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CHAPTER ONE
COMMODITIES

1. THE TWo FAcTOoRs OF A CoMmoDITY: USE-VALUE AND
VALUE (SUBSTANCE OF VALUE, MAGNITUDE OF VALUE).

THE wealth of societies in which the capitalist method of
production prevails, takes the form of ‘‘an immense accu-
mulation of commodities”,* wherein individual commodities
are the elementary units. Our investigation must therefore
begin with an analysis of the commodity.

A commodity is primarily an external object, a thing
whose qualities enable it, in one way or another, to satisfy
human wants. The nature of these wants, whether for
instance they arise in the stomach or in the imagination,
does not affect the matter.» Nor are we here concerned
with the question, how the thing satisfies human want,
whether directly as a means of subsistence (that is to say,
as an object of enjoyment), or indirectly as a means of
production. .

Every useful object, such as iron, paper, etc., must be
regarded from a twofold outlook, that of quality and that
of quantity. Every such object is an assemblage of
numerous properties, and may therefore be useful in
various ways. To discover these various ways, and thus
to find out the manifold uses ot things, is a work of time.3
Time is likewise needed for the discovery of social standards

! Karl Marx, Zur Kritik der politischen Oekhonomse, Berlin, 1859,

Pac

* “Desire implies want; it is the appetite of the mind, and as
natural as hunger to the body; ... the greatest number [of
things] have their value from supplying the wants of the mind.*
Nicholas Barbon, 4 Discourse on Coining the new Money lighter,
in Answer to My, Locke's Considerations, etc., London, 1696,

PP. 2-3.
3 "Things have an intrinsic virtue [this is Barbon’s specific term
for use-value], which in all places have the same virtue; as the
stone to attract iron” (op. cil., p. 16).—The property of the
magnet which enables it to attract iron did nof become useful
until it had led to the discovery of magnetic polarity, ;
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of measurement for the quantity of useful objects. The
variability of the quantitative standards by which com-
modities are measure, is partly - dependent upon the
varying nature of the objects to be measured, and partly

upon convention. :
) it a use-value.s But this

utility is not a thing apart. Being determined by the pro-
rties of the commodity, it does not exist- without them.
The commodity itseli, such as jron, wheat, a diamond,
etc., is therefore 2 use-value or good. Its character in this
respect is independent of the amount of human labour
required for the appropriation of its useful qualities. In
the consideration of use-values, their quantitative deter-
mination is always taken for granted, as when we dea
with watches by the dozen, linen by the yard, iron by
the ton, and so on. The use-values of commodities form
the topic of 2 special study, the science of commodities.?
Use-value is only realised in use or consumption. Use-
values comprise the material content of wealth, whatever

the form of society we are about

its social form may be. In
to examine, they constitute likewise the material deposi-

tories of exchange-values. e
Exchange-value shows itself primarily as the quantitative

ratio, the proportion, in which use-values of one kind are
exchanged for use-values of another kind,3 a ratlo con-

tinually varying with changes in time and place. Exchange-
value thus seems to uitous and purely

be something fort
relative, and an exchange-value

immanent in commodities
(intrinsic value) would consequently appear to be a con-

1 *The natural worth of anything consists in its fitness to supply
the necessities Of SEIVE the conveniences of bhuman life.” Jo
Locke, Some Considerations on the Consequences of the Lowering of
Interest, 1691; Works, London, 1777, vol. 1L, p. 28 —In the seven-
teenth century, ntinued to write “worth'’

many English authors 0
for “use-value” and
pius of a language

«exchange-value’’, this being
accordant with the ge which prefers an Anglo-
Gaxon word for an actual thing, and 2

Romance word for its
reﬂexiﬂﬂ.

: In bourgeois socie
rson, a3 buyerl ot 50

of them.

s “Value consists in the
another, between 2 given
guantity of another.” Le 1rosne, De F
p. 889.

cryalue’” for

p* prevails that every

ty the “legal fictio
ncyclopzdic knowledge

mmodities, has an ¢

ratio of exchange betweed one thing and
uantity of omne product and a given
intérét social, Paris, 1846,

tradiction i
n in terms.’ Let us look into the matter
more
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physical, chemical, or other patural property o
dities. The material properties of these only concer
here, in so far as they confer utility, so as to render the
commodities use-values. On the other hand, the obvious
characteristic of the exchange ratio between commodities is
precisely this, that it is an abstraction from their use-values.
From that outlook, one use-value is just as good as another,
if there be enough of it. Barbon said this long ago: “One
sort of wares is as good as another, if the values be equal.
There is no difference Of distinction in things of equal
value. . . - A hundred pounds’ worth of lead or iron, is
of as great value as one hundred pounds’ worth of silver

and gold.”’! Regarded as use-values, commodities are, above
all, of different quality; regarded as exchange-values, they
can merely differ in quantity, for from this point of view

they have no use-value at all.
When the use-values of commodities are left out of the
reckoning, there remains but one property common to them
all, that of being products of labour. But even the product
of labour has already undergone a change in our hands.
1f, by our process of abstraction, we ignore its use-value,
we ignore also the material constituents and forms which
render it a ase-value. It is no longer, to us, 2 table, or a
house, or yarn, or any other useful thing. All the qualities
e annulled. It has ceased

f commo-
n us,

whereby it affects our senses ar

duct of the work of a joiner, 2 builder, 2
spinner; the outcome of some specific kind of productive
labour. When the useful character of the labour products

vanishes, the useful character of the labour embodied in

them vanishes as well. The result is that the various con-

crete forms of that labour disappear too; they can no longer
be distinguished one from another; they are one an
abour, abstract

reduced to an identical kind of human- L

human labour.
Let us now consider the residuum of the labour products.
f them but the before-mentioned unsub-

Nothing is left ©
stantial entity, a mere jelly of undifferentiated human

labour, this meaning

power irrespect

now matters in the labour

power has been expended in producing them,
labour power is stored up in them. As crystals

+ Barbon, op. ¢it., PP- 53 and 57

to be the pro
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needed to transform a given quantity of yarn into cloth.
The individual hand-loom weaver took just as long toeffect
this transformation as before the introduction of steam-
power into the textile industry, but the product of his
one hour’s labour under the old conditions represented
product of only half an hour’s average social labour under
the new, and was therefore worth only half as much as

before.

What determines the magnitude of value of a use-value
is, therefore, the amount of socially necessary labour it
contains, or the social labour time requisite for its produc-
tion.1 Speaking generally, in this connexion, each individual
commodity must be regarded as an average sample of its

class.» Commodities which contain equal quantities of
labour, or can be produced in equal periods of labour time,
itude of value. The ratio

have therefore the same magni
between the respective values of two commodities is
identical with the ratio between the periods of mecessary
labour time occupied in their production. “As values,
commodities are nothing but particular masses of congealed

labour time.’’
The magnitude of value of a commodity would thus
remain constant, if the labour time needed for its production
t this latter changes with every change

were constant. Bu
ty of labour. The productivity of labour

in the produetivi

is determined by various circumstances, among which may
be mentioned: the workers’ average skill; the development
of scientific theory, and the degree to which this theory is

applicable in practice; the social organisation of production;

the supply and the efficiency of the means of production;
physical conditions.

For example, a specified amount of

: “The value of them [the necessaries of life] when they are
exchanged the one for another, is tegulated by the quantity of
labour necessarily require i oducing
them.” Somes Thoughts on ] ral, and
particularly in the Publi

which the foregoing qu

bears no date on the fitle-page. It was pu
the reign of George I1. Internal evidence

p. 36) is anonymous, and
blished in London, during
shows that the year of

publication was probably 1739 OF 1740.
d constitute, substantially,

one and the same lan
put a single mass, whose price is determined by general considera-
tions, and without regard to particuiar circumstances.”” Le Trosne,

op. cit., P- 893. :
3 Karl Marx, op. ¢it., p. 6,

» ** All products of
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corn and tithe-corn. To become a commodity, a product
must pass by way of exchange into the_hands of the other
person for whom it is a use-value.]* Finally, nothing can
have value unless it has utility. If it s useless, the labour
embodied in it has been useless: such labour cannot be
counted as labour, and therefore cannot produce value.

CHARACTER OF THE LABOUR EMBODIED IN

COMMODITIES.

outset that a commodity is compounded
of two things, use-value and exchange-value. Subsequently

it became clear that labour, too, in so far as it finds expres-

sion in value, acquires characteristics differing from those
of labour as the producer of use-values. 1 was the first to

int out and discuss this twofold character of the labour
embodied in commodities.? Since it is upon this that the

understanding of political economy turns, we must look

into the matter more closely.

