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ABSTRACT

Thls thesls introduces the arguments of the new

French Structuralist school of Marxism led by Louis

Althusser, and attempts to test the validity of their
proposals by applying them to a traditional economic problem

in Capital; that of the transformation problem.

The first chapter outlines the stfucturalist perspec-
tive, it's uniqueness, and itts effect on a reading of Marx,
by comparing it to the more popular'theoretlcal traditions
within Marxism of historicism and humanism,- The conclusions
of this discussion, especially it's epistemological rami-
fications, are then extended in a re-examination of Engelst
relationship to Marx, and the determinatg role which he

(Engels) played in "interpreting' historical materialism.

Working from Engels* understanding of the transfor-
mation problem (the transition from volume I to VolumeiIII in
Capital), the extant literature surrounding the debate is
introduced in chapter three, and special attention is paid
to how the basic premises of this problem have re-surfaced
in recent neo-Ricardian debates., In other words, an attempt
1s made to construct a continuum between the early criticisms
of Marx, =-- Bohm-Bawerk, Bortkiewitz, etc, =-- and the
rationale of Plerro Sraffa's work as it has been employed

-

by Maurice Dobb and Ronald Meek.
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Following this discussion, the early theoretical
roots of the labour theory of value -- 1. e., Adam Smith and
David Ricardo ~-- are developed so as to provide a basis for
understanding Marx's theoretical "break" with the traditional
object of political economy. Here, the emphasis is placed
on the dissimilarity of Marx's problematic from that of
classical political economy, and how this dissimilarity is

due to his new eplstemological presuppositions.

The intent of this study is to illustrate that, by
following the structurallst interpretation of Capital, the
"transformation problem" is, and never was, an obstacle in
the logic of Marx's dliscourse; secondly, that the '"isgsue"
of the wtransformation problem has had itt's roots in g
series of eplstemologlical misconceptions over the real
nature of Marx's problematic in Capital. In short, this
thesis attempts to identify a new object in Marx's work

according to the structuralist readins.



TABLE OF CONTENTS

Page
Title Pase * ® L] ® o L] ® .‘ L] [ ] ® * L ] * L * L ] L 3 [ ] [ ] *® L ] 1
Abstract * L] L ] * * L] L ] * [ ] L [ [ L ] [ ] [ ] . * ®- *® L ] * L ] * 11
Table Oof CONtents o« o o o ¢ o ¢ o o ¢ o ¢ o o o o o o iv

LiStOfTableSooooooooocoooooooooc vii

IntrOduction * [ ] [ 2 * L J * .' [ ] [ ] L ] [ ] * L ] [ ] L] L ] [ ) ® L ] * L ] 1
CHAPTER I

Questions Concerning Eplstemology « « o © o e e e 8

MeszarO'SHumanlsm................ 10

A Critique of Philosophical Anthropology .«  « « « 24
Collettits Historiclsm . ¢ « ¢ ¢ o ¢ o o ¢ o ¢ o o 3“’
The Meaning of Hi story « o o o o o o 'o e o o o o o 37

Empiriciem and Historicism, Both an Essential

Hegelianism e % 6 o o 9 o 9 & 6 o o & 8 s e o @ 43

Summary L] L L] L] L] L J L] L] L] . . * L] [ J [ ] .. . L] [ ] L] [ ] [ ] 5“
CHAPTER II

Engels=on Marx's Eplstemology « « ¢ « o o o o o o o 57

Engels and Hegel e ® o o o o o & & & o 6 & o e & @ 58

Engels' Notion of Historical Materialism . « o . 67

Engels' Interpretation of Marx's Concept of
Hi Story [ ] L ] [ ] L ] * L [ ] L ] L J *® * * * L ] [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] [ L ] 71



The Transformation Problem « « o« o o o o o o o o
Engels, and the Labour Theory of Value . o« o+ «
Marx's Transformation .« « o « o o o o o o o o o
Von Bortkiewitz and *Marx's EXrror! « o« o o o o o
The Transformation Problem and the Return to

Ri cardo L] L ] [ . [ ] [ L L [ ] [ ) [ ] [ ] L 3 [ L] L] [ ] * .

CHAPTER IV

The Form of a New Solution . e © o o o o o o o o

Part A: Theories of Classical PoliticalvEconomy
Ad»am Smith L ] L] L] L] L [ ] L ] [ ] * [ ] ® LB * [ ] L * *

Embodied Versus Command Theory of Value . o . .
David R1CATAO o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o
Ricardo's Critique of Smith « ¢ o« ¢ o ¢ o o o o
Part B: Marx Versus Political Economy « « o« « »

Marx's Redefinition of Use-Value and Exchange-
Value.‘....'...............

1) The Invariable Measure of Value . . . .
Significance of Marx's Distinctions . ¢ ¢« o o« o

Summaryoooooooooooooo.ooooo
CHAPTER V
Is the Transformation Problem Irrelevant? . . .

The Law of ValueAand the Equivalent Exchange . .

How do the Structuralists Situate the Trans-
formation Problem e o o o o. o ® o o ¢ o o o o

In Conclusion: Structuralism and the Sympto-
matlcReading................

78
80
84

93

109

125

126
130
137
141
155

155

170
177
185

186
190

197

199



- Vi -

Page

e o o o o o o o o s 203
Bibliography ® & o ¢ o o o o o o @



- Vil -

LIST OF TABLES

Page

Table I Marx's Transformation Table « « ¢« « o & 92

Table II Equilibrium Model o o « o ¢ o o ¢ o o« o 97

Table III Marxt's Value Model Under Equilibrium

: Conditions « o« o ¢ o o o o o o ¢ o o 98

Table IV Marx's Price Calculation . . . e o o 98
Table \ Prices of Production Abcording to

BortkiewltzZ o+ o o ¢ o ¢ ¢ o ¢ o o o 99

Table VI Sraffa's Subsistence Economy . « o« o o« 111

Table VII Surplus Producing System . « ¢ o « o o 113
Table VIII A Random f""Unproportioned! Economic

System o« o« o ¢ ¢ ¢ o ¢ ¢ o ¢ o s o & 119
Table IX 1Proportional! Industry « o ¢ o o o o o 119



INTRODUCTION

This thesis introduces what for many will be a new
perspective in the tradition of Marxist philosophy. The
challenge of introducing the arguments of Louls Althusser,
and what has become known as the "structuralistst® school has
been motivated by the increasing number of world-wide and
unusually sharp controversies on the left. In the last few
years it has become more and more lmportant, both politically
and theoretically, for the principles of the structuralist's
paradigm to be expanded and put to tesgt and this is the

endeagvor of this thesis.

The fundamental issues which are explored here'concern
the eplistemological questions surrounding the later writings
of Marx, and in particular those'developing out of Cagitél.
Intthe arguments which are to follow, I shall propose, by
utilizing the structuralist reading of Marx, that the key to
most of the misunderstandings in Capltal are attributable to
the incorrect eplstemological presuppositions of the "orthodox
left". To test the structuralist's position we shall examine
a traditional economic problem in Capital (the transformation
problem), in context of the broader epistemological questions
which the structurallists have introduced. An objection may
be made that, by accepting, rather uncritically, the premises
of the structuralist's argument, this thesis falls in itt's

attempt to test thelr suppositions. However, the intent of



this study 1s not as much to philosophically debate the
validity of the structurallst paradigm! as to isolate and
extend thelr epistemological ramifications onto those "so-
called" anomalies within Capital. 1In this way, through what
Thomas Kuhn has described as the process of "normal sciencet,
and which implies the provislonal acceptance of a paradigm,

I hope to be able to substantiate the claims of structuralist,
and to all intensive purposes, further establish it as a

compatible reading of Marx.

Unfortunately the development of this complex inter-
reiationship between questions of epistemology and the trans-
formation problem has necessitated that I provide only vig-
nettes, as 1t were, of the writings of the structuralist,
and no attempt is made to treat their entire works in their

systematic content.

Thus we begin, in chapter one, with a schematic pre-
sentation of the structurallist thesis by comparing it with
two more popular "Marxist " theories; historicism and humani sm.
To be sure, the arguments of this first chapter may appear to
be extraneous to the transformation problem, but through the

course of thls thesis I intend to demonstrate why in fact

1. Paradigm, in this context, is similar to Thomas
Kuhn's description of a paradigm as that process which re-
constructs new fundamentals *handling the same bundle of
data as before, but placing them in a new system of relations
with one another by giving them a different framework". The
Structure of Scientific Revolution, p. 85, 1962. -
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these arguments are vital to the solution of this problem.
Among the.more significant points established in this chap-
ter are the radical distinctiveness of the structuralist
position, that is to say, it's anti-humanist and a historical
reading of Marx, as well as the epistemological roots for our
later criticism of Engels' "historicism". Essentially we
will be discussing the various ways one may schématize hi s-
tory, and the problems of perception which this question in-
volvés. between the object of knowledge and the object itself.
Althusser has been accused in this debate of accepting a
separation of subject and object, of reviving the_Kantian
duality, because he sees the order of concepts as being dif-
ferent from the order of the real. This doesg not mean that
for Althusser the concepts are never adequate to their object,
what it does mean is that the order in thought must be com~

pletely conscious of it's subject (i. e., because the subject

may never really know the thing-in-itself). For Althusser
the concept is adeqbate to it's object, which is an object in
theory. The-queStion basically revolves around the adequacy
of the concept to itt's object. He thus introduces the ‘con-
cept of represehtation' (as opposed to reflection) in the

famous notion of Dart Stellung. In NO respect does Althusser

agree with Kant, instead he deals with Kantt's unknowable
"thing=in-itself" as a fictitious object that i1s nothing more

than the false knowledge of classical metaphysics.

In chapter two, the problems of Engels' epistemological

assumption are examined in detail. The point to be made here,



-4 e

following the first chapter, is that Engels does not progress
beyond the cbnfines of Hegel's perception of the object and
subject relationship, and that in fact, he simply replaces
the Hegelian "Absolute Idea" (as the subject of the process),
with "Absolute History®. By demonstrating an interconnection
between Engels' eplstemological suppositions and his ex-
planation of the transformation problem, it becomes clear
that Engels, and the "historicist" reading in general, does
not identify the real problematic of Capltal and hence cannot

successfully resolve the transformation debate.

Finally, in chapter three, considerable time is spent
outlining the ﬁransformation problem through a synopsis of
the extant literature on the subject. More specifically,
here we examine how and why such Marxist critics as Bohm-
Bawerk, and Ludwig Bortkiewitz have>1ocated the transfor-
mation problem as "the Achlilles heel" of Marx's system.
Furthermore I attempt to prove that Bortkiewitz's argument is
particularly significant in that the later day quantitative
and emplricist readings of Marx directly appear to stem from
these original criticisms. For example, the more recent
writlngs of the Neo-Ricardians, especially Sraffa's dis-
cussion of the labour theory of value, are discussed in terms
of thelr relationship with Bortkiewitz and Bawerk's problematic,
Through this kind of investigation, an attempt is made to
exemplify a cohtinium between these earlier arguments and
some of the more recent efforts of Marxist economists. Ronald

Meek and Maurice Dobb are used as examples to illustrate Just



- 5 R

how the Sraffian problematic has been transferred onto the
transformation problem by Marxists in hopes of countering
criticism made by such recent opponents as Paul Samuelson.
The theoretical core to both Meek and Dobb!s position, we
shall find, is that Marx did successfully "solve", or at
least attempt to solve, the earlier difficulties encountered
by Ricardo in his defense of the labour theory of value --
i. e.y as the only means for standardizing a commodity's

value,

However, this thesis argues that Marx did hot simply
extena the problematic of Adam Smith or Ricardo, even al-
though their language was, by necessity, often similar. In
other words, this thesis argues that Marx introduced a new
paradigm which effectively transgressed the perimeters of
classical economic thought, and that this new paradigm is
located in the theoretical structure of mode of production.
Moreover, it argues that we have not been able to_recognize
this "break" with the classical paradigm, in fact we have
stifled such a notion as a "break", precisely because we

have continued to read Marx's problematic only in termslof

the classical notion of economics.2 (footnote on next page)

Having at least posed the question in chapter three,
it is the task of chapter four to enlarge upon the critical

elements in Marx's break with classical politibal economy.
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Thlis is done in two ways; first, a lengthy synopsis of the
works and thought of both Ricardo and Smith 1s presented ﬁo
show the intrinsic similarity of their problematics.
Secondly, an attempt 1s made to substantiate the uniqueness
of Marx's notion of value, use-value, and exchange-value
through his own comments and criticisms of classical economics
as well as by reconstructing the questions which Capiltal
addresses. It is especlally through this latter perspective
that the transformation, or the transition from volume one to
volume three, can be understood and explained vis a vis the
structuralist frame of reference. The theoretical movement
within Capital 1s thus found not to proceed from the more
abstract to the more concrete as Sweezy has stated, but from
the general to the partieular; 1. e., volume one constructs
the general notion of mode of production and volume three
illustrates this construct underi»peculiar (capitalist) con-

ditions.

2. Marx's comments in a circular letter to Bebel are
appropriate; "There are attempts to bring superficially
mastered socialist ideas into harmony with the exceedingly
varied theoretical standpoints which these gentlemen (petty
bourgeols intellectuals in the party) have brought with them
from the university or elsewhere and of which owing to the
process of decomposition which the remnants of German Philo-
sophy are at present undergoing, one is more confused than
the other. 1Instead of thoroughly studying the new science
themselves to begin with, each of them preferred to trim it
to fit the point of view he had already brought along".

(My Emphasis), Marx & Engels; Selected Works, Volume III,
p. 93.
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The final chapter tries to embricate the eplstemo-

logical problems directly into the transformation problem,

as well és pointing in general terms to the effect of the

structuralist reading on the labour theory of value,

In summary, I propose to examine the epistemology of

the transformation problem in five stages:

l. Examination of some of the divergent views on the

3.

5e

questions of what historical materialism comprises,

and in particular it's interpretation in Capital.

Illustration of how Engels, rather than being the
orthodox interpreter of Marx, actually provided thé
stimulus for revising historical materialism into an

BEconomi sm.

Articulation of the highlights of the transformation
debate and correlate the arguments to recent Marxist

tendencies.

Identification, through the development of classical
economic theory, of the fundamental distinctiveness of
Marx's problematic and the implications it has upon an

understanding of historical materialism.

Summation of the structuralist contributions to an
understanding of Capital, and 1t's effect on the labour

theory of value.
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"this frontier is impassable in principle be-
cause it cannot be a frontier, because there is
no common homogeneous space (spirit or real)
between the abstract of the concept of a thing
and the empirical concrete of this thing which
would fustify the use of the concept of g fron-~
tiern.

CHAPTER I

Questions Concerning Epistemology

Esgential to any understanding of Marx's writings is
a knowledge of his eplstemological presuppositions. Des—.
pite the seeming obviousness of this statement, it is of
paramount lmportance, precisely béoause of the lack in Marx!s
own writings of a text clearly specifying his methodology.
The problematical significance of Marx's method or of
dialectical materialism is reflected in the money substitute
which have been proffered in itts absence; and by the
political deviations from scientific socialism which have

characterized the Communist movement in the 20th century.

What I propose to attempt in this first chapter, is
an introduction to some of the key theoretical positions in
the epistemological debate amongst Marxist scholars today.

You must recognize that this debate if 1t were developed

1. Louis Althusser, Reading Capital, p. 190.
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fully, would require a study in itself, so I have here cir-
cumvented all but the essential disparities. Before begin-
ning, let me first comment on what I believe to be the
fecundity of such a limited examination. FPFirst, in the
explication of the specificity of what has been described as
the 'structuralist'2 position, I hope to be able to illus-
trate that, from this epistemological position, we may read
Marx's Capital in a radically new fashion, one which promises -
to overcome some of the heretofore particularly enigmatic

difficulties in Marx's discourse.

Secondly, I intend to show the effect of the epis-
temological position, or philosophical problematic'of certain
theorists in their t'solutiont! of the t*transformation problem',
With this in mind, my extremely schematlc presentation of the
eplstemological delliberation is, I think, justified if only |
because of itts ability to providé a sufficient basis for the
reader to locate the unique rubrics of the argument which

followse.

To facilitate the understanding of the ftransfor-
mation problem' debate I have decided to compare the !'struc-
turalists' position -- the writings of Louis Althusser,

Etienne Balibar, Jacques Ranciere, etc. -- with the tﬁo pre-

2. This is rather a vague and misleading term -- for
the most comprehensive expression of it's principles one
should refer to the respective authors mentioned below.
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valling interpretations of Marx‘'s thought; the principles of
The Humanists which are here represented by the writings of
Istvon Meszaros, and those of The Historicists, represented
by Lucio Colletti. I begin then with an examination of the
Humanist's theses, working from the presumption that the
reader has at least a limited knowledge of both !'Struc-

turalism! and *The Humanlsmt.

Meszaros! Humanl sm

We find that in his recent book, "Marx on Alienation',

Meszaros depicts the principles of 'economics' within Marx's

Philosophic and Economic Manuscripts of 184l as a new

phenomenon in the writings of the joung Hegellans. It is
this new element, which, he believes, linked with the
phenomenon of testranged labour! and the 'supersession'3 of
labour's self-alienation, provides the real overriding pro-

blem within the Manuscripts. Indeed this problematic, Mes-

zaros conjectures, stands unaltered even in Marx's later
writings; in other words, the object of Capital like that of
the Manuécripts continues to articulate the "ftranscendence

of labourt's self—alienation'"u. For Meszaros, and many other

"Marxists'. the uniqueness of Marx's theory of historical

3. L. Althusser remarks on this "innocent but sly
concept of !supersession' (Aufhebung) ... (as) merely the
empty anticipation of it's end in the illusion of an immanence
of truth®, For Marx, p. 82.

ik, Istvon Meszaros, Marx on Allenation, p. 19.
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materialism in these early works is characterized by a
synthesls of the problematic of the young Hegelians (the
dialectic) and Marx's critical economic analysis (indeed
Marx himself had remarked that his discoveries were estab-
lisched "by means of a wholly empirical anaiysis based on a
conscientious critical study of political economy").5 For
them, the key to Marx's thesls is located in the conjuncture
of Hegel and Political Economy, or 5etter, in the product of

this conjJuncture -- Marxt!'s theory of allenation. 1In re-

inforcing this proposition, Meszaros! book surveys in great
detall the main phases in the development of the concept of
alienation preceding Marx. For example in chapter two he
follows the concept through the religious *Judeo-Christiant
sphere; feudal society; and the presuppositions of both the
anthropological and idealist traditions. He divides the hlis-
torical conceptual background into two ontological schools,
the historical relativists (the philosophers of enlightment,
etc.) and the dialectical historicists (Hegel, etc.)

Both express fundamentally opposing approaches to the
concept of man, either as anthropological man; or historical
man in an ideglist sense. What was necessary; according to

Meszaros, for a real understanding of the phenomenon of

alienation, was a matérialist dialectical ontology. And the

5. Marx, Philosophic and Ecohoﬁic Ménusdrihts of 1844,
ed. Struick, p. 63. T
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credit, "the revolutionizing ideas of such a synthesis, how-
ever did not appear in the history of human thought before
the sketchings of Marx's Economlc Manuscripts".6 The fallure
of all previous philosophers lay in their inablility to go
beyond the apriorisms of their ideological 6ntologx. This
shift in perspective which Marx is to make, (i. e., his»great
theoretical contribution), involved, at least for Meszaros
"The critical adoption of the standpoint of labour from which
the capitalistic process of objectification could appear as a
process of alienation".7 In illustrating Marx's positlion as
one which 1s radically new he summarizes three general phases
in the epistemological development prior to Marx's concept of
alienation: first, the formation of a critique of alienation
by Rousseau and Schlller; second, the speculative idealism of
Hegel with it's necessity of suppression of capitallstic
alienation; third, and finally, the school of young Hegellans
whose proposition of eliminating capitalist alienation was

based on a critical speculative method combined with moral

6. Meszaros, p. 19.

7. Ibid., p. 64, Likewise Lukac's comments 1n 'His-
tory and Class Consciousness'!, "I can still remember even to-
day the overwhelming effect produced in me by Marx's state-
ment that objectivity was the primary material attribute of
all things and relations.  This links up with the idea already
mentloned that objectification is a natural means by which
man masters the world and as such it can be elther positive
or negative fact. By contrast, alienation is a special
variant of that activity that becomes operative in definite
social conditions", p. xxxVi.
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postulates. Thus very little emphasis, in fact, very little
mention is made by Meszaros, of Feuerbach, as being sig-
nificant in the 'internal development! of the concept for.
Marx. Chronologically, in fact,he sees Marx confronting the

problematic of alienation as early as the Critique of the

Hegelian Philosophy of the Right (1843) and also in the

Jewish Question (1843), however Marx's understanding of the

problem at thls particular time was hampered because he was
economically naive, and thus his analysis was only partial.
For Meszaros, the concept of alienated labour truly became
manifest in it's universal explication within the 'Economic

and Philosophic Ménuscflpts of ;844'4 He expounds, for

instance, that "In the concrete realization of the poten-
tiality of Marx's genius, hils grésp of the concept of
tlabours self-alienation!'! represented the crucial element:
the Archemedian point of his great synthesis".8 Thus it is
in the "1844 Manuscripts® that Marx reputably recognized pro=-
ductive activity (labour) as the mediator between man and
nature; the nexus of his concept of aiienation thus becomes
characterized by the role which productive activity plays in
the formation of soclial consciousness. It is through this
central role (illustrated within the "Manuscriptsv) of
activity, or labourts self-alienation, that the process of
reification transfers social alienation into the conscious-

ness of man. And it is the role of the mediator between Man

83 Ibido' jo 760
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and Nature played by labour which ontologically links Marx
with Hegel's monistic perspective of tintellectual activity?',
He writes, "It may seem parodoxical at first that, in splte
of the materialistic conception shared by both Marx and

Feuerbach, and in spite of the much closer political affinity

between them than Marx and Hegel, the relationship of the

historical materialist Marx and the idealist Hegel is incom-

parably more deeply rooted than Marx and Feuerbach".9

In other words, whereas for Hegel the notion of
tintellectual activity! was the inadveréity of linking Man
and Nature (of overcoming Kantian dualism){ Marx! s genius
was to invert, to replace 'intellectual activity'! with pro-
ductive activity in general. Consequently Feuerbach's
Kantian dualistic approach waé irreconcilable with Marx, as
Meszaros adds, 'For dualism remains dualism even if it is
turned the other way around'.10 The formulation of
(alienated) labour's transcendental role (according to Mes-
zaros) presents the underlying foundationsg of the whole of

the later Marxlan !system!' developed in Cagital; it defines

9. Ibid., p. 85.

wree . 10s Ibide, Pe 86 On the same hand Althusser writes
in For Marx "...'the setting back on to itts feet! of the
Hegeiian philosophy (dialectic) for if it were really a
matter merely of an inversion, a restoration of what had
been upside down, it is clear that to turn an object right
around changes nelther it's nature nor it's content by
virtue merely of a rotation't, p. 73.




the real perimeters of Marxt'!s conceptual framework; "The
Mamuscripts of 1844, as we have seen" states Meszaros "lay

down the foundations of the Marxlan system, centered on the

concept of alienation".11 This 1s to say that Marx's later
works (including Capltal), empirically substantiate the con-
cept of alienagted labour, effectively 1llustrating how this
alienation is reaffirmed by the mystifying bourgeols natural
sciences, philosophy, and political economy; etc. In other
words, we are told that Marx demonstrated how these dis-
ciplines reflect a fetishicized existence through their
integral relationship with commodity production, specifically
- because they act as reifications of the relations and means
of productio’n.12 Hence alienation as seen through the eyes
of the mediator (the labourer here as the subject of the
process) 1s a socio-historical necessity, determined uncon-
sciously, in response to the basic contradictions between
private property and labour. A 'socio-historical necessity!
also in the sense that labour acts as both the creator of
new needs, and at the same time as the means for asserting
man's supremacy over nature and consequently of satisfying

these needs. What Meszaros portrays Marx as criticizing

11. Ibid., p. 93.

12. Ccf., pp. 112-4, 1Ibid.  Or agaln Lukac's in
History and Class Consciousness writes "This takes re-
ification to it's ultimate extreme: it no longer points
dialectically to anything beyond itself: 1it's dialectic is
mediated only be (sic) the reification of the immediate forms
of production", pp. 184-5,
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within the tManuscripts'!, i1s not labour, but the social

contradictions of wage labour; accordingly, he declares‘the
nTranscendence of allenation is then a transcendence of the
social contradictiong and the fetishes of phllosophy ahd
political economy can only be provided from this perspective,
or the critically adopted standpointAof labour in itt's self-

transcending universality".13

The distinctiveness of this new dialectical ontology
for Meszaros was supposedly augmented by Marx's synthesis of
the materialism of the classical political economist's
analysis of man!s productive activity. For Mawx; we are told,
the dialectical method of Hegel allowed the criticism of
classical economists at the core of their failure, namely
at thelr atemporal, and anthropological conception of man,

But we may ask why indeed was this materialism so essential

to the dialectical ontology? Meszaros tells us that "The

very foundation of human existence and of all human attributes
1s the purposive productive activity which has, «ces 2

relative priority over the concept of man; if one cannot

present labour in g hiétoricéllfrémework;'éhdwiﬁé the actual

process in which purposive productive activity becomes wage

labour (or 'aiienated labour?') one has no grounds for en-

visaging a supersession".14

13. Ibid., p. 113.
14, Ibid., p. 125.
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In brief, we find that Meszaros credits on the one
hand the classical economists (especially Adam Smith) for
uncovering the fact that the éccumulation of capital coin-
cides with the division of labour, and that the governing
power of modern society was 1n essence not political but
economic (i. e., in the purchasing power of capital). On
the other hand, their shortcomings were looatéd in their
inability to prove the assertion that the essence of private
property is labour (Smitht's first theory of value-labour
quantified) and thus of linking the real nature of the
division of laboﬁr with the theory of alienation. "One weak-
ness, in the classical economists! materialism however, lies
in their attempts at founding the division of labour in
human naturet® or in other words in Smith's confusion over
the distinction between the social nature of the division of
labour and the nature of the division of labour which was
peculiar to his time. Subsequent to this confuslon, Adam
Smith's supposition (of man, as 'economic man', i. e., his
propensity to truck, barter and trade) was perpetuated as the
absolute preconditions for exchange, that 1s to say, as the
condition indispensible for the division of labour, or as
the condition which was beyond " supersession”. From this
light Meszaros tells us, that Marx was to criticlze classical
political economy by simply reversing the historical relation-
ship between exchange and the division of labour; labour be-
comes responsible for exchange and private property --

consequently, his criticism culminates in a new concept of
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15

man. Indeed, Meszaros propounds "Marx's whole approach
is characterized by a constant reference to man as opposed
to wage-labourer. This 1s made possible only because his
approach is based on a conception of human nature radically
opposed to that of pollﬁical economy".16 The profundity of

the conceptual analysis of the 'Manuscripts?! is thus con-

tained in Marx's !'specles-being' as a historical concept:

where man; through his own productive activity formulates a
dynamic quality of human nature. Only then may private pro-
perty and it% human consequences be explained in terms of
it's mediations, and the possibilities of itt's transcendence
be articulated or comprehended., Only then is 1t rexpected
that human nature (sociality) liberated from institution-
alized egolsm (the negation of sociality) wiilwéupersede

treificationt, tabstract 1abouf'; éhd imaginafy appetites".17

This, of course, is to reduce the whole problematic of Marx's
system down to the supersession (non-alienation) of produc-
tive activity in it's threefold framework, i. e., to man's
freedom from natural necessity (scarcity), in his freedom

from unequal soclal relations (or'fhe interfefigg power of

other men') and finally; in the freedom for man to exercise

his essential powers. However, it is through these three

15. But even Ricardo was to criticize Smith's emphasis
of the exchange process. We shall expand upon the nature of
the classical political economlsts! analysis later in chap-
ter 1IV.

17. Ibid., p. 149.
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forms (with Man as the subject of the process) that Neszaros'
thistorical species beingt remains at the level of speculative
anthropology. The alienation of the 'essential powers! of
man, is the alienation of “the specific human powers and
characteristics, 1. e., those which distinguish men from
other parts of nature".18 In other words, labour as the
freely determined activity of man, may be contrasted with the
basér animal functions of eating, drinking, and procreation
which belong to the realm of necessity. And it is because
man 1s enslaved by the labours of necessity under capitalism,
that his 'essential powers! are sublimated, and that there
exists such a 'fragmented society' composed of 'impoverilshed?
individuals. In this instance wage labour therefore becomes
reflective of the process of alienation; the activities of .
human labour no longer belong to the worker; hencg alienated
labour represents an inversion of his essence. "Human free=-
dom"- Meszaros argues "is not the negation of the specifically
natural in the human being -«-~ a negation for the sake of what
appears to be a transcendental idea -- but on the contrary

it's affirmationt.>”

- In fact he depicts Marx as presenting
a two-fold *real! human belng, one in which Man exists as
alienated tcommodity mant' and another potentially in what
Marx, and Meszaros, calls the f'rich human being'". The con-

cept of the individual is thus dependent upon itt's form being

18, Ibid., p. 157.
19, Ibid., Pe 1620
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imposed by the natural and historical needs of man, and by
the productive activity of human labour. If there is a con=-
gruency between these two, if labour is directed to the

natural needs of man, he 1s a being'fdr himsélf. he is truly

a 'rich specles beling!'.

In this sense, the tsoclal being! or historical

species being i1s necessarily a " social® gelf Whose-nature is

out side itseif. Meszaros affirms to us, that “thaving onets

nature outside onegelf! is the necesgsary mode of existence
of every natural being"zo and also that "soclety is man's

t second naturet!, the sense in which the original natural
-needs are transformed by it, and at the same time integrated
into an enormously more extensive network of needs which are
all together the product of socially active man".21 Alien~
ation therefore results in the divorcing of the individual

! specles being!s! needs from the social, or better, the
natural from the self-conscious; i e., alienation trans-
forms spontaneous activity into 'coerced labour! an activity
which i1s a mere means to obtain essentially animal ends
(eating, drinking, procreating), and thus "what is animal

becomes human and what is human becomes animal".22 In

20. Ibid., p. 169.
21. Ibid., p. 170,
22, Ibid., p. 159.
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short, this means that the nature of man is a reification of
his interrelationship with nature (productive activity) on

the one instance, and also as a reification of his inter-
‘relationship with others in the historical form of the
division of labour. New needs and demands are thus produced
within the second nature of man which ére alien, and estranged
from the first, i. e., ﬁthere is nothing inherently human
about the accumulation of wealth. The aim should, according

to Marx, be the enrichment of the human being, of his inner

wealth, and not simply the enrichment of the *'physical sub-
23 '

jectry,

What Meszarps is attempting to confer here as Marx's
problematic is a dualistic cbnception of man, much like that
of Feuerbacht's, and yet, in actual fact, we find that Meszaros
distinguishes Marx from Feuerbach'!s conceptual framework. This
interrelationship with Feuerbach for example, is found quite

clearly in Feuerbach's Essence of Chrigtianity where "Man",

in distinction from the brute, "has both an inner and an
outer life. The inner 1life of man.is the 1life which has
relation to his species -- to his general as distinguished
from his individual nature ... Man in fact is at once I and
Thou; he can put himself in the place of another, for this
reason that to him his species, his essential nature and not

merely his individuality, an object to which a subject

23. Ibid., p. 178.
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esgsentially, necessarily relates, 1s nothing else than this
subject's own Eut objective nature .{.“zu Acéording to
Meszaros, the Marx of the 'Manuscriptst! i1s disillusioned

with Feuerbach'!s political and critical tendencies. For

Me szaros, the point of connection between Marx and Feuerbach
is more terminological than anything else., Subsequently,

he contends that "Terminology in Marx's’sense of course;

i. e., implying that even a mystified terminology reflects

'a problem of reality that ought to be grasped in it's proper
getting. In other words, this kind of terminology contract
should not'ﬁe crudely simplified as 'lip service!'! or mere
'tactics'".25 Meszaros reasons that, behind the terminology
of Feuerbach?Marx conceals a new conceptual framework in
contradiction to itts heritage. This is due, as he argues,
to the transition in the object or problematic by the syn-
thesis of classical political economy with Hegel's dialectic,
‘Together they emanate into a new conception of alienation and
species being. Thus Feuerbach's specles being recedes in the
terminology of the presentation. When Marx is speaking of

' species being', 1t is not in a Feuerbachlian sense but as a

24, struick, '1844 Manuscripts' by Marx, p. 241.
Synonymously Marx writes "Man makes his 1life activity itself
the object of his will and of his consciousness. It is not a
determination with which he directly merges. Conscious life
activlity distingulshes man immediately from animal life act-
ivity. It is first because of this that his is a species
beings or rather it 1s only because his 1s a species being
that he 1s a conscious being".

