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INTRODUCTION

The connection between Marx, Hegei and methodology is a wéli
established one. It was however in many ways 'resurrected' in
the wake of Engels' characterisation of the relationship, where
there was made to appear a finality in the demise of classical
German philoéophy and the standing of Hegel 'bn'his feet'. The
Pheonix which Engéls claimed had arisen was variously described
as "the materialist>wor1q70utlook"; "the materialist standpoint”
and "the méterialist conception ofvhistory"; However expressed,
this represehted a censorious éttitude to all manner of 'épeculafions'
in the realm dfvmethodology and acclaimed a body of 'lawsF; or
_'metasciéntific propositiohs such that all sciences, natural and
social, deal ultimately with the same object, viz, 'matter in
motion*. Engels' strongly‘“matérialist' methodology was inherited
principally by both the Second and Third Internationals, blending
with neo-Kantianism in the former and Féuerbachiah dualism in the
latter, with its tenet of twovglobal trends, materialism and
ideaiism, and where these were diametrically bpposed. If |
méthodological tenets, as they undoubtedly dof underlie forms of

, bolitical and social practice, then this determinist and positivist
interpretation of Marx's entire methbd with its emphasis upoh
unalterable stages of historicai development, driven by a seemingly
autonohoqs "base’, and of the suitability of the methbdolbgicél
model of the natural sciences for understanding these stages,

produces a kind of politicél quietism. The active subject has
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been 1eft out of account sinee there is no longer cbnsidered to

.be any need for the acéive intervention in the historical process.
There is no réquirement to consciously shape history, andvreality
itself, historical reality, is always simply 'presupposed' as

given, never 'posited' by a creative subject.  Kant's so-

called ’matérialism' is lauded to the present day in certain
quarters where it is said to exist in the irreducibility he

‘extended to the 'objective' in-itself, and in his dictum thét
existence cannot be a predicate)ﬂ But social existence and
social_fobjeétivity' are“precisely predicated upon forms of social
practice, are,broughf about by social labour as the active subject.
Therefore what this 'materialist' methodology misses out is the
creation of 'objectivify' and therefore the possibility of positing
this ‘objectivity'vin accordance with a consciouslg premeditated
'plan.' The creation of the object by the subject, the bringing
of‘the object about, is;Hegél's central message, whichrhowever is'

- buried with him ahd not bfdbérly 'transcended' in Engels' vilification

of all forms of "idedlist crotchets".

The ‘resurrection' referred to above may be said to originate in
the 1920's in the works of Lukacs and Korsch, who themselves thereby
founded a kind of *tradition' in what has become known as ﬁWestérn

Marxism". This, in the words of Russell Jacoby:

"_...sHifted the emphaSis of Marxism from politicaI
economy and the state to culture, philosophy and art".
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Although generally accepted, this typology, with its emphasis
upon 'occidentalism' and its eschewing of political economy,'leaves'
outoof account such as Isaak Illich Rubin (1886-1937) who was
Russian and with a decided methodological preference-for Marx's
politioal economy. Further, the reason for the uncertainty
attaching to the orecise-date'of Rubin's death has to do with
the fact that he 'disappeared' from the 1and of the living in
'me/early 1930's, having been accused by the soviet authorities of
"Menshevising Idealism"vand "Hegelianism". In terms oflhisv"
Hegelion emphasis alone, Rubin stands in somewhat the same relation
to the Third International as Lukacs and Korsch stood to the Second.
It is Rubin's attempt to oombine Hegel's dialectical method with
Marx's political economy that:is the exampie that is followed here.
It is therefore considered that it makes little sense to separate'
~political economy from philosophy as Jacoby does, but rather to

-advocate and at least attempt, their‘synthesis.

,nThe application to the subjectvmatter of political. economy of what-
:' Marx oélled Hegel's 'manner of working' will be illustrated ‘in
what follows principally by contrasting it to the treatment of
the subject matter of political economy in the absence of Hegei's
" 'manner of working'. That Engels, and the 'historical transformation'
thesis that he originated, should be the principal representative
of this latter brocedure raises important questions with reépeot
to succeeding methodological préctices yi;hig'the Marxist canon
itself.  Therefore Engels and his 'thesis' are-treated first‘in

Chapter 1, where his response to the critics of the third volume of
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Capital is treated as decisive for further develdpments.‘
Chapter 2 traces one of the contemporary consequehces of
following Engels' example of treating the substancé of value

as simply labour, labour as such, with no further qualification.
It will be shown that this view does nothing at all to dispel
an 'embodie:d labou™ theory of value, on the contrary, its whole
emphasis suggests the substance of value ié a 'physiologically’
presupposed~substance, and not one that is posited by a specific

social form of labour or a specific form of social labour. A

definite or specifit form of labour cannot be developed out of
"labour' as such, because it is not contained within it, it is
an 'abstract universal’, whose very conceptual identity is based

upon the negation of definiteness.

The question of contrasting’methodologiesvis therefore present
throughout what follows and may be said to culminate in Chapter

3 when one of the fruits of a non-Hegelian methodology - the
‘transformafion probleh' - is treated as being symptomatic of

”Eﬁst this,failuré‘to’prdpérly'come to terms with the'methodblogical

relationship between Marx and Hegel.



CHAPTER ONE
ENGELS AND ABSTRACT LABOUR:

THE METHODOLOGICAL SOLUTION TO THE 'HISTORICAL' PROBLEM

u_...Marx had to find out what value was..... He .
analysed labour's value-producing property and was
the first to ascertain what labour it was that
produced value, and why and how it did so. He
found that value was nothing but congealed labour
of this kind".  ‘'Engels, 1977; p.16)

_Engels says everything aqd nothing. - Apart from crediting Marx '
with its discovery, neither here nor énywhére else‘does he say

| what abstract labour actually is. This fact, by itseif, may

serve as a reminder of thé»difficulty'that exists in éttempting

to convey the meaning of abstract labour through definition alone.
For example, Marx defines abstract labour as the 'substance' of
value, but the term substance can be giQen a more or less 'naturalisticf
or a more or less ’metaphysical'-readiné according to the particular
authdr's Underétanding of Marx's labour theory of value. In

this cOnnection thé very vaCuity of Engels' statement is significant
since it allows and remains compatible with the insertion of either

of the above meahings.

It isidifferent however when We come to the actua1 treatmentV

of the categories. Here the concept of abstract labour that is
held by a particular writer is revealed whethér_or not abstract

- labour has been defined beforehand and whether or not the concept
has been expressly addressed. This is a consequence of the |
fundamental methodological significance of the concept as the basis

of Marx's theory of value.



It must be of consequencé for this theory of value and for the
understanding of what have become its various ‘traditions' to

know what Engels" underétanding of this fundamental category
actually waé, and the manner in which he communicated it. 1In

this regard Engels himself may be said to have founded a"traditioh'
since his views and their influence are apparent among many
European pro- and anti-Marxists, as well as in the systematizatioﬁ

of Soviet 'dialectics'.

- Since however, it is upon the comprehension of the categoky
*abstract labour' that all understanding of the facts depends,
then the theoretical rigour of any tradition must be assessed

in relation to its grasp of the precise nature of the substance

of value.

Engels' most comprehensive statement.on the nature of value and

its substance is contained ih the Supplement he provided to-
Capital Vol. 3,_and published in 1895. This appears one year
before the publiéatioﬁ of Bohm-Bawerk's critique of Marx's

entire methodological 'system'. Hence Engels had no opportunity
to’reply directly to this criticism, having died just éhortly
before its appearance. ~ What form this reply may have taken can
best be estimated from what exists in the 1895 SUpplemént since
this is itself the response to criticism 6f Marx's transformation
procedure employed in Capital Vol. 3 and levelled by Werner Sombart

and Conrad Schmidt.



Both Sombart and Schmidt addressed themselves to the conceptual
status of the category 'value' and the manner of its derivation.
Their concluéions, and Engels' response to them, inaugurates

" what has become known as the 'historical'transformation problem'.

Although both Sombart énd.Schmidt were sympathetic to Marx, this
did not stop them from being the first to raise the issue df the
apparént tcontradiction' between the Qalue - accounting procedure.
employed in Capital Vol. 1, and the exchange of commodities at
‘prices of production', which deviated from labour-valueé, and
employed infCapitalAVol.ﬁé. The fact that in the 'real' world
commodities did not exchange according to their lébour-values led
~both Sombart and Schmidt to conclude that value was somehow‘
'unreal' - a .purely 'ldgical' category. In this manner what was
seen as the discrepancy between volumes 1 and 3 of Capital came to
bé considered as the reflection of the gulf that separated theory
and reality or between Marx's method and the actually existing

subject to which that method was applied.

Bohm-Bawerk himself quotes Sombart to the effect:

o

"...that the Marxian law of Value is false if it claims
to be in harmony with experience... it never comes to
~ evidence anywhere.... If we want to sum up the
characteristics Qf Marx's value, we would say that
his value is a fact not of experience but of thought".
- (Bohm-Bawerk, 1949; p.102)



Schmidt too claims the law of value to be:

Y

" ... a pure, although theoretically necessary,
fiction".  (Marx, 1984; p.895)

Bohm-Bawerk takes much of this on board saying:'

"Now Marx, instead of proving his thesis from
experience..... prefers another line of evidence -

" the method of a pureiy logical proof".
(op.cit. p. 68)

However, being less enamoured of Marx than eithér Sombart or
Schmidt, Bohm-Bawerk later qualifies the 'purity' of the logic

which he had ascribed to Marx, saying:

", ...it is a pretentious incursion into the domain
of the actual”. (ibid, p.112)

“In the face of this type of criticism Engels chooses to attempt

to vindicate the theory of value by illustratiné its 'Harmony with
experience'. If the attacks of the critics.are directed

agaihst the lack’of purely empirical evidence for Marx's theory

of value, then Engels.sees it as his task to provide it. However,
this evidgnce is notvgléaned from the experience of 'modern bourgeouis
society', but from the period of ‘simple commodity production'. |
He seeks to illustrate the workings of the law of value in its

purity and before it is 'modified' by capitalism and the ensuing

'prices of production'.



What the ‘logical' charge against Marx amounts to is that the
methodology employed in Capital Vol. 1 does not transfer to
Capital Vol. 3. Engels sees it as his task to remedy this.
His understanding of this methodolbgy thus becomes crucial, the
more so since it will be accepted by many later critics as the
'standard’ or 'traditional' Marxist response, that is, as a
demonstration of what value and its substance are and how these

concepts should be handled.

As indicated above, it is the publication of Capital Vol. 3 in
the mid-1890's and Engels' response to the criticism this inspired
which founded, along with so much else, the 'historical transformation

'problem'.

HoweVen it seems thaﬁ What comprises this_question is_only a
'problem‘ for those whom, like Ehgels, seek to establish the
existence of a period in history when the exchange of commodities
was regulétedvby labouréValue, i.e. in accordance with the amount
‘13¥ abstract humanilabdur they emBédied. -As Morishima and A

Catephores express it:

"Crucial in all formulations of the 'historical
transformation problem' is the assumption of the

- existence of an epoch of simple commodity production...
in which values approximated to the exchange ratios of
commodities.  Since under capitalism such ratios no
longer conform to the labour content of goods, there
must have been a‘period of historical transformation
from the value to the price regime, when pre-capitalist
economic formations were succeeded by capitalism".
(1975, p.31)



It is cbnsidered to be less of a‘problem for those, like the
critics of the 1890's, Eimply deny the empirical evidence for

the existence of a ‘value-epoch' awafe in a way that Engels was
not that Marx addressed his analysis of value to the existing
reality of capitalism and not to a hypothetical 'simple comﬁbdity

economy‘, - As ‘Bohm-Bawerk expressed it:

Meeoo If Marx'thought,that he could find a reconciliation
in the view that one proposition applied to primitive |
conditions and the other to developed modern society,
we must point out to him that in the first chapter in
~his work he did not deduce his theory that value was
wholly labour from a ‘Robinsonade' but from the
conditions of a society where 'a capitalist mode of
production prevails".  (op.cit. p.99)

Engels' response to this would no doubt have been to'boint out
that Marx's law of value was older than the capitalist mode of
production, thét it 'reflected' the historical course of the
evolution of value up to the advent of capitalist society.

