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A. Introduction
(1) PRODUCTION

Independent Individuals. Eighteenth-Century Ideas

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

Individuals producing in socicty—hence socially determined indi-
vidual production—is, of course, the point of departure. The indi-
vidual and isolated hunter and fisherman, with whom Smith and
Ricardo begin, belongs among the unimaginative conceits of the
cighteenth-century Robinsonades,? which in no way express merely
a reaction against oversophistication and a return to a misunder-
stood natural life, as cultural historians imagine. As little as Rous-
scau’s contrat social, which brings naturally indcpendent, autono-
mous subjects into relation and connection by contract, rests on
such naturalism. This is the semblance, the merely aesthetic scm-
blance, of the Robinsonades, great and small. It is, rather, the antici-
pation of “civil socicty,” in preparation since the sixtcenth century
and making giant strides towards maturity in the eighteenth. In this
society of free competition, the individual appears detached from
the natural bonds etc. which in earlier historical periods make him
the accessory of a definite and limited human conglomerate. Smith
and Ricardo still stand with both feet on the shoulders of the cight-
eenth-century prophets, in whosc imaginations this eightcenth-cen-
tury individual—the product on one side of the dissolution of the
feudal forms of society, on the other side of the new forces of pro-
duction developed since the sixteenth century—appears as an ideal,
whose existence they project into the past. Not as a historic result
but as history’s point of departure. As the Natural Individual appro-
priate to their notion of human nature, not arising historically, but
posited by nature. This illusion has becn common to cach new
epoch to this dav. Steuart? avoided this simple-mindedness because
as an aristocrat, and in antithesis to the eighteenth century, he had
in some respects a more historical footing.
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the familv and in the family expanded into the clan [Stamm];
then later in the various forms of communal society arising out of
the antitheses and fusions of the clans. Only in the eightecnth cen-
tury, in “civil society,” do the various forms of social connectedness
confront the individual as a mere means towards his private pur-
poses, as cxternal necessity. But the epoch which produces this
standpoint, that of the isolated individual, is also preciselv that of
the hitherto most developed social (from this standpoint, general)
relations. The human being is in the most litcral sense a Zwor
mohrixdr,® not merely a gregarious animal, but an animal which
can individuate itself onlv in the midst of societv. Production
by an isolated individual outside socictv—a rare cxception which
mayv well occur when a civilized person in whom the social forces
are alreadv dynamically present is cast by accident into the wilder-
ness—is as much of an absurdity as is the development of language
without individuals living together and talking to each other. There
is no point in dwelling on this anv longer. The point could go
entirelv unmentioned if this twaddle, which had sense and reason
for the cighteenth.century characters, had not been carnestly pulled
back into the centre of the most modern cconomics by Bastiat?
Carev,® Proudhon etc. Of course it is a convenience for Proudhon
et al. to be able to give a historico-philosophic account of the source
of an economic relation, of whose historic origins he is ignorant, by
mventing the myth that Adam or Prometheus stumbled on the idea
readv-made, and then it was adopted, ctc. Nothing is more dry and
boring than the fantasies of a locus communis.®

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

Whenever we speak of production, then, what is meant is always
production at a definite stage of social development—production by
social individuals. It might seem, therefore, that in order to talk
about production at all we must cither pursue the process of historic
development through its different phases, or declare beforehand
that we are dealing with a specific historic epoch such as c.g.

The more decply we go back into history, the more does the indi-
vidual, and hence also the producing individual, appear as depend-
ent, as belonging to a greater whole: in a still quite natural way in

1. Utopias on the lines of Defoe’s Rob-
inson Crusoe.

2. Sir James Steuart (1712-80), ‘“‘the
rational exponent of the Monetary and
Mercantile System” (Marx), an adher-
ent of the Stuart cause who went into

exile in 1745 and pursued economic
studies on the Continent. Author of An
Inquiry into the Principles of Political
Economy (London, 1767, 2 vols.; Dub-
lin, 1770, 3 vols.—the edition used by
Marx).

3. A political animal.

4, Frédéric Bastiat (1801-50), French
economist, and “modern bagman of
Free Trade” (Marx). A believer in
Laissez-faire and the natural harmony of
interests between labour and capital; a
fierce opponent of socialism in theory
and in practice (as deputy in the Con-
stituent and Legislative assemblies of
1848 to 1851).

5. Henry Charles Carey (1793-1879),
American economist, opponent of Ri-

cardian pessimism (“Carey, who does
not understand Ricardo”—DMarx), be-
lieved in state intervention to establish
harmony between the interests of
labour and of capital, and in the ten-
dency of real wages to rise.

6. Of a commonplace (mind). Marx
refers here to Bastiat’s Harmonies
économiques (Paris, 1851), pp. 16—19,
and Carey’s Principles of Political Econ-
z;my, Pt. I (Philadelphia, 1837), pp.
-8.
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modern bourgeois production, which is indeed our particular theme.
However, all epochs of production have certain common traits,
common characteristics. Production in general is an abstraction, but
a rational abstraction in so far as it really brings out and fixes the
common element and thus saves us repetition. Still, this generdl cat-
egory, this common element sifted out by comparison, is itself seg-
mented many times over and splits into different determinations.
Some determinations belong to all epochs, others only to a few.
[Some] determinations will be shared by the most modern epoch
and the most ancient. No production will be thinkable without
them; however, even though the most developed languages have
laws and characteristics in common with the least developed, never-
theless, just those things which determine their development, i.e.
the elements which are not general and common, must be separated
out from the determinations valid for production as such, so that in
their unitv—which ariscs already from the identity of the subject,
humanity, and of the object, nature—their essential difference is
not forgotten. The whole profundity of those modern economists
who demonstrate the eternitv and harmoniousness of the existing
social relations lies in this forgetting. For example. No production
possible without an instrument of production, even if this instru-
ment is only the hand. No production without stored-up, past
labour, even if it is only the facility gathered together and concen-
trated in the hand of the savage b\ repeated practice. Capital is,
among other things, also an instrument of production, also objecti-
fied, past labour. Therefore capital is a general, cternal relation of
nature; that is, if I leave out ]ust the Sp€ClﬁC quality which alone
makes “instrument of production” and “stored-up labour” into cap-
ital. The entirc historv of production relations thus appears to
Carey, for example, as a malicious forgerv perpetrated by govern-
ments.

If there is no production in general, then there is also no general
production. Production is alwavs a particular branch of productlon
—c.g., agriculture, cattle- raising, manufactures etc.—or it is a total-

But political economy is not tcchnolog\ The relation of the
general characteristics of productmn at a given stage of social devel-
opment to the particular forms of production to be developed clse-
where (later). Lastlv, production also is not only a particular pro-
duction. Rather, it is always a certain social body, a social subject,
which is active in a greater or sparser totality of branches of produc-
tion. Nor docs the relationship between scientific presentation and
the real movement belong herc vet. Production in general. Particu-
lar branches of production. Totality of production.

It is the fashion to preface a work of economics with a general
part—and preciselv this part figures under the title “production”
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(see for example J. S. Mill ) "—treating of the general preconditions
of all production. This general part consists or is alleged to consist
of (1) the conditions without which production is not possible. Le.,
in fact, to indicate nothing more than the essential moments of all
production. But, as we will see, this reduces itself in fact to a few
very simple characteristics, which are hammered out into flat tautol.
ogies; (2) the conditions which promote production to a greater or
lesser degree, such as e.g. Adam Smith’s progressive and stagnant
state of society. While this is of value in his work as an insight, to
clevate it to scientific significance would require investigations into
the periodization of degrees of productivity in the development of
lies outside the proper
boundaries of the theme, but, in so far as it does belong there, must
be brought in as part of the development of competition, accumula-
tion etc. In the usual formulation, the answer amounts to the gen-
eral statement that an industrial people reaches the peak of its pro-
duction at the moment when it arrives at its historical peak gener-
allv. In fact. The industrial peak of a people when its main concern
is not yet gain, but rather to gain. Thus the Yankees over the Eng-
lish. Or, also, that e.g. certain races, locations, climates, natural con-
ditions such as harbours, soil fertility etc. are more advantageous to
production than others. This too amounts to the tautology that
wealth is more easilv created where its clements are subjectively and
objectively present to a greater degree.