25, Meszaros (1972), p. 236.
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treal historical man', which is in uniformity with his mo st
mature works. Hence Meszaros postulates throughout his book
that Marx was not aligned with an idealistic notion of
anthropological being in his early writings, that it is
historical and therefore '"quite the opposite of a break
(between the earlier and later writings of Marx); the most

26

remarkable continuityn exists.

In summary then, we may say that Meszaros views Marx's
real conceptual framework as that of alienation with his-
torical men as itts subject, and it's significance, itt's
centrality, as not limited Just to the early works, but
rather "as we have seen ln various parts of this study, the

concept of alienation is a vitally ilmportant pillar of the

Marxian system as a whole, and not merely one brick of 1t".27

Also, what supposedly supports this !system*', is Marx's
methodological perspective Which as he says, 1s a product of
his unique synthesis (and critique) of traditional philosophy
and political economy. In other words, it is the insights
which Marx has gained from the study of political economy
combined with hisvphilosophlcal criticism, i. e., his new
methodology of historical materialism, which make him more
profane and comprehensive than ever before. As a result, we

find that for Meszaros, it is proper to identify Marx's his~

26, Ibid., p. 220.
27. Ibid., p. 227.



- 24 -

torical materialism, his philosophy of history, as simul-
taneously his theory of alienation, 1. g..."The Marxian
ontology is dynamically historical and objectively dynamic".28
Marx does not tdeduce' human soclety from an abstract set of
categories but on the contrary sees the soclety as specific
modes of existence of the social belng. As such, he defines
the ontological substance of this conception as tthe self-
mediating being of nature; 1. e., aé an bbjectife being who

29

cannot help being 1nherentlx,h1st6rical". or even more

0 .
simply "History is the true natural history of man".3 In a

very programatic manner then, these are the outlines of

Meszaros' argument. We have skipped many of the nouences
which he introduces, but the above should provide sufficient
material for a comparison with the epistemology of the

structuralfsts.

A Critique of Philosophical Anthropology

In polarity to Meszaros, we find that Althusser con-
slders Marx as philosophically aligned with Feuerbach 1in the
early writings (including the 'Manuscripts'). Hegel, we are
told, projected history as self-creating; this is to say,
subjective thought produces it's own existence and history

moves in accordance to the movement of these trational ideas!'.

28. Ibid., p. 244,
29. Ibid., p. 251.
30. Ibid., p. 170.



- 25 -

But Feuerbach replaces the Hegellian !'Idea' with real concrete
MAN as both the subject of history, and the commander of it's
movement. Man again becomes the subject of history, not itt's
object. Clarifying Marx's relation to Hegel in these early
writings, Althusser proclaims "Not only is Marx's terminology
from 1842 and 1845 Feuerbachian (allenation, specles being,
total being, inversion of subject and predicate, etc.) but
what is probably more important, so is the basic philo-
sophical problematic".31 In fact Marx's early critique of
Hegel was posited from éimilar philosophical and humanist
perspective as that of Feuerbach; a perspective, which
Althusser contends he was later to break from in 1845, "Marx
set himself apart from Feuerbach when he realized that the
Feuerbachian critique of Hegel was a critique from within
Hegelian phllosophy itself".32 For example, we find that

Feuerbach in Eséence and Chrlstiénity. poses "Man" as making

God a projection of hls best attributes. Alienation there-
fore becomes defined as the process of projecting man'!s
attributes onto a foreign object. Religion in this instance,
is the process of alienation. But more than this, Feuerbach
reduces all philosophical questions down to the question
"What is Man? *, and the answer to this question 1s found

for him by examining religion, bedause religion is the

31. Louls Althusser, For Marx, p. 45.
32. Ibid.. Pe 48.
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alienated reflection, the mirror image, of the attributes of
man. Thus Feuerbach replaces the Idea of Hegel with Man,
Humanity (speclies being), becomes the subject-object of the
process, and the original grounds for consgsciousness. All
objects thus become an alienation (not of the Idea) but of
humanity. The young Marxt!s concept of essence is founded on
the metaphysical Feuerbachian concept of essence. For Marx,
the alienation process is located in the productive activity
of wage labour, that is to say, the 1aboﬁr process produces
the alienation of the products of labour from the labourer,
the alienation of the process of labour, the alienation of
oneself (one's species-life), and finally the alienation

from onets fellow-man,

Therefore, whereas for Feuerbach man produces God,
for Marx the worker produ?es commodities. For both Marx and
Feuerbach the products of labour contain a subjective part of
the producer in their alienation. One of Althusser's primary
contentions then, is that the young Marx, (up to and in-
cluding ... 'The Holy Family' and 'The 1844 Manuscripts')
has a similar problematic to Feuerbach, at least in his point

of departure.

33. Engels' comments on Marx's further development of
Feuerbach's thought,in Ludwig Feuerbach, "But the step which
Feuerbach did not take nevertheless had to be taken. The cult
of abstract man which formed the kernel of Feuerbach!s new
religion had to be replaced by the science of real men and of
-thelir historical development. This further development of
Feuerbacht's standpoint beyond Feuerbach himself was in-
augurated by Marx in 1845 in The Holy Family", p. 41.
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This link within the fManuscripts'. between Feuerbach
and Marx, is excaberated by Marx's use of the concept of
species being. Indeed for Althuséer. Marx may be portrayed
as simply transferring the concept of alienation from the
realm of Feuerbachian theology to the economic anthropology
of Adam Smith, although Althusser qualifies this in stating
that Marx is unconscious of these conscious theoretical
transfers. Consequently, in response to Meszaros! argument
that Marx was simply utilizing an inverted Hegelian pro-
blematic, Althusser replies that "if it were really a matter
of an inverslon, a restoration of what had been upside down,
it 1s clear that to turn an object right around chénges
neilther 1lt's 'nature nor itt's content by virtue merely of a

34

rotationt. In other words, a simple 1nﬁersion will not
remove the false problematicf,which sees the concept of man
as the subject of the process of history. from it's ideological
domain. Thus the real significance of Marx's affinity with
Feuerbach is in their communality of problematics. Indeed,
by "borrowing a systematically interrelated set of concept,
borrowing a real problematic cannot be accidental, it bends
the borrower".35 or more explicitly, for Althusser "a com-
parison of the Manifesto and of Marx's early works shows
quite clearly that for two or three years Marx literally es-
poused Feuerbach'!s problematic; that he profoundly identified

himself with 1tw,3°

314'. Ibid., p. 73,
350 Ibido. po “’6‘
36. Ibid.
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But what implications did thlis common problematic
have upon Marx'!s writings? Feuerbach, according to Althusser,
succeeded in doing what Marx has been accredited; he "poses
the problems of German idealism with the intention of giving
them a Hegellian type of solution: 1indeed, he tries to pose

the unity of the Kantlan distinctions or abstféctions in some-

thing resembling the Hegelian idea. This 'something!
resembling the Hegelian idea, whlle being it's radical in-

version, is Man or Nature or Sinhlibhkeit ( simultaneously

sensuous materiality receptivity and sensuous intersubjec-
tivity)".37 What this means 1s that Feuerbach succeeds in

the impossible, he unifies, via the concept of species being
or concrete man, the contradictions which had haunted the
German philosophical schools for centurles, i. e., the subjedt
vs ob]ect -- and yet he succeeds in this undertaking as a
prisoner of their immense layers of ideology. Althusser com-
ments "Thus, with Féuerbach. Man is the unique, primordial

and fundamental concept, the factotum, which stands in for
Kantt!s Transcendental Subject, Noumenal Subject, Empirical
Subject and Idea, which also stands in for Hegel's Idea".38
The subject of history, all of history!'s nuances, each event,
becomes but a moment of Man's mediation with nature; the con-

crete 1s unified with the ideal, the theoretical to the prac-

tical, god with man, etc., ad nausseum. Likewise for Marx,

37. Louis Althusser, ?oliticswénd History, p. 178.

38+ Ibid., p. 179.
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Man becomes the subject of history, not as an Anthropological
Man as proffered by the Classical Economists, but as a his-
torical "Man'". This then is the kind of philosophic humanism

which Marx projected in the 1844 Manuscfiﬁfs and earlier to

criticize Hegel, and this is the same phllosophical humanism
which 1s advanced today as Marxism by Meszaros. The young
Marx thus did not work a transformation on Hegel!s dialectic
-- he simply substituted in the order of Hegel's dialectical
logic the concept of historical men for the Absolute Idea.
For Hegel, the notion of history lacked man as it's subject,
history's development was projected as the development of
ldeas, the 'spiritt! acted as it's subject. "History is not
the alienation of Man (for Hegel) but the alienation of the
idea of the spirit, i. e., the ultimate moment of the
alienation of the 1dea".39 In other words, for Hegel, his-
tory 1s the procegs of the alienation of ideas, a process
with the structure (alienation) as it's subject. But for the
*1844 Marx', history is the process of alienation with Men as
1t'é subject. The alienation process i1s hence between men
and human relations and this is also the problematic which
Meszaros presents as that of the mature Marx. Capital would
therefore become simply the expression of an ethical critique
of the prevailing form of (historical) Man, of Man's subs

limation of his 'Rich Self!', of his violation of his human

39. Ibid., p. 182,
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essence, etc., via the process of alienation and the social

rélations of the division of labour.

And this is precisely why Althusser, contrary to Mes-
zarosg, regards these early works, especiglly the 'Manus-
criptsv as just a more profound application of the Feuer-
bachian concepts of alienation, and as such, just as false;
false in the sehse that they are cloaked with the ideology of
Feuerbachian humanism which distorts reality -- but I shall

say more on this later.

Althusser, in direct polarity, has tendentiously
situated a 'break' in Marx's writings; this break (approx-

imated around the 1845 Thesis oﬁ Féuérbaéh and The German

Ideology) was not corroberated by Marx's examination of new

elements, but rather by their formulation 1n£o a new con-

ceptual framework, a new‘paradigm. whiéh ailowé Marx to break

with hlis terst-while philoSOphical conéciousneéé'}'and intro-

duce_ga new sclence of history. In a premature way, the

Thesls on Feuerbach announces this new science ("The philo=-

40. Mind you the 'Eleventh Theses! proclamation for
Althusser, (in his earlier texts up to, and including Lenin
& Philosophy), was simply ahead of it's time in announcing a
new phllosophy. The philosophy of Marx (dialectical material-
ism) was to follow much later his new science of history.
More recently in his self-criticism within Marxism Toda
(November 1972) he writes "You can of course argue quite
seriously that there is a sense in which philosophy, as Hegel
sald ... always "lags behind" science or the sciences; but
from another point of view which is essential here, you have
to say the opposlte and argue that in the history of Marx's
thought the philosophical revolution necessarily !preceded!
the scientific breakthrough", p. 3W6. (See next page)
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sophers have only interpreted the world in various ways, the
point i1s to change 1t")uo. although it is spoken silently in
the !'language! of Feuerbach. - In other words, at this par-
ticular time we find that Marx's problematic is indeed con-
cerned with alienation of a historical species being,but the
question remains, does it form the tobject! of Cégltal? In
the final analysis the two problematics of early and later
Marx, prove to be incongruous. For within the '1844 Manus-
cripts! the central noumenon is the relationship between per-
son and things, i. e., between man and nature, whereas within

Capital -- following the structuralists -~ the Subject'(pér-

son) acts as an agent‘of the strﬁcfﬁré (productibﬁgprocess)

and similarly the things (nature, etc.)'are merely itt'g

supports. As agents to the production process thelr place and

function becomes determined by the process; the agent of pro-

duction (Man) thus becomes defined as a support (or conscious
personificatlion) of the process (of the means and relations
of production). Man for Althusser, "intervenes here not as a

constitutive subject but as a perceiving subject trying to

explain to itself the economic relations that it perceivesh,

In other words, in Capltal Marx writes:

"eeo We are not dealing with concrete men,
but only with men insofar as they fulfil
certain determinate functions in the
structure: - bearers of labour - power...

41. Jacques Ranciére, "'The Concept of Critique' and
'The Critique of Political Economy'®*, Theoretical Practice,
Number two. :
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To designate these 1nd1v1duals,'he (Marx)

systematlcally uses the term Trager,

which i1s most often translated into Eng-

lish as support. Men do not appear in

the theory except in the form of supports

for the connexion implied by the. struc-

ture, and the forms of theilr 1ndiv1dualitg

as determinate effects of the structure", 2
We must not underestimate this polnt, for it strikes at what
I believe the heart of early Marx's (and Meszaros') ideo-
logical problematic. In Capital, on the other hand, the
criterion which defines men, interpersonal relationships,
etc., 1s thelr objective place in production and the owner-
ship or non-ownership of the means of production. Likewise,
capital (which is used to purchase labour) is totally removed
from the moral exploitations of the labour, rather itts
function pertains to the question of what produces profits.
In an identical fashion, the capitalist, like the labourer,
1s defined as the personification of capital, not endowed
with a consclousness, i. e., as Marx writes, "In this

capaclty the caplitalist shares with the miser a passion for

wealth as wealth. 'But that which in the miser is a mere

idiosynecrasy, is in the‘cépifélist thé‘éffect of the social
k3

mechanism, of which he is but one of the wheelsgtn,

If "the agents of a social formation
tmen?are not considered as the bearers
of objective instances (as they are

42, Etienne Balibar, Reading Capital, p. 252.

43. Marx Capital, Vol., I, Jordon, p. 308.
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for Marx) but as the genetic principle of
the levels of the social whole®, it be-
comes ",,. a problematic of social actors,
of individual as the originsof social
action: soclological research thus leads
finally, not to the study of the objective
co-ordinates that determine the distri-
bution of agents into social classes and
the contradictions between these classes,
but to the search for finalist explanations
founded on the motivatiggs of conduct of
the individual actors',

In other words, in the *'Manuscripts®! the subject Man func-
tioned as the concept upon which the process was organized.
Man instead of acting in tune to Hegel's idea, acted in
accordance with the development of his human essence. In
this theoretical order (Man as the subject of the process),
the percelving subject becomes the constitutive form in the
interrelationship of appearances. Human labour is direoted
to confirm the perceptlion of the constitutive subject, the
motives of labour become the expression of one's human
essence. Allenation in this framework, emerges as the nexus
for catégorizing forms of activity in accordance with the
prevaliling notion of.species being, 'historicalt, anthro-
pological, or otherwise. Thus we may conclude that the
alienation process (especiélly in it's humanistic form) does
compose, as for Feuerbach, the conceptual framework of the

early 'Manuscriptst', but the remainder of this paper will

44, Nicos Poulantzas, 'The Problem of the Capitalist

Statet', Ideolo in Social Sciences, ed. by Robin Blackburn,
Fontana Collins, 1977, P. 242. A practice, by the way, which

Max:Web®r was to later articulate.
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attempt to argue, with the structuralists%for a new 'object!?
within the text of Caﬁital. Before we examine this qﬁestion

I would like to dwell on one further concept of alienation as
it 1is utilized by the 'historicists"School of Marxism. It's
eplstemological foundations are quite disparate from those

of the 'humanists!, but they too, as we shall see, are sus-

ceptible to fundamental kinds of criticisms.

Collettit's Historicism

Lucio Colletti is an Italian Marxist, and one of the
most gifted and well known students of Della Volpe. 1In his
two recent books translated into English under the titles of

45
Rousseau to Lenin and Marx to Hegel, he introduces a some-

what unique exposition on the epistemological suppositions

of Capital. Hls reading of Capital is congruent in many ways
to the economistt!s interpretation (both classical and neo-
classical), and a glimpse at it's principles will, I am sure,
have beneficial ramifications to our later examination of
these crlitics in chapter three. I have headed this section
under the rubric of historicism, it could equally well have
been entitled 'empiricism', for, as we shall see, the field

of these two theoretical problematics are identical.

45, Lucio Colletti, Rousééau to Lenin NLB 1972, Marx
to Hegel., NLB 1973.
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Colletti confers us with a 'non-humanist historicism'ué.
insother words, with a‘conception of history as a process
which i1s not simply reflecting the development of Man's
essence (even a historicized man) but rather as a process
of contradictions, between the forces of production and

relations of production. Man here plays a determined role

rather than a determinate one., And here history appears as
a process without a subject like that of Hegel's;‘indeed sO
much so, it utilizes the dominant principle of the Hegelian
dialectlic as it's epistemological basis, and as.it!s sub-

Jecto

What 1s essential to Colletti's notion of history is
it's teleological perspective; from it's origins it is in
pursuit of a goal (like that of absolute knowledge) which is
ldentical to the key structure of the Hegellian dialectic,

i, e., to the princlple of the negation of the negation.

And it is due to this conceptual framework that we find
that Collettli concelves the order of Marx's abstractions as
proceeding in the inverse order to the “regl' historical. He

promulgates:

"1f the sclence 1s to be the science of the
real, 1t cannot aim at the past other than
byuway of 1t's differences with regpect to
the present (which is the only existent)
and hence must move from the express

46, cf., Althusser, Reading Capital, p. 139.
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categories of the present .... =0 1t would
as Marx wrote, be timpractical ard erroneous?
for science to adopt categories in the order
in which they have been determined in the
general course of history. Their order of
sequence, according to Marx, ls decided
rather by their relationship to ,one another
in modern bourgeols socliety; thls order is
precisely the lnverse of thelr natural suc-~
cesgssion, as well as of their development in
time" ,*/ j

In other words, Colletti's argument -- like that of Della
Volpet!s -~ places the conceptual order in the exact reverse
of the chronological concurrence of historical events.
Likewlse he designates the 'object' of Marx's Capital as

the capltalist mode of production, i, e., "Marx is concerned

with one society alone, modern Capitalist society ... In

other words, Capital 1§ not a study of soclety as such, that

is of the abstraction soclety *'in general?!, but a study of

this particular society, which means that the analysis con-

cerns not an idea (an ideal object) but a materially deter-
48

mined or real objectt,

There are two questions emanating from this quote
which directly effect the problematic of Capital; one con=-
cerns hlis conception of history, the other concerns the term

"real object®,

47, Lucio Colletti, Rouéseau'td Lenin. p. 28.

48, Ibid., P. 3.
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The Meaning of History

Not only 1is history for Colletti, categorized in an
inverse order, but it is also arrénged in accordance with the

notion of alienation. Thus he declares:

tthe decisive point in the entire Marxist
theory of exploitation =-- g point on whilch
our own reading of the theory of value ags
a theory of alienation can help to throw
light. It 1is the dependence which ties the
workers to the will of the capitalist class,
andinot their absolute poverty that rep-
resents 'the differentia specifica of
capitalist productiont. In other words,
capitallist appropriation is not exclusively
or primarily an appropriation of things,
but rather an approprlation of subjectivity,
of working energy itself, of the Bhysical
and intellectual powers of mam".l+

It follows from this.point of view then, that Capltal is

explicating the Capitalist mode of prodﬁbtion as a specific

mode, or 'differentla specifica! in which man's subjectivity

is alienated via a peculiar process of exploitation. So we
can see. that the process of history fo§¢Collett1'becomes

the process of forms of alienation, some which are veiled
(fetishlzed) and others which are commonly visible -- history
thus reflects the progression of the alienated forms of man's
relation to his means of production. And if this process of
alienation orders the trealt world,it concurrently must also

order the theoretical; i. e., "this confluence of the theory

49. Ibid-. P 1020
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of value and the theory of fetishism or alienation in Marx
presents not only his main difference of principle with the
classical political economists, for whom the theory of

alienation i1s absolutély inconceivable, 1tm§iéo”constitutes

50

the birth and destiny of political economy as a sciencer,
But within the caplitalist mode of production we find that
the process of alienation (in this case, the process of
history) is disguised or mystified in such a way that the
classical political economists could not perceive the basic
categories of the mode or the underlying forces of historyt's
movement. According to Colletti, Capital's task was thus to.
unshroud, to de-mystify these fetishized forms, to bréak
through to the dominant categories in the analysis of
allenation. 8o he himself writes, "Thé task of political
economy as a sclence consisted for Marx essentially =-- if

we accept a neologism -- in the de-fetishization of the world

51

of commodities!, In other words it was on account of

Marx's audaclous perception of the fetishizing prdcess of

capitalism that he was abie to grasp>the true form, the
"real" form of history's development and isolate the tessen-
tial relations' of alienation. A good example of this
operation, according to Colletti, is in the conceptualizing

of the distinction between labour-power and wages where

50. Ibid., p. 102, (My Emphasis)
51. Ibid., p. 89.
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(labour-power is the "real" category), which for Marx to ...

"grasp the 'particular' phenomenon under
examination (labour-power) is thus simply
to understand all the differences that it
presents as compared to other phenomenon of
it's kind. It must, therefore, involve
reference to thlis kind but only negatively,
1. e., 1n order to seize the opposition or
essential difference which precisely de-
finés the specific, or fundamental charac-
ter of the modern labourert®,

and more specifically .... "This reference

is not an identification or confusion, but

an opposition. The element common to all

part forms involved in order to understand

the present, but only to be excluded from

it, 1. e., only in order to reverse how the
soclety of today is not any of these other 53
socleties but differs essentlally from them".

Here history l1s defined as a process of alienation like that

of Hegel's; where history, instead of thought, is the subject

of the process of alienation. "Allenation is thus the
dialectic in it's final principle,ii. e., the negation of the
5k

negation or Aufhebung'. Here the forces of history evolve
by an operation of negatlion or contradiction rather than
ldentity. It follows from this definition, that the science
of hlstory may be described as a bifurcating process of the
essential forms (real forms) from the inessential mysti-

fications, a process, in other words, where the 'kernel is

52. Ibid., p. 22,
53. Ibid.

54. Louis Althusser, Politics and Eistorx. p. 182,
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severed from the husk!. Knowledge in this sense becomes the

process of empirically extracting the real essence from the

real, the real object is therefore projected as a com-
bination of two essential components; the essential and the
inessential, which in turn are identified by the procesgs of
extraction (objectification). The criteria necessary for
deducing such distinctions within this conception or know-
ledge of history, thus must be extracted from the peculiarity

of the combinations within the phehomenél forms of the social

relations and productive forces.55 Again history must pro-
vide the criterion for declding which ideaé are. true and
which are false. History, on this acéount,ils marshalled
according to ﬁhose forms of labour (or possible forms) which
are or are not alienated; which means simply that Colletti
contrasts one combinatlion of 'forces and relations of pro-
duction' (capitalism) with other pre-capitalist forms which
are allenated but not fetishized. Marx, he asserts, "opens
a general perspective on history precisely to the extent that
he develops his analysis of the present: 1i. e., precisely
to the extent that he selzes the extreme or essential dif-
ferences by which the present defines or illuminates, even if

. 6
indirectly, the past".5 But 1t is this sequential order

55. What Althusser refers to as a simple contradic-
tion Cf. *On Contradition' in For Marx and Balibar's "The
Elements of the Structure and Thelr Hlstory" in Readling

‘Cagitalo
56, Colletti (1972), p. 23.
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which I believe suggests the essentiagl teleology of Collettits
57

system. For he adjucated the past from the perspective of
the present, the future is denied -- for knowledge (of his~-
tory) is limited to the present -- knowledge is attained only
in retrospection. He elaborates this for example when he
writes that "Precisely in establishing this difference in
which the chronological-historical order seems to be in-
verted, can we then understand how the determinagte relation-
ship in other societies was the relationship with nature and,
to go further back, how before human societies there was

only nature“.58 Which implies that only by inverting the
chronological sequences and the theoretical order of the
subordination of conception can we come to know ireality'.
Thus eventually, even in their inverse order, we find that
these concepts adopt a contemporoniety (Gramsci), a rela-,
tivity with the t'time' of history; the advancement of hig-
torical concepts thus stays in rhythm with the advancement of

the historical process -- but in reverse. This also clearly

implies that the contour of theoretical development is a

smooth and continuous process -- as if it were an affir-
mation of history's auto-development, as if a one-to-one

relationship existed between it's appearances and itts essence.

57+ One could say a 'reversed teleology', but this
would mgke as much sense as an 'inverted diglectict.

58. Ibid., p. 24.
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In the same wéy we would find that the operation of abstrac-
tion or of science, would in this context produce linear
conéepts which act as moments detached from *real! hls-

tory. As if those forms of development articulated by ab-
straction (and ordered in accordance with the structure of
the process of allenatlion) are equivalent, are empirical
reflections of the treal' stages of historical development,

in other words, as 1f they are history's adjuncts, arranged
as reifications of it's 'real' form. As a result, we find that
for Colletti, histlography simply remains schematized by time.
The structure of the process can contailn no more objectivity
than that which coincides with the development of history;
that is to say, Collettl 1s unable to construct any objective
structure extrinsic td the confines of history's self-evident

events, extrinsic to itts time.,

Let us approach this from a more direct angle. The
core of Collettit's system of abstraction (which is depicted
as Marx's) I shall argue, is false and wrong. It is wrong
because he embarks on his investigation from the phenomenal
forms of the present; thereafter, ordering the development
of history so as to validate the inltial theoretical con-
structs, In this fashion he finds it possible to find the
abstract essence in each determinate phenomenon ('deter-
minate! as historical rather than anthropological abstraction).
Everything which apparently contradicts the order of this
theoretical development 1s proclaimed inessential. Hence tthe

husk 1s delineated from the kernel! by an ideological oper-
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ation, history is represented as a separation/unity con-
tradition between the forces and relations of production.
Here alienatlion becomes not only the central category in the
order of theoretical.development of history but it further-
more characterizes the motion of 'realti:history itself,

Empiricism and Historicism, Both an Essential Hegelianism

We return now to the second problem mentioned earlier,
1. e., to Collettit's notion of the term 'real', The problem
arises, as I have mentioned, from his starting point, (i. e.,
in his method of abstraction) for it is from his level of
departure -- the phenomenal forms ('defermihate abstractions!)
of the present -~ that his schema contalns, or is reduced to
a comparative analysis of different historical forms. Essen-
tially we may say that he falls to isolate the critical ques-
tion (especially within Capital) of the form, separated from

thelr phenomenal exlstence. Colletti homologlzes the pheno-

menal forms of capitalism (fetishized commodity production)
down to a unity, to an essence (allenation), which then
determines it's genetical presentation in all it's different
Phases. Even although this genetical process.of tdeter-
minate abstraction!' functions in reverse,.it still does not

alter it's essential Hegelian nature. It still confineg it's

catégories to moments or slices of'history itself; beyond

which knowledge is forbidden to proceed ('that is why no

Hegelian politics are possible strictly speaking, and in fact
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why there has never beén a Hegellan politician".59 Indeed
Collettl testifies that "only from the materiality of the
present can scientific abstraction or hypothesis, that 1is
causal-analytical explanation; be derived; just as, inversely,

only the real matter of observation, as Engels correctly

noted in a passage in his Dialectics of Nature, can '""weed

out these hypotheses, dolng away with some and correcting
others, until finally the law is established in a pure form.
To lose sight of materialism is to abandon science; but to
abandon the latter, and hence the determinacy or speci-
ficlty of abstractlions, means in turn to lose all reference

to reality".