That the Value which pre-exists capitalism, and whose existence
Engels will evidence is the necessary historical precondition
for the‘formatipn of the 'prices of'production'-and whose very
existence depends upon the 'modification' bf this prior existing
‘Tvalue'. . Thus valde would have to be considered as forming?ah
historical continuum which pérsistsAthrough change. Indeed this
.is already the substance of Engels' reply to the present critics

as when he says of them that:



"Sombart as well as Schmidt..... does not make
sufficient allowance for the fact that we are
dealing here not with a purely logical process but
with a historical process and its explanatOPy
reflection in thought, the logical pursuance of its
inner connections".  (Marx, 1984; p.895)

It is worth noting here that twenty-five years earlier, in his

review of Marx's 'Contribution' (1859), Engels gives a similar

emphasis’ in his account of the derivation of the concépt'of value::

"The logical method of approach was therefore the only
suitable one.  This however, is indeed nothing but

the historical method.....  The point where this
history begins must also be the starting point of

the train of thought, and its further progress will

be simply the reflection, in abstract and theoretically
consistent form, of the historical course. - Though the
reflection is corfected, it is corrected in accordance
with the'laws'provided by the actual historical
course".  (Marx, 1981b; p. 225-6)

A quarter of a century.later "the starting_point for the train

of thought" will have become "the begining of exchange which
transforms products into'commodities". In this regard too,
Engels!' view shows a remarkable degree of continuity over the
years with_regard to the derivation of‘the law of value and the
point of departure for‘the methodological inqﬁiry. He cohclhdes

the passage from fhe 1859 review as follows:

"With this method we begin with the first and
simple relation which is historically actually
available.... with the first relation to be



found.;.. an actual event which really took place
one time or other",  (ibid)

What Engels has just sketched over thié quarter-century period

is the theoretical delineétion of 'the materialist conception of
history', which phrase first seés the light of day in the 1859
text from which we héye just qubfed, The eiaboration'of this
methodological starting point in the 1895 Sdpplement, coupled‘
‘'with Engels' conviction that he ié outlining the perimeters of
“the Marxian law of value", openly suggests, and often has‘been
taken to mean, that Marx;élstarting point and that being outlined
by Engels are}bne and the same. Engels defines the poinf'of
departure and the scope'of the 'historical mefhod when he

}inditates the duration of the law of value:

":...the Marxian law of value holds generally....
for the whole period of simple commodity
production, up to the time when the latter suffers
a modification through the appearance of the _
capitalist mode of production.... the Marxian . ‘ b
law of value has general economic validity for

a period lasting from the beginning of exchange
which transforms products into commodities.... down
to the 15th century.... But the exchange of
commodities dates from a time before all written
history:... Thus the law of value has prevailed
during a period of from five.to seven thousand
years",  (Marx, 1984; p.889-900)"

This is the manner in which Engels attempts to provide empirical
evidence for the existence of value and thus re-unite theory and

reality, deemed not to correspond by Marx's critics. Evidence for



the existence of a period of 'simple commodity,produétion' thus
becomes, simultaneously, evidence for the reality of value and
befbre it is 'modified' by thé advent of capitalism. In terms

of the so-called 'contradiction' betweenVolumes 1 and 3 of

Capital Engels resolves this by imputing that the period of

simple commodity production coincides with the analysis conducted
in Capital Vol. 1, ‘and that‘thev‘modification' of this historical
"period by capitaliSm forms the basis'for Capital Vol. 3. This
identification of the evolution of value and the actual historical
course - and of this 1at§er with the volumes of Capital, - is

best illustrated by Engels use of'the térm 'reflection’, considered
iﬁ terms of ~‘correspondence':, and‘in his prdpositiOn that the
starting pdint for the analysis of value is "the first and simple

relation which is historically actually available".

Engels' choice of starting point for the study of value and its
changes is in sharp contrast to Marx's, which is contained in

the 1857 Introduction; Here Marx says:

¥

MIn the succession of the economic categories, as

in any other historical social science, it must not

be forgotten that their subject - here, modern bourgeouis
society - is always what is given, in the head as

well as in reality, and that these categories therefore
expfess the forms of being, the characteristics of
existence, and often only individual sides of this
specific society, this subject". (1981a; p.106)
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And again:

-

"..... in the theoretical method too, the subject,
‘society, must always be kept in mind as the
presupposition".  (ibid.)

A consideration-of‘these methodological strictures, aﬁd~in the
light of whét Marx says elsewhere, leads to the position where
the 'simple commodity economy' is considered as a theoretical
abstraction of the fundamental value-relation between the
producers in this specifitc society;‘ When Marx says that the

- method reaches “low down" in the'spheres of abstraction and then
-ascends to the more freal and concrete",’this does not describe'

the historical process; as Marx says:

".... the method of rising from the abstract to

the concrete is only the way in which thought

appropriates the concrete, reproduces it as the

concrete in the mind. But this is by no means

the process by which the concrete itself comes L
into being". (1981a; p. 101)

| Engels wants to show that the method of rising from the abstract

to the concrete parallels the historical course. Thus the 'simple!
or ’abstract' becomes for him “the whole period of simple comhodity
productionh and the more “"concrete" or,mbre "combined" "the

appearance‘of the capitalist mode of production”. .
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But unlike Engels, Marx makes the distinction between reality,
or 'social being' and the method most suitable to comprehend it
in thought. This distinction is a crucial one since the process
of rising from the abétract to the concrete, or from the simple}
to the combined, does not describe a historical process, but a
rational one. Marx himself defines the core of the method as
’4Tationa1'. - While the attitude of Engels suggests a kind of
theoretical passivity in the face of "the laws provided by the-
actual historical cdurse". His resolve to establish value as
an émpirical fact forces_him onto an historical terrain, - where
he imagines this existence can be verified in its 'purity' and
,thug prior to its sdbsequenf 'modification*‘byvcabitalism. To

this end he seeks to demonstrate:

"... the significance of the law of value for the
economic stages of society's development dominated
by this law". (op. cit. p. 894)

This ‘'dispertion' of the law.of value among various and diverse

- "economic stages" is tantamount to invalidating its identity

as a category only of the most modern society; so that the 6nly ,
definition of the law of value that can tolerate this expansion

- 1is its bfoadest definition, i.e. that the value of a commodify
is determined by the amount of human labour necessary for its

o productioh. This can be considered the broadest definition,

not only because it takes in Marx's élassical predecessors as
well as Marx himself, but also, and because of this, it fails

to specify above 'human' the specific social identity of the
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labour which produces value. It is labour generally, abstract
human labour. | It is only by endowing the concept of the
substance of value, abstract labour, with an exciuéively natural?
human content that one is able to shuttle the concept of value
between various economic stages in the development of social
production. All that value can have invcommon between these
various stages cannot therefore be any spécific social determination.-
It must thefefore be the common charécter that these various
economic stages share in that, whatever thelform of social
relations between the producers, their labours' are in each
separate base’essentially a productive expenditure of 'human

nerves, muscles, brain etc.'.

There can therefore be little doubt that the search for an historical
and empirical foundation for value must needs lead Engéls away

from the capitalist process of production‘itself, where 'prices

of production' are in evidence, and to the historical proceSs
generally. He is thus forced to forego the 'real starting

point', in Hi; aftempt to counter théﬁéharge that value has a

purely ‘logical' 'status. - However, as we have shown, Engels has
placed ﬁimself on old ground here. The centrality of the

historical process for the theoretical method is described in

Ludwig Feuerbach, where it is considered asAthe positive legacy
of "the separation from Hegelian philosophy and the return to

the materialist standpoint". = Engel continues:

"“This meéans that it was resolved to comprehend the real
world - nature and history - just as it presents itself....
It was decided mercillesly to sacrifice every idealist



13

.crotchet which could not be brought into harmony
with the facts conceived on their own..... and
materialism means nothing more than this".
(1968, p.168)

What Engels sees as the beneficial effect of the dissolution
of the Hegelian system is elaborated still further when he

says that it also entailed:

".....that dialectics reduced itself to the science
of the general laws of motion, both of the external
world and of human %hought - two sets of laws which
are identical in substance..... Thereby the dialectic
of concepts itself became the conscious reflex of

 the dialectical motion of the real world and thus the
dialectic of Hegel was placed upon its head; or
rather turned off its head; on which it was standing
and placed on its feet". (ibid. p. 619)

~The situation where "the dialectic of concepts" becomes "the
conscious reflex of the dialetical motibn of the real world",

may be cbnsidered as a kestatement Qf Engels' 1859 position,
alréady referred to, and where the historical point of depafture
"must also be the starting point of the train of thought, and‘
its further progress will simply be the reflection, in abstréct
and theoretically consistent form, of the historical coUrsé".
(op. cit.) Hence if a proper understanding of value and its
substance is to be "brought into harmony with the facts cohceived
on their own". Engels recommends that we resolve “"to comprehend

the real world -‘hature and history - just as it presents itself"
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In this light it would be méthodologically unthinkable for

Engels to conceive of the modelvof the . 'simple commodity economy'
as designating anything but an.actual state of affairs, or an
economic 'stage' in the historical process. =~ In Engels' scheme

- of things, from where else but history could it pbssibly derive?
Yet in spite of this; and Engels' claim that the methodological
priorities he js descfibing are "essentially connected with the
name of Marx",vMarx himself nowhere identifies the methodological
starting point with 'the first and‘simple.relation which isv |

historically actually available'.

It is the adoption 6f this latter point of départure, and, in
particular, the subsequent entailment_that the model of the 'simple
commodity economy' is 'historically' "actually availablé",'which
involves the loss of the specific social determination of value
which Marx's analysis uncovers. The attempt to shift the
functioning of the law of value to a.pre-capitalist past forces

the addption of a definition of the substance or essence of

- value that is compatible with that provided by Marx's classical

predecessors; .In this connection Engels writes in the Supplement:

"The peasants of the Middle Ages.... were themselves
workers.... What‘had they expended in making these
products?. Labour and labour alone: they spent

notﬁing but their own labour-power; - how then could

they exchange these products of theirs otherwise than

in the ratio of the labour embodied in them". (op. cit.)
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And a littke further on he mentions again:

"the whole period of peasant natural economy.... in
which the exchanged quantities of commodities tend
to be measured more and more according to the

labour embodied in them". (op. cit. p. 898)

"Labour and labour alone" is the closest Engels ever comes to

| defining the substance of value. It is ' 1abour as'sucﬁ',
labour, with no furthér qualification, human laboﬁr in genehal.
Nor does Engels fadically alter this definition of the substance
»- of value whén he leaves the Middle Ages and proceeq to more
recent times. | wé can see that Engels' definition, and as he
allows it to stand, differs not af all from Adam Smith's when

the latter writes:

"L abour alone therefore.... is the ultimate and real standard
by which the value of commodities can be estimated".
(1981b, p. 59) '

And the distinction between appearance and essence appears at

first in Ricardo in the form of a question; he asks:

"What.is in reality the foundation of the exchangeable
value of all things?" ‘

And Ricardo ‘answers:

AN

"The value of a commodity or the quantity of any other
commodity for which it will exchange, depends on the
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relative quantity ofylabour which is necessary -
for its production". (1951, p.11)

If we can proceed to establish precisely what.it is that
distinguishes Marx from his classical predecessors in terms of
the 'substance' of value, we shallrbe‘in a better position to
determine what it is that diétinguishes Marx from Engels. It
will be argued that the essential ingfedient here is given by
Marx himself in his letter to Eﬁgels of January 15th 1858, and
where he informs Engels that "in ﬁhe manner'of‘working" he had
been aided by Hegel's Logic which "by‘sheer good fortune" he had

"leafed through".

We hust now go on to consider this *method of working' in order
to illustrate the purely limited character of the conclusion
that 'labour and labour alone' is the substance of value. This
treatment will also attempt to demonstrate the unique character
of Marx's concept of ‘'abstract labour' and its methodological
significance for the whole discussion.

o
Marx's notion of scientific method as comprising two distinct
phases - conceptual analysis and conceptual synthesis - follows
Hegel"s in the sense that what is to be considered 'true' or 'real’

can only be arrived at, or 'worked-up', by a process of logical

reasohing._ Marx describes this dual movement as when:
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"Along the first path the full conception was evaporated
to yield an abstract determination; along the second,
the abstfact determinations lead towards a reproductibn
of the concrete by way of thought".  (1981a, p. 101)

In this hanner reality is 'grasped' or comprehended, because,

in the movement.just deséribed, 'a chaotic conception df the

whole' - which was the starting pqint for the analysis - gives

way to the whole or reality perceived as "a rich_totality'of

many determinations and relations, "and Which forms the culmination
of the conceptual synthesis;‘ But‘Marx‘is cafeful to.point-out
that external reality itself does not undergo any transformation

in this, only that our manner of conceiving of it has altered.
Reality itself "retaiﬁs its autonomous existence outside the

head, just as before".