Let us take two commo S
yards of linen. The former we will suppose ¢
twice as much as the latter, so that, if ten yards of linen

= W, the coat = 2 W. : :

The coat is a use-value; it satisfies a special want. To
produce it, 2 particular kind of productive activity 18
requisite. The nature of this activity 18 determined by its

Urpose, mode of operation, substance, means, _and result.
The labour whose utility is thus repr’egented in the use-
yalue of its product, or the labour which thus manifests
itself by making its product a use-value, is termed, for
short, ““useful labout”. From this outlook, labour 1S always

regarded with an eye : ,
Just as the coat and the linen are qualit

use-values, so are the forms of labour that respe

2. TWOFOLD

We saw at the

to its effect as producer of utility.

atively different
ctively
produce them (tailoring and weaving) qualitatively different.

Were not the two things qualitatively different use-values,

ducts of qualitatively different forms

therefore the pro
s 5 uld not confront one another as

of useful labour, they co

+ T add the to clear up 2 commc(;ntr;:isunder-
ing. It b ppose

o ommodities all products that were consumed by other

regarded as C
peegrsons than the producers.—Nom By FRIEDRICH ENGELS.
« Karl Marx, op. ¢it., PP- 12, 13, etc.
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commodities. Coats are not exch
i e xchanged for coats; a use-
Jaine xchanged for another use-value of the same
In the totality of different ki
W t erent kinds of use-val
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labouruii’l iﬁxgvzissegzéeth?t there is no social division o?
hour ence of commodity producti
gﬁ?ﬁwi ‘f:)r?}rlréux;tlzs Otf Infdia. there ig social ?iril\-rigilclmu:;
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atibidivicionof dabot Ber s S e 1 Syates
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::r?gghttfto being by an exchange of i.nd.ividualo;:'o]guxgt).;
+ hg e workers in the factory. The only products
w. 13 confront. one another as commodities are th
pr%V :cligvt;ylremprgca;%y independent enterprises s
ave learned, then, that in the use-val .
:_ommoc}m_y there is embodied definite, purposi%?e ofrzgery
cgfn?t:tgtg, oxt‘, in other words, useful labour U,s.gvahl::;
1no nfront one another as commoditi :
con_tz;m qualitatively different forms of u§ef<1:1€i’ lggéfzsrs tIlrlxey
?I?C:fty Wltgose _produc‘ts_, in general, take the form of. comT
01} les, 1e. In a soclety of commodity producers, thi
g::abxéatw_e diffelrlentlagmn of useful forms of labour cérrielg
reciprocally independent enterprises i
cor'fl}?hcated system, a social division Ef labo(?;\.relops %
whet;f coat, as a ceat, fulfils its purpose equally well
o thairt::il ::; worn tby the tailor who makes it, or by one
r's customers. In either case it f ncti
use-value. Nor is the relation b e e
! I efween the coat
labour which produces it affected by the fact tﬁ:t tz.rillirgzl;lg

_may have become a special trade, an independent branch of

;:2: zlfi)(:tiﬁilndivision of labour, Urged to action by the need

ol anyg:) r:::atr)ne é;l::lde gir{rllentsB for thousands of years
efore : e a tailor. But the existence

got;;,r o{hthe hlrllen, of every constituent of material \?riati?l:

éizght :;lou'ic g;eafsr;ely 1provided by nature, must be
Zhenght ecial, purposive, producti ivi

one which adapts particular gifts of nﬁtwect;v;::::iglﬂ?:'
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As creator of use-values, as useful labour,
dition of human existence, and
f the forms of human society;

it is, through all the ages, a necessity imposed by nature
itself, for without it there can be no interchange of materials
between man and nature—in a word, no life.

The use-values coat, linen, commodities in general, are
compounded of two elements, matter and labour. When

we abstract the total amount of the various kinds of useful
labour embodied in the coat, the linen, or any other com-
modity, there always remains a material substratum which
has been supplied by nature without the help of man. In
the process of production, man can only work as nature
works—by changing the forms of matter.s Nay more, in
this work of changing the forms of matter he is continually
aided by the forces of nature. We see, then, that labour
is not the only source of the use-values it produces, is not
the. only source of material wealth. As William Petty

hrases it, while labour is 'the father of material wealth,

human wants.
labour is a necessary con
one that is independent o

the earth is its mother.
rom the commodity regarded as an
to consider the value of the

Let us now pass f
object possessing utility,

commodity.
In our example we assumed the coat to be worth twice
as much as the linen. This, however, is merely a quantitative
cern us. Let us bear in

difference, which does not here con
mind, however, that, if a coat be worth twice as much as

ten yards of linen, then twenty yards of linen will have the
same magnitude of value as one coat. As values, coat and

:+ “The phenomena of the universe, whether the products of
man’s hand or of the universal laws of physics, give one and all
the idea, not of actual creation, but solely of a modification of
matter. Bringing together and taking apart—these are the only
elements which human intelligen
the idea of production, including the production of value [see below]
or wealth—whether it be that earth, air, and water are transformed
in the fields into grain; or that by the hand of man the sticky
secretion of an insect is changed into silks and velvets, or a few
scraps of metal are made into a repeater watch.” Pietro Verri,
Meditazioni sulla economia politica, first published in 1773, in
Custodi’s edition of the Italian economists, modern section, vol. XV,

, 22.—When, in the above-quoted passage from his polemic
against the physiocrats, Verri writes “‘value” [valore], he means
“"use-value,” though he does not really know himself to which kind

of value he is referring.

ce can discover when it analyses -
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only half as much labour as the coat; this meaning that,

for the production of the coat, labour power was expended

for a time twice as long as that needed for the production
of the linen.

Whereas, then, in respect of the use-value of a commodity,
the labour embodied in it counts qualitatively only; in
respect of the magnitude of its value, the labour counts
only in a quantitative sense, after it has been reduced to
human labour pure and simple. In the former case, we are
concerned with the how and the why of the labour. In
the latter case, we are concerned with the duration of the
labour, must answer the question ‘“How long?” Since the
magnitude of the value of a commodity represents only
the amount of labour which the commodity embodies, it
follows that suitable proportions of various commodities
will have values of equal magnitude.

If the productive power (let us say, of all the different
kinds of useful labour needed to produce a coat) remains
unchanged, the total magnitude of the values of a number
of coats will increase as their number increases. If one
coat represents the labour of x days, two coats will repre-
sent the labour of 2 x days, and so on. Next let us suppose
that the amount of labour needed for the production of a
coat is doubled or halved. If it be doubled, one coat will
now be worth as much as two coats were worth before;

if it be halved, two coats will now be worth only as much
as one coat was worth before. Yet in either case a coat
does the same service as before, and the useful labour
embodied in it is just as good as of old. What has changed
is, the amount of labour expended in the production of
a coat.

An increase in the quantity of use-value is an increase
in material wealth. Two coats are more than one. Two
coats serve to cover two men; one coat can cover one man
only. Nevertheless, an increase in the amount of material
wealth may take place while the magnitude of the value
of this wealth falls. Such a contradictory movement is the
outcome of the twofold character of labour. Productive
power is, of course, in all cases the productive power of
useful concrete labour; in actual fact it determines only
the efficacy of purposive productive labour in a given
Space of time. Thus useful labour becomes a more abundant
or a less abundant source of products, according as its
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s or falls, On the other hand, no
ower can, by itself, affect the labour
that is embodied in value. Since the productive power
appertains to the concrete useful form of labour, it cannot
bearing on labour when labour is considered in

tely useful form. In

have any
the abstract, apart from its concre
equal spaces of time, the same labour always generates
equal magnitudes of value, however much the productive
power may Vary. But in equal spaces of time, the same
amount of labour generates varying amounts of use-value;
more when productive power rises, less when it falls. The
same change in productive power which increases the
yield of labour, and therefore increases the amount of
diminishes the magnitude of the
d total mass if it lessens the sum-total

use-values it generates,
for its production. The con-

16
productive power rise
change in productive p

value of this increase
of the labour time necessary

verse is equally true.

On the one hand, all human labour is, physiologically
speaking, the expenditure of human labour power; and
thus, as homogeneous or abstract human labour, it creates
the value of commodities. On the other hand, all labour is

labour power in a special, pur-

the expenditure of human
posive form; and thus, as concrete useful labour, it creates

use-values.”

1 In order to prove that labour, and nothing but labour, is the
ultimate and actual measure whereby the value of all commodities
can always be estimated and -compared, Adam Smith writes:

1l times ard in all places

“Equal guantities of labour must at al
have the same value for the labourer. In his normal state of health,
strength, and activity, and with the average degree of skill that he

may possess, he must always give up the same portion of his rest,
his freedom, and his happiness.” Wealth of Nations, book i, chap. v.
On the one hand, Adam Smith confuses here {not everywhere) the

amount of labour expended

determination of value by means of the
in the production of the commodity, with the determination of
commodity values by means of the value of the labour, thus trying

to prove that equal quantities of labour always have the same
value. On the other hand, he has an inkling of the fact that labour,
in so far as it is embodied in the value of commodities, counts only
as the expenditure of labour power; but he conceives this expendi-
ture as nothing more than the sacrifice of rest, freedom, and
happiness, instead of regarding it likewise as the normal activity
of human beings. —Smith's forerunner already quoted by me in note 1
to page 8 hits the mark much better when he writes (op. eit., p. 39)¢
“One man has employed himself a week in provid ng this necessary
of life, . . . and he that gives him some other in exchange, cannot
make a better estimate of what is a proper equivalent, than by
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quivalent form. On the other hand, this
other commodity which figures as an equivalent cannot
simultaneously present itself in the relative form of value,
It does not express its own value, but merely serves as
means for expressing the value of the other commodity.