What is this treal order of observatlion' to which
Colletti is referring? It certainly cannot be the Hegelian
connection, where the idea is primary over matter; for both
Colletti and Della Volpe were highly critical of such a
notion. It is rather a principle of abstraction (observation)
mediated by the phenomenal conjuncture of social relations and
relations of production, and by the determinate effects that
these relations play. And yet this kind of observation can-
not conceptualize a schema of abstraction outside of the

lmmediacy of the historical phenomenon. Jacques Ranci€re

59. Althusser, R.Ces» Pe 95.
60.‘Collett1 (1972), pp. 28-9.
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writes that "the historical interpretation of this theory of

determinate abstraction as it is found particularly in the

Della Volpe school depends "upon® the relations between the
abstract in thought and the real concrete®. The determiﬁate
abstraction then appears to be thezone which solidly pre-
serves the richnesg of the ®"real concrete".61 For Colletti
the process of abstraction, or science, operates by parring
the lnessential thought from the esgssential real. Implicit
to this kind of abstraction (1. e., Material of observation
"which, precisely because it is materlal, can 'weed out! ...
hypothesls, doing away some and correcting others"éz). is
that science, or at least the knowledge of history, becomes

the ttsimplest characterization of a concrete object of study,

and hence a real aspect of the object _.'Ltself".63 Collettirts

abstraction consequently appears to extricate an essence
from the pre-given 'real! object, as 1f the abstraction is a
particle of the 'real! concrete itself. The supports of the
process (products of man, etc.) in the abstract, are con-
sequently'presented as the real essence of the phenomenon.
But even more important,is that through this process of
objectifying from the 'real concrete? (i{ €., under the for-

mal conditions where matter is primary over thought); he

61. Jacques Rancieére, Theoretical Practice,#2, p. 40,

62. Colletti (1972), p. 42.
63. Ibid., p. 43.
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submits a partial real (the real eésence, the essential) as
reflecting the real concrete. !The real order of obser-
vation! becomes the process of searching for the essential
burled and often disgulsed (i. e., through fetishism in
Capitalism) in the inessential. The essential and in-
essential in the meanwhlle are pre-determined by the struc-
ture of alienation as the subject of the process. Earlier
we gaw that for Meszaros the'pre-determining subject was
man's needs, etc., and similarly for Colletti _ A4ll parts of |
the whole, in this case the capitallst social formation, are
seen as embodying a single principle, which can then be read
throughout the system by a process of simple abstraction.
Furthermore, as true of all ideologies, we find that for them
what 1s extracted as egsentlal directly determines and limits
the combinations which are utilized to concelve of history,
mode of production, etc. What 1s essenfial and lnessential
becomes dependent upon the skill of the observer, or of the
extractor, and the conditions of his time. The operation is
reduced to a relati#ism much like that of George Lukac!'s,
where the distinction between what is ideological and what

is scientiflc 1s based upon the author's perception, or at
least his class perspective. "On the one hand, as well as
being a sclence", claims Colletti, "Marxism is.revolutionary

ideology. It is the analyéis of reality from the ¥iewpoint

64
of the working class", It follows from such a formulation,

64, Ibid., p. 230. (My Emphasis)
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that Marxism 1s a science preclsely because it uses reality
itself to defeat ideology. *"Marx-utilizing an aspect of
reality -- overthrows the arguments of the economists and

points to the overthrow of capitallsm itself. Marxism is

65

therefore sclencet., According then to Collettit's argu-
ment, Marx's critlical procedure within Capital transpires as
a necessary reification of the process which occurs in

'reality itself', propter hoc, he sees actually no distinc-

tion between the concept of the concrete real and the con-
crete thing-in-itself. *#The whole of knowledge", writes

Althusser, "is thus invested in the real, and knowledge

never arlises except as a relation inside it's real object

66

between the really distinct parts of that real object®,

Within this schema the loglcal becomes identical *in eséence'
with the real order itself. 'Realness' is defined by the
process of objectivicatlion (i. e., structure of alienation)
such that "the sole way of guaranteeing the possibility of

a sclentific énalysis can only be that of investigating
socletyyat it's material level, 1. e., at the level of the
real basis which specifies it and prevents itt's dissolution

67

into an ideat. Collettit's modus dperaﬁdi is therefore to

identify a determined relationship between the knowledge of

the object and the real object, which in turn, propagates

65. Ibid., p. 235.
66. Althusser.. E_.__C_.. Pe 390
67. Colletti (1972), p. 5.
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the tdeterminate abstractiont' by a process of extracting the
invisible kernel from the real concrete object. The foun-
dations for his formulation of an inverted order in the sub-
ordination of theoretical concepts thus stems from his con-
templation of this correspondence, this parenthetical relation-
ship, which does not exist -- i. e., between the abstract con-
cept and the trealt. That is why when he in fact speaks of
material things he assumes that he has identified the real
object. Yet for Colletti our knowledge of things, of what

they are and what they are not (and hence our assessment of
their past and their future possibilities), i1s independent of
those things themselves which in thelr autonomous exlstence
exclude bqth their past and future. He adheres to the distinc-
tion between being and thought, between things and concepts,
but this is only because 1t is conducive in maintaining that

within Marxt's concept of materialism matter 1s primary over

thought. Lukacs, on the other hand, simply represented Hegel
as a proto-materialist, i. e., that Marx's materialism was an
inversion of the thought-being relationship. For bottholletti
and Della Volpe this kind of faclle operation represents an
empiricism synonymous only to Hegelt's idealism. Their
solution, however, was to rearrange the theoretical order of
concepts; they reversed the subordination of concepts

relative to the chronological sequences of history. Yet,

even withinithis reverse order, we find that the form of
development of the theoretical are still equivalent to the

stages of historical development, i. e., "In struggle against
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abstract dialectics, he cannot conceive of the constitution
of an objectivity which does not colncide with the develop-
ment of a history".68 As such, this analysis becomes a
reduction operation, reducing the present to 1it's essence,
1., e., by representing the essenceg the primitive, as the
undeveloped seed of the present. This 1s the way Colletti
apprehends Marx's own theoretical development, he perceives
Capital in the light of the '1844 Manuscripts', reducing
the ideas espoused in Capital to a congruent but less
developed form in the early works, reducing "élienation" in

Capital in 1its complex fetishized form to the_founding prin-

69

ciples of the *1844 Manuscripts'. One may only remark on

this kind of teleological method as Althusser does.'lf esses

"The history of philosophy is written in

the future anterior: ultimately, a re-
fusal to admit this 1s a denial of the
history and the erection of oneself as 1t's
founder in the manner of Hegel: I have em-
phasized the last two sentences deliberately.
But the reader will have done so himself,
astonlshed to see attributed to Marxlism pre-
cisely the Hegelian conception of the his-
tory of philosophy and, as the summit of
this confusion ¢... find himselfnaegused of
Hegelianism if he rejects 1t +eeo"

68..Jacques Ranciere, Theoretical Practice #6, p. 45.

69. Within Capital itself, for example, he views the
law of value of Vol., I as the essence of prices of produc-
tion in vVol. III.

70. Louis Althusser, For Marxz, p. 5k.
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Surely the inverted theoretical order acknowledges a dis-
tinction between the thought object and the object, but
Marx's materialism is still presented aé}é basic empiriclsm.
In other words, even in this seemingly objective reverse
order there remains an unequivocal relationship between the

object and it*'s concept. Again, in the words of Althusser:

".eee thls analytico-teleological method ...
which 1s constantly Judging cannot make the
slightest judgment of any totality unlike
itself. Could there be a franker admission
that it merely judges itself, recognizes
itself behind the objects it considers, that
it never moves outside itself, that the
development it hopes to think it cannot
definitively think other than a development
of ltself within 1tself? And to anyone
whose response is to the ultimate logic that
I have drawn from this method i1s to say :
tthat 1s precisely what makes it dialectical?
-- my answe;lis "Dialectical, yes, but

Hegcllanl'"

What this quotation suggests is that, for Colletti,
historical. bréctlce (experimentation or praxis) equals
theoretical practice. Hietofy hés it's mcment"of thypo-
thesls! 11ke that of science. and scientific knowledge and
phllosophy are hence flattened down to the 'historical
practice?, to the ‘courge of real history., In this manner
the Marxist'tcta}ity becomes_slmply a varlant of the
Hegelian poyailty.‘

- ‘Althusser on the other hand, exposes the knowledge

process in Marx's later writings, as manipulative not of

71. Ibid., p. 68.
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the 'real object! bﬁt of a theoretical object, of a raw
material wﬁich.is peculiar to that particular knowledge
process and which is separéfed from the real object. The
knowledge process (specifically science) from this perspec=-
tive, becomes the process of modifying the concept'of the
object‘father than the real object 1téelf}72 As a direct
result we find that there may be different modes of
theoretical production both in an ideological form (those
which postulate a one-to-one correspondence to the object

and 1t's concept), and in a scientific form; the two must

be distingulshed by their different raw materials of
fobjectst, and by the different.practicesh(meané of pro-
duction) by which the knowledges are produced. Hence for
Marx, according to Althusserwthe categories of knowledge do
not correspond or express directly the real historical order;-
in this case the problematic of Capital, it's 'object®, does
not concern the conmnection between the two orders (theoretical
and real) but the peculiar combination at the theoretical
level which allows for a scilentific theory for understanding

history. On thls account, the employment. of abstract con-

72. Hls article "Marx and the Critique of P. E.",
which rebels against a statement, espoused by Norman Geras
in that it is the absurdity not of an illusion, but of
reality itselfv; i. e., how may reality be absurd, other
than by way of a metaphorical concept? . Similarly for Col-
lettiy "real" implies the 'concrete'! real; he writes "Reality
1s certalnly upside down - otherwlse revolution would not be
necessary", Rousseau to Lenin, p. 235,
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cepts 1s for Marx the correct starting pointi indeed it is
only by approaching the object from the abstract (by inver-
ting it's manifest theorles) can there be. produced a scien-
tific analysis. He purports that "It would éppear to be
correct to start with the real and concrete .... However, a
closer look reveals that this is false .... the latter (the
method of those economic systems which move from general
notions to 'concrete! ones) is decidedly the correct scien-
7 ,

tific method®, 3 Incother words, by conjecturing the
relationshlip between the object and it's concept as one of
two separate orders, one may speak of concrete, reality in a
Marxist materialist sense, i. €., of a knowledge process
which 1s capable of conceptualizing contemporary forms,
phenomenal forms, in an abstract and objective manner., Al-
thusser declares that: |

"The order in which the concepts are articulated

in the analysis 1s the order of Marx's scien-

tific proof: .... (1t) has no direct, one-to-

one relationship with the order in which any

particular category may have appeared in his-

tory eee. Without this theory of the dis-

tinction between the two orders it 1s impossible

to examine whether it i1s legitimate to pose this
question (which is by no means certain: = This

uestion might be meaningless -- we have grounds
to think that it 1s meaningless).. Qulte to the
contrary, Marx spends his time showing, not
without malice, that the real order contradicts
the logical order, and if verbally he occasion-

ally goes so far as to say that there is an
'inverted' relationship between the two orders,

73. Althusser, FM, pp. 185-6/
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we camnot take thls word literally as a concept,
1. e., as a rigorous affirmation, which takes
it' s meaning not from the fact that it has been
put forward, but from the fact that it beloRgs
by right to a definite theoretical field",’

I. e., when Marx comments in the preface to the second German

edition of Capital, on Hegel!'s dialectic, that

"The mystificatlon which the dialectic suffers
in Hegel's hands, by no means prevents him
from being the first to present itts general
form of working in a comprehensive and con-
scious manner.~ With him (Hegel) it is stan-
ding on it's head. It must be turned right
side up again, if you would discover the
rational kernel within the mystical shell",75
he 1s employing the term tinversion'! in a
mataphorical sense, not in an attempt to re-
place idealism with materialiem, nor to
simply project the theoretical order (in
accordance with the hlstorical) in reverse
like that of Colletti. The concept of in-
version here is referring to the need of
transforming the Hegellan dialectic, of
maintaining the idea of the dialectic (i. e.,
the rational kernel -~ the process 'without!
a subject) and dropping it's teleological
order, in other words by dropping the domiggnt
principle of the negation of the negation.

This kind of reading of Capital we shall find, is

instrumental in demonstrating that the 'transformation pro-

?u’o Althusser9 R.c.. Pe 480
75. Marx, Capital, Vol. I, p. 25.

76. Althusser comments "I think I can affirm: this
category of a process without a subject, which must of course
be torn from the grlp.of the Hegellan teleology, undoubtedly
represents the greatest theoretical debt linking Marx to
Hegel", Politics and History, p. 183; and "By taking this
tendency into account we can appreciate the traces of Hegelian
influence which remains in Volume One as survivals on the way
to supersession', Lenin and Philosophy, p. 91.
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blem!' is a product of an'empiricist eplstemology, which mis~
takes the %real" nature of Marx's object. Hopefully through
the course of the remainder of this work we shall be able to
locate and more fully illuminate the real meaning of Marx's

object in it's sclentific discourse.

Summary
‘Before comcluding this chapter, I should like to re-
call some of the main dlstingulshing characteristics which

have geparated the threé previous authors! positions on

Marx's eplstemology.

First, we found that.. for Meszaros. the process of
alienation (and histéry) was centered around the sub ject of
MAN. For him, Marx's dlalectic represented most simply the
Hegellan 1dgalist dialectic inverted and grouﬁded in t'con-

crete' historical man.

From a related viewpoint, we sawwthatfffor Colletti,
the process of history had as it's subject the structure of
alienation,'in other words, men acted merely és supports to
the structure of history, their nature being determined by
this structure., But also that he retained within this
system the Hegelian,dlalectio; more specirically; he retained
the teleology of the princlple of the negétidn of the
negation or alienation. By so doing, we noted that he pre-
determined the structure of the relations between the forces

and relations of production (and their 1ﬁd1v1dua1‘structures)
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by specifylng that the process of allenation was part of
'reality' of history itself. Finally, for Althusser, we
found that the process of hlistory was represented as a pro-
cess without a subject (other than it's own peculiar struc-
ture) which was determined by the conjuncture of the forces
and the relations of productlion and their. internal complex
combinations of elements (pertinences); The problematic of
Marx was thus élearly made distinct from the ;ealm of 'real
objects!, and the order for conceptualizing reality's move-
ment was approached by means of the abstract object. In
commenting oh Marx's epistemology in Cégital;'and on his

relation to Hegel, Althusser writes:

"The question posed then is as follows: what
are the conditions of the process of history?
Here Marx no longer owes anything to Hegel:
on the declisive point he contributes some-
thing without any precedent, i. e.,: %there is
no such thi as a process excegt-innreIafions
(sous des rapports): the relations of pro-

duction (to which Capital 1s restricted) a
other (political; 1deological) relations"?99

What follows hereafter 1s thus a two-fold argument. On the
one hénd we shall see'thatvthe.arguments presented here by
both Meszaros and Colletti lead to an incorrect approach to
the transformation problem. Indeed in chapter three we shall
lookiin detail at how‘their solutions have_produced more -

contradictions within Marx's work than they have resolved.

77. Althusser, gﬁ} pp. 185-6.
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On:the other hand, by testing Althusserts eplstemologicagl
propositions by applying them to this debate, we shall also
be gssisting in the substantiation of it's veracity as a

reading of Marx.

However, before we plunge directly into the debate
surrounding the transfiérmation problem, I should like to make
one final detour. I find this next chapter a necessary one:
specifically in terms of the counter-arguments which have
been waged agalnst the transformation problem in the name of
Engels. Therefore we shall very brieflj examine Engels!
role in the propagation of the 'historicists'' thesis which
will prove beneficlial later in our discussions of value.

As you shall see, Engels' historicism acts as a variation

upon those suppositions of Colletti and Della Volpe.
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"Engels was not so bold when it came to
thinking this revolution's effects on the
object of the theory ....,the ambiguities
of his conception on this polnt of which
he was very much aware .... can_all be re-
duced to the empiricist confusion:between
the object of knowledge and the real
object. Engels clearly fears that by
risking himself beyond the (imaginary)
security of the empiricist thesis he may
lose the guarantees he obtains by pro-
claiming a real identity between the 1
object of knowledge and the real object"

CHAPTER II

Engels on Marx's Epistemology

Engels! interpretation of Marx's concept of historical
materialism (ahd the problematic of Capital) has had, as we
are all aware, an enormousg impact on the evolution of Marxism
and the soclalist movement. Indeed one could conjecture that
the‘overwhelming force behind the 1dentif1cat;on of the
Hegelian influence in Marx's work was due to the immense
prestige which Engels enjoyed as the defender and interpreter
of Marxt's thought after hls death.2 In general, Engels! N

observatlions have been taken as thelincislve and true des-

1. Louls Althusser & Etienne Balibar, Reading Cagital.
pp. 155-6.

2. Donald Hodges notes that "Engels 1s portrayed as
the foremost systemlzer and disseminator of Marx!s thought,
and also as the first and most influential revisionist®,
"Enge%s' Contribution to Marxism", Sociallst Register 1965.
Pe 297.
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cription of the relationship between Marx and Hegel. But it
i1s worth spending a little time investligating how Engels reads
this problematic ;nto Marx. We examine in greater detaill
three points, they are: first, Engels' theoretical affilia-
tion with Hegel; second, his characterization of historical
materialism (the dialectic)jand finally, his 1nterpretation

of Marx's conce?t of history.

Engels and Hegel

What I should like to argue in this section (in con-
junction with our discussion in Chapter I) is that Engels!?
concept of the dialedtic remains for the most part within
the formal structure of Hegel!'s notion of the dlalectic.
This link is perhaps most intelligible in their common
criticism of metaphysical reasoning. We find, for example,
that for Hegel this criticism took the form of a categorical
opposition between understanding (intellect) and speculative
reason (dialectic). Stated in the most general terms pos-
sible, Hegel's distinction may be briefly summarized in the

following manner. First, Understanding was defined as

thought in 1t's analytical form, it symbolized a descriptive
process of differentiating between empirical givens, finite
forms, etc., which are €lassified in terms of their fizxed
distinctions. The nature of it's categorical distinctions
remains at the level of immediate sensory perception and
common sense, they are shallow and abstract like the em-

piricism of Locke and Hume. The boundaries of thils analysis,
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of common sense; are limited by the confines of thevimperish-
able and empirically "absolute" reality. .Those that utilize
this principle of Understanding, cannot perceive the true
reality according to Hegel; for they fail to. conceptualize
the identlity of opposites, the negation of the negation, and
the quantitative change which makes qualitative transfor-

mations ~-- they are trapped in the obviouéhéss of "belng%ﬁB

In a somewhat identical fashion, Engels strikes out

at those proponents of metaphysics (and empiricism) in his

book Anti-Duhring. he elucidates that

"To the metaphysician, things and their
mental images, ldeas, are isolated; to

be considered one after the other apart
from each other, rigid fixed objects of
investigation given once for all. He
thinks in absolutely discontinuous anti-
theses. His communlcation is: tYea,

yea, nay, nay, for what solve 1s more
than these cometh of evil#, For him a
thing either exists, or it does not

exist, it 1s equally impossible for a
thing to be 1tself and at the same time
something else a positive and negative
absolutely exclude one another, 'cause
and effect stand in an equally rigid
anti-thesis one to the other!'. At first
sight this mode of thought seems to us
extremely plausible, because it is the
mode of thought of so-called common sense.
But sound common sense, respectable fellow
as he 1s within the homely precincts of
his own four walls, has most wonderful
adventures as soon as he ventures out into

3. Quentin Laver defines Hegel's notion of Under-
standing as ®"the intellectual process of abstract concep-
tuaIization; 8 process which grasps abstractly whatils
thought about but does not grasp (begriefin) the process of
thought itself ..."(for Hegel, even Kant's 'transcendental
logic! does not go beyond understanding) Hegel's Idea of
Philosophy (1971), p. 24.
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the wide world of scientific research.

Here the metaphysical mode of outlook, justl-
fiable and even necessary as it 1s in domains
whose extent varies according to the nature
of the object under investigation neverthe-
less sooner or later always reaches a limit
beyond which it becomes one-sided, limited,
abstract, and lo&es it's way in insoluable
contradictions".

on the other hand,for Hegel, speculative reason
(dialecticéi:teaSOn) functioned as the absolute critique of
the 'intelieqt of thought' as it was represented in the form
of understandipg, Spéculative regson comprehends the self-
contradictéfy‘naturé of every form, it apprehends that ﬁ
everything contains within itself (within it's unity of being
and thought) it's own negation -- 1in other words_it apprehends

5.vIn Pact to go

precisely what is ignored by understanding.
beyond tpe,finite of understanding, the finite must be con-
sideréd:in-what it is not, and this what it i1s not, is simul-
taneoﬁs}y it's essence. By the very nature ofﬂtheéobject A
1tse1fﬁithr§ugﬁ it's own movement, 1t transcends 1it's finite '

being, 1t becomes infinite through the process of the negation

" i, Engels, Anti-Duhring, pp. 27-28, or Sociallsm,
Utoplan and Scientific, pp. 46-47.

5. Again Laver defines Hegel's "Reason ... (as) the
total human process. It 1s not confined to intellectual
activity, but is the totalify of spiritual activity and is
recognizable both as subjective, in the activity and as objec-
tive in the results of the activityY, p. 24 (a971). For one
of the better discussions on Hegel, refer to Collettits Marx
to Hegel (1973), ch. i-ix, or to ZA. Jordan's The Evolutlon
of Dialectical materiallsm (1967) especially pp. 101-110,
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of the negation -- through contradiction rather than identity,
Reason grasps the unity of opposites,.for it contains "the
capaclty of thought to transcend the 'either-or! mode of
thinking (yea or nay) and to recognize the unity, thé dif-
ference, and the identity of opposites which, sccording to
the Understanding (intellect) are incompatible with eadh
other".6 However, although Reason plerces through the des-
criptive conceptions of underétanding; understanding'(the
t0old metaphysics of philosophy'),acts as the first stage in
the process of Reason, understanding provides the finite
categories by excluding contradictions; in other words it
describes the immediate data of the common sense consciousg-
ness. Reagon, as the dialectical process of reasoning, first

must employ these finlte categories in order to dilscover how

these categorles deduce themselvgg; It 1s in this context

that the dialectic becomes of prime importance to Engels' work;
he comments ﬁBut for dialectics, which grasps things and

thelr images, ldeas, essentially in thelr interconnection,

in their sequence, thelr moveﬁent. thelr birth and déath. such
processés are those mentioned above are so many corroborations
of 1t's own method of treatment. Nature is the test of the
dialectics, and it must be sald for modern natural science
that:lt has furnished extremely rich and dally increasing

'

6. Jordan, The Evolution of Dialectlcal Materiall sm
(1967), p. 102,
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materials for this test, and has thus proved that in the

last analxéis Nafufe's procéss‘is dialectiéai andlnot meta-
physical".7 | |

Hence, just as for Hegel, where the history of
phllosophy 1s divided between regson (philosopﬁy speculation)
and it's dialectical method, and Intellect (the philosophy of
understanding) and itt!'s analytic or deductive procedures, so
for Engels this distinction is vital for his demonstration
of the temporality of philosophy; From this standpoint,
Engels argues that all previous scientifiq,methods were meta-
physical, for without the univeréal explication of the laws of
the dialectic, a "sclence" was unscientific. For Marx on the
other hand (as he writes in the Holy Family) speculative
philosophy 1s also an absolute metaphysics 'wh;ch had nothing
to do with scientific procedure in philosophy'.

To be sure this does not mean to imply that Engels
wholly accepted the dialectic as it stood in it's Hegelian
form; rather in his interpretation, he deemed .it necéssary to
extract itt's trevolutionary and critical form' from the
dialectic through an inversion. He writes, |

"We (Engels here includes Marx) comprehénded
the concepts 1n our heads more materialis-

7. Engels!Anti-Duhring, p. 29, My Emphasis.
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tically -- as images of real things instead
of regarding the real thlings as.images of
this or that stage of development of the
absolute concept. Thus dialectics reduced
itself to the science of the general laws
of motion «- both of the external ‘world and
of human thought -~ two sets of laws which
are identlical in substance, but differ in
their expression.in so far as the human
mind can apply them consciously, while in
nature and also up to now for the most part
in human history, these laws assert them-
selves unconsclously in the form of exter-
nal necessity in the midst of an endless
serles of seemingly accidents. Thereb

the dlalectic of the concegt,itseif become
merely the consclous reflex of the dilalec-
tical motion of the real world and the
dialectic of Hegel was placed upon it's
head; or rather, turned off 1It's head, on
which it wag standing ggfore. and placed
upon ittg feet agalin.® D

But this equivocal statement ignores the basic premises of

the dialectic. For Hegel, it was only through the cohception
of the 1deﬁt1ty of absolute thought (of the combination of

the finite and infinite, or of reason and understanding)

that an eplstemological identity could be made between 'being!
(the concrete real) and thought (the concept of concrete real).
"Hegel says 'real are not those things external to thought,

but those things penetrated by thought, for they are no

longer things but thoughtszobjects. In immedlacy a thing 1s
only appearance and contingency. It is real only as a moment

of the idea".9 Nature for Hegel 1s thus an allenated

8. Engels Ludwig Feuerbach, p. 44, My Emphasis,

9. Gareth Stedman Jones, "Engels and the End of
Classical German Philosophy', New Left Review, #79, p. 27.




- 6l -

moment of the i1dea; the opposition between being and thought,

or material reality and the lmowledge of that reality 1s re-

duced to a homogenelty (monism) where méﬁerialvreallgx be-
comes a reflection of thevabsolute knowledge -- in other
words 'being'! is reduced to a slice of thought. Therefore
it is only through the logic of opposites (dialectics) that
he may pose the logical unity of opposites in the real object

itself -- not vice vérsa. Furthermore, it 1s this unity of

opposites. and the principles of the negation of the
negation, etc., which provide the motion to Hegel's logical
structure. The general law of motion as a process, 1s thus
independent Qf motion in the historical process even al-
though 1t 1is tfue that Hegel projects thigiprogess onto
history. The process of movement (of the dlalectlic) is

therefbre'a-purely logical process with the Absolute know-

ledge as it's subject. It's causation of :motlon is not due

to the synthesls of real composites (1. e., the separation

of thought from being as in Engels') but that of logical
categories primarily in their identity of the real and
thought through the unity of opposites. We may conclude,
therefore that as a fundamental proposition or general law
for the exlstence of the dialectic that 1t!'s process may only
be a process of logic, where "being" 1s united with "thought" .
It is this specific dialectical relationship between thought
and being which 1s not made the central issue by the orthodox
Marxist literature, and correspondingly, .the distinction bet-
ween the Hegelian and the Marxist dialectic is not developed

uniformly from this point.
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We find that for Engels, for example, the process
becomes not a loglcal process per se but a process of the
real concrete itself. Whereas Hegel had proffsred the
dlalectic with the Absolute Idea as 1t's subject, Engels
inverts (replaces) the subject in order that the dialectic
may become the 'conscious reflex! of the 'real world. 1In

thls case, thevdiaiecticalﬁmovement becomes the process of

history ltself, or better, it becomes the process of material

reality. Thought here acts as the reflectlion (reification)
of the process. In other words, we find Engels separating
-- through his inversion -- the essential unity in Hegel's
dialectic, the unity of Absolute knowledge, that is, bet-
ween being and thought. ‘As Stedman Jones aptly comments,
"But this inversion leads to.results that are logically
absurd. For either thought reflects the identity of being
and thought and therefore thought is reflecting itself., Or
thought reflects being not endowed with thought, but then
there is no dialectic®:1® 1. e., "e can have materialism
or we can have the general law of motion. But we cannot

11
have botht. Paradoxically, Engels criticlzes Hegel for

applying these laws on nature and history instead of deducing

e

100 Ibido. Pe 2?.
11. Ibid., p. 28,
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them directly:from nature and history.12 This notion is
especially clear in a statement made in his book the

Dialectics of Nature.

"It is, therefore, from the history of nature
and human society that the laws of dlalectics
are abstracted. For they are nothing but the
most general laws of these two aspects of
historical development, as well as of thought
itself. And indeed they can be reduced in
the main to three: the law of the transfor-
mation of quantity into quality and vice
versa; the law of the interpenetration of
opposites; the law of the negation of the
negation., All three are developed by Hegel
in hls idealist fashion as mere laws of
thought? .... the mistake lies in the fact
that these laws are folsted on nature and
history as laws of thought, and not deduced
from them".,l1J

Which means that the denouement of Hegel's conceptual mytho-
logy 1s an expression of the fact that he was only capable of
treating the object (history) contemplatively;:i; €., €X-

termally.

It was especially in these later writings (Ludwig

Feuerbach, Dialectics of Nature, and Anti-Duhring) that

12. Franz Wiedman describes thls confusion, in that
"Engels completely failed to understand what Hegel meant by
the " Absolute Idea®". According to Hegel's principle of
identity, Nature 1s not to be regarded as a copy of the Ab-
solute Idea, but rather as this Idea itself in a different
being. Yet the "misconception of copy" was the basis for the
controversial "reversal" of Hegelian dlalectics into material-
istic dialectics ... (for Engels) only the viewpoint that
thinking 1s derived from nature and that reality does not
lssue from the Idea can be called materialism. The statement
that "our notions are copies of real things" is not made by
materialism. but by a nalve epistemological realismv. Hegel
(1968) Begasus, pp. 127-8.

13. Engels, Dlalectics of Nature, p. 20. My Emphasis.
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Engelsvposited the dialectical principle as a scientific
prhilosophy of nature as well as that of history. Indeed it
1s in these works that the dialectic becomes a metascience
in which "the same dialectical laws which in history govern
the apparent fortuitousness of eventé; the .same laws as
those similarly form the thread running through the history

of the development of the human thought .;;;"?“

Engels! Notion of "Historlcal' Materialism

The problem we face is that Engels had the tendency of
reading more into Marx's comments on Hegei than their meta-
phorical value (i. e., the concept of 1nversioh quoted earlier
on page 42 above). In so far as this resulted in Engels'
literal inversion of Hegel's dialectic, it further implied
the use of the. princliple of the negation of the negation as
the law of development or the organizing »nrinciple upon which
histofy and thought were to be ordered and which later became
logically verifliable by the organic process of. the material
reality 1tself.15 Moreover, whereas we saw that for Hegel it
was the unity of opposites or the principles of contradiction
which destroyed the static concepts of the identlity of the
intellect (understanding, for Engels, (1.'e{; with the

14, Engels,. Anti-Duhring, p. 16, also Cf. pp. 36, 194,
455P; in Dialectics of Nature EMoscowul954) p. 27, 82, 58P,

and in Ludwig Feuerbach, pp. 65-7, 29.

15. Ibid., Anti-Duhring, pp. 154=5.
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dialectic‘in it's 'inverted' form) this operation was
achieved by the real process of history, that is to say it

became the ﬁmaterialist' diaiectic (nafure)'which.subvarted

the concepts of metaphysical reasoning{ By rejecting the
Hegelian order of unity (between thought and being) Engels

minate'causality'of the thought-beling ldentity, But he rejects
thls unity from the perspective of real history itself. 1In

his construction the materialist diaslectic substitutes His-

tory for the Hegellian Absolute Idea. The Hegelian dialectic,

it's loglcal structure and assumptions remain intact, what
has been changed 1s mereiy the subject of the process. As
| the replacement of the Absolute Ideé; History explains every-
thing, it transforms 'Historical materialism' from an open-
ended infant science ... into .... a system already capable
of explaining all events".16 The principles of Hegel's
dialectic, instead of distinguishing between the finite and
the infinite, are employed by Engels in nature K and human his-
tory to distinguish the "realt and *"true" from the unscientific.
And, therefore, "Those who asserted the primacy of spirit to
nature and, ... in the last instance, assumed ﬁorld creations

in some form or other ... comprised the camp of idealism.

The others, who regarded nature as primary.'belong to the

4

16. Stedman Jones, N. L. R. #79, p. 28.

17. Engels, Ludwig Feuerbach, p. 21.
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‘various schools of materiallsm".17 In short, Dialectical
materieiism -- as ﬁhe philosophy of movement -~ becomes
analagous to the explanation of the movement of material
reality (historical materialism). The latter is used not in
a compliﬁentary relation, but as proof of the first. Sub-
sequently, the analysis of history appeafs to recede in a
determinate relationship with nature - presenting Marx more
as a naturalist (economic determinist) than as a materialist.
This then was the notion of the dialectlic which Engels

(like Hegel) employed.as hlis "critique of the absolute by

historical relativism";ls

Perhaps the most important consequence of this notion
is that 'this historical relativism' does not g0 outside of
Hegelian dialectical structure, it postulates an impossible

correlation between the logical develogment and historical
development. For Engels the process of scientific thought

and the process of real history merged into one concept:
either history or process. And within his interpretation of
the dlalectlc as the sclence of the general laws of motion,
we also find a continuation of the evolutionary movement
within Hegel's dialectic, 1. e., the movement of inter-
connection between origins (essence) and endings. It is his
concept of emergent evolutione(and it*'s essential teleology)

which Engels sees expressed via "the dialectie (which)

p 18. Louis Althusser, Politics andhﬂietorx (1970),
P. 175.
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Froo -

reveals the transitory character of everything and in every-
thing; nothing can endure before it except the uninterrupted
process of becoming éhd péssing away; of endless ascendancy

from the lower to the higher. And dialectical philosophy

itself 1s nothing more than the mere reflection of this pro-
19

cess in the thinking brainv. Although Engels seemingly
re jects the teleology of Hegel (with absolute knowledge as
it's goal), he falsely believes he has cleansed the
dialectic's loglc by.'inverting it'. But as Althusser suc=-
cinctly tells us, "To criticize the Hegellan philosophy of

History because 1t is teleological, because from it's origins

it i1s 1n pursult of a goal (the realization of Absolute Know-
iedge). hénce to reject the teleology in the philosophy of
history, but to return to the ﬁegelian dialectic as such at
the'same time, is to fall into a strange contradiction: for
the Hegellan dialectic too, 1s teleological in it's struc-
ture (i. e., as 1n Colletti's structure of alienation) since
the key structure of the Hegelian dialectic is the negation
of the negation, which 1s the teleology itself, within the

19. Engels Ludwig Feuerbach, p. 12, He also expresses
his affinity with Hegel In another .passage from a letter
written to F. A. Lange on March 29, 1§65. -"The modern scien-
tific doctrine of the correlation of natural forces e... is
after all only another expression, or rather it is the
positive proof, of the Hegelian development of cause and
effect, interaction, force, etc. TI am of course no longer
a Hegellan, but I still have a great feeling of piety and
devotlon towards the colossal old chap". Selected Corresg-

pondence, p. 200
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dialectic";zo Hehce simply by inverting the.Hégelian
dialectic one does not clemnse 1t's teleological structure;
what it does change is the nature of the subject -- i. e,,
from a process of alienation of the Idea}.to a process or
alienation of real history. But what value does this
'revolgpionary_and critical! schema haﬁe-gs{a scientifilc
method_for eiaﬁining history? It appears to be nothing more
than the shadow of Hegelt's teleological process of allenation,
and as a necessary consequence, 1t cannot: be used as . a method
of research, 1t can only‘act as a proof of that which has
already}bqeh‘diécovered. a proof indeed valid only post fac-

tu.m021

Engels! Interpretation of Marx's Concept of History

It"is clear that these loans from Hegel's method forced
Engelé to remain in many ways a prisoner of it's assumptions,
This dependency, exemplified in his later writings, has
greatl&i¢oﬁtr1buted to the mystification of the real trans-
formation,ﬁﬁigﬁ Marx worked on Hegel's dialectic (i. e., his

120, Louis Althusser, Politics & History. p. 181.