Ten years later Marx describes the two-fold movement of the

theoretical method in slightly different terms:

Meeeee the method of presentation must differ in form .
from that of inquiry. The latter has to apprbpriate

the material in detail, to analyse its different forms

of development, to trace out their inner connection.

Only after this work has been done, can the actual
movement be adequately described.  If this is done
successfully, if the life of the subject-matter is ideally
reflected as in a mirror, then it may appear as if we

had before us a mere a priori construction®.

(1983, p. 28)
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We shall see later that Marx's notion of 'the method of presentation'
. can be given an added dimension to incorporate further developments
which however, do not alter fhe significance of- the way in '

which it is used here. - The synthesis then,,or‘the';method»of
presentation' is not an 'a priori' construction for the very -
reason that it is governed in its movement by_the preceding
analysis. This analysis is itself governéd by empifical data
because it is the analysis of a definite subject - the objectively
existing concrete tofality. Thus theAéynthetic movement is the |
reverse of, and mirrors, Fhe analytical movement of ‘descent' -
itfasCends the same path. In short, the dialectical synthesis

is gerrned by the subjéct—matter, here 'modern boﬁrgeouis

society'.

Marx's methodological distinctions befween "moving analytically"

and 'retracing the journey', and between the methods of presentation
and inquiry, suggest a comparison with Hegel's differentiation"

of 'analytic' and 'syhthetic' cognitioh and the corresponding
distinction of 'Understandiﬁg"and 'Reason’'.  These twin concepts
‘are épplied in ihe realm of 'Essence', which comprises Book 11

of his Science of Logic. Here they operate when we wish to

consider things as not simply ‘given', immediately, but as

founded on an underlying basis. Hegel describes it asﬁ

"The point of view given by Essence is in general the
standpoint of 'Reflection'. This word 'reflection'
is originally applied when a ray of light in a straight
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line impinging on the surface of a mirror is thrown
back from it. In_this phenomena we have two things -
first an immediate fact which is, and the deputed,
derivated or transmitted phase of the same.

Something of this sort takes place when we reflect

or think on an object; for here we want to know

the object not in its immediacy, but as derivative

or mediated". (1982; p.208)

The point of view expressed by iEssence' then is that whéré,we
seek‘to'iget behind' what is immediately presented to us in the
external appearance of the object in order to discover'some |
underlying 'cause' which explains why things appear as they do.
Yetythis prbcedure only describes the first mbvement'of the |
method - frbm external reality to the underlying essence. This
single movement corresponds to that undertaken by the classicalv
economists in their attempt to establish the existence of an
inner substance or essence which would explain the 'value' of
commodities.  This is the moevement of analysis or of the
'Understanding',‘which travels backwards or denwards, as it
were, in the attempt to secure an abstract determihation for
the way things appear as they do. However, and as we have noted,
what Marx describes as the "scientifically correct method"
demands a'two—fold movement from an existing»concrete‘subject_

to itsvabstracf determinations and back again. So if we negléct
the journey_back, or the 'ascent', our method must be considered

inadequate because incomplete. As Charles Taylor puts it:
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"The one-sided view which takes into account only
the movement.to 'Essence' from external reality is
an account which takes the observed properties of
this external reality simply as given. Reflection
is external, subjective, because it works on a datum
which must simply be accepted, which cannot be seen
as in any way determined..... hence this reflection
‘not discovering any necessity in what it observes,
must just postulate an underlying reality which it
cannot observe..... Hence_Hegel‘sees essence not -
just as that which one gets:to from the external
observable, which is shown to be non-self-subsisting.
It is also the underlying necessity which makes the
observed what it is". (1975, p. 258, my emph.)

Hegel also contrasts the movement of 'reflection' from object
to essence with the subsequent dialectical synthesis in the

following manner:

"Dialectic is different from Reflection. In the first
instance Reflection is that movement out beyond the
isolated predicates of a thing which gives it some
reference and brings out its relativity, while still

in other respects leaving it in its isolated validity.
But by Dialectic is meant that indwelling tendency
outwards by which the one-sidedness and limitations

of the predicatés of 'Understanding' is seen in its
true light and shown to be the negation of them".
(1892, p. 147) '

It is obvious that when the analysis is originally undertaken

we must simply presuppose the existence of the subject of our
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investigation since it cannot yet be seen as 'caused' or

posited by éomething deeper. The Whole point of the analysis
is to discover just this. The question”thenafises as to whether
and to what extent the conclusion reached’in.the analytical
movement can alter this state of afféirs, i.e. can change our
conception of reality so thatvit is transformed from being simply
_presupposed to being posited. Ih this cohnection’the conclusioﬁ
reached by Smith and Ricardo to some.eXtentvfails»because‘it does
not radically alter our conceptioﬁ of reality. When their analysis
~is concluded, the existing'relations of production are not then
conceived as being'.anytﬁfng other than simbly given in the form
‘they had when the analysis was begun,. When it is discovered

that the essence.of value is 'labour', then this Eonclusion is
compatiblé with,‘and leaves extant, the existing social rélations,  '
since these are given a natural-human foundation in 'human 1abour

in generai' or‘simply 'labour’. Labour' as such, can only |
refer to the natural-physiological homogeneity of all of the
different kinds of labour which together comprise the social
~ ‘division of labour. ThéSE\existing social relations are thus
considered to be true and"adequate' manifestations of this
essente and therefore do not require to undergo any alteration
~ in the way in which they are bresentedrto us. = Hence what was

simply presupposed, remains so.

It is in the course of Marx's own analysis that the conclusion
reached by the classical economists is transcended and negated.

This overcoming of the prior position is of pivotal signifiéance
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for Marx's analysis since it marks the point where analysis

is turﬁed'into synthesis. The result of the negation of the
eérlier'position is that the given subjecf is no longer seen

as simply presupposed, but aS 'posited'. What was presupposed
as 'chaotic' now emerges as being 'posited' by inner-necessity.
What exactly is the nature of this transcendence and negation
which allows reality to emerge aslfcomprehended' as opposed to
being simply 'apprehended' as a pre-existing given? A clue to
- the answer was given éarliér in thé quotation from Taylor: where,
discussing the ohe—sidedpview that moves only from appearance |
to essence, he says that this viéwpoint *does not discoVer any
necéssity in ‘what it observes'. . Hegel refers to the essehcé as
"the underlying necessity'which‘makes the obsef?ed What it>is“.
In this manner, in Marx's method, the existing social relations
of production are now seen as being deployed by_an inner essence

or necessity which posits them. As Hegel remarks:

"Analytic cognition..... is the immediate relation... to
the object; ‘identity, therefore, is the determination
that it recognises as its own, and analytic cognition
is merely the apprehension of what is. Synthétic
cognition aims at the comprehehsion of what is, that is,
at grasping the multiplicity of determinations in their
unity... Hence its aimis in general necessity... Now
'synthetic cognitioh’passes over... from abstract identity
 to relation". (1968; p. 794)
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Hence when Marx‘says that:

-

"The concrete is concrete because it is the
concentration of many determinations, hence unity
of the diverse". (1981a; p. 101)

}then this unity; this relatedness, is provided by necessity.
Things cohere as related because they are manifestations of |
relations that must transpire. What renders the concrete
‘concrete in thought' is the compfehension of reality as fhe
adequate manifestation of inner necessity. In the full meaning

of Essence then - which comprises both analysis and synthesis -

Essence:

"... must be understood not just as a movement of reflection
 from the external which is seen as given, and hence

presupposed, to a posited substrate; but also in a

movement from the underlying necessity, which can _

thus be thought of as 'positing' the external observable”.

(Taylor, op. cit. p. 259)

The "chaotic cohCeption of the whole" has now finally_given Way
and is superseded by a cohérent conéeption where the whole is
seen as ‘brought“abdut'. In Hegelian terms, it is now‘seeﬁ as
having a Reason for its existing in the very manner that it does.
In this way it is 'grasped' in‘its essence, as opposed to simply
reflected‘upon and accepted. This is 'scientifically correct’
and is preciéely what is 'rational' in Hegel's method. Marx.

remarks of the dialectic:
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"In its rational form it is a scandal and abomination to
bourgeouisdom. .. . pecaﬂse it includes in its comprehension
and affirmative recognition of the existing state of
things.... the recognition of the negation of that stage”.

(1983; p. 26)

And one of the declared 'friends' of the Hegelian dialectic -
Lenin - remarks when he is considering “mans ever deeper

“cognition of the objective connection of the world", that:

"Here is where one should look for the true meaning,
‘significance and role of Hegel's Logic. This N.B.
Marx applied Hegel's dialectics in its rational form
to political economy”. (C.W.. Vol. 38, p. 178)

And when Marx speaks of the 'affirmative recognitionf of -the
existing state of things he can oniy mean that we know the
reason why things are deployed as théy are;  we comprehend

1‘the necessity of this-deployment.

Before.We go on to discuss Marx'svown notion of this reason 'why',
and therefore his own identification of that inner:necessity,

we must first consider in more detail the conclusion of Smith
Ricardo and which Engels does not rédically distinguish from

Marx's own.

We have shown earlier by the use of quotations that 'labour’,
in general, or human labour considered in the abstract, is

considered by Smith and Ricardo to be the ‘'cause' of 'value'.
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Marx does not overcome this conclusion simply. by referring to

the 'labour' discovered by Smith and Ricardo to be at the root

df value, as 'abstract human labour'. In_some»versioné of
Marx's theory of value the bvercoming of Ricafdo by Marx is
presented as though Ricardo did not have a name for his disclosed
'essence' apart from simply 'labour'. Marx'scontribution is
then seen to consist of having qualified this 'labour' further

as ‘human labour in the abstracf', But Ricardo himself treats
labbur as 'abstractly human' without being aware of it. And ’
were he informed of this;fact, and told to refer to the substance
of value in future as 'abstract human labour' it would not transform
| his theory intO'Marx's. ~ As the latter says of the Classical

school of political economy:

"... 1t has not the least idea that whenthe difference
between the various kinds of labour is treated as |
purely quantitative, their qualitative unity or
equality, and therefore their reduction to abstract
human labour is implied". (1983; p. 84)

As was said above, if Ricardo were informed of this implication
it would be perfectly compatiblé with the rest of his theory if
he actepted the new designation, since 'abstract human labour'

is suscepitble to purely quantitative variatioh.

Both “labour' and 'abstract human labour! are identical because
equally suited to an ‘embodied' labour theory of value. And
when Ricardo remarks that the 'value' of a commodity "depends

upon the difficulty or facility of production" it is clear that
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that by 'value' he understands 'magnitude of value' for which
preoccupation abstract “human labour in general' is ideally |
suited. The same is true of Smith. "Lébbur alore" and

'abstract human labour' refer to the séme physiological 'substance'
'insofar as it can be measured as an 'input' at the point of
production, and that is all that is required to constitute an
embodied labour theory of value. ‘The whole edifice of Ricardo's
'system rests upon an embodied labour theory of value and is not
overcome by changing tﬁe names Qf its constituents when they

perform precisely the same function within this system.

Whatrreaily distinguishes Marx's theory of value and his concépt
of abstract labour from Ricardo’s is that in the latter theofy
no.rgg§gg_is given for the products of labour having the form

or *quality' of 'vaiue' in the first place. It cannot be

found in the accounts of either Smith or.Ricardo as to Eﬂl it

is of the essential nature of 'labour' to manifest itself as
'vaiue'. Labour and value are simply identified as occurring

at the sahe time, and the individual in their works is, always
and everywhere, in possession of 'exchangeable value' as the
mannef in which he relates himself to other individuals. The
concept of value is given a purély 'natural' foundation when it
has 'labour', with no further'qualificatipn; as its substénce.
FromiEngél's point of view - and those who subscribe to it - this
natural foundation is to be envied, and the attempt is made to
secure a similar foundation for Mafx's theory and thus cOilabofate

what is considered his 'materialist' methodology. In reality,
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for Marx value has a "purely social reality", and he says of

Smith and Ricardo: .