But none of all this is the economists’ real concern in this general
part. The aim is, rather, to present production—see e.g. Mill—as
distinct from distribution etc., as encased in eternal natural laws
independent of history, at which opportunity bourgeois relations are
then quietly smuggled in as the inviolable natural laws on which
society in the abstract is founded. This is the more or less conscious
purpose of the whole proceeding. In distribution, by contrast,
humanitv has allegedly permitted itself to be considerably more
arbitrary. Quite apart from this crude tearing-apart of production
and distribution and of their real relationship, it must be apparent
from the outset that, no matter how differently distribution may
have been arranged in different stages of social development, it
must be possible here also, just as with production, to single out
common characteristics, and just as possible to confound or to
extinguish all historic differences under general human laws. For
example, the slave, the serf and the wage labourer all receive a
quantitv of food which makes it possible for them to exist as slaves,

7. John Stuart Mill (1806—73), Eng-  Principles of Political Economy (Lon-
lish political theorist and economist; don, 1948), begin in Bk. I, Ch. I, with
radical in politics, confusedly and eclec- the analysis of production.

tically Ricardian in economics. His
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as serfs, as wage labourers. The conqueror who lives from tribute, or
the official who lives from taxes, or the landed proprietor and his
rent, or the monk and his alms, or the Levite and his tithe, all
receive a quota of social production, which is determined by other
laws than that of the slave’s, etc. The two main points which all
economists cite under this rubric are: (1) property; (2) its protec-
tion by courts, police, etc. To this a very short answer may be
given:

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

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

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

To summarize: There are characteristics which all stages of pro-
duction have in common, and which are established as general ones
by the mind; but the so-called general preconditions of all produc-
tion are nothing more than these abstract moments with which no
real historical stage of production can be grasped.
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(2) THE GENERAL RELATION OF PRODUCTION
TO DISTRIBUTION, EXCHANGE, CONSUMPTION

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

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

Distribution detcrmines the relation in which products fall to
individuals (the amount); cxchange determines the production in
which the individual demands the portion allotted to him by distri-
bution.

Thus production, distribution, exchange and consumption form a
regular svllogism; production is the generality, distribution and
exchange the particularity, and consumption the singularity in
which the whole is joined together. This is admittedly a coher-
ence, but a shallow one. Production is determined by general natu-
ral laws, distribution by social accident, and the latter may thercfore
promote production to a greater or lesser extent; exchange stands
between the two as formal social movement; and the concluding
act, consumption, which is conceived not only as a terminal point
but also as an end-in-itself, actuallv belongs outside economics
except in so far as it reacts in turn upon the point of departurc and
initiates the whole process anew.
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which takes place within production itself belongs directlv to pro-
duction and essentiallv constitutes it. The same holds, secondly, for
the exchange of prodticts, in so far as that exchange is the means of
finishing the product and making it fit for direct consumption. To
that extent, exchange is an act comprised within production itself.
Thirdlv, the so-called exchange between dealers and dealers is by
its very organization entirely determined by production, as well as
being itself a producing activity. Exchange appears as independent
of and indifferent to production only in the final phase where the
product is exchanged directly for consumption. But (1) there is
no exchange without division of labour, whether the latter is spon-
tancous, natural, or alreadv a product of historic development; (2)
private exchange presupposes private production; (3) the intensity
of exchange, as well as its extension and its manner, are determined
by t velopment and structure of production. For example. Ex
change. between town and country; exchange in the country, 1n
the town etc. Exchange in all its moments thus appears as either
directly comprised in production or determined by it.

The conclusion we reach is not that production, distribution,
exchange and consumption are identical, but that they all form the
members of a totality, distinctions within a unity. Production pre-
dominates not only over itself, in the antithetical definition of pro-
duction, but over the other moments as well. The process always
returns to production to begin anew. That exchange and consump-
tion cannot be predominant is self-evident. Likewise, distribution as
distribution of products; while as distribution of the agents of pro-
duction it is itself a moment of production. A definite production
thus determines a definite consumption, distribution and exchange
as well as definite relations between these different moments.
Admittedly, however, in its onesided form, production is itself
determined by the other moments. For example if the market, 1e.
the sphere of 'exchangc, expands, then production grows in quantity
and the divisions between its different branches become deeper. A
change in distribution changes production, e.g. concentration of
capital, different distribution of the population between town and
country, etc. Finally, the needs of consumption determine produc-
tion. Mutual interaction takes place between the different moments.
This the case with every organic whole.

(3) THE METHOD OF POLITICAL ECONOMY

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

It seems to be correct to begin with the real and the concrete,
with the real precondition, thus to begin, in economics, with e.g.
the population, which is the foundation and the subject of the
entire social act of production. However, on closer examination this
proves false. The population is an abstraction if I leave out, for
example, the classes of which. it is composed. These classes in turn
are an empty phrase if I am not familiar with the elements on
which thev rest. E.g. wage labour, capital, etc. These latter in turn
presuppose exchange, division of labour, prices, etc. For example,
capital is nothing without wage labour, without value, money, price
etc. Thus, if T were to begin with the population, this would be a
chaotic conception [Vorstellung] of the whole, and 1| would then,
bv means of further determination, move analvtically towards ever
more simple concepts [Begriff], from the imagined concrete
towards cver thinner abstractions until I had arrived at the simplest
determinations. From there the journev would have to be retraced
until T had finallv arrived at the population again, but this time not
as the chaotic conception of a whole, but as a rich totalitv of many
determinations and relations. The former is the path historically fol-
lowed by economics at the time of its origins. The economists of
the seventcenth century, e.g., always begin with the living whole,
with population, nation, state, several states, cte; but they always
conclude by discovering through analvsis a small number of deter-
minant, abstract, general relations such as division of labour,
money, valuc, etc. As soon as these individual moments had been
more or less firmlv established and abstracted, there began the eco-
nomic systems, which ascended from the simple relations, such as
labour, division of labour, need, exchange value, to the level of the
state, exchange between nations and the world market. The latter is
obviously the scientifically correct method. The concrcte 1s concrete
because it is the concentration of manv determinations, hence unity
of the diverse. It appears in the process of thinking, therefore, as a
process of concentration, as a result, not as a point of departure,
even though it is the point of departure in reality and hence also
the point of departurc for observation [Anschauung] and concep-
tion. Along the first path the full conception was cvaporated to
vield an abstract determination; along the second, the abstract
determinations lead towards a reproduction of the concrete by way
of thought. In this wav Hegel fell into the illusion of conceiving the
real as the product of thought concentrating itself, probing its own
depths, and unfolding itself out of itself, by itself, whereas the
method of rising from the abstract to the concrete is only the way
in which thought appropriates the concrete, reproduces it as the
concrete in the mind. But this is by no means the process by which
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the concrete itself comes into being. For example, the simplest eco-
nomic category, say e.g. exchange value, presupposes population,
morcover a population producing in specific relations; as well as a
certain kind of family, or commune, or state, etc. It can never exist
other than as an abstract, one-sided relation within an already given,
concrete, living whole. As a category, by contrast, exchange value
leads an antediluvian existence. Therefore, to the kind of conscious-
ness—and this is characteristic of the philosophical consciousness—-
for which conceptual thinking is the real human being, and for
which the conceptual world as such is thus the onlv reality, the
movement of the categories appears as the real act of production—
which onlv, unfortunately, receives a jolt from the outside—whose
product is the world; and—Dbut this is again a tautology—this is cor-
rect in so far as the concrete totality is a totality of thoughts, con-
crete in thought, in fact a product of thinking and comprehending;
but not in anv way a product of the concept which thinks and gen-
erates itself outside or above obscrvation and conception; a product,
rather, of the working-up of observation and conception into con-
cepts. The totality as it appears in the hcad, as a totality of
thoughts, is a product of a thinking head, which appropriates the
world in the only wav it can, a way different from the artistic, reli-
gious, practical and mental appropriation of this world. The real
subject retains its autonomous existence outside the head just as
before; namelv as long as the head’s conduct is merely speculative,
mercly theoretical. Hence, in the theoretical method, too, the sub-
ject, society, must alwavs be kept in mind as the presupposition.

But do not these simpler categories also have an independent his-
torical or natural existence predating the more concrete ones? That
depends. Hegel, for example, correctly begins the Philosophy of
Right with possession, this being the subject’s simplest juridical
relation. But there is no possession preceding the family or master—
servant relations, which are far morc concrete relations. However, it
would be correct to say that there arc families or clan groups which
still merelv possess, but have no property. The simple category
therefore appears in relation to property as a relation of simple fam-
ilies or clan groups. In the higher socicty it appears as the simpler
relation of a developed organization. But the concrete substratum of
which possession is a relation is alwavs presupposed. One can imag-
ine an individual savage as posscssing something. But in that case
possession 1s not a juridical rclation. [t is incorrect that possession
develops historically into the family. Possession, rather, alwavs pre-
supposcs this “more concrete juridical categorv.” There would still
alwavs remain this much, however, namely that the simple catego-

ries are the expressions of relations within which the less developed
concrete mayv have already realized itself before having posited the
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more manv-sided connection or relation which is mentally expressed
in the more concrete category; while the more developéd concrete
preserves the same category as a subordinate relation. Money mav
exist, and did exist historically, before capital existed, before banks
existed, before wage labour existed, cte. Thus in this respect it may
be said that the simpler categorv can express the dominant relations
of a less developed whole, or else those subordinate relations of a
more developed whole which alreadv had a historic existence before
this whole developed in the direction expressed by a morc concrete
category. To that extent the path of abstract thought, rising from
the simple to the combined, would correspond to the real historical
process.