21.. And this 1s precisely the way in which Marx uses
the principles of the negation of the negation, etc., i. es,
as a summary of what has already been 1llustrated. Ccf.
especially Capital, Vol. I, pp. 337- 338 837,




- 72 -

elimination of a subject from the process).zg But for our
examination, as for Stedman Jones', "The gravest consequence
of Engels'! theory of the dialectic, sﬁemmed not from his
unsuccessful attampt to use 1t as a brldge'between different
sciences, but rather in the way in which it distorted the
character of historical materialism itself and unwittingly
transformed it from an open-efided infant science in the

course of elaboration into the appearance. of a finished sys-
tem already capable of explaining all events great and small".23
In other words, Engels connected Marism philosophically with
‘naturalistic materialism' but the attempt to make nature
dialectical while relying on.the natural sciences inevitably
led to the opposite result. The dialectic was naturalized.
This attempt to make nature historical, i, e., dlalectical,
leaves the historical dialectic itself more or less undis-
turbed, while the attempt to include history in the realm of
nature must distort the dialectical structure of history it-
self and transform the theoretical and practical praxis of
men to it. It 1s no accident thérefore that this inter-
pretation of the dlalectic led to a primitive and distorted

22. In other words, in radical. contrast to Engels' com-
ments on Marx's relationship to Hegel made in. Ludwlg_Feuerbach.
that "Hegel was not simply put aside (by Marx) on the contrary,
one started out from hls revolutlonary side described above,
from the dlalectical method. But in it's Hegelian form this
method was unusable., According to He el. dialectics i1s the
self-development of the concept", p. 43,

23, Stedman Jones, N« L. Rey, Po 28.
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materialism. The princlple fault of this interpretation was
therefore in the manner in wﬁlch Engels (like Colletti) pro-
Jected Marx's concept of history as a 'materlalist' iden-
tification of the‘loglcal with the historical, or more
generally,ln the manner in which they projected a one-to-one
correspondence between the concrete real and the concept of
the real. Engels, (and the historiclsts in general), by 1in-
verting the Hegellan dialectic, ordered history according to

the laws of the dialectic, presuming that thereafter every-

24

thing becomes 'simple and clear as noonday'. As Engels

characterizes Marx®s concept of history

nin the course of history, as in itt's literary
reflection, the evolutions proceed by and
large from the simple to the more complex
relations, the historical development of
political economy constituted a natural
clue, which the critique could take as a
point of departure, and then the economic
categories would appear on the whole in
the same order as in the logical expo-
sition ... The logical method of approach
was therefore the only suitable one,
Thlis, however, is indeed nothing but the
historical method,«only stripped of the
historical form and diverting chance
occurrences. Theppoint where this history
begins must algo be the starting point of
the train of thought, and it's further pro-
gress wlll be simply the reflection, in

24, Engels for example tells us that the "Marxist con-
ception of history ¥puts an end to philosophy in the realm of
history, just as the dialectical conceptions of nature made
all natural philosophy both unnecessary and impossible, It
1s no longer a question anywhere of inverting interconnections
from out of our brainst!, but of discovering them in the facts."
Ludwig Feuerbach, p. 59.
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abstract and theoretically consistent form,
of the historical course. Though the
reflection is corrected, it is corrected
in accordance with laws provided by the
actual historical course, since each factor
can be examined at the stage of development
where it reaches it's full maturity. it's
classical form",

But Marx himself, as we shall see, never juxtaposed
historical and logical analysls in the ways that Engels did.
His dialectical laws of motion were not rgpresented as actual
historical laws working behind hlstorical events., %It would#
states Mafx. "bé inexpedient and wrong therefore to present
the economic categories successfully in the order in which

26
they have played the dominant role in hispory", To explain
history otherwise, to explain it in a teléological fashion,
would be to explain everything and yet explain nothing at all.
For Engels on the other hand, history like that of loglc, is
governed by the principles of naturets dialectical laws, it'!s
motion therefore is categorized according. to time. The ex-

pression of this historicist problematic suppresses the very

distinctions which must necessarily be made between one soclal

-25. Engels "Karl Marx; A Contribution to the Critique
of Political Economy", Part One (Review). P. 255, K. Marx
Contributions of 1859.

26. K. Marx Introduction to a Contribution to the
Critique of Political Economy, Ibid., p. 243, and on p. 103,
he writes "There are categories which are common to all stages
of production and are established by reasoning as general
categories; the so-called general conditions of all and any
production, however, are nothing but abstract conceptions
which do not define any of the actual historical stages of
production®,
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form and another; it stresses in contrast: the. gentico-
~evolutionary process of socliety as a necessary development of
it's essence. The absence of pertinent distinctions in the
argument of the historicists leads them to ldentify his-
torical time with physical time. From this perspective we

see that the epistemological problematic of the historicists
in the final analysls reduces to an economism or empiricism
quite distinct from Marx's concept of history and materialism.
In an extended but lucid quote, Althusser captures what I
think are the real eplstemologlcal premlss of Engels, and

the hlistoricist!s in general;

"with the extraordinary honesty he (Engels)
roints out the theoretical preconditions
for thls identification (logical with
historical): the affirmation that these
two developments are identical in order
depends on the fact that the necessary
concepts of any theory of history are
affected in their conceptual substance,
by the properties of the real object.

'Where things are concelved ... as changing,
thelr mental reflections, the concepts,

are likewise subject to change and trans-
formation'. In order to be able to identify
the development of the concepts and the
development of real history, he therefore
had to ldentify the object of knowledge with
the real object, and to subject the concepts
to the real determination of real history.
In thls way, Engels applies to the concepts
of the theory of history a coefficient of
mobility borrowed directly Trom the concrete
empirical sequence (from the ideology of
history), transposing the 'real concretet
into the tthought concrete' and the his-
torical as real change into the concept
itself. Given these premises, the argu-
ment 1s bound to conclude that every -
definition is unscientific: 'to science,
definitions are worthless; since 'the onl
real definition is the development of the




- 76 -

thing itself, but thlis 1s no longer a .
definition's Once again the regl thing has
been substituted for the concept and the
development of the real thing (i. e., the
real history of concrete genesis) has been 27
substituted for the 'development of forms'.,

Accordingly, within the domain of thls epistemological
agsumption, we find that for Engels the law of value becomes
a concept valid only for that particular historical period
preceding prices of production. He formulates a concept of
the labour theory of value which regresses back to the tbear
and deer!' example of Adam Smith's (developed below in Chap-
ter IV). In the same way, it is this notion of Marx's his-
torical materialism which led Engels to write in a letter to

Conrad Schmidt, that

tHegel's dialectic is upside down because
it is supposed to be the tself-develop-
ment of thought!, of which the dialectic
of facts therefore is only a reflection;
Whereas really the dialectic in our heads

- is only the reflections of the actual
development which is fulfilled in the
world of nature and of human history in
obedience to dialectical forms. If you
compare the development of the commodit
from Belng to Esgsence 1n Hegel, you wil
get qulte a good parallel for the con- 28
crete development which results from facts“.

27. Louis Althusser, Reading Capital, p. 11M4.

28, “"Engels to Conrad Schmidt, November 1, 1891v,
Selected Correspondence, p. 495,

Re,
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These are thus the confines of the epistemological
questions. Howéver} it remains for us to pursue the full
implications of this lhterpretation on Marx!s concept of
history, and it's effects on the readings of Marx's labour

theory of value in Capital, vis a vis the 'transformation

problent,
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As an unorthodox tMarxist'! like Joan Robinson has once sald,
"It is obvious enough that it (the ttransformation problem!)
is not a problem about reality but a puzzle in analysis,
which appears to be a problem only because ldeology has got
mixed up with algebra, it is a puzzle1 however, that up till
now was never satlisfactorily solved*.

CHAPTER III

‘Thé Transfofmatioh'Prbblem

In order to fully comprehend the ramifications of
Engels' discussion of Marx's theory of value which we have
just developed, I think it is necessary to set out the con-

text in which this arguement has most commonly been situated.

To begin with, and as you may well know, the first
two volumes of Marx's Capital are deliberated in terms of his
notion of value, but after chapter ten of volume three, we
find that Marx transfers the discussion from value terms to
price of production., It 1s preclsely at this point, we are
told, that the famous problem -~ the 'transformation problem?®
-- 13 evoked. The point at issue here, is essentially that
the volume one analysis specified that commoditles tend to
sell at prices which correspond to their values, in other

words, in correspondence to the amount of labour embodied in

1. Joan Robinson, Collected Economic Papers III, 1965,
P. 175,
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them, whereas in volume three we find that prices are not
sold in proportion to their values, but that indeed, they

tend to deviaté from these values.

Since the publication of volume three - the critics of
Marx have generally maintained that this divergence between
prices and values 1is nét caused by temporary fluctuations,
but that the two prove to be basically incompatible for the
determination of relative prices. The Austrian Von Bohm-
Bawerk -- perhaps one of the first to criticize this specific

point == in 1898 summarized the problem in the following way:

"For, long as Marx delayed to open his eyes
to the facts of real life, he had to do it
some time or other. He had at last to con-
fess to his readers that in actual life
commodities do not exchange, regularly and
of necessity, in proportion to the working
time incorporated in them, but in part ex-
change above and in part below this pro-
portion, according as the capltal invested
demands a smaller or a larger amount of the
average profit, in short that, besides
working time, investment of capital forms a
co-ordinate determinate of the exchange
relations of commodities. From this point
he was confronted with two difficult tasks.
In the first place he had to justify him-
self to his readers for having in the
earlier parts of his work and for so long
taught that labor was the sole determinant
of exchange relations; and secondly -- what
was perhaps the more difficult task =« he
had also to glve his readers a theoretical
explanation which certainly could not fit
into his labor theory of value without
leaving a residium, but which mgst.not; on
the other hand, contradict itw,

2. Bohm-Bawerk. Close of Marx's System, edited by
Paul Sweezy, p. 89. '
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For the most part, however, this criticism was used
more as a platform for Bawerk to articulate his own theory
of interests on capital (and the subjective valuation of
goods by utility as the only means for underétanding4relative
price) than as a rigorous critique of Marx's‘analysis. In
essence, he argued that the deviation in price from value
necessarily provedvthaﬁ contrary to Marx;,there was no onew
to-one relationship between value and price, end further-
more that prices being regulated by utility or demand were
determined in the sphere of consumption rather than produc-
tion. For him, prices !'are the only 'real* economic world,
and therefore t*prices of production were sufficient to ex-

plaln prices?,

Meanwhlle; we find that the defenders of Marx had
8plit into two fairly distinct and yet interdependent positions
on the problem, one of which was strongly influenced by
Engels' historiclst reading, the other attempting to demon-

strate that Marx's transformation was inherently correct.

1. Engels, and the Labour Theory of Value

It was partly in response to the criticlsms. which were
being raised agalnst the law of value as it was proposed in
volume one, and partly a reflection of Engelsi long developed
epistemological positlion that led him to make a number of
comments in his supplement to volume three, the most infamous

of which was the following:
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"In a word: the Marxian law of wvalue holds
generally, as far as economic laws are

valid at all, for the whole period of simple
commodity’ production, that is, up to the

time when the latter suffices a modification
through the appearance of the capitalist form
‘of production. Up toéthat time prices
gravitate towards the values flxed according

to the Marxian law and oscillate around those
values, g0 that the more fully simple commodity
production develops, the more the average
Prices over long periods unlnterrupted by ex-
ternal violent disturbances coincide with
values within a negligible margin..  .Thus the
Marxzian law of value has general economlc
validlity for a period lasting from the be-
ginning of exchange, which transforms products
into commoditlies, down to the fifteenth cen-
tury of the present era. But the exchange of
commodities dates from a time before all written
history, which in Egypt goes back to at least
2500 B. C., perhaps 6000 B. C., thus the law of
value has prevalled dur1n§ a pericd of from five
to seven thousand yearsh,

It 1s clear, both from our previous discussion and
from this quote, that for Engels, Marx's theory of value
delineates a dgtermlnate stage of historical development.

As a result, in Engels' interpretation, we are left with the
suggestion that Marx's price of production analysis (Vol. III)
is theconly valid category within capitalism. What this
would mean i1s that the whole of Marx's theoretical order
within Capital would simply become subordinate to chrono-

- logical sequences. In other words, values would be cor-

relative to prices of production only in terms of that hils-

3. Engels' "On Marx's Capital", Moscow, 1940, pp.
179-80, or Capital Vol. II1I, P. .s.. (My Emphasis)
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torical (and teleological) scheme where appearances are
adjudicated to the development of history's essence, Here
in Engelst 'Absolute Hlstoryf we would.find_each-category
subordinate to i1t's preceding category -- for as it does in

history, so it does in logic.

Some of the fallacies of thlis kind of argument have
already been suggested. But the question remains, Where
does this leave Marx's argument? Does Engels' inter-
pretation in fact faithfully reﬁroduce the problematic or
"object! of Marx's labour theory of value as it appears in
Capital? I dosnotithink so.. What I should like to main-
tain =~ as I hgve argued earlier -~ is that the advancement
in Marx's abstraction from value to prices of production is
not a historical process, but an advancement to another level
of the theoretical process. What we shall find determines
the pfoduction and distribution of surplus value for the
whole of the capitalist class is the law of Valge; We shall
find that value and prices of productiqn correspond to two
dlfferent l?vels of abstraction which should not be confused

with abstract models, because abstraction in this context

(that of Engels and Colletti) is only thought of as moments
detached from lineaf history itself, i. e., as forms of
development}gqual to. stages of historical development. We
shall geeAthgt the popularity of this interpretation fostered
by Engels 15 perhaps most evident by the fact that it re-

appears again_and agaln in the defence of Marx's so-called
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transformation.u Still this constitutes only one part of

the argument in the vindication of Marx's transformation.

We find that on a much more developed level, there is also a
quantitative reply to the problem, indeed, we notice in fact
that Engels' historicism is most frequently used in con-
junction with this latter kind of argument as a support. In
order for us to become minimally conversant with this 'quan-
titative argument?, I_think we should first have to elaborate
upon a few of the specific detaills of Marx's so-called trans-

formation.,

4, Perhaps one of the better examples of such a
position 1s the eight hundred pages of Ernest Mandelt's
Marxist Economic Theory. In the introduction he tells us for
example, "Now one ought not to confuse method of presentation
with origin of knowledge. While Marx insists on the fact
that the concrete cannot be understood without first being
analyzed into the abstract relationships which make it up,
he equally stresses that these relationships themselves can-
not be the outcome of a mere brilliant intuitlion or. superior
capaclty for abstraction; they must emerge from the study of
empirical data, the raw material of every science®, p. 16,
or more explicitly, "in petty commodity society, individual
labour acquires it's quality as soclal labour only indirectly,
through the mechanisms of exchange, by the operation of the
law of value" but "these rules nevertheless remailn quite
obvious at the beginning of the perlod of commodity produc=-
tion. The proof i1s to be seen in the fact -that in the cor-
porations of Antlquity and in those of China, of Byzantium,
of the European and Arab Middle Ages, etc., fixed rules,
known to all, lald down allke the labour-time to be devoted
to the making of each object, the length of apprenticeship,
it's cost, and the equivalent normally to be asked for each
commodity", p. 68, etc., etc.
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Marx!s Transformation

In volume one of Capital, as most of us are aware,
Marx>proceeds to demystify the forms of social and produc-
tion relations as they manifest themselves under Capitalism,
The key to thls examination, focuses not oply upon the
source of profit and of value; but also onﬁthe form neces-~
sary for it's production. We are told by Marx that his
analysis (in volume I) is conditioned by the assumption that
the production process is limited to a single branch of
industry where the ratio of the total number of workers to
that of the total of machinery, raw materials (in Marxz's
words, constant capital) is isometric. As the story‘goes.
Marx discovers that the only possible sourceifor the
realization of a new increment of value -- i, e., profit or
surplus-value -~ is via the exchange between the caplitalists
and labour in the production process. Although this exchange
appears to be equal, it proves to be quite the opposite, fbr
the capitalist procures an amount of productive labour-time
(labour-power) above and beyond the original redemption to
the labourer. 1In other words,Marx ascertains that in the
exchange between the capitalist and the workgr; the capitalist
obtains a surplus of labour-power by exchanging with the
worker only for the time, wages, or commodites, necessary for
the reproduction of the worker (aé the agent- of labour-power).
And yet the capitalist -~ entrepreneur that he is, employs

the worker for a period of time (or 1ntensity)vbeyond that
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necessary for his reproduction. Hence extra labour-power
is employed to produce extra exchange-vaiues;~which are
appropriated by the capitalist for his personal consumption,
re-investment, etc., In other words, the mass of labour-
power set in motion'by the capitalist is always greater
than the exchange-value asslgned to it by wages, 1. e.,

nthe value ofilabour-power, and the value

which that labour-power creates in the

labour process, are two entirely dif-

ferent magnitudes; and this difference

of the two values was what the capital-

ist had in view, wgen he was purchasing

the labour powert,
The effect of this configuration is that it 1s assumed that
because labour 1ls sole source for the production of wvalue,
and thus far the production of surplus-value, that the rate
of surplus-value should therefore tend to be relative to the
total amount of labour which 1s utilized in the production
process. In other words, in a system based on the assump-
tion that there are equal rates of exploitation (ratio of
variable capital«labour~power-to unpald labour-power) and
equal quantities of constant capital employed, the rate:of
surplus value would be equal between industries. But working
within thlis same assumption we would also find that when

there are not equal quantities of capital employed per

labour-power (1i. e;.'machinery per workexl that the rate of

5. Marx, Volume I, Capital, p. 216.
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surplus value between industries would differ. Thus the
ratecof surplus-value 1sAdepeqdent.upon the organic com-
position of capital (1i e., the totals of variable and con-
stant capital). Marx himself states something similar,
i. e.: |

"Since capitals in different spheres of pro-

duction viewed in percentages -~ or as

capitals of equal magnitudes -~ are divided

differently into varlable and constant

capital (organic composition of capital),

setting in motion unequal quantities of

living labour and producing surplus-values

and therefore profits, 1t follows that the

rate of profit, which consists precisely

of the ratios of surplus-value to tota%

capital in percent, must alsoc differs,

However, we soon learn ~- both from Marx and his
"critics alike -- that in actual fact the rates of profit
(as the average zry) tend towards equality, and that the
organic compositions of capital (ratio of labour to machinery,
raw materials, etc.) are inclined more towards inequality

between different branches of productions. It is for this

reason, that iln volume three we notice the original limiting
assumptions of volume one are removed; surplus-value 1is
transformed into profits, and values into prices of production.
Here Marx indicates to us that the profit which the capitalist
gains in each branch of industry is calculated no longer just

in terms of wvariable capitai, but in terms of the total mag-

6. K. Marx, Capital, Vol. III, Moscow, p. 149.
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nitude of capital (both constant and variable) which is em-
ployed. The result 1is that over the economy as a whole the
profit which the capitalist extracts corresponds to an average

rate of profit.

In this new situation it becomes clearly evident that

the profit that the capitalist makes may differ considerably

from the amount of surplus-value aCtually produced by his
own 1ndustry.‘ Marx accounts for this apparently contra-
dictory condition by proposing that the average rate of pro-
fit represents an average of the total aggregate surplus-
value produced ini:the economy as a whole, in other words,
“the law (as a general tendency) that profits are related to
oné another as the magnitude of the capitals and that, con-
sequently, capitals of equal magnitudes yield equal profits
in equal perlods ..."? It follows from this, therefore, that
profits are dependent on the ratio of constant capltal to
variable capital, and hence, that relative prices do not
necessarily have to correspond to their labour values,.
Marx®s explanation for this diversive phenomenon went as fol-
lows: the aggregate average of sufplus-Value is re-allocated
through competition among the different branches of industry,
such that they are rewarded in terms of their total capital

(rather than total wages) spent in production;. In other

7. Ibld., p. 153.
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words, in hls chain of reasoning, the volume one analysis was
not only not contradictory to the phenomenal forms of
capitalism, but indeed, it acted as the very basls upon which
magnitudes of the average rate of profit (derivatives of the
total capital) could be determined. He succinctly summarizes
this contradidtory,and deceptive movemgnt of capital in a

letter to Engels:

"Competition (transfer of capital or with-
drawal of capital from one trade to another),
brings it about that equal sums of capital in
different trades, desp%ﬁe thelr different
organic composition, yield the same average
rate of profit. In other words, the average
profit which a capital of 100 (pounds) for
instance, makes in a certaln trade is not
made as the application of thls particular
capital, nor related, therefore, to the par-
ticular alm with which the surplus value is
produced, but is made as an allguot part of
the total capital of the capita%ist_ciass.
It 1is a share on which in proportion to it's
slze, dividends are paid from the total sum
of surplus value (or unpaid labour) which
the total variable capital (lald out in
wages) of the class produces ... competition
does not therefore reduce commodities to
their values, but to their cost price, which
1s above, below or equal to their value,
according to the orggnlc composition of the
respective capltal®,

We discern then, that with the equal returns on. total capital,
and the ensuing transformation of surplus value into profits,
Marx finds it necessary also to transform values into prices

of production., In volume one as we remember, Marx had pre-

8. Marx & Engels. §e1ec£édmCoffeégbiﬁéhce; "Letter
to Engels of August 2, 1862', p. 13%.
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sumed that commodities produced in one branch of industry

were bought and sold at their values (1. e., in terms of their
quantities of socially necessary labour)?, but that now under
prices of production, commodities tend not to sell at their

values but at. their cost of production plus the. average rate

of profit. As Marx himself wrltes: 5Hence; the price of
production of a commodity is equél to it's cost-price plus
the profit, allotted to it in percent, in accordance with the
general rate of profit, or,iin other words, to it's cost-
price plus the average profit";lo We see then that this

transformation is therefore dependent upon the price's

transition of surplus value into profit.

In short, the rate of profit was determined by the
ratlio of total surplus to total capital. However, the question
still remains, why is there a tendency for the equalization
of the average rate‘of profit among different spheres of
industry? On an intuitive level one could simply answer this
by saylng that wherever there 1s an average rate of profit,
and thus a general rate of profit for all industry, such an
average.profit cannot be but a profit’on an average social'
capital. This would be one justification for the assumption

made by Marx that the total sum of values must equal the total

9. Marx makes this limiting assumption in a footnote
on p | .o of Capital, Vol. I.

10. K. Marx. Capital, Vol. III, p. 157.
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sum of prices. Or as he declares %.,.. the sum of the profits
in all spheres Qf production must equal the sum of the sur-
plus values, and the sum of the prices of production of the
total social capital equal the sum of it's values";11 But
this kind of answer seems somewhat ambiguous in light of the
fact that it is precisely this average rate of profit which

Marx is attempting to explain.

On the other hand, and more correctly, we find that
for Marx caplitalist production is a social process which is
indifferent to particular use-values, it's concern is surplus
value, i. e., the appropriation of surplus labour. For this
reason one sphere of production is just aé good. or as bad as
another, for all yield the same profit. If commodities out-
side of this social space were sold at their values, very
different rates of profit would be realized, but through the
transference of capital, and the search for'the_highest
average profit, the rate of profit equalizes into a general
rate -- "and values are, therefore, converted into prices of
produotion".12 Inzother words\it'is capltal as a soclial body,
or a social relation which succeeds in equalizing the rate of

profit. And it is only because it succeeds in equalizing the

i
N

11. Ibid., p. 173. We also find later, that these two
conditions are those necessary for the equilibrium in Marx's
simple reproduction model illustrated .below on page 90:

120 Ibidn' pp. 195"6.
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rate of profit that these #prices which obtain as the average
of the various roles of profit in the different spheres of
production added to the cost-prices of the different spheres
- 13

of production, constitute the prices of production®,

Wwe thus have a chain of consequenceé which make up the
transformation, such that, as Marc Blaug, a modern bour-
geolse critic of Marx has summarized:

"First, we derive the total amount of surplus

value from the amount of variable capital
employed, next we calculate the average rate
of profit on total capital invested by
dividing the total surplus value by the
amount of capital in the economy, and then
we add profits at the going Rate to the cost
price to arrive at prices".1

We may therefore say that the source of transformation
problem arises from the dilemma whereby the exchange ratios
tend not in fact to be equal to embodied labour ratlos,
unless the capitals are similarly constituted, 1. e., 1in
Marx's terminology, unless thelr organic composltions are
equal. Once we come face to face with the fact that if all
capitals tend to have unequal organic compositions of
capital, then the return on individual capital seems to no
longer relate to one part of capital == i. e,, that part

which is spent on wages. If one has argued,. as Marx has in

volume one, that the only source of profit. is through the

13. Ibid., Pe 1570

14, Marc Blaug. Economic Theorxkin‘R;trospect; P. 232,
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extraction 6f surplus labour from the workefs by the
capitalists, it should follow as Bohm Bawerk mentioned, that
the volume three analysls should substantiate that this truly
is the case -- a feat however, which it seemingly fails to
do. Perhaps the objections which arise in the transfor-
mation of values into prices, and surpluS'value 1n£ovprof1ts
are best expressed in Marx's own transformation procedure
outlined in Table I below. Marx in volume;three conslders
five different spheres of production, each with a different
organkeé composition, but all possessing a common rate of
exploitation (1. e., ratio of surplus to necessary labour =--
in this example it 1s equal to one hundredipercent) to con~-

pose the followlng schema.15

TABLE I Marx's Transformation Table

Used Used Surp Value Cost  Rate Price Price>

up up ~lus of Price of of Value
c v val- Comm. C+V Pro- Produc-
ues odity fit tion
Capitals C+V+ S s/c+v_c+v+p(c+v)
I. .
80,4204y 50 20 20 90 70 22 . 92 . 42
II. ~
7%0+3°v 51 30 30 111 81 22 103 -8
III.
60c+40y 51 4o Lo 131 91 22 113 -18
Iv.
85c+15v 40 15 15 70 55 22 77 +7
95c+ S5y 10 5 5 20 15 22 37 +17
Totals
390c+110v 202 119 110 k22 312 110 422 0

15. Extracted from tables on pagés 155-7 (beginning of
chapter 9) of Capital, Vol. III, International Publishers.

(
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According to Marx in the above calculations there must
exist two fundamental conditions for a successful 'traﬁsfor-
mation'; 1. e..‘the total sum of values must equal the suh
of prices of prdduction and the sum of surplug value must
equal the sum of profits. Both of these conditions we may

note are met in the above formula.

In any event, the transformation problem remains as
follows: can the relation between various branches of indus-
try,and the assumed conditions of equilibrium (in the simple
reproduction model)pallow for a mathematical equational sys-
tem such that prices may be derived fromvvalues? In strictly
mathematical terms, Ludwlg von Bortkiewlitz was probably one of
the first and most capable statisticlians to teét the veraclity

1
of this particular proposition.

von Bortklewitz and 'Marx's Error?

The key to the argument.vfor Bortkiewltz,was that in
the transition from values to prices of production, not only
does the rate of surplus value necessarily need to be trans-
formed as a factor in calculating prices of production, but

that constant and variable capital must also be transformed

16, Ludwig von Bortkiewitz. "Or the Correction of
Marx'!s Fundameéntal Theoretical Construction in the Third Volume
of Capital® -- in Sweezy's The Close of Marx's System, also
Bortkiewltz, "Value and Price", in International Economic
PaEerS. 19520
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into costs of production in order to determine prices of pro-

duction., -He writes:

"Marx ..... made the mistake of carrying over
certalin magnitudes without alterations from
the table of values into that of prices. In
transforming values into prices, it is in-
admi ssable to exclude from the recalculation
the constant and variable capital 1nve_f$ed
in the various spheres of productiont,-*

Bortkiewltz endeavors to prove this thesis utilizing

18 4, which

assumptions originally adopted by Tugan-Baranowsky
it was assumed: 1) that the advanced aggregaté of capital
turns ovef once a year, and 2) that the five different
spheres of production which Marx utilized in Table I, may be
reduced.down to the three departments of production of Marxts

simple reproduction model developed in Volume Ii of Capital.

Bortkiewltz reveals that unless variable and constant
capital are simultaneously transformed, total profit will not
equal total surplus-value except for a few rare anomalies.

He states for example, that:

"Marx's error 1s due to the i1llogical method
reused in deriving prices from values, it
iginotizcaused primarily by any confusion
between the concept of value as the index of
an exchange relationship and the concept of
absolute value and such a confusion might at
most have been an accessory, for when Marx's
calculations led him to the result that

17. Ludwig von Bortkiewitz. "Value & Price, p. 9.

18. Tugan-Baranowsky ., ..,
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total price equals total value, it is

possible that he should have seen in this a
confirmation of the view that the value of

all goods taken together had a significance
which could not be modified by the *capital-
istic method of calculation* (i. e,, by 1
applying the principle of price calculation®, ?

Although he acknowledges that it is possible -- given these
above assumptions -- of making the sum of surplus-value in
the table of values, equal to the sum of profit 1n price of
production, but that

-

"It would thus not be permlssible to equate
total price with total value whilst simul-
taneously equating total profit with total
surplus value. In Marx's exposition, how-
ever, the identity total price equal total
value appears not as a permissible, though
arbitrary, assumption, but as the conse-
quence of a series of mutually incompatible
identifications of certain magnitudes of
price with the corresponding magnitudes of
value. The incompatibility of these iden-
tifications can be seen from the mere fact
that they lead to the conclusion that total
price equals total value, which when the
measure of prices is ldentical with that of
values as 1s the case with Marx -~ is not
obviously Egong. or can be right only by
accidentny, :

And:as a corollary, "we are thus driven to reject Marx's

derivation of price énd profit from value and surplus Value".21

19. Bortkiewitz. "Value & Price", pp. 11-12.

20, Ibid., pp. 12-13. For such an accident refer to
Paul Sweezy!s Theory of Capitalist Development, .p. 123,

21. Ibid., pe. 13.
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For the most part, Bortkiewltz's examination retains the
internal constraints of Marxt's price of production system,
and he establishes that the fundamental equivalence between
the sum of the values and the sum of the prices of production,
and that of the sum of surplus value with the sum of profits
are both, at one and the same time, not possible. His
solution to the 'error of Marx' was to transform simul-
taneously both inputs and outputé of Marx's price of produc-
tion, and, concurrent with this, he also reduces the four
unknowns (1. e., the ratios between value and price for the
three departments of the simple reproddction Model, and
fourthly, the ratio between the rate of surplus value and the
rate of profit) down to three equations, such that the same
number of equations are representéd by the same number of
unknowns. He undertakes sich a reduction by assuming a)!that
the value scheme was expressed in.tenms of money, and b) that
gold is the money commodity produced in Department III, in
which case, we may reasonably take the ratlo between value and
price in Department III as equal to unity, 1. e., "the good
used as value and price measure belongs.to Department III".
In this scheme it is because production in Department III is
glven as equal to the socially average organic composition.
that it follows from this that the sum of prices will come

out equal to the sum of values for that industry.