"In this society of free competition the individual
appears detached from the natural bonds etc. which™ in
earlier historical periods made him the accessory of

a definite and limited human conglomerate. Smith

and Ricardo... in whose imaginations this 18th century
individual appears as an ideal, whose existence they f‘
project into the past.. Not as a historic result but as
history's point of departure. As the Natural Individual
appropriate to their own notion of human nature, not
arising historicallj; but as posited by nature".

(1981a; p. 83)

Hence although Marx is fully appreciative'of.Adam Smith's
"immense step forward" in réducipg all forms of labour.to

labour generally, and recognises the positive aspect of Ricardo's
approach of conirasting‘a theoretical model which abstraced

from the Complexities of an actual eéonomy in the attehpt to
-reveal the major _influence ofjﬁlabqur' within it, he also
appreciates their methodological one-sidedness. "If We consider -
this one;sidedness of the classical economists to be the result-
of the fact that their analysis does not produce a subsequent
tsynthesis', and where”our'conception of reality is altered, it
can be shown that this again is a consequence of the fact that
they lacked any notion of inner nécessity in the relation between

labour and value. Marx makes precisely this point when he says

that:
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"Political economy hasindeed analysed, however

incompletely, value and its magnitudé, and has

discovered what lies beneath these forms. But

it has never once asked the question why labour is
- represented by the value of its product".>

(1983; p. 85)

No reason is given; it is simply accepted that it is so.

As Stace remarks in another connection: .

"This is a fact which simply is. We cannot see why

it must be. It dogmaticaliy asserts itself in the world
without giving any reason for itself. It is so, and

that is an end of the matter... If instead of being a
vmere fact we could see that it is a necessity; if we
could see the reason of it, and that it follows from -

that reason.... we should understand it. It would

be explained". (1955; p. 54)

What makes the dialectical synthesis possible, so that it follows
froh the_results of the analysis, is precisely thét reality is
compréhended as'poéitéd'by ne;essity, and that its reiétions

are necessafy relaiions. ‘In the synthesis‘we therefore know

why labour takes the form of the value of the products of labour.
Classical political-economy presents only a one-sided analysis‘

and is therefore‘déficient. For, as we have seen, to be complete,
an explanation must be complete in the sense that one can no

longer ask 'why'. We know that in the analysis we are compelled
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to just accept what exists as simply 'given'. But if the
conclusion of the analysis does not}disclose that this reality
ban be presented as the form of expression of an inner necessity,
then it retains this 'giveness' and 'once-for-all' character.

Marx says-in this connection that:

"Smith and Ricardo... treat the form of value as a
thing of no importance. ....the reason for this'is |
not solely because their attention is entirely absorbed
in the analysis of the magnitude of value. It lies
deeper. The value-form of the product of labour is
not only the most abstract, but is also the most
universal form, taken by the product in bourgeouis ,
production, and stamps that production as a particular
species of social production, and thereby gives it its
special historical character. If then we treat this
mode of production as one eternally fixed by nature

for every'State of SOCiety, we necéssarily'oyerlook
that which is the differentia specifica of the value
form, and consequently of the commodity form, and of its
further developments, money-form, capital-form etc..".
(1983; p. 79)

‘Engels® too masks what is specific about the Vélue-form.of the 
product of labour by pushing its existence back 5-7,000 years.
Obviouély, the recognition of what is specifically different
about the value-form ié precisely what is singular about it,.i.e.
that the subject of the analysis,  ‘modern bourgeouis society',

is but a particular expression of social produciion in general;
and therefore it‘is by no means the only manner of eXpressing

the same inner necessity which is a feature of other forms of
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specificlaly social production. Marx comments that:

-

"... the capitalist process of production is a
historically determined form of the social process
of production in general. The latter is as much
a'production process of material life as a process

“taking place under specific historical and economic
production relations... For the aggregate of these
relations, in which the agents of this production
stand with respect to Nature and to one another, and
in which they produce, is précisely'society, considered

- from the standpoint of its economic structure".
(1984; p. 818) |

This characterisation of the capitalist relations of production
as but a particular species of social production, leads us to
consider Marx's own notion of the inner necessity which deploys

these relations.

In his famous letter to Kugelmahn of 11th July 1868, Marx expresses

. ....his own view of this necessity. in the following manner:.. ..

"... even if there were no chapter on 'value' in my book, -
the analysis of the real relationships which I give would

- contain the proof and demonstration of the real value
relation...  the masses of products corresponding to the
different needs require different and quantitatively
deterhined masses of the total labour of society. That
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this necessity in the distribution of social labour

-~ in definite proportions cannot possibly be done away
with by a particulér form of social production but
can only change the form in which it appears, is self-
evident. No natural laws can be done away with.
What can change, in historically different circumstances,
is only the form in which these laws operate".
(1962; Vol. 2, p. 461)

The content of the dialectical synthesis is precisely the
demonstration of the form in which these necessary laws operate
or manifest themselves iq'capitalist society. The subject of
the inquiry is nbw treated as a specific form of social production
and as a épecific exémple of eXpreséion of the fact that all
specifically sociallproducfion, always and everywhere; reqUiresA
: qualitative and quantitative regulation. The transformation
of'analysiS'into synthesis is impossible for'Smith"énd Ricardo
becauée what they fail to see is just that the capitalisf system
- of prbduction is but a particular form ofvfhe social process‘of
production in general. And social productibn itéelf, by its
very na%ﬁ?e, demands necessary relations and functions if it is
to cohere as precisely a system of social productibn. The
life-process of society demands that men enter definite relations
which are independent of their will because necessary and essential
fof the reproduction of themselves at all; This is why Marx:

begins the 1857 Introduction with "socially determined individual

production".  Yet Marx later changes and omits this starting point

in the Contribution (1859), and in Capital Vol. 1 (1867). Marx
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gives the reason for this as:

.

", .. on further consideration it seems to me

confusing to anticipate results which have still
to be substantiated". (1981b; p. 19)

Still, 'socially determinedf individual production is precisely
what is required if Marx's_notion of necessity is to be a valid

one.

What replacés this original starting point is the énalysis of
the 'cdmmodity‘, which is immediafely more 'actual' or m@re‘
cbncrete than the previous point of departure sinée the 'social'
détermination of individualklabour is still to be established..
Yet what the analysis of the commodity immediately'reveals is

- precisely socially determined individual production. The reason
for this is in the nature of the underlying necessity as the

need for the qualitative and quantitative interconnection of
labour‘as,social labour. And,this'necessity is to-manifest
itself in a society where inividuals have all-round independehce'

on one another while, at the same time, being autonomous and

private individual producers. That in the face of a society

of individuals who are separate and formally independent ffom .

one another, and who aré autonomoué in‘the management of‘production,
the neceséity for the different and quantitative proportionality

of social labour "cannot possible be done away with". Hence
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when the commodity is énalysed, it is precisely this duality
in the nature of the labour of the individual, as being
synonymously individual, or private, and social, which is
disclosed in the product of this labour being the immediate
unity of use-value and exchange-value. . In this specific
social form of the labour of the individual, where the

commodity isthe universal form of the product of labour:

"... the labour of the individual producer acquires
socially a two-fold character... the social character
that his labour hasof being the equal of all other
particular kinds of labour takes the form that all
“the physically different articles thatare the products
of labour, have one common quality, that of having'
value". (1983, p. 78) ' '

Marx speaks here of the gggigl:character'Of the equality of
labour, i.e. of the fact that the labour of the individual is
'eqUally' a manifestation of the labour'of society, of social
labour._ The labours of all of the indiyiduals are qualitatively
equal to this exteht., Thus equality of labour for Marx has a
social, as opposed to a natural-physiological, foundatibn. And
when Marx talks of this equality‘“taking the form of" thé "value"
ofAthe produtts of labour, then value must be considered as |
- the expression of this sociél equality of labour'and‘regarded

as its form oflappearance in.capitalist society. Thus:
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"A commodity is therefore a mysterious thing, simply
because in it the social character of mens' labour
appears to them as an objective character stamped
‘upon the product of that labour... a definite
social relation between men, that assumes, in their
eyes, the fantastic form of a relation between
things". (1983; p. 77) |

For Mafx then, the value-form of the product of labour represents
a trahsference of qualities, where thé social character of the
equality of the labours is transferred to the products of

labour equally assuming the form of being 'vélues':

"... considered as values, all commodities are
qualitatively equal\and differ only quantitatively...
‘Value is their social relation; their economic
quality". (1981a; p. 141, my emphasis.)..

The labour that value represents then is 'social' labour, or

the necessary and_ihevitable expressidn of the social character

of _the labour of the individﬁalMin the specific historical - ___
circumstances of the capitalist relations of production. Here
the labour of the individual is immediately private and has

still to express its qualitative equélity with every other kind

of labour, to the extent that these too are expenditures of |
social labour.  This lack of the immediate presence of 'sociality'
in the labour of the individual:, means that mediatibn is required
in drdér to EXbress theisocialbcharacter of his labour. Marx

contrasts the manner of this mediation with a social system where
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individual production has 'immediately' a social or communal

character, and says that, in this latter case:

"... it would not be exchange which gave labour its
general character, but rather -its presupposed communal
character would make the product into a communal
general product from the outset... The labour of
the individual is}posited at the outset as social
labour.  Labour on the basis of exchange values
presupposes, precisely that neither the la@our of
the individual nor his product ére directly general;
the product attains this form only by passing through an’
objective mediation; by means of a form of money

© distind from itself". (ibid, p. 172)

This necessity for mediation presents the labour of the individual
~in a distinct guise. When Marx says here that it is 'exchange'

which gives labour its general charéctervit recalls his comment

in Capital, that:

"... Whenever, by an act of. exchange, we equate as
values our different products, by that very act, we
also equate, as human labour, the different kinds
of labour expended upon them". (1983; p.78)

~ And again, that:

"... the labour of the individual assets itself as a

part of the labour of society, only by means of the
relations which the act of exchange establishes directly
between the products, and indirectly, through them, between
the producers". (ibid.) |
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If the labour of the individual producer only allows. its social
character to be manifested "by means of thé relations which the
~act of exchange establishes directly between the prodUcts"’then,
as a consequence, this social character'éppears as its' general

human character. .

Thus when we said earlier that Ricardd's theory of value does
not become Marx's by means of simply ré-defining his category
of 'labour', so here too: Value is not the manifestation of
the ostensible and original 'human' character of labour, but
the expréssion of its soéial character, .of the social character
of its equality with every other kind of 1abour. And in the
cond1t10ns of the capitalist relatlons of production this

equallty can only be expressed in the products of labour assumlng

the form of having 'value'. Hence it is the process of exchange
itself thCh causes this soc1al character of this equality to

appear as its natural human quality. Overall then, the fundamental
condition, that which renders or is the 'reason' for the appearance
of-the social character of ‘Tabour as its' abstractly 'human'~="*

"~ character, is the fact that:

"... the reciprocal and all-sided dependence of
individuals who are indifferent to‘one'another,
forms their social connection..." (Marx, 1983; p. 156)

The appearance of social labour és abstract labour is therefore
“the specific result of the universal exchange relations of

capitalist society. This means that it does not pre-exist this
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specific society as a perennial 'cause' or creator of value.

This 1atter_is an historical and naturalistic viewpoint where

the equality of labour - its qualitative identity - is taken

for granted as a natural quality or propensity of labour, and

which therefore requires no further analysis.

The classical economists simply assume this qualitative identity

as natural, and proceed to make central to their further

investigations the 'magnitude' of value, considered as the

direct embodiment of this 'essential' substance: 'labour'.

Marx, as we know, carries his analysis further than his

predecessors, to the point where he can ‘conclude that:

"From the analysis of exchange value it follows that

the conditions of labour which creates exchange value
are social categories of labour or categories of
social labour, social however not in the general sense
but in the pérticular sense, denoting a specific type
of society... In eXchange value the labour time of

~a particular individual is directly represented as
“labour-time in general, and this general character of

individual labour appears as the social character of
“this labour". (1981b; p. 31)

This conclusion, that the general, abstract character of labour,

is but the form of expression of its social character, is what

takes Marx's ahalysis of value beyond that of his classical

predecessors and allows_of the transformation of analysis into

syhthesis.

