circulation ᾪ opulence, increase of slaves, accum ulation, concentration of
land ow nership. Am ong the Etruscans, too, copper m oney before gold.

Garnier is w rong w hen he says (see N otebook III, p. 28), ᾯThe m aterial
destined for accum ulation w as naturally sought for and selected from  the realm
of the m inerals.ᾰ [46] On the contrary, accum ulation began after m etal m oney
w as found (w hether as m oney proper or only as preferred m edium  of exchange
by w eight). This point to be discussed especially in regard to gold. Reitem eier is
right (see N otebook III, p. 34): ᾯGold, silver and copper w ere used by the
ancients as im plem ents for hacking and breaking, despite their relative
softness, before the advent of iron and before they w ere used as m oney.ᾴ [47]
(Im provem ent of im plem ents w hen m en learned to tem per copper and thus
m ake it hard enough to defy solid rock. A very m uch hardened copper w as used
to m ake the chisels and ham m ers used for m astering rock. Finally, iron w as
discovered.) Jacob says: ᾯIn patriarchal tim esᾰ (see N otebook IV, p. 3), ᾯw hen the
m etals used for m aking w eapons, such as (1) brass and (2) iron, w ere rare and
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enorm ously expensive com pared w ith the com m on food and clothing then used,
then, although coined m oney m ade of the precious m etals w as still unknow n,
yet gold and silver had acquired the faculty of being m ore easily and
conveniently exchanged for the other m etals than corn and cattle.ᾰ [48]

ᾯBesides, in order to obtain the pure or nearly pure gold found in the
im m ense alluvial lands situated betw een the H indu-kush chains and the
H im alaya, only a sim ple w ashing operation w as required. In those tim es the
population in these countries of Asia w as abundant, and hence labour w as
cheap. Silver w as relatively m ore expensive ow ing 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 becam e exhausted; the price of
slaves and of m anpow er rose; and, since m echanics and geom etry had m ade
im m ense progress from  Euclid to Archim edes, it w as possible to exploit w ith
profit the rich veins of silver m ined in Asia, in Thrace and in Spain; and, silver
being 52 tim es m ore abundant than gold, the value ratio betw een them
necessarily changed, so that the livre of gold, w hich at the tim e of Xenophon,
350 B.C., w as exchanged for 10 livres of silver, cam e to be w orth 18 livres of
the latter m etal 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 dim inution in the
quantity of precious m etals; a halt in m ining. In the M iddle Ages up to the end
of the fifteenth century a relatively significant portion of m oney in gold coins.
(The dim inution affected, m ost of all, silver, w hich had previously circulated
m ost w idely.) Ratio in the fifteenth century =  10:1, in the eighteenth century
14:1 on the continent, in England =  15:1. In m ost of Asia, silver m ore as a
com m odity in trade; especially in China, w here copper m oney (Tehen, a
com position of copper, zinc and lead) coin of the realm ; in China, gold (and
silver) by w eight as a com m odity to balance foreign trade.

Large fluctuations in Rom e betw een the value of copper and silver (in coins).
U p to Servius, m etal in bullion form , aes rude, for trade. The m onetary unit,
the copper as =  1 pound of copper. In the tim e of Servius, silver to copper =
279:1; until the beginning of the Punic w ar =  400:1 ; during the First Punic W ar
=  140:1; Second Punic W ar =  112:1.

Gold very expensive in Rom e at first, w hereas 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 w ar, after the
plunder of the aerarium  [50] by Caesar, only 8:1); under H onorius and
Arcadius (397) fixed at =  14.4:1; under H onorius and Theodosius the Younger
(422)=  18:1. First silver coin in Rom e m inted 485; first gold coin: 547. As soon
as, after the Second Punic W ar, the as w as reduced to 1 ounce, it becam e sm all
change; the sesterce (silver) the m onetary unit, and all large paym ents m ade
in silver. (In everyday com m erce copper (later iron) rem ained the chief m etal.
U nder the Em perors of the Orient and Occident, the solidus (aureus), i.e.
gold, w as the m onetary standard.)

Thus, in antiquity, taking the average:
First: Relative increase in value of silver as com pared w ith gold.

Apart from  special phenom ena (Arabs) w here 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 M anou Code itself =  2 1/2:1. This low er ratio arises
from  the sam e causes w hich prom ote the discovery of gold as the first m etal.
Gold in those days chiefly from  Asia and Egypt. This period corresponds to that
of copper m oney in Italian history. In general, copper as m ain instrum ent of
peace and w ar corresponds to the pre-em inence of gold am ong the precious
m etals. Even in Xenophonᾰs tim e, gold to silver =  10:1.

Secondly: after the death of Alexander, relative rise in the value of gold
com pared to silver, w ith the exhaustion of the gold-bearing sand, progress in
technology and civilization; and hence establishm ent of silver m ines; now  the
influence of the quantitatively greater prevalence of silver over gold in the
earthᾰs crust. But especially the Carthaginians, the exploitation of Spain, w hich
necessarily had to revolutionize the relation of silver to gold in som ew hat the
sam e w ay as the discovery of Am erican silver at the end of the fifteenth century.
Ratio in Caesarᾰs tim e =  17:1; later 14: 1; finally, after A.D. 422 =  18: l. (The
decline of gold under Caesar for accidental reasons.) The decline of silver
relative to gold corresponds to iron being the chief instrum ent of production in
w ar and peace. W hile in the first period, influx of gold from  the East, in the
second, influx of silver from  the cooler W est.

Thirdly in the M iddle Ages: Again the ratio as in the tim e of Xenophon,
10:1. (In som e places =  12:1?)
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Fourthly, after the discovery of Am erica: Again about the ratio as in the
tim e of H onorius and Arcadius (397); 14 to 15:1. Although since about 1815ᾪ44
an increase in the production of gold, gold w as at a prem ium  (e.g. in France). It
is probable that the discovery of California and Australia

fifthly, w ill reintroduce the ratio of the Rom an Im perium , 18: 1, if not
greater. The relative depreciation of silver due to progress in the production of
precious m etals, in antiquity as w ell as after, [proceeds] from  East to W est, until
California and Australia reverse this. In the short run, great fluctuations; but
w hen one looks at the m ain differences, these repeat them selves in a
rem arkable fashion.

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

(c) N ow to be exam ined, the sources of gold and silver and their
connection with historical developm ent.

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

Circulation, or the turnover of m oney, corresponds to an opposite
circulation, or turnover, of com m odities. A com m odity possessed by A
passes into the hands of B, w hile Bᾰs m oney passes into the hands of A, etc. The
circulation of m oney, like that of com m odities, 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 exam ined, i.e. its direct stage; they belong, rather, in a
circulatory system  m ediated by a banking system . This first, spontaneous and
natural circulation does consist, how ever, of a m ass of turnovers. Circulation
proper, nevertheless, begins only w here gold and silver cease to be
com m odities; betw een countries w hich export precious m etals and those w hich
im port them , no circulation in this sense takes place, but m ere sim ple
exchange, since gold and silver function here not as m oney but as com m odities.
W here m oney plays the role of m ediating the exchange of com m odities (that
m eans here their circulation) and is hence a m eans of exchange, it is an
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instrum ent of circulation, a vehicle of circulation; but w herever, in this
process, it is itself circulated, w here it changes hands along its ow n lines of
m otion, there it itself has a circulation, m onetary circulation, m onetary
turnover. The aim  is to find out to w hat extent this circulation is determ ined by
particular law s. This m uch is clear from  the outset: if m oney is a vehicle of
circulation for the com m odity, then the com m odity is likew ise a vehicle for the
circulation of m oney. If m oney circulates com m odities, then com m odities
circulate m oney. The circulation of com m odities and the circulation of m oney
thus determ ine one another. As regards m onetary turnover, three things m erit
attention: (1) the form  of the m ovem ent itself; the line w hich it describes (its
concept); (2) the quantity of m oney circulating; (3) the rate at w hich it
com pletes its m otion, its velocity of circulation. This can happen only in
connection w ith the circulation of com m odities. This m uch is clear from  the
outset, that there are m om ents in the circulation of com m odities w hich are
entirely independent of the circulation of m oney, and w hich either directly
determ ine the latter, or w hich are determ ined along w ith m onetary circulation
by a third factor, as in the case of, e.g., the velocity. The overall character of the
m ode of production w ill determ ine them  both, and w ill determ ine the
circulation of com m odities m ore directly. The m ass of persons engaged in
exchange (population): their distribution betw een the tow n and the country; the
absolute quantity of com m odities, of products and agencies of production; the
relative m ass of com m odities w hich enter into circulation; the developm ent of
the m eans of com m unication and transport, in the double sense of determ ining
not only the sphere of those w ho are in exchange, in contact, but also the speed
w ith w hich the raw  m aterial reaches the producer and the product the
consum er; finally the developm ent of industry, w hich concentrates different
branches of production, e.g. spinning, w eaving, dyeing, etc., and hence m akes
superfluous a series of interm ediate exchanges. The circulation of com m odities
is the original precondition of the circulation of m oney. To w hat extent the latter
then reacts back on the circulation of com m odities rem ains to be seen.

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

But first let us note that w hat is circulated by m oney is exchange value,
hence prices. H ence, as regards the circulation of com m odities, it is not only
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their m ass but, equally, their prices w hich m ust be considered. A large quantity
of com m odities at a low  exchange value (price) obviously requires less m oney
for its circulation than a sm aller 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 w hich com m odities are transform ed
into prices: their realization as prices. M oney has a dual character: it is (1)
m easure, or elem ent in w hich the com m odity is realized as exchange value,
and (2) m eans of exchange, instrum ent of circulation, and in each of these
aspects it acts in quite opposite directions. M oney only circulates com m odities
w hich have already been ideally transform ed into m oney, 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
transform ation into m oney is by no m eans determ ined by the sam e law s as the
real transform ation. Their interrelation is to be exam ined.

(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 com m odity exchange, e.g. barter, paym ent in
kind, feudal services, etc., constitutes circulation. To get circulation, tw o things
are required above all: Firstly: the precondition that com m odities are prices;
Secondly: not isolated acts of exchange, but a circle of exchange, a totality of
the sam e, in constant flux, proceeding m ore or less over the entire surface of
society; a system  of acts of exchange. The com m odity is specified as an
exchange value. As an exchange value, it functions in a given proportion
(relative to the labour tim e contained in it) as equivalent for all other values
(com m odities); but it does not directly correspond to this, its function. As an
exchange value it differs from  itself as a natural, m aterial thing. A m ediation is
required to posit it as an exchange value. M oney presents the exchange value of
the com m odity to the com m odity as som ething different from  itself. The
com m odity w hich is posited as m oney is, at the outset, the com m odity as pure
exchange value, or, the com m odity as pure exchange value is m oney. But at the
sam e tim e, m oney now  exists outside and alongside the com m odity; its
exchange value, the exchange value of all com m odities, has achieved an
existence independent of the com m odity, an existence based in an autonom ous
m aterial of its ow n, in a particular com m odity. The exchange value of the
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com m odity expresses the totality of the quantitative relations in w hich all other
com m odities can be exchanged for it, determ ined by the unequal quantities of
the sam e w hich can be produced in the sam e labour tim e. M oney then exists as
the exchange value of all com m odities alongside and outside them . It is the
universal m aterial into w hich they m ust be dipped, in w hich they becom e gilded
and silver-plated, in order to w in their independent existence as exchange
values. They m ust be translated into m oney, expressed in m oney. M oney
becom es the general denom ination of exchange values, of com m odities as
exchange values. Exchange value expressed as m oney, i.e. equated w ith m oney,
is price. After m oney has been posited as independent in relation to exchange
values, then the exchange values are posited in their particularity in relation to
their subject, m oney. But every exchange value is a particular quantity; a
quantitatively specific exchange value. As such, it is =  a particular quantity of
m oney. This particularity is given, in the general law, by the am ount of labour
tim e contained in a given exchange value. Thus an exchange value w hich is the
product of, say, one day is expressed in a quantity of gold or silver w hich =  one
day of labour tim e, w hich is the product of one day of labour. The general
m easure of exchange values now  becom es the m easure w hich exists betw een
each exchange value and the m oney to w hich it is equated. (Gold and silver are
determ ined, in the first place, by their cost of production in the country of
production. ᾯIn the m ining countries all prices ultim ately depend on the costs of
production of the precious m etals; ι  the rem uneration paid to the m iner, ι
affords the scale, on w hich the rem uneration of all other producers is
calculated. The gold value and silver value of all com m odities exem pt from
m onopoly depends in a country w ithout m ines on the gold and silver w hich can
be obtained by exporting the result of a given quantity of labour, the current
rate of profit, and, in each individual case, the am ount of w ages, w hich have
been paid, and the tim e for w hich they have been advanced.ᾰ (Senior.) [51] In
other w ords: on the quantity of gold and silver w hich is directly or indirectly
obtained from  the m ining countries in exchange for a given quantity of labour
(exportable products). M oney is in the first instance that w hich expresses the
relation of equality betw een all exchange values: in m oney, they all have the
sam e nam e.)

Exchange value, posited in the character of m oney, is price. Exchange
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value is expressed in price as a specific quantity of m oney. M oney as price
show s first of all the identity of all exchange values; secondly, it show s the unit
of w hich they all contain a given num ber, so that the equation w ith m oney
expresses the quantitative specificity of exchange values, their quantitative
relation to one another. M oney is here posited, thus, as the m easure of
exchange values; and prices as exchange values m easured in m oney. The fact
that m oney is the m easure of prices, and hence that exchange values are
com pared w ith one another on this standard, is an aspect of the situation w hich
is self-evident. But w hat is m ore im portant for the analysis is that in price,
exchange value is com pared w ith m oney. After m oney has been posited as
independent exchange value, separated from  com m odities, then the individual
com m odity, the particular exchange value, is again equated to m oney, i.e. it is
posited as equal to a given quantity of m oney, expressed as m oney, translated
into m oney. By being equated to m oney, they again becom e related to one
another as they w ere, conceptually, as exchange values: they balance and
equate them selves w ith one another in given proportions. The particular
exchange value, the com m odity, becom es expressed as, subsum ed under,
posited in the character of the independent exchange value, of m oney. H ow  this
happens (i.e. how  the quantitative relation betw een the quantitatively defined
exchange value and a given quantity of m oney is found), above. But, since
m oney has an independent existence apart from  com m odities, the price of the
com m odity appears as an external relation of exchange values or com m odities
to m oney; the com m odity is not price, in the w ay in w hich its social substance
stam ped it as exchange value; this quality is not im m ediately coextensive w ith
it; but is m ediated by the com m odityᾰs com parison w ith m oney; the com m odity
is exchange value, but it has a price. Exchange value w as in im m ediate identity
w ith it, it w as its im m ediate quality, from  w hich it just as im m ediately split, so
that on one side w e found the com m odity, on the other (as m oney) its exchange
value; but now, as price, the com m odity relates to m oney on one side as
som ething existing outside itself, and secondly, it is ideally posited as m oney
itself, since m oney has a reality different from  it. The price is a property of the
com m odity, a quality in w hich it is presented as m oney. It is no longer an
im m ediate but a reflected quality of it. Alongside real m oney, there now  exists
the com m odity as ideally posited m oney.

Grundrisse

ᾪ 119 ᾪ



This next characteristic, a characteristic of m oney as m easure as w ell as of
the com m odity as price, is m ost easily show n by m eans of the distinction
betw een real m oney and accounting m oney. As m easure, m oney alw ays
serves as accounting m oney, and, as price, the com m odity is alw ays
transform ed only ideally into m oney.

ᾯThe appraisal of the com m odity by the seller, the offer m ade by the buyer,
the calculations, obligations, rents, inventories, etc., in short, everything w hich
leads up to and precedes the m aterial act of paym ent, m ust be expressed in
accounting m oney. Real m oney intervenes only in order to realize paym ents and
to balance (liquidate) the accounts. If I m ust pay 24 livres 12 sous, then
accounting m oney presents 24 units of one sort and 12 of another, w hile in
reality I shall pay in the form  of tw o m aterial pieces: a gold coin w orth 24 livres
and a silver coin w orth 12 sous. The total m ass of real m oney has necessary
lim its in the requirem ents of circulation. Accounting m oney is an ideal m easure,
w hich has no lim its other than those of the im agination. Em ployed to express
every sort of w ealth if considered from  the aspect of its exchange value
alone; thus, national w ealth, the incom e of the state and of individuals; the
accounting values, regardless of the form  in w hich these values m ay exist,
regulated in one and the sam e form ; so that there is not a single article in the
m ass of consum able objects w hich is not several tim es transform ed into m oney
by the m ind, w hile, com pared to this m ass, the total sum  of effective m oney is,
at the m ost =  1:10.ᾰ (Garnier.) [52] (This last ratio is poor. 1: m any m illions is
m ore correct. But this entirely unm easurable.)

Thus, just as originally m oney expressed exchange value, so does the
com m odity as price, as ideally posited, m entally realized exchange value, now
express a sum  of m oney: m oney in a definite proportion. As prices, all
com m odities in their different form s are representatives of m oney, w hereas
earlier it w as m oney, as the independent form  of exchange value, w hich w as the
representative of all com m odities. After m oney is posited as a com m odity in
reality, the com m odity is posited as m oney in the m ind.

It is clear so far, then, that in this ideal transform ation of com m odities into
m oney, or in the positing of com m odities as prices, the quantity of really
available m oney is altogether a m atter of indifference, for tw o reasons: Firstly:
the ideal transform ation of com m odities into m oney is prim a facie independent
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of and unrestricted by the m ass of real m oney. N ot a single piece of m oney is
required in this process, just as little as a m easuring rod (say, a yardstick) really
needs to be em ployed before, for exam ple, the ideal quantity of yards can be
expressed. If, for exam ple, the entire national w ealth of England is appraised in
term s of m oney, i.e. expressed as a price, everyone know s that there is not
enough m oney in the w orld to realize this price. M oney is needed here only as a
category, as a m ental relation. Secondly: because m oney functions as a unit,
that is, the com m odity is expressed in such a w ay that it contains a definite sum
of equal parts of m oney, is m easured by it, it follow s that the m easure betw een
both [is] the general m easure of exchange values ᾪ costs of production or labour
tim e. Thus if 1/3 of an ounce of gold is the product of 1 w orking day, and the
com m odity x is the product of 3 w orking days, then the com m odity x =  1 oz. or
£3 17s. 4d. W ith the m easurem ent of m oney and of the com m odity, the original
m easure of exchange values enters again. Instead of being expressed in 3
w orking days, the com m odity is expressed in the quantity of gold or silver
w hich is the product of 3 w orking days. The quantity of really available m oney
obviously has no bearing on this proportion.

(Error by Jam es M ill: overlooks that their cost of production and not their
quantity determ ines the value of the precious m etals, as w ell as the prices of
com m odities m easured in m etallic value.) [53]

(ᾯCom m odities in exchange are their ow n reciprocal m easure ι  But this
process w ould require as m any reference points as there are com m odities in
circulation. If a com m odity w ere exchanged only for one, and not for tw o
com m odities, then it w ould not serve as term  of com parison ι  H ence the
necessity of a com m on term  of com parison ι  This term  can be purely ideal ι
The determ ination of m easure is fundam ental, m ore im portant than that of
w ages ι  In the trade betw een Russia and China silver is used to evaluate all
com m odities, but nevertheless this com m erce is done by m eans of barter.ᾰ
(Storch.) [54] ᾯThe operation of m easuring w ith m oney is sim ilar to the
em ploym ent of w eights in the com parison of m aterial quantities. The sam e
nam e for the tw o units w hose function is to count the w eight as w ell as the
value of each thing. M easures of w eight and m easures of value the sam e
nam es. An étalon of invariable w eight w as easily found. In the case of m oney,
the question w as again the value of a pound of silver, w hich =  its cost of
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production.ᾰ (Sism ondi.) [55] N ot only the sam e nam es. Gold and silver w ere
originally m easured by w eight. Thus, the as =  1 pound of copper am ong the
Rom ans.)

ᾯSheep and oxen, not gold and silver, m oney in H om er and H esiod, as
m easure of value. Barter on the Trojan battlefield.ᾰ (Jacob.) (Sim ilarly, slaves in
the M iddle Ages. ibid.) [56]

M oney can be posited in the character of m easure and in that of the general
elem ent of exchange values, w ithout being realized in its further qualities;
hence also before it has taken on the form  of m etal m oney. In sim ple barter.
H ow ever, presupposed in that case that little exchange of any kind takes place;
that com m odities are not developed as exchange values and hence not as
prices. (ᾯA com m on standard in the price of anything presupposes its frequent
and fam iliar alienation. This not the case in sim ple states of society. In non-
industrial countries m any things w ithout definite price ι  Sale alone can
determ ine prices, and frequent sale alone can fix a standard. The frequent sale
of articles of first necessity depends on the relation betw een tow n and countryᾰ
etc.) [57]

A developed determ ination of prices presupposes that the individual does
not directly produce his m eans of subsistence, but that his direct product is an
exchange value, and hence m ust first be m ediated by a social process, in
order to becom e the m eans of life for the individual. Betw een the full
developm ent of this foundation of industrial society and the patriarchal
condition, m any interm ediate stages, endless nuances. This m uch appears from
(a). If the cost of production of the precious m etals rises, then all com m odity
prices fall; if the cost of production of the precious m etals falls, then all
com m odity prices rise. This is the general law, w hich, as w e shall see, is
m odified in particular cases.

(b) If exchange values are ideally transform ed into m oney by m eans of
prices, then, in the act of exchange, in purchase and sale, they are really
transform ed into m oney, exchanged for m oney, in order then to be again
exchanged as m oney for a com m odity. A particular exchange value m ust first be
exchanged for exchange value in general before it can then be in turn
exchanged for particulars. The com m odity is realized as an exchange value only
through this m ediating m ovem ent, in w hich m oney plays the part of m iddlem an.
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M oney thus circulates in the opposite direction from  com m odities. It appears as
the m iddlem an in com m odity exchange, as the m edium  of exchange. It is the
w heel of circulation, the instrum ent of circulation for the turnover of
com m odities; but, as such, it also has a circulation of its ow n ᾪ m onetary
turnover, m onetary circulation. The price of the com m odity is realized only
w hen it is exchanged for real m oney, or in its real exchange for m oney.

This is w hat em erges from  the foregoing. Com m odities are really exchanged
for m oney, transform ed into real m oney, after they have been ideally
transform ed into m oney beforehand ᾪ i.e. have obtained the attribute of price
as prices. Prices, therefore, are the precondition of m onetary circulation,
regardless of how  m uch their realization appears to be a result of the latter. The
circum stances w hich m ake the prices of com m odities 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 com m odities through m oney; they thus appear, at
first, as com pletely independent of it. The relations of num bers to one another
obviously rem ain the sam e w hen I change them  into decim al fractions. This is
only giving them  another nam e. In order really to circulate com m odities, w hat
is required is instrum ents of transport, and transport cannot be perform ed
by m oney. If I have bought 1,000 lb. of iron for the am ount of £x, then the
ow nership of the iron has passed into m y hand. M y £x have done their duty as
m eans of exchange and have circulated, along w ith the title of ow nership. The
seller, inversely, has realized the price of iron, iron as exchange value. But in
order then to bring the iron from  him  to m e, m oney itself is useless; that
requires w agons, horses, roads, etc. The real circulation of com m odities
through tim e and space is not accom plished by m oney. M oney only realizes
their price and thereby transfers the title to the com m odity into the hands of
the buyer, to him  w ho has proffered m eans of exchange. W hat m oney circulates
is not com m odities but their titles of ow nership; and w hat is realized in the
opposite direction in this circulation, w hether by purchase or sale, is again not
the com m odities, but their prices. The quantity of m oney w hich is, then,
required for circulation is determ ined initially by the level of the prices of the
com m odities throw n into circulation. The sum  total of these prices, how ever, is
determ ined firstly: by the prices of the individual com m odities; secondly: by
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the quantity of com m odities at given prices w hich enter into circulation. For
exam ple, in order to circulate a quarter of w heat at 60s., tw ice as m any s. are
required as w ould 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, w hile in order to circulate
200 such quarters only 12,000s. are needed. Thus, the am ount of m oney
required is dependent on the level of com m odity prices and on the quantity of
com m odities at specified prices.

Thirdly, how ever, the quantity of m oney required for circulation depends
not only on the sum  total of prices to be realized, but on the rapidity w ith w hich
m oney circulates, com pletes the task of this realization. If 1 thaler in one hour
m akes 10 purchases at 1 thaler each, if it is exchanged 10 tim es, then it
perform s quite the sam e task that 10 thalers w ould do if they m ade only 1
purchase per hour. Velocity is the negative m om ent; it substitutes for quantity;
by its m eans, a single coin is m ultiplied.

The circum stances w hich determ ine the m ass of com m odity prices to be
realized, on the one hand, and the velocity of circulation of m oney, on the other
hand, are to be exam ined later. This m uch is clear, that prices are not high or
low  because m uch or little m oney circulates, but that m uch or little m oney
circulates because prices are high or low ; and, further, that the velocity of the
circulating m oney does not depend on its quantity, but that the quantity of the
circulating m edium  depends on its velocity (heavy paym ents are not counted
but w eighed; through this the tim e necessary is shortened).

Still, as already m entioned, the circulation of m oney does not begin from  a
single centre, nor does it return to a single centre from  all points of the
periphery (as w ith the banks of issue and partly w ith state issues); but from  an
infinite num ber of points, and returns to an infinite num ber (this return itself,
and the tim e required to achieve it, a m atter of chance). The velocity of the
circulating m edium  can therefore substitute for the quantity of the circulating
m edium  only up to a certain point. (M anufacturers and farm ers pay, for
exam ple, the w orker; he pays the grocer, etc.; from  there the m oney returns to
the m anufacturers and farm ers.) The sam e quantity of m oney can effectuate a
series of paym ents only successively, regardless of the speed. But a certain
m ass of paym ents m ust be m ade sim ultaneously. Circulation takes its point of
departure at one and the sam e tim e from  m any points. A definite quantity of
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m oney is therefore necessary for circulation, a sum  w hich w ill alw ays be
engaged in circulation, and w hich is determ ined by the sum  total w hich starts
from  the sim ultaneous points of departure in circulation, and by the velocity
w ith w hich it runs its course (returns). N o m atter how  m any ebbs and floods
this quantity of the circulating m edium  is exposed to, an average level
nevertheless com es into existence; since the perm anent changes are alw ays
very gradual, take place only over longer periods, and are constantly paralysed
by a m ass of secondary circum stances, as w e shall see.

(To (a). ᾯM easure, used as attribute of m oney, m eans indicator of valueᾰ ι
Ridiculous, that ᾯprices m ust fall, because com m odities are judged as being
w orth so m any ounces of gold, and the am ount of gold is dim inished in this
country ι  The efficiency of gold as an indicator of value is unaffected by its
quantity being greater or sm aller in any particular country. If the em ploym ent
of banking expedients w ere to succeed in reducing the paper and m etal
circulation in this country by half, the relative value of m oney and com m odities
w ould rem ain the sam e.ᾰ Exam ple of Peru in the sixteenth century and
transm ission from  France to England. H ubbard, VIII, 45.) [58] (ᾯOn the African
coast neither gold nor silver the m easure of value; instead of them , an ideal
standard, an im aginary bar.ᾰ) (Jacob, V, 15.) [59]

In its quality of being a m easure, m oney is indifferent to its quantity, or, the
existing quantity of m oney m akes no difference. Its quantity is m easured in its
quality as m edium  of exchange, as instrum ent of circulation. W hether these tw o
qualities of m oney can enter into contradiction w ith one another ᾪ to be looked
at later.

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

To have circulation, w hat is essential is that exchange appear as a process,
a fluid w hole of purchases and sales. Its first presupposition is the circulation of
com m odities them selves, as a natural, m any-sided circulation of those
com m odities. The precondition of com m odity circulation is that they be
produced as exchange values, not as im m ediate use values, but as
m ediated through exchange value. Appropriation through and by m eans of
divestiture [Entäusserung] and alienation [Veräusserung] is the fundam ental
condition. Circulation as the realization of exchange values im plies: (1) that m y
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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 m e only in so far as it has been
alienated, becom e for others; (3) that it is for the other only in so far as he
him self alienates his product; w hich already im plies (4) that production is not
an end in itself for m e, but a m eans. Circulation is the m ovem ent in w hich the
general alienation appears as general appropriation and general appropriation
as general alienation. As m uch, then, as the w hole of this m ovem ent appears as
a social process, and as m uch as the individual m om ents of this m ovem ent arise
from  the conscious w ill and particular purposes of individuals, so m uch does the
totality of the process appear as an objective interrelation, w hich arises
spontaneously from  nature; arising, it is true, from  the m utual influence of
conscious individuals on one another, but neither located in their consciousness,
nor subsum ed under them  as a w hole. Their ow n collisions w ith one another
produce an alien social pow er standing above them , produce their m utual
interaction as a process and pow er independent of them . Circulation, because a
totality of the social process, is also the first form  in w hich the social relation
appears as som ething independent of the individuals, but not only as, say, in a
coin or in exchange value, but extending to the w hole of the social m ovem ent
itself. The social relation of individuals to one another as a pow er over the
individuals w hich has becom e autonom ous, w hether conceived as a natural
force, as chance or in w hatever 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 am ong the econom ic categories is w ell suited to bring this to light.