It may be said on the other hand that there are verv developed
but nevertheless historically less mature forms of socict'\‘, in which
the highest forms of economy, ¢.g. cooperation, a dC\'elol')ed division
of labour, ctc., are found, even though there is no kind of money
e.g. Peru. Among the Slav communities also, monev and tlic:
exchange which determines 1t plav little or no role within the indi-
vidual communities, but onlv on their boundaries, in traffic with
others; it 1s simplv wrong to place exchange at the centre of com-
munal society as the original, constituent element. It ornginally
appears, rather, in the connection of the different communities with
one another, not in the relations between the different members of
a single community. Further, although monev evervwhere plavs a
ro]g from verv earlv on, it is nevertheless a prcdominﬁnt clement, in
ant1quit_\', onlv within the confines of certain one-sidedly developed
nations, trading nations. And cven in the most advanced parts of
the ancient world, among the Greeks and Romans, the full develop.
ment of money, which is presupposed in modem 1)0urgeois socicty
appears onlyv in the period of their dissolution. This very simple ca't_,
cgory, then, makes a historic appearance in its full intensity only in
.thc most developed conditions of society. By no means docs it wade
IES way through all cconomic relations. 'For'exmnple, in the Roman
]tmp%re, at its highest point of devclopment, the foundation
remained taxes and pavments in kind. The monev svstem actually
completely developed there only in the army. And it never took
over the whole of labour. Thus, although thc'simpler category mav
have existed historically before the more concrete, it can achieve its
full (intensive and extensive) development preciselv in a combined
form of society, while the more concrete catcgor\: was more fully
developed in a less developed form of society. ’ '
‘ Lal.)our seems a quite simple category. The conception of labour
in this general form—as labour as such—is also immeasurably old.
Nevertheless, when it is economically conceived in this simpﬁcitv
“labour” 1s as modern a categorv as are the relations which Creaié
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this simple abstraction. The Monetary System, for example, still
locates wealth altogether objectively, as an external thing, in money.
Compared with this standpoint, the commercial, or manufacture,
svstem took a great step forward bv locating the source of wealth
not in the object but in a subjective activity—in commercial and
manufacturing activity—even though it still always conceives this
activity within narrow boundaries, as monevmaking. In contrast to
this svstem, that of the Physiocrats posits a certain kind of labour
—agriculture—as the creator of wealth, and the object itself no
longer appears in a monetary disguise, but as the product in general,
as the general result of labour. This product, as befits the narrow-
ness of the activity, still alwavs remains a naturally determined
product—the product of agriculture, the product of the earth par
excellence.
It was an immense step forward for Adam Smith to throw out
every limiting specification of wealth-creating activitv—not only
manufacturing, or commercial o agricultural labour, but one as well
as the others, labour in general. With the abstract universality of
wealth-creating activity we now have the universality of the object
defined as wealth, the product as such or again labour as such, but
labour as past, objectified labour. How difficult and great was this
transition mav be seen from how Adam Smith himself from time to
time still falls back into the Physiocratic system. Now, it might
seem that all that had been achicved thereby was to discover the
abstract expression for the simplest and most ancient relation in
which human beings—in whatever form of socictv—play the role of
producers. This is correct in one respect. Not in another. Indiffer-
ence towards anv specific kind of labour presupposes a very devel-
oped totality of real kinds of labour, of which no single one is any
longer predominant. As a rule, the most gencral abstractions arise
only in the midst of the richest possible concrete development,
where one thing appears as common to many, to all. Then it ceases
to be thinkable in a particular form alonc. On the other side, this
abstraction of labour as such is not mercly the mental product of a
concrete totality of labours. Indifference towards specific labours
corresponds to a form of society in which individuals can with case
transfer from one labour to another, and where the specific kind is a
matter of chance for them, hence of indiffcrence. Not only the cate-
gory, labour, but labour in reality has here become the means of

7. Marx considered that the Monetary as Mercantilism). He distinguishes be-
System, as defined here, covered econo- tween the two systems later in this work,
mists from the sixteenth century to the  but his normal practice is to link them
Physiocrats. However, within the Mone- together, since ‘‘the Mercantile System
tary System there arose what he calls is merely a variant of the Monetary
here the ‘“‘commercial, or manufacture  System’ (4 Contribution to the Critique
system” but elsewhere the Mercantile of Political Economy [London, 1971},
System (known to economics textbooks p. 158).
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creating wealth in general, and has ceased to be organically linked
with particular individuals in any specific form. Such a state of
affairs is at its most developed in the most modern form of exist-
ence of bourgeois society—in the United States. Here, then, for the
first time, the point of departure of modern economics, namely the
abstraction of the category “labour,” “labour as such,” labour‘pure
and simple, becomes true in practice. The simplest abstraction,
then, which modern economics places at the head of its discussions,
and which expresses an immeasurably ancient relation valid in all
fgrms of society, nevertheless achieves practical truth as an abstrac-
tion only as a category of the most modern society. One could say
that this indifference towards particular kinds of k;bour, which is a
h.istoric product in the United States, appears e.g. among the Rus-
sians as a spontaneous inclination. But there is a devil of a differ-
ence between barbarians who are fit by nature to be used for any-
thing, and civilized people who apply themselves to everything. And
then in practice the Russian indifference to the specific character of
labour corresponds to being embedded by tradition within a very
specific kind of labour, from which only external influences can jar
them loose.

This example of labour shows strikingly how even the most
abstract categories, despite their validity—precisely because of their
abstractness—for all epochs, are nevertheless, in the specific charac-
ter of this abstraction, themselves likewise a product of historic rela-
tions, and possess their full validity only for and within these rela-
tions.

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

Protestantism against Catholicism.

In the succession of the economic categories, as in any other his-
torical, social science, it must not be forgotten that their subject—
here, modern bourgeois society—is always what is given, in the head
as well as in reality, and that these categories there
forms of being, the characteristics of existence, an
vidual sides of this specific society, this subject, a
this society by no means begins only at the point where one can
speak of it as such; this hold for science as well. This is to be kept
in mind because it will shortly be decisive for the order and
sequence of the categories. For example, nothing seems more natu-
ral than to begin with ground rent, with landed property, since this
is bound up with the earth, the source of all production and of all
being, and with the first form of production of all more or less set-
agriculture. But nothing would be more erroncous.
In all forms of society there is one specific kind of production
which predominates over the rest, whose relations thus assign rank
and influence to the others. It is a general illumination which
bathes all the other colours and modifies their particularity. It is a
particular ether which determines the specific gravity of every being
which has materialized within it. For cxample, with pastoral peoples
(mere hunting and fishing peoples lie outside the point where real
development begins ). Certain forms of tillage occur among them,
sporadic ones. Landed property is determined by this. It is held in

tled societies

8. See p. 229, note 1.
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common, and retains this form to a greater or lesser degree accord-
ing to the greater or lesser degree of attachment displaved by these
peoples to their tradition, e.g. the communal property of the Slavs.
Among peoples with a settled agriculture—this settling already a
great step—where this predominates, as in antiquity and in the
feudal order, even industry, together with its organizﬁtion and the
foFms of property corresponding to it, has a more or less landed-pro-
prietary character: is either completcly dependent on it, as among
ﬂ.u: carlier Romans, or, as in the Middle Ages, imitates, within the
city and its relations, the organization of the land. In the Middle
Ages, capital itsclf—apart from pure money-capital—in the form of
the traditional artisans’ tools etc., has this landed proprietary charac-
ter. In bourgeois society it is the opposite. Agriculture more and
more becomes merely a branch of industry, and is entirely domi-
nated by capital. Ground rent likewise. In all forms where landed
propertv rules, the natural relation still prcdominant. In those
where capital rules, the social, historically created element. Ground
rent cannot be understood without capital. But capital can certainly
be undcjrstood without ground rent. Capital is the al]-dominating
ceconomic power of bourgeois society. It must form the starting-
point as well as the finishing-point, and must be dealt with bcfore
!andcd property. After both have been examined in particular, their
interrelation must be examined. ’

It would thercfore be unfeasible and wrong to let the economic
categories follow one another in the same sequence as that in which
they were historicallv decisive. Their sequence is determined, rather
l.)y' their relation to one another in modern bourgeois societ\:, whic};
is precisclv the opposite of that which secms to be their natural
order or which corresponds to historical development. The point is
not the historic position of the cconomic relations in the succession
gf different forms of society. Fven less is it their sequence “in the
idea” (Proudhon)? (a muddy notion of historic movement).
Rather, their order within modern bourgeois society.