Concerning the conceptual analysis, it is "only after
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this work has been done" that Marx proceeds to pfesent1the
unfolding of the life of the subject in a dialectical synthesis

which is informed by the discovery of the real nature of value-

creating labour. And this real nature - expressed as the "two-

fold character' of labour - is the result of the necessity for
the labour of the individual to express its social character.
Marx compares the result}of his own analysis with that Qf his

predecessors when he says that he has himself shown:

... that the analysis of the commodity in terms of 'labour'
has been carried ouﬁibnly imperfectly and ambiguously
by-all previous economists. |

It is not sufficient to reduce the commodity to 'labour',
labour must be broken down into its two-fold form... _
the economists constantly lapse into contradictions and
ambiguity, even Ricardo, because they have failed to

‘work out a clear analysis of the commodity in terms of-
the dual form of labour". (1979; p. 995)

The dual form of labour then, has_a"pivotal' significance in
~Marx's analysis because it negates and transcends the‘earlief
position which says that 'labouf' in general ié the substance
or essence of value. Marx's own attitude to physiologically
equai labour, or human labour in general, is expressed when he

says:
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"In each social form of labour the labours of the
different individuals are related to one another as
human labours too Ti.e; it is a physiological fact]
but in this case this relating itself counts as the
specifically social form of the labours. Now none
of these private labours in its natural form possesses
this specifically social form of abstract human
labour,.just'as little as the commodity in its
‘natural form possesses the social form of value".

- (1972; p. 32) ‘

In the previous analysis of the classical ecOnomists, a
physiological connection”betweeh labodrs‘had been subsfituted
for a social one. Here Marx shows that the former is only
the manner of expression of the lafter; that in the capitalist ‘

society this is the form in which the necessary social connection

expresses itself.

The dialectical synthesis then, comprises the.tracing of the

development of this specific social connection of private.

labours and._the different and succeeding forms of its expression.
With this polarity as hié foundation it is clear that Marx does
not begin his analysis with the commodity' in general, the |
point of departure is not with any commodity, but with the

capitalistiéally produced commodity. For it is only this specific

form of the commodity, as the universal form of the product of
labouf, that canipossibly contain the specific contradiction
where the universaily social and general is the polar opposite

of the private and individual. The methodological terrain must
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be delimited in this manner if Marx's conception of value-

creating labour is to be kept distinct from Ricardo's.

Engels writes as though Marx had in fact begun his analysis

with the commodity 'in general'. The result is that the .-
conclusion of the conceptual_analysis, which pivots and forms

the starfing point of 'the method of presentation', is taken

to be thé commodity>as it was present in the period of 'simple
commodity production', or of the éommodity as it has existeq
"historically'. This trans-hisfbricalltreatment of value hasr
the result that the defihition of that labour which posi%s_value
~loses its definite historical moorings and we must drift towards.
a physioloﬁical conception Qf abstract labour. Only this latter
conception possesées the requisite historical ﬁobility énd
universal appliciability that is required for Engéls' "historical"

treatment,

Nothing could be more misleading than to identify the methodological
poirnt: of departufe with 'the first énﬁ*simple relation which s+ -~
historically actuaily available'.  Whatever Engels envisages. |
this 'first and simple' relation to be, it is not that universally
social relation which is the necessafy presuppostion in feality

for the disclosure of the true nature of value, If the attempt
were made to take this methodological lead seriously, then dne
could be forgiven for assuming‘that Marx's initialvanalysis of

the commodity at the start of Capital has to do with it as it
_presents itself 'historically', i.e. during a period of from

5 to 7,000 years, rather than as it presents itself as the result
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~of the analysis of the subject of the inquiry - "modern’

bourgeouis society".

In this anélysis Marx does not dissolve the existing subject

into the elements of its own préhistory, so that the analysis

of value - as opposed to thét of the iprices of production' -
properly belongs to the period of theAisimpIe commodity economy'.
- And when Marx assumes at the outset that‘commoditiés exchange

at their values, this is not an‘*historical' deduction, but a
theoretical abstraction of the fundamental value-relation

_ between the owners of commodities in the existing capifaliSt

society.

Therefore the resultvof the analysis, and point of departuré

for the conceptual synthesis, are the abstract determinations

of this specific sbciety; so that what is being dealt with is
its' commodity, and therefore its' specific form of contradiction:
the twb-fold character of labour.

When Marx describes this two-fold character of labour at thé'
beginning of Capital, then this charaCterisation of the labour
which produces commodities could be seen to apply to pre—éapitalist
epochs only if we assume a physiological conception of abstract.
labbur. vThis methodologiéal inference,itéelf,‘that Marx's. .

- analysis begins with the commodity ‘'in general', jettisons the
specific social determination of value so that Capital 1 appéérs

as merely a rehash of Ricardo's Principles.
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Therefore to argue for the existence of a pre-capitalist ‘value-
epoch', or attempt to give an 'historical' dimension to the
"transformation problem', is, at the same time, to saddle Marx
with a conception of the substance of value which differs not

at all from that of his classical predecessors. This approach
cah only suggest itself when the dual movement of conceptual
anéiysis and cdnceptual synthesis, utilised by Marx as "the
method of working", and adopted from Hegel's ngig;‘has been
ignored.

i

When the subject of the investigation, which was merely'presuppbsed

as given in the first movement, is seen as 'posited' in the second, -

then Something must be uncovered by the anaIySis which allows

it to transcend this simply given and to comprehend it as 'brought

about'. The analysis of value undertaken by the classical

economists did not provide a conceptual 'axis' for the transformation

of analysis into synthesis because this analysis concluded with

a bare 'identity‘ of labour with value. Nothing could therefofe
be shown or presented as haVing developed=but of struggle and

~ conpadiction.  Marx proVides this latter condition because,

as he says:

"I was the first to point out and examine'critically

the two-fold nature of the labour embodied in commodities...
this‘pOint is the pivot upon which a clear comprehension...
turns". (1983; p.49)

AT .
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Thus the immediate identity of labour and value is left behind
and transcended in the discovery of the 'two-fold character of
labour' which is the determining social characteristic of labour

‘which produces value. Hegel remarks in this-regard:

"It has been remarked that analysis becomes synthétic
when it comes to deal with determinations that are no
llonger posited by the problems themselves. But the
-general transition from analytic to synthetic cognition
lies in the necessary transition from the form of
immediacy to mediation, from abstract identity to
difference". (1969 p. 793)

“In order to discover precisely‘where"ébstract identity' becomes
'difference' and immediacy giQes way to mediation it will be
useful to look at Marx's analysis at that point where ‘it
reaches and goeslbeyond that of Ricardo. In the course of'his,

'analysis, Marx reaches agreement with Ricardo that:

"... a commodity is exchange-value in so far as a _ "
definite amount of labour-time has been expended

in its prodUction énd it‘accordingly repkesents

materialised labour-time". (1981a; p. 43)

 But Marx immédiately follows'this, and'thereby pushes beyond

- his predecessor, when he states:
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"Yet the commodity as it comes into being is only
materialised individual labour-time of a specific
“kind and not universal labour-time. The commodity
~is thus not immediately exchange value but has still
to become exchange value... The point of departure
“is not the labour of individuals considered as social
labour, but on the contrary, labour which proves
_ that it is social labour only by the supersession of
its original character... social labour is not a ready-
made prerequisite but an emerging result". (ibid.)

In other words, the labour of the individual is not immediately
abstract labour but has still to become abstract labour. As

Marx expresses it elsewhere:

"Since the producers do not come into social contact
with each other until they exchange their products,

the specific social character of each producer's labour
does not show itself except in the act of exchange...
Hence... whenever, by an act of exchange, we eduate

as values our different products, by that very act we
also equate, as human labour, the different kinds 6f

- labour expended upon them. We are'not aware of this
nevertheless we do it". (1983; p. 77-8)

The point however'is not to make us aware of just this fact,

and by so doing, end the 'fetish’ charactefiof'the‘pfoducts df
labour, or the domination of man by objects.  The result of the
revelation that Commodities are merely'objecfified husks of
hohogeneous human labour dges not, in itself, break the causal
connection between this human labour and value. Marx remarks

in this contéxt:
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"The fact, that in the particular form of production

with which we are dealing, viz., the production of
commodities, the specific social character of private
labour carried on independently, consists in the
equality of every kind of that labour, by virtue of its
being human labour, which character, therefore, assumes

in the product the form of value - this fact appears

to the producers, notwithstanding the discovery above
referred to, to be just as real and final, as the fact
that, after the discovery by science of the component géses
of air, the atmosphere itself remained unaltered". |
(ibid, p. 79) o

All that the discovery that the value-substance is human labour
amounts to thén,'is that the point of departure is considered to
“be précisely that the labour of individuals is considered to

be, immediately;‘socialvlabour, or, thétvits-generic character,

is its value-creatihg character. ~On the other hand, what the
trahsitioh from identity;and immediacy to difference and mediation

signifies is that it is the result of a capacity of value to

render human labour in general as the immediate form of appearance .

of the social character of labour.

The transition from the form of immediacy to mediation also

| signifies that the value of the product of labour is conceived
of as the *result' of the exchange process, which takes place
outside of the process of production, and is not a prerequisite

for the aét of exchange; determining its proportions.
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As well as reflecting the change from a 'ready-made prerequisite’
to an 'emerging result', the transition from identity and immediacy
to difference and mediation also registers the methodological
transfer from conceptual analysis to dialectical synthesis.

Hence when we spoke earlier of the necessity for the social
character of the labour of the individual to express itself,

now, given the d1sclosure of the two-fold character of labour,

we must consider that necessity as having to express itself in

the mtdst of difference andas therefore occasioning the subsequent
need for mediation. ‘_What drives the dialecticai synthesis, or
forms the core of its content,-is precisely what the two-fold
character of labour expressesav~contradiction. ~ Contradiction

was the result that was unaVailable to the classical economists
because thetr conclusion was in terms of immediate identity. -
‘Identlty has a powerful attractlon conceptually, appearlng invioable.

But, as Hegel remarks of identity:

... it is one of the fundamental prejudices of logic
.wvow . @S hitherto understood and.of ordinary thinking, that .. -
' ~ contradiction is not so characteristically essential
and immanent a determination as identity; but in
fact, if it were a question of grading the two determinations
and they had to be kept separate, then contradiction
would have to be taken as the profounder and more
essential determination. For as against contradiction,
identity is merely the determination of the simple
immediate, but contradiction is the root of all movement
~and vitality; it is only in so far as something has
a contradiction within it that it moves, or has impulse
or activity'. (1969; p. 439) |
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The difference between 'labour' pure and simple, and that

1abouf>which possesses a two-fold character, resolves itself

into the difference between identity on the one hand, and
contradiction on the other.  Hence at the very inception of the
dialectical synthesis, indeed what makes it possible at all, is

the two-fold character of labour, considered as:

~"... the abstract and general form of all contradictions
inherent in the bourgeouis mode of labour". (Marx, 1981b; p. 96)

It is the tracing of the development of this contradiction from _
its abstract and general form to. its concrete and particular
manifestations in modern capitalist_society which-marks the

synonymous process of synthesis and comprehension of the subject.