At first sight, circulation appears as a sim ply infinite process. [61] The
com m odity is exchanged for m oney, m oney is exchanged for the com m odity, and
this is repeated endlessly. This constant renew al of the sam e process does
indeed form  an im portant m om ent of circulation. But, view ed m ore precisely, it
reveals other phenom ena as w ell; the phenom ena of com pletion, or, the return
of the point of departure into itself. The com m odity is exchanged for m oney;
m oney is exchanged for the com m odity. In this w ay, com m odity is exchanged for
com m odity, except that this exchange is a m ediated one. The purchaser
becom es a seller again and the seller becom es purchaser again. In this w ay,
each is posited in the double and the antithetical aspect, and hence in the living
unity of both aspects. It is entirely w rong, therefore, to do as the econom ists do,
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nam ely, as soon as the contradictions in the m onetary system  em erge into view,
to focus only on the end results w ithout the process w hich m ediates them ; only
on the unity w ithout the distinction, the affirm ation w ithout the negation. The
com m odity is exchanged in circulation for a com m odity: at the sam e tim e, and
equally, it is not exchanged for a com m odity, in as m uch as it is exchanged for
m oney. The acts of purchase and sale, in other w ords, appear as tw o m utually
indifferent acts, separated in tim e and place. W hen it is said that he w ho sells
also buys in as m uch as he buys m oney, and that he w ho buys also sells in as
m uch as he sells m oney, then it is precisely the distinction w hich is overlooked,
the specific distinction betw een com m odity and m oney. After the econom ists
have m ost splendidly show n that barter, in w hich both acts coincide, does not
suffice for a m ore developed form  of society and m ode of production, they then
suddenly look at the kind of barter w hich is m ediated by m oney as if it w ere not
so m ediated, and overlook the specific character of this transaction. After they
have show n us that m oney is necessary in addition to and distinct from
com m odities, they assert all at once that there is no distinction betw een m oney
and com m odities. They take refuge in this abstraction because in the real
developm ent of m oney there are contradictions w hich are unpleasant for the
apologetics of bourgeois com m on sense, and m ust hence be covered up. In so
far as purchase and sale, the tw o essential m om ents of circulation, are
indifferent to one another and separated in place and tim e, they by no m eans
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 m om ents of a single w hole, there m ust com e a m om ent w hen the
independent form  is violently broken and w hen the inner unity is established
externally through a violent explosion. Thus already in the quality of m oney as a
m edium , in the splitting of exchange into tw o acts, there lies the germ  of crises,
or at least their possibility, w hich cannot be realized, except w here the
fundam ental preconditions of classically developed, conceptually adequate
circulation are present.

It has further been seen that, in circulation, m oney only realizes prices. The
price appears at first as an ideal aspect of the com m odity; but the sum  of m oney
exchanged for a com m odity is its realized price, its real price. The price appears
therefore as external to and independent of the com m odity, as w ell as
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existing in it ideally. If the com m odity cannot be realized in m oney, it ceases to
be capable of circulating, and its price becom es m erely im aginary; just as
originally the product w hich has becom e transform ed 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  view point (a) price appeared as an aspect of the
com m odity; but from  (b) m oney appears as the price outside the
com m odity. The com m odity requires not sim ply dem and, but dem and w hich
can pay in m oney. Thus, if its price cannot be realized, if it cannot be
transform ed into m oney, the com m odity appears as devalued, depriced. The
exchange value expressed in its price m ust be sacrificed as soon as this specific
transform ation into m oney is necessary. H ence the com plaints by Boisguillebert,
[62] e.g. that m oney is the hangm an of all things, the m oloch to w hom
everything m ust be sacrificed, the despot of com m odities. In the period of the
rising absolute m onarchy w ith its transform ation of all taxes into m oney taxes,
m oney indeed appears as the m oloch to w hom  real w ealth is sacrificed. Thus it
appears also in every m onetary panic. From  having been a servant of
com m erce, says Boisguillebert, m oney becam e its despot. [63] But, in fact,
already the determ ination of prices in them selves contains w hat is
counterposed to m oney in exchange; that m oney no longer represents the
com m odity, but the com m odity, m oney. Lam entations about com m erce in m oney
as illegitim ate com m erce are to be found am ong several w riters, w ho form  the
transition from  the feudal to the m odern period; the sam e later am ong
socialists.

(ͧ ) The further the division of labour develops, the m ore does the product
cease to be a m edium  of exchange. The necessity of a general m edium  of
exchange arises, a m edium  independent of the specific production of each and
every one. W hen production is oriented tow ards im m ediate subsistence, not
every article can be exchanged for every other one, and a specific activity can
be exchanged only for specific products. The m ore specialized, m anifold and
interdependent the products becom e, the greater the necessity for a general
m edium  of exchange. At the beginning, the product of labour, or labour itself, is
the general m edium  of exchange. But this ceases m ore and m ore to be general
m edium  of exchange as it becom es m ore specialized. A fairly developed division
of labour presupposes that the needs of each person have becom e very m any-

Karl M arx

ᾪ 128 ᾪ



sided and his product has becom e very one-sided. The need for exchange and
the unm ediated m edium  of exchange develop in inverse proportion. H ence
the necessity for a general m edium  of exchange, w here the specific product
and the specific labour m ust be exchanged for exchangeability. The exchange
value of a thing is nothing other than the quantitatively specific expression of
its capacity for serving as m edium  of exchange. In m oney the m edium  of
exchange becom es a thing, or, the exchange value of the thing achieves an
independent existence apart from  the thing. Since the com m odity is a m edium
of exchange of lim ited potency com pared w ith m oney, it can cease to be a
m edium  of exchange as against m oney.

(ͨ ) The splitting of exchange into purchase and sale m akes it possible for m e
to buy w ithout selling (stockpiling of com m odities) or to sell w ithout buying
(accum ulation of m oney). It m akes speculation possible. It turns exchange into
a special business; i.e. it founds the m erchant estate. [64] This separation of
the tw o elem ents has m ade possible a m ass of transactions in betw een the
definitive exchange of com m odities, and it enables a m ass of persons to exploit
this divorce. It has m ade possible a m ass of pseudo-transactions. Som etim es
it becom es evident that w hat appeared to be an essentially divided act is in
reality an essentially unified one; then again, som etim es, that w hat w as thought
to be an essentially unified act is in reality essentially divided. At m om ents
w hen purchasing and selling assert them selves as essentially different acts, a
general depreciation of all com m odities takes place. At m om ents w here it turns
out that m oney is only a m edium  of exchange, a depreciation of m oney com es
about. General fall or rise of prices.

M oney provides the possibility of an absolute division of labour,
because of independence of labour from  its specific product, from  the
im m ediate use value of its product for it. The general rise of prices in tim es 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 w ere to rise in step w ith that of all other com m odities, then their exchange
values expressed in m oney, i.e. their prices, w ould rem ain the sam e. N or can it
be ascribed to a decline in the production price of gold. (Credit is not yet on the
agenda here.) But since m oney is not only a general com m odity, but also a
particular, and since, as a particular, it com es under the law s of supply and
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dem and, it follow s that the general dem and for particular com m odities as
against m oney m ust bring it dow n.

W e see that it is in the nature of m oney to solve the contradictions of direct
barter as w ell as of exchange value only by positing them  as general
contradictions. W hether or not a particular m edium  of exchange w as
exchanged for another particular w as a m atter of coincidence; now, how ever,
the com m odity m ust be exchanged for the general m edium  of exchange,
against w hich its particularity stands in a still greater contradiction. In order to
secure the exchangeability of the com m odity, exchangeability itself is set up in
opposition to it as an independent com m odity. (It w as a m eans, becom es an
end.) The question w as, w hether a particular com m odity encounters another
particular one. But m oney suspends the act of exchange itself in tw o m utually
indifferent acts.

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

One m om ent of circulation is that the com m odity exchanges itself through
m oney for another com m odity. But there is, equally, the other m om ent, not only
that com m odity exchanges for m oney and m oney for com m odity, but equally
that m oney exchanges for com m odity and com m odity for m oney; hence that
m oney is m ediated w ith itself by the com m odity, and appears as the unity w hich
joins itself w ith itself in its circular course. Then it appears no longer as the
m edium , but as the aim  of circulation (as e.g. w ith the m erchant estate) (in
com m erce generally). If circulation is looked at not as a constant alternation,
but as a series of circular m otions w hich it describes w ithin itself, then this
circular path appears as a double one: Com m odityᾪM oneyᾪM oneyᾪCom m odity;
and in the other direction M oneyᾪCom m odityᾪCom m odityᾪM oney; i.e. if I sell in
order to buy, then I can also buy in order to sell. In the form er case m oney only
a m eans to obtain the com m odity, and the com m odity the aim ; in the second
case the com m odity only a m eans to obtain m oney, and m oney the aim . This is
the sim ple result w hen the m om ents of circulation are brought together.
Looking at it as m ere circulation, the point at w hich I intervene in order to
declare it the point of departure has to be a m atter of indifference.
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N ow, a specific distinction does enter betw een a com m odity in circulation
and m oney in circulation. The com m odity is throw n out of circulation at a
certain point and fulfils its definitive function only w hen it is definitively
w ithdraw n from  circulation, consum ed, w hether in the act of production or in
consum ption proper. The function of m oney, by contrast, is to rem ain in
circulation as its vehicle, to resum e its circular course alw ays anew  like a
perpetuum  m obile.

N evertheless, this second function is also a part of circulation, equally w ith
the first. N ow  one can say: to exchange com m odity for com m odity m akes sense,
since com m odities, although they are equivalent as prices, are qualitatively
different, and their exchange ultim ately satisfies qualitatively different needs.
By contrast, exchanging m oney for m oney m akes no sense, unless, that is, a
quantitative difference arises, less m oney is exchanged for m ore, sold at a
higher price than purchased, and w ith the category of profit w e have as yet
nothing to do. The circle M oneyᾪCom m odityᾪCom m odityᾪM oney, w hich w e drew
from  the analysis of circulation, w ould then appear to be m erely an arbitrary
and senseless abstraction, roughly as if one w anted to describe the life cycle as
DeathᾪLifeᾪDeath; although even in the latter case it could not be denied that
the constant decom position of w hat has been individualized back into the
elem ental is just as m uch a m om ent of the process of nature as the constant
individualization of the elem ental. Sim ilarly in the act of circulation, the
constant m onetarization of com m odities, just as m uch as the constant
transform ation of m oney into com m odities. In the real process of buying in
order to sell, adm ittedly, the m otive is the profit m ade thereby, and the ultim ate
aim  is to exchange less m oney, by w ay of the com m odity, for m ore m oney, since
there is no qualitative difference (here w e disregard special kinds of m etal
m oney as w ell as special kinds of coins) betw een m oney and m oney. All that
given, it cannot be denied that the operation m ay com e to grief and that hence
the exchange of m oney for m oney w ithout quantitative difference frequently
takes place in reality and, hence, can take place. But before this process, on
w hich com m erce rests and w hich therefore, ow ing to its extension, form s a
chief phenom enon of circulation, is possible at all, the circular path M oneyᾪ
Com m odityᾪCom m odityᾪM oney m ust be recognized as a particular form  of
circulation. This form  is specifically different from  that in w hich m oney appears
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as a m ere m edium  of exchange for com m odities; as the m iddle term ; as a m inor
prem ise of the syllogism . Along w ith its quantitative aspect, visible in
com m erce, it m ust be separated out in its purely qualitative form , in its specific
m ovem ent. Secondly: it already im plies that m oney functions neither only as
m easure, nor only as m edium  of exchange, nor only as both; but has yet a third
quality. It appears here firstly as an end in itself, w hose sole realization is
served by com m odity trade and exchange. Secondly, since the cycle concludes
w ith it at that point, it steps outside it, just as the com m odity, having been
exchanged for its equivalent through m oney, is throw n out of circulation. It is
very true that m oney, in so far as it serves only as an agent of circulation,
constantly rem ains enclosed in its cycle. But it appears here, also, that it is still
som ething m ore than this instrum ent of circulation, that it also has an
independent existence outside circulation, and that in this new  character it can
be w ithdraw n from  circulation just as the com m odity m ust constantly be
definitively w ithdraw n. W e m ust then observe m oney in its third quality, in
w hich both of the form er are included, i.e. that of serving as m easure as w ell as
the general m edium  of exchange and hence the realization of com m odity prices.
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(c) M oney as m aterial representative of wealth (accum ulation of m oney;
before that, m oney as the general m aterial of contracts, etc.)

It is in the nature of circulation that every point appears sim ultaneously as a
starting-point and as a conclusion, and, m ore precisely, that it appears to be the
one in so far as it appears to be the other. The specific form  M ᾪCᾪCᾪM  therefore
just as correct as the other, w hich appears the m ore original, CᾪM ᾪM ᾪC. The
difficulty is that the other com m odity is qualitatively different; not so the other
m oney. It can differ only quantitatively. ᾪ Regarded as m easure the m aterial
substance of m oney is essential, although its availability and even m ore its
quantity, the am ount of the portion of gold or silver w hich serves as unit, are
entirely irrelevant for it in this quality, and it is em ployed in general only as an
im aginary, non-existent unit. In this quality it is needed as a unit and not as an
am ount. If I say a pound of cotton is w orth 8d., then I am  saying that 1 pound of
cotton =  1/116 oz. of gold (the ounce at £3 17s. 7d.) (931d.). This expresses at
the sam e tim e its particularity as exchange value as against all other
com m odities, as equivalent of all other com m odities, w hich contain the ounce of
gold this or that m any tim es, since they are all in the sam e w ay com pared to the
ounce of gold. This original relation of the pound of cotton w ith gold, by m eans
of w hich the quantity of gold contained in an ounce of cotton is determ ined, is
fixed by the quantity of labour tim e realized in one and the other, the real
com m on substance of exchange values. This is to be presupposed from  the
chapter dealing w ith exchange value as such. The difficulty of finding this
equation is not as great as it m ay appear. For exam ple, labour w hich directly
produces gold directly reveals a certain quantity of gold to be the product of,
say, one w orking day. Com petition equates the other w orking days w ith that
one, m odificandis m odificatis. Directly or indirectly. In a w ord, 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 am ount of labour tim e. One has
therefore only to determ ine the am ount of labour tim e realized in the various
com m odities, and to equate them  to the labour tim e w hich directly produces
gold, in order to state how  m uch gold is contained in a given com m odity. The
determ ination of all com m odities as prices ᾪ as m easured exchange values ᾪ is a
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process w hich takes place only gradually, w hich presupposes frequent exchange
and hence frequent com parison of com m odities as exchange values; but as soon
as the existence of com m odities as prices has becom e a precondition ᾪ a
precondition w hich is itself a product of the social process, a result of the
process of social production ᾪ then the determ ination of new  prices appears
sim ple, since the elem ents of production cost are them selves already present in
the form  of prices, and are hence sim ply to be added. (Frequent alienation,
sale, frequent sale, Steuart. [66] Rather, all this m ust have continuity so that
prices achieve a certain regularity.) H ow ever, the point w e w anted to get at
here is this: in so far as gold is to be established as the unit of m easurem ent,
the relation of gold to com m odities is determ ined by barter, direct, unm ediated
exchange; like the relation of all other com m odities to one another. W ith barter,
how ever, the product is exchange value only in itself; it is its first phenom enal
form ; but the product is not yet posited as exchange value. Firstly, this
character does not yet dom inate production as a w hole, but concerns only its
superfluity and is hence itself m ore or less superfluous (like exchange itself);
an accidental enlargem ent of the sphere of satisfactions, enjoym ents (relations
to new  objects). It therefore takes place at only a few  points (originally at the
borders of the natural com m unities, in their contact w ith strangers), is
restricted to a narrow  sphere, and form s som ething w hich passes production by,
is auxiliary to it; dies out just as m uch by chance as it arises. The form  of barter
in w hich the overflow  of oneᾰs ow n production is exchanged by chance for that
of othersᾰ is only the first occurrence of the product as exchange value in
general, and is determ ined by accidental needs, w him s, etc. But if it should
happen to continue, to becom e a continuing act w hich contains w ithin itself the
m eans of its renew al, then little by little, from  the outside and likew ise by
chance, regulation of reciprocal exchange arises by m eans of regulation of
reciprocal production, and the costs of production, w hich ultim ately resolve into
labour tim e, w ould thus becom e the m easure of exchange. This show s how
exchange com es about, and the exchange value of the com m odity. But the
circum stances under w hich a relation occurs for the first tim e by no m eans
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 sim ple thing; it is posited in a
quality differing from  its natural quality; it is posited as a relation, m ore

Karl M arx

ᾪ 134 ᾪ



precisely as a relation in general, not to one com m odity but to every com m odity,
to every possible product. It expresses, therefore, a general relation; the
product w hich relates to itself as the realization of a specific quantity of
labour in general, of social labour tim e, 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 m ake-up. N othing can express a relation w ithout relating to
one particular thing, and there can be no general relation unless it relates to a
general thing. Since labour is m otion, tim e is its natural m easure. Barter in its
crudest form  presupposes labour as substance and labour tim e as m easure of
com m odities; this then em erges as soon as it becom es regularized, continuous,
as soon as it contains w ithin itself the reciprocal requirem ents for its renew al. ᾪ
A com m odity is exchange value only if it is expressed in another, i.e. as a
relation. A bushel of w heat is w orth so m any bushels of rye; in this case w heat
is exchange value in as m uch as it is expressed in rye, and rye is exchange value
in as m uch as it is expressed in w heat. If each of the tw o is related only to itself,
it is not exchange value. N ow, in the relation in w hich m oney appears as
m easure, it itself is not expressed as a relation, not as exchange value, but as a
natural quantity of a certain m aterial, a natural w eight- fraction of gold or
silver. In general, the com m odity in w hich 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 m ake-up. If 1 bushel of w heat is w orth 3
bushels of rye, then only the bushel of w heat 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 w heat; but this is not posited, but m erely a second
relation, w hich is adm ittedly directly present in the first. If one com m odity is
expressed in another, then it is posited as a relation, and the other as sim ple
quantity of a certain m aterial. 3 bushels of rye are in them selves no value;
rather, rye filling up a certain volum e, m easured by a standard of volum e. The
sam e is true of m oney as m easure, as the unit in w hich the exchange values of
other com m odities are m easured. It is a specific w eight of the natural substance
by w hich it is represented, gold, silver, etc. If 1 bushel of w heat has the price of
77s. 7d., then it is expressed as som ething else, to w hich 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 w heat 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 w ill rise or fall in relation to the quantity of labour required for its
production. But for the determ ination of its price as such, this is irrelevant; for
its price of 77s. 7d. exactly expresses the relation in w hich it is equivalent to all
other com m odities, in w hich it can buy them . The specificity of price
determ ination, w hether the bushel is 77 or 1,780s., is a different m atter
altogether from  the determ ination of price as such, i.e. the positing of w heat as
price. It has a price, regardless of w hether it costs 100 or 1s. The price
expresses its exchange value only in a unit com m on to all com m odities;
presupposes therefore that this exchange value is already regulated by other
relations. To be sure, the fact that 1 bushel of w heat has the price of 1 ounce of
gold ᾪ since gold and w heat as natural objects have no relation w ith one
another, are as such not a m easure for one another, are irrelevant to one
another ᾪ this fact is found out by bringing the ounce of gold itself into relation
w ith the am ount of labour tim e necessary for its production, and thus bringing
both w heat and gold in relation to a third entity, labour, and equating them
through this relation; by com paring them  both, therefore, as exchange values.
But this show s us only how  the price of w heat is found, the quantity of gold to
w hich it is equal. In this relation itself, w here gold appears as the price of
w heat, it is itself not in turn posited as a relation, as exchange value, but as a
certain quantity of a natural m aterial. In exchange value, com m odities
(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
m ake-ups. N ow, it can adm ittedly be said that the price of m oney is also posited
as 1 bushel of w heat, 3 bushels of rye and all the other quantities of different
com m odities, w hose price is 1 ounce of gold. But then, in order to express the
price of m oney, the w hole sphere of com m odities w ould have to be listed, each
in the quantity w hich equals 1 ounce of gold. M oney w ould then have as m any
prices as there are com m odities w hose price it itself expresses. The chief
quality of price, unity, w ould disappear. N o com m odity expresses the price of
m oney, because none expresses its relation to all other com m odities, its general
exchange value. But it is the specific characteristic of price that exchange value
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m ust be expressed in its generality and at the sam e tim e in a specific
com m odity. But even this is irrelevant. In so far as m oney appears as a m aterial
in w hich the price of all com m odities is expressed and m easured, to that extent
is m oney itself posited as a particular am ount of gold, silver, etc., in short, of its
natural m atter; a sim ple am ount of a certain m aterial, not itself as exchange
value, as relation. In the sam e w ay, every com m odity w hich expresses the price
of another is itself not posited as exchange value, but as a sim ple am ount of
itself. In its quality as unit of exchange value, as their m easure, their com m on
point of com parison, m oney is essentially a natural m aterial, gold, silver; since,
as the price of the com m odity, it is not an exchange value, not a relation, but a
certain w eight of gold, silver; e.g. a pound w ith its subdivisions, and thus m oney
appears originally as pound, aes grave. This is precisely w hat distinguishes
price from  exchange value, and w e have seen that exchange value necessarily
drives tow ards price form ation. H ence the nonsensicality of those w ho w ant to
m ake labour tim e as such into m oney, i.e. w ho w ant to posit and then not posit
the distinction betw een price and exchange value. M oney as m easure, as
elem ent of price determ ination, as m easuring unit of exchange values thus
presents the follow ing phenom ena: (1) it is required only as an im agined unit
once the exchange value of an ounce of gold com pared to any one com m odity
has been determ ined; its actual presence is superfluous, along w ith, even m ore
so, its available quantity: as an indicator (an indicator of value) the am ount in
w hich it exists in a country is irrelevant; required only as accounting unit; (2)
w hile it thus only needs to be posited ideally, and, indeed, in the form  of the
price of a com m odity is only ideally posited in it; at the sam e tim e, as a sim ple
am ount of the natural substance in w hich it is represented, as a given w eight of
gold, silver, etc. w hich is accepted as unit, it also yields the point of com parison,
the unit, the m easure. Exchange values (com m odities) are transform ed by the
m ind into certain w eights of gold or silver, and are ideally posited as being =  to
this im agined quantity of gold etc.; as expressing it.

But w hen w e now  go over to the second quality of m oney, m oney as m edium
of exchange and realizer of prices, then w e have found that in this case it m ust
be present in a certain quantity; that the given w eight of gold and silver w hich
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, w hich depends on
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the price of a particular com m odity m ultiplied by its quantity, is given on one
side, and the velocity of m onetary circulation on the other, then a certain
quantity of the circulating m edium  is required. W hen w e now  exam ine the
original form  m ore closely, the direct form  in w hich circulation presents itself,
CᾪM ᾪM ᾪC, then w e see that m oney appears here as a pure m edium  of exchange.
The com m odity is exchanged for a com m odity, and m oney appears m erely as the
m edium  of this exchange. The price of the first com m odity is realized w ith
m oney, in order to realize the price of the second com m odity w ith the m oney,
and thus to obtain it in exchange for the first. After the price of the first
com m odity is realized, the aim  of the person w ho now  has its price in m oney is
not to obtain the price of the second com m odity, but rather to pay its price in
order to obtain the com m odity. At bottom , therefore, m oney served him  to
exchange the first com m odity for the second. As m ere m edium  of exchange,
m oney has no other purpose. The m an w ho has sold his com m odity and got
m oney w ants to buy another com m odity, and the m an from  w hom  he buys it
needs the m oney in order to buy another com m odity etc. N ow, in this function,
as pure m edium  of circulation, the specific role of m oney consists only of this
circulation, w hich it brings about ow ing to the fact that its quantity, its am ount,
w as fixed beforehand. The num ber of tim es in w hich it is itself contained in the
com m odities as a unit is determ ined beforehand by their prices, and as m edium
of circulation it appears m erely as a m ultiple of this predeterm ined unit. In so
far as it realizes the price of com m odities, the com m odity is exchanged for its
real equivalent in gold and silver; its exchange value is really exchanged for
another com m odity, m oney; but in so far as this process takes place only in
order to transform  this m oney back into a com m odity, i.e. in order to exchange
the first com m odity for the second, then m oney appears only fleetingly, or, its
substance consists only in this constant appearance as disappearance, as this
vehicle of m ediation. M oney as m edium  of circulation is only m edium  of
circulation. The only attribute w hich is essential to it in order to serve in this
capacity is the attribute of quantity, of am ount, in w hich it circulates. (Since the
am ount is co-determ ined by the velocity, the latter does not require special
m ention here.) In so far as it realizes the price, its m aterial 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 sem blance, as if the
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point w ere to exchange the com m odity for gold or silver as particular
com m odities: a sem blance w hich disappears as soon as the process is ended, as
soon as gold and silver have again been exchanged for a com m odity, and the
com m odity, hence, exchanged for another. The character of gold and silver as
m ere m edia of circulation, or the character of the m edium  of circulation as gold
and silver is therefore irrelevant to their m ake-up as particular natural
com m odities. Suppose the total price of circulating com m odities =  1,200
thalers. Their m easure is then 1 thaler =  x w eight of silver. N ow  let 100 thalers
be necessary to circulate these com m odities in 6 hours; i.e. every thaler pays
the price of 100 thalers in 6 hours. N ow, w hat is essential is that 100 thalers be
present, the am ount of 100 of the m etallic unit w hich m easures the sum  total of
com m odity 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 m ass of silver 100 tim es greater
than is contained in it in reality, even though in each particular transaction it
only represents the silver w eight of 1 thaler. In circulation as a w hole, the 1
thaler thus represents 100 thalers, a w eight of silver a hundred tim es greater
than it really contains. It is in truth only a sym bol for the w eight of silver
contained in 100 thalers. It realizes a price w hich is 100 tim es 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 m uch as that). In so far as the price of a com m odity at £1 is
paid, i.e. its price of £1 is realized, it is exchanged for £1, to that extent it is of
decisive im portance that the £1 really contain 1/3 ounce of gold. If it w ere a
counterfeit £, alloyed w ith non-precious m etals, a £ only in appearance, then
indeed the price of the com m odity w ould not be realized; in order to realize it, it
w ould have to be paid for in as great a quantity of the non-precious m etal as
equals 1/3 of an ounce of gold. Looking at this m om ent of circulation in
isolation, it is thus essential that the unit of m oney should really represent a
given quantity of gold or silver. But w hen w e take circulation as a totality, as a
self-enclosed process, CᾪM ᾪM ᾪC, then the m atter stands differently. In the first
case the realization of price w ould be only apparent: in reality only a part of its
price w ould be realized. The price posited in it ideally w ould not be posited in
reality. The com m odity w hich is ideally equated to a given w eight of gold w ould
in actual exchange not bring in as m uch gold as that. But if a fake £ w ere to
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circulate in the place of a real one, it w ould render absolutely the sam e service
in circulation as a w hole as if it w ere genuine. If a com m odity, A, w ith the price
of £1, is exchanged for 1 fake £, and if this fake pound is again exchanged for
com m odity B, price £1, then the fake pound has done absolutely the sam e
service as if it had been genuine. The genuine pound is, therefore, in this
process, nothing m ore than a sym bol, in so far as the m om ent in w hich it
realizes prices is left out, and w e look only at the totality of the process, in
w hich it serves only as m edium  of exchange and in w hich the realization of
prices is only a sem blance, a fleeting m ediation. H ere the gold pound serves
only to allow  com m odity A to be exchanged for com m odity B, both having the
sam e price. The real realization of the price of com m odity A is, here, the
com m odity B, and the real realization of the price of B is the com m odity A or C
or D, w hich am ounts to the sam e as far as the form  of the relation is concerned,
for w hich the particular content of the com m odity is entirely irrelevant.
Com m odities w ith identical prices are exchanged. Instead of exchanging
com m odity A directly for com m odity B, the price of com m odity A is exchanged
for the price of com m odity B and the price of com m odity B for com m odity A.
M oney thus represents to the com m odity only the latterᾰs price. Com m odities
are exchanged for one another at their prices. The price of the com m odity
expresses about it, ideally, that it is an am ount of a certain natural unit (w eight
units) of gold or silver, of the m aterial in w hich m oney is em bodied. In the form
of m oney, or its realized price, the com m odity now  confronts a real am ount 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 com m odities as price, but as the price of
another com m odity, to that extent the m aterial of m oney is irrelevant, e.g. gold
and silver. M oney becom es a subject as instrum ent of circulation, as m edium  of
exchange, and the natural m aterial in w hich it presents itself appears as an
accident w hose significance disappears in the act of exchange itself; because it
is not in this m aterial that the com m odity exchanged for m oney is supposed to
be realized, but rather in the m aterial of another com m odity. For now, apart
from  the m om ents that, in circulation, (1) m oney realizes prices, (2) m oney
circulates titles of ow nership; w e have (3), additionally, that by m eans of it
som ething takes place w hich could not happen otherw ise, nam ely that the
exchange value of the com m odity is expressed in every other com m odity. If 1
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yard of linen costs 2s. and 1 lb. of sugar 1s., then the yard of linen is realized,
by m eans of the 2s., in 2 lb. of sugar, w hile the sugar is converted into the
m aterial of its exchange value, into the m aterial in w hich its exchange value is
realized. As a m ere m edium  of circulation, in its role in the constant flow  of the
circulatory process, m oney is neither the m easure of prices, because it is
already posited as such in the prices them selves; nor is it the m eans for the
realization of prices, for it exists as such in one single m om ent of circulation,
but disappears as such in the totality of its m om ents; but is, rather, the m ere
representative of the price in relation to all other com m odities, and serves
only as a m eans to the end that all com m odities are to be exchanged at
equivalent prices. It is exchanged for one com m odity because it is the general
representative of its exchange value; and, as such, as the representative of
every other com m odity of equal exchange value, it is the general
representative; and that is, as such, w hat it is in circulation itself. It represents
the price of the one com m odity as against all other com m odities, or the price of
all com m odities as against the one com m odity. In this relation it is not only the
representative of com m odity prices, but the sym bol of itself; i.e. in the act of
circulation itself, its m aterial, 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 alw ays only as an interm ediate, m ediating
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 com m odity in
the m aterial of another com m odity, to that extent its ow n m aterial is irrelevant;
it is ephem eral as a realization of the price, since this itself disappears; it exists,
therefore, in so far as it rem ains in this constant m ovem ent, only as a
representative of exchange value, w hich becom es real only if the real exchange
value constantly steps into the place of its representative, constantly changes
places w ith it, constantly exchanges itself for it. H ence, in this process, its
reality is not that it is the price, but that it represents it, is its representative ᾪ
the m aterially present representative of the price, thus of itself, and, as such, of
the exchange value of com m odities. As m edium  of exchange, it realizes the
prices of com m odities only in order to posit the exchange value of the one
com m odity in the other, as its unit; i.e. in order to realize its exchange value in
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the other com m odity; i.e. to posit the other com m odity as the m aterial of its
exchange value.