22, Bortkiewltz, p. 205.
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Perhaps this would be made all the more simple if we
were to follow this reduction.via'Bortkiewitz's 1llﬁstrations.
But first, let me clarify that Marx's equilibrium model of
simple reproduction is based on defining the conditions bet-
ween surplus value (s), variable capital (v), .and constant
capital (c), as the sources of expenditures by both the
workers and capitalists, and, also on the conditions of. the
reproduction of the three malnidepartments of production:

1. e., Department I, capital goods; Department II, wage goods;
" and Department III, luxury goods, or capltallst consumer
goods. From thlis we may derive an equillibrium model expressed

in an equation like such:

TABLE II Equilibrium Model®>

Dept. I ClL + Vi + 8y = g + Cp + ©3
Dept. II C2 + V2 + s = V] + V2 + V3
Dept. III c3+ V3 + 83 =81 + 8 + s3

23. Maurice Dobb summarizes thlis reduction.as follows:
"Bortkiewltz used a three-sector model; one sector producing
wage-goods, another elements of constant capital and the
third luxury goods consumed out of surplus-value. On the
assunption of static conditions with zero net investment
(Marx's simple reproduction), it followed that the supply
of output from each sector department of an industry must
equal the demand for it arising from the sum of the relevant
incomes generated in the three departments (in his tables
the sum of the columns must equal the sum of the relevant
rows; eg. total price of wage goods equal to the sum of the
wages pald in all three sectors)®, Theories of Value and
Distribution Since Adam Smith, Cambridge, pp. 159-60.
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Applying this equilibrium model to Marx's schema of value
analysis we may, according to Bortkiewitz, render Marx's

original model (Table I) into the following equilibrium model:

TABLE III Marx's Value Model Under Eéuiiibrium Conditions

Constant Variable Surplus  Value of

Capital Capital .Value . Product
Dept. I 225 90 60 375
Dept. II 100 , 120 80 300
Dept. III 50 90 60 200
Totals 375 300 200 875

Here we see that the rate of surplus value ( 3 ) is equal to
66.6 percent; and the rate of profit ( _s. ) is equal to 29
percent. Also the equilibrium conditioﬁ;Youtlined above in
Table II are maintained, the total products of each department
correspond to the totals of ¢, v, and s, consumed in the pro-
duction process., Now, following this model, we can proceed

to express Marx's transformation of values into prices in the

followlng mannefz

TABLE IV Marx's Price Calculation®”
. Constant Variabie . Profit . Price of
Capital Capital Products
Dept. I 225 90 93 9/27 ko8 9/27
Dept. II 100 120 65 5/27 285 5/27
Dept, IIT 50 90 41 13/27 181 13/27
Totals 375 300 200 875

24, Footnote, p. 992.
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In Marx's transformation illustrated above, we notice
that variable and constant capital are not transformed, more-
over, the conditions of equilibrium necessary for the simple
reproduction model are also not met. For example total con-
stant capital (375){ does not‘equal the total price of pro-
ducts of Department I (408 9/27). Yet compared with Table III
we find that the two fundamental conditlons of equivalence --
between the totals of value and price, and surplus value and

profit =-- remain intact.

But in order to maintain the equilibrium conditions of
the simple reproduction model, Bortkiewitz applies a simul-
taneous transférmation on constant and varlable capital in the

above model, to produce the following schema:

TABLE V Prices of Production According to Bortkiewitz<>

Constant  Variable . Profit . Price of

Capital Capital ’ Products
Dept. I 288 96 96 | 480
Dept. II 128 128 - 64 320
Dept. III [ 96 w0 200
Totals 480 320 200 1000

24, (from previous page) Both Table III and IV follow
Bortkiewitz!s reduction model in %on the correction of Marx's
eee", P. 204, Table III according to Bortkiewitz (cp. p. 205
fn) was taken from Tugan-Baranowsky, while the algebraic
representation of the problem is credited to Dimetriev who
worked out a similar solution many years earlier in his
work . o0& s
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The rates of surplus value thus equals 62.5% and. the

rate of profit equals 25%.

Here in Bortkiewitz's new model he has obtained an
equilibrium condition, achieved by transforming both constant
and variable capital as inputs as well as in outputs into
prices. But at the same time we end up with the sum of prices
not equalling the sum of values (1. e., Table III), although
it still remailns that the rates of surplus value in absolute

terms appear to be equal with the sum of the rates of profit.

This inequality between the sum of prices and values
is due, as Bortkiewltz himself admits, to his reduction of
the four unknowns down to three equations, or more specific-
ally, by his arbitrary assumption that the gold industry
(Dept. III) has an average organic composition of capital such
that values were equivalent to prices. He explailns,

nthat the total price exceeds the total value

arises from the fact that Department III,

from which the good serving as value and price
measure is taken, has a relatively low organic
composition of capital. But the fact that the

good used as valuséand prlce measure belongs
to Department III®"™ . L e T

25. (from previous page) Refer to Bortkiewitz's 'on
the correction of Marx's ..se.! in Sweezy's 'Close of Marx's
System!, p. 204, Table II. For a similar outline of the
tabular 1llustrations of Baudlin, Tugan-Baranowsky, and
Natalie Maskowska's solution, also refer to Aghiri Emmanuel's
Unequal Exchange, p. 396.

ViR Y

Lo AFGAY S

" 26. Ibid., p. 205.
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In other words, Bortkiewitz's problem is confined to
his use of the gold industry as the standard of measure.v This
can readily be demonstrated. It is clear, first, that if in
the gold industry the highest orgapic composition of capital
exists the price of gold will be greater than itts value.

This follows from the fact that in price calculation, profit
is proportional to variable capital aloné; consequently, if
all other commodlties are expreésed in terms of gold, their
total price (depending on thelr organic composition) must be

less than their total value.

Beyond this problem, we also notice that the rates of
surplus value and pfofit in Table V (62.5%& 25%) are no
longer equal to the original value tabulations of Table III
(66.6%: 29¢); in other words, the rates of exploitation --
which Marx had definitely taken as constant -- also have been

altered,

What has Borthiewitz proven? He has demonstrated on
the one hand, that in order for there to be a transformation,
varlable:and constant capital cannot be converted in the pro-
duct (output), without a corresponding transformation in theilr
input. He succeeds in accomplishing this simultaneous trans-
formation, and as well, maintains the final formulation with-
in the equilibrium conditions. As a result‘we find that he
is able to calculate the relative values correctly, but, in
order to do so, we also find that he abandons completely the

principle of quantities of labour as the means for measuring
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prices. Inétead. he changes the measure of value from labour
quantities to an 'average labour' -- or better, to the average
capital ratio of the production of gold in Department III.

In other words, in Bortkiewitz's model, total value will

equal total prices *only in the speclial case where the or-
ganic composition of the capltal employed in Department III

is equal to the soclal average that the sum of the prices will

come out equal to the sum of the values".2’ Hls solution of

the transformation 1ls thus obtained by starting from. a 4if-
ferent basis than Marx, that is, by starting from prices
themselves. This objection thus formally effects the whole

possibility of such a thing as a transformation.

On the other hand, we also find that he demonstrates
mathematically that elther the sum of prices will equal the
sum of values, or the sum of profits wlll equal the sum of
surplus-value, but that the two equations -~ within an
equllibrium model -- prove to be mutually incompatible, and
that it would normally prove impossible to effect a simul-
taneous transformation which would meet. equlivalences in both
equations. In other words, he concludes that the transfor-
mation process as Marx outlined it, was categorically im-

possible,

For a long period of time after Bortkilewitz, it seems
that very little, as far as any profound additions, were made

to the quantitative solution.

27. Ronald Meek, Studies in the Labour Theory of Value,
p. 195.
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Winternitz in his article "tValues and Pricest: a

28, for

Solution of the So-called Trangformation Problem"
example, simply reveals that Bortkiewitz's method of proof
was somewhat cumbersome, but he too proves that either the
two fundamental equivalences may be met without an equi-
librium model, or working within the equilibrium model, that

only one equivalence is possible,

The debate remains at this point for a good many years.
Paul Sweezy, who had earlier commented on the problem in his

Theory of Capitalist Development, argued along with Bort-

kiewitz, that it is because he selects the gold industry of
Department III as equal to the average organic composgition of
capital in the gold industry, which i1s lower than average,

-- that "it follows that in general the Bortkiewitz method

o 2
leads to a price total differing from the value total". ?

Not satisfied with Bortkiewitz's inadequate solution,
he devised a new method of transforming values into prices,
which he believed was free of the objections which Marx had

opened. His solution was to reduce the unknowns (four), like

28. Winternitz "Values & Prices: A Solution of the
So-called Transformation Problem", Economic Journal, June
1948, pp. 276~-80; Bonald Meek comments on his tsolutiont' as
"an effective reply to those who said that it was not formally
possible to transform values into prices when elements of in-
puts as well as outputs were involved "Studies in the Labour
Theory of Value", p. 196.

29. Paul Sweezy, Theory of Capitalist Development,
P. 122.
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Bortkiewitz, down to the number of equations (three), but,
instead of considering Department III as producing gold, he
presumed that it produced money, such that

"Instead of calculating the value schema in

terms of units of labour time we might have

put itiin money terms. Thus the value of

each commodlity would not be expressed in

units of labour but in terms of the number

of units of the mongg commodity for which

it would exchange®.
Using Bortkliewltz's formula, Sweezy finds a prices of produc-
tion schema which agrees both in terms of equal sums of
Values and prices, and in équal sums of profits and surplus-
value within the equlilibrium model. This, as was later to be
discovered, proved to be an exceptional examp;e; but Sweezy,
confident at the time that he had solved the problem, con-
cluded; "with the help of the Bortkiewltz method we have shown
that a system of price calculation can be derived from a
system of wvalue calculatlonﬂ.jx But on top of this, Sweezy
also attempted to transfer the debate onto new ground. For
him, what became of greatest importance in Marx's formulation
was that

"the proportions of the price scheme (ratio
of total profit to total price, of outputs

30, Ibid., p. 117.
31. Ibid., p. 123,
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of constant capital to output of wage goods,
etcetera) will come out the same, and it is
the relations exlisting among the various
elements of the system rather than the obe~
solete figures in whigg they are expressed
which are important®,.

More recently, one of the better accounts of this
debate has been summarized by author Ronald Meek, a noted
and !sympathetic! Marxist. His particular rendition may be

33

found in a variety of sources,”~ the most popular of which

exists in his Studies in the Labour Theory of Value. Meek

commenting on Bortkiewitz's notion of a simultaneous trans=-
formation of inputs and outputs in the reproduction schema

writes

it 1s normally impossible to effect a simul-
taneous transformation which will make total
profit equal to total surplus value and at
the same time make the total prices of pro-
duction equal to total values. In all but
very exceptional cases, (i. e., Sweezy's) we
may pre&erve one of these equations, but not
botht.

What Meek, like Sweezy, conceives is of importance,in this

relationship, is not that the two sums of Valﬁe/pnMce.

32, Ibid.

33. 1) Some Notes on the Transformation Problem®,
Economic Journal, Vol. 66, 1956; i1i) Economics and Ideolo
and other Essays, Chapman & Hall, London, 1967, ch. 6 & 9;
and finally, iii) Studies in the Labour Theory of Value,
Lawrence & Wishart, either 1956 or 1972, ch. %

34. Ronald Meek. Studies in the Labour Theory of
Value, p. 191.
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surplus~-value/profit, are equal; but that the ratios bvet-
ween value and surplus-value are maintained in the price of

production scheme, 1. e.,

wafter the transformation of values into prices

of productlion the fundamental ratios between
the value of labour power and the value of com-
modities in general, upon which profit depended
could still be sald to be determing% in accor-

dance with the Volume I analysis*;

or again, in an almost identical fashion:

*the essentlal point for Marx, as we have seen,
was that after aggregate surplus value had
been converted into profit, and values con-
sequently transformed into prices, the fun-
damental ratio between the value of labour
power and the volume of commodities in
general, upon which profit depended, could be
regarded as remaining unaltered as a result of
the transformationw, 36

37

Although in Meek'!s examples, he overcomes some of the
difficulties encumbered by Bortkiewitz's and Winternitzts
solution (and yet he uses theilr essential presuppositions
in his calcuiations). he succeeds no better than the former
attempts of’ynspring the invariability of the ratios of the
value of 1ébou?+power to surplus;value in the price of pro-

ductionpschema.

.35. Ibid., p. 192.
. 36. Ibid., p. 192.
37. Cf., his Economics & Ideology, p. 154.
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In fact his general pessimism over his logical (quan-
titative) solution to Marx's difficulties is summed up as

follows:

"In my more heretical moods, I sometimes wonder
whether much of real importance would be lost
from the Marxian system if the quantitative
side of the analysis of relative prices were
conducted in terms of something like the 8 '
traditional supply and demand analysis" 3

But the debate for Meek (especially in the 1956

)39

edition » could not be left in such a state of affairs. To

supplement his logical solution, and as a further reply to
the critics of Marx, Meek also introduces the historical
defense for Marx's law of ¥walue (Vol, I analysis) which
appears 1n many ways ldentical to EngelBt position outlined

earlier, He propounds:

"We must turn to economic history and metho-
dology rather than to mathematics. The
deviation of prices from values, according
to Marx's general economic method, must be
regarded as a historical as well as a
logical process. In “deriving prices from
valuest® we are really reproducing in our
minds, in logical and simplified form, a
process which has actually happened in his-
tory. Marx began with the assumption that
good sold "at their values!" under capitalism
(so that profit rates in the various branches
of production were often very different), not
only because this appeared to be the proper
starting point from the logical point of view
but also because he believed that it had

38. Ronald Meek, Economics & Ideology, p. 155.

39. Studies in the Labour Theory of Value.
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Moriginally" been so., He proceeded on this
basis to transform values into prices, not
only because this course appeared to be
logically necessary but also because he be-
lieved that history itself had effected such
a transformationt .,V ‘ F

It is clear, that Meek is here implying that the
theory of value as it is expounded in Volume I of Capital,
as a theory which tapplies! to a 'simple commodity mode of
productiont', but which does not apply to the 'capitalist
mode of production!, 1In other words.'Volume I cannot only be
understood as a form loglically and historlically preceding
general commodity production, but also as the only form 'in-
gsidet' the 'law of valuet!, 1. e., "}jarx begins with an analysis
of the commodity as such, and then goes on to conslder, 'itt?s
ideologically and historically secondary form, a caplitalis-
tically' modified commodity" .M

Meek seems to legve this argument short after presen-
ting but one quote from Caplital, suggesting that "Marx did
not pursue the historical aspects of the problem of the trans-
formation of walues into prices very much farther than this"ug.
but, he reafflrms that "Marx would have continued to take the

view that this loglcal transformation of values into prices

40, Ibid.; also refer to Studies in the Labour Theory
of Value, pp. 180-2 for similar comments. (My Emphasis)

41. R. Meek, Studles in the Labbuthhébfy‘bfmﬁéiue.

p. 140,
uzo Ibldo’ po 1550
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were thet'correct mirror image' of some actual historical
transformation®. That 1s to say "a corrected mirror image
but corrected according to laws furnished by the real course

of history 1tself".43

More recently however, we find that Meek -- like
numerous other Marxists ~- has, whlle maintaining the his-
toricist positionuu. returned to the classical economlsts

for a solution to this problem.

The Transformation Problem and the Return to Rilcardo

Meek proposes that generally as far as the transfor-
mation problem was concerned he had *tended to underestimate

it's importance" and that now (in 1972)45. he would

"wish to urge that this inquiry should be
conducted within a rather different con-
ceptual framework -- that provided by =
Sraffa in his Product;g% of Commodities by
Means of Commodities',

Essentially what is at issue in the transformation

problem,as it has been set out, is that in the reduction of

43. Ibido. ppo 156'7;

| 44, Cf, Meek's 'The Introduction' of Studies in the
Labour Theory of Value, (1972), pp. Xv & xxiv.

45, Actually this view was expressed as early as 1961
in his article in the Scottish Journal of Political Economy,
June 1961, also in Science and Soclety, Summer, 1961.

46, Meek. Studies in the Labour Theory of Value,
P. xxxii, (1972).
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the four unknowns in simple reproduction model down to three
equatiéns. one lndustry or department must prove to act as a
unit of reckoning or numéraire.(Dobb: 1955). In other words.
1t must allow for an invariant link between value and price

of production.

For Bortkiewitz we noted that this 1link was found in
Department III, in the production of gold; but we also noted
that calculations in quantities of labour units (and the

notion of 'transformation!) had been completely dispelled.,

47; the object of modern

For Meek, l1like Maurice Dobdb
Marxl st économics ls to reinstate the calculations of relative
Prices in terms of labour units; the opportunity for such a

re~-institution was provided for them by Pierfo Sraffa.

Sraffa's name 1s perhaps best associated with his
48

arduous editing of the works of Ricardo , and yet, in his own
theoretical wfitings,he hag proffered not only an interesting
new solution.to the transformation problem, but as well, a
critique of noe-Walrasian theory by demonstrating that
relative prices, where the scale of production is unaltered,

are 1ndepehdent of consumption and demand.

47, Maurice Dobb; Theories of Value and Distri
Since Adam Smith, especially ch. 9; also I would here include
Aghiri Emmanuel's Unequal Exchange, pp. 402-26.

48, Pierro Sraffa; The Works énd~Coffé§bondence of
David Ricardo.
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Because it appears that his solution to the transfor-
mation problem is rapidly becoming adopted by many Marxist
economists, I think we should here at least present a brief

outline of his theory.

We notice,flfst off, that in the beginning of Sraffa's
analysis he proceeds on the premises outlined earlier in
Marx's simple reproduction model. Indeed we find that his
first model expresses essentially the equilibrium conditions
examined back in Table II. His first model of an economic
system thus characterizes a subslstence economy in which there
is no surplus produced; i, e.:

TABLE VI Sraffa's Subsistence Economy49

wheat industry 280 gr. wheat + 12 t. iron->400 gr. wheat

Iron industry 120 gr. wheat + 8 t. iron —-20 t. iron

400 20

What 1s immediately evident in thlis model -~ like that
of Bortkiewitz «- is that the equilibrium conditions of

simple reproduction are met. Sraffa however prefaces this
system with two limiting assumptions; first, he assumes that
the subsistence goods of labour are included within total

inputs or means of production (in other words, the necessary

49, Cf. Sraffa; Production of Commodities bx7Means of
Commodities, p. 3.
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subslstence of the worker enters “the system on the same
footing as the fuel for the engines or the field for the
0 .

cattle")5 ; secondly, he assumes that in order for reproduc-
tion of the system, the prices of commodities are exchanged
in proportion to a fixed ratio, i. e.:

"a unique set of exchange-values which if

adopted by the market restores the original

distribution of the products and makes it

possible for the process to be repeated;

such values spring directly from the methods

of production., In the particular example we

have taken (Table VI), thé exchange-value

require?_is 10 gr. of wheat for 1 ton of

iron®,2

In any case, the calculation here remains in terms of
physical commodity ratios (i. e., one commodity value in
ratio to another). 1In order to transfer this rétio into
prices, he takes ~- like Bortkiewitz -- one commodity as a
standard of value such that it's price is equal to unity
(Sraffa: 1960, 5). All the other commodities maintain their
earlier physical ratios but now in price form. S8Sraffa then

proposes a second economic system in which a'su;plus is pro-

duced within the soclety as a whole.

50, Ibids, Pe 9.
51. Ibid., p. 3.
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2 ..
TABLE VII5 Surplus Producing System

Wheat industry 280 gr. wheat + 12 t. iron—»575 gr. wheat

Iron industry 120 gr, wheat + 8 t. iron—>20 t, iron

400 20

Under this scheme, Sraffa malntains the first assump-
tion of Table VI (i. e., that rewards t0-la$our are completely
taken care of by the two inputs of means of production), but
he drops the second assumption of the fixed ratios of com-
moditles found under equilibrium conditions. This must be
dropped because, as we notice, there is a surplus of 75 gr.
of wheat produced in this new model. For Sraffa, this sur-
plus value must be distributed between the two industries so
that an éverage rate of profit is maintained53. i. e., 80 that
the iron industry must have a comparable return.to thét of ..
the wheat industry. We find that in order for this céndition
to prevall -- where the inputs of the iron 1ndustfy‘return
equal profits with the wheat industry -- one ton of iron must
exchange for fifteen quarters of wﬁeat instead of as in Table
VII, where one ton of iron exchanged for ten gr. of wheat.

By changing this ratio, it becomes a simple matter’to ascer-
taln that an average rate of profit exists betweeﬁ the two

industries of 25%.

52, Ibid., p. 7. Sraffa limits this economic system
to the production of non-luxury or 'basic goods'.

53. In other words, like Ricardo, Sraffa assumes an
average rate of profit.
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Thie concludes the first stage of his argument. For
the remainder of his book, Sraffa removes the first assump-
tion made in Table VII, such that wages are not assured to
exist at the subsistence level (1. e., as mere cattle fodder
maintained at a constant level), instead, they are considered
as appropriating a proportion of the surplus produced in
soclety as a whole.5u What thls means 1s that wages become
considered as a variable element in the calculation of
relative prices. This seems counter-intultive, for as Sraffa
comments, it appears to be "appropriate, when we come to con-
sider the division of the surplus between capitalists and
workers, to separate the two component parts of the wage and

55

regard only the *surplus! part as variablet. In any event,
Sraffa changes the wage completely from a constant to a
variable element deducing it now from that part.of the surplus
product alone. This has the effect—of increasing the number
of variables from our original two (relative.pricés and the
ratio of profit), to three., We saw earlier that with only

two unknowns (or at least two unknown ratios), Sraffa could
ﬁerform the simple reduction operation adopﬁed by Bortklewitz
(i. e., where one commodity acted as the standard), but now

with three unkndwns we find that one must be given before the

remalnder of the unknowns in the equation,may be fixed,

54, This is combined with the important agsumption that
wages, contrary to the classical political economists, are
paid "post factum as a share of the annual product®,

55, Ibid., Pe 9.
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Sraffa approaches this 1dent1fication by explaining
that waées in their variable state, may range from a con-
dition where wages absorb all the surplus-value (net product)
to where they appropriate none of the net product. In other

words, where wages may range from one to zero.

His object thereafter becomes to demonstrate what

happens to the rate of profit and prices when wages range bet-
ween these two conditions. He finds in the first case, that
1f wages absorb all the surplus vélue. we return to the model
outlined earlier in Table VI (the subsistence economy) ex-
cept that in thils new model we must explicitly note gquan-
tities of labour as an element in the means of production.
It is clear of course, if you return to Table VI, that in
this state of affairs the prices and rate of profit of com-
modities would become directly proportional to the quan-
titles of labour employed in their production, i. e.,

#"The value of each end-product will be equal

to the sum of it's inputs at wage cost, which
of course implies (if wages are uniform) that
price ragéos will be}equal to embodied labour
ratios",

In the second case, where wages do not absorb the com-
plete surplus, or more directly, where a capitalist class
appears and appropriates éome or ail of the surplus value,

we find that wages wlll fall proportionally in felation to

56. Re Meek; Economics & Ideology, p. 167.
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the means of production. This is to say, that the fluc-
tuations in the rate of profit (i. e.,'proportion of surplus
going to wages versus that going to profits) changes in
accordance with alterations in the composition of the means

of production, or more specifically, it changes with the
ratios of quantities of labour to means of production (organic
composition) used in the production process. In this case, as
the capltallst appropriates more of the net product (i. e.,
where wages are less than one), we learn that the organic
composition correspondingly alters, and that this in turn

effects the prices of the product.

It's effect on priées however, proves to be quite decep-
tive. On a common sense level, it would appear that if the
wages were to fall inzan industry with a low. proportion of
labour to means of production, it would seem that prices
should rise accordingly (because; the price of the means of
production ﬁould have increased relatively); In a way this

i1s what Ricardo had conjectured.

But, according to Sraffa, what must be cbnsidered in
this relationship is the cost of produeing *the means of
production' used in the above case. In other words, this
'means of production' is also a commodity, it too has been a
product of a previous production proceés; and consequently
it's prices are also effected by the fall in wages.- We could,
for example, find that this 'means of production' was a pro-

duct of an industry with a severely high proportion of labour
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to means of production such that the prices of this product
(*the means of production'!) would most certalnly tend to fall.
In a sense then, Sraffa is asking us to look behind every com-
modity employed in the industry under examination in order to
discovgr their torganic compositions'.' That l1s to say, the
prices of production depend not only on their organic com-
position ( _c_ ), but also on the prices of production ( _c_ )

C+V [
of the means of production. He writes:

"the relative price-movements of two products
come to depend, not only oni:the 'proportions!
ofislabour to means of production by which
they are respectively produced, but also on
the tproportions' by which those means have
themselves been produced, and also on the
tproportions' by which the means of produc-
tion of those means of production have been
produced, and so ont,
Once this is done, we may discover that for example in our
above case, contrary to what is expected, with falling wages

the prices of this industry tend not to rise but in fact fall.

In any case, the question at 1ssue 1s how does this
prove useful in demonstrating that quahtities of labour may

determine relative prices?

First, these postulates are used by Sraffa to construct
a hypothetical model of an industry which contains a social
average composite of means of production to labour in the

history of each element. This industry would thus preclude

57. Ibild., pP. 15.



- 118 -

that any of it's inputs or means of production were not pro-
ducts of a previous average production process, etc., ad
infinitum. The thedretical value of such an industry would
be that the prices of itts products would not rise or fall in
value relative to any other commodity when wages rose or fell.
Indeed it would act as an invariable standard of measure, the
prices of this industry wouid.m51ntain a conéistent ratio
between it's prices and it's means of production (like that

of our subsistence economy in Table VI.

Obviously, due to the conditions hecessary. this
industry could not exist. Nevertheless, for Sraffa, a hypo-
thetical composite of such proportional conditions could be
constructed for any group of industries to be examined. So)
as we have seen, there are two conditions which would iden-
tify such a proportlonal condition "namely" as Sraffa states
"the quantity-ratio to direct to indirect labour employed,

and the value—ratio of net product to means of production®,

Sraffa elects to use the latter ratio as the guide to
the ?'gtandard commodity'; The problem remailns however, how
do we 'dlstil' thls invariant industry from a sample collection

of unproportional industries?

For this process I think Ronald Meek provides a sim-

plified version of Sraffa's method of 'distilling' a basic

proportional standard 1ndustry.59

58, Ibide, Pe 17

59+ Cf. Meek; Economics & Ideology, p. 171.
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Meek?'s model is as follows:

: 60 . - e
TABLE VIII A Random 'Unproportioned! Economic System

Wheat industry 375 gr. wheat + 6 t. iron —~750 gr. wheat

Iron industry 300 gr. wheat + 24 t. iron — 40 t. iron

675 30

As a result, we see that here, the net product equals
750 gr. wheat and 40 tons of iron -~ the ratio between the two
commodities in the net product is thus (75:4). This ratio
1s clearly not equal to the ratio which exists between the
two total means of production,ii. e., (675:30). Therefore
this industry falls to satisfy the conditionsg of a standard
proportional industry. In order to achieve a ¢o-ord1nat1ng
ratlo between the net product and the meahs of production
(and thus identify a composite industry) we would have to
separate off 2/3 of the wheat industry and ¥ of the .iron.
industry. Meek does just this, to obtain the following model:

TABLE IX ‘Proportional! Industry

Wwheat industry 250 gr. wheat + 4 t. iron «» 500 gr. wheat
Iron industry 150 gr. wheat + lg t. iron — 20 t. iron

400 16

60. .Sraffa's model uses the same principles, but employs
three industries rather than two; refer to !Production of Com-
modities, p. 19. In general, Seton proved earlier that this
method would function on "n®* number of industries. o
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We are thus left with a net product of 100 gr. of wheat, and
4 tons of iron, i. e., with a ratio of (100:4), Moreover, we
find that there exists a proportional ratioc between the value
of the net product of this proportional industry (100:4) to
the ratio between the value of it's total means of produdtion
(400:16). As a consequence, Sraffa concludes that this newly
distilled industry would satisfy the condlitions outlined
earlier, in which there exists an equal #value-ratio of net
product to means of production®., We have thus discovered a
standard ratio which would “remain the same whatever variations
occurred in the division of the net product between wages and
profits and whatever the consequent price changes".61 Hence
in Table IX above, this invariant ratlo.would be 1/25 and it
would be maintalned irregardless of wage and price fluc-

tuatloné.

But how much closer have we come to determining relative
prices by quantitles of labour? Have we, for example, been
able to identify any of the unknowns in our simple repro-

duction systen?

Sraffa proceeds to answer this question by investigating
what happens to the rate ofyprofit in the composite standard
industry when wages change. Given the magnitude of wages he
belleves it possible to identify the relative prices and theilr

average rate of profit.,

61. Sraffa; 'Production of Commodities!.p. 21.




- f21-

Accordingly, he constructs an equatlion where the‘ratlé
of the net product to the total means of production (repres-
ented in Table IX above, as 100: 4 ) equals the maximum rate

T00:16
of profit possible for the standard industry and is sig-
nified by the letter R. Also wages, or w, represents the

total wages in proportion to the net product. In other words,

here we have two symbols,cone representing the maximum rate

of profit for the standard 1ndustry and the other the level

of wage (between 1 to zero). In order to determine. the average
rate of profit of the industry (r), we express the latter

three in the following equation:
r = R(I-w)

We know that 1n our standard 1ndustry of Table IX the maximum
rate of profit (R), between which the rate of profit and wages
are to be divided equals 3, such that our equation now be-

comes:

/

r=3(I-w)

If R is equal to %, and glven that W;Aor wages, 1s equal to
3/4, the average rate of profit for the industry as a whole
would be the remalning % of the net product over the total

means of production such that:

1 ton iron + 25 gr{ wheat = 1
16 ton iron + 400 gr. wheat 16

The rate of profit therefore equals to 1/16 and it's mag-

nitude would increase or decrease in direct proportion to the
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slze of the wage allotment, depending of course, on the limits
of R. Hence, when we are given quantitles of labour units

(for Sraffa these are equal to wages) and relative prices;

then rates of profit, etc., may be determined by the labour
theory of value, Moreover for Sraffa, thls relationshlip bet-
ween wages add profits is not limited just to the imaginary

' standard system! alone, but, as Meek comments "the actual
system, Sraffa argues, consgsists of the same basic equations

as the " standard" system{ only in different.prqportions. 80
that once the wage i1s glven, the rate of profits 1s determined
for both systems regardless of the proportions of the equations

in either of them".62

8o Sraffa succeeds in overcoming the central problem
of the 'transformationt, but by so doing, does he not also
eliminate the very object of Marx!s problematic? By taking
that wages are equivalent to the labour-power purchased from
the worker, and by assuming an average rate of profit, does
he not destroy the very basis for understanding the source of
surplus=value which Marx had so rigorously developed? Does
not, as Alfredo Medio was to comment, "the neo-Ricardian

theory, while providing the analytical tools for a correct

62, R. Meek; Economics & Idéblogy{'p. 173,
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solution of the 'transformation problem!, at the same time

63

denles it's relevance%?