This transition from identity to difference must also accomplish
‘that from immediacy to mediation, and from what has been said

already it is clear that:

"... this contradiction between the commodities particulér

natural qualitities and its general socialiqualities ‘

contains from the beginning the possibility that these

two separated forms in-which the commodity exists are not

convertible into one another... By existing outside

the commodity és money, the exchangeability of the

commodity has become something different from and alien -
~to the commodity, with which it first has to be brought

into relation, to which it is therefore at the

beginning uneqUal: while the equation itself becomes

dependent on external conditions, hence a matter

of chance". (1981a; p. 148) |
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This circumstance allows Marx to speék of':

"... this unity of’broduction and realisation, not
immediately but only as a process,-which is linked
to certain conditions, and, as it appeared, external
conditions”. (ibid, p. 407)

The absence of necessary mediation is evident in both Smith and
Ricardo in the way that they conceive of labour only in the
'positive' sense of being immediately the generator of value,

and therefore where labour is identified with only one term, aé
it‘were; the 'affirmatioh'; Therefpre this_perspectiVe cannot

| encompass the"denial', as when, for purely "extrihsic' reasons,
and butside of the process of production‘itself, the product

| Eggﬁgg be realised as a value. The maturation and development
of the confradiction contained in the commodity_and depicted‘in

the dialectical synthesis'enables Marx to observe:

"_.. within bourgeouis society, the society that rests
on exchange value, there arise relations of circulation
as well as of production which are so many mines to
explode it. (A mass of antithetical forms of the
social unity, whose antithetical character. can never be
abolished through quiet metamorphosis. On the other
hand, if we did not find concealed in society as it is

"~ the material conditions of production prerequisite for a
classless society, then all attempts to explode it
would be quixotic)". (ibid, p. 159) -
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The standpoint of 'quiet metamorphosis' is encouraged by the
identification of labour and value, or by the formulation of
an 'embodied' labour theory of value, since ‘it entails definite
consequences concerning the rantithetical forms of the social
- unity', or lack bf»it, as is the case.here; We can see at
once that the'causalvconnection of labour and value, which is
the core of all embpdied.labour theories of value, destroys»the_
contradiction contained ih»the two-fold character of laboﬁr‘and
thereby renders what is essentialiy in'cdnflict as thédgh it
had eséapéd it. Here the point of departure is the labour of
the individual considered as abstract, and therefore, inevitably,
‘social Iébour_* The valuefcreating propensity of"labdur' is
considered as a prerequiéite, rather than as 'an emerging
result'.  Marx says of John Gray, a labour-money theorist,
and thefefore someone for whoh the immediate labour of ‘the

~individual is not to be distinguished’from social labour, that:

"... he assumed that commodities could be directly
‘compared.with one another as the_products of social labour.
. But on the basis of commodity production labour becomes
social labour‘only as the result of the universal-
alienation of individual labour. But as Gray
presupposes that the labour time contained in commodities
is immediately social labour time, he presupposes that
it is communal labour time, or labour time of directly
associated individuals. In that case it would indeed
~ be impossible for a specific commodity to confront other
commodities as the incarnation of universal labour, but
neither would use-value be turned into exéhange-value
and the product into a commodity, and thus the very
basis of bourgeouis society would be abolished".-
(1981b; p. 85)
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The very basis of bourgeouis_society is 'abolished; by an

embodied labour theory of value because it‘is*here invested

with an inherent stability which it cannot possess, being ascribed
characteristics which properly belong to‘a planned economy. The |
reason for this is that this thedry necessitates the coihcidence
of individual and social éxpenditures of labour because abstract
(social) labour is deemed to exist in the process of broduction
itself. It is therefore impossible for an embbdied labour theory
of value to properlyaddress eithef the inherent problems of
capitalist society itself, and which relate to the possibility.

of crises; or'fhose whicﬁ.refer to its theoretical comprehension

e.d. the_'transformation problem®, because:

", if it is assumed that the contradictions existing
in bourgeouis society do not exist, then these '
~contradictions obviously cannot come into play".
(Marx, 1972; p. 55) '

And directly related to this is:

"Boisguillbert's work, which proves that it is

possibie to regard labour-time as the measure of

the value of commodities whilé-confusing the labour

which is materialised in the exchange value of

commodities and measured in time-units with the v
direct physical activity of individuals". (ibid, 1981b; p.55)

This identification of the qualitative and quantitative determination

~-of value with physical expenditure is not expunged from Marx's
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contribution by Engels' attempt to articulate and to defend itf
For example, Boisguillbert regards 'labour' as being inherently
: produétive of value. This being the case and, rather in thé
manner of the 'time-chitters', he inveighs against 'money'

as an alien intruder and a 'usurper' which has been introduced
into the realm of exchange from outside. It is something akin
to this fundamental reser?oir of 'labour' that Bohm-Bawerk and
the other critics of Marx envisage as the foundation upon which
he constructs his labour theory of value; Believing'that when
Marx spoke of the substance of value he was referring.to a
'sense datum' then the theory of value was rejected on the basis
that evidence for the éxistence of this‘substance could not be
demonstrated in the relation between commodities and the prices
for which they exchahged. Engels does nothing to correct this
naturalisticrinterpretion of the substance of value. Indeed
his response to the critics of the 1890's is precisely to attempt
to prove the existence of this very substance. As well as
doing nothing to hindér the development of an emodied labour
theory of value, Engels' feéponse also sanctions that point of

| view which characterises the relationship between Marx and
Ricardo as forming a cohtinuum rather than as the former
signifying a negation and transcendence of the latter contribution.

Marx says that Ricardo:

"... does not examine the form of value.. He only
examines the magnitude of value, the quantities of
this. abstract, general, and in this form, social,
labour". (1972; p. 172)
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_ This is related to the earlier point concerning the supposed
'Iiberating' effect of the disclosure that, ihsofar as they are
values, commodities are merely objectified husks ofrhomogeneOus
human labour.  With the expression "abstract, general, and in
this form, social labour" Marx is indicating that in capitalist
society something happens to the identity of labour when it
assumes a social form - it becomes abstract and general. But
can labbur bé 'general', or possess a general social validity
without, at the same time and as a hecessary'conseqUence, having
to'be rendered as abstractly human? It may be that to those
who hold to a physiological conception of abstract labour it is
inevitable that to be considered social lébour at all individual
useful labour must relihquish its definite concrete character
and be expressed 'abstractly'. And, that, rather than have this
géneral "human' quality of labour expressed as value, Marx's
theory allows us to demistify this appearance and locate this
'substance' of Valﬁe where it truly belongs, i.e. in mans'

essential humanity.

Marx's description of abstract labour as social labour only

seems to have been accepted heré, or is accepted in a manner

that is reminiscent of Feuerbachian huménism. That abstract
human labour is the form of expression of the general social
quality of ldb0ur which emanates from a specific set of social
relations, those relations which are the foundation of capitalist

society, has been overlooked here. It is not necessary that the
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labour of individuals lose its individual identity in order to

achieve a social expression, as Marx says:

"... from the moment that men in any way work for
one}another, their labour assumes a social form".
(1983; p. 76)

This is the primary feature of that'inner—necessity which'deploys
social relations, but it does not éntail'that labour always
assumes the §§mg_éocia1 form, so that the negation of its concrete
useful formsvis inevitable. For example,-in the primitive‘

A communicél production, or in the socialist society of the future,
the usefulrconcrete character‘of labour is its social character;

~ here labour is social preciseiy because it is different. The
type of equality of labour tﬁat Marx refers to a§ forming the
substance of value, and which causes this équality to be in

terms of its identical and'abstréctly human character, presupposes

two things:

"... (1) That individuals now produce only for society
and in society;- (2) That production is not directly

“social, is not the 'offspring of assocation' which
distributes labour internally. Individuals are subsumed
‘under social production; social production exists
outside them as their fate; but social production is
not subsumed under the individuals, manageable by them
as their common wealth". (1981a; p. 158)
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Those exchange relations which exist and take place prior to the
capitalist system of production, and which are referred to by
Engels as evidence for the existence of value, are not éngendered
by individuals who Qﬂll produce for_society, and therefore

their analysis cannot disclose a social relation. And since
value is a social relation in the form of a thing, its exiétence
and the éxistence'of its substan&e cannot be defivéd from.the
investigation of these pre-capitalist exchange relations.

Marx, as opposed to Engels, does not examine exchange relations
as such, but only those which take place in the subject of his
investigatién. The element of necessity, of the neéd for social
- cohesion or proportionality, being established and maintained |
through and by means of exchange trahsactions, is éntirely missing
in the pre-capitalist past. Prior-to the advent of capitalism
it is only in thecommunalproductidn of antiquity that social

qua social labour is exemplified. And what distinguishes
communal production - whether this refers to 'the dawn of history’
or to socialist society - is thé absence of mutually independent
labours, i.e. the fundamental-condition for the appéaranCe of

the sociai character of labour as itS abstractly human character.
Marx makes this contrast, and the form of manifestation of

inner-necessity, when he writes:

"Where labour is communal, the relation of men in
their social production do not manifest themselves
as 'values of things'. Exchange of products as
commodities is a method of exchanging labour, it
demonstrates the dependence of the labour of each
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upon the labour of others and corresponds to a
certain mode of social labour or social production".
(1972; p. 129)

This is expressed elsewhere as:

"... reciprocal dependence... expressed in the
constant necessity for exchange and in exchange as
the all-sided mediation". (1981a; p. 156)

It is this necessity for all-sided mediation which discloses the
| social charaeter of privdﬁe»labour._ Engels-sho&s that he has

no notion of this socialfessence ef value by, among other things,
failing to notice that whereas in capialist society a social
relation of production is expressed as a relation between things,
a relation between things does not, by itself, disclose a social
relation. Why he fails to notice is because,.whefeas for- Marx
‘the value of the product of labour is a specifically social
determination, for Engels it is a multi- or trans-social relation
determined by ‘*labour and labolir~alone'. This is why Engels -
nowhere distinguishes between the value ehd exchange-value or
between essence and appearance but prefers to contrast the 'fixed
and stable' with 'change and precess', end where the goal is

deemed to be the diéclosure of the 'antecedent' rather than of

the 'essence', Following Ricardo, he is thus led to a preoccupation

~ with thekmagnitude of value and to the study of exchange transactions

themselves.'} His goal is to evidence labour-time as the common

substance of these transactions, from time out of mind, and by
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displaying this longevity, he seeks to establish the validity

of the 'labour' theory of value. The qualitative social
determination of value isabandoﬁed’from'the very moment that
Engels seeks evidence forvits existence in the pre-capitalist

' past. And symptomatically, the failure to distinguish value

and exchange-value is the expression of the fact that abstract
labour as a social category of labour,ror as a category of social
labour, is-nbt distinguished from abstract labour as a generically

'human' character of labour.

In his treatment of these issues Engels is moré concerned to
ascribe their functioning to the 'laws of motioni of the externalb
world genebally than to investigate whether they are broﬁght
about as the manifestion of an inner essence or necessity.
Perhaps it is simply that he considers terms like 'essence' and
"substance' as denoting a kind of 'demiurge"of the real world -
Nature and history - and should be imercilessly sacrificed' along
with 'evefy other idealist crocﬁet‘ which 'could not be brought

" into harmony with the facts conceived on their own'.
'Rosdolsky reports that Ferdinand Lassalle:

"... praised Marx as a 'Ricardo become socialist and a
Hegel become economist'. However, Engels, regarded
the 'German dialectical method', which underlay Marx's
economic system, as 'a result which was of less
significance than the materailist interpretation'".
(1977; p. xiii)
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But even this seems exaggerated. If the 'German dialectical
method' involves the analysis and synthesis of a specific
subject in ofder.to}COmprehend it as manifesting necessity, and
to this extent is to be considered as 'scientifically correct',
then it is given no significance whatever in Engels' attempt
to authenticate the law of value.  Of course the subject of
MarX‘s analysis does emerge as 'law—gqverned' - replaéing a
L"chaotic conception of the whole" which existed at the point of
departure. But this is a specific law, peftaining to a specific .
society and is only disclgsed by the analysis of it. It is
- not therefore to be perceiVed as a ‘Qeneral,law of motion',

SO tha£ when we understand the léw of the change from quantity
into quality or the'principle.of 'the negation of the negation';
then the 'secret' of the expression of value is automatically
revealed.  Neither is this law to be conceived in terms of the
form in which it is said to exist for Engels in the Middle Ages
or in the supposed period of 'simple commodity production', and
where its existence was manifested in the fact that "men cQﬁld
exchange their products'in the ratio of the labour embodied in
them". It must, on the contrary, be conceivéd,as a specifié
social law, as a form of expression for the fact‘that "the
distribution of social labour in definite proportions cannot
possibly be done away with, but can only change the form in

which it appears". And the form in which this law appears in
capitalist society is as 'the law of value'. In capitalist society
the'necessary equilibrium or prdportionality in the distribution

of the social labour-force is governed by the law of value.
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As Marx expressed it:

"It requires a fully developed production of -
commodities before, from accumulated experience
~ alone, the scientific conviction springs up,
~that all of the different kinds of private
labour which are carried on independently of
each other, and as yet spontaneously developed
branches of the social division of labour, are
~ continually being,reduced-to,the'quantitative
proportions in which society requires them. And
why? Because in the midst of all the accidental
" and ever-fluctuating exchangé relations between
the products, the labour-time necessary for their
production forcibly asserts itself like an
over-riding law of Nature". (1983; p. 79)

It is the ascertaining of what is to be considered necessary
labour-time at the level of‘society, oerf the determination of
socially labour-time, which regulétes individual production.
Whether too much or too little of society's totai labour-time

has been expended in the production of a:particular product is uér
communicated to the producers of this product by means of the
‘oscillations in fhe price fbr which the commodity will exchange.
The commodity is thﬁs -'qualitatiVely ahd quantitatively -
socially determined. By being first of all ‘accepted by society
as a'valiq expression of social labour, the labour of the
individual receives its qualitative determination, and by being
accepted by‘SOCiety to a definite extent, or in a specific'amount,

it receives its quantitative determination.