It is true that the expression, zo yards of linen = 1 coat,
or 20 yards of linen are worth one coat, includes the con-
verse expression, I coat = 2o yards of linen, or 1 coat is
worth 20 yards of linen. But if T wish to express the value
of the coat relatively, I have to transpose the terms of
the equation; and as s

oon as I do this the linen becomes
the equivalent in place of the coat. In one expression of
value, one commodity cannot simultaneously appear in
both forms. These forms are polar opposites, are mutually
exclusive.

Whether a commodity is in the relative value form, or
in the opposed equivalent form, depends solely upon what
happens to be its position in the expression of value—
upon whether it is the commodity whose value is expressed,

or the commodity in terms of which the value of some
other commodity is expressed.

the linen in the e

b. Relative Value Form.

o. Nature and Meaning of Relative Value F orm,

If we wish to discover ho

w the elementary expression
of the value of a commodity

lies hidden in the value ratio
between two commodities, we must begin by contemplating
this ratio independently of jts quantitative aspect. People
usually take the opposite course, seeing in a value ratio
nothing more - than the proportion in which specified
quantities of two different kinds of commodity can be
equated. They fail to see that the magnitudes of different
things cannot be quantitatively compared until they have
been expressed in terms of the same unit. Only as expres-
sions of the same unit do

they become quantities which
bear the same name, and are therefore commensurable.!

* The few economists who, like S. Baile
failed to arrive at any result: first, because they confused the form
of value with value itself; and, secondly, because (crudely influenced

tality of the practical bourgeois) they were from the
Very outset incapable of attending to anything but the quantitative
aspect of the question, ““The comm

¢ : and of quantity . . . constitutes
value,” §, Bailey, Money and its Vicissitudes, London, 1837, p. 11.

Y. analysed value form,
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No matter whether 20 yards of linen =1I toat, or 20
coats, or X coats—no matter whether a given quantity
of linen is worth few coats or many—every such statement
of a ratio implies that the linen and the ccats are, as
magnitudes of value, expressions of the same unit, things
of the same kind. Linen = coat is the groundwork of the
equation.

Still, the two commodities which are thus qualitatively
equated play different roles. The value of one only, the
linen, is expressed. How? By its relation to the coat as its
“equivalent”, as that for which it can be “‘exchanged”.
In this relation, the coat, as the form in which value is
embodied, counts as a thing having value, for only as
such is it the same as the linen. On the other hand, the
linen’s own value comes to light, or secures independent
expression; for only as value is it of equal value with the

coat and exchangeable for the coat.
In like manner, butyric acid and propyl formate are

different substances. Yet both of them are made up of the

same chemical elements, carbon and hydrogen and oxygen,
so that each substance

combined in identical proportions,
is represented by the formula C,HgOs. Lf, now, we equate
butyric acid with propyl formate, we imply two things:

first, that, in this relation, propyl formate counts only as a

form of existence of C,Hs0,; and, secondly, that butyric
acid, too, consists of C,HsOs. When we equate propyl
formate with butyric acid, the equation expresses their
ultimate chemical composition, in contradistinction to their

outward bodily form.
We may put the matter thus. As values, commodities
are mere jellies of human labour, and for this reason our

analysis reduces them to value in the abstract, but does
not give them any value form differing from their bodily
form. It is otherwise when we are concerned with the value
relation between one commodity and another. Then the
character of the value of the former commodity is dis-

. closed in virtue of its relation to the latter.

When the coat as a thing having value is equated with
the linen, the labour embodied in the coat is equated with
the labour embodied in the linen. It is true that the
tailoring which makes the coat, is, in the concrete world,
a different kind of labour from the weaving which makes

the linen. But when the coat is equat

ed with the linen, .
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wearing a smart uniform means more than the same man
in mufti.

In the productiun of the coat, human labour power has
been expended in the form of tailoring. Human labour
has, therefore, been stored up in it. In this aspect the coat
is a “depository of value”, although its quality as such a
depository remains hidden even though it be worn thread-
bare. In its value relation to the linen it counts only thus,
only as embodied value, only as a body that has value.
Tightly buttoned up though the coat be, the linen
looks within,-and recognises n the coat the beautiful soul
of value akin to the linen’s own. But the coat cannot
express value in relation to the linen, unless, from the
outlook of the linen, this value assumes the form of a coat.
In like manner, A cannot assume the aspect of a king's
majesty for B unless, in B’s eyes, the idea of “majesty”
becomes associated with the bodily form of A—this meaning
y”’ will have to change features, hair, and

that “majest
many other bodily characteristics, when a new King ascends

the throne.

In the value ratio wherein the coat forme the equivalent
of the linen, the coat form therefore counts as a value
form. The value of the commodity linen is consequently
expressed in the body of the commodity coat, the value
of one commodity.in the use-value of the other. As a use-
value, the linen is something which to our senses is obviously
different from the coat; as 2 value it is the equivalent of
the coat, and therefore Jooks like a coat. In this way it
acquires a value form different from its bodily form. The
essence of its value is manifest in its likeness to the coat,
just as the sheep nature of the Christian is manifest in
his resemblance to the Lamb of God.

We see that everything which our analysis of the value
of commodities has told us, is disclosed by the linen itself
as soon as it comes into relation with another commodity,
the coat. It conveys its thoughts in the only language
it knows—the language of commodities. In order to tell
us that its own value is created by labour in the abstract
form of human labour, it says that the '

labour as linen. In order to tell us that its sublimated reality
as value differs from its buckram body, it says that value

looks like a coat, and that consequently, sO far as linen

coat, so far as '
equivalent ta itself, is likewise value, consisting of the same

Hlesh and bone, with all his Paulin

COMMODITIES o

is a value, it and the coat i
; s ] are as like as t
sa s
ot});elrn rrll):rses‘;lglthat the lzmg_uage of commodit}:za?x'asll e
s Germanr“ess corrt?cii,dlalects over and above H rglany
g werthsein”, for instance, expresses t?a iz
“xaloir”) tlx]r than the Romance verb ‘‘valere’” ( oug_!l
sl i\ fact A:Pa.t the equating ot commodit vallaert ,
Pgns c azt bie:lsmesmc:::; ‘ ’\:v?%z’ aro'f 'exprtlelssing itsyvalueo
! 15 is we :
modjizt m%arﬁ“ of the value ratio, the bodﬂy‘ﬁgigl afmass].
o theybod E}S become:s the value form of corﬁmo?:l'tcom-
Pty y X :clommodlty B acts as mirror to the vall T
g 37‘ s nasmuch as commodity A becomes rellrt Oé
P el g{r is.su::lt: :?tlflodlment of value, as materialis:d
. . e use-val i
for the expression of its own value. Tllllfa Ealssg‘;ef zirixnrztgilf l
odity

A, as thus expressed i
4 in th = :
has taken the form of relativiz Ez?u\;alue i Femtmadyy) B,

B. Quantitative Determination of Relative Value Form

E .
usefﬁrgb?:é?n;?d‘:,gcgh&se value is to be expressed, is a
ere is a gi : ’
= given
q?la?x‘tlisthelif()f wheat, 100 lbs. of coffee?ﬁlétltl}:},ﬁ:uc!‘ as
o humg,n labzny ::Igmmodlty contains a definite an%wen
B i value i gggerallmi 11::121 valutii f(f)_lrm has to expressoﬁﬁ:
i A so a definit i ¢
& e qu
L 1?0 Hégﬁ;mﬁ ovaa.Iue. In the value ra%ioaﬁ?g;fm‘;aé;e,
B ity coa.g‘ , of the linen to the coat, the s ciﬁy
linen in general-ls n}? t merely equated qualitativel Pewitﬁ
e 5 at happens is that with a definit
quantity of then én?gtfd}.{i?nmplte 20 yard o lnon) » dEﬁzilt:
e ;
(fo'f‘lfxample; I coat), is equg.te?lf value, of the equivalent
of Imeeﬁq::efmn 2hO yards of linen = 1 coat”, or ““20 yard
worth I coat”, implies that 1 coat coxyta:;nz

! After a fashion, it i i

e , it is with the human bein i
b‘l;ingzg ) ::i r:cl:re V?i:??imbﬂng does not corieasi:tgzhtlgge;gnllé .
e o , mor yet as a Ficht ; T
. e A itean philosopher
Bbes ol am yself’’, rst recognises himself 4
B ahmen, T man Peter grasps his relation to L
ficen be g through becoming aware of hi R g e

being of like kind with himself l'i‘hrgzltllsgn tcl)’atllllle ith

‘ , with

the phenomenal torm of the huma.:;3 Efnrgoreauws becomes for Peter




CAPITAL

exactly the same amount of the substance of value as
20 yards of linen contain, this meaning that the two
quantities of commodities cost equal amounts of labour
or equal periods of labour time. But the period of labour
time requisite for the production of 20 yards of linen or
I coat varies with every variation in the productivity of
weaving or tailoring. We must now study more closely
the effect of such variations on the relative expression
of the magnitude of value.