Only w ithin circulation, then, is it such a m aterial sym bol; taken out of
circulation, it again becom es a realized price; but w ithin the process, as w e
have seen, the quantity, the am ount of these m aterial sym bols of the m onetary
unit is the essential attribute. H ence, w hile the m aterial substance of m oney, its
m aterial substratum  of a given quantity of gold or silver, is irrelevant w ithin
circulation, w here m oney appears as som ething existing in opposition to
com m odities, and w here, by contrast, its am ount is the essential aspect, since it
is there only a sym bol for a given am ount of this unit; in its role as m easure,
how ever, w here it w as introduced only ideally, its m aterial substratum  w as
essential, but its quantity and even its existence as such w ere irrelevant. From
this it follow s that m oney as gold and silver, in so far as only its role as m eans
of exchange and circulation is concerned, can be replaced by any other sym bol
w hich expresses a given quantity of its unit, and that in this w ay sym bolic
m oney can replace the real, because m aterial m oney as m ere m edium  of
exchange is itself sym bolic.

It is these contradictory functions of m oney, as m easure, as realization of
prices and as m ere m edium  of exchange, w hich explain the otherw ise
inexplicable phenom enon that the debasem ent of m etallic m oney, of gold,
silver, through adm ixture of inferior m etals, causes a depreciation of m oney and
a rise in prices; because in this case the m easure 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 debasem ent of the coinage, in so far as it consists m erely
of falsifying or changing the nam es of the fractional w eight units of the precious
m etal, e.g. if the eighth part of an ounce w ere to be called a sovereign, m akes
absolutely no difference in the m easure and changes only its nam e. If, earlier,
1/4 of the ounce w as called 1 sovereign, and now  it is 1/8, then the price of 1
sovereign now  expresses m erely 1/8 of an ounce of gold; thus (about) 2
sovereigns are necessary to express the sam e price w hich w as earlier expressed
by 1 sovereign); or in the case of a m ere falsification of the nam e of the
fractional parts of the precious m etal, the m easure rem ains the sam e, but the
fractional part [is] expressed in tw ice as m any francs etc. as before; on the
other hand, if the substratum  of m oney, gold, silver, is entirely suspended and
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replaced by paper bearing the sym bol of given quantities of real m oney, in the
quantity required by circulation, then the paper circulates at the full gold and
silver value. In the first case, because the m edium  of circulation is at the sam e
tim e the m aterial of m oney as m easure, and the m aterial in w hich prices are
definitively realized; in the second case, because m oney only in its role as
m edium  of circulation.

Exam ple of the clum sy confusion betw een the contradictory functions of
m oney: ᾯPrice is exactly determ ined by the quantity of m oney there is to buy it
w ith. All the com m odities in the w orld can fetch no m ore than all the m oney in
the w orld.ᾰ First, the determ ination of prices has nothing to do w ith actual sale;
m oney, in sale, serves only as m easure. Secondly, all com m odities (in
circulation) can fetch a thousand tim es m ore m oney as is in the w orld, if every
piece of m oney w ere to circulate a thousand tim es. (The passage is quoted from
the London W eekly Dispatch, 8 N ovem ber 1857.)

Since the total sum  of prices to be realized in circulation changes w ith the
prices of the com m odities and w ith the quantity of them  throw n into circulation;
and since, on the other side, the velocity of the m edium  of circulation is
determ ined by circum stances independent of itself, it follow s from  this that the
quantity of m edia of circulation m ust be capable of changing, or expanding and
contracting ᾪ contraction and expansion of circulation.

In its role as m ere m edium  of circulation, it can be said about m oney that it
ceases to be a com m odity (particular com m odity), w hen its m aterial is
irrelevant and it m eets only the needs of circulation itself, and no other direct
need: gold and silver cease to be com m odities as soon as they circulate as
m oney. It can be said about it, on the other hand, that it is now  m erely a
com m odity (general com m odity), the com m odity in its pure form , indifferent to
its natural particularity and hence indifferent to all direct needs, w ithout
natural relation to a particular need as such. The follow ers of the M onetary
System , even partly of the protectionist system  (see e.g. Ferrier, p. 2), [67] have
clung only to the first aspect, w hile the m odern econom ists cling to the second;
e.g. Say, w ho says that m oney should be treated like a ᾯparticularᾰ com m odity, a
com m odity like any other. [68] As m edium  of exchange, m oney appears in the
role of necessary m ediator betw een production and consum ption. In the
developed m oney system , one produces only in order to exchange, or, one
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produces only by exchanging. Strike out m oney, and one w ould thereby either
be throw n back to a low er stage of production (corresponding to that of
auxiliary barter), or one w ould proceed to a higher stage, in w hich exchange
value w ould no longer be the principal aspect of the com m odity, because social
labour, w hose representative it is, w ould no longer appear m erely as socially
m ediated private labour.

The question w hether m oney as m edium  of exchange is productive or not
productive is solved just as easily. According to Adam  Sm ith, m oney not
productive. [69] Of course, Ferrier says e.g.: ᾯIt creates values, because they
w ould not exist w ithout it.ᾰ One has to look not only at ᾯits value as m etal, but
equally its property as m oneyᾰ. A. Sm ith is correct, in so far as it is not the
instrum ent of any particular branch of production; Ferrier is right too because
it is an essential aspect of the m ode of production resting on exchange value
that product and agency of production should be posited in the character of
m oney, and because this characteristic presupposes a m oney distinct from
products; and because the m oney relation is itself a relation of production if
production is looked at in its totality.

W hen CᾪM ᾪM ᾪC is dissected into its tw o m om ents, although the prices of
the com m odities are presupposed (and this m akes the m ajor difference),
circulation splits into tw o acts of direct barter.

CᾪM : the exchange value of the com m odity is expressed in another
particular com m odity, in the m aterial of m oney, like that of m oney in the
com m odity; sim ilarly w ith M ᾪC. To this extent, A. Sm ith is right w hen he says
that m oney as m edium  of exchange is only a m ore com plicated kind of barter.
But w hen w e look at the w hole of the process, and not at both as equivalent
acts, realization of the com m odity in m oney and of m oney in the com m odity,
then A. Sm ithᾰs opponents are correct w hen they say that he m isunderstood the
nature of m oney and that m onetary circulation suppresses barter; that m oney
serves only to balance the accounts of the ᾯarithm etical divisionᾰ arising from
the division of labour. These ᾯarithm etical figuresᾰ no m ore need to be of gold
and silver than do the m easures of length. (See Solly, p. 20.) [70]

Com m odities change from  being m archandises to being denrées, they
enter consum ption; m oney as m edium  of circulation does not; at no point does it
cease to be com m odity, as long as it rem ains w ithin the role of m edium  of
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circulation.
W e now  pass on to the third function of m oney; w hich initially results from

the second form  of circulation:
M ᾪCᾪCᾪM ; in w hich m oney appears not only as m edium , nor as m easure,

but as end-in-itself, and hence steps outside circulation just like a particular
com m odity w hich ceases to circulate for the tim e being and changes from
m archandise to denrée.

But first it m ust be noted that, once the quality of m oney as an intrinsic
relation of production generally founded on exchange value is presupposed, it is
possible to dem onstrate that in som e particular cases it does service as an
instrum ent of production. ᾯThe utility of gold and silver rests on this, that they
replace labour.ᾰ (Lauderdale, p. 11.) [71] W ithout m oney, a m ass of sw aps w ould
be necessary before one obtained the desired article in exchange. Furtherm ore,
in each particular exchange one w ould have to undertake an investigation into
the relative value of com m odities. M oney spares us the first task in its role as
instrum ent of exchange (instrum ent of com m erce); the second task, as m easure
of value and representative of all com m odities (idem , loc. cit.). The opposite
assertion, that m oney is not productive, am ounts only to saying that, apart from
the functions in w hich it is productive, as m easure, instrum ent 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 becom es not
only unproductive, but faux frais de production, the m om ent w hen m ore of
it is em ployed than necessary for its productive aspect ᾪ this is a truth w hich
holds for every other instrum ent of production or exchange; for the m achine as
w ell as the m eans of transportation. But if by this it is m eant that m oney
exchanges only real w ealth w hich already exists, then this is false, since labour,
as w ell, is exchanged for it and bought w ith it, i.e. productive activity itself,
potential w ealth.

The third attribute of m oney, in its com plete developm ent, presupposes the
first tw o and constitutes their unity. M oney, then, has an independent existence
outside circulation; it has stepped outside it. As a particular com m odity it can
be transform ed out of its form  of m oney into that of luxury articles, gold and
silver jew ellery (as long as craftsm anship is still very sim ple, as e.g. in the old
English period, a constant transform ation of silver m oney into plate and vice
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versa. See Taylor) [72] ; or, as m oney, it can be accum ulated to form  a
treasure. W hen m oney in its independent existence is derived from  circulation,
it appears in itself as a result of circulation; by w ay of circulation, it closes the
circle w ith itself. This aspect already latently contains its quality as capital. It is
negated only as m edium  of exchange. Still, since it can be historically posited as
m easure before it appears as m edium  of exchange, and can appear as m edium
of exchange before it is posited as m easure ᾪ in the latter case it w ould exist
m erely as preferred com m odity ᾪ it can therefore also appear historically in
the third function before it is posited in the tw o prior ones. But gold and silver
can be accum ulated as m oney only if they are already present in one of the
other tw o roles, and it can appear in a developed form  of the third role only if
the tw o earlier ones are already developed. Otherw ise, accum ulating it is
nothing m ore than the accum ulation of gold and silver, not of m oney.

(As an especially interesting exam ple, go into the accum ulation of copper
m oney in the earlier periods of the Rom an republic.)

Since m oney as universal m aterial representative of w ealth em erges
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 w ell, in connection w ith circulation; it stands
independent of circulation, but this independence is only its ow n process. It
derives from  it just as it returns to it again. Cut off from  all relation to it, it
w ould not be m oney, but m erely a sim ple natural object, gold or silver. In this
character it is just as m uch its precondition as its result. Its independence is not
the end of all relatedness to circulation, but rather a negative relation to it.
This com es from  its independence as a result of M ᾪCᾪCᾪM . In the case of m oney
as capital, m oney itself is posited (1) as precondition of circulation as w ell as
its result; (2) as having independence only in the form  of a negative relation,
but alw ays a relation to circulation; (3) as itself an instrum ent of production,
since circulation no longer appears in its prim itive sim plicity, as quantitative
exchange, but as a process of production, as a real m etabolism . And thus m oney
is itself stam ped as a particular m om ent of this process of production.
Production is not only concerned w ith sim ple determ ination of prices, i.e. w ith
translation of the exchange values of com m odities into a com m on unit, but w ith
the creation of exchange values, hence also w ith the creation of the
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particularity of prices. N ot m erely w ith positing the form , but also the content.
Therefore, w hile in sim ple circulation, m oney appears generally as productive,
since circulation in general is itself a m om ent of the system  of production,
nevertheless this quality still only exists for us, and is not yet posited in
m oney. (4) As capital, m oney thus also appears posited as a relation to itself
m ediated by circulation ᾪ in the relation of interest and capital. But here w e
are not as yet concerned w ith these aspects; rather, w e have to look sim ply at
m oney in the third role, in the form  in w hich it em erged as som ething
independent from  circulation, m ore properly, from  both its earlier aspects.

(ᾯAn increase of m oney only an increase in the m eans of counting.ᾰ
Sism ondi. [73] This correct only in so far as defined as m ere m edium  of
exchange. In the other property it is also an increase in the m eans of paying.)

ᾯCom m erce separated the shadow  from  the body, and introduced the
possibility of ow ning them  separately.ᾰ (Sism ondi.) [74] Thus, m oney is now
exchange value becom e independent (it never puts in m ore than a fleeting
appearance as such, as m edium  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 w hat only exists as an aspect or
relation of som ething else is not independent. On the other side, w ith this bodily
independence, as gold and silver, it represents not only the exchange value of
one com m odity as against another, but rather exchange value as against all
com m odities; and although it possesses a substance of its ow n, it appears at the
sam e tim e, in its particular existence as gold and silver, as the general
exchange value of all com m odities. On one side, it is possessed as their
exchange value; they stand on the other side as only so m any particular
substances of exchange value, so that it can either transform  itself into every
one of these substances through exchange, or it can rem ain indifferent to them ,
aloof from  their particularity and peculiarity. They are therefore m erely
accidental existences. It is the ᾯprécis de toutes les chosesᾰ, [75] in w hich
their particular character is erased; it is general w ealth in the form  of a concise
com pendium , as opposed to its diffusion and fragm entation in the w orld of
com m odities. W hile w ealth in the form  of the particular com m odity appears as
one of the m om ents of the sam e, or the com m odity as one of the m om ents of
w ealth; in the form  of gold and silver general w ealth itself appears as
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concentrated in a particular substance. Every particular com m odity, in so far as
it is exchange value, has a price, expresses a certain quantity of m oney in a
m erely im perfect form , since it has to be throw n into circulation in order to be
realized, and since it rem ains a m atter of chance, due to its particularity,
w hether or not it is realized. H ow ever, in so far as it is realized not as price, but
in its natural property, it is a m om ent of w ealth by w ay of its relation to a
particular need w hich it satisfies; and, in this relation, [it] expresses (1) only the
w ealth of uses [Gebrauchsreichtum ], (2) only a quite particular facet of this
w ealth. M oney, by contrast, apart from  its particular usefulness as a valuable
com m odity, 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 com m odity possesses this property only through the
m ediation of m oney. M oney possesses it directly in relation to all com m odities,
hence in relation to the w hole w orld of w ealth, to w ealth as such. W ith m oney,
general w ealth is not only a form , but at the sam e tim e the content itself. The
concept of w ealth, so to speak, is realized, individualized in a particular
object.
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c. N ovem ber 1857
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The Chapter on M oney (continuation)
(Superfluity, accum ulation)

In the particular com m odity, in so far as it is a price, w ealth is posited only as
an ideal form , not yet realized; and in so far as it has a particular use value, it
represents m erely a quite singular facet of w ealth. In m oney, by contrast, the
price is realized; and its substance is w ealth itself considered in its totality in
abstraction from  its particular m odes of existence. Exchange value form s the
substance of m oney, and exchange value is w ealth. M oney is therefore, on
another side, also the em bodied form  of w ealth, in contrast to all the substances
of w hich w ealth consists. Thus, w hile on one side the form  and the content of
w ealth are identical in m oney, considered for itself, on the other side, in
contrast to all the other com m odities, m oney is the general form  of w ealth,
w hile the totality of these particularities form  its substance. Thus, in the first
role, m oney is w ealth itself; in the other, it is the general m aterial
representative of w ealth. This totality exists in m oney itself as the
com prehensive representation of com m odities. Thus, w ealth (exchange value as
totality as w ell as abstraction) exists, individualized as such, to the exclusion of
all other com m odities, as a singular, tangible object, in gold and silver. M oney is
therefore the god am ong com m odities.

Since it is an individuated, tangible object, m oney m ay be random ly
searched for, found, stolen, discovered; and thus general w ealth m ay be
tangibly brought into the possession of a particular individual. From  its servile
role, in w hich it appears as m ere m edium  of circulation it suddenly changes into
the lord and god of the w orld of com m odities. It represents the divine existence
of com m odities, w hile they represent its earthly form . Before it is replaced by
exchange value, every form  of natural w ealth presupposes an essential relation
betw een the individual and the objects, in w hich the individual in one of his
aspects objectifies [vergegenständlicht] him self in the thing, so that his
possession of the thing appears at the sam e tim e as a certain developm ent of
his individuality: w ealth in sheep, the developm ent of the individual as
shepherd, w ealth in grain his developm ent as agriculturist, etc. M oney,
how ever, as the individual of general w ealth, as som ething em erging from
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circulation and representing a general quality, as a m erely social result, does
not at all presuppose an individual relation to its ow ner; possession of it is not
the developm ent of any particular essential aspect of his individuality; but
rather possession of w hat lacks individuality, since this social [relation] exists at
the sam e tim e as a sensuous, external object w hich can be m echanically seized,
and lost in the sam e m anner. Its relation to the individual thus appears as a
purely accidental one; w hile this relation to a thing having no connection w ith
his individuality gives him , at the sam e tim e, by virtue of the thingᾰs character, a
general pow er over society, over the w hole w orld of gratifications, labours, etc.
It is exactly as if, for exam ple, the chance discovery of a stone gave m e m astery
over all the sciences, regardless of m y individuality. The possession of m oney
places m e in exactly the sam e relationship tow ards w ealth (social) as the
philosophersᾰ stone w ould tow ards the sciences.

M oney is therefore not only an object, but is the object of greed
[Bereicherungssucht]. It is essentially auri sacra fam es. [1] Greed as such,
as a particular form  of the drive, i.e. as distinct from  the craving for a particular
kind of w ealth, e.g. for clothes, w eapons, jew els, w om en, w ine etc., is possible
only w hen general w ealth, w ealth as such, has becom e individualized in a
particular thing, i.e. as soon as m oney is posited in its third quality. M oney is
therefore not only the object but also the fountainhead of greed. The m ania for
possessions is possible w ithout m oney; but greed itself is the product of a
definite social developm ent, not natural, as opposed to historical. H ence the
w ailing of the ancients about m oney as the source of all evil. H edonism
[Genusssucht] in its general form  and m iserliness [Geiz] are the tw o
particular form s of m onetary greed. H edonism  in the abstract presupposes an
object w hich possesses all pleasures in potentiality. Abstract hedonism  realizes
that function of m oney in w hich it is the m aterial representative of w ealth;
m iserliness, in so far as it is only the general form  of w ealth as against its
particular substances, the com m odities. In order to m aintain it as such, it m ust
sacrifice all relationship to the objects of particular needs, m ust abstain, in
order to satisfy the need of greed for m oney as such. M onetary greed, or m ania
for w ealth, necessarily brings w ith it the decline and fall of the ancient
com m unities [Gem einw esen]. H ence it is the antithesis to them . It is itself the
com m unity [Gem einw esen], [2] and can tolerate none other standing above it.
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But this presupposes the full developm ent of exchange values, hence a
corresponding organization of society. In antiquity, exchange value w as not the
nexus rerum ; it appears as such only am ong the m ercantile peoples, w ho had,
how ever, no m ore than a carrying trade and did not, them selves, produce. At
least this w as the case w ith the Phoenicians, Carthaginians, etc. But this is a
peripheral m atter. They could live just as w ell in the interstices of the ancient
w orld, as the Jew s in Poland or in the M iddle Ages. Rather, this w orld itself w as
the precondition for such trading peoples. That is w hy they fall apart every tim e
they com e into serious conflict w ith the ancient com m unities. Only w ith the
Rom ans, Greeks etc. does m oney appear unham pered in both of its first tw o
functions, as m easure and as m edium  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
Rom ans, conquest brings them  m oney in vast quantities ᾪ in short, suddenly,
and at a certain stage of their econom ic developm ent, m oney necessarily
appears in its third role, and the further it develops in that role, the m ore the
decay of their com m unity advances. In order to function productively, m oney in
its third role, as w e have seen, m ust be not only the precondition but equally
the result of circulation, and, as its precondition, also a m om ent of it, som ething
posited by it. Am ong the Rom ans, w ho am assed m oney by stealing it from  the
w hole w orld, this w as not the case. It is inherent in the sim ple character of
m oney itself that it can exist as a developed m om ent of production only w here
and w hen w age labour exists; that in this case, far from  subverting the social
form ation, it is rather a condition for its developm ent and a driving-w heel for
the developm ent of all forces of production, m aterial and m ental. A particular
individual m ay even today com e into m oney by chance, and the possession of
this m oney can underm ine him  just as it underm ined the com m unities of
antiquity. But the dissolution of this individual w ithin m odern society is in itself
only the enrichm ent of the productive section of society. The ow ner of m oney, in
the ancient sense, is dissolved by the industrial process, w hich he serves
w hether he w ants and know s it or not. It is a dissolution w hich affects only his
person. As m aterial representative of general w ealth, as individualized
exchange value, m oney m ust be the direct object, aim  and product of general
labour, the labour of all individuals. Labour m ust directly produce exchange
value, i.e. m oney. It m ust therefore be w age labour. Greed, as the urge of all,
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in so far as everyone w ants to m ake m oney, is only created by general w ealth.
Only in this w ay can the general m ania for m oney becom e the w ellspring of
general, self-reproducing w ealth. W hen labour is w age labour, and its direct aim
is m oney, then general w ealth is posited as its aim  and object. (In this regard,
talk about the context of the m ilitary system  of antiquity w hen it
becam e a m ercenary system .) M oney as aim  here becom es the m eans of
general industriousness. General w ealth is produced in order to seize hold of its
representative. In this w ay the real sources of w ealth are opened up. W hen the
aim  of labour is not a particular product standing in a particular relation to the
particular needs of the individual, but m oney, w ealth in its general form , then,
firstly the individualᾰs industriousness know s no bounds; it is indifferent to its
particularity, and takes on every form  w hich serves the purpose; it is ingenious
in the creation of new  objects for a social need, etc. It is clear, therefore, that
w hen w age labour is the foundation, m oney does not have a dissolving effect,
but acts productively; w hereas the ancient com m unity as such is already in
contradiction w ith w age labour as the general foundation. General
industriousness is possible only w here every act of labour produces general
w ealth, not a particular form  of it; w here therefore the individualᾰs rew ard, too,
is m oney. Otherw ise, only particular form s of industry are possible. Exchange
value as direct product of labour is m oney as direct product of labour. Direct
labour w hich produces exchange value as such is therefore w age labour. W here
m oney is not itself the com m unity [Gem einw esen], it m ust dissolve the
com m unity. In antiquity, one could buy labour, a slave, directly; but the slave
could not buy m oney w ith his labour. The increase of m oney could m ake slaves
m ore expensive, but could not m ake their labour m ore productive. N egro
slavery ᾪ a purely industrial slavery ᾪ w hich is, besides, incom patible w ith the
developm ent of bourgeois society and disappears w ith it, presupposes w age
labour, and if other, free states w ith w age labour did not exist alongside it, if,
instead, the N egro states w ere isolated, then all social conditions there w ould
im m ediately turn into pre-civilized form s.

M oney as individualized exchange value and hence as w ealth incarnate w as
w hat the alchem ists sought; it figures in this role w ithin the M onetary
(M ercantilist) System . The period w hich precedes the developm ent of m odern
industrial society opens w ith general greed for m oney on the part of individuals
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as w ell as of states. The real developm ent of the sources of w ealth takes place
as it w ere behind their backs, as a m eans of gaining possession of the
representatives of w ealth. W herever it does not arise out of circulation ᾪ as in
Spain ᾪ but has to be discovered physically, the nation is im poverished, w hereas
the nations w hich have to w ork in order to get it from  the Spaniards develop the
sources of w ealth and really becom e rich. This is w hy the search for and
discovery of gold in new  continents, countries, plays so great a role in the
history of revaluation, because by its m eans colonization is im provised and
m ade to flourish as if in a hothouse. The hunt for gold in all countries leads to
its discovery; to the form ation of new  states; initially to the spread of
com m odities, w hich produce new  needs, and draw  distant continents into the
m etabolism  of circulation, i.e. exchange. Thus, in this respect, as the general
representative of w ealth and as individualized exchange value, it w as doubly a
m eans for expanding the universality of w ealth, and for draw ing the dim ensions
of exchange over the w hole w orld; for creating the true generality
[Allgem einheit] of exchange value in substance and in extension. But it is
inherent in the attribute in w hich it here becom es developed that the illusion
about its nature, i.e. the fixed insistence on one of its aspects, in the abstract,
and the blindness tow ards the contradictions contained w ithin it, gives it a
really m agical 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 becom es such an enorm ous instrum ent in the real developm ent of the
forces of social production.

It is the elem entary precondition of bourgeois society that labour should
directly produce exchange value, i.e. m oney; and, sim ilarly, that m oney should
directly purchase labour, and therefore the labourer, but only in so far as he
alienates [veräussert] his activity in the exchange. W age labour on one side,
capital on the other, are therefore only other form s of developed exchange
value and of m oney (as the incarnation of exchange value). M oney thereby
directly and sim ultaneously becom es the real com m unity [Gem einw esen],
since it is the general substance of survival for all, and at the sam e tim e the
social product of all. But as w e have seen, in m oney the com m unity
[Gem einw esen] is at the sam e tim e a m ere abstraction, a m ere external,
accidental thing for the individual, and at the sam e tim e m erely a m eans for his
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satisfaction as an isolated individual. The com m unity of antiquity presupposes a
quite different relation to, and on the part of, the individual. The developm ent of
m oney in its third role therefore sm ashes this com m unity. All production is an
objectification [Vergegenständlichung] of the individual. In m oney (exchange
value), how ever, the individual is not objectified in his natural quality, but in a
social quality (relation) w hich is, at the sam e tim e, external to him .

M oney posited in the form  of the m edium  of circulation is coin [M ünze]. As
coin, it has lost its use value as such; its use value is identical w ith its quality as
m edium  of circulation. For exam ple, it has to be m elted dow n before it can
serve as m oney as such. It has to be dem onetized. That is w hy the coin is also
only a sym bol w hose m aterial is irrelevant. But, as coin, it also loses its
universal character, and adopts a national, local one. It decom poses into coin of
different kinds, according to the m aterial of w hich it consists, gold, copper,
silver, etc. It acquires a political title, and talks, as it w ere, a different language
in different countries. Finally, w ithin a single country it acquires different
denom inations, etc. M oney in its third quality, as som ething w hich
autonom ously arises out of and stands against circulation, therefore still
negates its character as coin. It reappears as gold and silver, w hether it is
m elted dow n or w hether it is valued only according to its gold and silver w eight-
content. It also loses its national character again, and serves as m edium  of
exchange betw een the nations, as universal m edium  of exchange, no longer as a
sym bol, but rather as a definite am ount of gold and silver. In the m ost
developed international system  of exchange, therefore, gold and silver reappear
in exactly the sam e form  in w hich they already played a role in prim itive barter.
Gold and silver, like exchange itself originally, appear, as already noted, not
w ithin the sphere of a social com m unity, but w here it ends, on its boundary; on
the few  points of its contact w ith alien com m unities. Gold (or silver) now
appears posited as the com m odity as such, the universal com m odity, w hich
obtains its character as com m odity in all places. Only in this w ay is it the
m aterial representative of general w ealth. In the M ercantilist System ,
therefore, gold and silver count as the m easure of the pow er of the different
com m unities. ᾯAs soon as the precious m etals becom e objects of com m erce, an
universal equivalent for everything, they also becom e the m easure of pow er
betw een nations. H ence the M ercantilist System .ᾰ (Steuart.) [3] N o m atter how
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m uch the m odern econom ists im agine them selves beyond M ercantilism , in
periods of general crisis gold and silver still appear in precisely this role, in
1857 as m uch as in 1600. In this character, gold and silver play an im portant
role in the creation of the w orld m arket. Thus the circulation of Am erican silver
from  the W est to the East; the m etallic band betw een Am erica and Europe on
one side, w ith Asia on the other side, since the beginning of the m odern epoch.
W ith the original com m unities this trade in gold and silver w as only a
peripheral concern, connected w ith excess production, like exchange as a
w hole. But in developed trade it is posited as a m om ent essentially
interconnected w ith production etc. as a w hole. 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 com m odity exchange. It is coin, now, only as
w orld coin. But, as such, its form al character as m edium  of circulation is
essentially irrelevant, w hile its m aterial is everything. As a form , in this
function, gold and silver rem ain the universally acceptable com m odity, the
com m odity as such.

(In this first section, w here exchange values, m oney, prices are looked at,
com m odities alw ays appear as already present. The determ ination of form s is
sim ple. W e know  that they express aspects of social production, but the latter
itself is the precondition. H ow ever, 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 determ ine
the w hole of production. It is the available overflow  of an overall production
w hich lies outside the w orld of exchange values. This still presents itself even
on the surface of developed society as the directly available w orld of
com m odities. But by itself, it points beyond itself tow ards the econom ic
relations w hich are posited as relations of production. The internal structure
of production therefore form s the second section; the concentration of the
w hole in the state the third; the international relation the fourth; the w orld
m arket the conclusion, in w hich production is posited as a totality together w ith
all its m om ents, but w ithin w hich, at the sam e tim e, all contradictions com e into
play. The w orld m arket then, again, form s the presupposition of the w hole as
w ell as its substratum . Crises are then the general intim ation w hich points
beyond the presupposition, and the urge w hich drives tow ards the adoption of a
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new  historic form .) ᾯThe quantity of goods and the quantity of m oney m ay
rem ain the sam e, and price m ay rise or fall notw ithstandingᾰ (nam ely through
greater expenditure, e.g. by the m oneyed capitalists, landow ners, state officials
etc. M althus, X, 43). [4]

M oney, as w e have seen, in the form  in w hich it independently steps outside
of and against circulation, is the negation (negative unity) of its character as
m edium  of circulation and m easure. * W e have developed, so far:

* In so far as m oney is a m edium  of circulation, ᾯthe quantity of it w hich circulates can
never be em ployed individually; it m ust alw ays circulateᾰ. (Storch.) The individual can
em ploy m oney only by divesting him self of it, by positing it as being for others, in its
social function. This, as Storch correctly rem arks, is a reason w hy the m aterial of
m oney ᾯshould not be indispensable to hum an existenceᾰ, in the m anner of such things
as hides, salt, etc., w hich serve for m oney am ong som e peoples. For the quantity that
is in circulation is lost to consum ption. H ence, firstly, m etals [enjoy] preference over
other com m odities as m oney, and secondly, the precious m etals preference over those
w hich useful as instrum ents of production. It is characteristic of the econom ists that
Storch expresses this thusly: the m aterial of m oney should should ᾯhave direct value
but on the basis of an artificial needᾯ. Artificial need is w hat the econom ist calls,
firstly, the needs w hich arise out of the social existence of the individual; secondly,
those w hich do not flow  from  its naked existence as a natural object. This show s the
inner, desperate poverty w hich form s the basis of bourgeois w ealth and of its science.