The whole problematic of the gquantitative transfor-
mation problem could perhaps be typified by Ronald Meek when
he writes that "suppose, for instance, that we accept Marx's
baslc ldea that we ought to start with ... ".some prior con-
crete magnitudes*, but that we select for thisspurpose not

the value of the commoditles concerned but the commodities

themselves"6u or agaln that Marx'!s %prior concrete mag-
nitudes" may be concelved in commodity terms rather than in
value terms, and it 1s possible to erect on this basis a

theoretical system, not essentlailx different from Marx's,

in which prices and incomes are mutually and simultaneously

determinedﬂ.é5

The question which is at 1ssue here ~- and the question
which Meek and others appear to ignore -~ is whether or not
Marx starts from " some prior concrete magnitude® like every

political economlist before him, or. whether he introduced the

63. Alfredo Medio; "Profits & Surplus-Value: Appearance

& Reality in Capitalist Production" in A Critique of Economic
Theory, edited by E. K. Hunt & J. G. Schwartz, p. 326 fn., see
also Michael Lebowetz in Sclence & Societ » Winter, 1973-4,
for criticisms of Sraffa along the sameii%nes.

6. R. Meek; mStudies in the Labour Theory of Valuet
(1972)’ PP. xxv1-v1io .

650 Ibiao, P Xx1lxX,
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analy31é of profits. prices, etc., Onto a new and different
plain? Or more concisely, the question must be asked is
Sraffats solution to the Ricardian problematic at all useful
for us to understand Marx's Capital? That 1s, 1s Marx's

problematic that of Ricardo!'s?

It 1s these kinds of questions which we must address

ourselves to in our next chapter.
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"But what do we find if we examine the history of
political economy? We find thinkers who have merely thought
within the limits of thelr present, unable to run ahead of
their timest,.l

CHAPTER IV

The Form of a New solution

In this chapter, we shall agaln employ the reading of
Marx's later writings which have been advanced by Althusser,
Ballbar, Ranciére, and others. The major contention in this
chapter 1s that Marx's object in Capltal. is not a simple
extension of the problematic of classical political economy,
as the authors discussed in the preceding chapter, have con-
strued 1t to be. My examlnation, following that of the
" structualistst®, wlll emphasize the divergence of Marx's
object from that of Smlth and Ricardo, and in so doing will
focus not so much on Marx's solutions, as the kinds of ques-

tions which he posed.

'To this end, it would seem g propos to digress for a

short period, and schematlcally outline some of the key con-

1. Louls Althusser & Etignne Balibar, Reé&ing Caplital,
pPpP. 122-3,
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cepts of the classical political economi sts -- specifically
those of Adam Smith and David Ricardo. Following this, we
shall trace the specificity of Marx's problematic as opposed
to that of classical economists with emphasis on their common
discussions Og.value. Finally, when this distinction is
established, we shall in the last chapter return to the Trans-
formation Problem, re-examining it in terms of the #struc-

turalist" perspective.

Our first task 1s thus to isolate the rubrics of this
ttheoretical break'", for as Althusser aptly writes, such a
distinction "deals directly with the foundation of the economic
and historical analysis contained in it's text (Capital): it
should therefore be able to resolve certain reading difficul-
ties which have traditionally been opposed to Mérx by his

2
opponents as decigive objections!.

Part A Theories of Classical Poiitical Economy

Adam Smith

Adam Smith, the Scottish moral philosopher and econo-

mist, consolidated in the Wealth of Nations) what has become

known as one of the first comprehensive and integrated

2. Ibido. Pe 770

3. Adam Smith, Wealth of Nations.
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treatises on economlic principle ever prepared by Classical
political economy. Indeed, it is said that it was through the
singular success of thlis literary work that Smith derived his

title as the father of political economy.

Smithts enqulry, as the title infers, focuses on the
accumulation of wealth, and emphatlically stresses the bene-~
fits which are derived from the division of laboﬁr or the
generalization of the process of exchange through man's
natural "propensity to truck, barter, and exchange'. His
investigation of the progressive expancsion of the division of
labour was subdivided into two categories, the social and the
industrial. Within the first (the social division of labour),
Smith observed an increasing tendency toward speclilalization
in the history and development of the production process.

This speclalization or social division, was thus the force
which attributed for the rapid expansion of the conditions

for exchange and, moreover, these conditions could bé isolated
as the actual cause for the accumulation of wealth. In other
words, the progressive subdivision of human labour was limited
by the extent of the market, or more clearly,for him, the
expansion of the conditions of exchange‘proved to be synony-

mous with the conditions of accumulation.

The second category (the industrial division of labour)

was formulated in terms of the variations in the character of

4. Cf., Adam Smith; Wealth of Natlons, Book I, Chapter 3.
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labour which constituted the different 1ﬁdustries of production.
Specifically, the labour force was divided between those forms
of employment which were productive or ﬁseful, and those
unproductive forms, which in general hindered the accumulation
process and the prosperity of the society. Productive kinds

of employment tended to be emphasized as those forms which
utilize fixed capital in the production process, and which

were later uséd by Smith, as a means of distinguilshing bet-
ween those forms of production which realized profit from

- those that didnt't,

As a conclusion to his ahalysis of the division of
labour, Smith designated the market situation as both the
regulator of the division of labour; and the determining
factor in the production of value., This position was sup-
ported by hls treatment of commodities which, like that of his
predecessors, saw commodities to be the fundamental mode of

expressing the mutual exchange of products of individual pro-

ducers.

In order to find out Jjust how the value of the com-
modity was regulated; he first directed his attention to the
problem of how value was to be measured. In pursuit of the
regulator of value, Smith presented what has now become the
classical distinction of the two forms of value -- between
use-value and exchange;value:

"The word value, it is to be observed, has

two different meanings and sometimes expresses
the utility of some particular object, and
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sometimes the power of purchasing other

goods which the possession of that object

conveys. The one may be called "value in

usgeft, the other "value in exchange®., The

things which have the greatest value in

exchange have frequently little or no value

in use. Nothing is more useful than water:

but it will purchase scarce anything;

scarce anything can be had in exchange for

it. A dlamond, on the contrary, has scarce

any value in use; but a very great quantity

of other goods mag frequently be had in

exchange for itw,
The efficacy of this distinction. and 1tt's influence on later
day political economhsts,is obvious, especially as regards
the notion of value in use or of utility, which has been
s0 over-employed by marginal utilitarian theorists and wel-
fare economists in measuring "normal needs of society" or of
a commodity¥stability to satisfy needs'. The concept of
utility for 8mith was not an apparatus for measuring the ex-
change value of indlividual goods, like that of the marginal
utilitariant's, but rather the means for discriminating on a
general level between those goods or commodities which ful~
filled the social needs of man (or of homo-economicus) from
those which did not. The concept of use-value as a sub-
division of “value", acted for him; és the index to those
economic facts which were manifestations of human needs and

thus subjects for investigation.

Smithts attention from this point onwards. is directed

towards the identification of a mechanism for measuring

5. smith; Wealth of Nations, p. 22.
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exchange~value, In this direction he divided the category
of exchange-value into real value and nominal or relative
value. Operating with these two kinds of concepts, Smith
attempted to uncover first, what the substance of a real
measure of value would be; secondly, what it's component
parts would consist of; afid finally, why there is a tendency
for deviations between a commodity's real value and itts
nominai form. Smitht's first problematic «- one which shall
prove identical to Ricardo's «- was concerned with the iden-

tification of a need for an invarlable means of measuring

value. Such a contrivance he believed would allow him to
specify why market prices vaclllated around natural prices,
and empower him to accurately measure the accumulation of
"real value? over an extended period of time., But the iden-
tification of "real value" was further complicated by the
exlstence of at least two different means of explaining value

with labour as it's source.

Embodled Versus Command Theory of Value

The first of these alternatives (which he later re-
jected) argued that thé value of a commodity could be strictly
determined by the quantity of labour which 1s "embodied" in
1t's production. This theory, which was popularized by the
famous deer and beaver illustration, was designated the
"Labour theory of value®" and was restricted by Smith, to "that
early and rude state of society which precedes bqth the

accumulation of stock and the appropriation of land, (where)
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the proportion between the gquantities of labour necessary for
acqulring different objects seems to be the only clrcumstances
6

which can afford any rule for exchanging them for one anotherw,

However, according to Smith, when production became
moré complex, when the divisionzof labour reaéhed a stage
where production becomes performed not.by independent pro-
ducers, but by dependent labourers under the control of mas-
ters of production (capltalists); the whole product of labour
-=- and it's exchange-value -~ may no longer en bloc be
attributed to the labourer. In other words, in the logic of
Smith's para&igm. exchange-value would havg to be equivalent
to wages. Sb it is necessary in thlis more complex climate of
production, for the labourer, in the realization of the value
of his products{to_relinqulsh proportionate amounts of his
product to the capitalist and the landlord., Thus Smith's
second supposition was that, with increased division of labour
and continued accumulation of fixed capital, the value of a
commodity 1s no longe: determined by the labour it embodies,
but rather by the magnitude of labour which the product of
labour may purchase or "command" on thé market. Smith
specifies "The value of any commodity, therefore, to the per-
son who poséesses it, ahd who méans not to use or consume it
himself, but to exchange it for other commodities, is equal

to the quantity of labour which it enables him to purchase

6. Ibid., pP. 38.
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7 But this discursive method contalns certain

or command",
restrictions, for, by measuring the value of a thing by the
amount of labour it commands, it limits i1tself to those
peculiar modes of production where labour may be purchased
in the form of wages, or more conclsely, where labour itself
has become a commodity. 1In other words;,Smith's command
theory is correlative or contemporaneous, to those phenomenal
forms visible in the late 18th century -~ namely, petty-
commodity production. In synopsis then, we may say that
Smith constructs a dual scheme, whereby value is constituted
by the labour theory of value in that "early and rude state",

and by "the command theory" in capitalism.

The next question in Smith's discourse, 1s how the com-
mand theory of value can explain the realization of profit.
Smith proclaims #the gquantity of labour, which the national
product would purchase or command (i. e., the value of the
product) was generally greater than the quantity of}labour
required to produce it (i. e., than the cost of the product)
and the difference between these two gquantities 6f labour was
a measure of the amount of accumulation which it was possible
for the community to carry out in the\next period of pro-

ductlon".8

7. Ibldo. p;“zu.

8. Ibid., p. 56; also quoted by Ronald Meek; Studies
in the Labour and Theory of Value, 1956 cceees Do 66,
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The natural price of a commodlty must be sufficilent
to compensate the Capitalist and the landlord; the regulator
of value, or the amount of labour it may commahd, therefore,
becomes the combination of equilibrium levels of wages, pro-
fit, and rent. In other words, within Capitalism, the
natural price of a commodity is determined by the sum of all
the factors of production. and these same constituents of
natural price- function as independent regulators in the
determination of the *"real value" of the commodity. Smith
exalts "wages, profit, and rent (as) ..... the three original
S0Urces ..s.e 0f all exchangeable values;9 The new increment
of value, of profit (rént & profit), which is extracted from
the commodity through the realization of it's value in the

exchange process functions as the indicator of the pace of the

accumulation of wealth. The logic of thls formulation is
somewhat circular, for once an inequality between the value

of input (costs of production) and the value of output (pro-
ducts command over labour) 1is dicfated or imposed, it becomes
somewhat tautological to explain the inequality as that por-
tion which is to be distributed to the landlord and capitalist.

In summary, we may say then,that Smith formulates his

concept of natural price, beginning with the circumstantial

order of soclial relations and distribution of wealth, and

9. Ibide, Pes 51.
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thereéfter proceed = to descriptively bulld the greater
part, or at least the most essential elements of his analytical ,

structure around it.

The second modality of Smith's treatise on exchange-
value concerns the market-price, which he distinguishes from
natural price developed above. Market brice 1s governed by
the spasmodic pressures of the effective demand of society,
in conjunction with the available supply of products. For
example, 1f the demand for goods rose above it;s sSupply, the
"market price" would rise above it's tnatural price', but
new resources would then be quickly engaged in the industry,
forcing the market price back into isometrics with it's

natural price. (cf. Wealth of Nations. Book I, Chapter 6 & 7).

The inverse would of course occur for falling market prices,
such that in the long run pressures of the "invisible hand"

or competition, ﬁould tend to equalize market prices with

the natural prices, and permit the optimum allocation of

scarce resources.

In general, although, this command theory of value did
not adequately overcome a number of fundamental problems.
The foremost of these, and one which was also to perplex
Ricardo, was the problem of the invariable measure of value.
The essential enigma: was that the input or cost of produc-
tion depended to a large degree 6n the value of labour, or on
wages. Wages in turn were refined by Smith to the value of

food grains or "corn", which was the main component necessary
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for the continued existence of the labourer. Therefore since
corn played such a dominating role in command theory of wvalue,
- 1t's exlstence, it's value, became the necessary precondition
for the command theory of value. This kind of formulation
became exceedingly ambiguous when, in measuring the natural
price of corn, you deduct average profit and rent from it's
output value; the result is that you are left with the *value

1
of labourt® measuring the value of labour.

Secondly, if wages fall (1. e., if the value of corn
falls) while other prices and income shares remain constant,
output, expreésed as command over labbur, would appear to
have expanded even when no change in production had actually
occurred. Smith's disposition towards wages on this account
was to assume that they maintained a stable value over an
extended period (cf. Wealth of Nations, Chapter 8-11), which
contradicted his primary thesls, that through the course of
the accumulation of wealth that the soclety as a whole would
benefit, 1. e., that wage labour's share in the distribution

of society's wealth would also proportionately rise. Ricardo

10. Marx's comments are appropriate:"Here he (Smith)
makes the exchange value of labour the measure for the wvalue
of commodities. . In fact, he makes wages the measure; for
wages are equal to the quantity of commodities bought with a
definite quantity of living labour, or to the guantity of
labour that can be bought by a definite quantity of com-
modities. The value of labour, or rather of labour-power,
changes, like that of any other commodity, and is in no. way
specifically different from the value of other commodities.
Here value 1s made the measuring rod and the basls for the
explanation of value -- So we have a viclous circle®, Marx
Theories of Surplus Value, Part I, pp. 70-1.
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critically accentuated the internal contradiction of Smith's
"flxed proportions of distribution' theory, but as we shall
gee, hls solution, indeed his question, was as equally im-

possible,

In résumé’therefore; Smlth's conception of the process
of accumulation as the consequence of the division of labour
and as the governor of economic expansion can not be dis-
sociated from the order of the distributions of wealth pre-
dominating among the classes of his day. Indeed, in it's
ldeological capacity, it fe-affirmed this order. PFurthermore,
in hls theory, the value of a commodity varied directly in
concurrence with any variations in the division of the product
between wages, profit, and rent, independent of any deviations
in the conditions of production. The main issue in Smith's
analysis of growth could thus be viewed in terms of the manner
in which the reciplents of profits and rents exercised their

command over labour.

But to bé'sure; Smith made lasting contributions to
political economy; he for example, isolated the source of
value in the division of labour or in the labour process in
general. This waé in radical polarity to the conception
earlier propagated by the physiocrats; that value was produced
solely by agriculturai labour, and also from the perspective
of the mercantilists who saw the source of wealth as synony-
mous with the accumulation of gold. Smith writes "Labour

alone, therefore, never varying in it's own value, 1s alone



- 137 -

the ultimgte and real standard by which the value of all
commodities can ...s. be estimated ¢sese It 1s their "real

price'!..11

David Ridardo

ébth Smith and Ricardo ostenéibly appear to share the
same problematic in endeavoring to understand the laws,of
accumulation, and in searching for the tools with which to
measure the increases (or at least fluctuations) in the
wealth of nations. Thelr conceptual order however, is quite
dissimilar, As we have seen, Smith's theory concentrated on
those principles determinate in the process of accumulating
wealth, but the laws which ordered the distributions of this
wealth were-recognized as a secondary problem, Ricardo on
the other hand, was to examine the process of accumulation
strictly in the light of itts effect on the distributions of
shares of "profit# befween the capitalist and landlord. This
interest was congruent with the ideological rivalry between
the landed and industrial capitalists, which in his time was
raging over the corn laws and parliamentary reform. Ricardo's
position in this debate was as you may well know, sympathetic
to the sentiments of the rising bourgeoiSe,,as he saw that the

predominant gain in accumulation was through 1ndustr1al'capital.

11. Marx, Contributions to the critique of Political
Economy of 1859, footnote p. 59 or Wealth of Nations, Book I,
Chapter V.
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In the early years of Ricardo's economlc writing, his
concern was strictly with monetary problems, specifically
currency and exchange phenomenon, which became of increased
interest after the suspensions of "gpecie" payments by the
Bank of England in 1797. At this time, he made but passing
comments on what affected the changeé in relative values,
indeed, his theory as late as 1810 was primarily a very crude
monetary theory where paper currency represented a "standard
measure of value® somewhat similar to that which was later
to be named an "*invariable measure of value®#, 1In Notes on

Bentham of 1810-11, for instance, Ricardo began for the most

part where Smith had left off. He accepted Smith's notion
of value; i. e., the distinction between use~-value and ex-
change-value, writlng %I like the distinction which Adam
Smith makes between value in use and value in exchange.
According to that opinlion utility 1é not the ﬁeasure of value".12
Furthermore Rlcardo, llke Smith, accepted in his early works
the form of the relations of production in the capitalist

mode as the pregiven conditions for the conslderation of any
economic laws. He even adhered to Smith's assumption that the
distribution of wealth is proportioned in fixed ratios, such
that when there is a rise in wages, prices must also rise,

and also to the notion that the rate of profit is maintained

at a general average through the cOmpetiﬁion of capitals. To

12. Refer Ronald Meek; Studieé in the Labour and Theory
of Value, p. 88.
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some degree this latter supposition stemmed from Smithts
"corn theory of agriculturet, but it was modified by Ricardo
when he combined the conception that competition forces the
rate of profit to fall, with the realization that the falling
price of corn means higher profits. The mdvement of the
general rate of profit and itts tendency to decline, became
assoclated more with Ricardo's theory of the law of

dimini shing returns in agriculture (which was roughly that
when less fertile iand was utilized, the cost-prices and
labour embodied in the production of grain tended to drive
the fate of profit for the farmer downward). Hence it was
because agriculture was primary in the determination of the
value of wages, and because the rate of profit in agri-
culture determined the general rate of profit to which all
others must adjust or yleld too, that the general rate of pro-
fit declined. This shift away from Smith's conjecture, was
symptomatic of Ricardot!'s early tendencies to emphasize labour
vis & vis capital as the controlling source in the production

of wealth.

Besldes it's theoretical import, this theory of profit
was politically instrumental in the debates over the corn
laws.e In this polemib. Rlcatdq was arguing that restrictions
on importing corn from ab;oad ﬁouid neceésarily effect a
lowering in the rate of profit. Malthus! answer was that the
rate of profit rested on the principles of Say's law whereby
"demand would be regulated by it's supply", therefore, for

him, the increase in capital supplies (due to accumulation
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in wealth made by the landed gentry through high rates of
profit and rent in agriculture) would increase the general
level of consumption and accumulation of the capitalists.
For Ricardo on the other hand, the accumulation of capital
would have the negative téndency of increasing the demand

' for food, which was in turn, regulated by the fertility of
the =0il and =- barring no improvements in agricultural tech-
nology =-- would cause a rising cost for maintalning wage
labour (wages), and hence produce a decreasing rate of profit.
Wherefore,contrary to Say's law, Rlcardo pictured demand as
remaining constant, or even of increasing, irregardless

(within fixed 1limlts) of the movement of supply.

However in his later writings, Ricardo became more aﬁd
more preoccupied with the problem of the distribution of
wealth and 1t's relationship with agriculture., His theory of
profits and wages also as time went by, became inexorably
commected to hls laws of diminishing returns in agriculture;
he comments, #If with every accumulation of capital we could
tack a price of fresh fertile land to our Island, profits
13

would never fallw, In other words, for him the laws of
diminishing returns in agriculture founded the principium for
his theory of rent, whereby, the gradual expansion of agri-
culture forced the utilization of marginal land, and in

general lowered the farmers' rates of profit. It followed

13. Ibid., Pe 92.
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from this, that in the process of the accumulation of capital,
corn prices would tend to rise and wages would correspondingly
rise, leaving all other commodities at their original price
and forcing the general rate of profit to fall due to the

general rise in wages.

Even although the role of agricultural production
(corn) remained a prime function in his theory (even within
the‘"Principles"),he was to reject the determinate relation-
ships between the farmers! rate of profit and the general rate
of prdfit. Rlcardo reasoned that if the price of corn
regulated the price of all commodities.‘and if it%é price
increased, and the price of all commodities also increased,
then profits might not fall with a general rise in wages.
The breaking of this dependent theoretical relationship was,
as we shall see, indexical of a far deeper break with Adam

Smith,

Ricardo's Critique of Smith

In the "Principles of Politicai Economy and Taxationﬂlu,

Ricardo parts with Smith's notion of "fixed shares? in the
distribution of wealth, affirming that
"The product of the earth-all that is derived

from it's surface by the united application
of labour machinery and capital, is divided

1%. Ricardo; "Principles of Political Ecohogy_and
Taxatlon, edited by Sraffa.
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among the three classes of the community;
namely, the proprietor of the land, the
owner of the stock or capital necessary for
it*s cultivation, and the labourers by whose
industry it is cultivated.
But in different stages, the proportions of
the whole produce of the earth which will
be allotted to each of these classes, under
the names of rent, profits, and wages, will
be essentially different, depending mainly
on the actual fertility of the soil, on the
accumulation of capital and population, and
on the skill, ingenuity, agd instrument s
employed in agriculture’!.1
He now speaks of profit, in itt!'s aggregate form, as
limited foremost by the total social effort which a society
as a whole must expend on the support of itts lgbourers.
Intrinsic to this view is that the value of a commodity is
no longer determined through the exchange process but rather

by the facility or difficulty of production.

These shifts in approach follow from Ricardo's
critique of Adam Smith's "source of much error" in the treat-
ment of the provenance of value (Cf. "The Principles, Chap-
ter I, "on Value"). R&cardo relocates from his earlier works
the limits of his investigation, utilizing Adam Smitht's dif-
ferention between use-value and exchange-value, he eliminates
all those commodities from examination whose exchange~values
are measured by utility alone (although re-affirming that

utility is still an essential requirement for any commodity).

15. Ibid., p. 5.
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This 1= to say:

"Utility then 1s not the measure of exchange-
able value although it is absolutely essen-
tial to it. If a commodity were in no way
useful -- in other words, if it could in no
way contribute to our gratification -- it
would be destitute of exchangeable value,
however scarce it might be, or whatever
quantity of lgbour might be necessary to
procure itw,1

And again:

"nIn speaking then of commodities, of their

exchangeable value, and of the laws which

.regulate their relative prices, we mean

always such commodities only as can be in-

creaged in quantity by the exertion of

human industry, and on the production of

which comgetition operates without res-

traint».1
Thus use-value still acts (like that of Smith), as the decisive
criteria by which the economic facts are isolated for inves-
tigation. 1In other words, although he alters to some degree
the scope of the phenomena, Ricardo still employs utility as

the formal definition standing behind exchange-Value.

Also, within these first few pages, he strikes out at
Smith's "command labour theory", writing, "The value of a
commodity, or the quantity of ahy other commodity for which

1t will exchange, depends.on the relative quantities of labouru

16. Ibid., p. 11.
17. Ibid., p. 12.
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which is necessary for it!'s production ahd not on the greater
or less compensation which is pald for that labour".18 He
reproaches Smlth for relegating the labour embodied theory

of value to an "early and rudimentafy state", and for modify-
ing this theory into the command labour theory on the basls
of a change 1n the distribution of the value of commodities.
For 1f in the "early and rude state® of affairs the labourer
recelved the full value of his labour, and that if, in the
capitalist mode of production, the labourer no longer receives
the total value, this does not necessarily infer that the
value of .the commodity produced has changed. 1In other words,
the simple redistribution of the proportionate rewards to

the agents of production, will not perforce effect their real
values. Ricardo is therefore condemning Smith's treatment

of wvalue becauge it is "as if, when profits and rent were to
be pald, they would have some influence onithe relative vaiue
of commodities, 1ndépendent of the mere quantity of labour

that was necessary to their production".19

.In Ricardo's discussion of value on the other hand,
distribution plays a superfluous role in the determination of
value, 1t 1s an effect rather than a cause of the production
of value. The quantitative measurement of labour (labour-

time) for him, becomes the foundation and source of value,

18, Ibid., p. 11.
19. R. Meek; "Studies ..'. o'ovoo. Pe 100,
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not only for primitive socleties but also for capitalism.

The maln problem which he faced in evincing this thesis, was
to demonstrate, contrary to Smith, that the payment of profit
and rent did not contradict the theofy of labour embodiment
as the determinant of value. Smith professed as I have al-
ready mentioned, that the price of corn would have a deter-
minant effect on the relative prices of all commodities in
general. He therefore conjectures the two values, of corn
and labour, as invariable. This 1s to say, that wheﬁ the
price of corn (and of labour) decline, this signifies not a
decline in these fixed values, but rather a general rise in
all other commodities! exchange-values. But Ricardo asks

"..o 15 not the value of labour equally variable, being not
only affected, as all other things are, by the proportions
between the supply and demand which uniformly varies with
every change in the conditions of the community, but also by
the varying price of food and other necessaries, on which the
wages of labour are expended? n20 For Ricardo, gold as a.
money-commodity, 1s also a commodity and would similarly be
effected by a rise in wages. A change in the price of corn
would therefore increase wages and decrease profits but would
not effect the value of the commodities. There would be no
change in relative valueé (prices of production).>1. €., in

the ratio of gold to all other commodities.

20. Ibid., p. 99.
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Moreover, he proposed, that a rise in wages, may in
fact, when any fixed capital is used in the production of a
commodity, produce an absolute fall in the price of some
commoditlies, "this fall being greater aé‘the proportion of
fixed to circulating capital was greater", Which is to say,
that when wage rates rise, profits are forced down, and

prices remain the same or even decrease.

This decline of prices and profits was found to be
‘most noticeable in those industries with a higher proportion
of fixed capital to circulating capital, i. e., "as a result
of a rlse 1n wages ... Ricardo contested (in opposition to
Smith and predecessors) .... none (of the values of commodities)

would in fact rise, and the great majority would actually

21

fallw, Again, 1t was these same contentions which ingpired

Ricardo to elucidate in a latter to James Mill in 1818, that ...

#Adam Smith thought, that as in the early
stages of soclety, all the produce of labour
belonged to the labourer, and as after stock
was accumtulated, a part went to profits,
that accumulation, necessarily, without any
regard to the different degree of durability
of capital or any other circumstances what-
ever, ralsed the prices or exchangeable
value of commodities, and consequently that
thelr value was no longer regulated by the
quantity of labour necessary to their pro-
duction. In opposition to him, I maintain
that 1t is not because capital accumulates,
that exchangeable value varies, but it is in
all stages of soclety, owing only to two

21, Ibid., p. 105,
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sources: one the more or less of quantity of

labour required, the other the greater or

less durabllity of capital; that the former

1s never superseded bgzthe latter, but 1s

only modified by itw,
In short, his position was to reject Smith's contention that
the labour embodiment theory was solely applicable to early
forms of labour intensive production, and that with the
accumulation of capital it douid be successfully modified

23 From this same text

into a cost of production theory{
quoted above, we may also extricate the second cause which
Ricardo introduces in the determination of exchange-value,
namely, the_greater or less durabllity of capital. This, he
hoped, would act as a useful expedient in defending the
labour embo&iment-theory of value as the only effective means
of discerning exchange-values in caplitalism. The dilemma
which he cohfronted. was that for equal quantities of capital
(with unequal ratios of fixed to circulating capital) there
was produced equal profits, that 1s, value appears to be
proportional to the magnitude of capital advanced, totally

ambivalent to the quantity of labour embodied in the production.

22+ Ricardo, "Princlples of P. E., Vol. I, xxxvi-vii,
Cf. Sraffa's introduction.

23. Pierro Sraffa mentions the controversy over Ricardo's
so-called retreat from the labour embodiment theory; in response,
he quallfles Ricardo's terracity to the labour theory of value
with a letter written in Jan. 1821, in which he emphasizes "I
an fully pursuaded that in fixing on 'the quantity of labour
realized in commodities as the rule which governs their relative
values are on the right course'; ibid., p. xii.
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process. This juxtaposition accordingly appears as a contra-
diction between labour as the source of value, and labour as
the quantitative regulator of market values, and moreover,

it appears somewhat analogous to the problematic of Marxts
"transformation problem" -- we shall return to this subject

in a few moments.

Ricardo was still confident that changes which may
occur between two commodities! exchange values, occur
primarily in response to alterations in one of the individual
commodity's values in isolation. The question was how to
measure these individual commodity values without employing
relative kinds of tools for measurement., His solution, like
that of Smith's, was to relegate exchange value (in this
case relative prices) and the determinant factors of their
variation, exogenic to the real movgment of absolute value.
Without this type of structure, without relative value dis-
tinguished from agbsolute value; change would be doomed to an
absolute relativism where, "when some goods become cheaper,
the rest necessarily become dearer",zu or to the question,
that "if wheat buys more cloth now than before, is it that
wheat has become more costly to produce, or that the produc-

2
tivity of labour in the textile industry has risen?" 5

24, Marc Blaug. Ricardian Economics, p. 19.

25, Ibid.
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Ricardo's denouement in this controversy, was to
modify the principles of the labour embodiment theory to
take into consideration the employment of machinery and
other fixed and durable capital. He adopted categories
which differentiatedbbetween the durability of fixed and
circulating capital. This distinction, in a way similar to
that of Smith's, was based primarily on the physical attri-
butes of the capital, such that fixed capital was percelved
aé a stage in the progressive materialization of circu-
lating capital or labour. He then ascertained, that in
proportion to the durability of capital employed in the
production process (durable in the sense of it's longevity
of service to the production process), the relative prices of
those commodities which have more durable capital employed
in their production, will fall as wages rise and rise as
wages fall. The key to this coilocation was the ratio of
circulating to fixed capital; accordingly, he acknowledged
that "on account .... of the different degrees of durgbility
of their capitals, or, which 1s the same thing, on account
of the time in which must elapse before one set of commodi-
ties can be brought to market, they will be wvaluable, not
exactly in proportion to the quantity of labour béstowed on
them -- they will not be as two to one, but something more,
to compensate for the greater length of time which must

26
elapse before the most valuable can be brought to market",

26. Ricardo; 'Principles!, p. 34.
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In other words, capitalists may employ the same quantities

of labour in the production of thelr commodities, but their
value will differ in reference to the different quantities

of fixed capital, or accumulated and materialized labour each
employs. Commensurate with this schema, in the third sec;
tion, chapter one, of the *Principlest -- titled "On an In-
variable Measure of Value! -- Ricardo proceeds to distinguish
between those spheres of industry with either a high or low
proportion of durable capltal. Subsequently,in concluding
this endeavor, he:postulates that although it would be
expedient to possess an inwvariable element for the measurement
of the movement of real or absolute value within commodities,
it appears as if there can be no such appurtenance, because,
"there 1s none which 1s not subject to require more or less

27

labour for it's production',

8o Ricardo returns, in full circle, to that position
entertained by Smith, where all elements (including both
labour and corn) are still subject in their production of
value to varliations in proportions of fixed and circulating
capital, variations in their durability, and variations in
the time requlsite for bringing the goods to market. That
ls, they are subject to clrcumstances "which ... disqualify

any commodity that can be thought of from being a perfectly

27. Ibid., p. 44,
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accurate measure of value".28 Indeed the theory of Ricardo
appe;rs to be reduced to the conditions (circumvented by
Smith by dismissing the labour embodied theory) where
labour, as an 1nVariab1e measure of the value of commodities,
1s functional as a determining principle of exchange-value
only in the limited domaln of the exchange of commodities
produced with isometric magnitudes of labour (circulating
capital), and commensurate proportions of fixed capltal.
This 1s to say, where the capitals employed are composed of
equal durability, or where no fixed capital is used in the
production process whatsoever, i. e.y, Smithts 'crude and
early state!. But Ricardo valiantly opposes such a retro-
gression. His perplexing answer was to select a measuring
device which was of a mean average combination of labour,
capital, and durability, which was to play the role of the

tinvariable measure of value! -=- and this was gold.