It should be mentioned in passing that it is erroneous to consider

the concept of 'socially necessary labour-time' as referfing
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exclusively to the requisite level éf productive forces at
which the individual production process must function. This
leads to a preoccupation with technological criteria which
pertain to the internal structure of the process of production
itself. Hence if its meaning is held to appiy only in this
connection then this is tantamount to suggesting that individual
and social expenditures of labour'correspond ahd, as a concept,
it thereby sérves as the quantitative complement to the
qualitative determination of value by human labour in general.

We shall return to the consideration of this in Ch. 3.

The law of value then is entirely socially determined, serving
to requlate the allocation of society's:productive capacity

amongst its various functions:

- "The societal connection of these private labours
exist materially insofar as they are members of
an indigenous social division of labour... This
‘material social connection of private labours plied
independentiy oi one another is,‘however, only
mediated and therefore only realises itself by
the exchange of the products of these private
labours". (Marx, 1976; p. 57)

Here 'mediation' is to be viewed in terms of the means whereby
it is relayed to the individual producer how he is to regulate
his productive activity. In this way the law of value allows

society to cohere .and function as a productive organism.



- 60

This mode of the determination of value is a far cry from

Engels' version of this determination where it is considered

as taking place in terms of the'duration of the act of

production itself, i.e. by the amounts'of labour the reciprocal
individualé éxpend or 'embody'. It foliows from Mérx's analysis
of thé two-fold character of labour, of thé contradiction

which is at the foundation of cabitalist,society and is the |
point of departure for the dialectical4synthesis, that vaiue
requires a social determination over}and against and ih~opposition
to individual expenditures of labour. | Engels' treatment of the
issue causes the removalmof bne,side of this contradiction and
therefore of the contradiction itself. = The tWo-fold character
of labour and the‘ensuing necessity for mediation as destribéd

by Marx, does not exist for Engels. Like Ricardo:

"He never investigates the form of mediation".
(ibid, 1981a; p. 327) ‘

- Engelstwrites everywhere as thotgh- the method employed by Marx :s7%
has for its special subject the historical process in general.

_In 1867 Marx informed him:

"The best points in my books are: (1) the two-fold
character of labour, according to whether it is
expressed in use-value or exchange-value. (All
understanding of the facts depends upon this)...
(2) the treatment of surplus value independently

of its particular forms as profit, interest, ground
rent, etc..." (1965; p. 192)
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However, ten years later, in his small biographical sketch
"Karl Marx", Engels gives the first of Marx's "important
discoveries" not as the key to the unearthing of the 'law of

motion' of capitalist society, but as:

"... the revolution brought about by him in the
whole conception of world history... of all previous
history". (1970; p. 84)

This is undoubtedly a fact, but it must surely be considered that
the insight;into historical development generally is a consequence
~of the theoretical comprehensidn of‘capitalistrsociety’and that

the anatbmy of man proyides‘the key to the anatomy of the ape.

No matter how it is perceived, the study of the historical process
- in general, and by itself, does not disclose thé two-fold character
of the labour that is embodied in commodifies.'_ The omission

of the two-fold character of labour or, more simply, Marx's

concept of abstract labour, is again evident in Engels when he

~ moves on to discuss "“the second important discovery":

"... the relation between capital and labour, in
other words, the demonstration how, under the
capitalist mode of production, the exploitation
‘of the worker by the capitalist takes place".
(ibid, p. 86) - '

Engels goes on to explain the theory of surplus value. 1In
this explanation Engels gives a succinct example of the absence
of the correct concept of abstract labour in-his work, and the

consequent loss of contradiction and the necessity'for mediation.
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Engels says:

-

"let us assume that the means of subsistence of

a worker for one day require six hours of _
labour for-their production, or, what is the same
thing, that the labour contained in them
represents a quantity of labour of six hours..."

(ibid, my emphasis.)

There is no distinction made here between labour expended in |
the production and socially valid labour, or between the individual
and the soéfal character of labour which is the translation of
what is meéht by its'two-fold character.  They are smply run
togethervas, literally, 'the same thing', and again we have
identity in blaCe of difference and immediacy obviating the need
for mediation. This is why value is able to secure a perennial

existence in Engels' hands.

A few months before the appearance of the 1895 Supplement Engels

wrote to Sombart: T ‘ _' : YL

"When commodity exchange began..; value had a
direct and real existence... and I believe that

it won't be particularly difficult for you to
trace the intermediate links, at least in general
outline, that lead from directly real value to the
value of the capitalist mode of productidn which
is so thoroughly hidden that our economists can
calmly deny its existence". (ibid, p. 506)




63

. Here, "the intermediate links... that lead from directly real
value" are not recommended to be traced in terms of Marx's
theoretical method, i.e. Where "the abstract determinations

lead towards a reproduction of the concrete by way of thought",
but, rather, in terms of Engels‘ l‘his’corical' method.  This is
because, for Engels, the existing concrete itself is not seen

in terms of havihg_been decomposed into its abstract determinations,
and where 'directly real value' is not considered as a feature

of thé present, i.e. the realiy existing value-relation, but

as a feature of the past.“ Again, the gathering of empirical

data is for Marx the work of the analysis, of the fifst movement. _
of the method and not of the ascént; the syhthesis. The synthetic
movement in Engels' hands becomes the factual description of

the historical coming-to-be of the existing society through its

~ prehistory, a task which is fuhdamentally distinct from the
theoretical comprehension of.this existing society. Although

what we may call Marx's ‘'historical materialism' and his theory

of value have the same starting point, in labour or productive
activity, they should not be treated as the same‘thihg.

Theoretical political economy investigates a.specific and given
subject and applies a specific theoretical method in its compfehension
and where the elements Which comprise the synthesis are only the
decomposed eléments of this specific_soéiety, and not the

elements nor determinations of other societies. It is not that
Engels fails to adequately distingﬁish 'the materialist conception
of history! from'the'method of political economy', rather hé
subsumes the latter in the former, and sees an actual historisal

period of 'simple commodity production' as an essential constituent-
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of this latter method. If Marx has as his methodological
~conclusion that "an eternal Nature imposed necessity" has its
presence exhibited in capitalist society inthe form and functioning
of the law of value, then it is an entirely different'method |
which removes this Iaﬁ‘of value to another supposed form of
production ﬁherevit is considered to be more 'real' and to

apply more 'directly'. The operation of the law.of value in
‘its~“puref form, i.e. in cohditions according to the model of

the simple commodityleconomy, is a theoretical cthtruct‘which
“has been deriVed or ‘worked up' from observation of the really
exisfing value-relatioh, which is ﬁanifested in the millions of
acts of exchange which take place every day 'in thecépitaliét

- society itself. This fundamental social.connection, wherein

‘the social character of labour gains its expressiqn, is abstracted

from capitalist society and set in the model of the simple commodity

economy.

Yet it was from precisely the observation of these primary
relations of exchange that the critics of the 1890's concluded
that no evidence existed for the claim that labour was the

substance of value. Bohm-Bawerk asked of Marx:

"Does he start from an actual exchange relation or
an imaginary one?" (op. cit. p. 103)

Purdyfquahtitative considerations prompted the asking of this

question and the whole substance of the alleged 'contradiction'
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between Volumes 1 and 3 of Capital is itself founded upon the
quantitative incongruity of éxchange transactiohs as they are
seen to exist in theory (Vol. 1) and in reality (Vol. 3). |

It is obvious that Bohm-Bawerk himself’considers the category

of abstract labour to refer to that human labour in géneral which
‘embodies’ itsélf in value. That is why he can find no evidence
for its existence, indeed that its existence as value-substance
is contrédicted by empirical fact. As we have seen, rather than
chalienge these purely quantitative pre-occupations of the

- critics, Engels perpetuates it by attempting toielicit precisely‘
| empirical evidence for the quantitativé congruity that: the

critics demand., In Anti-Duhring, he goes as far as to say

that, in one place Duhring is simply repeating:

"... though in vaguer and more confused terms, as the
much decried Ricardo-Marxian theory said long ago...
Marx, taking Ricardo's investigations as his point

of departure, says: The Value of commodities is
determined by the socially necessary general human
labour embodied in them, and this in turn is
measured by its duration". (1943; p. 214)

Marx nowhere speaks of the hybrid 'socially necessary general
human-labour'. What he does say, in response to the purely

quantitative preoccupation in Ricardo's theory of value is:
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"That the quantity of labour embodied in a commodity
is the quantity socially neCessary for its production...
is a definition which concerns only the magnitude of
value. But the labour which constitutes the
substance of value is not only uniform, simple,
average labour; it is the labour of a private
individual represented in a definite product.
However, the product as value must be the

embodiment of social labour and, as such, be
directly convertible from one use-value into

all others". (1972; p. 135) |

Marx Seems to move here'from a éonsideration of‘the qﬁantitative .
determination of 'value to its qualitative’aéterminatiOn, as though
| the former were somehow more primary; But if we consider the .
synthetic transitions thén the comprehension of the quantitative
determination of'valué follows as a necéssary'consequence of

its qualitétive~determination as social labour, i.e. it becomes

a question of ‘how much' of this labour. In}anyvevenf, it is

the consideration of the magnitude of value in terms of social

.-+, labour which makes untenable.any;FRicardo—Marxian' theory. of
vaiue. As for Engels' attempt to provide historical evidence
for the 'direct and real™ existence of value prior to fhe capitalist

system of production, we may say with Marx:

"The nonsense about the necessity of proving the
concept of value arises from complete ignorance of

both the subject dealt with and the method of science".
(1962; op. cit.) '
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By the very nature of his response to Sombart and Schmidt, ‘

Engels is seen to accept that if value cannot be demonstrated

as existing via investigation into the quantitative proportions

of pre-capitalist exchange relations, then it cannot be deemed

to have a 'real' existence at all, i.e. it is a purely 'logical' .

construct. Hekthus inaugurates a dualism of either historical

or logicgl concerning the reality of value which will be inherited
and perpetuated in more recent contributions tovthe debate. This

insertion of an 'historical' dimension into the transformation

procedure'eyokes a kind qf'Golden Age of value, and where everything

is as it should be. In this connection we can ask with Marx:

"What does he conclude from it? That here,.within
‘capitalist production, the law of value suddenly
changes.  That is; that the law of value, which

is abstracted from capitalist production, contradicts
capitalist phenomena. And what does he put in its
place? “'That early period of society' (that is,
precisely when exchange value in general, the product
. as a commodity, is_hardly developed at all, and
consequently, wﬁén:fhére is no law of value either)".
(1972; p. 73) ' .

And because of the extent to which Engels shares with Marx‘s
critics the view that capitalist sociefy itself provides little
evidence for the existence of value, it being so "thoroughly
hidden“; and that therefore its e#istence must be demonstrated

elsewhere, then the following is also apt:
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"... the law of value is supposed to be valid for

a type of production which produces no commodities
(or only to a limifed extent) and not to be valid
for a type of production which is based on the
product as a commodity. The law itself as well

as the commddity as the general form of the
product, is abstracted from capitalist society and
yet it is precisely in respect of capitalist ‘
production that the law is held to be invalid".
(ibid, p. 74) \ -

Engels accepts this very invalidity in the act of seeking to
demohstrate the existénce'of Value.in the prehistory of the

subject rather than in the exiSting subject itself. The
debate around the “hiétofical transformation problem' is
thereby inaugurated. |

IV

Whether or not.evidence can be elicited for the existence of
- an historical period which corresponds to the model of the
| simple commodity is in many ways a secondary matter. The
outcome of.this research makes littleidifférence to Marx's
theoretical method because the period in question is not part
of the subject of that method. It is not hecessary that there
should be an historial *value epoch”,:existing in the prehistory
of the.subject of the inquiry, for the value-relation and the
theoretical model of the simple commodity economy to retain
fheir full validity for the comprehension of this subject. But
~this does not mean that the disclosure of the real nature of |
value is not based upon empirical observation of the objectively

existing reality. This is precisely what the conceptual analysis
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comprises, it is:

"... the point of departure in reality and hence
also the point of departure for observation and
conception. Along the first path the full
conception was evaporated to yield an abstract
determination...". (op. cit.)