I. Suppose that the value of the linen varies, while the
value of the coat remains constant. If the labour time
needed for the production of the linen be doubled, perhaps
owing to a decline in the fertility of the land on which
flax is grown, then its value will be doubled. Our equation

will no longer read 20 yards of linen = I coat, but 2o yards -

of linen = 2 coats, for I coat will now contain only half as
much labour time as 2o yards of linen. If, on the other hand,
the labour time needed for the production of the linen
be halved, perhaps owing to an improvement in looms,
then the value of the linen will be halved. Now, therefore,
our equation will read 20 yards of linen =} coat. The
relative value of commodity A, that is to say its value
expressed in terms of commodity B, thus rises or falls
directly as the value of commodity A rises or falls, provided
that the value of commodity B remains constant.

I1. Suppose that the value of the linen remains constant,
while that of the coat varies. If the labour time needed
for the production of a coat be doubled, perhaps because
there has been a poor crop of wool, then, instead of writing
20 yards of linen = 1 coat, we shall have to write 20 yards
of linen = } coat. If, on the other hand, the value of the
coat be halved, then 20 yards of linen =2 coats. The
value of commodity A remaining constant, its relative
value, its value expressed in terms of commodity B, falls
or rises inversely as the value of B changes.

If we compare the various instances given under heads
I and II, we see that the same change in the magnitude

of relative value may be the outcome of opposite causes.
Instead of writing 20 yards of linen = 1 coat, we may have
to write 20 yards of linen = 2 coats, either because the
value of the linen has been doubled, or because the value

+ The term ‘‘value” is used here (as previously sometimes) to
denote quantitatively determined value, i.e. magnitude of value.
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¢. Equivalent Form.

We have seen that in so far as a commodity A (the linen)
expresses its value in the use-value of another commodity
B (the coat), it stamps on the latter a peculiar form of
value, that of the equivalent. The commodity linen mani-
fests its own essentiality of value by the fact that the
coat is equated with it, though the coat does not assume
a value form differing from its bodily form. Thus in actual
fact the linen expresses its own essentiality of value by this,
that the coat is directly exchangeable for it. Consequently,
when we speak of the equvalent form of a commodity
we mean that it is directly exchangeable for another
commodity.

When a commodity of one kind, such as coats, Serves as
equivalent for a commodity of another kind, such as linen,
so that the coats acquire the characteristic property of
being directly exchangeable for linen, this does not tell us
the ratio in which coats and linen are exchangeable each for
the other. Since the magnitude of the value of the linen is

iven, that ratio depends upon the magnitude of the value
of the coats. No matter whether the coat functions as

equivalent and the linen as relative value, or conversely
the linen as equivalent and the coat as relative value, in
both cases alike the magnitude of the value of the coat is
determined by the labour time needed for its production,
and is thus independent of its value form. But as soon as,

cut away the ground on which he Tested his grand proposition, that
the value of a commodity is ever determined by the labour embodied
in it; for if a change in the cost of A alters not only its own value
in relation to B, for which it is exchanged, but also the value of B
relatively to that of A, though no change has taken place in the
quantity of labour to produce B, then not only the doctrine falls
to the ground which asserts that the quantity of labour bestowed
on an article regulates its value, but also that which afirms the
cost of an article to regulate its value.”—Mr. Broadhurst might
just as well say: “Consider the numerical ratios 10/20, 10/50, 10(100,
etc. The number 1o remains unchanged, and yet its proportional
magnitude, its magnitude when compared with the denominators
20, 50, 100, etc., continually falls. Thus falls to the ground the
great principle that the magnitude of an integral number, such as
10, is determined by the number of units it contains.”

[At the beginning of the foregoing note, Marx uses the term
“yulgar economists’ for the first time. He defines it later, in the

footnote to p. 55—E. and C. P.]
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of iron, whose weight has been already determined. The

bodily form of the iron is not, in and by itself, a phenomenal

form of weight, any more than the bodily form of the

sugar-loaf is. Nevertheless, when we wish to express the

sugar-loaf as weight, we bring it into a weight relation

with the iron. In this relation, the iron counts as a body

which represents nothing but weight. A definite quantity

of iron serves to measure the weight of the sugar, represent-

ing, in relation to the sugar-loaf, embodied weight, the
phenomenal form of weight. The iron plays this part only
within the bounds of the relation we are now considering,
a relation into which the sugar (or anything else which has
to be weighed) enters with the iron. Unless both the sugar
and the iron had weight, they could not enter into this
relation; it would be impossible for one to express the
weight of the other. When we put them into the scales,
we see that they really have the same weight, and we know
that a certain proportion of one will have the same weight
as a certain proportion of the other. Just as the bodily
gubstance of the iron, when used as a measure of weight,
represents, in relation to the sugar-loaf, weight and nothing

else; so in our equation of value the bodily substance of
the coat represents, in relation to the linen, value and

nothing more.
Here, however, the analogy ceases. When the iron

expresses the weight of the sugar-loaf, it represents a
material property, weight, which is common to both bodies;
but when the coat expresses the value of the linen, it
represents a non-material property, value, which is common
to ’gi)th_something the reality of which is exclusively
social.

Inasmuch as the relative value form of a commodity
(the linen, for example) gives expression to the essentiality
of its value as something utterly distinct from its bodily
substance and its properties (as coat-like, for instance),
this mode of expression shows, of itself, that a social
relation is hidden away beneath the surface. With the
equivalent form, it is the other way about. The fundamental
characteristic of this is, that the bodily substance of a

commodity,

this applies only within the confines of the value relation in

which the commodity coat functions as equivalent to the -

such as the coat in all its materiality, expresses
value, is gifted by nature with the form of value. True,
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labour, and it follows that in special instances (as when we
are concerned with the production of value) they may be
regarded from this outlook alone. There is no mystery
about the matter. But in the expression of the value of a
commodity, things are turned the other way round. For
exanple, in order to show that the weaving creates the
value of the linen, not in its concrete form as weaving
but in virtue of its general property of being human labour,
the tailoring, the concrete labour which produces the linen
equivalent, is contraposed to the weaving as the palpable
embodiment of abstract human labour.

Here, then, we have a second peculiarity of the equivalent
form; for, in it, concrete labour becomes the phenomenal
form of its opposite, abstract human labour.

Inasmuch as this concrete labour, tailoring, counts as
the mere expression of undifferentiated human labour, it is
homogeneous with the labour embodied in the linen.
Consequently, though it is the labour of a particular
individual, it is (like all the labour which produces com-
modities) labour of a directly social kind. That is why it
creates a product directly excharigeable for other com-
modities. This is the third peculiarity of the equivalent
form, that individual labour assumes the form of its
opposite, and becomes labour in a directly social form.

The two last-mentioned peculiarities of the equivalent
form will become more intelligible if we go back to the
great thinker who was the first to analyse so many of the
forms of thought, society, and nature.

First of all, Aristotle tells us in so many words that the
money form of commodities is but a further development
of the simple form of value—this simple form being 'the

expression of the value of a commodity in terms of any

other commodity you please. He says that the phrase

““s beds = 1 house” . .. “cannot be distinguished from”
.. . the phrase ‘5 beds = so much money .

‘He sees, further, that the value relation represented by
the phrase “5 beds = 1 house” implies a qualitative
identity between house and bed; he recognises that, different
though the two things are to our bodily senses, they must
have a common essence, for otherwise we could not relate
them one to another as commensurable magnitudes. He
says: “There cannot be exchange without equality, nof

equality without commensurability.” But here he halts in.
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commodity. The value of commodity A is qualitatively
expressed by the direct exchangeability of commodity B
for commodity A. It is quantitatively expressed by the
exchangeability of a definite quantity of commodity B
for the given quantity of commodity A. In other words,
the value of a commodity secures independent expression
by being represented as “‘éxchange-value”’. At the beginning
of this chapter, following the usual custom, I described a
commodity as use-value and exchange-value. Strictly
speaking, this was incorrect. A commodity is use-value
(or a useful object) and value. It manifests itself as this
twofold thing as soon as its value has a phenomenal form
of its own, the form of exchange-value, differing from the
bodily form; and it never has this form when regarded in
isolation, but only when it is brought into a value relation
(an exchange relation) with some other commodity, one of
a different kind. As long as we recognise this, the foregoing
locution does no harm, and serves as a conveniently terse
way of phrasing. i
Our analysis showed that the value form or value
expression of a commodity originates in the nature of
commodity value; it did not show, conversely, that value
and the magnitude of value originate in their expression
as exchange-value. But the latter delusion prevailed among
the mercantilists, and prevails among those who have
reyived the mercantilist doctrine, such as Ferrier* and
Ganilh?: and it prevails among those who are the very
antipodes of the mercantilists, the modern bagmen of free

trade, such as Bastiat and Co. The mercantilists lay the

main stress on the qualitative aspect of the expression
of value, and therefore on the equivalent form of value,
which attains its most finished type in money. The modem
hawkers of free trade, on the other hand, since their first
object in life is to sell their wares at any price, lay the
main stress on the quantitative aspect of the relative form
of value. For them, therefore, neither the value nor the

magnitude of value of a commodity exists anywhere except

in expression through the exchange relationship—in the

daily list of current prices. The Scotsman MacLeod, who

1 F. C. A. Ferrier, subinspector of customs,
considdré dans ses rapporis avec le commerce, Paris, 1805.

+ Charles Ganilh, Des systémes de I'économie politique, secol
edition, Paris, 1821. v : }

Du gouvernement
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coat has nothing more than equivalent form (the form of
direct exchangeability) in relation to this single commodity,
linen.