As I mentioned, the discussions encompassing the pro-
blem of the invarliable measure of value (by both Ricardo and
Smith) were synonymous in configuration to Marx's transfor-
mation problem earlier outlined. Or moré accurately, the
enlgma of how labour as the source of value (Marx's value,
Ricardo's absolute value) can account for the fact that in
capitalism. prices, (Marx's prices of production, Ricardots

relative-prices) are regulated in terms of the magnitude of

28. Ibid.
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capital employed irregardless of the quantity of labour employed.

This analogy has been posed in perhaps it's most striking form,

9

in a work by A. C. Whitakerz Hlstory and Criticism of the

Labour Theory of Value. It would seem profitable therefore

to quote from thls account in some length.

"McCulloch anticipated ... " writes Whitaker, "Karl
Marx's solution of the “organic composition of
capital problem. Marx closed his theory of wvalue,
in the first volume of Das Kapital, with the con-
fusion that, to all appearances, the factsg of
market values contradict the theory. He promised,
however, to show, in a later volume, that in
reality there is no contradiction .... The answer
to the enligma, as it appeared in the posthumous
third volume of Das Kapital, is.precigsly the one
McCulloch gave to the same question'.

"The fatal difficulty in which the Marxian theory
of value culminated, due to the fact, as Marx
described it, that the "organic composition of
capital 1s, for technical reasons, different in
different lines of businegs. The make-up of the
entrepreneurs outlay with respect to these pro-
portions Marx calls the “organic composition® of
hls capital. The facts of life are that equal
capitals, in the sense of equal outlays, in
different employments tend to produce equal
"profit fundst', regardless of their organic com=-
position. Now what the profit fund actually
turns out to be, depends on the selling price

or value of the. product. If we take a capital
spent in large proportion for labour, the large
amount of surplus labour time exploited ought to
glve the product a value very much in excesgs of
the outlay, and afford a large profit fund. If
we take a preclisely equal capital, spent in very
small proportion for labour, and almost entirely

29, By coincidence Whitaker was a student of Adolf
Wagner who, in "Notes on Wagner ....", was severely criticized
by Marx for his muddled conception of value.

30 A. C. Whitaker's 'History & Criticlsm of the Labour
Theory of Value, 1906, p. 62, -
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for machinery, etc., the relatively small amount
of surplusg labour time exploited ought to make
the value of a product not nearly so great as
that of the first capital.

Since Marx frankly admits that in fact com-
petition makes the value of these products equal
instead of unequal, how does he ‘tsgolve the con-
tradition' and redeem his theory?n

and finally XK

"The point desired to be made here, is that
Ricardots difficulties of "fixed.and.circulat1g§
capltal 1s the same as in the Marxian theory".

It follows from the lines of this tendentious argument, that
Marx provides -- or 1s at least attempting to provide,-- g
solution to the problematic of classlcal political economy.32
One must readily admit that there does seem to be a remarkable
resemblance between the two expositions of the 'transformation
problem! and the 'invariable measure of value', But, as.I
shall develop in the latter half of this chapter, the simi-

larity is not due to a common problematic, but rather, a pro-

duct of the misreading of Marx's object; or better, the reading

31. Ibid., p. 68.

32. Marc Blaug in Ricardian Economics - A Historical
Study, furnishes the same kinds of analogles with regard to the
'transformation problem!', writing "It is not surprising, there-
fore, that Marx secures the same answers as Ricardo when he
congiders a Ricardian problem: the effect of a change in wage
upon prices"l p. 233 (Cf., also the whole Appendix A - on
Ricardo & Marx). For an equivalent position by Joan Robinson
refer to her Collected Economic Papers III, pp. 150-1; also to
Schumpetar in History of Economic Analysis, p. 390, where he
poses flarx as a minor Ricardian.
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of the problematic of classical political economy into Marx's

discourse.,

Before passing on to this discussion in detail, I should
like to make one final comment on Ricardo's thesis. I think
we may correctly stipulate, that, within the !Principles!,
the centfél problem with which he was mainly concerned, was
in defining the '1nvar1abl¢ measure of value! and itts role

in determining exchange-value; even although the solution
33

seems tOo move away from the labour theory of value. In
general, his fallure in solving this complex problem was ex-

pressed as follows:

"I am more convinced than ever that the great
regulator of value is the quantity of labour
required to produce the commodity valued.
There are many modifications which must be
admitted into this doctrine, from the circum-
stances of the unequal times that commodities
require to be brought to the market,:=but this
does not invalidate the doctrine itself., I
am not satisfied with the explanation which I
have given of the principles which regulate
value. I wish a more able pen would under-
take it. The fault is not in the inadequacy
of the doctrine to account for all difficul-
ties, but in the adequacy ﬂf him who has
attempted to explain itw,3

33+ We noted, that in his last essay, he converged
speciflcally on the development of the concept of Absolute
value, and re-emphasized that the substance of the Absolute
form provided only labour as the possible source.

iz 34. Ricardo's Works, edited by Sraffa, Vol. VIII,
P. 142,
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In summation of our discussion of the classical economists,
we may extract two conclusions: First, and most important,
is that the problematic of the 'transformation problem!

(1. e., determination of exchange-value), as outlined in the
preceding chapter, appears to be congruent w;th the pro-
blematic of classical political economist's 'invariable
measure of value'; second, and this is something which I wish
to expand upon later, labour acts for them ag the sole source
of the production of value, either in the form of the
division of labour, as in Smith, or as the composite for

Absolute wvalue in Ricardo.

Part B Marx Versus Politlcal-Ecbndmy

It now remains ~- through a programatic presentation
of some of the elements of the !'structuralists! réading --
to illustrate the radical distinctions between the problematics
of classical political econonmy and.that of Marx. By so doing,
I hope to be able to establish{ that the transformation pro-
blem is the prdductﬁof an inaccurate and ideological reading

of Marx's Object in Capita .

I. Marx!s,Redefiﬁiﬁibﬂ 6f UééQVélue and Exchange-Value

Marx!'s rupture with the classlical economists is most
clearly shown in their common treatment of the concepts of
use-value and exchange-value. I have briefly outlined the

manner ln which Smith and Ricardo treated these categories,
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and I concluded that for them use-value for instance, was de-
fined as a sub-unit of the concept of value, which in turn,
was a product of the labour process or the divigion of labour.
Smith spoke of the word tvalue'! as the derivative which ex-
pressed two diverse meanings -- of exchange and use, and
Ricardo modified this by re-affirming the fact that both

units were necessary prerequisites for labour to produce value.
Both notions of value were therefore regarded as sharing a

common essence of labour in itt's concrete individual form.

On the other hand, on the first page of Capital,
Marx separates himself categorically from this kind of con-
struction, he begins, "The wealth of those societiesg in
which the capitalist mode of production prevails, presents
itéelf as "an immense accumulation of commoditiesg", it's

units being a single commodity. Our investigation must

therefore begin with the analysis of a commodity". (M.E.)35

He 1s not here beginning from a mere word, nor is he attempting
to make a simple semantical distinction, his purpose is to
introduce, as he has announced, the anélysis of a commodity.
From the concrete entity of the commodity (concrete; not in
it's empiricist sense), he finds that it contains both a
use-value and an exchange-value; but he finds that these two
categories are entirely dissimilar to those of the classical

political economists, because, as he says in

35. Marx; Capital I, p. 41.
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Notes on Wagner36.... #I do not start from 'concepts' and

hence do not start from the 'concept! of value, and there-
fore do not haveAto 'dlvide!' the latter in any way. What I

start from is the simplest social form in which the labour

product is represented in contemporary soclety, and this is
the commodity. I analyze this and indeed, just in the form

in which it appears. Here I find that on the one hand it is

in 1t's natural form a thing of use, alias a use-value, on

the other a bearer of exchange—vélue, and in this respect

itself texchange-value!, Further analysis of the latter

shows me that exchange-value is only a phenomenal form', an
independent mode of representation of the value contained in
the commodity and then I proceed to analyze the latter ceeee

A commodity 1s a use~value or object of utility, and a tvalue!'.
It 1s represented as this two fold thing that it 15. as soon

as it!'s value possesses a specific phénomenél form different

from 1t!'s natural form viz., the form of exchange-value *and
agailn, in even a clearer‘mannerq thus it is not I who divide
'value! into use-value and exchahge-value as oppositions
into which the dlstraction *value' divides itself, but the

concrete sSdfél—form (concrete in the sense that it is re-

ferring to specific social conditions of production) of the

labour product, a ' commodit 'y, 1s on the one hand use-value

36. Marx, Marginal Nétésrgﬁ~ﬂdél h Wagnerts 'Lehr-
bruch der Politischen Okonomie! Theoretical Practice I ssue #5
Spring 1972, pp. 50-1.
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and on the other 'value!, not exchange-value for the meré
phenomenal form is not it's true content". The one general
point to be made here is that the subject under analysis, is
not the concept 'value! in a vacuum, but the commodity form
which the product of labour in capitalism takes on. Also
further on in this same text, Marx contends that value may
exlst in an independent form from exchange-value; in other
words, a thing may have value as a product of labour and yet
it may not be a commodity. Or as he states in Capital
"Whoever directly satisfies hls wants with the preduce of
his own labour, creates. indeed, use-values, but not com-

modities".37

Therefore value exists in a mode distinct from
exchange~-value as it manifests itself in the characteristic
form of a commodity. A labourer who produces a good for his
direct consumption, produces use-values and yet he does not
produce a commodity. Use-value describes a product which
satisfies the needs of the producers, orlof human labour,
but by so doing, all human labour does not necessarily pro-
duce commodities; commodities are a product. of "use-values

38

for others, social use~valuet, What there needs to be, as
Marx himself states,is a distinction between the notion of
'value! and 'value form'. In other words, "First, the valid

exchange-value of a given commodity expresses something equal,

37. Marx, Cagifél; p. 48.
38. Ibid.
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secondly the exchange-value, generally, i1s only the mode of

expression, the phenomenal form, of something contained in

it, yet distingulshed from 1t".39 He gives us a conceptual

example of the existence of value outside of the common

form in the following statement:

n"the patriarchal industries of a peasant
family that produces corn, cattle, yarn,
linen and clothing for home use. These
different articles are, as regards the
family, s0 many products of it's labour,

but as between themselves they are not com-
modities. The dlifferent kinds of labour,
such as tillage, cattle tending, spinning,
weaving and making clothes whlich result in
the various products, are in themselves, and
such as they are, direct social functions,
because functions of the families, which,
Just as much as a soclety based on the pro-~
duction of commodities, possesses a spon-
taneously developed system of division of
labour., The distribution of the work within
the family, and the regulation of the labour
time of the several members, depend as well

“upon differences of age and sex as upon
natural conditions varying with the seasons.
The labour power of each individual by it's
very nature, operates in this case merely as
a definite portion of the whole labour power
of the family, and therefore the messure of
the expenditure of individual labour power
by itt's duration, appears hereuby it's very
nature ag,a social character of their
labourt,

and from Notés on Waéher

“Herr Rodbertus takes his measure of the
quantity of value from Ricardo; but no more

390 Marx’ Cagital, vVol. i. Pe 37.
Ll’O. Ibido. ppo 77"80
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than Ricardo has he 1nvestigated or under~

stood the substance of value itself; for

example, the fcommon! character of the

(labour process) in the primitive community

as the common organism of the correlative

labour powers and hence that of their

labour, &i e,, Of the expenditure of those

powerst.,
It is this form in which value 1s conditioned into in com-
modity production which Marx wishes to investigate, not the
concept of use=value as an independent concept. That is to
say, what is at issue is the raison dtetre for itts exis~
tence belng determined by a specific mode of social organi-

zation, ‘ ’

Classical economists, on the other hand, imputed use
value and it's abllity to satisfy the needs of men, as a
property of the 'thing' or the 'object in itself'. On the
contrary1Marx tellé us, use-value does not identify.the
'value! of a commodity, indeed value must simultaneously be
different from it's own use-value. As he writes, "Value as
an aspect of the commodity is not expressed in it's own use-
value, or in itt's existence as use-value. Value manifests
1tself when commodities are expressed in other use~values,
that is, 1t manifests itself in the rate at which their

other use-values are exchanged for them".42 (1. e., when

41,.tMarx's' Notes on Adolf Wagner: An Introductiont
by Athar Hussein, Theoretical Practice, p. 39.

k2. Ibid., p. 44,
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i

the commodity takes on the relative form, Cf. Capital, Vol.
I., pp. 57-81.

As for exchange-value, we saw how both Ricardo and
Smith treated it as if it were a quantitative relationship
which was purely relative, 1. e., as an attribute of the
'thing' which simply expresses tantamount proportions of
use-value in a relative and extrinsic manner. In other
words, for them, exchange-value measured the magnitude of
quantities of use-values. Marx, on exchange-value, stipu-
lated that: "As use-values, commodities are, above all, of
different quallties, but as exchange values they are merely
different quantities, and consequently do not contain an
atom of use-value®. He therefore prdposes a dilemma whereby
a commodity's exchange-value cannot be reduced to use-value,
and yet, both are necessary for the existence of the com-
modity; how can such conditions exist? The distinction, or
better the contradiction, which Marx articulates between use=-
value and exchange-value within commodities, is represen-
tative of the two kinds or conditibns of labour which are

necessarily presupposed in the producfion of a commodity,

This is to say, the notion of a commodity harbours these two
contradlctory forms -- (exchange) value and use-value - by
way of 1t's role of representing the t'two-fold nature! of
labour. Or as Marx expounds "On the one hand all labour is,
speaklng physiologically, an expenditure of human labour-

power, and in it's character of identical abstract human
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labour, it creates and forms the value 6f commodities, On the

other hand, all labour 1s the expenditure of human labour-

power in a special form and with a definite aim, and in this,

it's character of concrete useful labouf. 1£'produces use-

values".43 or "In the course of time, therefore, some por-
tions at least of the products of labour must be produced
with a special view to exchange. . From that moment the dis-
tinction.-becomes firmly establlished between the utility of an
object for the purposes of consumption, and itt*s utility for
the purpose of exchange. It's use-value becomes distin-

gul shed from itt's exchange~value',

In other words, there is labour which is at . once of a
particular concrete and qualitatively distinct naturej; which
produces the use~values of the commodity, and co-existing
with the latter, there is also an abstract general social
form of labour which expresses no qualitative distinctions,
but solely the quality of being human labour in the form of
value, or magnitudes of exchange-value., Marx writes, .!"Where-

as labour positing exchange-value 1ls abstract, universal and

-uniform labour, labour positing use-value, is concrete, and
distinctive labour comprising infinitely varying kinds of

labour as regards it!'s form and the material to which it is

b5

appliedn, It was the discovery of the double nature of

43, Ibide, pe. 54. (M.E.)
b4, Ibid., p. 100,

45, Marx, 'Notes on Wagner ....' Theoretical Practice
I gssue #5. Pe 36. (M.E.) :
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labour (i. e., abstract and concrete) which reflected’the
introduction of a completely new conceptual schema for
political economy. Classical economics had found the sub-
stance for the calculation of exchange-value to be labour,
but it had neglected to explain the conditions which were
necessary for such an equivalence, The questions are there-
fore, directed at the relations necessary for an equi-
valence between the commodityt!s exchange-value and the

value of labour. From this perspective, magnitudes of
'exchange-value! must be distinguished from *value', Marx

informs us that "..... the value (use~value) of a commodity

obtains independent and definite expression, by taking the

form offéxchange-value. When at the beglinning of this

chapter (Chapter I of Capital) we said in common parlance,
that a commodity 1s.both‘a.us¢-va1ue and an exchange-value,

we were, accurately speaking wrong. A commodity 1s a use-
value or object of utility, and a value, ‘It manifests

- 1tself as this two-fold thing, that_iﬁ 1s, as soon as it's
value assumes an independent form, -- viz., the form of
exchange-value".46 He distingulshes value from exchaﬁge-
value, such that value represents a common substance which

1s realized in the exchange relationship by exchange-value.
For classical political economists in the process of exchange,

both use-value and exchange-value were realized and rep=-

46. Marx, Capital, p. 70, (M.E.)
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resentéd directly in itt's hdminal form, i. e., wages, profit,
rent, market prices, etc. But for Marx there are three forms
which categorically may be identified as necessary elements
for commodity production. There 1s:the use-value of g
cbmmodity. representative of a particular and concrete form
of labour, there 1s value in general which is representative
of labour in general or better as abstract social labour,
(which is common to every mode) and there is exchange-value,
which i1s the phenomenal form of value, that.is. a specific
expressién of abstract human labour ﬁnder caplitalism. In
other words, exchange-Value, as a form of socially abstract
labour "did not happen from the beginning, but only in a
certain period of social development, hence‘at a determinate
stage of historical development. Exchange-value 1s there-

b7

fore a 'historical conceptt'#, We may conclude then that
the unity of concrete and abstract labour expresses the
speclal form that the general characteristic of labour takes

in a determinate mode of production. From this definition

the "law of value® is that which specifies the relation bet-

ween abstract soclal labour and concrete labour.

But here I do not wish to suggest, as many others ,
have, that this relationéhip. between value and éxchange-

value,denotes a Hegelian-tessence to phenomena' relation-

47. Marx, op. cit., p. 55 (+ p. 45)-
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§
ship.48 Rather, my posltion would be that it characterizes

a dlistinction between 'value! as a common factor to every

mode, and 1it's - -*mode of representaﬁién' which expresses the

particular !'form' of the production process. And in this
sense also, abstract labour may only be conceived %~ not as
an independent form -- but as one which is a 'mode of rep-

resenting' the labour process in general, which under par-

ticular endemic conditions -- namely those of the exchange

- of commodities -~ takes the form of commodity.

Commoditles 'value' are thus already presumed as

values in distinction from their use-values before they may
represent value in exchange. '"Our analysis has shown" writes
Marx "thét the form or expression of the value of a éommodity

originates in the nature of wvalue, and not that value and

48, For example, Colletl saw abstract labour rather than
exchange-value as specific only to the capitallist mode, he com-
ments "In the production of commodities, ... where social
labour is presented as equal or abstract labour, the latter
1s not merely calculated irrespective of the individual and
concrete labours, but also acquires a distinct existence in-
dependent of them ... this abstraction of labour from the con-
crete labouring subject, thls acquisition of it's independence
from man, .culminates in the form of the modern wage labourer ...
etc.” Ideologia e Societd (Bari 1970), p. 114, quoted by Athar
Hussaln, Theoretical Practice #5, p. 34, or as Sweezy writes,
"treduction of all labour to a common denominator not an ad
hoc abstraction but "as Lukacs correctly observes, an ab-
straction .'which belongs to the. essence of capitalism'v,

P. 31, The Theory of Capitalist Development.
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it's magnitude originate in the mode of their expression

49 or "All commodities are non-use-values

as exchange=-valuet
for their owners, and use-values for their non-owners. Con-
sequently, they must all change hands. But thls change of
hands 1s what constitutes their exchange, and the latter
Puts them in relation with each others as values, and

realizes them as values; Hence commodities must be realized

as values before thexréan be reallzed as use--values".SO

The common substance of the phenomenal form of value (ex~
change value) 1s not therefore "labour" as characterized by
the classical conception -~ as useful -- but rather value
(abstract). The vélue form of objects (an example would be
the exchange-value of commodities) are determined by the
8oclal conditions of it's existence, in other words, by the
conjuncture of the soclal relations (property relations)
and the labour process or means of production. (The labour
process here refers to the means of 'real appropriationt! of
nature which 1s the common factor to all forms of production,
although differentiable by the peculiar combination of itts
elements. As Marx reports "The elementary factors of the
labour-process are (1) the personal activity of man, i. e.,

work 1tself, (2) the subject of that work, and, (3) it's

49, Marx, Capital, p. 70.
50. Ibid., pe. 97. (My Emphasis)
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1nstruments".51 The substance of value is preclsely this
common character of the labour process; exchange values are
thus the mode of representing the production of goods (of
value)under specific social conditions, i. e., under

generalized commodity production.

In short, exchange-value identifies the specific
'social space! in which the production of value is expressed
in the form of abstract social labour, For example, com-
modities may be equivalent in exchange, under the capitalist
mode of production, with unequal use-values (or forms. of con-
crete labour necessary for their production); infithe exchange
process this non-equlvalence between ugeful labour is bridged
by the commodies' proportions of equal amounts of exchange~
value, which acts as the necessary prerequisite for exchange.
In other words, whatiallows the equivalence of these two
objects? What acts as

"... the residue of each of these products; (is

that)!it consists of the same unsubstantial
reality in each, a mere congelation of homo-
geneous human labour, of labour-power expended
without regard to the mode of it's expenditure.
All that these things now tell us is, that
human labour-power has been expended in their
production, that human labour is embodied in
them. When looked at as crystals of this

soclial subsggnce. common to them all, they are
~-= values",

51. Ibid., p. 198; also Cf. Balibar's article in
Reading Capltal, "From periodization to%to the modes of
productionr.

520 Ibido. p. 45.
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Hence, although unequal gqualitatively; their equivalence 1is
established via first, the exlistence of the conditions of such
an equivalence (products of social labour) and then by guan-
tities of exchénge-value units. Thus a'commodity "As the em=-
bodiment of labour-time, it 1s value in general, as the em-
bodiment of a definite quantity of labour-time, it is a

53

definite magnitude of wvaluen or exchange-value,

But how is this different from Ricardo!s formulation?
Rlcardo, as we remember, conceptualized the distinction bet-
ween use-value and exchange-value on theifoundations of huﬁan
labour in general, as the source for both the expression of
value in exchange, and of it's essence, use-value. Hence
embodied labour in it!'s qualitative form, or use-valﬁe. is
measured in terms of exchange-~value. Ricardo's immediate
problem is the laws which regulate theé exchange of equal
quantities of labour such that exchange-value is reduced to
use=-value; use-value identifies the teconomic objects' (their
abllity to satlsfy men's needs); while exchange-value measures
thelr quantitative relationship, The whole conceptual frame-
work appears flat and homogeneous. Ricardo fails to con-
ceptualize (and thus discover) the contradictory existence

which value takeszin the commodity form, i. e., in the need

52, Ibid., p. 45,

53. K. Marx, Theorles of Surplus-Value, Part III,
190. t ] MOSCOW, po 128.
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for a particular kind of concrete labour in the production
of value, and, at the same time, the need for it's exact
opposite in a form conducive for exchange,; in abstract
social labour. In other words, Ricardo combines the theory
of form (the relationship of abstract labour and concrete
labour) wlth the peculiar development of that form (the

relationship between exchange-~value and concrete labour).

"As regards values in general, it is the weak
point of the classical school of political
economy that it nowhere expressly and with
full consclousness, distinguishes between
labour, as 1t appears in the value of a pro-
duct and the same labour, as it appears in
the use-~value of that product. Of course
the distinction is practically made since
this school treats labour, at one time under
it's quantitative aspect, at another under
itt's qualitative agpect. But it has not the
least idea, that when the difference between
various kinds of labour is treated as purely
quantitative, their qualitative unity or
equality, and therefore their ﬁeduction to
abstract labour, is impliedw.5

What thlis implies is that Ricardo enge;ses the equivalence,
and yet he cannot explain this equivalence. That is he
cannot conceive of anything outside of the commodity form,

for he mlstakes this form as c¢haracteristic of the product

1tself. io (=P

"The only thing that Ricardo can be accused of
in this context is that, in elaborating the
concept of value, he does not clearly distin-
gulsh between the various aspects, between

54, Karl Marx, Capital, Vol. I, p. 92.
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'*the exchange value of the commodity, as it
manifests itself (appears in the process of
commodity exchange) and the existence of the
commodity as value as distinct from it's 55
existence as an object, product, use-valuet
and " .... the bourgeols form of labour",

for Ricardo, '""is regarded .... ag the eternal
natural form of social labourt.5

1) The Invariable Measure of Value

This consequently leads Ricardo and Smith's analysis
into a search for an 'invariable measure of value' which
possesses the dual qualities of being quantitatively
measurable as per the exchange process; and yet retaining
the peculiar form of useful or concrete labour necessary for
the production of goods. Marx concludes that "Ricardo often
gives the impression and sometimes indeed writes, as if the
quantity of labour is the solution to the false or falsely
conceived problem of an 'invariable measure of value! in ﬁhe
same way as corn, money, wages, etc."57 which is to say,
that Rlcardo fails to separate the magnitude of value fronm
it's general form, as labour independent of individual labour,
1. e., as say socially abstract labour. And thus, he is in-

capable of articulating why labour, as the substance of value,

) 55. Karl Marx, Theériésﬁbf Surplus Value, Part III,
P. 125,

. 56. Karl Marx, Contribution to the critique of
Political Economy of 1859, 1971, Moscow, p. 60.

570 Marx, T.S.‘V.’ Part II1T, Pe 1370
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must take this form -- such as wages, profit, rent, com-
modities, etc., =- but simply accepts them as the given
economic space, as the readlly 'visible! gnd traditional
criteria to be investigated without comprehending the

contradictory nature of thelr existence.

I Bearlier traced, somewhat programatically, the con-
ceptual distinctions which Smith and Ricardo articulated bet-
ween use-value and exchange-value, and we found that their
essential concern was kith explaining exchange-~-value,
Furthermore, it was found that they continuously seem to con-
fuse or reduce value to exchange-values. As for example
Ricardo's notion of real value or absolute value, which was
determined byvmagnitudes of labour embodied in the production
of a commodity. Central to this definition was that itts
essence was arrogated by it's exlistence as a product of

useful labour, as a means of satisfying the needs of man.

For Marx, on the other hand, the comparative relations
expressed between two things, “the distance" revealed in the
exchange process, requires, indeed demands as it's pre-
requisite, a formal definition of a 'spacial dimension!
‘which adequately limits or locates that zone in which the two
Objects are to be compared. More than just the visible,
physical relationships must be conjectured, what behooves
expianation. is the conditions of their relationship; as
Marx himself expresses it " ,.,. a dimension of space, 1t is

a certain length which may well express the distance of two
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other things besides those compared" for example *What is the
distance between the syllable A and a-table? The question
would be nonsensical. In speaking of the distance of two
things, we speak of their difference in space, to be points
of space, and only after having them equalized sub specie

spatic (under the aspect of space) we distinguish them as

different points of space. To belong to space is their unity».

Marx's problematic in Volume I, is thus, not that of

the relationships of magnitude or essence of exchange value,

but rather of what conditioné necessarily mediate that human

labour in general be represented in the value form, in other

words, what determines the space, the form, in which the

notion of value must reside -- for 'value! communicates more
than a relation between two concrete 'éhings'. "Things' are
not equal, elther in form or quantity, outside of a space
which conditions a need for such an equivalence -- gnd it isg
this space as a determinant force, which Marx wishes to
investigate, Thefefore space as the structural conditions
which are determinate in the last instance, rather than mag-
nitudes of human lagbour as the essence of wealth, becomes the

object of Marx's political economy. As Ranciére comment s:

. 580 Ko Marx; T.S.V.’ Part III. Pe 143; also see J.
Ranciere 'The Concept of Critique' and the 1Critique of
Political Economy!', Theoretical Practice #2.

58
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"What determines the connection between the
effects (the relations between the com-
modities) is the cause (the social relations
of production) insofar as it is absent.

This absent cause 1s not labour as a subject,
it i1s the identity of abstract labour and
concrete labour inasmuch as itt's generali-
zation expresses the structure of a certailn
mode of prodggtlon, the caplitalist mode of
production®,.

For instance, all products which possess value, and which are
produced for other than diréct consumption by the producer

. (1. e., commodities), express a socially abstract form of
materialized labour in distinction, from their contem-

poraneous existences as use-values. And this i1s so because:

"A superficial observation of this fact,
namely, that in the equation of value, the
equivalence figures exclusively as a simple
quantity of some article, of some use-value,
has misled Balley, as also many others, both
before and after him, into seelng, in the
expression of value, merely a quantitative
relation. The truth being, that when a com-
modity acts as equivalent, no quantitativeéo
determination of It's value is expressed.

-~

Hence Smith and Ricardots search for an tinvariable measure
of value! 1s a false problem, a false question; for just the
opposite qualities are required in the commodity form. What

ls required is a common substance, a relative f‘orm,61 which

¢ 59. Ranciére. The Concept of Critique ..., T.P. #2,
P. 36.

60. K. Marx, Capital, Vol. I, p. 64=5. (M.E.)

61. Cf., Marxt's Cagital, Vol. I,’Chapter I; Part I,
for the distinction between the relative and equivalent forms.
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is the manifest product of the capltalist soclal relations
and which expresses the compared objecVUs qualities as a use-
value, as concrete labour. Ricardo identifies value wlith
the concept of an 'invariable measure of value! but

variability 1s precisely the character fequired for value.

"The term invariable" states Marx "expresses the fact that
the imminent measure of value must not itself be a commodity,
a value, but rather something which constitutes value and

62

which i1s therefore also the imminent measure of valuet.

In summary then, the value of a commodity is neither
solely 1it's use-value or itt's exchange-value; for first, use-
value as a specific integrant, describes the meansg of
satlsfying the needs of theuproducer -- but this is not to
produce a commodity; second, exchange value simply describes

the magnltude of value which is prescribed by the social

space of comparison pecullar to the form and needs of com-

modity production (i. e., for M-C-M). Thus in the formal
conditions for a commodity's existence, it cannot be composed
of elther one or the other type of labour; the commodity is
characterized by a double existence, containing both concrete
and abstract labour which are respectively expressed in
exchange=value and value. Thus both Ricardo and Smith fail

to "examine the form ~- the peculiar characteristics of

o

62. K. Marx, T.8.V., Part III, p. 155.
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labour that create exchange -~ value or magnifests itself in

exchange-value ~- the nature of this labour"g63 rather .{...

"Right from the start" Marx continues, "Ricardo
1s only concerned with the magnitude of value,
1. e., the fact that the magnitude of the
values of the commodities are proportionate
to the quantities of labour which are required
for theilr production. Ricardo proceeds from
here and he expressly names Adam Smith as his
starting point. .... "His method is as
follows: He begins with the determination
of the magnitudes of value of the commodity
by labour-time and then examines whether the
other economic relations and categories con-
tradict this determination of wvalue or to
what extent they modify it. The historical
Justification of this method of procedure,
it's scientific necessity in the history of
economlcs, are evident at first signs, but
so 1s, at the same time, it's scientific
inadequacy. Thils inadequacy not only shows
1tself in the method of presentation (in a
formal sense) but leads to erroneous results
because it omits some essential links and
directly seeks to prove the congruity of the 6l
economic categories with one another'. (M.E.)