Thc. Purity (abstract specificitv) in which the irading peoples—
Phoclmcnms, Carthaginians—appear in the old world is determined
precisely by the predominance of the agricultural peoples. Capital
as fr.ading-capital or as moncy-capital, appears in this abs’trac‘riony
precisely where capital is not vet the predominant element of
societies. Lombards, Jews take up the same position towards the
agricultural socicties of the Middle Ages.

As a further example of the divergent positions which the same
categorv can occupy in different social stages: one of the latest
forms of bourgeois societv, joint-stock companies. These also appear,

9, Pierre-Joseph Proudhon, Systéme des hie de 1 isé ari
contradictions économiques ou philoso- Iﬁ) 11846? @ misére (Paris, 1846), Vol. T
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however, at its beginning, in the great, privileged monopoly trading
companies.

The concept of national wealth creeps into the work (?f the econ-
omists of the seventeenth century—continuing partly with those of
the eighteenth—in the form of the notion that wealth is creatf{d
onlv to enrich the state, and that its power is proportionate to this
wealth. This was the still unconsciously hypocritical form in which
wealth and the production of wealth proclaimed themselves as the
purpose of modern states, and regarded these states henceforth only
as means for the production of wealth. .

The order obviously has to be (1) the general, abstract determi-
nants which obtain in more or less all forms of society, but in the
above-explained sense. (2) The categories which make up the inner
structure of bourgeois society and on which the fundarqental cla§ses
rest. Capital, wage labour, landed property. Their interrelation.
Town and country. The three great social classes. Exchange
between them. Circulation. Credit system (private). (3) Concen-
tration of bourgeois society in the form of the state. Viewed in rel;.l-
tion to itself. The “unproductive” classes. Taxes. State debt. Public
credit. The population. The colonies. Emigration. (4) The interna-
tional relation of production. International division of labour. Inter-
national exchange. Export and import. Rate of exchange. (5) The
world market and crises.

(4) PRODUCTION. MEANS OF PRODUCTION AND
RELATIONS OF PRODUCTION. RELATIONS OF PRO-
DUCTION AND RELATIONS OF CIRCULATION.
FORMS OF THE STATE AND FORMS OF CONSCIOUS-
NESS IN RELATION TO RELATIONS OF PRODUC-
TION AND CIRCULATION. LEGAL RELATIONS.
FAMILY RELATIONS.

Notabene in regard to points to be mentioned here and not to be
forgotten: . . .

(1) War developed earlier than peace; the way in which certain
economic relations such as wage labour, machinery etc. dgvelop ear-
lier, owing to war and in the armies etc., than in the mte.nor of
bourgeois society. The relation of productive force and relations of
exchange also especially vivid in the army,

(2) Relation of previous ideal historiography to thg reql. Namely
of the so-called cultural histories, which are only histornes of 1’61.1-
gions and of state. (On that occasion something can also be said
about the various kinds of previous historiography. The so-called
objective. Subjective (moral among others). The philo§op}}ical:)

(3) Secondary and tertiary matters; in general, derivative, inher-
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ited, not original relations of production. Influence here of interna-
tional relations.

(4) Accusations about the materialism of this conception. Rela-
tion to naturdalistic materialism.

(5) Didlectic of the concepts productive force (means of
production) and relation of production, a dialectic whose bounda-
ries are to be determined, and which dees not suspend the real dif-
ference.

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

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

(8) The point of departure obviously from the natural character-
istic; subjectively and objectively. Tribes, races cte.

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

Let us take c.g. the relation of Greek art and then of Shakespeare
to the present time. It is well known that Greek mythology is not
only the arsenal of Greek art but also its foundation. Is the view of
nature and of social relations on which the Greek imagination and
hence Greek [mythology] is based possible with self-acting mule
spindles and railways and locomotives and electrical telegraphs?
What chance has Vulcan against Roberts & Co., Jupiter against the
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lightning-rod and Hermes against the Credit Mobilier? All mythol-
ogy overcomes and dominates and shapes the forces of nature in the
imagination and by the imagination; it therefore vanishes with the
advent of real mastery over them. What becomes of Fama alongside
Printing House Square? Greek art presupposes Greek mythology,
ie. nature and the social forms already reworked in an uncon-
sciously artistic way by the popular imagination. This is its material.
Not any mythology whatever, 1.e. not an arbitrarily chosen uncon-
sciously artistic reworking of nature (here meaning everything objec-
tive, hence including society). Egyptian mythology could never
have been the foundation or the womb of Greek art. But, in any
case, a mythology. Hence, in no way a social development which
excludes all mythological, all mythologizing relations to nature;
which therefore demands of the artist an imagination not depend-
ent on mythology.

From another side, is Achilles possible with powder and lead? Or
the Iliad with the printing press, not to mention the printing
machine? Do not the song and the saga and the muse necessarily
come to an end with the printer’s bar, hence do not the necessary
conditions of epic poetry vanish?

But the difficulty lies not in understanding that the Greek arts
and epic are bound up with certain forms of social development.
The difficulty is that thev still afford us artistic pleasure and that in
a certain respect they count as a norm and as an unattainable
model.

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

B. Society and the Individual
Product and capital. Value and capital. Proudhon

(Nothing is more erroneous than the manncr in which econo-
mists as well as socialists regard society in relation to €Conomic con-
ditions. Proudhon, for cxample, replies to Bastiat by saving (XVI,

The Grundrisse * 247

29): “For society, the difference between capital and product does
not exist. This difference is entirelv subjective, and related to
individuals.”t Thus he calls subjective precisely what is social; and
he calls socicty a subjective abstraction. The difference between
product and capital is exactly this, that the product expresses, as
capital, a particular relation belonging to a historic form of society.
This so-called contemplation from the standpoint of society means
nothing more than the overlooking of the differences which express
the social relation (relation of bourgeois societv). Society does not
consist of individuals, but cxpresses the sum of interreléltions, the
relations within which these individuals stand. As if someone were
to say: Seen from the perspective of society, there are no slaves and
no citizens: both are human beings. Rather, they are that outside
society. To be a slave, to be a citizen, are social Cflaracteristics, rela-
tions between human beings A and B. Human being A, as such, is
not a slave. He is a slave in and through society. What Mr Proud-
hon here says about capital and product means, for him, that from
the viewpoint of society there is no difference between capitalists
and workers; a difference which exists precisely only from the stand-

point of society.)
% & %

C. The Dynamics of Capitalism

Surplus value. Surplus labour time.—Bastiat on wages. Value of
labour. How determined?—Self-realization is self-preservation of
capital. Capitalist may not live merely from his labour etc. Condi-
tions for the self-realization of capital. Surplus labour time etc.—To
the extent that capital is productive (as creator of surplus labour
ete.), this only historic-transistory—The free blacks in Jamaica.—
Wealth which has gained autonomy requires slave labour or wage
labour (forced labour in both cases).

* ok %

What the worker exchanges with capital is his labour itself (the
capacity of disposing over it}); he divests himself of it [entdussert
sie]. What he obtains as price is the value of this divestiture
[Entdusserung]. He exchanges value-positing activity for a pre-de-
termined value, regardless of the result of his activity. Now how is
its value determined? By the objectified labour contained in his
commodity. This commodity exists in his vitality. In order to main-
tain this from one day to the next—we are not yet dealing with the
working class, i.e. the replacement for wear and tear so that it can
maintain itself as a class, since the worker here confronts capital as
a worker, i.c. as a presupposed perennial subject [Subjekt], and

1. Bastiat et Proudhon, Gratuité du crédit (Paris, 1850), p. 250.
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not vet as a mortal individual of the working species—he has to
consume a certain quantity of food, to replace his used-up blood
cte. e receives no more than an equivalent. Thus tomorrow, after
the completed exchange—and only after he has formally completed
the exchange does he execute it in the process of production—his
labouring capacity exists in the same mode as before: he has
received an exact equivalent, because the price which he has
obtained lcaves him in possession of the same exchange value he
had before. Capital has paid him the amount of objectified labour
contained in his vital forces. Capital has consumed it, and because
it did not exist as a thing, but as the capacity of a living being, the
worker can, owing to the specific nature of his commoditv—the spe-
cific nature of the life process—resume the exchange anew:. Since
we are dealing herc not with any particularly qualified labour but
with labour in general, simple labour, we are here not yet concerned
with the fact that there is more labour objectified in his immediate
existence than is contained in his mere vitality—i.e. the labour time
necessary to pay for the products necessary to maintain his vitality
namely the values he has consumed in order to produce a specific
labouring capacity, a special skill—and the valuc of these shows
itself in the costs necessary to produce a similar labouring skill.