Firstly. M oney is the negation of the m edium  of circulation as such, of the
coin. But it also contains the latter at the sam e tim e as an aspect, negatively,
since it can alw ays be transform ed into coin; positively, as w orld coin, but, as
such, its form al character is irrelevant, and it is essentially a com m odity as
such, the om nipresent com m odity, not determ ined by location. This indifference
is expressed in a double w ay: Firstly because it is now  m oney only as gold and
as silver, not as sym bol, not in the form  of the coin. For that reason the face
w hich the state im presses on m oney as coin has no value; only its m etal content
has value. Even in dom estic com m erce it has a m erely tem porary, local value,
ᾯbecause it is no m ore useful to him  w ho ow ns it than to him  w ho ow ns the
com m odity to be boughtᾰ. The m ore dom estic com m erce is conditioned on all
sides by foreign com m erce, the m ore, therefore, does the value of this face
vanish: it does not exist in private exchange, but appears only as tax. Then: in
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their capacity as general com m odity, as w orld coin, the return of gold and
silver to their point of departure, and, m ore generally, circulation as such, are
not necessary. Exam ple: Asia and Europe. H ence the w ailings of the upholders
of the M onetary System , that m oney disappears am ong the heathen w ithout
flow ing back again. (See M isselden about 1600.) [5] The m ore external
circulation is conditioned and enveloped by internal, the m ore does the w orld
coin as such com e into circulation (rotation). This higher stage is yet no concern
of ours and is not contained in the sim ple relation w hich w e are considering
here.

Secondly: M oney is the negation of itself as m ere realization of the prices of
com m odities, w here the particular com m odity alw ays rem ains w hat is essential.
It becom es, rather, the price realized in itself and, as such, the m aterial
representative of w ealth as w ell as the general form  of w ealth in relation
to all com m odities, as m erely particular substances of it; but

Thirdly: M oney is also negated in the aspect in w hich it is m erely the
m easure of exchange values. As the general form  of w ealth and as its m aterial
representative, it is no longer the ideal m easure of other things, of exchange
values. For it is itself the adequate [adäquat] reality of exchange value, and
this it is in its m etallic being. H ere the character of m easure has to be posited
in it. It is its ow n unit; and the m easure of its value, the m easure of itself as
w ealth, as exchange value, is the quantity of itself w hich it represents. The
m ultiple of an am ount of itself w hich serves as unit. As m easure, its am ount w as
irrelevant; as m edium  of circulation, its m ateriality, the m atter of the unit, w as
irrelevant: as m oney in this third role, the am ount of itself as of a definite
quantity of m aterial is essential. If its quality as general w ealth is given, then
there is no difference w ithin it, other than the quantitative. It represents a
greater or lesser am ount of general w ealth according to w hether its given unit
is possessed in a greater or lesser quantity. If it is general w ealth, then one is
the richer the m ore of it one possesses, and the only im portant process, for the
individual as w ell as the nation, is to pile it up [Anhäufen]. In keeping w ith this
role, it w as seen as that w hich steps outside circulation. N ow  this w ithdraw ing
of m oney from  circulation, and storing it up, appears as the essential object
[Gegenstand] of the drive to w ealth and as the essential process of becom ing
w ealthy. In gold and silver, I possess general w ealth in its tangible form , and the
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m ore of it I pile up, the m ore general w ealth do I appropriate. If gold and silver
represent general w ealth, then, as specific quantities, they represent it only to a
degree w hich is definite, but w hich is capable of indefinite expansion. This
accum ulation [6] of gold and silver, w hich presents itself as their repeated
w ithdraw al from  circulation, is at the sam e tim e the act of bringing general
w ealth into safety and aw ay from  circulation, in w hich it is constantly lost in
exchange for som e particular w ealth w hich ultim ately disappears in
consum ption.

Am ong 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 com m odities
pertains only to gods and kings. Only they deserve to possess w ealth as such.
This accum ulation, then, occurs on one side m erely to display overabundance,
i.e. w ealth as an extraordinary thing, for use on Sundays only; to provide gifts
for tem ples and their gods; to finance public w orks of art; finally as security in
case of extrem e necessity, to buy arm s etc. Later in antiquity, this accum ulation
becom es political. The state treasury, as reserve fund, and the tem ple are the
original banks in w hich this holy of holies is preserved. H eaping-up and
accum ulating attain their ultim ate developm ent in the m odern banks, but here
w ith a further-developed character. On the other side, am ong private
individuals, accum ulation takes place for the purpose of bringing w ealth into
safety from  the caprices of the external w orld in a tangible form  in w hich it can
be buried etc., in short, in w hich it enters into a w holly secret relation to the
individual. This, still on a large historical scale, in Asia. Repeats itself in every
panic, w ar etc. in bourgeois society, w hich then falls back into barbaric
conditions. Like the accum ulation of gold etc. as ornam ent and ostentation
am ong sem i-barbarians. But a very large and constantly grow ing part of it
w ithdraw n from  circulation as an object of luxury in the m ost developed
bourgeois society. (See Jacob etc.) [7] As representative of general w ealth, it is
precisely its retention w ithout abandoning it to circulation and em ploying it for
particular needs, w hich is proof of the w ealth of individuals; and to the degree
that m oney develops in its various roles, i.e. that w ealth as such becom es the
general m easure of the w orth of individuals, [there develops] the drive to
display it, hence the display of gold and silver as representatives of w ealth; in
the sam e w ay, H err v. Rothschild displays as his proper em blem , I think, tw o
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banknotes of £100,000 each, m ounted in a fram e. The barbarian display of gold
etc. is only a m ore naïve form  of this m odern one, since it takes place w ith less
regard to gold as m oney. H ere still the sim ple glitter. There a prem editated
point. The point being that it is not used as m oney; here the form  antithetical to
circulation is w hat is im portant.

The accum ulation of all other com m odities is less ancient than that of gold
and silver: (1) because of their perishability. M etals as such represent the
enduring, relative to the other com m odities; they are also accum ulated by
preference because of their greater rarity and their exceptional character as
the instrum ents of production par excellence. The precious m etals, because
not oxidized by the air, are again m ore durable than the other m etals. W hat
other com m odities lose is their form ; but this form  is w hat gives them  their
exchange value, w hile their use value consists in overcom ing this form , in
consum ing it. W ith m oney, on the other hand, its substance, its m ateriality, is
itself its form , in w hich it represents w ealth. If m oney appears as the general
com m odity in all places, so also does it in all tim es. It m aintains itself as w ealth
at all tim es. Its specific durability. It is the treasure w hich neither rust nor
m oths eat up. All com m odities are only transitory m oney; m oney is the
perm anent com m odity. M oney is the om nipresent com m odity; the com m odity is
only local m oney. But accum ulation is essentially a process w hich takes place in
tim e. In this connection, Petty says:

ᾯThe great and ultim ate effect of trade is not w ealth as such, but preferably
an overabundance of silver, gold and jew els, w hich are not perishable, nor as
fickle as other com m odities, but are w ealth in all tim es and all places. A
superfluity of w ine, grain, poultry, m eat etc. is w ealth, but hic et nunc ι
Therefore the production of those com m odities and the effects of that trade
w hich endow  a land w ith gold and silver are advantageous above others.ᾰ (p. 3.)
ᾯIf taxes take m oney from  one w ho eats or drinks it up, and give it to one w ho
em ploys it in im proving the land, in fisheries, in the w orking of m ines, in
m anufactures or even in clothing, then for the com m unity there is alw ays an
advantage; for even clothes are not as perishable as m eals; if in the furnishing
of houses, even m ore; in the building of houses yet m ore; in the im provem ent of
land, w orking of m ines, fisheries, m ore again; the m ost of all, w hen em ployed so
as to bring gold and silver into the country, for these things alone do not pass
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aw ay, but are prized at all tim es and in all places as w ealth.ᾰ (p. 5.) [8] Thus a
w riter of the seventeenth century. One sees how  the piling-up of gold and silver
gained its true stim ulus w ith the conception of it as the m aterial representative
and general form  of w ealth. The cult of m oney has its asceticism , its self-denial,
its self-sacrifice ᾪ econom y and frugality, contem pt for m undane, tem poral and
fleeting pleasures; the chase after the eternal treasure. H ence the connection
betw een English Puritanism , or also Dutch Protestantism , and m oney-m aking. A
w riter of the beginning of the seventeenth century (M isselden) expresses the
m atter quite unselfconsciously as follow s:

ᾯThe natural m aterial of com m erce is the com m odity, the artificial is m oney.
Although m oney by nature and in tim e com es after the com m odity, it has
becom e, in present custom , the m ost im portant thing.ᾰ H e com pares this to the
tw o sons of old Jacob: Jacob placed his right hand on the younger and his left on
the older son. (p. 24.) ᾯW e consum e am ong us too great an excess of w ines from
Spain, France, the Rhine, the Levant, the Islands: raisins from  Spain, currants
from  the Levant, cam brics from  H ainault and the N etherlands, the silkenw are
of Italy, the sugar and tobacco of the W est Indies, the spices of East India; all
this is not necessary for us, but is paid for in hard m oney ι  If less of the
foreign and m ore of the dom estic product w ere sold, then the difference w ould
have to com e to us in the form  of gold and silver, as treasure.ᾰ (loc. cit.) [9] The
m odern econom ists naturally m ake m erry at the expense of this sort of notion in
the general section of books on econom ics. But w hen one considers the anxiety
involved in the doctrine of m oney in particular, and the feverish fear w ith w hich,
in practice, the inflow  and outflow  of gold and silver are w atched in tim es of
crisis, then it is evident that the aspect of m oney w hich the follow ers of the
M onetary and M ercantilist System  conceived in an artless one-sidedness is still
to be taken seriously, not only in the m ind, but as a real econom ic category.

The antithesis betw een the real needs of production and this suprem acy of
m oney is presented m ost forcibly in Boisguillebert. (See the striking passages in
m y N otebook.) [10]

(2) The accum ulation of other com m odities, their perishability apart,
essentially different in tw o w ays from  the accum ulation of gold and silver, w hich
are here identical w ith m oney. First, the accum ulation of other com m odities
does not have the character of accum ulating w ealth in general, but of
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accum ulating particular w ealth, and it is therefore itself a particular act of
production; here sim ple accum ulation w ill not do. To accum ulate grain requires
special stores etc. Accum ulating sheep does not m ake one into a shepherd; to
accum ulate slaves or land requires relations of dom ination and subordination
etc. All this, then, requires acts and relations distinct from  sim ple accum ulation,
from  increase of w ealth as such. On the other hand, in order then to realize the
accum ulated com m odity in the form  of general w ealth, to appropriate w ealth in
all its particular form s, I have to engage in trade w ith the particular com m odity
I have accum ulated, I have to be a grain m erchant, cattle m erchant, etc. M oney
as the general representative of w ealth absolves m e of this.

The accum ulation of gold and silver, of m oney, is the first historic
appearance of the gathering-together of capital and the first great m eans
thereto; but, as such, it is not yet accum ulation of capital. For that, the re-entry
of w hat has been accum ulated into circulation w ould itself have to be posited as
the m om ent and the m eans of accum ulation.

M oney in its final, com pleted character now  appears in all directions as a
contradiction, a contradiction w hich dissolves itself, drives tow ards its ow n
dissolution. As the general form  of w ealth, the w hole w orld of real riches
stands opposite it. It is their pure abstraction ᾪ hence, fixated as such, a m ere
conceit. W here w ealth as such seem s to appear in an entirely m aterial, tangible
form , its existence is only in m y head, it is a pure fantasy. M idas. On the other
side, as m aterial representative of general w ealth, it is realized only by
being throw n back into circulation, to disappear in exchange for the singular,
particular m odes of w ealth. It rem ains in circulation, as m edium  of circulation;
but for the accum ulating individual, it is lost, and this disappearance is the only
possible w ay to secure it as w ealth. To dissolve the things accum ulated in
individual gratifications is to realize them . The m oney m ay then be again stored
up by other individuals, but then the sam e process begins anew. I can really
posit its being for m yself only by giving it up as m ere being for others. If I w ant
to cling to it, it evaporates in m y hand to becom e a m ere phantom  of real
w ealth. Further: [the notion that] to accum ulate it is to increase it, [since] its
ow n quantity is the m easure of its value, turns out again to be false. If the other
riches do not [also] accum ulate, then it loses its value in the m easure in w hich it
is accum ulated. W hat appears as its increase is in fact its decrease. Its
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independence is a m ere sem blance; its independence of circulation exists only
in view  of circulation, exists as dependence on it. It pretends to be the general
com m odity, but because of its natural particularity it is again a particular
com m odity, w hose value depends both on dem and and supply, and on variations
in its specific costs of production. And since it is incarnated in gold and silver, it
becom es one-sided in every real form ; so that w hen the one appears as m oney,
the other appears as particular com m odity, and vice versa, and in this w ay each
appears in both aspects. As absolutely secure w ealth, entirely independent of
m y individuality, it is at the sam e tim e, because it is som ething com pletely
external to m e, the absolutely insecure, w hich can be separated from  m e by any
accident. Sim ilarly, it has entirely contradictory qualities as m easure, as
m edium  of circulation, and as m oney as such. Finally, in the last-m entioned
character, it also contradicts itself because it m ust represent value as such; but
represents in fact only a constant am ount of fluctuating value. It therefore
suspends itself as com pleted exchange value.

As m ere m easure it already contains its ow n negation as m edium  of
circulation; as m edium  of circulation and m easure, as m oney. To negate it in the
last quality is therefore at the sam e tim e to negate it in the tw o earlier ones. If
negated as the m ere general form  of w ealth, it m ust then realize itself in the
particular substances of real w ealth; but in the process of proving itself really to
be the m aterial representative of the totality of w ealth, it m ust at the sam e
tim e preserve itself as the general form . Its very entry into circulation m ust be a
m om ent of its staying at hom e [Beisichbleiben], and its staying at hom e m ust
be an entry into circulation. That is to say that as realized exchange value it
m ust be sim ultaneously posited as the process in w hich exchange value is
realized. This is at the sam e tim e the negation of itself as a purely objective
form , as a form  of w ealth external and accidental to individuals. It m ust appear,
rather, as the production of w ealth; and w ealth m ust appear as the result of the
m utual relations am ong individuals in production. Exchange value is now
characterized, therefore, no longer sim ply as a thing for w hich circulation is
only an external m ovem ent, or w hich appears individually in a particular
m aterial: [but rather] as relation to itself through the process of circulation. On
the other side, circulation itself is no longer [qualified] m erely as the sim ple
process of exchanging com m odities for m oney and m oney for com m odities,
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m erely as the m ediating m ovem ent by w hich the prices of the various
com m odities are realized, are equated as exchange values, w ith both
[com m odities and m oney] appearing as external to circulation: the presupposed
exchange value, the ultim ate w ithdraw al of the com m odity into consum ption,
hence the destruction of exchange value, on one side, and the w ithdraw al of the
m oney, its achievem ent of independence vis-à-vis its substance, w hich is again
another form  of its destruction [on the other]. [Rather,] exchange value itself,
and now  no longer exchange value in general, but m easured exchange value,
has to appear as a presupposition posited by circulation itself, and, as posited
by it, its presupposition. The process of circulation m ust 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
m oney into exchange value, w hich is now  posited, how ever, in a m ore profound
character. W ith circulation, the determ ined price is presupposed, and
circulation as m oney posits it only form ally. The determ inateness of exchange
value itself, or the m easure of price, m ust now  itself appear as an act of
circulation. Posited in this w ay, exchange value is capital, and circulation is
posited at the sam e tim e as an act of production.

To be brought forw ard: In circulation, as it appears as m oney circulation,
the sim ultaneity of both poles of exchange is alw ays presupposed. But a
difference of tim e m ay appear betw een the existence of the com m odities to be
exchanged. It m ay lie in the nature of reciprocal services that a service is
perform ed today, but the service required in return can be perform ed only after
a year etc. ᾯIn the m ajority of contracts,ᾰ says Senior, ᾯonly 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 im m ediately on the condition of receiving
the equivalent only in a later period. Since, how ever, the value of all things
changes in a given space of tim e, the m eans of paym ent em ployed is that thing
w hose value varies least, and w hich m aintains a given average capacity to buy
things for the longest tim e. Thus m oney becom es the expression or the
representative of value.ᾰ [11] According to this there w ould be no connection
at all betw een the latter quality of m oney and the form er. But this is w rong.
Only w hen m oney is posited as the autonom ous representative of value do
contracts cease to be valued e.g. in quantities of grain or in services to be
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perform ed. (The latter w as current e.g. in feudalism .) It is m erely a notion held
by M r Senior that m oney has a ᾯlonger average capacityᾰ to m aintain its value.
The fact is that it is em ployed as the general m aterial of contracts (general
com m odity of contracts, says Bailey) [12] because it is the general
com m odity, the representative of general w ealth (says Storch), [13]
because it is exchange value becom e independent. M oney has to be already
very developed in its tw o earlier functions before it can appear generally in this
role. N ow  it turns out in fact that, although the quantity of m oney rem ains
uniform ly the sam e, its value changes: that, in general, as a specific am ount, it
is subject to the m utability of all values. H ere its nature as a particular
com m odity com es to the fore against its general character. To m oney as
m easure, this change is irrelevant, for ᾯin a changing m edium , tw o different
relations to the sam e thing can alw ays be expressed, just as w ell as in a
constant m edium ᾰ. [14] As m edium  of circulation it is also irrelevant, since its
quantity as such is set by the m easure. But as m oney in the form  in w hich it
appears in contracts, this is essential, just as, in general, its contradictions
com e to the fore in this role.

In separate sections, to be brought forw ard:
(1) M oney as coin. This very sum m arily about coinage. (2) H istorically the

sources of gold and silver. Discoveries etc. The history of their production. (3)
Causes of the variations in the value of the precious m etals and hence of
m etallic m oney; 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. N ineteenth century.) Along the w ay, to be seen also how  it is
affected as m easure by rising quantity etc. (5) About circulation: velocity,
necessary am ount, effect of circulation; m ore, less developed etc. (6) Solvent
effect of m oney.

(This to be brought forw ard.) (H erein the specific econom ic
investigations.)

(The specific gravity of gold and silver, to contain m uch w eight in a relatively
sm all volum e, as com pared w ith other m etals, repeats itself in the w orld of
values so that it contains m uch value (labour tim e) in relatively sm all volum e.
The labour tim e, exchange value realized in it, is the specific w eight of the
com m odity. This m akes the precious m etals particularly suited for service in
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circulation (since one can carry a significant am ount of value in the pocket) and
for accum ulation, since one can secure and stockpile a great am ount of value in
a sm all space. Gold does not turn into som ething else in the process, like iron,
lead etc. Rem ains w hat it is.)

ᾯIf Spain had never ow ned the m ines of M exico and Peru, it w ould never
have had need of the grain of Poland.ᾰ (Ravenstone.) [15]

ᾯIlli unum  consilium  habent et virtutem  et potestatem  suam  bestiae
tradent ι  Et ne quis posset em ere aut vendere, nisi qui habet
characterem  aut nom en bestiae, aut num erum  nom inis ejus.ᾰ
(Apocalypse. Vulgate.) [16] ᾯThe correlative quantities of com m odities w hich
are given for one another, constitute the price of the com m odity.ᾰ (Storch.)
ᾯPrice is the degree of exchangeable value.ᾰ (loc cit.) [17]

As w e have seen, in sim ple circulation as such (exchange value in its
m ovem ent), 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
am ong 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 oneᾰs ow n labour, in so far as the product of oneᾰs ow n labour is
bought by alien labour. Property in alien labour is m ediated by the equivalent of
oneᾰs ow n labour. This form  of property ᾪ quite like freedom  and equality ᾪ is
posited in this sim ple relation. In the further developm ent of exchange value
this w ill be transform ed, and it w ill ultim ately be show n that private property in
the product of oneᾰs ow n labour is identical w ith the separation of labour and
property, so that labour w ill create alien property and property w ill com m and
alien labour.
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The Chapter on Capital [18]

ᾯFrom  the beginnings of civilization, m en have fixed the exchange value of
the products of their labour not by com parison w ith the products offered in
exchange, but by com parison w ith a product they preferred.ᾰ (Ganilh, 13,9.)
[19]

Sim ple exchange. Relations between exchangers. H arm onies of
equality, freedom , etc. (Bastiat, Proudhon)

The special difficulty in grasping m oney in its fully developed character as
m oney ᾪ a difficulty w hich political econom y attem pts to evade by forgetting
now  one, now  another aspect, and by appealing to one aspect w hen confronted
w ith another ᾪ is that a social relation, a definite relation betw een individuals,
here appears as a m etal, a stone, as a purely physical, external thing w hich can
be found, as such, in nature, and w hich is indistinguishable in form  from  its
natural existence. Gold and silver, in and of them selves, are not m oney. N ature
does not produce m oney, any m ore than it produces a rate of exchange or a
banker. In Peru and M exico gold and silver did not serve as m oney, although it
does appear here as jew ellery, and there is a developed system  of production.
To be m oney is not a natural attribute of gold and silver, and is therefore quite
unknow n to the physicist, chem ist etc. as such. But m oney is directly gold and
silver. Regarded as a m easure, m oney still predom inates in its form al quality;
even m ore so as coin, w here this appears externally on its face im pression; but
in its third aspect, i.e. in its perfection, w here to be m easure and coinage
appear as functions of m oney alone, there all form al character has vanished, or
directly coincides w ith its m etallic existence. It is not at all apparent on its face
that its character of being m oney is m erely the result of social processes; it is
m oney. This is all the m ore difficult since its im m ediate use value for the living
individual stands in no relation w hatever to this role, and because, in general,
the m em ory of use value, distinct from  exchange value, has becom e entirely
extinguished in this incarnation of pure exchange value. Thus the fundam ental
contradiction contained in exchange value, and in the social m ode of production
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corresponding to it, here em erges in all its purity. W e have already criticized the
attem pts m ade to overcom e this contradiction by depriving m oney of its
m etallic form , by positing it outw ardly, as w ell, as som ething posited by society,
as the expression of a social relation, w hose ultim ate form  w ould be that of
labour-m oney. It m ust by now  have becom e entirely clear that this is a piece of
foolishness as long as exchange value is retained as the basis, and that,
m oreover, the illusion that m etallic m oney allegedly falsifies exchange arises
out of total ignorance of its nature. It is equally clear, on the other side, that to
the degree to w hich opposition against the ruling relations of production grow s,
and these latter them selves push ever m ore forcibly to cast off their old skin ᾪ
to that degree, polem ics are directed against m etallic m oney or m oney in
general, as the m ost striking, m ost contradictory and hardest phenom enon
w hich is presented by the system  in a palpable form . One or another kind of
artful tinkering w ith m oney is then supposed to overcom e the contradictions of
w hich m oney is m erely the perceptible appearance. Equally clear that som e
revolutionary operations can be perform ed w ith m oney, in so far as an attack on
it seem s to leave everything else as it w as, and only to rectify it. Then one
strikes a blow  at the sack, intending the donkey. H ow ever, as long as the donkey
does not feel the blow s 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 m oney as such, they are m erely an
attack on consequences w hose causes rem ain unaffected; i.e. disturbance of the
productive process, w hose solid basis then also has the pow er, by m eans of a
m ore or less violent reaction, to define and to dom inate these as m ere passing
disturbances.

On the other hand, it is in the character of the m oney relation ᾪ as far as it is
developed in its purity to this point, and w ithout regard to m ore highly
developed relations of production ᾪ that all inherent contradictions of bourgeois
society appear extinguished in m oney relations as conceived in a sim ple form ;
and bourgeois dem ocracy even m ore than the bourgeois econom ists takes
refuge in this aspect (the latter are at least consistent enough to regress to
even sim pler aspects of exchange value and exchange) in order to construct
apologetics for the existing econom ic relations. Indeed, in so far as the
com m odity or labour is conceived of only as exchange value, and the relation in
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w hich the various com m odities are brought into connection w ith one another is
conceived as the exchange of these exchange values w ith one another, as their
equation, then the individuals, the subjects betw een w hom  this process goes on,
are sim ply and only conceived of as exchangers. As far as the form al character
is concerned, there is absolutely no distinction betw een them , and this is the
econom ic character, the aspect in w hich they stand tow ards one another in the
exchange relation; it is the indicator of their social function or social relation
tow ards one another. Each of the subjects is an exchanger; i.e. each has the
sam e social relation tow ards the other that the other has tow ards him . As
subjects of exchange, their relation is therefore that of equality. It is im possible
to find any trace of distinction, not to speak of contradiction, betw een them ; not
even a difference. Furtherm ore, the com m odities w hich they exchange are, as
exchange values, equivalent, or at least count as such (the m ost that could
happen w ould be a subjective error in the reciprocal appraisal of values, and if
one individual, say, cheated the other, this w ould happen not because of the
nature of the social function in w hich they confront one another, for this
is the sam e, 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 w ould be one of natural origin,
irrelevant to the nature of the relation as such, and it m ay be said in
anticipation of further developm ent, the difference is even lessened and robbed
of its original force by com petition etc.). As regards the pure form , the
econom ic side of this relation ᾪ the content, outside this form , here still falls
entirely outside econom ics, or is posited as a natural content distinct from  the
econom ic, a content about w hich it m ay be said that it is still entirely separated
from  the econom ic relation because it still directly coincides w ith it ᾪ then only
three m om ents em erge as form ally distinct: the subjects of the relation, the
exchangers (posited in the sam e character); the objects of their exchange,
exchange values, equivalents, w hich not only are equal but are expressly
supposed to be equal, and are posited as equal; and finally the act of exchange
itself, the m ediation by w hich the subjects are posited as exchangers, equals,
and their objects as equivalents, equal. The equivalents are the objectification
[Vergegenständlichung] of one subject for another; i.e. they them selves are of
equal w orth, and assert them selves in the act of exchange as equally w orthy,
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and at the sam e tim e as m utually indifferent. The subjects in exchange exist for
one another only through these equivalents, as of equal w orth, and prove
them selves to be such through the exchange of the objectivity in w hich the one
exists for the other. Since they only exist for one another in exchange in this
w ay, as equally w orthy persons, possessors of equivalent things, w ho thereby
prove their equivalence, they are, as equals, at the sam e tim e also indifferent to
one another; w hatever other individual distinction there m ay be does not
concern them ; they are indifferent to all their other individual peculiarities.
N ow, as regards the content outside the act of exchange (an act w hich
constitutes the positing as w ell as the proving of the exchange values and of the
subjects as exchangers), this content, w hich falls outside the specifically
econom ic form , can only be: (1) The natural particularity of the com m odity
being exchanged. (2) The particular natural need of the exchangers, or, both
together, the different use values of the com m odities being exchanged. The
content of the exchange, w hich lies altogether outside its econom ic character,
far from  endangering the social equality of individuals, rather m akes their
natural difference into the basis of their social equality. If individual A had the
sam e need as individual B, and if both had realized their labour in the sam e
object, then no relation w hatever w ould be present betw een them ; considering
only their production, they w ould not be different individuals at all. Both have
the need to breathe; for both the air exists as atm osphere; 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 betw een their needs and
betw een 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 w hich
they relate to one another as productive. Regarded from  the standpoint of the
natural difference betw een them , individual A exists as the ow ner of a use value
for B, and B as ow ner of a use value for A. In this respect, their natural
difference again puts them  reciprocally into the relation of equality. In this
respect, how ever, they are not indifferent to one another, but integrate w ith one
another, have need of one another; so that individual B, as objectified in the
com m odity, 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 ow ner of the object of the
otherᾰs need, this proves that each of them  reaches beyond his ow n particular
need etc., as a hum an being, and that they relate to one another as hum an
beings; that their com m on species-being [Gattungsw esen] is acknow ledged by
all. It does not happen elsew here ᾪ that elephants produce for tigers, or anim als
for other anim als. For exam ple. A hive of bees com prises at bottom  only one
bee, and they all produce the sam e thing. Further. In so far as these natural
differences am ong individuals and am ong their com m odities (products, labour
etc. are not as yet different here, but exist only in the form  of com m odities, or,
as M r Bastiat prefers, follow ing Say, services [20]; Bastiat fancies that, by
reducing the econom ic character of exchange value to its natural content,
com m odity or service, and thereby show ing him self incapable of grasping the
econom ic relation of exchange value as such, he has progressed a great step
beyond the classical econom ists of the English school, w ho are capable of
grasping the relations of production in their specificity, as such, in their pure
form ) form  the m otive for the integration of these individuals, for their social
interrelation as exchangers, in w hich they are stipulated for each other as, and
prove them selves to be, equals, there enters, in addition to the quality of
equality, that of freedom . Although individual A feels a need for the com m odity
of individual B, he does not appropriate it by force, nor vice versa, but rather
they recognize one another reciprocally as proprietors, as persons w hose w ill
penetrates their com m odities. Accordingly, the juridical m om ent of the Person
enters here, as w ell as that of freedom , in so far as it is contained in the form er.
N o one seizes hold of anotherᾰs property by force. Each divests him self of his
property voluntarily. But this is not all: individual A serves the need of individual
B by m eans of the com m odity a only in so far as and because individual B serves
the need of individual A by m eans of the com m odity b, and vice versa. Each
serves the other in order to serve him self; each m akes use of the other,
reciprocally, as his m eans. N ow  both things are contained in the consciousness
of the tw o individuals: (1) that each arrives at his end only in so far as he serves
the other as m eans; (2) that each becom es m eans for the other (being for
another) [Sein für andres] only as end in him self (being for self) [Sein für sich]
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[21]; (3) that the reciprocity in w hich each is at the sam e tim e m eans and end,
and attains his end only in so far as he becom es a m eans, and becom es a m eans
only in so far as he posits him self as end, that each thus posits him self 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 him self ᾪ that this reciprocity is a necessary fact,
presupposed as natural precondition of exchange, but that, as such, it is
irrelevant to each of the tw o subjects in exchange, and that this reciprocity
interests him  only in so far as it satisfies his interest to the exclusion of, w ithout
reference to, that of the other. That is, the com m on interest w hich appears as
the m otive of the act as a w hole is recognized as a fact by both sides; but, as
such, it is not the m otive, but rather proceeds, as it w ere, behind the back of
these self-reflected particular interests, behind the back of one individualᾰs
interest in opposition to that of the other. In this last respect, the individual can
at m ost have the consoling aw areness 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 him self as its exclusive and dom inant (determ inant)
subject. W ith that, then, the com plete freedom  of the individual is posited:
voluntary transaction; no force on either side; positing of the self as m eans, or
as serving, only as m eans, in order to posit the self as end in itself, as dom inant
and prim ary [übergreifend]; finally, the self-seeking interest w hich brings
nothing of a higher order to realization; the other is also recognized and
acknow ledged as one w ho likew ise realizes his self-seeking interest, so that
both know  that the com m on interest exists only in the duality, m any-sidedness,
and autonom ous developm ent of the exchanges betw een self-seeking interests.
The general interest is precisely the generality of self-seeking interests.
Therefore, w hen the econom ic form , exchange, posits the all-sided equality of
its subjects, then the content, the individual as w ell as the objective m aterial
w hich drives tow ards 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 m erely the idealized expressions of this basis;
as developed in juridical, political, social relations, they are m erely this basis to
a higher pow er. 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 w orld of antiquity, w here developed exchange value w as not their basis, but
w here, rather, the developm ent of that basis destroyed them . Equality and
freedom  presuppose relations of production as yet unrealized in the ancient
w orld and in the M iddle Ages. Direct forced labour is the foundation of the
ancient w orld; the com m unity rests on this as its foundation; labour itself as a
ᾯprivilegeᾰ, as still particularized, not yet generally producing exchange values,
is the basis of the w orld of the M iddle Ages. Labour is neither forced labour;
nor, as in the second case, does it take place w ith respect to a com m on, higher
unit (the guild).