But the elementary form of value passes of its own
accord into a more highly developed or extended form.
In the elementary form, the value of commodity A is
expressed in terms of only one other commodity. It does
not matter what this other commodity may be, whether
coat, or iron, or wheat, or what you will, Thus for any
one commodity there are numerous elementary expressions
of value, according as it is brought into a value relation
with this or that or the other commodity.* The number of
possible expressions of value is restricted only by the
number of kinds of commodity differing from the first.
The isolated expression of the value of any one commodity
is, therefore, only a term in an indefinitely long series of
such elementary expressions, each of which differs from all
the others.

B. Total or Extended Form of Value

We write, z commodity A = u commodity B, or =¥
commodity C, or = w commodity D, or = x commodity E,

or = etc. In the concrete, we write, 20 yards of linen

= I coat, or = To lbs. of tea, or = 40 lbs. of coflee, or

=1 qr. of wheat, or = 2 oz. of gold, or = } ton of iron, -

or = ete.
a. Extended Relative Form of Value.

In this form, the value of any one commodity, such as

linen, is expressed in terms of numberless other elements

of the world of commodities. Any commodity you please |
to select may serve as mirror of the linen’s value.? It is thus

1 In Homer, for instance, the value of a thing is expressed in ‘

terms of various other things.

» When we express the value of the linen in terms of coats, we
speak of its “coat value’”; when we express its value in terms of
corn, we speak of its “‘corn value”; and so on. The expression
indicates that it is the value of the linen which becomes manifest
in the use-values coat, comn, etc. “The value of any commodity
denoting its relation in exchange, we may speak of it as . . . ‘com
value’, ‘cloth value’, according to the commodity with which it is
compared; and hence there are a thousand diflerent kinds of value,
as many kinds of value as there are commodities in existence, a
all are equally real and equally nominal.” 4 Crifical Dissertalion
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b. Particular Equivalent Form.

In the expression of the value of the linen, every com-
modity (coat, tea, wheat, iron, etc.) counts as equivalent,
and therefore as an embodiment of value. The particular
bodily form of each of these commodities is a particular
equivalent form among many. In like manner the manifold,
particular, concrete varieties of useful labour contained
in the various embodiments of value, count, for our present
purpose, as somany special modes of materialisation, somany
phenomenal forms, of any and every kind of human labour.

¢. Defects of the Total or Extended Form of Value.

First of all, the relative expression of the value of com-
modities is incomplete, for the series which represents it is
interminable. Each equation of value is but one link in a
chain, to which a new link, a new expression of value,
can be added whenever a new commodity crops up.
Secondly, it is a variegated mosaic of disconnected and
diversified expressions of value. Finally, since we have to
express the relative value of every commodity in this
‘extended form, the relative value form of each commodity
is an endless series of expressions of value which differs
from the relative value form of every other commodity.—
The defects of the extended relative form of value are

mirrored in the corresponding equivalent form. Since the

bodily form of each individual kind of commodity has now

become a particular equivalent form among countless other |
particular equivalent forms, we have nothing left but

fragmentary equivalent forms, which are mutually exclusive.
In like manner, the particular, concrete variety of useful
labour contained in each particular commodity equivalent,
is but one particular phenomenal form of human labour,
and therefore cannot be exhaustive. It is true that human
labour has its complete or total phenomenal form in the
totality of these particular phenomenal forms. But this
does not give it a unitary phenomenal form. )

The extended relative form of value consists only of a
summation of relative expressions of value, or equations
of the first kind, such as: i

20 yards of linen = I coat;
20 yards of linen = 10 Ibs. of tea; etc.

.e:fprease'd in t
I—Cis
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I coat = 20 yards of linen;
10 lbs. of tea = 20 yards of linen: etc.
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C. Generalised Form of Value

I coat=
10 Ibs. of tea =
40 Ibs. of coffee =
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2 oz. of gold = [ 20 yards of linen.

% ton of iron =

X commodity A =
etc. _—.J
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equivalent and the iron equivalent, the respective expres-
sions of the value of the coat and the tea, are as different
from one another as are linen and iron. It is obvious that,
as far as practical application is concerned, this form of
value exists only in early days, when the products of labour
are transformed into commodities by accidental and
occasional barter.

In the total or extended form, the value of a commodity
is more effectively distinguished from its own use-value;
for the value of the coat (for instance) is now contraposed
to its bodily form in all possible shapes, as linen equivalent,
iron equivalent, tea equivalent—as anything you like except
coat equivalent. On the other hand, any generalised
expression of value, one common to all commodities, is
directly excluded; for, in the expression of the value of
any one commodity, all other commodities appear only in
the form of equivalents. In actual practice, the extended
form of value makes its entry into the world as soon as
one particular product of labour, such as cattle, comes to
be exchanged for various other commodities—not in
exceptional instances merely, but habitually.

The newly acquired form of value expresses the values
of all sorts of commodities in terms of one commodity

(linen, for instance) set apart from the rest; it expresses
the values of all other commodities by equating them with
linen. As linen equivalent, the value of each commodity
is distinguished, not merely from its own use-value, but
from all use-value; and by that very fact its value is ex-

it has in common with all

pressed as something which
commodities are for the first

commodities, By this form,

time effectively brought into relation with one another as

values, or made to confront one another as exchange-
values. ;

The two earlier forms express the value of a commodity,
in the one case in terms of a single commodity of a different
kind, and in the other case in terms of a series of commodities
of a different kind. In both cases alike, the single commodity
makes it (so to say) its private business to find an expression
for its value, and it succeeds in doing this without any
active cooperation on the part of other commodities.
These have merely to play 2 passive role as equivalents,

The gener

comes into being as the outcome of the joint activities of all

alised form of value, on the other hand, only
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nature is expressly disclosed. It is the reduction of all kinds
of actual labour to their common characteristic of being
human labour, .of being the expenditure of human labour
ower.
p The generalised form of value, the form in which the
products of labour are presented as mere jellies of undif-
ferentiated human labour, discloses by its very structure that
it is the social expression of the world of commodities. It
thus reveals that, in this world of commodities, the generic-
ally human character of labour constitutes its specifically

social character.

b. Developmental Relation between the Relative Form of Value
and the Equivalent Form.

~ The degree of development of the equivalént form corre-
sponds to the degree of development of the relative form
of value. We must, however, be careful to note that the
development of the equivalent form is only the expression
and the result of the development of the relative form of
value.

The elementary or isolated relative form of value of a
commodity makes some other commodity into an isolated
equivalent. The extended form of relative value, the form
in which the value of a commodity is expressed in terms
of all other commodities, makes of these others so many
isolated equivalents. At length we come to the formr in
which one particular kind of commodity functions as a
general equivalent, inasmuch as all other commedities
make of this one commodity the material for the expression
of their unified generalised form of value.

Now, in proportion as the form of value develops, there
is an intensification of the contrast between its two poles,
the relative form of value and the equivalent form.

The first form, 20 yards of linen = 1 coat, already con-
tains this contrast, but does not yet stabilise it. According
as we read the equation forwards or backwards, each of the
two commodity poles (the linen and the coat) will function

alternately and indifferently in the relative form of value

and in the equivalent form. In this case it is still difficult
to realise that there is a polar contrast.

In the second form, only one kind of commodity can
fully extend or develop its relative value; and it only
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acquires this extended relative form of v
and in so far as, all other commodities functi:fluein};zcl::rif}%
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must reverse the third form. This general equivalent has
no relative form of value which it shares with other com-
modities: its value expresses itself relatively in the endless
series of other commodities. Thus we see that the extended
relative form of value (form B) is the specific relative
form of value of the commodity that functions as general

equivalent.

¢c. Transition from the Gemeralised Form of Value to the
Money Form.