If one dav’s work werc necessary in order to keep one worker
alive for one day, then capital would not exist, because the working
dayv would then exchange for its own product, so that capital could
not realize itself and hence could not maintain itself as capital. The
sclf-preservation of capital is its self-realization. If capital also had
to work in order to live, then it would not maintain itself as capital
but as labour. Property in raw materials and instruments of labour
would be merely nominal; economically they would belong to the
worker as much as to the capitalist, since they would create value
for the capitalist only in so far as he himself were a worker. He
would relate to them thercfore not as capital, but as simple material
and means of labour, like the worker himself docs in the production
process. 1, however, only half a working dav is nccessary in order to
keep one worker alive one whole day, then the surplus value of the
product is self-evident, because the capitalist has paid the price of
only half a working day but has obtained a whole day objectified in
the product; thus has exchanged nothing for the second half of the
work dav. The only thing which can make him into a capitalist is
not exchange, but rather a process through which he obtains objec-
tified labour time, i.e. value, without cxchange. Half the working
dav costs capital nothing; it thus obtains a value for which it has
given no equivalent. And the multiplication of values can take place
only if a value in excess of the equivalent has been obtained, hence
created.

Y
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S}lrpltls value in general is value in excess of the equivalent. The
eqqlvalcnt, by definition, is only the identity of value with itself.
Hencc surplus value can never sprout out of the equivalent; nor can
it do so originally out of circulation; it has to arise from thé produc-
tion process of capital itself. The matter can also be expressed in
t.hlS way: if the worker needs only half a working day in order to
live a whole day, then, in order to keep alive as a wori<er, he needs
to work only half a day. The second half of the labour day is forced
labour; surplus-labour. What appears as surplus value on capital’s
side appears identically on the worker’s side as surplus labour in
eXCESss of his requircments as worker, hence in excess of his immedi-
ate requirements for keeping himself alive. The great historic qual-
ity of capital is to create this surplus labour, superfluous labour from
the §tandpoint of merc use value, mere subsistence; and its historic
destiny [Bestimmung) is fulfilled as soon as, on one side, there has
})ecn such a development of needs that surplus labour above and
.Deyfmd necessity has itself become a general need arising out of
individual needs themselves—and, on the other side, when the
severe disciplinc of capital, acting on succeeding generations
[Geschlechter], has developed general industriousness as the gen-
eral property of the new species [Geschlecht]—and, finally, when
the development of the productive powers of labour, which capital
incessantly whips onward with its unlimited mania for wealth, and
of t}}e sole conditions in which this mania can be realized 7have
flourished to the stage where the possession and prescrvation (;f gen-
cral wealth require a lesser labour time of society as a whole, and
where tl}c labouring society relates scientifically to the process ,of its
progressive reproduction, its reproduction in a constantly greater
abuqdance; hence where labour in which a human being does what
a thing could do has ccased. Accordingly, capital and labour relate
to each other here like money and commodity; the former is the
gcnera]_ form of wealth, the other onlv the substance destined for
immediate consumption. Capital’s ceascless striving towards the
general form of wealth drives labour beyond the limits of its natural
paltriness [Naturbediirftigkeit], and thus creates the material ele-
ments for the devcJopment of the rich individuality which is as all-
sided in its production as in its consumption, and whose labour also
thcrefgre appcars 1o longer as labour, but as the full development
of activity itself, in which natural necessity in its direct form has
disappeared; because a historicallv created need has taken the place
of the natural onc. This is why capital is productive; i.e. an essential
relation for the development of the social productive forces. It
ceases to exist as such only where the development of these produc-
tive forces themsclves encounters its barrier in capital itself.

The Times of November 1857 contains an utterly delightful cry
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of outrage on the part of a WestIndian plantation owner. This
advocate analvses with great moral indignation—as a plea for the
re-introduction of Negro slaverv—how the Quashees (the frc.c
blacks of Jamaica) content themselves with producing only.what is
strictlv necessarv for their own consumption, and, alongside this
“use value,” regard loafing (indulgence and idleness) as the real
luxury good; how they do not care a damn for the sugar and the
fixed capital invested in the plantations, but. rat}?cr obscrvg .the
planters’” impending bankruptey with an irox.nc‘ grin of malicious
pleasure, and even exploit their acquired Christianity as an embel-
lishment for this mood of malicious glee and indolence.? They have
ceasced to be slaves, but not in order to become wage labourers, but,
instead, self-sustaining peasants working for their own consumption.
As far as they are concerned, capital does not exist as capital,
because autonomous wealth as such can exist onlyv either on the
basis of direct forced labour, slavery, or indirect forced labour, wage
lubour. Wealth confronts direct forced labour not as capital, but
rather as relation of domination [Herrschaftsverhdltnis]; thus, the
relation of domination is the only thing which is reproduced on this
basis, for which wealth itself has valuc only as gratification, not as
wealth itself, and which can therefore never create general indus-
triousness. {We shall return to this relation of slavery and wage
labour.)

D. The Development of Exchange and of Capital

Original accumulation of capital. (The redl accumulat?o'n).—()nf:e

developed historically, capital itself creates the conditions of its

existence (not as conditions for its arising, but as results of its

being) — (Performance of personal services, ds oppose'd to wage

labour.)—Inversion of the law of appropriation. Redl alien relation

(Fremdheit] of the worker to his product. Division of labour.
Machinery etc.

Once production founded on capital is presupposcd—moncey has
become transformed into capital actually only at the end of the first
production process, which resulted in its reprodgction and 1in th.e
new production of surplus capital I; surplus capital T, howevcr, 1s
itself posited, realized as surplus capital, only whcn. i.t has produced
surplus capital 11, ie. as scon as those presuppositions .of moncy,
while it is in the process of passing over into capital, which still hf:
outside the movement of real capital have vanished, and when capi-

2. The Times, London, Saturday, 21 Marx’s English in this sentence has
November 1857, No. 22,844, p. 9. been changed to conform to modern
“Negroes and the Slave Trade. To the usage.

Editor of The Times. By Expertus.”’
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tal has therefore itself posited, and posited in accordance with its
Immanent cssence, the conditions which form its point of dcparture
in production— then] the condition that the capitalist, in order
to posit himsclf as capital, must bring valucs into circulation which

" he created with his own labour—or by some other means, excepting

only already available, previous wage labour—Dbelongs among the
antediluvian conditions of capital, belongs to its historic presupposi-
tions, which, precisely as such historic presuppositions, arc past and
gone, and hence belong to the history of its formation, but in no
way to its contemporary history, Le. not to the real system of the
mode of production ruled by it. While e.g. the flight of serfs to the
citics 1s onc of the historic conditions and presuppositions of urban-
ism, it 1s not a condition, not a moment of the reality of developed
cities, but belongs rather to their past presuppositions, to the pre-
suppositions of their becoming which are suspended in their being.
The conditions and presuppositions of the becoming, of the arising,
of capital presupposc preciscly that it is not vet in being but merely
in becoming; they thercfore disappear as rcal capital arises, capital
which itself, on the basis of its own reality, posits the conditions for
its realization. Thus ¢.g. while the process in which money or value
for-itself originally becomes capital presupposes on the part of the
capitalist an accumulation—perhaps by means of savings gamered
from products and values created by his own labour ctc., which he
has undertaken as a not.capitalist, i.c. while the presuppositions
under which money becomes capital appear as given, cxternal pre.
suppositions for the arising of capital-—[nevertheless,| as soon as
capital has become capital as such, it creates its own presupposi-
tions, 1.c. the possession of the real conditions of the creation of
new values without exchange—by means of its own production
process. These presuppositions, which originally appeared as condi-
tions of its becoming—and hence could not spring from its action
as capital—now appear as rcsults of its own realization, reality, as
posited by it—not as conditions of its arising, but as results of its
presence. It no longer proceeds from presuppositions in order to
become, but rather it is itself presupposed, and proceeds from itself
to create the conditions of its maintenance and growth. Therefore,
the conditions which preceded the creation of surplus capital I, or
which express the becoming of capital, do not fall into the sphere
of that modc of production for which capital scrves as the presuppo-
sition; as the historic preludes of its becoming, they lie behind it,
just as the processes by means of which the earth made the transi-
tion from a liquid sea of fire and vapour to its present form now lie
beyond its life as finished earth. That is, individual capitals can con-
tinuc to arise ¢.g. by means of hoarding. But the hoard is trans-
formed into capital only by means of the exploitation of labour.
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tively, as an, of course, indispensable but subordinat(" mqmcnt, com-
parea to gencral scicntific labour, technological appl}CMlOﬂ of natu-
ral sciences, on one side, and to the gencral productive fqrcc arising
from social combination [Gliederung] in total production on thc
other side—a combination which appears as a natural fruit of social
labour (although it is a historic product). Capital thqs works
towards its own dissolution as the form dominating production.
* = *

Fixed capital and circulating capital as two particylar kinds of
capital. Fixed capital and continuity of the production process.—
Machinery and living labour. (Business of inventing)

While, up to now, fixed capital and circulating capital appeared
merely as different passing aspects of capital, they have now 11grd-
ened into two particular modes of its existence, and fixed capital
appears separately alongside circulating capxta?. Tl}é:y are now two
particular kinds of capital. In so far as a capl.ta.l is gxammcd ina
particular branch of production, it appears as d1v1ded. mto.these t\‘YO
portions, or splits into these two kinds of capital in certan
plroplortions. o

The division within the production process, originally between
means of labour and material of labour, and finally product of
labour, now appears as circulating capital (the last two).and fixed
capital [the first.]> The split within capital as regards its mercly
physical aspect has now entered into its form itself, and appears as
differentiating it. .