N ow, it is adm ittedly correct that the [relation betw een those] engaged in
exchange, in so far as their m otives are concerned, i.e. as regards natural
m otives falling outside the econom ic process, does also rest on a certain
com pulsion; but this is, on one side, itself only the otherᾰs indifference to m y
need as such, to m y natural individuality, hence his equality w ith m e and his
freedom , w hich are at the sam e tim e the precondition of m y ow n; on the other
side, if I am  determ ined, forced, by m y needs, it is only m y ow n nature, this
totality of needs and drives, w hich exerts a force upon m e; it is nothing alien
(or, m y interest posited in a general, reflected form ). But it is, after all,
precisely in this w ay that I exercise com pulsion ever the other and drive him
into the exchange system .

In Rom an law, the servus is therefore correctly defined as one w ho m ay not
enter into exchange for the purpose of acquiring anything for him self (see the
Institutes). [22] It is, consequently, equally clear that although this legal
system  corresponds to a social state in w hich exchange w as by no m eans
developed, nevertheless, in so far as it w as developed in a lim ited sphere, it w as
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 w hich rising
bourgeois society had necessarily to assert against m edieval society. But the
developm ent of this right itself coincides com pletely w ith the dissolution of the
Rom an com m unity.

Since m oney is only the realization of exchange value, and since the system
of exchange values has realized itself only in a developed m oney system , or
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inversely, the m oney system  can indeed only be the realization of this system  of
freedom  and equality. As m easure, m oney only gives the equivalent its specific
expression, m akes it into an equivalent in form , as w ell. A distinction of form
does, it is true, arise w ithin circulation: the tw o exchangers appear in the
different roles of buyer and seller; exchange value appears once in its general
form , in the form  of m oney, then again in its particular form , in the natural
com m odity, now  w ith a price; but, first of all, these form s alternate; circulation
itself creates not a disequation, but only an equation, a suspension of the
m erely negated difference. The inequality is only a purely form al one. Finally,
even equality now  posits itself tangibly, in m oney as m edium  of circulation,
w here it appears now  in one hand, now  in another, and is indifferent to this
appearance. Each appears tow ards the other as an ow ner of m oney, and, as
regards the process of exchange, as m oney itself. Thus indifference and equal
w orthiness are expressly contained in the form  of the thing. The particular
natural difference w hich w as contained in the com m odity is extinguished, and
constantly becom es extinguished by circulation. A w orker w ho buys
com m odities for 3s. appears to the seller in the sam e function, in the sam e
equality ᾪ in the form  of 3s. ᾪ as the king w ho does the sam e. All distinction
betw een them  is extinguished. The seller qua seller appears only as ow ner of a
com m odity of the price of 3s., so that both are com pletely 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 m oney, a distinguishing quality m ight seem  to enter betw een the
subjects of the process. But in so far as m oney here appears as the m aterial, as
the general com m odity of contracts, all distinction betw een the contracting
parties is, rather, extinguished. In so far as m oney, the general form  of w ealth,
becom es the object of accum ulation, the subject here appears to w ithdraw  it
from  circulation only to the extent that he does not w ithdraw  com m odities of an
equal price from  circulation. Thus, if one individual accum ulates and the other
does not, then none does it at the expense of the other. One enjoys real w ealth,
the other takes possession of w ealth in its general form . If one grow s
im poverished and the other grow s w ealthier, then this is of their ow n free w ill
and does not in any w ay arise from  the econom ic relation, the econom ic
connection as such, in w hich they are placed in relation to one another. Even
inheritance and sim ilar legal relations, w hich perpetuate such inequalities, do
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not prejudice this natural freedom  and equality. If individual Aᾰs 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 m anᾰs natural lifespan: its reinforcem ent against the chance influences of
nature, w hose effects as such w ould in fact be a suspension of individual
freedom . M oreover, since the individual in this relation is m erely the
individuation of m oney, therefore he is, as such, just as im m ortal as m oney, and
his representation by heirs is the logical extension of this role.

If this w ay of conceiving the m atter is not advanced in its historic context,
but is instead raised as a refutation of the m ore developed econom ic relations in
w hich individuals relate to one another no longer m erely as exchangers or as
buyers and sellers, but in specific relations, no longer all of the sam e character;
then it is the sam e as if it w ere asserted that there is no difference, to say
nothing of antithesis and contradiction, betw een natural bodies, because all of
them , w hen looked at from  e.g. the point of view  of their w eight, have w eight,
and are therefore equal; or are equal because all of them  occupy three
dim ensions. Exchange value itself is here sim ilarly seized upon in its sim ple
character, as the antithesis to its m ore developed, contradictory form s. In the
course of science, it is just these abstract attributes w hich appear as the
earliest and sparsest; they appear in part historically in this fashion, too; the
m ore developed as the m ore recent. In present bourgeois society as a w hole,
this positing of prices and their circulation etc. appears as the surface process,
beneath w hich, how ever, in the depths, entirely different processes go on, in
w hich 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 w hole of the system  of production, already in itself im plies com pulsion over
the individual, since his im m ediate product is not a product for him , but only
becom es such in the social process, and since it m ust 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 w hole negation of his natural
existence is already im plied; that he is therefore entirely determ ined by society;
that this further presupposes a division of labour etc., in w hich the individual is
already posited in relations other than that of m ere exchanger, etc. That
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therefore this presupposition by no m eans arises either out of the individualᾰs
w ill or out of the im m ediate nature of the individual, but that it is, rather,
historical, and posits the individual as already determ ined by society. It is
forgotten, on the other side, that these higher form s, in w hich exchange, or the
relations of production w hich realize them selves in it, are now  posited, do not
by any m eans stand still in this sim ple form  w here the highest distinction w hich
occurs is a form al and hence irrelevant one. W hat is overlooked, finally, is that
already the sim ple form s of exchange value and of m oney latently contain the
opposition betw een labour and capital etc. Thus, w hat all this w isdom  com es
dow n to is the attem pt to stick fast at the sim plest econom ic relations, w hich,
conceived by them selves, are pure abstractions; but these relations are, in
reality, m ediated by the deepest antithesis, and represent only one side, in
w hich the full expression of the antitheses is obscured.

W hat this reveals, on the other side, is the foolishness of those socialists
(nam ely the French, w ho w ant to depict socialism  as the realization of the ideals
of bourgeois society articulated by the French revolution) w ho dem onstrate
that exchange and exchange value etc. are originally (in tim e) or essentially
(in their adequate form ) a system  of universal freedom  and equality, but that
they have been perverted by m oney, capital, etc. [23] Or, also, that history has
so far failed in every attem pt to im plem ent them  in their true m anner, 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, m ore precisely, the m oney system  is in
fact the system  of equality and freedom , and that the disturbances w hich they
encounter in the further developm ent of the system  are disturbances inherent
in it, are m erely the realization of equality and freedom , w hich prove to be
inequality and unfreedom . It is just as pious as it is stupid to w ish that exchange
value w ould not develop into capital, nor labour w hich produces exchange value
into w age labour. W hat divides these gentlem en 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 betw een the
real and the ideal form  of bourgeois society, w hich is the cause of their desire to
undertake the superfluous business of realizing the ideal expression again,
w hich 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 argum entation of the
degenerate econom ics of m ost recent tim es (w hose classical representative as
regards insipidness, affectation of dialectics, puffy arrogance, effete,
com placent platitudinousness and com plete inability to grasp historic processes
is Frederick Bastiat, because the Am erican, Carey, at least brings out the
specific Am erican relations as against the European), w hich dem onstrates
that econom ic relations everyw here express the sam e sim ple determ inants,
and hence that they everyw here express the equality and freedom  of the sim ple
exchange of exchange values; this point entirely reduces itself to an infantile
abstraction. For exam ple, the relation betw een capital and interest is reduced
to the exchange of exchange values. Thus, after first taking from  the em pirical
w orld the fact that exchange value exists not only in this sim ple form  but also in
the essentially different form  of capital, capital is then in turn reduced again to
the sim ple concept of exchange value; and interest, w hich, to crow n all,
expresses a specific relation of capital as such, is sim ilarly torn out of this
specificity and equated w ith exchange value; the w hole relation in its specific
character is reduced to an abstraction and everything reduced to the
undeveloped relation of com m odity exchange. In so far as I abstract from  w hat
distinguishes a concrete from  its abstract, it is of course the abstract, and does
not differ from  it at all. According to this, all econom ic categories are only
so m any nam es for w hat is alw ays the sam e relation, and this crude
inability to grasp the real distinctions is then supposed to represent
pure com m on sense as such. The ᾯeconom ic harm oniesᾰ of M r Bastiat
am ount au fond to the assertion that there exists only one single
econom ic relation w hich takes on different nam es, or that any
differences w hich occur, occur only in nam e. The reduction is not even
form ally scientific to the m inim al extent that everything is reduced to a real
econom ic relation by dropping the difference that developm ent m akes; rather,
som etim es one and som etim es another side is dropped in order to bring out
now  one, now  another side of the identity. For exam ple, the w age for labour is
paym ent for a service done by one individual for another. (The econom ic form  as
such is dropped here, as noted above.) Profit is also paym ent for a service done
by one individual for another. H ence w ages and profit are identical, and it is, in
the first place, an error of language to call one paym ent w ages, the other profit.
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But let us now  look at profit and interest. W ith profit, the paym ent of the service
is exposed to chance fluctuations; w ith interest, it is fixed. Thus, since, w ith
w ages, paym ent is relatively speaking exposed to chance fluctuations, w hile
w ith profit, in contrast to labour, it is fixed, it follow s that the relation betw een
interest and profit is the sam e as that betw een w ages and profit, w hich, as w e
have seen, is the exchange of equivalents for one another. The opponents [24]
then take this tw addle (w hich goes back from  the econom ic relations w here the
contradiction is expressed to those w here it is only latent and obscured)
literally, and dem onstrate that e.g. w ith capital and interest there is not a
sim ple exchange, since capital is not replaced by an equivalent, but that the
ow ner of capital, rather, having consum ed the equivalent 20 tim es over in the
form  of interest, still has it in the form  of capital and can exchange it for 20
m ore equivalents. H ence the unedifying debate in w hich one side asserts that
there is no difference betw een 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. ᾪ Landed property and capital. ᾪ Capital
com es from  circulation. Content exchange value. ᾪ M erchant
capital, m oney capital, and m oney interest. ᾪ Circulation
presupposes another process. M otion between presupposed
extrem es

M oney as capital is an aspect of m oney w hich goes beyond its sim ple
character as m oney. It can be regarded as a higher realization; as it can be said
that m an is a developed ape. H ow ever, in this w ay the low er form  is posited as
the prim ary subject, over the higher. In any case, m oney as capital is distinct
from  m oney as m oney. The new  aspect is to be developed. On the other hand,
capital as m oney seem s to be a regression of capital to a low er form . But it is
only the positing of capital in a particular form  w hich already existed prior to it,
as non-capital, and w hich m akes up one of its presuppositions. M oney recurs in
all later relations; but then it does not function as m ere m oney. If, as here, the
initial task is to follow  it up to its totality as m oney-m arket, then the rest of the
developm ent is presupposed and has to be brought in occasionally. Thus w e
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give here the general character of capital before w e proceed to its particularity
as m oney.

If I state, like for exam ple Say, that capital is a sum  of values, [25] then I
state nothing m ore than that capital =  exchange value. Every sum  of values
is an exchange value, and every exchange value is a sum  of values. I cannot get
from  exchange value to capital by m eans of m ere addition. In the pure
accum ulation of m oney, as w e 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 betw een producers and consum ers, in petty com m erce, w here the aim
on one side is to exchange the com m odity for m oney and on the other to
exchange m oney for com m odity, for the satisfaction of individual needs ᾪ in this
m ovem ent, w hich proceeds on the surface of the bourgeois w orld, there and
there alone does the m otion of exchange values, their circulation, proceed in its
pure form . A w orker w ho buys a loaf of bread and a m illionaire w ho does the
sam e appear in this act only as sim ple 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 com pletely
irrelevant com pared w ith the form al aspect.

As in the theory the concept of value precedes that of capital, but requires
for its pure developm ent a m ode of production founded on capital, so the sam e
thing takes place in practice. The econom ists therefore necessarily som etim es
consider capital as the creator of values, as their source, w hile at other tim es
they presuppose values for the form ation 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 m ode of production in w hich the individual product
has ceased to exist for the producer in general and even m ore for the individual
w orker, and w here nothing exists unless it is realized through circulation. For
the person w ho creates an infinitesim al part of a yard of cotton, the fact that
this is value, exchange value, is not a form al m atter. If he had not created an
exchange value, m oney, he w ould have created nothing at all. This
determ ination of value, then, presupposes a given historic stage of the m ode of
social production and is itself som ething given w ith that m ode, hence a historic
relation.
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At the sam e tim e, individual m om ents of value-determ ination develop in
earlier stages of the historic process of social production and appear as its
result.

H ence, w ithin the system  of bourgeois society, capital follow s im m ediately
after m oney. In history, other system s com e before, and they form  the
m aterial basis of a less com plete developm ent of value. Just as exchange value
here plays only an accom panying role to use value, it is not capital but the
relation of landed property w hich appears as its real basis. M odern landed
property, on the other hand, cannot be understood at all, because it cannot
exist, w ithout capital as its presupposition, and it indeed appears historically as
a transform ation of the preceding historic shape of landed property by capital
so as to correspond to capital. It is, therefore, precisely in the developm ent of
landed property that the gradual victory and form ation of capital can be
studied, w hich is w hy Ricardo, the econom ist of the m odern age, w ith great
historical insight, exam ined the relations of capital, w age labour and ground
rent w ithin the sphere of landed property, so as to establish their specific form .
The relation betw een the industrial capitalist and the proprietor of land appears
to be a relation lying outside that of landed property. But, as a relation betw een
the m odern farm er and the landow ner, it appears posited as an im m anent
relation of landed property itself; and the [latter], [26] as now  existing m erely in
its relation to capital. The history of landed property, w hich w ould dem onstrate
the gradual transform ation of the feudal landlord into the landow ner, of the
hereditary, sem i-tributary and often unfree tenant for life into the m odern
farm er, and of the resident serfs, bondsm en and villeins w ho belonged to the
property into agricultural day-labourers, w ould indeed be the history of the
form ation of m odern capital. It w ould include w ithin it the connection w ith
urban capital, trade, etc. But w e are dealing here w ith developed bourgeois
society, w hich is already m oving on its ow n foundation.

Capital com es initially from  circulation, and, m oreover, its point of departure
is m oney. W e have seen that m oney w hich enters into circulation and at the
sam e tim e returns from  it to itself is the last requirem ent, in w hich m oney
suspends itself. It is at the sam e tim e the first concept of capital, and the first
form  in w hich it appears. M oney has negated itself as som ething w hich m erely
dissolves in circulation; but it has also equally negated itself as som ething
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w hich takes up an independent attitude tow ards circulation. This negation, as a
single w hole, in its positive aspects, contains the first elem ents of capital.
M oney is the first form  in w hich capital as such appears. M ᾪCᾪCᾪM ; that m oney
is exchanged for com m odity and the com m odity for m oney; this m ovem ent of
buying in order to sell, w hich m akes up the form al aspect of com m erce,
of capital as m erchant capital, is found in the earliest conditions of econom ic
developm ent; it is the first m ovem ent in w hich exchange value as such form s
the content ᾪ is not only the form  but also its ow n content. This m otion can take
place w ithin peoples, or betw een peoples for w hose production exchange value
has by no m eans yet becom e the presupposition. The m ovem ent only seizes
upon the surplus of their directly useful production, and proceeds only on its
m argin. Like the Jew s w ithin old Polish society or w ithin m edieval society in
general, entire trading peoples, as in antiquity (and, later on, the Lom bards),
can take up this position betw een peoples w hose m ode of production is not yet
determ ined by exchange value as the fundam ental presupposition. Com m ercial
capital is only circulating capital, and circulating capital is the first form  of
capital; in w hich it has as yet by no m eans becom e the foundation of
production. A m ore developed form  is m oney capital and m oney interest,
usury, w hose independent appearance belongs in the sam e w ay to an earlier
stage. Finally, the form  CᾪM ᾪM ᾪC, in w hich m oney and circulation in general
appear as m ere m eans for the circulating com m odity, w hich for its part again
steps outside circulation and directly satisfies a need, this is itself the
presupposition of that original appearance of m erchant capital. The
presuppositions appear distributed am ong different peoples; or, w ithin society,
com m ercial capital as such appears only as determ ined by this purely
consum ption-directed circulation. On the other side, the circulating
com m odity, the com m odity w hich realizes itself only by taking on the form  of
another com m odity, w hich steps outside circulation and serves im m ediate
needs, is sim ilarly [the] [27] first form  of capital, w hich is essentially
com m odity capital.

On the other side it is equally clear that the sim ple m ovem ent of exchange
values, such as is present in pure circulation, can never realize capital. It can
lead to the w ithdraw al and stockpiling of m oney, but as soon as m oney steps
back into circulation, it dissolves itself in a series of exchange processes w ith
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com m odities w hich are consum ed, hence it is lost as soon as its purchasing
pow er is exhausted. Sim ilarly, the com m odity w hich has exchanged itself for
another com m odity through the m edium  of m oney steps outside circulation in
order to be consum ed, destroyed. But if it is given independence from
circulation, as m oney, it then m erely represents the non-substantial general
form  of w ealth. Since equivalents are exchanged for one another, the form  of
w ealth w hich is fixed as m oney disappears as soon as it is exchanged for the
com m odity; and the use value present in the com m odity, as soon as it is
exchanged for m oney. All that can happen in the sim ple act of exchange is that
each can be lost in its role for the other as soon as it realizes itself in it. N one
can m aintain itself in its role by going over into the other. For this reason the
sophistry of the bourgeois econom ists, w ho em bellish capital by reducing it in
argum ent to pure exchange, has been countered by its inversion, the equally
sophistical, but, in relation to them , legitim ate dem and that capital be really
reduced to pure exchange, w hereby it w ould disappear as a pow er and be
destroyed, w hether in the form  of m oney or of the com m odity. *

* Just as exchange value, i.e. all relations of com m odities as exchange values, appears
in m oney to be a thing, so do all aspects of the activity w hich creates exchange values,
labour, appear in capital.

The repetition of the process from  either of the points, m oney or com m odity,
is not posited w ithin the conditions of exchange itself. The act can be repeated
only until it is com pleted, i.e. until the am ount of the exchange value is
exchanged aw ay. It cannot ignite itself anew  through its ow n resources.
Circulation therefore does not carry w ithin itself the principle of self-
renew al. The m om ents of the latter are presupposed to it, not posited by
it. Com m odities constantly have to be throw n into it anew  from  the outside, like
fuel into a fire. Otherw ise it flickers out in indifference. It w ould die out w ith
m oney, as the indifferent result w hich, in so far as it no longer stood in any
connection w ith com m odities, prices or circulation, w ould have ceased to be
m oney, to express a relation of production; only its m etallic existence w ould be
left over, w hile its econom ic existence w ould be destroyed. Circulation,
therefore, w hich appears as that w hich is im m ediately present on the surface of
bourgeois society, exists only in so far as it is constantly m ediated. Looked at in
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itself, it is the m ediation of presupposed extrem es. But it does not posit these
extrem es. Thus, it has to be m ediated not only in each of its m om ents, but as a
w hole of m ediation, as a total process itself. Its im m ediate being is therefore
pure sem blance. It is the phenom enon of a process taking place behind it.
It is now  negated in every one of its m om ents: as a com m odity ᾪ as m oney ᾪ and
as a relation of the tw o, as sim ple exchange and circulation of both. W hile,
originally, the act of social production appeared as the positing of exchange
values and this, in its later developm ent, as circulation ᾪ as com pletely
developed reciprocal m ovem ent of exchange values ᾪ now, circulation itself
returns back into the activity w hich posits or produces exchange values. It
returns into it as into its ground. [28] It is com m odities (w hether in their
particular form , or in the general form  of m oney) w hich form  the presupposition
of circulation; they are the realization of a definite labour tim e and, as such,
values; their presupposition, therefore, is both the production of com m odities
by labour and their production as exchange values. This is their point of
departure, and through its ow n m otion it goes back into exchange-value-
creating production as its result. W e have therefore reached the point of
departure again, production w hich posits, creates exchange values; but this
tim e, production w hich presupposes circulation as a developed m om ent
and w hich appears as a constant process, w hich posits circulation and
constantly returns from  it into itself in order to posit it anew. The m ovem ent
w hich creates exchange value thus appears here in a m uch m ore com plex form ,
since it is no longer only the m ovem ent of presupposed exchange values, or the
m ovem ent w hich posits them  form ally as prices, but w hich creates, brings them
forth at the sam e tim e as presuppositions. Production itself is here no longer
present in advance of its products, i.e. presupposed; it rather appears as
sim ultaneously bringing forth these results; but it does not bring them  forth, as
in the first stage, as m erely leading into circulation, but as sim ultaneously
presupposing circulation, the developed process of circulation. (Circulation
consists at bottom  only of the form al process of positing exchange value,
som etim es in the role of the com m odity, at other tim es in the role of m oney.)

Transition from  circulation to capitalist production. ᾪ Capital
objectified labour etc. ᾪ Sum  of values for production of values
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This m ovem ent appears in different form s, not only historically, as leading
tow ards value-producing labour, but also w ithin the system  of bourgeois
production itself, i.e. production for exchange value. W ith sem i-barbarian or
com pletely barbarian peoples, there is at first interposition by trading peoples,
or else tribes w hose production is different by nature enter into contact and
exchange their superfluous products. The form er case is a m ore classical form .
Let us therefore dw ell on it. The exchange of the overflow  is a traffic w hich
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 w ho
solicit exchange appear repeatedly (the Lom bards, N orm ans etc. play this role
tow ards nearly all European peoples), and if an ongoing com m erce develops,
although the producing people still engages only in so-called passive trade,
since the im pulse for the activity of positing exchange values com es from  the
outside and not from  the inner structure of its production, then the surplus of
production m ust no longer be som ething accidental, occasionally present, but
m ust be constantly repeated; and in this w ay dom estic production itself takes
on a tendency tow ards circulation, tow ards the positing of exchange values. At
first the effect is of a m ore 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 dom estic production itself is already
m odified by circulation and exchange value; but it has not yet been com pletely
invaded by them , either over the surface or in depth. This is w hat is called the
civilizing influence of external trade. The degree to w hich the m ovem ent
tow ards the establishm ent of exchange value then attacks the w hole of
production depends partly on the intensity of this external influence, and partly
on the degree of developm ent attained by the elem ents of dom estic production ᾪ
division of labour etc. In England, for exam ple, the im port of N etherlands
com m odities in the sixteenth century and at the beginning of the seventeenth
century gave to the surplus of w ool w hich England had to provide in exchange,
an essential, decisive role. In order then to produce m ore w ool, cultivated land
w as transform ed into sheep-w alks, the system  of sm all tenant-farm ers w as
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 becam e purely determ ined by
circulation, transform ed into production for exchange value. N ot only w as the
m ode of production altered thereby, but also all the old relations of population
and of production, the econom ic relations w hich corresponded to it, w ere
dissolved. Thus, here w as a circulation w hich presupposed a production in
w hich only the overflow  w as created as exchange value; but it turned into a
production w hich took place only in connection w ith circulation, a production
w hich posited exchange values as its exclusive content.

On the other hand, in m odern production, w here exchange value and
developed circulation are presupposed, it is prices w hich determ ine production
on one side, and production w hich determ ines prices on the other.

W hen it is said that capital ᾯis accum ulated (realized) labour (properly,
objectified [vergegenständlichte] labour), w hich serves as the m eans for
new  labour (production)ᾰ, [29] then this refers to the sim ple m aterial of capital,
w ithout regard to the form al character w ithout w hich it is not capital. This
m eans nothing m ore than that capital is ᾪ an instrum ent of production, for, in
the broadest sense, every object, including those furnished purely by nature,
e.g. a stone, m ust first be appropriated by som e sort of activity before it can
function as an instrum ent, as m eans of production. According to this, capital
w ould have existed in all form s of society, and is som ething altogether
unhistorical. H ence every lim b 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 w ould be only a new  nam e for a thing as old as the
hum an race, since every form  of labour, including the least developed, hunting,
fishing, etc., presupposes that the product of prior labour is used as m eans for
direct, living labour. A further characteristic contained in the above definition is
that the m aterial stuff of products is entirely abstracted aw ay, and that
antecedent labour itself is regarded as its only content (m atter); in the sam e
w ay, abstraction is m ade from  the particular, special purpose for w hich the
m aking of this product is in its turn intended to serve as m eans, and m erely
production in general is posited as purpose. All these things only seem ed a
w ork of abstraction, w hich is equally valid in all social conditions and w hich
m erely leads the analysis further and form ulates it m ore abstractly (generally)
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than is the usual custom . If, then, the specific form  of capital is abstracted aw ay,
and only the content is em phasized, as w hich it is a necessary m om ent of
all labour, then of course nothing is easier than to dem onstrate that
capital is a necessary condition for all hum an production. The proof of
this proceeds precisely by abstraction from  the specific aspects w hich m ake it
the m om ent of a specifically developed historic stage of hum an production. The
catch is that if all capital is objectified labour w hich serves as m eans for new
production, it is not the case that all objectified labour w hich serves as m eans
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 m eans: capital is self-reproducing exchange
value. But, form ally, exchange value reproduces itself even in sim ple circulation.
This explanation, it is true, does contain the form  w herein exchange value is the
point of departure, but the connection w ith the content (w hich, w ith capital, is
not, as in the case of sim ple exchange value, irrelevant) is dropped. If it is said
that capital is exchange value w hich 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
sim ple relation, but a process, in w hose various m om ents it is alw ays capital.
This process therefore to be developed. Already in accum ulated labour,
som ething has sneaked in, because, in its essential characteristic, it should be
m erely objectified labour, in w hich, how ever, a certain am ount of labour is
accum ulated. But accum ulated labour already com prises a quantity of objects in
w hich labour is realized.

ᾯAt the beginning everyone w as content, since exchange extended only to
objects w hich had no value for each exchanger: no significance w as assigned to
objects other than those w hich w ere w ithout value for each exchanger; no
significance w as assigned to them , and each w as satisfied to receive a useful
thing in exchange for a thing w ithout utility. But after the division of labour had
m ade everyone into a m erchant and society into a com m ercial society, no one
w anted to give up his products except in return for their equivalents; it thus
becam e necessary, in order to determ ine this equivalent, to know  the value of
the thing received.ᾰ (Ganilh, 12, b.) [30] This m eans in other w ords that
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exchange did not stand still w ith the form al positing of exchange values, but
necessarily advanced tow ards 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 w ith labour but
w ith value, and, precisely, w ith exchange value in an already developed
m ovem ent of circulation. It is just as im possible to m ake the transition directly
from  labour to capital as it is to go from  the different hum an races directly to
the banker, or from  nature to the steam  engine. W e have seen that in m oney, as
such, exchange value has already obtained a form  independent of circulation,
but only a negative, transitory or, w hen fixated, an illusory form . It exists only in
connection w ith 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 tw o earlier roles,
as m easure of exchange value and as m edium  of exchange. As soon as m oney is
posited as an exchange value w hich not only becom es independent of
circulation, but w hich also m aintains itself through it, then it is no longer
m oney, for this as such does not go beyond the negative aspect, but is capital.
That m oney is the first form  in w hich exchange value proceeds to the character
of capital, and that, hence, the first form  in w hich capital appears is confused
w ith capital itself, or is regarded as sole adequate form  of capital ᾪ this is a
historic fact w hich, far from  contradicting our developm ent, rather confirm s it.
The first quality of capital is, then, this: that exchange value deriving from
circulation and presupposing circulation preserves itself w ithin it and by m eans
of it; does not lose itself by entering into it; that circulation is not the m ovem ent
of its disappearance, but rather the m ovem ent 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 sim ple circulation. It is
alw ays realized only in the m om ent of its disappearance. If the com m odity is
exchanged via m oney for another com m odity, then its value-character
disappears in the m om ent in w hich it realizes itself, and it steps outside the
relation, becom es irrelevant to it, m erely the direct object of a need. If m oney is
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exchanged for a com m odity, then even the disappearance of the form  of
exchange is posited; the form  is posited as a m erely form al m ediation for the
purpose of gaining possession of the natural m aterial of the com m odity. If a
com m odity is exchanged for m oney, then the form  of exchange value, exchange
value posited as exchange value, m oney, persists only as long as it stays outside
exchange, w ithdraw s from  it, is hence a purely illusory realization, purely ideal
in this form , in w hich the independence of exchange value leads a tangible
existence. If, finally, m oney is exchanged for m oney ᾪ the fourth form  in w hich
circulation can be analysed, but at bottom  only the third form  expressed in the
form  of exchange ᾪ then not even a form al difference appears betw een the
things distinguished; a distinction w ithout a difference; not only does exchange
value disappear, but also the form al m ovem ent of its disappearance. At bottom ,
these four specific form s of sim ple circulation are reducible to tw o, w hich, it is
true, coincide in them selves; the distinction consists in the different placing of
the em phasis, the accent; w hich of the tw o m om ents ᾪ m oney and com m odity ᾪ
form s the point of departure. N am ely, m oney for the com m odity: i.e. the
exchange value of the com m odity disappears in favour of its m aterial content
(substance); or com m odity for m oney, 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 w ith capital is exchange value posited as
exchange value in such a w ay that it preserves itself in circulation; i.e. it neither
becom es substanceless, nor constantly realizes itself in other substances or a
totality of them ; nor loses its specific form , but rather preserves its identity w ith
itself in each of the different substances. It therefore alw ays rem ains m oney and
alw ays com m odity. It is in every m om ent both of the m om ents w hich disappear
into one another in circulation. But it is this only because it itself is a constantly
self-renew ing circular course of exchanges. In this relation, too, its circulation
is distinct from  that of sim ple exchange values as such. Sim ple circulation is in
fact circulation only from  the standpoint of the observer, or in itself, not
posited as such. It is not alw ays the sam e exchange value ᾪ precisely because its
substance is a particular com m odity ᾪ w hich first becom es m oney and then a
com m odity again; rather, it is alw ays different com m odities, different exchange
values w hich confront m oney. Circulation, the circular path, consists m erely of
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the sim ple repetition or alternation of the role of com m odity and m oney, and not
of the identity of the real point of departure and the point of return. Therefore,
in characterizing sim ple circulation as such, w here m oney alone is the
persistent m om ent, the term  m ere m oney circulation, m oney turnover has
been applied.