The general equivalent form is a generalised form of
value, and any commodity can therefore assume it. How-
ever, a commodity can only function as general equivalent
because, and in so far as, all cther commodities set it apart
from themselves as equivalent. Not until this setting apart
is definitively concentrated upon one particular kind of
commodity, does the uniform relative value form of com-
modities at large acquire objective fixity and general social
validity.

When this happens, the particular kind of commodity
with whose bodily form the equivalent form is socially
identified becomes the money commodity, or serves as
money. Thenceforward, the specific social function (and
therefore the social monopoly) of this commodity is, that
it plays the part of general equivalent among commodities
at large. In form B, various commodities functioned as
particular equivalents of the linen; and in form C, various
commodities expressed their relative value in one and the
same commodity, linen. As a matter of historical fact,
one commodity in particular, gold, has achieved the con:
quest of this privileged position. If, in form C, we replace
the commodity linen by the commodity gold, we have
the money form of value.

D. Money Form of Value

20 yards of linen
I coat
10 1bs. of tea
40 1bs. of coffee = 2 oz. of gold.
1 gqr. of wheat =
% ton of iron =
x commodity A =
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it is a very queer thing indeed, full of meta-

however, that
physical subtleties and theological whimsies. In so far as
it is a use-value, there is nothing mysterious about it—

whether we regard it as something whose natural properties
enable it to satisfy human wants, or as something which
only acquires such properties as the outcome of human
Jabour. It is obvious that man, by his activity, modifies
the forms of natural substances so as to make them useful
to himself. For instance, the form of wood is altered when
we make a table of it. None the less, the table is still wood,
an ordinary palpable thing. But as soon as it presents
itself as a commodity, it is transformed into a thing which
is transcendental as well as palpable. It stands with its
feet solidly planted on the floor: but at the same time, over
against all other commodities, it stands on its head; and
in that wooden head it forms crotchets far stranger than
table-turning ever was.
Thus the enigma of commodities does not arise out of
their use-value. Nor does it depend upon the nature of
the factors of value. For, in the first place, no matter how

different the kinds of useful labour or productive activity
t they are all functions

may be, itisa physiological fact tha
ism, and that every such function (no

of the human organis
matter what its content and its form may be) is essentially

the expenditure of human brain, nerve, muscle, sense ergan,

etc. Secondly, as con
mination of the magni

cerns that which underlies the deter-
tude of value, namely the duration

of this expenditure, or the quantity of labour, our senses
enable us to distinguish between the quantity and the
quality of labour. Whatever the social conditions, men
must have had an interest in the time requisite for the
production of food, though the degree of that interest
must have varied at various stages of social evolution.!
In fine, whenever human beings work for one another in
any way, their labour acquires a social form.

: Among the Teutons of old, the unit for measuring land, known
as the Morgen [approximately an acre], was the amount which.
could be ploughed in 2 day. Hence it was also called Tagwerk oI
Tagwanne (day's work, jurnale, jurnalis, terra jurnalis, terra dior-
palis), Mannwerk (man’s work), Mannskraft (man’s
maad (man's mead or man’s mowing), Mannshauet (man’s hewing
or man’s sickling), etc. See Georg Ludwig von Maurer, Einleitung
suy Geschickte der Mark-, Hof-, u.s.w. Verfassung, Munich, 18509

pp. 129 et seq.

power), Manns:
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products of labour, so soon as they are produced in the form

of commodities. It is inseparable from commodity pro-
duction.

The foregoing analysis has shown that this fetishistic
character of the world of commodities is the outcome of

the peculiar social quality of the labour which produces

commodities.
Useful objects only become commodities because they are

the products of the labour of individuals or groups of indi-
viduals working independently of one another. The sum
total ofthe labour of all these private individuals and private
groups makes up the aggregate of social labour. Inasmuch
as the producers do not come into social contact until
they exchange their labour products, the specifically social
character of their individual labour does not manifest
itself until exchange takes place. In other words, the labour
of individuals becomes an effective part of the aggregate
of social labour solely in virtue of the relations which the
process of exchange establishes between the labour products
and consequently between the producers. That is why the
social relations connecting the labour of one private indi-

vidual (or group) with the labour of another, seem to the

producers, not direct social relations between individuals

at work, but what they really are: material relations between
rsons and social relations between things.
Not until they enter the realm of exchange do the labour
oducts acquire, over and above and distinct from their
use-objectivity (which differs from one kind of product to

another), a soci

thing, on the one hand, and thing of value, on the other,
‘does not become. practically effective until the process of
exchange has become so widespread and so important
that useful things are produced expressly. for exchange—
so that the values of things have to be taken into account
in the very act of production. Thenceforward the labour of
private producers does really
character. On the one hand such labour must, as definitely

useful labour, satisfy a definite social demand, thus taking

its place as a constituent of the general aggregate of labour,
as part of the spontaneously developed system of the social

division of labour. On t
satisfy the manifold wants of the producers who perform it,

al value-objectivity (which is of like nature =
in them all). This cleavage of the labour product into useful =

acquire a twofold social

he other hand such labour can only
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relations between products the labour time socially nec

i ive i ike
sary for their production exerts its coercive influence 1i ‘
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an over-riding law of nature. The law of gravity exerts an
over-riding influence in like fashion when a house tumbles
about our ears.! Thus the determination of the magnitude
- of value by labour time is a secret hidden away beneath
the manifest fluctuations in the relative values of com-
modities. The discovery of the way in which the magnitude
of value of labour products is really determined, removes
from this determination the semblance of being purely
fortuitous, tut does not affect the material form of the
process,

Man'’s thought about the forms of social life, his scientific
analysis of these forms, runs counter to the actual course
of social evolution. He begins by an examination of the
finished product, the extant result of the evolutionary
process. The characters which stamp labour products as
commodities, the characters which they must possess
before they can- circulate as commodities, have already
acquired the fixity of the natural forms of social life, when
economists begin to study, not indeed their history (for
they are regarded as immutable), but their meaning. Thus
it was only the analysis of the prices of commodities which
led to the determination of the magnitude of values, it was
only the common expression of all commodities in money
which led to their being recognised as ‘““values”. But this
finished form of the world of commodities, this money form,
is the very thing which veils instead of disclosing the social
character of private or individual labour, and therewith
hides the social relations between the individual producers.
When I say that coats or boots or what not are related to
linen as the general embodiment of abstract human labour,
the statement seems manifestly absurd. Yet when the
producers of coats, boots, etc., bring these commodities
into relation with linen as the general equivalent (or with
gold or silver as the general equivalent, for the nature
of the case is just the same), it is precisely in this absurd
form that the relation between their own private labour and
the collective labour of society discloses itself to them.

! “What are we to think of a law which can only assert itself by
Periodical revolutions? It is nothing but a law of nature resting on

the unconsciousness of the persons concerned.” Friedrich Engels,
Umrisse

24 einer Kritik der Nationaloekonomie, "Deutsch-Franzs.
sische J

A ahrbiicher’”, edited by Amold Ruge and Karl Marx, Paris,
1844.
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These forms are the very things that comprise the cate-
gories of bourgeois economics. They are the socially valid,
and therefore objective, thought-forms, which serve to
express the relations of production peculiar to one specific
method of social production, namely commodity produc-
tion. Consequently, all the mystery of the world of com-
modities, all the sorcery, all the fetishistic charm, which
enwraps as with a fog the labour products of a system of
commodity production, is instantly dispelled when we
turn to consider other methods of production.

Political economists are fond of Robinson Crusoe, so
we, too, will take a look at this lonely islander. His wants
are few and simple, but he has some wants at least, and
must therefore undertake various kinds of useful labour.
He must fashion tools, make furniture, tame lamas, fish,
hunt, etc. 1 am not here concerned with his praying and
the like, for Robinson Crusoe delights in these kinds of
activity, and looks upon them as recreation. Despite the
variety of his productive functions, he knows that they
are but various forms of the activity of one and the same
Robinson Crusoe, and are therefore nothing but different
manifestations of human labour. Under stress of need,

he has to allot his time suitably to this, that, and the
other function. In the sum of his activities, the assignment
of more space to one and less to another is determined by
the greater or the less extent of the difficulties that have
to be overcome in attaining the useful end he has in view.
In this matter, experience is his teacher, and our Robinson
(having saved timepiece, ledger, pen, and ink from the
wreck) soon begins, as becomes an Englishman, book-
keeping in due form with himself as subject of the entries.
He writes an inventory of the useful objects he owns;
specifies the routine work necessary for their production;
and records the labour time which, on the average, definite

quantities of che respective products cost him. The relations

between Robinson and the things which comprise  the

wealth he has created are so simple that even Herr M.

Wirth could understand them without undue mental effort.