From a viewpoint such as Lauderdale’s etc., who would like to
have capital as such, separately from labour, create value and hence
also surplus value (or profit), fixed capital—r'lamely that wh(_)se
physical presence or use value is machinery—is the form \yh}Ch
gives their superficial fallacies still the greatest semblance of validity.
The answer to them, e.g. in Labour Defended, [is] that the road’;
builder may share [profits] with the road-user, but the “road
itself cannot do so.? )

Circulating capital—presupposing that it real!y passes through its
different phases—brings about the decrease or mcrease, the brevity
or length of circulation time, the easier or more troublesome com-
pletion of the different stages of circulation, a decrease of the sur-
plus value which could be created in a given period of time WlthOUt
these interruptions—either because the number .of reproc‘luctlons
grows smaller, or because the quantity of capital contmuoyslly
engaged in the production process is reduced. In both cases this is
not a reduction of the initial value, but rather a reduction of the
rate of growth. From the moment, however, when fixed capital has

9. The manuscript has: . . . now ap- two) and Qxed capital.”
pears as circulating capital (the first 1. Hodgskin, Labour Defended, p. 16.
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developed to a certain extent—and this extent, as we indicated, is
the measure of the development of large industry generally—hence
fixed capital increases in proportion to the development of large
industry’s productive forces—it is itself the objectification of these
productive forces, as presupposed product—from this instant on,
every interruption of the production process acts as a direct reduc-
tion of capital itself, of its initial value. The valuc of fixed capital is
reproduced only in so far as it is used up in the production process.
Through disuse it loses its usc value without its value passing on to
the product. Fence, the greater the scale on which fixed capital
develops, in the sense in which we regard it here, the more does the
continuity of the production process or the constant flow of repro-
duction become an externally compelling condition for the mode of
production founded on capital.

In machinery, the appropriation of living labour by capital
achieves a dircet reality in this respect as well: It is, fustly, the anal-
vsis and application of mcchanical and chemical laws, arising
directly out of scicnee, which enables the machine to perform the
same labour as that previously performed by the worker. However,
the devclopment of machinery along this path occurs only when
large industry has already rcached a higher stage, and all the sciences
have been pressed into the service of capital; and when, secondly,
the available machinery itself already provides great capabilitics.
Invention then becomes a business, and the application of science
to direct production itself becomes a prospect which determines and
solicits it. But this is not the road along which machinery, by and
large, arose, and even less the road on which it progresses in detail.
This 1oad is, rather, dissection [Analyse]—through the division of
tabour, which gradually transforms the workers’ operations into
more and more mechanical ones, so that at a certain point a mecha-
nism can step into their places. (See under economy of power.)
Thus, the specific mode of working here appears directly as becom-
ing transferred from the worker to capital in the form of the
machine, and his own labour capacity devalued thereby. Hence the
workers” struggle against machinery. What was the living worker’s
iictivity becomes the activity of the machine. Thus the appropria-
tion of labour by capital confronts the worker in a coarsely sensous
form; capital absorbs labour into itself—"“as though its body were
by love possessed.”?

Contradiction between the foundation of bourgeois production
(value as measure) and its development. Machines etc.

The exchange of living labour for objectified labour—i.e. the pos-
iiing of social labour in the form of the contradiction of capital and
wage labour—is the ultimate development of the value-relation and

N

2. “Als hdr es Lieb im Leibe,” Goethe, Faust, Part 1, Act S, Auerbach’s Cellar
in Leipzig.
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of production resting on value. Its presupposition is—and remains
—the mass of direct labour time, the quantity of labour employed,
as the determinant factor in the production of wealth. But to the
degree that large industry develops, the creation of real wealth
comes to depend less on labour time and on the amount of labour
cmployed than on the power of the agencies set in motion during
labour time, whose “powerful effectiveness” is itself in turn out of
all proportion to the direct labour time spent on their produc-
tion, but depends rather on the general state of science and on the
progress of technology, or the application of this science to produc-
tion. (The development of this science, especially natural science,
and all others with the latter, is itself in turn related to the develop-
ment of material production.) Agriculture, e.g., becomes merely the
application of the science of material metabolism, its regulation for
the greatest advantage of the entire body of society. Real wealth
manifests itsclf, rather—and large industry reveals this—in the
monstrous disproportion between the labour time applied, and its
product, as well as in the qualitative imbalance between labour,
reduced to a pure abstraction, and the power of the production
process it superintends. Labour no longer appears so much to be
included within the production process; rather, the human being
comes to relate more as watchman and regulator to the production
process itself. (What holds for machinery holds likewise for the
combination of human activities and the development of human
intercourse.) No longer does the worker insert a modified natural
thing [Naturgegenstand] as middle link between the object
[Objekt] and himself; rather, he inserts the process of nature,
transformed into an industrial process, as a means between himself
and inorganic nature, mastering it. He steps to the side of the pro-
duction process instead of being its chief actor. In this transforma-
tion, it is neither the direct human labour he himself performs, nor
the time during which he works, but rather the appropriation of his
own general productive power, his understanding of nature and his
masterv over it by virtue of his presence as a social body—it is, in a
word, the development of the social individual which appears
as the great foundation-stone of production and of wealth. The
theft of alien labour time, on which the present wealth is based,
appears a miserable foundation in face of this new one, created by
large-scale industry itsclf. As soon as labour in the direct form has
ceased to be the great well-spring of wealth, labour time ceases and
must cease to be its measure, and hence exchange value [must
cease to be the measure] of usc value. The surplus labour of the
mass has ccased to be the condition for the development of general
wealth, just as the nonlabour of the few, for the devclopment of
the general powers of human head. With that, production based on
exchange value breaks down, and the direct, material production
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process is stripped of the form of penury and antithesis. The free
development of individualities, and hence not the reduction of nec-
essary labour time so as to posit surplus labour, but rather the gen-
eral reduction of the necessary labour of society to a minimum,
which then corresponds to the artistic, scientific etc. development of
the individuals in the time set free, and with the means created, for
all of them. Capital itself is the moving contradiction, [in] that it
presses to reduce labour time to a minimum, while it posits labour
time, on the other side, as sole measure and source of wealth.
Hence it diminishes labour time in the necessary form so as to
increase it in the superfluous form; hence posits the superfluous in
growing measure as a condition—question of life or death—for the
necessary. On the one side, then, it calls to life all the powers of sci-
ence and of nature, as of social combination and of social inter-
course, in order to make the creation of wealth independent (rela-
tivelv) of the labour time emploved on it. On the other side, it
wants to use labour time as the measuring rod for the giant social
forces therebv created, and to confine them within the limits
required to maintain the already created value as value. Forces of
production and social relations—two different sides of the develop-
ment of the social individual—appear to capital as mere means, and
are mercly means for it to produce on its limited foundation. In
fact, however, they are the material conditions to blow this founda-
tion skv-high. “Truly wealthv a nation, when the working day is 6
rather than 12 hours. Wealth is not command over surplus labour
time” (real wealth), “but rather, disposable time outside that
needed in direct production, for every individual and the whole
society.”” (The Source and Remedy etc., 1821, p. 6)

Nature builds no machines, no locomotives, railways, electric tele-
graphs, sclf-acting mules cte. These are products of human indus-
trv; natural material transformed into organs of the human will over
nature, or of human participation in nature. They are organs of the
Tuman brain, created by the human hand; the power of knowledge,
objectified. The development of fixed capital indicates to what
degree gencral social knowledge has become a direct force of pro-
duction, and to what degree, hence, the conditions of the process of
social life itsclf have come under the control of the gencral intellect
and been transformed in accordance with it. To what degree the
powers of social production have been produced, not only in the
form of knowledge, but also as immediate organs of social practice,
of the real life process.