ᾯCapital values are self-perpetuating.ᾰ (Say, 14.) [32] ᾯCapital ᾪ perm anentᾰ
(ᾯself-m ultiplyingᾰ does not belong here as yet) ᾯvalue w hich no longer decayed;
this value tears itself loose from  the com m odity w hich created it; like a
m etaphysical, insubstantial quality, it alw ays rem ained in the possession of the
sam e cultivateurᾰ (here irrelevant; say ow ner) ᾯfor w hom  it cloaked itself in
different form s.ᾰ (Sism ondi, VI.) [33]

The im m ortality w hich m oney strove to achieve by setting itself negatively
against circulation, by w ithdraw ing from  it, is achieved by capital, w hich
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 m om ent ideally both of the tw o m om ents
contained in sim ple circulation, but alternately takes the form  of the one and of
the other, though no longer m erely by passing out of the one into the other, as
in sim ple circulation, but rather by being in each of these roles at the sam e tim e
a relation to its opposite, i.e. containing it ideally w ithin itself. Capital becom es
com m odity and m oney alternately; but (1) it is itself the alternation of both
these roles; (2) it becom es com m odity; but not this or the other com m odity,
rather a totality of com m odities. It is not indifferent to the substance, but to
the particular form ; appears in this respect as a constant m etam orphosis 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 [Allgem einheit], w hich it obtains is that of
being exchange value and, as such, m oney. It is still therefore posited as m oney,
in fact it exchanges itself as com m odity for m oney. But posited as m oney, i.e. as
this contradictory form  of the generality of exchange value, there is posited in it
at the sam e tim e that it m ust not, as in sim ple exchange, lose this generality,
but m ust rather lose the attribute antithetical to generality, or adopt it only
fleetingly; therefore it exchanges itself again for the com m odity, but as a
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com m odity w hich itself, in its particularity, expresses the generality of exchange
value, and hence constantly changes its particular form .

If w e speak here of capital, this is still m erely a w ord. The only aspect in
w hich capital is here posited as distinct from  direct exchange value and from
m oney is that of exchange value w hich preserves and perpetuates itself
in and through circulation. W e have so far exam ined only one side, that of its
self-preservation in and through circulation. The other equally im portant side is
that exchange value is presupposed, but no longer as sim ple exchange value,
such as it exists as a m erely ideal quality of the com m odity before it enters into
circulation, or as, rather, a m erely intended quality, since it becom es exchange
value only for a vanishing m om ent in circulation; nor as exchange value as it
exists as a m om ent in circulation, as m oney; it exists here, rather, as m oney, as
objectified exchange value, but w ith the addition of the relation just described.
W hat 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 sam e
tim e proceeds from  itself as presupposition of circulation.

There are tw o sides in w hich the result of sim ple circulation can be
expressed:

The sim ply negative: The com m odities throw n into circulation have
achieved their purpose; they are exchanged for one another; each becom es an
object of a need and is consum ed. W ith that, circulation com es to an end.
N othing rem ains other than m oney as sim ple residue. As such a residue,
how ever, it has ceased to be m oney, loses its characteristic form . It collapses
into its m aterial, w hich is left over as the inorganic ashes of the process as a
w hole.

The positively negative: M oney is negated not as objectified, independent
exchange value ᾪ not only as vanishing in circulation ᾪ but rather the
antithetical independence, the m erely abstract generality in w hich it has
firm ly settled, is negated; but

thirdly: Exchange value as the presupposition and sim ultaneously the result
of circulation, just as it is assum ed as having em erged from  circulation, m ust
em erge from  it again. If this happens in a m erely form al m anner, it w ould
sim ply becom e m oney again; if it em erges as a real com m odity, as in sim ple
circulation, then it w ould becom e a sim ple object of need, consum ed as such,
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and again lose its quality as form . For this em ergence to becom e real, it m ust
likew ise becom e the object of a need and, as such, be consum ed, but it m ust be
consum ed by labour, and thereby reproduce itself anew.

Differently expressed: Exchange value, as regards its content, w as originally
an objectified am ount of labour or labour tim e; as such it passed through
circulation, in its objectification, until it becam e m oney, tangible m oney. It m ust
now  again posit the point of departure of circulation, w hich lay outside
circulation, w as presupposed to it, and for w hich circulation appeared as an
external, penetrating and internally transform ing m ovem ent; this point w as
labour; but [it m ust do so] now  no longer as a sim ple equivalent or as a sim ple
objectification of labour, but rather as objectified exchange value, now  becom e
independent, w hich yields itself to labour, becom es its m aterial, only so as to
renew  itself and to begin circulating again by itself. And w ith that it is no longer
a sim ple positing of equivalents, a preservation of its identity, as in circulation;
but rather m ultiplication of itself. Exchange value posits itself as exchange
value only by realizing itself; i.e. increasing its value. M oney (as returned to
itself from  circulation), as capital, has lost its rigidity, and from  a tangible
thing has becom e a process. But at the sam e tim e, 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 m eans of reproducing it, w hereas, originally, exchange value
appeared m erely as a product of labour.

Exchange value em erging from  circulation, a presupposition of
circulation, preserving and m ultiplying itself in it by m eans of labour

< [34] I. (1) General concept of capital. ᾪ (2) Particularity of capital: circulating
capital, fixed capital. (Capital as the necessaries of life, as raw  m aterial, as
instrum ent of labour.) (3) Capital as m oney. II. (1) Quantity of capital.
Accum ulation. (2) Capital m easured 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 w ith revenue. Capital and prices. (ͨ ) Com petition of capitals. (ͩ )
Concentration of capitals. III. Capital as credit. IV. Capital as share capital. V.
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Capital as m oney m arket. VI. Capital as source of w ealth. The capitalist.
After capital, landed property w ould be dealt w ith. After that, w age labour. All
three presupposed, the m ovem ent of prices, as circulation now  defined in its
inner totality. On the other side, the three classes, as production posited in its
three basic form s and presuppositions of circulation. Then the state. (State and
bourgeois society. ᾪ Taxes, or the existence of the unproductive classes. ᾪ The
state debt. ᾪ Population. ᾪ The state externally: colonies. External trade. Rate of
exchange. M oney as international coin. ᾪ Finally the w orld m arket.
Encroachm ent of bourgeois society over the state. Crises. Dissolution of the
m ode 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

(N othing is m ore erroneous than the m anner in w hich econom ists as w ell as
socialists regard society in relation to econom ic conditions. Proudhon, for
exam ple, replies to Bastiat by saying (XVI, 29): ᾯFor society, the difference
betw een capital and product does not exist. This difference is entirely
subjective, and related to individuals.ᾰ [35] Thus he calls subjective precisely
w hat is social; and he calls society a subjective abstraction. The difference
betw een 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 contem plation from  the standpoint of society m eans nothing m ore than
the overlooking of the differences w hich express the social relation (relation
of bourgeois society). Society does not consist of individuals, but expresses the
sum  of interrelations, the relations w ithin w hich these individuals stand. As if
som eone w ere to say: Seen from  the perspective of society, there are no slaves
and no citizens: both are hum an beings. Rather, they are that outside society. To
be a slave, to be a citizen, are social characteristics, relations betw een hum an
beings A and B. H um an being A, as such, is not a slave. H e is a slave in and
through society. W hat M r Proudhon here says about capital and product m eans,
for him , that from  the view point of society there is no difference betw een
capitalists and w orkers; a difference w hich exists precisely only from  the
standpoint of society.)
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(For Proudhon in his polem ic against Bastiat, ᾯGratuité du créditᾰ,
everything com es dow n to his ow n w ish to reduce the exchange betw een capital
and labour to the sim ple exchange of com m odities as exchange values, to the
m om ents of sim ple circulation, i.e. he abstracts from  just the specific difference
on w hich everything depends. H e says: ᾯAt a given m om ent, every product
becom es capital, because everything w hich is consum ed is at a given m om ent
consum ed reproductively.ᾰ This very false, but never m ind. ᾯW hat is it that
m akes the m otion of the product suddenly transform  itself into that of capital?
It is the idea of value. That m eans that the product, in order to becom e 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,
com ing from  the slaughterhouse, is the product of the butcher. Is this leather
bought by the tanner? The latter then im m ediately carries it or carries its value
into his exploitation fund [fonds dᾰexploitation]. By m eans of the tannerᾰs
labour, this capital becom es product again etc.ᾰ [36] Every capital is here ᾯa
constituted valueᾰ. M oney is the ᾯm ost perfect valueᾰ, [37] constituted
value to the highest pow er. This m eans, then: (1) Product becom es capital by
becom ing value. Or capital is just nothing m ore than sim ple value. There is no
difference betw een them . Thus he says com m odity (the natural side of the
sam e, expressed as product) at one tim e, value another tim e, alternatively, or
rather, since he presupposes the act of buying and selling, price. (2) Since
m oney appears as the perfected form  of value such as it is in sim ple circulation,
therefore m oney is also the true constituted value.)

Capital and labour. Exchange value and use value for exchange
value. ᾪ M oney and its use value (labour) in this relation, capital.
Self-m ultiplication of value is its only m ovem ent. ᾪ The phrase
that no capitalist will em ploy his capital without drawing a gain
from  it. ᾪ Capital, as regards substance, objectified labour. Its
antithesis, living, productive (i.e. value-preserving and value-
increasing) labour. ᾪ Productive labour and labour as
perform ance of a service. ᾪ Productive and unproductive labour.
A. Sm ith etc. ᾪ Thief in Lauderdaleᾰs sense and productive labour

The transition from  sim ple exchange value and its circulation to capital can also
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be expressed in this w ay: W ithin circulation, exchange value appears double:
once as com m odity, again as m oney. If it is in one aspect, it is not in the other.
This holds for every particular com m odity. But the w holeness of circulation,
regarded in itself, lies in the fact that the sam e exchange value, exchange value
as subject, posits itself once as com m odity, another tim e as m oney, and that it is
just this m ovem ent of positing itself in this dual character and of preserving
itself in each of them  as its opposite, in the com m odity as m oney and in m oney
as com m odity. This in itself is present in sim ple circulation, but is not posited in
it. Exchange value posited as the unity of com m odity and m oney is capital, and
this positing itself appears as the circulation of capital. (W hich is, how ever, a
spiral, an expanding curve, not a sim ple circle.)

Let us analyse first the sim ple aspects contained in the relation of capital
and labour, in order by this m eans to arrive at the inner connection not only of
these aspects, but also of their further developm ent from  the earlier ones.

The first presupposition is that capital stands on one side and labour on the
other, both as independent form s relative to each other; both hence also alien to
one another. The labour w hich stands opposite capital is alien [frem de] labour,
and the capital w hich stands opposite labour is alien capital. The extrem es
w hich stand opposite one another are specifically different. In the first
positing of sim ple exchange value, labour w as structured in such a w ay that the
product w as not a direct use value for the labourer, not a direct m eans of
subsistence. This w as the general condition for the creation of an exchange
value and of exchange in general. Otherw ise the w orker w ould have produced
only a product ᾪ a direct use value for him self ᾪ but not an exchange value. This
exchange value, how ever, w as m aterialized in a product w hich had, as such, a
use value for others, and, as such, w as the object of their needs. The use value
w hich the w orker has to offer to the capitalist, w hich he has to offer to others in
general, is not m aterialized in a product, does not exist apart from  him  at all,
thus exists not really, but only in potentiality, as his capacity. It becom es a
reality only w hen it has been solicited by capital, is set in m otion, since activity
w ithout object is nothing, or, at the m ost, m ental activity, w hich is not the
question at issue here. As soon as it has obtained m otion from  capital, this use
value exists as the w orkerᾰs specific, productive activity; it is his vitality itself,
directed tow ard 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 sim ple circulation, each of the com m odities can alternately be
regarded in one or the other role. In both cases, w hen it counts as com m odity
as such, it steps outside circulation as object of a need and falls entirely outside
the econom ic relation. In so far as the com m odity becom es fixed as exchange
value ᾪ m oney ᾪ it tends tow ards the sam e form lessness, but as falling w ithin
the econom ic relation. In any case, the com m odities are of interest in the
exchange-value relation (sim ple 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 ᾪ the usefulness, use value,
existing only for the specific individual, hence existing directly for him  ᾪ but
not this use value itself; rather, it posits and m ediates it as use value for others
etc. But to the degree that exchange value as such becom es fixed in m oney, 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 aw ay from
the sphere of sim ple exchange value, w hose highest m ovem ent is sim ple
circulation, and w hose highest perfection is m oney. But w ithin the sphere itself,
the distinctness exists in fact only as a superficial difference, a purely form al
distinction. M oney itself in its highest fixedness is itself a com m odity again, and
distinguishes itself from  the others only in that it expresses exchange value
m ore perfectly; but, as currency, and precisely for that reason, it loses its
exchange value as intrinsic quality, and becom es m ere use value, although
adm ittedly use value for determ ining the prices etc. of com m odities. The
aspects still im m ediately coincide and just as im m ediately they separate. W here
they relate to one another independently, positively, as in the case of the
com m odity w hich becom es an object of consum ption, it ceases to be a m om ent
of the econom ic process; w here negatively, as in the case of m oney, it becom es
m adness; m adness, how ever, as a m om ent of econom ics and as a determ inant
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 form s of it? Does this have significance in econom ics? U se value
presupposed even in sim ple exchange or barter. But here, w here exchange takes place
only for the reciprocal use of the com m odity, the use value, i.e. the content, the natural
particularity of the com m odity has as such no standing as an econom ic 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 determ inant of the form  itself, e.g. in the relation of capital and labour? the
different form s of labour? ᾪ agriculture, industry etc. ᾪ ground rent? ᾪ effect of the
seasons on raw  product prices? etc. If only exchange value as such plays a role in
econom ics, then how  could elem ents later enter w hich relate purely to use value, such
as, right aw ay, in the case of capital as raw  m aterial etc.? H ow  is it that the physical
com position of the soil suddenly drops out of the sky in Ricardo? [38] The w ord w are
[com m odity] (Germ an Güter [goods] perhaps as denrée [good] as distinct from
m archandise [com m odity]?) contains the connection. The price appears as a m erely
form al aspect in it. This is not in the slightest contradicted by the fact that exchange
value is the predom inant aspect. But of course use does not com e to a halt because it
is determ ined only by exchange; although of course it obtains its direction thereby. In
any case, this is to be exam ined w ith exactitude in the exam ination of value, and not,
as Ricardo does, to be entirely abstracted from , nor like the dull Say, w ho puffs him self
up w ith the m ere presupposition of the w ord ᾯutilityᾰ. [39] Above all it w ill and m ust
becom e clear in the developm ent of the individual sections to w hat extent use value
exists not only as presupposed m atter, outside econom ics and its form s, but to w hat
extent it enters into it. Proudhonᾰs nonsense, see the ᾯM isèreᾰ. [40] This m uch is
certain: in exchange w e have (in circulation) the com m odity ᾪ use value ᾪ as price; that
it is, apart from  its price, a com m odity, an object of need, goes w ithout saying. The tw o
aspects in no w ay enter into relation w ith each other, except in so far as the particular
use value appears as the natural lim it of the com m odity and hence posits m oney, i.e. its
exchange value, sim ultaneously as an existence apart from  itself, in m oney, but only
form ally. M oney itself is a com m odity, has a use value for its substance.

W e have seen earlier that it cannot be said that exchange value is realized in
sim ple circulation. [41] This is so, how ever, because use value does not stand as
such opposite exchange value, as som ething defined as use value by exchange
value; w hile inversely use value as such does not stand in a connection w ith
exchange value, but becom es a specific exchange value only because the
com m on elem ent of use values ᾪ labour tim e ᾪ is applied to it as an external
yardstick. Their unity still im m ediately splits, and their difference still
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im m ediately coincides. It m ust now  be posited that use value as such becom es
w hat it becom es through exchange value, and that exchange value m ediates
itself through use value. In m oney circulation, all w e had w as the different
form s of exchange value (price of the com m odity ᾪ m oney) or only different use
values (com m odity ᾪ C), for w hich m oney, exchange value, is m erely a vanishing
m ediation. A real connection of exchange value and use value did not take
place. The com m odity as such ᾪ its particularity ᾪ is for that reason an
irrelevant, m erely accidental, and in general im aginary content, w hich falls
outside the relation of econom ic form s; or, the latter is a m erely superficial
form , a form al quality: the real substance lies outside its realm  and stands in no
relation at all to the substance as such; therefore if this form al quality as such
becom es fixed in m oney, then it transform s itself on the sly into an irrelevant
natural product, a m etal, in w hich every trace of a connection, w hether w ith the
individual or w ith intercourse betw een individuals, is extinguished. M etal as
such of course expresses no social relations; the coin form  is extinguished in it
as w ell; the last sign of life of its social significance.

Posited as a side of the relation, exchange value, w hich stands opposite use
value itself, confronts it as m oney, but the m oney w hich confronts it in this w ay
is no longer m oney in its character as such, but m oney as capital. The use
value or com m odity w hich confronts capital or the posited exchange value is
no longer the com m odity such as it appeared in opposition to m oney, w here its
specific form  w as as irrelevant as its content, and w hich appeared only as a
com pletely undefined substance. First, as use value for capital, i.e. therefore as
an object in exchange w ith w hich capital does not lose its value-quality, as for
exam ple does m oney w hen it is exchanged for a particular com m odity. The only
utility w hatsoever w hich an object can have for capital can be to preserve or
increase it. W e have already seen, in the case of m oney, how  value, having
becom e independent as such ᾪ or the general form  of w ealth ᾪ is capable of no
other m otion than a quantitative one; to increase itself. It is according to its
concept the quintessence of all use values; but since it is alw ays only a definite
am ount of m oney (here, capital), its quantitative lim it is in contradiction w ith its
quality. It is therefore inherent in its nature constantly to drive beyond its ow n
barrier. (As consum ption-oriented w ealth, e.g. in im perial Rom e, it therefore
appears as lim itless w aste, w hich logically attem pts to raise consum ption to an
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im aginary boundlessness, by gulping dow n salad of pearls etc.) Already for that
reason, value w hich insists on itself as value preserves itself through increase;
and it preserves itself precisely only by constantly driving beyond its
quantitative barrier, w hich contradicts its character as form , its inner
generality. Thus, grow ing w ealthy is an end in itself. The goal-determ ining
activity of capital can only be that of grow ing w ealthier, i.e. of m agnification, of
increasing itself. A specific sum  of m oney (and m oney alw ays exists for its
ow ner in a specific quantity, alw ays as a specific sum  of m oney) (this is to be
developed as early as in the m oney chapter) can entirely suffice for a specific
consum ption, in w hich it ceases to be m oney. But as a representative of general
w ealth, it cannot do so. As a quantitatively specific sum , a lim ited sum , it is only
a lim ited representative of general w ealth, or representative of a lim ited w ealth,
w hich goes as far, and no further than, its exchange value, and is precisely
m easured in it. It thus does not by any m eans have the capacity w hich
according to its general concept it ought to have, nam ely the capacity of buying
all pleasures, all com m odities, the totality of the m aterial substances of w ealth;
it is not a ᾯprécis de toutes les chosesᾰ [42] etc. Fixed as w ealth, as the
general form  of w ealth, as value w hich counts as value, it is therefore the
constant drive to go beyond its quantitative lim it: an endless process. Its ow n
anim ation consists exclusively in that; it preserves itself as a self-validated
exchange value distinct from  a use value only by constantly m ultiplying itself.
(It is dam ned difficult for M essrs the econom ists to m ake the theoretical
transition from  the self-preservation of value in capital to its m ultiplication; and
this in its fundam ental character, not only as an accident or result. See e.g.
Storch, how  he brings this fundam ental character in w ith an adverb, ᾯproperlyᾰ.
[43] Adm ittedly, the econom ists 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 w hich brings profit, w here the increase of capital itself is already
posited as a special econom ic form , profit, then it happens only surreptitiously,
and very feebly, as w e shall later show  in a brief review  of all that the
econom ists have contributed tow ards determ ining the concept of capital. Drivel
to the effect that nobody w ould em ploy his capital w ithout draw ing a gain from
it [44] am ounts either to the absurdity that the good capitalists w ill rem ain
capitalists even w ithout em ploying their capital; or to a very banal form  of
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saying that gainful investm ent is inherent in the concept of capital. Very w ell. In
that case it w ould just have to be dem onstrated.) ᾪ M oney as a sum  of m oney is
m easured by its quantity. This m easuredness contradicts its character, w hich
m ust be oriented tow ards the m easureless. Everything w hich has been said
here about m oney holds even m ore for capital, in w hich m oney actually
develops in its com pleted character for the first tim e. The only use value, i.e.
usefulness, w hich can stand opposite capital as such is that w hich increases,
m ultiplies and hence preserves it as capital.

Secondly. Capital is by definition m oney, but not m erely m oney in the sim ple
form  of gold and silver, nor m erely as m oney in opposition to circulation, but in
the form  of all substances ᾪ com m odities. To that degree, therefore, it does not,
as capital, stand in opposition to use value, but exists apart from  m oney
precisely only in use values. These, its substances them selves, are thus now
transitory ones, w hich w ould have no exchange value if they had no use value;
but w hich lose their value as use values and are dissolved by the sim ple
m etabolism  of nature if they are not actually used, and w hich disappear even
m ore certainly if they are actually used. In this regard, the opposite of capital
cannot itself be a particular com m odity, for as such it w ould form  no opposition
to capital, since the substance of capital is itself use value; it is not this
com m odity or that com m odity, but all com m odities. The com m unal substance of
all com m odities, i.e. their substance not as m aterial stuff, as physical character,
but their com m unal substance as com m odities and hence exchange values,
is this, that they are objectified labour. * The only thing distinct from
objectified labour is non-objectified labour, labour w hich is still objectifying
itself, labour as subjectivity. Or, objectified labour, i.e. labour w hich is
present in space, can also be opposed, as past labour, to labour w hich is
present in tim e. If it is to be present in tim e, alive, then it can be present only
as the living subject, in w hich it exists as capacity, as possibility; hence as
w orker. The only use value, therefore, w hich can form  the opposite pole to
capital is labour (to be exact, value-creating, productive labour. This
m arginal rem ark is an anticipation; m ust first be developed, by and by. Labour
as m ere perform ance of services for the satisfaction of im m ediate needs has
nothing w hatever to do w ith capital, since that is not capitalᾰs concern. If a
capitalist hires a w oodcutter to chop w ood to roast his m utton over, then not
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only does the w ood-cutter relate to the capitalist, but also the capitalist to the
w ood-cutter, in the relation of sim ple exchange. The w oodcutter gives him  his
service, a use value, w hich does not increase capital; rather, capital consum es
itself in it; and the capitalist gives him  another com m odity for it in the form  of
m oney. The sam e relation holds for all services w hich w orkers exchange directly
for the m oney of other persons, and w hich are consum ed by these persons. This
is consum ption of revenue, w hich, as such, alw ays falls w ithin sim ple
circulation; it is not consum ption of capital. Since one of the contracting parties
does not confront the other as a capitalist, this perform ance of a service cannot
fall under the category of productive labour. From  w hore to pope, there is a
m ass of such rabble. But the honest and ᾯw orkingᾰ lum penproletariat belongs
here as w ell; e.g. the great m ob of porters etc. w ho render service in seaport
cities etc. H e w ho represents m oney in this relation dem ands the service only
for its use value, w hich im m ediately vanishes for him ; but the porter dem ands
m oney, and since the party w ith m oney is concerned w ith the com m odity and
the party w ith the com m odity, w ith m oney, it follow s that they represent to one
another no m ore than the tw o sides of sim ple circulation; goes w ithout saying
that the porter, as the party concerned w ith m oney, hence directly w ith the
general form  of w ealth, tries to enrich him self at the expense of his im provised
friend, thus injuring the latterᾰs self-esteem , all the m ore so because he, a hard
calculator, has need of the service not qua capitalist but as a result of his
ordinary hum an frailty. A. Sm ith w as essentially correct w ith his productive
and unproductive labour, correct from  the standpoint of bourgeois econom y.
[45] W hat the other econom ists advance against it is either horse-piss (for
instance Storch, Senior even lousier etc.), [46] nam ely that every action after all
acts upon som ething, thus confusion of the product in its natural and in its
econom ic sense; so that the pickpocket becom es a productive w orker too, since
he indirectly produces books on crim inal law  (this reasoning at least as correct
as calling a judge a productive w orker because he protects from  theft). Or the
m odern econom ists have turned them selves into such sycophants of the
bourgeois that they w ant to dem onstrate to the latter that it is productive
labour w hen som ebody picks the lice out of his hair, or strokes his tail, because
for exam ple the latter activity w ill m ake his fat head ᾪ blockhead ᾪ clearer the
next day in the office. It is therefore quite correct ᾪ but also characteristic ᾪ that
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for the consistent econom ists the w orkers in e.g. luxury shops are productive,
although the characters w ho consum e such objects are expressly castigated as
unproductive w astrels. The fact is that these w orkers, indeed, are productive,
as far as they increase the capital of their m aster; unproductive as to the
m aterial result of their labour. In fact, of course, this ᾯproductiveᾰ w orker cares
as m uch about the crappy shit he has to m ake as does the capitalist him self w ho
em ploys him , and w ho also couldnᾰt give a dam n for the junk. But, looked at
m ore precisely, it turns out in fact that the true definition of a productive
w orker consists in this: A person w ho needs and dem ands exactly as m uch as,
and no m ore than, is required to enable him  to gain the greatest possible
benefit for his capitalist. All this nonsense. Digression. But return in m ore detail
to the productive and unproductive).

* But only this econom ic (social) substance of use values, i.e. of their econom ic
character as content as distinct from  their form  (but this form  value, because specific
am ount of this labour), com es into question w hen searching for an antithesis to
capital. As far as their natural differences are concerned, none of them  excludes
capital from  entering into them  and m aking their bodies its ow n, so long as none
excludes the character of exchange value and of the com m odity.

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

The use value w hich confronts capital as posited exchange value is labour.
Capital exchanges itself, or exists in this role, only in connection w ith not-
capital, the negation of capital, w ithout w hich it is not capital; the real not-
capital is labour.

If w e consider the exchange betw een capital and labour, then w e find that it
splits into tw o processes w hich are not only form ally but also qualitatively
different, and even contradictory:

(1) The w orker sells his com m odity, labour, w hich has a use value, and, as
com m odity, also a price, like all other com m odities, for a specific sum  of
exchange values, specific sum  of m oney, w hich 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 w hich m aintains and
m ultiplies capital, and w hich thereby becom es the productive force, the
reproductive force of capital, a force belonging to capital itself.

The separation of these tw o processes is so obvious that they can take place
at different tim es, and need by no m eans coincide. The first process can be and
usually, to a certain extent, is com pleted before the second even begins. The
com pletion of the second act presupposes the com pletion of the product. The
paym ent of w ages cannot w ait for that. W e w ill even find it an essential aspect
of the relation, that it does not w ait for that.

In sim ple exchange, circulation, this double process does not take place. If
com m odity A is exchanged for m oney B, and the latter then for the com m odity
C, w hich is destined to be consum ed ᾪ the original object of the exchange, for A
ᾪ then the using-up of com m odity C, its consum ption, falls entirely outside
circulation; is irrelevant to the form  of the relation; lies beyond circulation
itself, and is of purely physical interest, expressing no m ore than the relation of
the individual A in his natural quality to an object of his individual need. W hat
he does w ith com m odity C is a question w hich belongs outside the econom ic
relation. H ere, by contrast, the use value of that w hich is exchanged for
m oney appears as a particular econom ic relation, and the specific
utilization of that w hich is exchanged for m oney form s the ultim ate aim
of both processes. Therefore, this is already a distinction of form
betw een the exchange of capital and labour, and sim ple exchange ᾪ tw o
different processes.

If w e now  further inquire how  the exchange betw een capital and labour is
different in content from  sim ple exchange (circulation), then w e 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 com prised w ithin it. The difference
betw een the second act and the first ᾪ note that the particular process of the
appropriation of labour by capital is the second act ᾪ is exactly the difference
betw een the exchange of capital and labour, and exchange betw een
com m odities as it is m ediated by m oney. In the exchange betw een capital
and labour, the first act is an exchange, falls entirely w ithin ordinary
circulation; the second is a process qualitatively different from
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exchange, and only by m isuse could it have been called any sort of
exchange at all. It stands directly opposite exchange; essentially different
category.