Nevertheless, all the essential determinants of value are

therein contained. _ 4
Let us now transport ourselves from Crusoe’s sunlit

isle to the darkness of medieval Europe. In the island, we

bave one independent person, the only inhabitant. Io
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Europe during the Middle Ages, all are dependent: serfs
and barons, vassals and suzerains, laymen and .riest
Dependence characterises the social relations of mpateriasj
production, no less than the spheres of life that are estab
lished upon these relations. But for the very reason tﬁ t
relations of personal dependence form the gromxdwo:k
of society, it is not necessary that labour and the products
fiie%?t;{;l;; 31}1]2:141‘ hassum,i fantastic shapes differing from
r real ones. They enter into the soci i
services in kind and payments in kind.s%cﬁzlngﬁx‘j};?%sr]?n a?
labour, its particular form, is here the immediate soci(a)ml
form of labour-—in contradistinction to what happens in
a society organised upon the basis of commeodity prodr:lction
thhere abstract labour, its generalised form, is the imm »
dna.te social form of labour. Forced labour (’corvée) can 1;;
measured by time, just as easily as commodity-producin
labour; but every serf knows that what he is expending
in the service of his lord is a definite quantity of his owg
labour power. The tithe which must be handed over tg
the priest is a more tangible reality than his reverence’s
blessing. Whatever view we take of the masks in which
the different personalities strut upon the feudal stage, at
any rate the social relations betweén individuals atgw’ofk
appear in their natural guise as personal relations, and are
mot dressed up as social relations between things "bet
‘.thifproducts of labour. S GG
we wish to study labour in common, or di
associated labour, we need not go back to the sbonta?lgss.:}y
?ﬁ:ﬁﬁgized fo;r;xu thclzlh confronts us on the threshold ojfr
story o civilised races. An example
?angl is offered by the patriarchal industgy 2? aie;gsggi
armly working on the land, and producing for its own
2 “Of late a preposterous notion h
:::1: ziz‘ieg: ajll'kat primitive communism Z: af()sl;)?)itgajlgz:asl gzggfo'}::r%e;z
55 gl]y, ca Sy' : il;vni aﬁn?oﬁeﬁiﬁﬁﬁlusmg a Russian, phenomenon.
;%o;gdth:uﬁomans, the Teﬁtons, angagheecz}]tz?rgvl?leiﬁen e::lﬁ;d
e er;)us examples (decayed though they be) in Indig
udy of Asiatic, and especially Indian, forms of communism

would disclose the way in which, out of the various kinds of spon-

Eafsﬁ:sz tggzetc;gic; ic;)mr?nuism, divergent forms have evolved as
Uiy -up of communism, For inst i

S : . stance, the various
2! ypes of Roman and Teutonic private property are deducible

from different forms of Indian communism.” Karl Marx, Zus

Kﬂﬁh, etc., p. 10.
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requirements grain, cattle, yarn, linen, clothing, a.nd the
like. For the family, these various articles are diverse

products of the family labour, but they are mot inter-
commodities. The different kinds of labour

changeable as _
which generate these products (tillage, cattle breeding,

spinning, weaving, tailoring, etc.) are in their natural form
social functions, inasmuch as they are functions of the

family, which has its own spontaneously developed system

of the division of labour—-just as commodity production
has such a system. The division of labour among the various
members of the family, and the apportionment of their
respective labour times, are determined by differences of
sex and age and by seasonal changes in natural working
conditions. The expenditure of each individual's labour
power, as measured by the duration of the labour, assumes
from the outset the aspect of a social determination of
labour, since from the outset the individual exertions
of labour power function merely as instruments of the

joint labour power of the family.
Finally, for a change, let us consider an association of
free individuals who work with jointly owned means of
d their several labour

wers as a combined social labour power. In this case,

all the characteristics of Robinson Crusoe’s labour are

reproduced, except that the labour is social, instead of being
individual. Robinson Crusoe’s products were exclusively
individual, and were therefore useful objects for himself
alone. The total product of our imaginary association is a
social product. Part of this product is used as a means for
further procuction, and therefore remains social. Another
art is consumed as subsistence by the various members
of the association, and has therefore to be distributed among
them. The way in which this distribution is effected will
vary in accordance with variations in the nat
organism which carries on the work of production, and in
accordance with the corresponding Jevel of historical
evolution attained by the pro
for the sake of a comparison with commodity production)
that each producer’s share of the necessaries of life is
determined by the amount of time he has worked. In that
case, the labour time will play a double role. On the one
hand, its allotment in accordance with a definite social

plan enables the various

production, and wittingly expen

ure of the social

ducers. Let us assume {merely

kinds of labour to be duly pro-
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portioned to the various social needs
] . On t
;lswnl%la}?::llsr Egne lierves as standard of mea?ﬁrgg‘g;thaf?rgf
i e;n sd are of each individual producer in the
i e e secondly (because of the foregoing) as
o Aspat (iim:t of the social product which each indi-
e ed to consume. The social relations between
s s (l;gfs, on one side, and their labour and the pro-
T e on the other, remain perfectly simple A d
p cle y clear, aI_1ke in production and in distributig -
mo&&zgsewﬁefomity made up of the producers ofn com-
euh, toat e tochets e CommORIhbLL A
such ommeodities, i
(t)};l: Ed;;lﬂtlx]al labours of the various producl:fé :afé ::llatltei%
it c:m syﬂm the concrete commodity form as embog'
e ol ifferentiated human labour. For a societ 1;
beingyfs £ wistianity, with its cult of the abstract hm’l;le?
Belfie, 1 ¢ u: most suitable religion—above all, Christi:mitIl
mdbs, bo Ig)ec_ns phases of development, such as Pr y
n;ethod‘of L ecsllsm,‘ and the like. But in the ancient Asiat?
and so on ptﬁe utit:;?lgf‘olrnrr::;lﬁtt) g Cfl ats}e;ical ey s Romec
, n o e labo into
31 tf)ngEogll-?gu ;nr(: tfherefore the transforglrafigcr)ld%cft null:xc:
of com iti i
part—vhich, however 1:tecarrxll?tf~l :;.lesn,lollbria};ffp:r:;lnbtordma!:e
g;gﬁgztuinik:sthihlgso 3Sype; Ef _society was passing il?tr:)e iltns
¢ . o icurus i ws i
Lnxtizzzialces lof Polish spciety? genui_t’);;r I(I:If)?nzllgrg;‘i\fs :31:) tlhe
gt I?}Illeysm' a’elhe intermundane spaces of the fntip;l:
gaid,, The ¢ 0101 . productive organisms of ancient dcél.
iz o sl pler, enormously more easy to understanlés
SRk ugt;ms society; b_ut‘ they were based, either u or;
B R i g of the individual human being (who E d
ket = EIE.t the umbilical cord which, under primiti:r
fiiions, ¢ u(;ltth: all the members of the human specieg
B ')r,hor upon direct relations of dominion
e 1} ey were the outcome of a low grade of
e ol n ? the productive powers of labour; a ac?
e proces:bre ations of human beings to one another \gll;hﬁ
R ﬂ): wtfuch they produced the material necessari
cor'rési:)ondin iare_ ore their relations to nature as well we:‘S
i = hondl fg ytlmmatu.re. This restrictedness in the ’worlg
By cicte act was reflected in the ideal world, in th
e old natural and folk religions. Such £e1igiou§
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reflexions of the real world will not disappear until the
relations between human beings in their practical everyday
life have assumed the aspect of perfectly intelligible and
reasonable relations as between man and man, and as between
man and nature. The life process of society, this meaning the
material process of production, will not lose its veil of
mystery until it becomes a process carried on by a free
association of producers, under their conscious and purpo-
sive control. For this, however, an indispensable requisite
is that there should exist a specific material groundwork
(or a series of material conditions of existence) which can
only come into being as the spontaneous outcome of a long
and painful process of evolution.

True that political economy has now achieved an analysis,
however incomplete,' of value and the magnitude of value,