Significance of the development of fixed capital (for the develop-
ment of capital generally). Relation between the creation of fixed
capital and circulating capital. Disposable time. To create it, chief
role of capital. Coriadictory form of the same in capital —Produc-
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tivity of labour and production of fixed capital. (The Source and
Remedy.)—Use and consume: Economist. Durability of fixed
capital

The development of fixed capital indicates in still anothef respect
the degree of development of wedlth generdlly, or of capital. The
aim of production oriented directly towards use value, as well as of
that directly oriented towards exchange value, is the product itself,
destined for consumption. The part of production which is orierlltec1
towards the production of fixed capital does not produce direct
objects of individual gratification, nor direct exchange values; at
least not directly realizable exchange values. Hence, only when «
certain degree of productivity has already been reached—so that a
part of production time is sufficient for immediate production—can
an increasingly large part be applied to the production of tﬁe means
of production. This requires that society be able to wait; that a
large part of the wealth already created can be withdrawn bpth
from immediate consumption and from production for 1¥nm<.3dlate
consumption, in order to employ this part for labour w.hlch is not
immediately productive (within the material production process
itself). This requires a certain level of productivity and of relative
overabundance, and, more specifically, a level directly related te the
transformation of circulating capital into fixed capital. As the mag-
nitude of relative surplus labour depends on the productix.iity of nec-
essary labour, so does the magnitude of labour time——liv_mg as well
as objectified— employed on the production of fixed cafntal depend
on the productivity of the labour time spent in the dzrect produc-
tion of products. Surplus population (from this standpoint), as well
as surplus production, is a condition for this. That is, the output of
the time employed in direct production must be larger, relahvdy,
than is directly required for the reproduction of the caPltal
emploved in these branches of industry. The smaller the direct
fruits borne by fixed capitdl, the less it intervenes in the direct pro-
duction process, the greater must be this relative surplus population
and surplus production; thus, more to build railway_s, canals, aque-
ducts, telegraphs etc. than to build the machinery dlrect}y active in
the direct production process. Hence—a subject to which we will
return later—in the constant underand over-production of modern
industrv—constant fluctuations and convulsions arise from the dis-
proporfion, when sometimes too little, then again too much circu-
lating capital is transformed into fixed capital.

(The creation of a large quantity of disposable time apart from
necessary labour time for society generally and each of its members
(1e. room for the development of the individuals’ full productive
forces, hence those of society also), this creation of not-labour time
appears in the stage of capital, as of all carlier ones, as not-labour
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time, free time, for a few. What capital adds is that it increases the
surplus labour time of the mass by all means of art and science,
because its wealth consists directly in the appropriation of surplus
labour time; since value directly its purpose, not use value. It is thus,
despite itself, instrumental in creating the means of social dispos-
able time, in order to reduce labour time for the whole society to a
diminishing minimum, and thus to free everyone’s time for their
own development. But its tendency always, on the one side, to
create disposable time, on the other, to convert it into surplus
labour. If it succeeds too well at the first, then it suffers from surplus
production, and then necessary labour is interrupted, because no sur-
plus labour can be realized by capital. The more this contradiction
develops, the more does it become evident that the growth of the
forces of production can no longer be bound up with the appropria-
tion of alien labour, but that the mass of workers must themselves
appropriate their own surplus labour. Once thev have done so—and
disposable time thereby ceases to have an antithetical existence—
then, on one side, necessary labour time will be measured by the
needs of the social individual, and, on the other, the development
of the power of social production will grow so rapidly that, even
though production is now calculated for the wealth of all, disposable
time will grow for all. For real wealth is the developed productive
power of all individuals. The measure of wealth is then not any
longer, in any way, labour time, but rather disposable time. Labour
time as the measure of value posits wealth itself as founded on pov-
erty, and disposable time as existing in and because of the antithesis
to surplus labour time; or, the positing of an individual’s entire time
as labour time, and his degradation therefore to mere worker, sub-
sumption under labour. The most developed machinery thus forces
the worker to work longer than the savage does, or than he himself
did with the simplest, crudest tools.>>

“If the entire labour of a country were sufficient only to raise the
support of the whole population, there would be no surplus labour,
consequently nothing that ceuld be allowed to accumulate as capi-
tal. If in one vear the people raises cnough for the support of two
vears, one vear's consumption must perish, or for one year men
must cease from productive labour. But the possessors of [the]
surplus produce or capital . . . employ people upon something not
directly and immediately productive, e.g. in the erection of machin-
erv. So it goes on.” (The Source and Remedy of the National Dif-
ficulties, p.4)

< As the basis on which large industry rests, the appropriation of
alien labour time, ceases, with its development, to make up or to
create wealth, so does direct labour as such cease to be the basis of
production, since, in one respect, it is transformed more into a
supervisory and regulatory activity; but then also because the prod-



288 + The Critique of Capitalism

uct ceases to be the product of isolated direct labour, and the com-
bination of social activity appears, rather, as the producer. “As soon
as the division of labour is developed, almost every piece of work
done by a single individual is a part of a whole, having no value or
utility of itself. There is nothing on which the labourer can seize:
this is my produce, this I will keep to myself.”” (Labour Defended,
p- 25, 1, 2, xi.) In direct exchange, individual direct labour appears
as realized in a particular product or part of the product, and its
communal, social character—its character as objectification of
general labour and satisfaction of the general need—as posited
through exchange alone. In the production process of large-scale
industry, by contrast, just as the conquest of the forces of na-
ture bv the social intellect is the precondition of the productive
power of the means of labour as developed into the automatic proc-
¢ss, on one side, so, on the other, is the labour of the individuadl in
its direct presence posited as suspended individuadl, i.c. as socidl,
labour. Thus the other basis of this mode of production falls
away.>

The labour time emploved in the production of fixed capital
relates to that emploved in the production of circulating capital,
within the production process of capital itself, as does surplus
labour time to necessarv labour time. To the degree that production
aimed at the satisfaction of immediate need becomes more produc-
tive, a greater part of production can be directed towards the need
of production itscif. or the production of means of production. In
so far as the production of fixed capital, even in its phvsical aspect,
is directed immediately not towards the production of direct use
values, or towards the production of values required for the direct
reproduction of capital—i.c. thosc which themselves in tumn repre-
sent use value in the value-creation process—but rather towards the
production of the means of value creation, that is, not towards
value as an immediate object, but rather towards value creation,
towards the means of realization, as an immediate object of produc-
tion—the production of value posited physically in the object of
production itsclf, as the aim of production, the objectification of
nroductive force, the value producing power of capital—to that
extent, it is in the production of fixed capital that capital posits
iiself us end-in-itself and appears active as capital, to a higher power
than it does in the production of circulating capital. Hence, in this
respect as well, the dimension already possessed by fixed capital,
which its production occupies within total production, is the mea-
suring rod of the development of wealth founded on the mode of
production of capital.

“The number of workers depends as much on circulating capital
as it depends on the quantity of products of co-existing labour,
which labourers are allowed to consume.” (Labour Defended, p.
20.)
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In all the excerpts cited above from various economists fixed capi-
tal is regarded as the part of capital which is locked into the produc-
tion process. “Floating capital is consumed; fixed capital is merely
used in the great process of production.” (Economist, VI, 1.) This
wrong, and holds only for the part of circulating capital which is
itself consumed by the fixed capital, the matiéres instrumentales.
The only thing consumed “in the great process of production,” if
this means the immediate production process, is fixed capital. Con-
sumption within the production process is, however, in fact use,
wearing-out. Furthermore, the greater durability of fixed capital
must not be conceived as a purely physical quality. The iron and
the wood which make up the bed I sleep in, or the stones making
up the house I live in, or the marble statue which decorates a
palace, are just as durable as iron and wood etc. used for machinery.
But durability is a condition for the instrument, the means of pro-
duction, not only on the technical ground that metals etc. are the
chief material of all machinery, but rather because the instrument is
destined to play the same role constantly in repeated processes of
production. Its durability as means of production is a required qual-
ity of its use value. The more often it must be replaced, the costlier
it is; the larger the part of capital which would have to be spent on
it uselessly. Its durability is its existence as means of production. Its
duration is an increase of its productive force. With circulating cap-
ital, by contrast, in so far as it is not transformed into fixed capital,
durability is in no way connected with the act of production itself
and is therefore not a conceptually posited moment. The fact that
among the articles thrown into the consumption fund there are
some which are in turn characterized as fixed capital because they
are consumed slowly, and can be consumed by many individuals in
series, is connected with further determinations (renting rather than
buying, interest etc.) with which we are not vet here concerned.

“Since the general introduction of soulless mechanism in British
manufactures, people have with rare exceptions been treated as a
secondary and subordinate machine, and far more attention has
been given to the perfection of the raw materials of wood and
metals than to those of bodv and spirit.” (p. 31. Robert Owen:
Essays on the Formation of the Human Character, 1840, London.)

Redl saving—economy— = saving of labour time = development
of productive force. Suspension of the contradiction between free
time and labour time.—True conception of the process of social
production.