Capital and m odern landed property. ᾪ W akefield

<Capital. I. Generality: (1) (a) Em ergence of capital out of m oney. (b) Capital
and labour (m ediating itself through alien labour). (c) The elem ents of capital,
dissected according to their relation to labour (Product. Raw  m aterial.
Instrum ent 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. II. Particularity: (1) Accum ulation of capitals. (2) Com petition of
capitals. (3) Concentration of capitals (quantitative distinction of capital as at
sam e tim e qualitative, as m easure of its size and influence). III. Singularity:
(1) Capital as credit. (2) Capital as stock-capital. (3) Capital as m oney m arket.
In the m oney m arket, capital is posited in its totality; there it determ ines
prices, gives w ork, regulates production, in a w ord, is the source of
production; but capital, not only as som ething w hich produces itself (positing
prices m aterially in industry etc., developing forces of production), but at the
sam e tim e as a creator of values, has to posit a value or form  of w ealth
specifically distinct from  capital. This is ground rent. This is the only value
created by capital w hich is distinct from  itself, from  its ow n production. By its
nature as w ell as historically, capital is the creator of m odern 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 ᾪ in one regard ᾪ as creator of m odern agriculture. The
inner construction of m odern society, or, capital in the totality of its relations, is
therefore posited in the econom ic relations of m odern landed property, w hich
appears as a process: ground rent ᾪ capital ᾪ w age labour (the form  of the circle
can also be put in another w ay: as w age labour ᾪ capital ᾪ ground rent; but
capital m ust alw ays appear as the active m iddle). The question is now, how  does
the transition from  landed property to w age labour com e about? (The transition
from  w age labour to capital arises by itself, since the latter is here brought back
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into its active foundation.) H istorically, this transition is beyond dispute. It is
already given in the fact that landed property is the product of capital. W e
therefore alw ays find that, w herever landed property is transform ed into m oney
rent through the reaction of capital on the older form s of landed property (the
sam e thing takes place in another w ay w here the m odern farm er is created) and
w here, therefore, at the sam e tim e agriculture, driven by capital, transform s
itself into industrial agronom y, there the cottiers, serfs, bondsm en, tenants for
life, cottagers etc. becom e day labourers, w age labourers, i.e. that w age
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 him self. This latter him self then ᾯclearsᾰ, as Steuart says,
[47] the land of its excess m ouths, tears the children of the earth from  the
breast on w hich they w ere raised, and thus transform s labour on the soil itself,
w hich appears by its nature as the direct w ellspring of subsistence, into a
m ediated 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 com m unality [Gem einschaftlichkeit]. All
relations as posited by society, not as determ ined by nature.) Only in this w ay is
the application of science possible for the first tim e, and the developm ent of the
full force of production. There can therefore be no doubt that w age labour in
its classic form , as som ething perm eating the entire expanse of society, w hich
has replaced the very earth as the ground on w hich society stands, is initially
created only by m odern landed property, i.e. by landed property as a value
created by capital itself. This is w hy landed property leads back to w age labour.
In one regard, it is nothing m ore than the extension of w age labour, from  the
cities to the countryside, i.e. w age labour distributed over the entire surface of
society. The ancient proprietor of land, if he is rich, needs no capitalist in order
to becom e the m odern proprietor of land. H e needs only to transform  his
w orkers into w age w orkers and to produce for profit instead of for revenue.
Then the m odern farm er and the m odern landow ner are presupposed in his
person. This change in the form  in w hich he obtains his revenue or in the form
in w hich the w orker is paid is not, how ever, a form al distinction, but
presupposes a total restructuring of the m ode of production (agriculture)
itself; it therefore presupposes conditions w hich rest on a certain developm ent
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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 w age labour differs from  other
m odes of production not m erely form ally, but equally presupposes a total
revolution and developm ent of m aterial production. Although capital can
develop itself com pletely as com m ercial capital (only not as m uch
quantitatively), w ithout this transform ation of landed property, it cannot do so
as industrial capital. Even the developm ent of m anufactures presupposes the
beginning of a dissolution of the old econom ic relations of landed property. On
the other hand, only w ith the developm ent of m odern industry to a high degree
does this dissolution at individual points acquire its totality and extent; but this
developm ent itself proceeds m ore rapidly to the degree that m odern agriculture
and the form  of property, the econom ic relations corresponding to it, have
developed. Thus England in this respect the m odel country for the other
continental countries. Likew ise: if the first form  of industry, large-scale
m anufacture, already presupposes dissolution of landed property, then the
latter is in turn conditioned by the subordinate developm ent of capital in its
prim itive (m edieval) form s w hich has taken place in the cities, and at the sam e
tim e by the effect of the flow ering of m anufacture and trade in other countries
(thus the influence of H olland on England in the sixteenth and the first half of
the seventeenth century). These countries them selves had already undergone
the process, agriculture had been sacrificed to cattle-raising, and grain w as
obtained from  countries w hich w ere left behind, such as Poland etc., by im port
(H olland again). It m ust be kept in m ind that the new  forces of production and
relations of production do not develop out of nothing, nor drop from  the sky,
nor from  the w om b of the self-positing Idea; but from  w ithin and in antithesis to
the existing developm ent of production and the inherited, traditional relations
of property. W hile in the com pleted bourgeois system  every econom ic relation
presupposes every other in its bourgeois econom ic form , and everything posited
is thus also a presupposition, this is the case w ith every organic system . This
organic system  itself, as a totality, has its presuppositions, and its developm ent
to its totality consists precisely in subordinating all elem ents of society to itself,
or in creating out of it the organs w hich it still lacks. This is historically how  it
becom es a totality. The process of becom ing this totality form s a m om ent of its
process, of its developm ent. ᾪ On the other hand, if w ithin one society the
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m odern 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 w ithout w age labour, and that one of the presuppositions of the latter is
not only landed property in general, but m odern landed property; landed
property w hich, as capitalized rent, is expensive, and w hich, as such, excludes
the direct use of the soil by individuals. H ence W akefieldᾰs theory of colonies,
follow ed in practice by the English governm ent in Australia. [48] Landed
property is here artificially m ade m ore expensive in order to transform  the
w orkers into w age w orkers, to m ake capital act as capital, and thus to m ake the
new  colony productive; to develop w ealth in it, instead of using it, as in
Am erica, for the m om entary deliverance of the w age labourers. W akefieldᾰs
theory is infinitely im portant for a correct understanding of m odern landed
property. ᾪ Capital, w hen it creates landed property, therefore goes back to the
production of w age labour as its general creative basis. Capital arises out of
circulation and posits labour as w age labour; takes form  in this w ay; and,
developed as a w hole, it posits landed property as its precondition as w ell as its
opposite. It turns out, how ever, that it has thereby only created w age labour as
its general presupposition. The latter m ust then be exam ined by itself. On the
other hand, m odern landed property itself appears m ost pow erfully in the
process of clearing the estates and the transform ation of the rural labourers
into w age labourers. Thus a double transition to w age labour. This on the
positive side. N egatively, after capital has posited landed property and hence
arrived at its double purpose: (1) industrial agriculture and thereby
developm ent of the forces of production on the land; (2) w age labour, thereby
general dom ination of capital over the countryside; it then regards the
existence of landed property itself as a m erely transitional developm ent, w hich
is required as an action of capital on the old relations of landed property, and a
product of their decom position; but w hich, as such ᾪ once this purpose
achieved ᾪ is m erely a lim itation on profit, not a necessary requirem ent 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 dom estic society into capitalists and w age labourers. W hen capital has
reached this point, then w age labour itself reaches the point w here, on one
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side, it endeavours to rem ove the landow ner as an excrescence, to sim plify the
relation, to lessen the burden of taxes etc., in the sam e form  as the bourgeois;
on the other hand, in order to escape w age labour and to becom e an
independent producer ᾪ for im m ediate consum ption ᾪ it dem ands the breaking-
up of large landed property. Landed property is thus negated from  tw o sides;
the negation from  the side of capital is only a change of form , tow ards its
undivided rule. (Ground rent as the universal state rent (state tax), so that
bourgeois society reproduces the m edieval system  in a new  w ay, but as the
latterᾰs total negation.) The negation from  the side of w age labour is only
concealed negation of capital, hence of itself as w ell. It m ust now  be regarded
as independent in respect to capital. Thus the transition double: (1) Positive
transition from  m odern landed property, or from  capital through the m ediation
of m odern landed property, to general w age labour; (2) negative transition:
negation of landed property by capital, i.e. thus negation of autonom ous value
by capital, i.e. precisely negation of capital by itself. But its negation is w age
labour. Then negation of landed property and, through its m ediation, of capital,
on the part of w age labour, i.e. on the part of w age labour w hich w ants to posit
itself as independent.>

< The m arket, w hich appears as an abstract quality at the beginning of
econom ics, takes on total shapes. First, the m oney m arket. This includes the
discount m arket; in general, the loan m arket; hence m oney trade, bullion
m arket. As m oney-lending m arket it appears in the banks, for instance the
discount at w hich they discount: loan m arket, billbrokers etc.; but then also as
the m arket in all interest-bearing bills: state funds and the share m arket. The
latter separate off into larger groups (first the shares of m oney institutions
them selves; bank shares; joint-stock bank shares; shares in the m eans of
com m unication (railw ay shares the m ost im portant; canal shares; steam
navigation shares, telegraph shares, om nibus shares); shares of general
industrial enterprises (m ining shares the chief ones). Then in the supply of
com m on elem ents (gas shares, w ater-supply shares). M iscellaneous shares of
a thousand kinds. For the storage of com m odities (dock shares etc.).
M iscellaneous in infinite variety, such as enterprises in industry or trading
com panies founded on shares. Finally, as security for the w hole, insurance
shares of all kinds.) N ow, just as the m arket by and large is divided into hom e
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m arket and foreign m arket, so the internal m arket itself again divides into the
m arket of hom e shares, national funds etc. and foreign funds, foreign shares
etc. This developm ent actually belongs properly under the w orld m arket, w hich
is not only the internal m arket in relation to all foreign m arkets existing outside
it, but at the sam e tim e the internal m arket of all foreign m arkets as, in turn,
com ponents of the hom e m arket. The concentration of the m oney m arket in
a chief location w ithin a country, w hile the other m arkets are m ore distributed
according to the division of labour; although here, too, great concentration in
the capital city, if the latter is at the sam e tim e a port of export. ᾪ The various
m arkets other than the m oney m arket are, firstly, as different as are products
and branches of production them selves. The chief m arkets in these various
products arise in centres w hich are such either in respect of im port or export,
or because they are either them selves centres of a given production, or are the
direct supply points of such centres. But these m arkets proceed from  this
sim ple difference to a m ore or less organic separation into large groups, w hich
them selves necessarily divide up according to the basic elem ents of capital
itself: product m arket and raw -m aterial m arket. The instrum ent of production
as such does not form  a separate m arket; it exists as such chiefly, first, in the
raw  m aterials them selves w hich are sold as m eans of production; then,
how ever, in particular in the m etals, since these exclude all thought of direct
consum ption, and then the products, such as coal, oil, chem icals, w hich are
destined to disappear as auxiliary m eans of production. Likew ise dyes, w ood,
drugs etc. H ence:

I. Products. (1) Grain m arket w ith its various subdivisions. E.g. seed
m arket: rice, sage, potatoes etc. This very im portant econom ically; at the sam e
tim e m arket for production and for direct consum ption. (2) Colonial-produce
m arket. Coffee, tea, cocoa, sugar; spices (pepper, tobacco, pim ento, cinnam on,
cassia lignea, cloves, ginger, m ace, nutm egs, etc.). (3) Fruits. Alm onds,
currants, figs, plum s, prunes, raisins, oranges, lem ons etc. M olasses (for
production etc.). (4) Provisions. Butter; cheese; bacon; ham s; lard; pork; beef
(sm oked), fish etc. (5) Spirits. W ine, rum , beer etc. II. Raw  M aterials. (1)
Raw  m aterials for m echanical industry. Flax; hem p; cotton; silk; w ool;
hides; leather; gutta-percha etc. (2) Raw  m aterials for chem ical industry.
Potash, saltpetre; turpentine; nitrate of soda etc. III. Raw  m aterials w hich at
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the sam e tim e instrum ents of production. M etals (copper, iron, tin, zinc,
lead, steel etc.), w ood. Lum ber. Tim ber. Dye-w oods. Specialized w ood for
shipbuilding etc. Accessory m eans of production and raw  m aterials. Drugs
and dyes. (Cochineal, indigo etc. Tar. Tallow. Oil. Coals etc.) Of course, every
product m ust go to m arket, but really great m arkets, as distinct from  retail
trade, are form ed only by the great consum ption goods (econom ically im portant
are only the grain m arket, the tea, the sugar, the coffee m arket (w ine m arket to
som e extent, and m arket in spirits generally), or those w hich are raw  m aterials
of industry: w ool, silk, w ood, m etal m arket etc.) To be seen at w hat point the
abstract category of the m arket has to be brought in.>

Exchange between capital and labour. Piecework wages. ᾪ Value
of labour power. ᾪ Share of the wage labourer in general wealth
determ ined only quantitatively. ᾪ The workerᾰs equivalent,
m oney. Thus confronts capital as equal. ᾪ But aim  of his
exchange satisfaction of his need. M oney for him  only m edium  of
circulation. ᾪ Savings, self-denial as m eans of the workerᾰs
enrichm ent. ᾪ Valuelessness and devaluation of the worker a
condition of capital

The exchange betw een the w orker and the capitalist is a sim ple exchange; each
obtains an equivalent; the one obtains m oney, the other a com m odity w hose
price is exactly equal to the m oney paid for it; w hat the capitalist obtains from
this sim ple exchange is a use value: disposition over alien labour. From  the
w orkerᾰs side ᾪ and service is the exchange in w hich he appears as seller ᾪ it is
evident that the use w hich the buyer m akes of the purchased com m odity is as
irrelevant to the specific form  of the relation here as it is in the case of any
other com m odity, of any other use value. W hat the w orker sells is the
disposition over his labour, w hich is a specific one, specific skill etc.

W hat the capitalist does w ith his labour is com pletely irrelevant, although of
course he can use it only in accord w ith its specific characteristics, and his
disposition is restricted to a specific labour and is restricted in tim e (so m uch
labour tim e). The piece-w ork system  of paym ent, it is true, introduces the
sem blance that the w orker obtains a specified share of the product. But this is
only another form  of m easuring tim e (instead of saying, you w ill w ork for 12
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hours, w hat is said is, you get so m uch per piece; i.e. w e m easure the tim e you
have w orked by the num ber of products); it is here, in the exam ination of the
general relation, altogether beside the point. If the capitalist w ere to content
him self w ith m erely the capacity of disposing, w ithout actually m aking the
w orker w ork, e.g. in order to have his labour as a reserve, or to deprive his
com petitor of this capacity of disposing (like e.g. theatre directors w ho buy
singers for a season not in order to have them  sing, but so that they do not sing
in a com petitorᾰs theatre), then the exchange has taken place in full. True, the
w orker receives m oney, hence exchange value, the general form  of w ealth, in
one or another quantity; and the m ore or less he receives, the greater or the
lesser is the share in the general w ealth he thus obtains. H ow  this m ore or less
is determ ined, how  the quantity of m oney he receives is m easured, is of so little
relevance to the general relation that it cannot be developed out of the latter. In
general term s, the exchange value of his com m odity cannot be determ ined by
the m anner in w hich its buyer uses it, but only by the am ount of objectified
labour contained in it; hence, here, by the am ount of labour required to
reproduce the w orker him self. For the use value w hich he offers exists only as
an ability, a capacity [Verm ögen] of his bodily existence; has no existence apart
from  that. The labour objectified in that use value is the objectified labour
necessary bodily to m aintain not only the general substance in w hich his labour
pow er exists, i.e. the w orker him self, but also that required to m odify this
general substance so as to develop its particular capacity. This, in general
term s, is the m easure of the am ount of value, the sum  of m oney, w hich he
obtains in exchange. The further developm ent, w here w ages are m easured, like
all other com m odities, by the labour tim e necessary to produce the w orker as
such, is not yet to the point here. W ithin circulation, if I exchange a com m odity
for m oney, buy a com m odity for it and satisfy m y need, then the act is at an end.
Thus it is w ith the w orker. But he has the possibility of beginning it again from
the beginning because his life is the source in w hich his ow n use value
constantly rekindles itself up to a certain tim e, w hen it is w orn out, and
constantly confronts capital again in order to begin the sam e exchange anew.
Like every individual subject w ithin circulation, the w orker is the ow ner of a use
value; he exchanges this for m oney, for the general form  of w ealth, but only in
order to exchange this again for com m odities, considered as the objects of his
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im m ediate consum ption, as the m eans of satisfying his needs. Since he
exchanges his use value for the general form  of w ealth, he becom es co-
participant in general w ealth up to the lim it of his equivalent ᾪ a quantitative
lim it w hich, of course, turns into a qualitative one, as in every exchange. But he
is neither bound to particular objects, nor to a particular m anner of satisfaction.
The sphere of his consum ption is not qualitatively restricted, only quantitatively.
This distinguishes him  from  the slave, serf etc. Consum ption certainly reacts on
production itself; but this reaction concerns the w orker in his exchange as little
as it does any other seller of a com m odity; rather, as regards m ere circulation ᾪ
and w e have as yet no other developed relation before us ᾪ it falls outside the
econom ic relation. This m uch, how ever, can even now  be m entioned in passing,
nam ely that the relative restriction on the sphere of the w orkersᾰ consum ption
(w hich is only quantitative, not qualitative, or rather, only qualitative as posited
through the quantitative) gives them  as consum ers (in the further developm ent
of capital the relation betw een consum ption and production m ust, in general, be
m ore closely exam ined) an entirely different im portance as agents of production
from  that w hich they possessed e.g. in antiquity or in the M iddle Ages, or now
possess in Asia. But, as noted, this does not belong here yet. Sim ilarly, because
the w orker receives the equivalent in the form  of m oney, the form  of general
w ealth, he is in this exchange an equal vis-à-vis the capitalist, like every other
party in exchange; at least, so he seem s. In fact this equality is already
disturbed because the w orkerᾰs 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 seem ingly sim ple exchange; because, thus, he
already stands in an econom ically different relation ᾪ outside that of exchange,
in w hich the nature of the use value, the particular use value of the com m odity
is, as such, irrelevant. This sem blance exists, nevertheless, as an illusion on his
part and to a certain degree on the other side, and thus essentially m odifies his
relation by com parison to that of w orkers in other social m odes of production.
But w hat 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. H e does obtain m oney, it is true, but only in its role
as coin; i.e. only as a self-suspending and vanishing m ediation. W hat he obtains
from  the exchange is therefore not exchange value, not w ealth, but a m eans 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 m eans of
subsistence, in objectified labour, m easured by the cost of production of his
labour. W hat he gives up is his pow er to dispose of the latter. On the other side,
it is true that even w ithin sim ple circulation the coin m ay grow  into m oney, and
that in so far as he receives coin in exchange, he can therefore transform  it into
m oney by stockpiling it, etc., w ithdraw ing it from  circulation; fixes it as general
form  of w ealth, instead of as vanishing m edium  of exchange. In this respect it
could thus be said that, in the exchange betw een capital and labour, the
w orkerᾰs object ᾪ hence, for him , the product of the exchange ᾪ is not the m eans
of subsistence, but w ealth; not a particular use value, but rather exchange value
as such. Accordingly the w orker could m ake exchange value into his ow n
product only in the sam e w ay in w hich w ealth in general can appear solely as
product of sim ple circulation in w hich equivalents are exchanged, nam ely by
sacrificing substantial satisfaction to obtain the form  of w ealth, i.e. through
self-denial, saving, cutting corners in his consum ption so as to w ithdraw  less
from  circulation than he puts goods into it. This is the only possible form  of
enriching oneself w hich is posited by circulation itself. Self-denial could then
also appear in the m ore active form , w hich is not posited in sim ple circulation,
of denying him self m ore and m ore rest, and in general denying him self any
existence other than his existence as w orker, and being as far as possible a
w orker only; hence m ore frequently renew ing the act of exchange, or extending
it quantitatively, hence through industriousness. [49] H ence still today the
dem and for industriousness and also for saving, self-denial, is m ade not upon
the capitalists but on the w orkers, and nam ely by the capitalists. Society today
m akes the paradoxical dem and that he for w hom  the object of exchange is
subsistence should deny him self, not he for w hom  it is w ealth. The illusion that
the capitalists in fact practised ᾯself-denialᾰ [50] and becam e capitalists thereby
ᾪ a dem and and a notion w hich only m ade any sense at all in the early period
w hen capital w as em erging from  feudal etc. relations ᾪ has been abandoned by
all m odern econom ists of sound judgem ent. The w orkers are supposed to save,
and m uch bustle is m ade w ith savings banks etc. (As regards the latter, even the
econom ists adm it that their proper purpose is not w ealth, either, but m erely a
m ore purposeful distribution of expenditure, so that in their old age, or in case
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of illness, crises etc., they do not becom e a burden on the poorhouses, on the
state, or on the proceeds of begging (in a w ord, so that they becom e a burden
on the w orking class itself and not on the capitalists, vegetating out of the
latterᾰs pockets), i.e. so that they save for the capitalists; and reduce the costs
of production for them .) Still, no econom ist w ill deny that if the w orkers
generally, that is, as w orkers (w hat the individual w orker 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 dem and as a rule (apart from  the dam age they w ould do to
general consum ption ᾪ the loss w ould be enorm ous ᾪ and hence also to
production, thus also to the am ount and volum e of the exchanges w hich they
could m ake w ith capital, hence to them selves as w orkers) then the w orker
w ould be em ploying m eans w hich absolutely contradict their purpose, and
w hich w ould directly degrade him  to the level of the Irish, the level of w age
labour w here the m ost anim al m inim um  of needs and subsistence appears to
him  as the sole object and purpose of his exchange w ith capital. If he adopted
w ealth as his purpose, instead of m aking his purpose use value, he w ould then,
therefore, not only com e to no riches, but w ould m oreover lose use value in the
bargain. For, as a rule, the m axim um  of industriousness, of labour, and the
m inim um  of consum ption ᾪ and this is the m axim um  of his self-denial and of his
m oneym aking ᾪ could lead to nothing else than that he w ould receive for his
m axim um  of labour a m inim um  of w ages. By his exertions he w ould only have
dim inished the general level of the production costs of his ow n labour and
therefore its general price. Only as an exception does the w orker succeed
through w ill pow er, physical strength and endurance, greed etc., in
transform ing his coin into m oney, as an exception from  his class and from  the
general conditions of his existence. If all or the m ajority are too industrious (to
the degree that industriousness in m odern industry is in fact left to their ow n
personal choice, w hich is not the case in the m ost im portant and m ost
developed branches of production), then they increase not the value of their
com m odity, but only its quantity; that is, the dem ands w hich w ould be placed on
it as use value. If they all save, then a general reduction of w ages w ill bring
them  back to earth again; for general savings w ould show  the capitalist that
their w ages are in general too high, that they receive m ore than its equivalent
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for their com m odity, the capacity of disposing of their ow n labour; since it is
precisely the essence of sim ple exchange ᾪ and they stand in this relation
tow ards him  ᾪ that no one throw s m ore into circulation than he w ithdraw s; but
also that no one can w ithdraw  m ore than he has throw n in. An individual
w orker can be industrious above the average, m ore than he has to be in order
to live as a w orker, only because another lies below  the average, is lazier; he
can save only because and if another w astes. The m ost he can achieve on the
average w ith his self-denial is to be able better to endure the fluctuations of
prices ᾪ high and low, their cycle ᾪ that is, he can only distribute his
consum ption better, but never attain w ealth. And that is actually w hat the
capitalists dem and. The w orkers should save enough at the tim es w hen
business is good to be able m ore or less to live in the bad tim es, to endure short
tim e or the low ering of w ages. (The w age w ould then fall even low er.) That is,
the dem and that they should alw ays hold to a m inim um  of lifeᾰs pleasures and
m ake crises easier to bear for the capitalists etc. M aintain them selves as pure
labouring m achines and as far as possible pay their ow n w ear and tear. Quite
apart from  the sheer brutalization to w hich this w ould lead ᾪ and such a
brutalization itself w ould m ake it im possible even to strive for w ealth in general
form , as m oney, stockpiled m oney ᾪ (and the w orkerᾰs participation in the
higher, even cultural satisfactions, the agitation for his ow n interests,
new spaper subscriptions, attending lectures, educating his children, developing
his taste etc., his only share of civilization w hich distinguishes him  from  the
slave, is econom ically only possible by w idening the sphere of his pleasures at
the tim es w hen business is good, w here saving is to a certain degree possible),
[apart from  this,] he w ould, if he saved his m oney in a properly ascetic m anner
and thus heaped up prem ium s for the lum penproletariat, pickpockets etc., w ho
w ould increase in proportion w ith the dem and, he could conserve savings ᾪ if
they surpass the piggy-bank am ounts of the official savings banks, w hich pay
him  a m inim um  of interest, so that the capitalists can strike high interest rates
out of his savings, or the state eats them  up, thereby m erely increasing the
pow er of his enem ies and his ow n dependence ᾪ conserve his savings and m ake
them  fruitful only by putting them  into banks etc., so that, afterw ards, in tim es
of crisis he loses his deposits, after having in tim es of prosperity foregone all
lifeᾰs pleasures in order to increase the pow er of capital; thus has saved in
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every w ay for capital, not for him self.
Incidentally ᾪ in so far as the w hole thing is not a hypocritical phrase of

bourgeois ᾯphilanthropyᾰ, w hich consists in fobbing the w orker off w ith ᾯpious
w ishesᾰ ᾪ each capitalist does dem and that his w orkers should save, but only his
ow n, because they stand tow ards him  as w orkers; but by no m eans the
rem aining w orld of w orkers, for these stand tow ards him  as consum ers. In
spite of all ᾯpiousᾰ speeches he therefore searches for m eans to spur them  on to
consum ption, to give his w ares new  charm s, to inspire them  w ith new  needs by
constant chatter etc. It is precisely this side of the relation of capital and labour
w hich is an essential civilizing m om ent, and on w hich the historic justification,
but also the contem porary pow er of capital rests. (This relation betw een
production and consum ption to be developed only under capital and profit etc.)
(Or, then again, under accum ulation and com petition of capitals.) These are
nevertheless all exoteric observations, relevant here only in so far as they show
the dem ands of hypocritical bourgeois philanthropy to be self-contradictory and
thus to prove precisely w hat they w ere supposed to refute, nam ely that in the
exchange betw een the w orker and capital, the w orker finds him self in the
relation of sim ple circulation, hence obtains not w ealth but only subsistence,
use values for im m ediate consum ption. That this dem and contradicts the
relation itself em erges from  the sim ple reflection (the recently and
com placently advanced dem and that the w orkers should be given a certain
share in profits [51] is to be dealt w ith in the section w age labour; other than
as a special bonus w hich can achieve its purpose only as an exception from
the rule, and w hich is in fact, in notew orthy practice, restricted to the buying-
up of individual overlookers etc. in the interests of the em ployer against the
interests of their class; or to travelling salesm en etc., in short, no longer sim ple
w orkers, hence also not to the sim ple relation; or else it is a special w ay of
cheating the w orkers and of deducting a part of their w ages in the m ore
precarious form  of a profit depending on the state of the business) that, if the
w orkerᾰs savings are not to rem ain m erely the product of circulation ᾪ saved up
m oney, w hich can be realized only by being converted sooner or later into the
substantial content of w ealth, pleasures etc. ᾪ then the saved-up m oney w ould
itself have to becom e capital, i.e. buy labour, relate to labour as use value. It
thus presupposes labour w hich is not capital, and presupposes that labour has
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becom e its opposite ᾪ not-labour. In order to becom e capital, it itself
presupposes labour as not-capital as against capital; hence it presupposes the
establishm ent at another point of the contradiction it is supposed to overcom e.
if, then, in the original relation itself, the object and the product of the
w orkerᾰs exchange ᾪ as product of m ere exchange, it can be no other ᾪ w ere not
use value, subsistence, satisfaction of direct needs, w ithdraw al from  circulation
of the equivalent put into it in order to be destroyed by consum ption ᾪ then
labour w ould 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 w ould be destroyed. That there are
situations in w hich property-ow ners w ho them selves w ork engage in exchange
w ith one another is certainly not denied. But such conditions are not those of
the society in w hich capital as such exists in developed form ; they are destroyed
at all points, therefore, by its developm ent. As capital it can posit itself only by
positing labour as not-capital, as pure use value. (As a slave, the w orker has
exchange value, a value; as a free w age-w orker he has no value; it is rather
his pow er of disposing of his labour, effected by exchange w ith him , w hich has
value. It is not he w ho stands tow ard the capitalist as exchange value, but the
capitalist tow ard him . H is valuelessness and devaluation is the
presupposition of capital and the precondition of free labour in general.
Linguet regards it as a step backw ards; [52] he forgets that the w orker is
thereby form ally posited as a person w ho is som ething for him self apart from
his labour, and w ho alienates his life-expression only as a m eans tow ards his
ow n life. So long as the w orker as such has exchange value, industrial
capital as such cannot exist, hence nor can developed capital in general.
Tow ards the latter, labour m ust exist as pure use value, w hich is offered as a
com m odity by its possessor him self in exchange for it, for its exchange value,
w hich of course becom es real in the w orkerᾰs hand only in its role as general
m edium  of exchange; otherw ise vanishes.) W ell. The w orker, then, finds him self
only in the relation of sim ple circulation, of sim ple exchange, and obtains only
coin for his use value; subsistence; but m ediated. This form  of m ediation is, as
w e saw, essential to and characteristic of the relation. That it can proceed to the
transform ation of the coin into m oney ᾪ savings ᾪ proves precisely only that his
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relation is that of sim ple circulation; he can save m ore or less; but beyond that
he cannot get; he can realize w hat he has saved only by m om entarily expanding
the sphere of his pleasures. It is of im portance ᾪ and penetrates into the
character of the relation itself ᾪ that, because m oney is the product of his
exchange, general w ealth drives him  forw ard as an illusion; m akes him
industrious. At the sam e tim e, this not only form ally opens up a field of
arbitrariness in the realiz ι  [53]
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N OTEBOOK III

29 N ovem ber ᾪ c. m id-Decem ber 1857
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The Chapter on Capital (continuation)
(Labour power as capital!) ᾪ W ages not productive

[1] ι  processes of the sam e subject; thus e.g. the substance of the eye, the
capital of vision etc. Such belletristic phrases, w hich relate everything to
everything else by m eans of som e analogy, m ay even appear profound the first
tim e they are expressed, all the m ore so if they identify the m ost disparate
things. Repeated, how ever, and then repeated w ith outright com placency as
statem ents of scientific value, they are purely and sim ply ridiculous. Good only
for belletristic sophom ores and em pty chatterboxes w ho defile all the sciences
w ith their liquorice-sw eet filth. The fact that labour is a constant new  source of
exchange for the w orker as long as he is capable of w orking ᾪ m eaning not
exchange in general, but exchange w ith capital ᾪ is inherent in the nature of the
concept itself, nam ely that he only sells a tem porary disposition over his
labouring capacity, [2] hence can alw ays 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 [Lebensäusserung]. Instead of aim ing their
am azem ent in this direction ᾪ and considering the w orker to ow e 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 ᾪ these w hitew ashing
sycophants of bourgeois econom ics should rather have fixed their attention on
the fact that, after constantly repeated labour, he alw ays has only his living,
direct labour itself to exchange. The repetition itself is in fact only apparent.
W hat he exchanges for capital is his entire labouring capacity, w hich he
spends, say, in 20 years. Instead of paying him  for it in a lum p sum , capital
pays him  in sm all doses, as he places it at capitalᾰs disposal, say w eekly. This
alters absolutely nothing in the nature of the thing and gives no grounds
w hatsoever for concluding that ᾪ because the w orker has to sleep 10ᾪ12 hours
before he becom es capable of repeating his labour and his exchange w ith
capital ᾪ labour form s his capital. [3] W hat this argum ent in fact conceives as
capital is the lim it, the interruption of his labour, since he is not a perpetuum
m obile. The struggle for the ten hoursᾰ bill etc. proves that the capitalist likes
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nothing better than for him  to squander his dosages of vital force as m uch
as possible, w ithout interruption. W e now  com e to the second process,
w hich form s the relation betw een capital and labour after this exchange. W e
w ant to add here only that the econom ists them selves express the above
statem ent by saying that w ages are not productive. For them , of course, to be
productive m eans to be productive of w ealth. N ow, since w ages are the product
of the exchange betw een w orker and capital ᾪ and the only product posited in
this act itself ᾪ they therefore adm it that the w orker produces no w ealth in this
exchange, neither for the capitalist, because for the latter the paym ent of
m oney for a use value ᾪ and this paym ent form s the only function of capital in
this relation ᾪ is a sacrifice of w ealth, not creation of the sam e, w hich is w hy he
tries to pay the sm allest am ount possible; nor for the w orker, because it brings
him  only subsistence, the satisfaction of individual needs, m ore or less ᾪ never
the general form  of w ealth, never w ealth. N or can it do so, since the content of
the com m odity w hich he sells rises in no w ay above the general law s of
circulation: [his aim  is] to obtain for the value w hich he throw s into circulation
its equivalent, through the coin, in another use value, w hich he consum es. Such
an operation, of course, can never bring w ealth, but has to bring back him  w ho
undertakes it exactly to the point at w hich he began. This does not exclude, as
w e saw, but rather includes, the fact that the sphere of his im m ediate
gratifications is capable of a certain contraction or expansion. On the other
side, if the capitalist ᾪ w ho is not yet posited as capitalist at all in this exchange,
but only as m oney ᾪ w ere to repeat this act again and again, his m oney w ould
soon be eaten up by the w orker, w ho w ould have w asted it in a series of other
gratifications, m ended trousers, polished boots ᾪ in short, services received. In
any case, the repetition of this operation w ould be precisely lim ited by the
circum ference of his m oneybag. They w ould no m ore enrich him  than does the
expenditure of m oney for other use values for his beloved person, w hich, as is
w ell know n, do not ᾪ pay him , but cost him .