+ The inadequacy of Ricardo’s analysis of the magnitude of
value (the best analysis to date) will become apparent in the third
and fourth books of the present work. As regards value in general,
classical political economy has never drawn an explicit and fully

conscious distinction between labour as it finds expression in value,
and the same labour as it finds expression in the use-value of what

it iroduces. Of course the cl
ma

lassical economists do, in actual fact,
e this distinction, for they contemplate the former kind of
labour quantitatively, and the latter kind qualitatively. But it does
not occur to them that a purely quantitative distinction between
one kind of labour and another, presupposes the qualitative unity
or likeness of the two labours, and therefore their reduction to
abstract human labour, For instance, Ricardo tells us that he agrees
with Destutt de Tracy when the French philosopher writes [Ri-
cardo’s translation]: ‘“As it is certain that our physical and moral
faculties are alone our original riches, the employment of those
faculties, labour of some kind, is our omly original treasure, and
it is always from this employment that all those things are
created which we call riches. . . . It is certain, too, that all those
things only represent the labour which has created them, and if
they have a value, or even two distinct values, they can only derive
them from that of the labour from which they emanate.” Ricardo,
The Principles of Political Economy, third edition, London, 1821,
~ p. 334.—1 shall content myself with pointing out that Ricardo foists
bis own deeper meaning upon Destutt de Tracy’s words, The
Frenchman does, in fact, say, on the one hand, that all things which
create wealth “‘represent the labour which has created them"; but
he also says, on the other band, that they derive their “two distinct
values’ (use-value and exchange-value) from *[the value] of the
labour from which they emanate’’. He thus lapses into the common-
lace error of the vulgar economists, who assume the value of one
commodity (labour, in this case), that thereby they may subse-
quently determine the value of the rest. Ricardo reads him as
having said that Jabour (not the value of the labour) is embodied
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%:ﬁ l:;z discoverpd the content hidden within these forms
s eé:;);ltf:tisgi hualxée never even mooted the question.
o assume these forms: wh
should be represented b e e i
v the value of the prod
and the quantity of labour (as i ks
: measured by its d i
by the magnitude of the value of that prodﬁct.I Itulir:‘ t\;rorrilz

both in use-value and in exchan
: v ge-value. But for his

g zns' s;)ollétt; h;eed_ to the twofold character of labour w?;;’(l:]h %2"31 o
i Prp essx{)n,”t_hat his chapter “Value and Riches thn?s
Distin trivmﬁgpertlfes is largely devoted to a laborious exami’nat'elr
g1 fhe trhviali (;ets Oﬁ J. B. Say. At the finish, therefore, he is o
e t(l)) Ied | ;:o b:iggﬂﬁ;te Ingrutt dfe Tracy, while aérecing ::g
tm;xe ;gegfviiﬁh Siy ?s to the oon;eepto ofvjeﬂlrfé Shoglest B e
) e chief failings of the classica politi i
g?nt n:;d[i‘t?ersr sgc_ceeded in discovering, thanlkgoblcl:tl:;elz zc&ﬁom'y 1;
Sl whica; mmkespecxal of the value of commodities thgs;s .
S Loins e « 1? es it exchange-value. Even the best ex onmz
BEEhS el m'a.ttc as Adam Smith and Ricardo, treat the li?orr;n f
Jalos o 2 mat t(;:r of no importance, or as something that has .
b it t e J::_ssen_t:al nature of commodities. This is not !;O
Faair o 8 dten 1on is exclusively concentrated on the an 'l‘m o
i thg 113 ]x; ¢ of value. There is a deeper reason. The E11fra).’lsm
o e | l'm:ir product is the most abstract, but also th ot
sysfeg:l go A eracx) &se 5 form taken by that produc't in the bo:rmos"t
2o SPECiakagc :fon, which derives therefrom its peculiar sé;eols
ki oo of social production, and thus receives i it
cterisation. If, therefor oy gPeeD

e, we e g
value form of the labour product as the one agzogi?;s}énﬁ %?rsdogilﬁ

production, fixed for all time by nature’s i
. X : : s Immuta
3;311(;1;3: 1g;1n05mg the peculiar differential (:har::xcterit;.ltrlec:elaag;sﬂ::?;c i
e opetcnly o of the Comiody o, o o
That is why certain economi S Eally g o oo
: i ists who are fully agr 4 :
cgﬁ?usl:dt}:; dmeaSL}:re of the magnitude of v}:llueg eﬁ:v;hiﬁelabour
RpNsed an fcg}l;e radictory notions concerning .money i mf}ft
B toodi general equivalent. This is signally sh:)wﬁe‘ hy 4
i come to mscuss banking, a topic in which the commonwl s
et o o?ﬁy no longer suffice to guide the investi }1:(:,&
i RN ¢ there has come into being a renovated mer%a tli:ls
n‘othiné R0 hexponents_ (Ganilh and others) regard valm 5
LhiE ot 1 fam a social form, or rather as the unsubst';et‘as
freo "ci)rm'.——Let e explain here once for all that nhxa.l
ecohomy it Was;;ca] political economy”, I mean all the ol"wti 3
A 'etty which has been devoted to the ‘;{J‘. é o
T econolons:__of bour'geo:s production, in cn:mtrac!i;;t;J {id
e < sem;‘]y " The vulgar economists” are oontenct %
o e e tzm:; of the interrelations of bourgeois rnd -
B Ju ] e R n, :l ey spend their time in chewing thepcgduo;
ks uta ays long past by scientific political ec .
extract for bourgeois daily food plausible eig?aﬁz’
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large on the face of these formulas that they belong to a
type of social organisation in which the process of produc-
tion is the master of mankind, and in which mankind has
not yet mastered the process of production. To the bourgeois
mind, however, they seem as self-evident as, and no less a
natural necessity than, productive labour itself. That is
why bourgeois economists treat pre-bourgeois forms of the
social productive organism much as the Fathers of the
Church have always treated pre-Christian religions.*

tions of the most obvious phenomena; and, for the rest, they are
satisfied with systematising in pedantic fashion, and proclaiming as
eternal verities, the most trivial and self-complacent notions which
the agents of bourgeois production entertain with regard to their
own best of all possible worlds.

1 “Fconomists are strange creatures. For them there are but
two kinds of institution; works of art, and works of nature. Feudal
institutions are artificial, bourgeois institutions are natural. In this
matter, economists are like theologians, for whom there are only
two kinds of religion. Every religion other than their own is the
invention of man, whereas their own particular brand of religion is
an emanation from God. . . . Thus there has been history, but
now history is finished.” Karl Marx, Miséve de la philosophie, réponse
& la philosophie de la misére par M. Proudhon, 1847, p. 113.—A
comical fellow is Monsieur Bastiat, with his fancy that the ancient
Greeks and Romans lived by plunder alone. 1f people are to live by
plunder for many centuries, there must always remain something
to steal, or else the booty must have the power of perpetual self-
reproduction. It would seem, therefore, that even the ancient
Greeks and Romans must have had a process of production, an
economy that is to say, which must have constituted the material
foundation of their world, just as the bourgeois economy constitutes
the material foundation of the modern world. Or does Bastiat
mean to imply that a method of production based on slave labour
rests on a system of plunder? In that case, he is treading on dan-
gerous ground. If one of the giants of thought, like Aristotle, could
err in his estimate of slavery, why should one of the dwarfs among

economists, like Bastiat, be right in his estimate of wage labour?—-
I take this opportunity of answering briefly a criticism that appeared
in a German-American newspaper when my Zur Kritik der politischen
Oekonomic was published in 1859. The critic agreed that as regards
the contemporary world, where material interests are supreme,
what I said was true enough. In the modern world it was true that
the special method of production which prevailed, and the appro-

riate relations of production—in a word, the economic structure

of society—formed the real basis on which the juridical and political

superstructure were erected, and to which specific social forms of

consciousniess corresponded. It
there the method by which the material necessaries of life were

P

- nature with peculiar social properties. Later

was true of the modern world that

roduced, determined the general characteristics of social, political,
and intellectual life. But this did not apply to the Middle Ages,
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land-rents are a growth of the soil, instead of being a
product of social activity!

Not to anticipate, I will content myself here with giving
one more example relating to the commodity form itself.
If commodities could speak, they would say: “Qur use-
value may interest human beings; but it is not an attribute
of ours, as things, What is our attribute, as things, is our
value. Our own interrelations as commodities proves it.
We are related to one another only as exchange-values.”
Now let us hear how the economist interprets the mind of
the commodity. He says: ‘‘Value [exchange-value] is a
property of things; riches [use-value], of man. Value, in
this sense, necessarily implies exchanges; riches do not.”*
Again: “Riches are the attribute of man, value is the
atiribute of commodities. A man or a community is rich,
a pearl or a diamond is valuable.”» A pearl or a diamond is
valuable as a pearl or a diamond! Hitherto, no chemist
has been able to discover exchange-value in a pearl or a
diamond. But the economists who discover this chemical
substance (persons who make a special claim to critical
acumen) find that the use-value of the articles in question
attaches to them independently of their material proper-
ties: and that, on the other hand, their value does attach
to them as things. What substantiates this view is the
remarkable fact that the use-value of things is realised
without exchange, by means of a direct relation between
things and men, whereas their value is realised only in
exchange, only in a social process. Surely, in this connexi )
every one will recall the excellent Dogberry’s instructio
to neighbour Seacoal: “To be a well-favoured man is
gift of fortune, but to write and read comes by nature.”3

1 Observations on certain Verbal Dispules in Political Econom
particularly relating to Value and to Supply and Demand, London,
1821, p. 16. "

s S. Bailey, op. cit., p. 165. ;

" 3 The author of the Observations and S. Bailey agree in ac
Ricardo of having transformed exchange-value from sometm
purely relative into an absolute. Really, Ricardo went the oth
way about. He reduced the seeming relativity which th
(diamonds and pearls, for instance) have as exchange-values, to
true relation hidden behind the semblance, to their relativil
mere expressions of human labour. If the Ricardians’ ans
Bailey is rude without being effective, this is because they !
been unable to find in Ricardo’s writings anything which exp
the intimate connexion between value on the one hand anc
form of value or exchange-value on the other,