< Real cconomy—saving—consists of the saving of labour time
(minimum (and minimization) of production costs); but this
saving identical with development of the productive force. Ilence in
no way abstinence from consumption, but rather the development
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of power, of capabilities of production, and hence both of the capa-
bilitics as well as the means of consumption. The capability to con-
sume is a condition of consumption, hence its primarv means, and
this capability is the development of an individual potential, a force
of production. The saving of labour time [is] equal to an increase
of free time, i.e. time for the fuil development of the individual,
which in turn reacts back upon the productive power of labour as
itself the greatest productive power. From the standpoint of the
dircct production process it can be regarded as the production of
fixed capital, this fixed capital being man himsclf. It goes without
saving, by the way, that direct labour time itself cannot remain in
thc abstract antithesis to free time in which it appears from the
perspective of bourgcois economy. Labour cannot become play, as
Tourier would like,? although it remains his great contribution to
have expressed the suspension not of distribution, but of the mede
of production itself, in a higher form, as the ultimate object. Free
time—which is both idle time and time for higher activitv—has
naturally transformed its possessor into a different subject, and he
then enters into the direct production process as this different sub-
ject. This process is then both discipline, as regards the human
being in the process of becoming; and, at the same time, practice
[Ausiibung], cxperimental science, materially creative and objecti-
fving science, as regards the human being who has become, in
whose head cxists the accumulated knowledge of society. For both,
in so far as labour requires practical use of the hands and free
bodily movement, as in agriculture, at the same time cxercise.

As the svstem of bourgeois economy has developed for us only by
degrees, so too its negation, which is its ultimate result. We are still
concerned now with the direct production process. When we con-
sider bourgeois society in the long view and as a whole, then the
final result of the process of social production always appears as the
society itself, i.e. the human being itsclf in its social relations.
Evervthing that has a fixed form, such as the product etc., appears
as merelv a moment, a vanishing moment, in this movement. The
direct production process itself here appears only as a moment. The
conditions and objectifications of the process are themselves equally
moments of it, and its onlv subjccts are the individuals, but individ-
uals in mutual relationships, which thev equally reproduce and pro-
duce anew. The constant process of their own movement, in which
thev renew themselves even as they renew the world of wealth they

create.>

3. Fourier, Le Nouveau Monde industriel et sociétaire, Vol. VI, pp. 242-52.
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H. The End of Capitalism

* * * Beyond a certain point, the development of the powers of
production becomes a barrier for capital; hence the capital relation
a barrier for the devcelopment of the productive powers of labour.
When it has reached this point, capital, i.c. wage labour, enters into
the same relation towards the development of social wealth and of
the forces of production as the guild system, serfdom, slavery, and is
necessarily stripped off as a fetter. The last form of servitude
assumed by human activity, that of wage labour on one side, capital
on the other, is thereby cast off like a skin, and this casting-off itself
is the result of the mode of production corresponding to capital; the
material and mental conditions of the negation of wage labour and
of capital, themselves already the negation of carlier forms of unfree
social production, arc themselves results of its production process.
The growing incompatibility between the productive development
of society and its hitherto existing relations of production expresses
itself in bitter contradictions, crises, spasms. The violent destruction
of capital not by relations external to it, but rather as a condition of
its sclf-prescrvation, is the most striking form in which advice is
given it to be gone and to give room to a higher state of social pro-
duction. It is not only the growth of scientific power, but the meas-
ure in which it is already posited as fixed capital, the scope and
width in which it is rcalized and has conquered the totality of pro-
duction. It is, likewisc, the development of the popu]atiori etc., in
short, of all moments of production; in that the productive power
of labour, like the application of machinery, is related to the popu.
lation; whose growth in and for itsclf alrcady the presupposition as
well as the result of the growth of the use values to be reproduced
and hence also to be consumed. Since this decline of profit signifies
the samc as the decrease of immediate labour relative to the size of
the objectified labour which it reproduces and newlv posits, capital
will attempt every means of checking the smallness of the relation
of living labour to the size of the capital generally, hence also of the
surplus value, if expressed as profit, relative to the presupposed capi-
tal, by reducing the allotment made to nccessarv labour and by still
more expanding the quantitv of surplus labour with regard to the
\\_rhole labour employed. Hence the highest development of produc-
tive power together with the greatest expansion of existing wealth
will coincide with depreciation of capital, degradation of the
labourer, and a2 most straitened exhaustion of his vital powers.
These contradictions lead to explosions, cataclvsms, crises, in which
by momentancous suspension of labour and annihilation of a great
portion of capital the latter is violently reduced to the point where
it can go on. These contradictions, of course, lead to explosions,
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crises, in which momentary suspension of all labour and annihila-
tion of a great part of the capital violently lead it back to the point
where it is enabled [to go on] fully employing its productive
powers without committing suicide.* Yet, these regularly recurring
catastrophes lead to their repetition on a higher scale, and finally to
its violent overthrow. * * *

I. Capitalism, Alienation, and Communism

Alienation of the conditions of labour with the development of cap-
ital. (Inversion). The inversion is the foundation of the capitalist
mode of production, not only of its distribution.

The fact that in the development of the productive powers of
labour the objective conditions of labour, objectified labour, must
grow relative to living labour—this is actually a tautological state-
ment, for what else does growing productive power of labour mean
than that less immediate labour is required to create a greater prod-
uct, and that therefore social wealth expresses itself more and more
in the conditions of labour created by labour itself?—this fact
appears from the standpoint of capital not in such a way that one
of the moments of social activity—objective labour—becomes the
ever more powerful body of the other moment, of subjective, living
labour, but rather—and this is important for wage labour—that the
objective conditions of labour assume an ever more colossal inde-
pendence, represented by its very extent, opposite living labour, and
that social wealth confront labour in more powerful portions as an
alien and dominant power. The emphasis comes to be placed not
on the state of being objectified, but on the statc of being alienated,
disposscssed, sold  [Der Ton wird gelegt nicht auf das
Vergegenstindlichtsein, sondern  das Entfremdet., Entissert.,
Verdussertsein]; on the condition that the monstrous objective
power which social labour itself crected opposite itsclf as one of its
moments belongs not to the worker, but to the personified condi-
tions of production, i.c. to capital. To the extent that, from the
standpoint of capital and wage labour, the creation of the objective
body of activity happens in antithesis to the immediate labour
capacity— that this process of objectification in fact appears as a
process of dispossession from the standpoint of labour or as appro-
priation of alien labour from the standpoint of capital—to that
extent, this twisting and inversion [Verdrehung und Verkehrung]
is a redl [phenomenon], not a mercly supposed one existing
merely in the imagination of the workers and the capitalists. But
obviously this process of inversion is a merely historical necessity, a
necessitv for the development of the forces of production solely

4. The sentence preceding this one was  etition. (The sentence follo'w.ing also
inserted by Marx, above the line, in  appears in English in the original.)
English; thus the apparent virtual rep-
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from a specific historic point of departure, or basis, but in no way
an absolute necessity of production; rather, a vanishing one, and the
result and the inherent purpose of this process is to suspend this
basis itself, together with this form of the process. The bourgeois
cconomists are so much cooped up within the notions belonging to
a specific historic stage of social development that the necessity of
the objectification of the powers of social labour appears to them as
inseparable from the necessity of their alienation vis-a-vis living
labour. But with the suspension of the immediate character of
living labour, as merely individudl, or as general merely internally or
merely externally, with the positing of the activity of individuals as
immediatelv general or social activity, the objective moments of pro-
duction are stripped of this form of alienation; theyv are thereby pos-
ited as property, as the organic social body within which the indi
viduals reproduce themsclves as individuals, but as social individu-
als. The conditions which allow them to exist in this way in the
reproduction of their life, in their productive life’s process, have
been posited onlv by the historic economic process itself; both the
objective and the subjective conditions, which are onlv the two dis-
tinct forms of the same conditions.

The worker’s propertvlessness, and the ownership of living labour
by objectified labour, or the appropriation of alien labour by capital
—both merely expressions of the same relation from opposite poles
——are fundamental conditions of the bourgeois mode of production,
in no way accidents irrclevant to it. These modes of distribution are
the relations of production themselves, but sub specie distributionis.
It is therefore highly absurd when e.g. J. S. Mill says (Principles of
Political Economy, 2nd ed., London, 1849, Vol. I, p. 240): “The
laws and conditions of the production of wealth partake of the char-
acter of physical truths . . . It is not so with the distribution of
wealth. That is a matter of human institutions solely.” (p. 239,
240.) The “laws and conditions” of the production of wealth and
the laws of the ‘distribution of wealth’ are the same laws under dif-
ferent forms, and both change, undergo the same historic process;
are as such only moments of a historic process.

It requires no great penetration to grasp that, where e.g. free
labour or wage labour arising out of the dissolution of bondage is
the point of departure, there machines can only arise in antithesis
to living labour, as property alien to it, and as power hostile to it;
i.e. that they must confront it as capital. But it is just as easy to
perceive that machines will not cease to be agencies of social pro-
duction when they become e.g. property of the associated workers.
In the first case, however, their distribution, i.e. that they do not
belong to the worker, is just as much a condition of the mode of
production founded on wage labour. In the second case the changed
distribution would start from a changed foundation of production, a
new foundation first created by the process of history.