The exchange between capital and labour belongs within sim ple
circulation, does not enrich the worker. ᾪ Separation of labour
and property the precondition of this exchange. ᾪ Labour as
object absolute poverty, labour as subject general possibility of
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wealth. ᾪ Labour without particular specificity confronts capital

It m ay seem  peculiar, in this relation betw een labour and capital, and already in
this first relation of exchange betw een the tw o, that the w orker 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 sim ple, but that the capitalist
should obtain w ealth, and the w orker m erely a use value w hich ends w ith
consum ption. < In so far as this concerns the capitalist, to be developed only
w ith the second process.>  This appears as a dialectic w hich produces precisely
the opposite of w hat w as to be expected. H ow ever, regarded m ore precisely, it
becom es clear that the w orker w ho exchanges his com m odity goes through the
form  CᾪM ᾪM ᾪC in the exchange process. If the point of departure in circulation
is the com m odity, use value, as the principle of exchange, then w e necessarily
arrive back at the com m odity, since m oney appears only as coin and, as m edium
of exchange, is only a vanishing m ediation; w hile the com m odity as such, after
having described its circle, is consum ed as the direct object of need. On the
other hand, capital represents M ᾪCᾪCᾪM , the antithetical m om ent.

Separation of property from  labour appears as the necessary law  of this
exchange betw een capital and labour. Labour posited as not-capital as such is:
(1) not-objectified labour [nicht-vergegenständlichte Arbeit], conceived
negatively (itself still objective; the not-objective itself in objective form ). As
such it is not-raw -m aterial, not-instrum ent of labour, not-raw -product: labour
separated from  all m eans and objects of labour, from  its entire objectivity. This
living labour, existing as an abstraction from  these m om ents of its actual
reality (also, not-value); this com plete denudation, purely subjective existence
of labour, stripped of all objectivity. Labour as absolute poverty: poverty not as
shortage, but as total exclusion of objective w ealth. Or also as the existing not-
value, and hence purely objective use value, existing w ithout m ediation, this
objectivity can only be an objectivity not separated from  the person: only an
objectivity coinciding w ith his im m ediate bodily existence. Since the objectivity
is purely im m ediate, it is just as m uch direct not-objectivity. In other w ords, not
an objectivity w hich falls outside the im m ediate presence [Dasein] of the
individual him self. (2) N ot-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. [N am ely, it
is] general w ealth (in contrast to capital in w hich it exists objectively, as reality)
as the general possibility of the sam e, w hich proves itself as such in action.
Thus, it is not at all contradictory, or, rather, the in-every-w ay m utually
contradictory statem ents that labour is absolute poverty as object, on one
side, and is, on the other side, the general possibility of w ealth as subject and
as activity, are reciprocally determ ined 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 w hich attention is still to be draw n in the relation of labour
to capital is this, that as the use value w hich confronts m oney posited as capital,
labour is not this or another labour, but labour pure and sim ple, abstract
labour; absolutely indifferent to its particular specificity [Bestim m theit], but
capable of all specificities. Of course, the particularity of labour m ust
correspond to the particular substance of w hich 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 sam e but also as the abstraction from  all its
particularities, the labour w hich confronts it likew ise subjectively has the sam e
totality and abstraction in itself. For exam ple, in guild and craft labour, w here
capital itself still has a lim ited form , and is still entirely im m ersed in a
particular substance, hence is not yet capital as such, labour, too, appears as
still im m ersed in its particular specificity: not in the totality and abstraction of
labour as such, in w hich it confronts capital. That is to say that labour is of
course in each single case a specific labour, but capital can com e into relation
w ith every specific labour; it confronts the totality of all labours ͪ Έͻ͢ͺͫͯ , [4]
and the particular one it confronts at a given tim e is an accidental m atter. On
the other side, the w orker him self is absolutely indifferent to the specificity of
his labour; it has no interest for him  as such, but only in as m uch as it is in fact
labour and, as such, a use value for capital. It is therefore his econom ic
character that he is the carrier of labour as such ᾪ i.e. of labour as use value
for capital; he is a w orker, in opposition to the capitalist. This is not the
character of the craftsm en and guild-m em bers etc., w hose econom ic character
lies precisely in the specificity of their labour and in their relation to a specific
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m aster, etc. This econom ic relation ᾪ the character w hich capitalist and w orker
have as the extrem es of a single relation of production ᾪ therefore develops
m ore purely and adequately in proportion as labour loses all the characteristics
of art; as its particular skill becom es som ething m ore and m ore abstract and
irrelevant, and as it becom es m ore and m ore a purely abstract activity, a
purely m echanical activity, hence indifferent to its particular form ; a m erely
form al activity, or, w hat is the sam e, a m erely m aterial [stofflich] activity,
activity pure and sim ple, regardless of its form . H ere it can be seen once again
that the particular specificity of the relation of production, of the category ᾪ
here, capital and labour ᾪ becom es real only w ith the developm ent of a
particular m aterial m ode of production and of a particular stage in the
developm ent of the industrial productive forces. (This point in general to be
particularly developed in connection w ith this relation, later; since it is here
already posited in the relation itself, w hile, in the case of the abstract concepts,
exchange value, circulation, m oney, it still lies m ore in our subjective
reflection.)

Labour process absorbed into capital. (Capital and capitalist)

(2) W e now  com e to the second side of the process. The exchange betw een
capital or capitalist and the w orker is now  finished, in so far as w e are dealing
w ith the process of exchange as such. W e now  proceed to the relation of
capital to labour as capitalᾰs use value. Labour is not only the use value w hich
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 m erely abstract
form , the m ere possibility of value-positing activity, w hich exists only as a
capacity, as a resource in the bodiliness of the w orker. But w hen it is m ade into
a real activity through contact w ith capital ᾪ it cannot do this by itself, since it is
w ithout object ᾪ then it becom es a really value-positing, productive activity. In
relation w ith capital, this activity can in general consist only of the reproduction
of itself ᾪ of the preservation and increase of itself as the real and effective
value, not of the m erely intended value, as w ith m oney as such. Through the
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exchange w ith the w orker, capital has appropriated labour itself; labour has
becom e one of its m om ents, w hich now  acts as a fructifying vitality upon its
m erely existent and hence dead objectivity. Capital is m oney (exchange value
posited for itself), but no longer is it m oney as existing in a particular substance
and hence excluded from  other substances of exchange value and existing
alongside them , but rather m oney as obtaining its ideal character from  all
substances, from  the exchange values of every form  and m ode of objectified
labour. N ow, in so far as capital, m oney existing in all particular form s of
objectified labour, enters into the process w ith not-objectified, but rather living
labour, labour existing as process and as action, it is initially this qualitative
difference of the substance in w hich it exists from  the form  in w hich it now  also
exists as labour. It is the process of this differentiation and of its suspension, in
w hich capital itself becom es a process. Labour is the yeast throw n into it, w hich
starts it ferm enting. On the one side, the objectivity in w hich it exists has to be
w orked on, i.e. consum ed by labour; on the other side, the m ere subjectivity of
labour as a m ere form  has to be suspended, and labour has to be objectified in
the m aterial of capital. The relation of capital, in its content, to labour, of
objectified labour to living labour ᾪ in this relation, w here capital appears as
passive tow ards labour, it is its passive being, as a particular substance, w hich
enters into relation w ith the form ing activity of labour ᾪ can, in general, be
nothing m ore than the relation of labour to its objectivity, its m aterial ᾪ w hich is
to be analysed already in the first chapter, w hich has to precede exchange value
and treat of production in general ᾪ and in connection w ith labour as activity,
the m aterial, the objectified labour, has only tw o relations, that of the raw
m aterial, i.e. of the form less m atter, the m ere m aterial for the form -positing,
purposive activity of labour, and that of the instrum ent of labour, the
objective m eans w hich subjective activity inserts betw een itself as an object, as
its conductor. The concept of the product, w hich the econom ists introduce
here, does not yet belong here at all as an aspect distinct from  raw  m aterial
and instrum ent of labour. It appears as result, not as presupposition of the
process betw een 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  m aterial and instrum ent of labour, since raw  m aterial and
instrum ent of labour, as substance of values, are them selves 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 w ith living labour as raw  m aterial and instrum ent of labour.
As regards the pure act of production in itself, it m ay seem  that the instrum ent
of labour and the raw  m aterial are found freely in nature, so that they need
m erely to be appropriated, i.e. m ade into the object and m eans of labour,
w hich is not itself a labour process. Thus, in contrast to them , the product
appears as som ething qualitatively different, and is a product not only as a
result of labour w ith an instrum ent on a m aterial, but rather as the first
objectification of labour alongside them . But, as com ponents of capital, raw
m aterial and instrum ent of labour are them selves already objectified labour,
hence product. This does not yet exhaust the relation. For, e.g. in the kind of
production in w hich no exchange value, no capital at all exists, the product of
labour can becom e the m eans and the object of new  labour. For exam ple, in
agricultural production purely for use value. The hunterᾰs bow, the fisherm anᾰs
net, in short the sim plest conditions, already presuppose a product w hich
ceases to count as product and becom es raw  m aterial or m ore specifically
instrum ent of production, for this [is] actually the first specific form  in w hich
the product appears as the m eans of reproduction. This link therefore by no
m eans exhausts the relation in w hich raw  m aterial and instrum ent of labour
appear as m om ents of capital itself. The econom ists, incidentally, introduce the
product as third elem ent of the substance of capital in another connection
entirely, as w ell. This is the product in so far as its character is to step outside
both the process of production and circulation, and to becom e im m ediate object
of individual consum ption; approvisionnem ent, as Cherbuliez calls it. [5] That
is, the products presupposed so that the w orker lives as a w orker 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 elem ent of capital is
m oney, and, as such, can be transform ed from  its general form  of w ealth into
the m aterial of w ealth, object of consum ption. The econom istsᾰ
approvisionnem ent thus applies only to the w orkers; i.e. it is m oney
expressed in the form  of articles of consum ption, use values, w hich they obtain
from  the capitalist in the act of exchange betw een the tw o of them . But this
belongs w ithin the first act. The extent to w hich this first relates to the second
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is not yet the question here. The only direm ption posited by the process of
production itself is the original direm ption, that posited by the difference
betw een objective labour and living labour itself, i.e. that betw een raw
m aterial and instrum ent of labour. It is quite consistent of the econom ists to
confuse these tw o aspects w ith each other, because they m ust bring the tw o
m om ents in the relation betw een capital and labour into confusion and cannot
allow  them selves to grasp their specific difference.

Thus: the raw  m aterial is consum ed by being changed, form ed by labour, and
the instrum ent of labour is consum ed by being used up in this process, w orn
out. On the other hand, labour also is consum ed by being em ployed, set into
m otion, and a certain am ount of the w orkerᾰs m uscular force etc. is thus
expended, so that he exhausts him self. But labour is not only consum ed, but
also at the sam e tim e fixed, converted from  the form  of activity into the form  of
the object; m aterialized; as a m odification of the object, it m odifies its ow n form
and changes from  activity to being. The end of the process is the product, in
w hich the raw  m aterial appears as bound up w ith labour, and in w hich the
instrum ent of labour has, likew ise, transposed itself from  a m ere possibility into
a reality, by having becom e a real conductor of labour, but thereby also having
been consum ed in its static form  through its m echanical or chem ical relation to
the m aterial of labour. All three m om ents of the process, the m aterial, the
instrum ent, and labour, coincide in the neutral result ᾪ the product. The
m om ents of the process of production w hich have been consum ed to form  the
product are sim ultaneously reproduced in it. The w hole process therefore
appears as productive consum ption, i.e. as consum ption w hich term inates
neither in a void, nor in the m ere subjectification of the objective, but w hich is,
rather, again posited as an object. This consum ption is not sim ply a
consum ption of the m aterial, but rather consum ption of consum ption itself; in
the suspension of the m aterial it is the suspension of this suspension and hence
the positing of the sam e. [6] This form -giving activity consum es the object
and consum es itself, but it consum es the given form  of the object only in order
to posit it in a new  objective form , and it consum es itself only in its subjective
form  as activity. It consum es the objective character of the object ᾪ the
indifference tow ards the form  ᾪ and the subjective character of activity; form s
the one, m aterializes the other. But as product, the result of the production
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process is use value.
If w e now  regard the result so far obtained, w e find:
Firstly: The appropriation, absorption of labour by capital ᾪ m oney, i.e. the

act of buying the capacity of disposing over the w orker, here appears only as a
m eans to bring this process about, not as one of its m om ents ᾪ brings capital
into ferm ent, and m akes it into a process, process of production, in w hose
totality it relates to itself not only as objectified by living labour, but also,
because objectified, [as] m ere object of labour.

Secondly: W ithin sim ple circulation, the substance of the com m odity and of
m oney w as itself indifferent to the form al character, i.e. to the extent that
com m odity and m oney rem ained m om ents of circulation. As for the substance of
the com m odity, it fell outside the econom ic relation as an object of consum ption
(of need); m oney, in so far as its form  achieved independence, w as still related
to circulation, but only negatively, and w as only this negative relation. Fixed for
itself, it sim ilarly becam e extinguished in dead m ateriality, and ceased to be
m oney. Both com m odity and m oney w ere expressions of exchange value, and
differed only as general and particular exchange value. This difference itself
w as again m erely a nom inal one, since not only w ere the tw o roles sw itched in
real circulation, but also, if w e consider each of them  by itself, m oney itself w as
a particular com m odity, and the com m odity as price w as itself general m oney.
The difference w as only form al. Each of them  w as posited in the one role only in
so far as and because it w as not posited in the other. N ow  how ever, in the
process of production, capital distinguishes itself as form  from  itself as
substance. It is both aspects at once, and at the sam e tim e 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 tw o
m om ents, the m aterial m om ent, w hich divides internally into m aterial (raw
m aterial and instrum ent) and form  (labour), and w hich, as a relation betw een
both of them , as a real process, is itself only a m aterial relation again ᾪ a
relation of the tw o m aterial elem ents w hich form  the content of capital as
distinct from  its form al relation as capital. If w e now  consider the aspect of
capital in w hich it originally appears in distinction from  labour, then it is m erely
a passive presence in the process, a m erely objective being, in w hich the form al
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character w hich m akes it capital ᾪ i.e. a social relation existing as being-for-
itself [für sich seiendes] ᾪ is com pletely extinguished. It enters the process
only as content ᾪ as objectified labour in general; but the fact that it is
objectified labour is com pletely irrelevant to labour ᾪ and the relation of labour
to it form s the process; it enters into the process, is w orked on, rather, only as
object, not as objectified labour. Cotton w hich becom es cotton yarn, or cotton
yarn w hich becom es cloth, or cloth w hich becom es the m aterial for printing and
dyeing, exist for labour only as available cotton, yarn, cloth. They them selves do
not enter into any process as products of labour, as objectified labour, but only
as m aterial existences w ith certain natural properties. H ow  these w ere posited
in them  m akes no difference to the relation of living labour tow ards them ; they
exist for it only in so far as they exist as distinct from  it, i.e. as m aterial 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 becom e one of capitalᾰs objective elem ents through the exchange w ith the
w orker, labourᾰs distinction from  the objective elem ents of capital is itself a
m erely objective one; the latter in the form  of rest, the form er in the form  of
activity. The relation is the m aterial relation betw een one of capitalᾰs elem ents
and the other; but not its ow n relation to both. It therefore appears on one side
as a m erely passive object, in w hich all form al character is extinguished; it
appears on the other side only as a sim ple production process into w hich
capital as such, as distinct from  its substance, does not enter. It does not even
appear in the substance appropriate to itself ᾪ as objectified labour, for this is
the substance of exchange value ᾪ but rather only in the natural form -of-being
[Daseinsform ] of this substance, in w hich all relation to exchange value, to
objectified labour, and to labour itself as the use value of capital ᾪ and hence all
relation to capital itself ᾪ is extinguished. Regarded from  this side, the process
of capital coincides w ith the sim ple process of production as such, in w hich its
character as capital is quite as extinguished in the form  of the process, as
m oney w as extinguished as m oney in the form  of value. To the extent to w hich
w e have exam ined the process so far, capital in its being-for-itself, i.e. the
capitalist, does not enter at all. It is not the capitalist w ho is consum ed by
labour as raw  m aterial and instrum ent of labour. And it is not the capitalist w ho
does this consum ing 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 capitalᾰs distinction from  labour
appears only in the m aterial character of raw  m aterial and instrum ent of
labour. It is this aspect ᾪ w hich is not only an arbitrary abstraction, but rather
an abstraction w hich takes place w ithin the process itself ᾪ on w hich the
econom ists seize in order to represent capital as a necessary elem ent 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 m om ent w hich here, for the first
tim e, not only arises from  the standpoint of the observer, but is posited in the
econom ic relation itself. In the first act, in the exchange betw een capital and
labour, labour as such, existing for itself, necessarily appeared as the w orker.
Sim ilarly here in the second process: capital as such is posited as a value
existing for itself, as egotistic value, so to speak (som ething to w hich m oney
could only aspire). But capital in its being-for-itself is the capitalist. Of course,
socialists som etim es say, w e need capital, but not the capitalist. [7] Then capital
appears as a pure thing, not as a relation of production w hich, reflected in
itself, is precisely the capitalist. I m ay w ell 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, w ho, as such, confronts the
w orker. Thus also the individual w orker can cease to be the being-for-itself
[Fürsichsein] of labour; he m ay inherit or steal m oney etc. But then he ceases
to be a w orker. As a w orker he is nothing m ore 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 ᾪ that which produces
capital). ᾪ The worker relates to his labour as exchange value,
the capitalist as use value etc. ᾪ H e divests him self [entäussert
sich] of labour as the wealth-producing power. (Capital
appropriates it as such.) Transform ation of labour into capital
etc. Sism ondi, Cherbuliez, Say, Ricardo, Proudhon etc.
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N othing can em erge at the end of the process w hich did not appear as a
presupposition and precondition at the beginning. But, on the other hand,
everything also has to com e out. Thus, if at the end of the process of
production, w hich w as begun w ith the presuppositions of capital, capital
appears to have vanished as a form al relation, then this can have taken place
only because the invisible threads w hich draw  it through the process have been
overlooked. Let us therefore consider this side.

The first result, then, is this:
(ͧ ) Capital becom es the process of production through the incorporation of

labour into capital; initially, how ever, it becom es the m aterial process of
production; the process of production in general, so that the process of the
production of capital is not distinct from  the m aterial process of production as
such. Its form al character is com pletely 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 betw een them  form s
the production process, or, m ore precisely, the labour process. W ith that, the
labour process posited prior to value, as point of departure ᾪ w hich,
ow ing to its abstractness, its pure m ateriality, is com m on to all form s of
production ᾪ here reappears again w ithin capital, as a process w hich
proceeds w ithin its substance and form s its content.

(It w ill be seen that even w ithin the production process itself this
extinguishing of the form al character is m erely a sem blance.) [9]

In so far as capital is value, but appears as a process initially in the form  of
the sim ple production process, the production process posited in no particular
econom ic form , but rather, the production process pure and sim ple, to that
extent ᾪ depending on w hich particular aspect of the sim ple production process
(w hich, as such, as w e saw, by no m eans presupposes capital, but is com m on to
all m odes of production) is fixed on ᾪ it can be said that capital becom es
product, or that it is instrum ent of labour or raw  m aterial for labour. Further, if
it is conceived in one of the aspects w hich confronts labour as m aterial or as
m ere m eans, then it is correct to say that capital is not productive, * because it
is then regarded m erely as the object, the m aterial w hich confronts labour; as
m erely passive. The correct thing, how ever, is that it appears not as one of
these aspects, nor as a difference w ithin one of these aspects, nor as m ere
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result (product), but rather as the sim ple production process itself; that this
latter now  appears as the self-propelling content of capital.

* W hat is productive labour and w hat is not, a point very m uch disputed back and
forth since Adam  Sm ith m ade this distinction, [10] has to em erge from  the dissection
of the various aspects of capital itself. Productive labour is only that w hich produces
capital. Is it not crazy, asks e.g. (or at least som ething sim ilar) M r Senior, that the
piano m aker is a productive w orker, but not the piano player, although obviously
the piano w ould be absurd w ithout the piano player? [11] But this is exactly the case.
The piano m aker reproduces capital; the pianist only exchanges his labour for
revenue. But doesnᾰt the pianist produce m usic and satisfy our m usical ear, does he not
even to a certain extent produce the latter? H e does indeed: his labour produces
som ething; but that does not m ake it productive labour in the econom ic sense; no
m ore than the labour of the m adm an w ho produces delusions is productive. Labour
becom es productive only by producing its ow n opposite. Other econom ists
therefore allow  the so-called unproductive w orker to be productive indirectly. For
exam ple, the pianist stim ulates production; partly by giving a m ore decisive, lively tone
to our individuality, and also in the ordinary sense of aw akening a new  need for the
satisfaction of w hich additional energy becom es expended in direct m aterial
production. This already adm its that only such labour is productive as produces
capital; hence that labour w hich does not do this, regardless of how  useful it m ay be ᾪ
it m ay just as w ell be harm ful ᾪ is not productive for capitalization, is hence
unproductive labour. Other econom ists say that the difference betw een productive and
unproductive applies not to production but to consum ption. Quite the contrary. The
producer of tobacco is productive, although the consum ption of tobacco is
unproductive. Production for unproductive consum ption is quite as productive as that
for productive consum ption; alw ays assum ing that it produces or reproduces capital.
ᾯProductive labourer he that directly augm ents his m asterᾰs w ealth,ᾰ M althus
therefore says, quite correctly (IX,40); [12] correct at least in one aspect. The
expression is too abstract, since in this form ulation it holds also for the slave. The
m asterᾰs w ealth, in relation to the w orker, is the form  of w ealth itself in its relation to
labour, nam ely capital. Productive labourer he that directly augm ents capital.

(ͨ ) N ow  to look at the side of the form -character, such as it preserves and
m odifies itself in the production process.

As use value, labour exists only for capital, and is itself the use value of
capital, i.e. the m ediating activity by m eans of w hich it realizes [verw ertet]
itself. Capital, as that w hich reproduces and increases its value, is autonom ous
exchange value (m oney), as a process, as the process of realization.
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Therefore, labour does not exist as a use value for the w orker; for him  it is
therefore not a pow er productive of w ealth, [and] not a m eans or the activity
of gaining w ealth. H e brings it as a use value into the exchange w ith capital,
w hich then confronts him  not as capital but rather as m oney. In relation to the
w orker, it is capital as capital only in the consum ption of labour, w hich initially
falls outside this exchange and is independent of it. A use value for capital,
labour is a m ere exchange value for the w orker; available exchange value.
It is posited as such in the act of exchange w ith capital, through its sale for
m oney. 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 m ake gunpow der, does
not determ ine the price of saltpetre; rather, this price is determ ined by the cost
of production of saltpetre, by the am ount of labour objectified in it. The value of
use values w hich 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 m oney. Sim ilarly, the labour w hich the
w orker sells as a use value to capital is, for the w orker, his exchange value,
w hich he w ants to realize, but w hich is already determ ined prior to this act of
exchange and presupposed to it as a condition, and is determ ined like the value
of every other com m odity by supply and dem and; or, in general, w hich is our
only concern here, by the cost of production, the am ount of objectified labour,
by m eans of w hich the labouring capacity of the w orker has been produced and
w hich he therefore obtains for it, as its equivalent. The exchange value of
labour, the realization of w hich takes place in the process of exchange w ith the
capitalist, is therefore presupposed, predeterm ined, and only undergoes the
form al m odification w hich every only ideally posited price takes on w hen it is
realized. It is not determ ined by the use value of labour. It has a use value for
the w orker him self 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
w orker him self, but only for capital. The w orker therefore sells labour as a
sim ple, predeterm ined exchange value, determ ined by a previous process ᾪ he
sells labour itself as objectified labour; i.e. he sells labour only in so far as it
already objectifies a definite am ount of labour, hence in so far as its equivalent
is already m easured, given; capital buys it as living labour, as the general
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productive force of w ealth; activity w hich increases w ealth. It is clear,
therefore, that the w orker cannot becom e rich in this exchange, since, in
exchange for his labour capacity as a fixed, available m agnitude, he surrenders
its creative pow er, like Esau his birthright for a m ess of pottage. Rather, he
necessarily im poverishes him self, as w e shall see further on, because the
creative pow er of his labour establishes itself as the pow er of capital, as an
alien pow er confronting him . H e divests him self [entäussert sich] of labour
as the force productive of w ealth; capital appropriates it, as such. The
separation betw een labour and property in the product of labour, betw een
labour and w ealth, is thus posited in this act of exchange itself. W hat appears
paradoxical as result is already contained in the presupposition. The
econom ists have expressed this m ore or less em pirically. Thus the productivity
of his labour, his labour in general, in so far as it is not a capacity but a m otion,
real labour, com es to confront the w orker as an alien pow er; capital,
inversely, realizes itself through the appropriation of alien labour. (At least
the possibility of realization is thereby posited; as result of the exchange
betw een labour and capital. The relation is realized only in the act of production
itself, w here capital really consum es the alien labour.) Just as labour, as a
presupposed exchange value, is exchanged for an equivalent in m oney, so the
latter is again exchanged for an equivalent in com m odities, w hich are
consum ed. In this process of exchange, labour is not productive; it becom es so
only for capital; it can take out of circulation only w hat it has throw n into it, a
predeterm ined am ount of com m odities, w hich is as little its ow n product as it
is its ow n value. Sism ondi says that the w orkers exchange their labour for
grain, w hich they consum e, w hile their labour ᾯhas becom e capital for its
m asterᾰ. (Sism ondi, VI.) [13] ᾯGiving their labour in exchange, the w orkers
transform  it into capital.ᾰ (id., VIII.) [14] By selling his labour to the capitalist,
the w orker obtains a right only to the price of labour, not to the product of
his labour, nor to the value w hich his labour has added to it. (Cherbuliez
XXVIII.) ᾯSale of labour =  renunciation of all fruits of labour.ᾰ (loc.cit.) [15]
Thus all the progress of civilization, or in other w ords every increase in the
pow ers of social production [gesellschaftliche Produktivkräfte], if you
like, in the productive pow ers of labour itself ᾪ such as results from  science,
inventions, division and com bination of labour, im proved m eans of
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