Or even more concisely, he writes in a letter to Dr. Kugel-

mann dated July 11, 1868, that

".os sclience consists precisely in demon-
strating how the law of value operates.

So that 1f one wanted at the very begin-
ning to "explain" all the phenomenon which
apparently contradict the law, one would
have to present the science before the
science" and often ",., it is precisely
Ricardo's mistake that in his first chap-
ter on value he takes as given all pos-

63. K. Marx, T.S.V., Part II, p. 164.
64, XK. Marx, T.S.V., Part II, pp. 164-5,
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sible categories which have still to be
developed for us, in order to prove their
conformity with the law of valuef ,0>

What Marx 1s pointing to here, 1s not only the absence of
concepts and categories within classical political econonmy,
but.more, this absence, as symbolic of their complete lack
of a non-emplriéal and structured conceptual schema. This
is to say, that the reason behind Ricardo and Smith!'s
false problematic is thelr inadequate. starting-point, in

their acceptance of the forms of appearance (with man as

thelr subject) as the raw material for their theories in a
crude and uncritical manner. From this point(onwards. they
are lncapable of conceptualizing anything but a direct
identity or an unequivocal relationship between on the one
handAthe labourer, his productive activity, his needs, and
on the other, the expression of his product as value in the

market.

That 1s why, the introduction by Marx of new categories
of value and surplus-value signifies the end for the de s~
criptive (and anthropological) categories of classical
political economy, and pronounces a new object fior political
economy. So much so, that one coﬁld in fact say that the
title of Capital, as "A Critique of Political Economy" is

mlsleading. It is misleading, because it is not g critique

65. K. Marx, Selected Works, Vol. II, p. 419.
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of classical political economy alone, it is more than a
critical operation, it projects the object of political
econbmy onto a new plane,»onto a multi-level complex struc-
ture, where forms of appearance -- the homogeneous plane of
classical economlsts -- gre explained scientifically by laws
which penetrate, or better, are inverted from thelr pedes-

trian expression.

Significanbe of Marx's Distinctions

At first sight the redefinition of the concepts use-~
value and exchange-value may appear to the reader as a
simple semantical re-organization which still occupies the
problematic of Smith and Ricardo. What one may be tempted
to classify as merely a 'clearing up' of bad tefminology.
But qulte the contrary to this kind of a function, we find
that Marx's geologisms symbolize a break with classical
political ecoﬁoﬁyiin two fundamental ﬁays.. The first of
these, as we have already mentioned, was in Marx's break in

Vol. I with the classical economist's habit of defining

economic facts exchange-valﬁé by fheir ability to be quan-

tified or measured. The second aspect, which is linked with

the first, and which I should like to develop‘in greater
detall, 1s their practice of correlating these 'economic
facts' in accordance with a common essence of the needs of
man and his labour. Louls Althusser has characterized this
custom, as one of identifying economic facts in terms of

their utility to MAN, and reducling exchange-value to the
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essence of mant'sg productive activity. As Althusser puts it:

"In the concept of the sphere of needs, economic
facts are thought as based in their economic
essence on human subjects who are a prey to
'need': on the homo oeconomicus, who is a (visible,
observable) given too. The homogeneous positivist
field of measurable economic facts depends on a
world of subjects whose activity as productive
subjects in the division of labour has as itt's
alm and effect the production of objects of
consumption, destined to satisfy these same
subjects of needs. The subjects, as subjects of
needs, support the activity of the subjects as
‘producers of use-values. The field of economic
phenomena is thus in origin as in aim, founded on
the ensemble of human subjects whose needs define
them as economic subjects. The peculiar theoretical
structure of Political Economy depends on lmmediately
and dlrectly relatlng together a homogeneous space
of given phenomena and it's space on man as the
subjects of needs (the glveness of the homo
oeconomicus)".°°

Thus these political economists reduced the obviousness of the
object, of the commodity, down to the expression of~human
labour, whereupon their exchange-value is treated as belonging
to the thing itself. The non-distinction between use-value
and exchange-value (or for that matter, value) delivers a set
of phenomena, or objects, pre-defined by the subject, that

1s, by the needs of men in the accumulation of wealth.. This
whole schema re-affirms the peculiar form of thesobjects ==

. the commodity form -~ as the absolute space, moreovér the only

space, in which the investigation may proceed. 1In other words,

they effectively limit the analysis of the principles of

66. Louis Althusser & Reéding Capital, p. 162.
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political economy to human subjects, such that it is the
needs of man "that defines the economic 1n economics".67

The object of classical political economy hence fuses a
unity between a conception of man, a.phllosophical
anthropology, and the fixed forms of wegalth. The object
which conditions their investigation becomes how man, thomo
oeconomicust, proceeds to satisfy his needs and)therefore,
how commodities may fulfil these needs. We find that it is
these needs -- and thelr ideological role -~ which underlies
and consolidates the theoretical concepts of classical poli-
tical economy. It 1s this unity of the homogeneous field

of investigation (quantities of human labour) and latent
Anthropology (man's needs) which adequately characterizes

their real conceptual framework,

For Marx, on the other hand, the category of use-
value was not one regulated by the needs of human nature, but
rather, the needs were 'historical!. Historical in the sense

that they were determined by the form of the structure of the

prpduction process, 1. €., by the forces of production

(level of productivity, or the peculiar matrix of the .elements
within the means of production, etc.) and by the relations

of production (class relations). Thus Marx transfers the

subject of political economy from man, quantities, etc., to

67. Ibid., p. 163,
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the structuré of the production process.

Schematically, an example of Marx's transition, is
provided in his division of the production process into two
Departments where Department one produces the means of pro-
duction, and Department two produces the means of production.
The first i1s concerned with producfng‘goodé for the means of
production (constant capital) and the second with the goods
to be consumed by the labourers of both Departments. Within
this schema, half of consumption is thus absorbed by the
needs of further production, or, in the reproduction:iof the
means of production by Department one. Similarly, the other
half, the consumption by the individuals or labourers within
the capitalist mode, is simply an aspect of reproducing the
continuing and future sources of labour-power. Marx suc-
cinctly comments "The individual consumption of the labourer,
eee forms therefore a factor of the production and re=-
production of capital ... Even it's indi#idual consumption
1s, within certaln limits, a mere factor in the process of

ﬁroduction".

Hence an object's use-~value is not defined by the needs
of MAN, a thing 1s useful in terms of it's function in the
labour process:

"We see, that whether a use-vélue is to be
regarded as raw material, as instrument of

68. Marx’ CaEitalg VOIQ I’ ppo 62?-80
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labour, or as product, this is determined
entirely by itt's function in the labour
process, by the position it there occupigg;
as thls varies, so does it's charactern,

Also:

"Here individuals are dealt with only in so
far as they are the personifications of
economic categories, embodiments of par-
ticular class-relations and class-interests.
My standpoint .... can less than any other,
make the individual responsible for relations
whose creature he socially remains, however
much hs may subjectively raise himself above
them", 0

Man in the productlion process, acts merely as a support,as an
agent, to this function. Whereas classical economists con-
tinuously placed lagbour, and the division of labour, as the
object of their investigation, labour acted as the sole

source of all exchange-value. They therefore idéntified a

'unity within theilr theories between commodities as use-

values (their ability to satisfy man's needs), and human
labour as the producer of use-~values. The value of a com-
modity was subsequently reduced to the value of labour.
"In the expression tvalue of labourt®, Marx writes:
"the ldea of value is not only completely
obliterated, but actually reversed. It is

an expression as imaginary as the value of
the earth. These imaginary expressions,

69. Ibido. Pe 2030 (MoEo)

70. Marx; Capital, Vol. III, quoted by Maurice Godelier,
Rationality & Irrationality in Economics, N.L.B.
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‘arise, however, from the relations of
production themselves. They are categories
for the phenomenal forms of essential
relations. That in their appearance things
often represent themselves in inverted form
ls pretty well known in every science except
political economy"., ...."What economists
therefore call 'value of labourt!, is in fact
the value of labour-power as.it exists in the
personality of the labourer, which i1s as dif-
ferent from itts function, labour, as ?
machine is from the work it performsv. 1

The labourer or homogeneous human labour, as the subject of
the analysis, 1s replaced for Marx, by labour-power or the
labourer!s capacity for socially productive activity. Thus
the subject of Marx's examination of the productlon process
becomes labour-power, and again here the labourer acts

merely to support this function,

Contrary to Classical Politlical Economy, Marx also
acknowledges that the means of production_(nature) rlays as
significant role in the production of use-values as that of
labour. He propounds that "... labour is not the only
source of matérial wealth, of use=values produced by labour.

As William Petty puts it, labour is it's father and the earth

itts mother".7 In considering the production process, the

distinctlions between variable and constant capital, and

their production in Department I and II, tﬁé féﬁrodﬁction of

the means of production, (i. e., that of Department I),

710 Ibldi! ppo('(588-9o (MoEo)
72. Ibid., p. 50.
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plays as important a function as that of the production of
consumer goods. SO the material prerequisites which are
necessary for production in all modes, must be considered in
the formation of value or wealth, i. e.;
"Thus Nature becomes one of the organs of
his activity, one that he annexes to his
own bodily organs, adding stature to him-
self in spite of the Bible. As the earth
1s his original larder, so too it is his
original tool house. It supplies him, for

instance wlth stones for Bhrowing. grinding,
pressing, cutting, etc, s

In summation then, we may formulate two points:

First, the production process and the reproduction of
1t's elements, determines the kinds of products which shall
be produced. The object of political economy becomes the
structure rather than Man's needs, or homogeneous human

N
labour, in determining the form of production.

Secondly, wealth is no longer the product of human
1abour alone, the labour process (as a common element to every
mode) is composed of both the material and technical means of
production in opposition to the propositions of classical
economists especially that of Smith. Marx considers the
wealth supplied by nature itself, and it's role as instru-

ments of production in the labour process., The determination

73. Ibid., p. 199. Cf. Marx, 1 Contfibution to the
Critique of Political Economy, pp. 35-6.
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of the labour process by these material conditions is at

once also a denial of the humanist idealism that labour is
the creature of all wealth. Smith for example, excluded any
recognition of a need for reproducing the means of production
(and thus of a theory of reproduction, Cf. Vol. II, Capital).
In the same way that 1t "made it possible for Marx; ih the

1844 Manuscripts, to call Smith the !'Luther of Political

Economy' because he reduced all wealth (all use-value) to
human labour alone; and to sealwone theoretical union of

74
Smith and Hegel".

Hence MAN or human relations, the form of a 'philo-
sophical anthropology'!, is eradicated from it's position as
the beginning (the source) and the end (the consumption) of

economic analysis.

Before concluding with what effect these distinctions
have upon the object of volume one, and their raﬁifications
on the 'transformation problem!, I should like to provide a
summary of the main points which have been sketched in this

chapter.

74. Althusser, R. C., P. 171. Incidently this is the

- sense 1n which Joan Robinson interprets Marx's notion of the
labour theory of value; Cf. An Essay on Marxlan Economics,

London, 1947, p. 13. T
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Summary

First, Marx, instead of referring to the immediate
objects themselves as the economic facts, constructs in the
order of hls dlscourse in Capital, the concept of the object.,
He therefore rejects both the homogeneous field and the
philosophical Anthropology which predominated classical
political economy. He replaces this vacuum -- where visible
economic facts are defined by the subject homo oeconomicusg --
with a complex multi-level structure as the object of political

economy.

Secondly, as part of this new complex space of inves~
tigation, he no longer confines himself to measurable and
comparable entities. All ‘objects! are no longer measurable,
for as Althusser emphasizes "Mathematical formalization must
be subordinate to conceptual f‘ormallzation".75 Accordingly,
volume one is not a discussion of the quantitative conditions
of the phenomena exchange-value, but, of valﬁe. independent

6
of it's phenomenal form.7

75. Althusser, R. C., p. 183,

76. Paul Sweezy, in Theo of Capitalist Development,
explicitly believes that it is possible to skip the 'notion
value'! and deal directly with the value 'form' in quan-
titative terms. Although acknowledging, it is preferable to
first introduce social relations in the understanding of
'prices of production', refer pp. 128-130. We discuss this
in greater detail in our next chapter.
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"We never leave abstraction on the way from
volume one to volume three, i. e., we never
leave knowledge, the 'product of thinking
and concelving' we never leave the concepts",

CHAPTER V

Is the Transformation Problem Irrelevant?

The question that remains, and which loglically follows
from our previous discussion,is how may we now perceive the
interrelationship of the three volumes of Capltal? Does,
on the one hand, volume one remaln in a vacuum separated in
a sense from the analysis of capitalism, or, on the other,
does it provide some new quantitative mechanism for cal-

culating exchange-value?

To answer these questions I think we have to reflect
momentarily upon the readings of Capital which were
elaborated upon in chapter three. You remember, for'example.
our discussion of Engels' historicist thesis which dif-
ferentlated between the first two volumes and volume three
by thelr relative historical determinacy. Volume one in

this instance portrays a simple commodity producing economy

1. ) U Althusser. Re Co. Pe 190
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which precedes historically and logically that of capitalism;
whereas, .volume three remains as the incisive text with which
to understand capitallism. Meanwhile the quantitative argu-
ment (Meek and Maurice Dobb in particular) attempted to sys-
tematically delineate the problematic of Marx to that of
Rlcardo. Here the object of Capital again appears as the

invariable measure of wvalue,

In both cases it appears rather clear that Marxt's
transition from volume one to volume three is somewhat un-
warranted, and at the very least an overly cumbersome
approach toﬁthe problem at hand. Many of these problems may
be attributed to the fact that in Marx's break with the
classlical political economists, he lacked a conceptual lan-
guage to express hls break in philosophy. Caplital becomes
confusing because Marx was forced to allude to this break
with the philosophical concepts of his time. Because of this,
the "transformation problem" has gained a certain degree of
legitimacy for Marxlist scholars, and certainly has played a
significant role in the debate over the logical discourse of
Capital. However, I do not believe that this necessarily
needs to be the case. Simply, on an intuitive level, one
should beware considering that Marx, in what Engels referred

to as his magnus opus, would naively attempt to reiterate --

within the identical perimeters -- g problem which had pre-
viously been demonstrated as unworkable by both Smith and

Ricardo. THis would certainly not follow in terms of Marx's
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earlier writings, and it certainly does not follow for the

theoretical order of Capital.

Of course, the second alternative would be to con-
sider, as some have, that Marx's Capital developed and
extended classical political economy by the addition, or
better by the synthesis, of the Hegelian dialectic. The
distinctiveness of hls labour theory of values thus being in

itt*s historical frame of reference.

Again, it appears to me that this 1s far from the real
nature of Marx's contribution. I think if one éarefully
examines the discourse of Capital it becomes clear that Marx
continues his discussion of both value and prices of produc-
tion not as an essence/phenomena relationship, but as concepts
located on equal levels of abstraction. From this perspective
you will find that Marx's problematic, far from inconsistent,
follows a highly coherent and ordered development. Moreover,
it 1s through this method of abstraction that we discover
Marx's scientific contribution to the understanding of the
history of soclety. 1In essence, dialectical materialism, or
even perhaps the notion of fetishism, captures the admonition
that vthe first rule of advocacy is that nothing must be
taken as self-evident"; in other words, in Marx's own words,
"that in thelr appearance things often represent themselves
in inverted form 1s pretty well known in every science

except political economy".2 But this is not an ad hoc

2. Marx quoted by Ranciere, Theoretical Practice #III,
p‘ 320
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inversion done as a mechanical princliple of negation, but an
inversion related to a general but radical model -- 1, e.,
that of a non~-empiricist conceptual model. Thomas S. Kuhn
has aptly characterized the opposite of such a process with

regards to the Copernican revolution, suggesting that the

"idea that the earth moves seems initially
equally absurd. Our senses tell us all
we know of motion, and they indicate no
motion for the earth. Until it is re-
educated, common sense tells us that, if
the earth is in motion, then the air,
clouds, birds, and other objects not
attached to the earth must be left behind
«sse Since none of these effects aressgeen,
the earth 1s at rest. Observation_and
reason have combined to prove it".3

Marx, llke Copernicus, approached the social phenomenon via
the problematic of political economy in a new manner. He

writes:

"It is not our intention to consider, here,

the way in which the laws, imminent in
capitalist production, manifest themselves

in the movements of individual masses of
capital, where they assert themselves as
coercive laws of competition, and are brought
home to the mind and consciousness of the
individual capitalist as the directing motives
of hls operations. But this much is clear, a
scientific analysis of competition is not
possible, before we have a conception of the
inner nature of caplital, just as the apparent
motions of the heavenlyrbodiés.are not
intelligible to any but him, who is acquainted
with their real motions, motions whiﬁh are not
directly perceptible by the sensesh.

3. T. S. Kuhn, The Copernican Revolution, Harvard,
1966’ p. L"BQ v

4, X, Marx, Capital, Vol, I, p. 347.
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Insother words, here Marx makes it quite clear that

his operation of abstraction 1s one which transcends the

symptomatlic structure of sensuous objects. Likewise, instead
of fetishlsm being regarded solely as a subjective aspect of
commodity production (alienation from it's inner essence) we
find that it becomes a general means of perceiving every
condition of production of a class naturei{ This 1s to say,
that the process of de-fetishizing represents the scientific
operation by which we may examine history. Let us study this

particular aspect more closely.

The Law of Value and Egulvalent Exchange

We saw-for example that the exchange between the
capitalist and the worker appears at first sight to be an
equal exchange., How could it be otherwise; did not Aristotle
tell us that exchange 1is based on falr and equal reciprocity?.
The total exchange value produced by the labourer appears to
be equal to his portion of exchange-value distributed in

wages. As Marx noted:

"Every condition of the production is
satisfied, while the laws that regulate
the exchange of commodities, have been
in no way violated. Equivalents have
been exchanged for equivalents. For the
caplitalist as buyer paid for each com-
modity, for the cotton, the spindle and
the labour-power, it®s full value (pro-
portion of total social labour necessary
for 1t's reproduction). He then did what
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i1s done by every purchaser of

5commodities,
he consumed thelr use-valuet,

Just as the exchange process appears to take place by

the equivalent exchange of goods, so these same laws seem to

regulate the exchange between worker and capitalist. We know ,
however ,that this is not the case. The worker for Marx has
nothing but his labour to exchange, and he exchanges it for

a value which "appears" equivalent to the value of the goods
produced, but which in essence is equal to the wvalue of ﬁhe-
goods neceséary for his own reproduction. Thus we find,

that what regulates the exchange between capitalist and
worker is not that of the "ideology of eguivalent exchange®

( structural mystification) but rather that it is the effect
of the peculiar space in which labour, as a commodity, is

set free from the means of production. Hence the development
of the concrete forms within capitalism stem from the unequal
unity of the production and circulation process such that
labour powerts use-value becomes unequal to it's exchange-
value, 1. e., a relationship which is concealed such that
"the wége form thgs extingulshes every trace of the division
of the working day into necessary labour and surplus labour

into pald and unpaid labour".6

5, Ibid., p. 217.
6. Ibid., p. 591.
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Consequently, wages are not pald in accordance with
the principles of equal exchange; rather labour-power!s use-
value is forced by the means of the structure of (re-)
production to produce more than it's equivalence in wages.
We can surmlise then, that in radical distinction from the
classical political economists, Marx defines the economic
structures as effects 6f those class relations which mediate
the distribution of goods and their value. As the structur-
alists were to say with regards to Marx's relationship with
the problematic of classical political economy, "Marx!'s
analytical effort took the form precisely of a critique of

this 1llusory foundation of politlcélueconomy and resulted

in the replacement by another, which puts the sclence of
economic relations on a different basis., This is what is

7

meant by Marx's break with political economyt.

For example, Jjust as Ricardo believed a good possessed
an "exchange-value-in-itseilf", as if the.calculation of a
good!'s value emanated strictly in accordance wlith itts
magnitude of embodled human labour, so did he accept that
capital, as a physical entity (in his terminology durable
capital), produced an average rate of profit. The prices of
production for him are thus formulated by calculating the

average rate of profit on the average cost of production.

7+ Aghiri Emmanuel, Unequal Exchange, quoted from
Charles Bettlehiem's appendix, p. 312, My Emphasis.
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But this in 1tself conceals a much more important fact, namely
that the total average rate of profit, far from a physical
character of capital, speaks of the total surplus value
appropriated by the capitalist ¢lass. The social relations

of surplus value are lost in the form of profit; Marx's

object 1s to relocate the movement of the forms (concepts)
which in process of theoretical production of capitalism are

not apparent.

Thus we discover that the catezory of profit deter-
mines the distribution of surplus-value but not itts pro-
duction. Profit expresses the distribution of surplus-value,
and the order of this distribution appears to be constitutive
of the existence of surplus-value. The real relations on
the other hand are that profit as a category depends upon the
production of surplus value via the labour process. Sub-
sequently, instead of validating the law of value to the
phenomenal forms, Marx shows why they must necessarily contra-

dict it, and yet how they are determined by it,

The conclusion which the classical economists were
forced to consider, were either to disregard the perceived
phenomena which contradicted the law of value, or to drop the
law itself, i. e., like that of "Adam Smith who, having sent
the law of value packing to pre-adomatic times, determining

the value of the commodities by the theory of the three

8. (top of page 187). K. Marx, Contributions to the
Critigue of P, E. of 1859, p. 59.
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sources (wages, profit and rent)".8 Or again, to follow the
course of Ricardo, and maintain the law, sacrificing it to
such contradictions as the average rate of profit. Rather
than beginning, as he does, with the investigation of labour
in itt's quantitative term as the determiner of exchange-
value, and thereafter surreptitiously checking to see if this
contradicted the apparent economic phenomenon and modifying

his theory accordingly, he should have begun, like Marx, with

the simplest form, i. e., with the notion of a commodity.

In other words, what I have attempted to argue ls that it was
the analysis of the commodity, as an isolated abstraction,
which allowed Marx to reconstruct the concrete process con-
ceptually. What Ricardo and Smith falled to question is the
form, the concepts, separated from their "empirical obvious-
ness". Their analysis as a consequence 1s portrayed by Marx
as a comparative analysis of homogeneous forms. Marx sums
up his appraisal of Ricardo, and in a sense the whole of
classical political economy, in this following quote:9

"Ricardo ... cOnsciously abstracts from

the form of competition, from the

appearance of competition, in order to

comprehend the laws as such. On the one

hand he must be reproached for not going

far enough, for not carrying his abstrac-

tion to completion, for instance, when he

analyses the value of the commodity, he
at once allows himself to be influenced

9. Marx!s comments on their failure also in T.S.V.,
Part II, p. 172 or p. 191, Moscow, 1968,
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by considerations of all kinds of concrete
conditions. On the other hand one must
reproach him for regarding the phenomenal
form as immediate and direct proof as ex-
position of the general laws, and for
failing to interpret it. In regard to the
first, his abstraction is too incomplete;
in regard to the second, it is a forma%o
abstraction which in itself is wrong".

Accordingly, we may say that in distinction from Ricardo,
the whole of Marx's discourse in Capital 1s of an extremely
abstract nature. Abstract in order to logically "interprett
the phenomenal form at the conceptual level., Marx!s notion
of materialism therefore never reaches the "concrete#
reality of empiricism, for this link was conceptually im=-
possible. The object of Capital was rather to demystify the
notions which were prevalent, (i. e., those which were pro-
pounded by the classical pollitical economists) and present
the real form of capitalism. In this respect Marx demon-
strates that the form of prices of production, profits, etc.,
are né more than expressions, or better, a theoretical mode
of representing a set of soclial relations and means of pro-'

duction.11

In so doing,he formed a sclentific construct which

was arranged independent of all historical exigencies, and

10, Ibid., p. 106,

11. Marx's method could be used as well to explain the
fetishized soclal forms within Fuedalism. In other words, !
in explaining the crucial role which religious ideology
played in maintaining the conditions of production.
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which, because of this, allowed for the first time the
categorization of history in an analytical manner extraneous
to those earlier descriptive accounts which had simply

mimicked history's auto-development.

Thus the concept of value outlined in volume one
undermines in more general terms the concept of exchange-
value pictured as a reflection of inherent physical attri-
butes of the commodity. (i. e., from those accounts ﬁhere
each commodity'!s value was equal to it's use-value). We are
left then with a means of concelving the rate of profit as a

symptomatic response to causal links at the conceptual level.

Today, for example, in opposition to the above, we
find that typically in econometric models the problematic is
transferred to isolating the '"moment of exchange'" rather
than situating it within the field of production relations
and productive forces, failling therefore to integrate itself
into the world system of structures. And yet, if there is a
withdrawal from the analysis of structual relationships to a
theoretical model which instead mirrors the immediate
appearances (i. e., flow of money, etc.), thenryou lose the
inslghts necessarily gained through abstraction. Similarly,
any attempt to reform Marx's Capital into a science of
immediacy (in an empiricist sense) mutilates and transforms

Marx's concepts into an alien problematic.
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How do the Structuralists Situate the Transformation Problem?

In essence this returns us back to our opening ques-
tion. Clearly in the structuralist reading of Capital we may
say that there can be no contrast between value and price of
production. For them there are not two separate theorles;
in other words, the law of wvalue as it is expounded in volume
one doces not apply to a simple commodity producing soclety
separate from that of the capitalist mode. Whereas we have
seen that in the historicist and quantitative interpretations
of the labour theory of value, volume one is represented as
an economy where only labour acts as the source of value, and
as such, within this economy, the distribution and magnitude
of value is determined by quantities of labour., Similarly,

theyl2

represent capitalism as a soclety where two factors,
labour and the means of production, play an instrumental role
in producing value., Volume one 1s thus contrasted with
volume three in terms of the number of variables under con-
sideration, The structuralists argue in opposition to this,
that both factors are common to each and every mode -- Marx
himself had argued this same position against Smith (Cf.
Capital, Vol. II "Former Presentations of the Subject®)., To

be sure then Marx must not be looked upon as developing two

12. This is especlially true of Aghiri Emmanuel who
has developed an interpretation of Capital and the trans-
formation problem based on the t'one versus two varliable!
theory. Cf. pp. 402-26, Unequal Exchange.
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"historical" conditions, but rather, that in the discussions

of volume one a frame of reference is constructed which cap-
tures the common elements of every mode; that is to say, he
constructs a concept of 'mode of production!. Once this
notion of the 'mode of production' 1s established, it merely
becomes a process of extension, that prices of production

developed in volume three, are articulated as the effect of

the determined distributioncof socially necessary labour time

between the different branches of production. Marx's notion

of the labour theory of value, his law of value, is thus more
than a signpost to exchange-value, it is a way of under-
standing history, it 1s proof of the statement -- for the most

part conjectured in the Communist Manifesto -- that "the hig-

tory of all hitherto existing socliety is the history of class

strugglet (p. 9, Appleton-Century, 1955).

The exercise of reducing the value of various pro-
ducts to that of embodied labour ratios -- like Ricardo, Meek,
et al -- is hence at once realized to be a false and fetishized
problem. Meek, by using the logic of Sraffa,may provide the
solution to the "transformation", but by so doing, he revokes
the very framework which Marx had developed, Like'those
before Marx, their frame of reference again denies science as
being anything bﬁt the expression of empirical reality in
lmmediate terms. And again, ag Althusser éomments, for them ...
"Marx's object (becomes) no more than

Ricardo's object., The history of
political economy from Ricardo to Marx
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thus becomes g beautiful :unbroken con-
tinulty, which is no longer a problem,
If there is a misunderstanding, it is
elsewhere, in Rlcardo and in Marx -=-

no longer between Ricardo and Marx, but
between the whole of the classical
econonics of labour-value, which Marx
merely brilliantly touched Uupe ecceee
And in fact, when we read certaln of
Gramscit!s commentaries (Marxist philo-
sophy is Rlcardo generalized1 )+ ROosen-
thalts theoretical analysis or even the
much more critical remarks of Della
Volpe and his discliples, we are struck
by the fact that we never forsake this
continuity ofsobject. - These authors
see no essential difference between
Smith's ?ﬁd Ricardo's object and Marx's
object',

In Conclusion: Structuralism and the Symptomatic Reading

The uniqueness of the structuralist reading can thus
be delineated down to the fact that in their conception, Marx
revolutionized the notions of economics and history, because
eplstemologically he recognized that it was necessary to

first detour, to reconstruct, and articulate the concept of

the object to be examined; this must be done before that

object may become theoretically possible to understand. This
interpretation opposes the orthodox distinction developed in

chapter one, where Marx's method was one of de-fetishizing

130 L. Althusser' Re Coy PPe. 85"6.

14, As Antonio Gramsci wrote in the Prison Notebooks.
"One could say in a sense, I think, that the philosophy of
praxis equals Hegel plus David Ricardo", p. 400, International
Publishers. Indeed, Gramsci was a personal friend of Pieno
Sraffa.
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the phenomenal surface with a truer vision (i. e., "the pro-
letarian perspective’") to uncover the more real and concrete

relationships of it's essence. That 1s to say, that Hegelian

structural distinction, which opposes levels of the real

object itself (i. e., the inner essence with the outer surface,

the essential from the essential) as if there existed a one-

15
to-one identity between the object of knowledge and knowledge.

The structuralists, on the contrary, revoke the schema of
posing the interiority (the essence of social relations) to
that of it's surface (economic ideology) =-- instead they view
this interiority as nothing but the concept. In other words,
the interiority 1s not part of the real object but the Know=
ledge of it. Hence there 1ls no split-level reality with an
inside and outside, instead the inside and outside are pro=-

gressive conceptualizations of reality. Thus in contra-

diction to eeee

1gll those arguments .... which present
the development of the concepts as the
transition from the abstract to the
concrete, a transition understood as
the transition from the essential, in
principle abstract interiority to the
concrete, visible and palpable outer
determinations, a transition summed up
in the transition from volume one to
volume three., All these amblguous
arguments depend once again on the con-
fusion between the thought~-concrete,
which Marx completely isolated frgg th
real-concrete in the Introduction—~, and

15. A good example of this is Paul Mattick's article
n"The Transformation of Marxlsm into Bourgeols Zconomlics",
Science & Society, Fall, 1972.

16. The Introduction to the Contribution of the Critique
of P. EHe.
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this same real-concrete == whereas in
reality, the concrete of volume three,
i. e., the knowledge of ground, profit
and interest,is, like all knowledge,
not the empirical concrete but the con-
cept, and the¥$fore still always an
abstraction,

The transition from volume one to volume three (the
ntranasformation"), therefore becomes the passing "within the
abstraction of knowledge from the concept of the structure
(mode of production) and of it's most general effects, to

the concepts of the structure's particular effects".18

The
transformation problem is thus no longer the transfer of
theory to concrete reality; it remains therefore not as the
Achilles heel of Capital, but as a theoretical transition

from the general to the specific.

The value of the structuralist reading therefore lies
in the fact that it locates the real theoretical space of
Marx's argument; just as Marx had himself relocated the space
of classical political economy. They take Marx's texts in
Capital back to the conceptual level, outside of the
absoluteness of empirical history, and here they capture the
real 'problematic' of Capital -- breaking from the fetishisms

of it's empiricist reading.

17. Althusser, R. C., p. 189.
18; Ibido’ po 1900
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One could well conclude that, Just as Marx's science
appeals to the understanding of hlstory, =0 in a sense does

it appeal to an understanding of his own writings.
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