This "abstract determination" entails the abstraction of just

one determining characteristic frdm a series of different
individuals, namely, the primaryAéocial relation in which

they stand tb one another as owneré of commodities. Other
determining characteristics have been abstracted from, such as
whether these individuals are workers or capitalist and how they
felate to one another and to the other members of their réspéctive
classes as these specifiq things. These lafter reiations may

be considered as more ‘concrete' determinations and will be
included in the course of the dialectical synthesis in its

ascent frdm abstract to concrete. But we can see that the model
~of the Simple commodity economy is already there, as it were, ‘f**F”i
since all that this model énvisages is a social universe comprised
of commodity‘owners who mutually exchange their various commodities.
Because this fundamentél relation is theoretically abstracted |

it must be conceived of as an intrinsic paft of a greatef whole;

and its subsequent negation, as when we @roceed'to more concrete
relations, must be considered a 'determinate' negation, so that

the successding categories and relations are bathed in its light.
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In this manner of succession through determinate negation in the

dialectical synthesis we have:

"... the abstract determinations leadihg towards
a reproduction of the concrete by way of thought".
(op. cit.)

Therefore, to fully comprehend‘the manner in which the value
relation will appear in its final form in capitalist society,
i.e. as the 'prices of production', it is necessary to abstract
its foundation and éxaming it in its 'unmixed' form and without
the influences of, what are at this stage of the synthesis,
disturbing accompanying circumstances. It is.only in this way
that we are able to comprehend the subseduent modificatibns. |
In the theoretical analysis it is compulsory to abstract and
identify the fuhdamental relations on their own and away from
their context. Because in thai context they are oVer—layered
by other determinate relations which presuppose precisely the
hature of the fundamental relation and its development up to a
‘} certain point. “For us" these have still to be developed. It

is with this in mind that Marx informs Kugelmann:

"It is precisely Ricardo'srmistake that in his first

chapter on value he takes as given all possible categories
"~ which have still to be developed for us, in order

to préve their conformity with the law of value".

(op. cit.) ‘
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Marx will prove the conformity of all of the other categories
with the law of value because these will be pfesented as developed
expressions of it and the value-relation itself will be seen '

as a necessary precondition for this development; The model

of the simple commodity eConomy may then be considered as'making '
possible or grounding the comprehension of the subject after it
has been dissolved by theoreticai analysié. The path of

- comprehension or the dialeCticel synthesis weuld then comprise
this theoretical model transcendiﬁg or negating its‘abstract
identity and emerging into a connected unity or nexus, and in

. which contekﬁ its“momenf-of truth; would be preserved as an

intrinsic part of the concrete whole.

~This movement, where the value-relation or the two-fold character
of labour has a 'pivotal' significance, shows that fhe subject
‘of investigation is 'self-conteined', or, that it forms both the
Sfarting-point of the analysis end the conclusion of the synthesis.
A ‘universal' social relation is thus presupposed because in the
eubject under investigation the exchange relation extends to

all, exchange value is the 'all-sided mediation'. The subject
is‘a system of production which is p§§gg‘upon the product of
labour being an exchahge value. .Andrit is only because of the
real existence of this universal relation that~the analysis is
able to disclose that what is being dealt with is essentially

social labour, or a peculiar form or character of social labour:.

P
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"But the different kinds of individual
labour represented in these particular use-
values, in fact become labour in general,

and in this way sociallabour, only by actual-

ly being exchanged for one another... The

point of departure is not the labour of the

individuals considered as social labour,

but on the contrary, with labour that proves

that it is universal social labour only by

the supersession of its original character

in the exchage process. Universal social

labour is consequently not a ready-made pre-

requisite, but an emerging result.”
(Marx,.1981b,pi45; myZemp. )

Thus it is the exchange process itself which causes the
reduction of the social aspect of the labour of individ-

uals to appear as its general human or abstract character.

Therefore this form of appearance of the social character
of labour is the result of the mediation effected by the
exchange process, a result which is to be distinguished

from the physiological fact of the homogeneity of all ess-—

entially 'human' labour. That is to say the social equal-
isation of labour is to be distinguished from its natural
or 'generic' reduction.

It is precisely the failure to distinguish these diffefent
levels of abstraction which permits Engels to formulate an
'historical' version of the transformation, i.e. he needs
must adopt the general 'physiological' abstraction and
forego the historically specific 'social' one.

Engels ponders the actual process of transformation in his

letter to Sombart, cited earlier, and says :
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PR

"... This is a very interesting point, about which
Marx himself does not say much.  But his way . of
viewing things is not a doctrine but a method.

It does not provide ready made dogmaé, but criteria
for further research and the method for this
research.  Here therefore a certain amount of
work has to be carried out, since Marx did not
elaborate it himself in his first draft. First
of all we have the statements on pages 177-179,
which prove that the concept, [i.e. of value] has
more reality than you ascribe to it". (op. cit.)

But the movement which inaugurates the research, the analysis,

has previously taken place before the synthetic-transitiohs that
Engels refers to iéicarried out. Further research or further
ahalysis would not then be of the given subject of the investigation
since the.anélytical '1imit!' of this subject has already been
reached, i.e. the analysis has descended to the fundamental
"relation or condition. Engels can only be referring to, albeit .
'unwittihgiy, "further research" which is_outwith_Or beyond the
definite periméters of this specific subject. It is of fUrther
significance here that what Mérx "does not say much" about is

the manner of the historical derivation of value, and fhat

Chapters 8, 9 and 10 of'Capital Vol. 3 are devoted to the

methodological derivation of value and, in particular, to its

existence as prices of production. - The textual reference made
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by Engels in the above quotation refers to Chapter 10 of
Capital Vol. 3 and contains the contentious and much referred
to 'prius' quote to whieh Engels makes specific reference.

We shall cite this passage as it is presented by Engels-in the

Supplement:-

"'The exchange of commodities at their values, or
approximately at their values, thus requires a
much lower stage than their exchange at prices

of production, which'requires a definite level of
capitalist production... Apart from the domination
of priées and price movement by the law of value,
it is quite appropriate to regard the valueé of .
commodities as not only thedretically but also
historically prius to the prices of production...'
Had Marx had an opportunity to go over the third
volume once more, he would doubtless have extended
this passage considerably". (op. cit., p. 896,
Engels' emph.) '

As we have been attempting to show, it is methodologically
impossibie;that Marx means by these 'historically prius' or
"Aristotlean' values the same thing as he means when discussing 
value as a feature of the capitaiist society. * For purely
methodological reasons he cannot mean the same thing, yet

- Engels takes it that he does and the historical transformation
is treéted.as beingvco-founded‘by Marx as well as Engels. - But,
in any event, Marx specifically mentions that this is the case

outwith or "épart from" the domination of prices and price movement
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by the law of value, which 'value' and which 'law' apply only
in the realm where social universality or truly 'social'’
'production is operative. The law of value is a 'regulator‘
and only apﬁlies in relation to the totality which it regulates

and ehables to cohere.

Pre;capitalist fvalues' may have a place in the 'historical’
exposition, but they aré not a part of the theoretical comprehension
of the circumscribed subject. whenvwe'said that the commodity

that beings and ends the methOdologicalvinquiry was a 'capitalisficaliy
produced’ cémmodity it was meant to signify that we are dealing

with a capitalistically determined vaiue—relatibn, i.e. that it

is Charaéferised above all by universality.  When the'subject

is presented ‘for inquiry' i.e. aé it exists in the here and now
and before the analysis has been uhdertaken, the work of these

"~ pre-capitalist values hasalready been doﬁe. | Both subject andv
'appropriate method presuppose a given level of productive forces,
_which ‘ground' or 'form' thevsubject. " Therefore Marx's abstractions
*“ofrthé components or individual elements of thiS'SUbjeCt‘dO“‘

not travel back in time but are contemporaneous with the subject

as it exists. Therefore the comprehension of the subjeét does
not require, initially, the comprehension Qf its prehistory. The
Comprehension of the significance of prior development,'or of
what is deéisive in prior development, for the subject, cannot

take place before the sUbject itself has developed and is
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cdmprehended. And it is impossible for the abstract determinations
of the subject to pre-exist the subject itself since these

determinations in themselves:

Moo éxpress the forms of being, the characteristics

of existence, and often only individual sides of this
'specific‘society, this subject and that this society

no means begins only at the point where one can speak
of it as such”. (Marx, 1981a; p. 106)

For us it begins with the model of the simple commodity economy.

And Marx goes on to say tﬁat therefore:

"It would be unfeasible and wrong to let the economic
categories follow one another in the same sequence as
- that in which they were historically decisive.. Their
sequence is determihed, rather, by their relation to
one another in modern bourgeouis society, which is
precisely the opposite of that which seems to be
their natural order or which corresponds to their
historical development. The point is not the
V' historical position of thé“etonomic relations in ~**
the succession of different forms of society....
Rather their order within modern bourgeouis society".
(ibid, p. 107) '

When Marx speaks of the séquencé being the 'opposite' of the
historical emergence of the categories it is the clearest
sfatement‘yet concerning the distinction between the movement
of the theoretical method and the movement of the historical
process. For what else is Marx describing here in antithesis

to historical development but the dialectical synthesis.



77

“Value", or the universal value-relation that is intended when
Marx speaks of this category, is a characteristic only of the
most modern kind of society, and was not 'historically decisive'
until the development of the capitalist_system of production.

Thus:

"The capitalist‘epoch is therefore characterised by
this, that labour-power takes in the eyesof the
labourer himself the form of a commodity which is
his property; his labour consequently becomes
‘wage-labour.  On the other hand, it is only from
this moment that the pfoduct of labour universally
becomes a commodity". (ibid, 1983; p. 167)

Yet is is precisely this mature and highly developed universal
relation which forms the point of departure for the dialectical
synthésis, or of the process of comihg—to—be of confemporary
reality, and which is "precisely the opposite of their natural

order or which corresponds to their historical development".

The methodological 'ascent' is thus to be distinguished from the
.historical"ascent' and therefore the 'value' which exists in
‘the methoddlogical»account cannot be the value which is
historically 'prius'. All that remains is to say that when
Marx speaks of these 'prius' values he is‘referring to them as
embodiments of individual labour-time and not social labour-time.
These former values do not appear as a part of thé method and

are subsequently referred to as 'embryonic'. But, as was noted
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above, we cannot distinguish what embryonic features will be
significant for adulthood until we are familiar with the more

developed features themselves.

This conclusion must create a problem for forms of 'evolutionary'
or ofganicist versions of Marx's method and where the 'process'
nature of the méthod is said to parallel or be a 'reflection' of

~ the process hature of Nature énd/or history. . For example, how
would this version of the method’explain that the value-relation
exists prior to the pricgs of production in the theoretical
method but does not exist prior to them in the historical process?
That value, as a distinct stage in the development of‘the prices
ofvproduction, and which latter are a feature only of the most
modern societies, pfesupposes as a category, the formation df,‘
these prices of production in the method, but cannot presuppose
them in fact, in history?  All of this, i.e. considered theoretically,'

the development of the‘value-conéept or of 'value', in the presence of

the prices of production, would be inéomprehensible to Engels,
preferring as he does the 'materialist interpretation' to the

‘dialectical method.

Hence thé value relation‘co—exists with or, better, exists'és
the prices of production, when the more concrete relations of
fwage—labour and 'many'capitals' have been superimposed onto this
fundamental relation in the course of the synthesis. But this
fundamentalrrelation was always there, éxisting as an essential
part or as a presuppbsition of the more familiar relations,(and

was teased-out or separated by the theoretical method. 'Value'



79

is expressed as 'prices of production' as the more concrete
category, and rather than attempt to prove the independent

existence of valué as Engels does, for Marx:

"... science consists in showing how the law of
value operates". (ibid, 1962; op. cit.)

Therefore fhe 'separation' of value from the prices of production
is a purely artificial theoretical measure, undertaken to aid

the comprehension of the existing concrete relations. And

thus value does not exist before nor alongside of the priées

of produétion but exists as or in thelform of the prices of
production. Engels, and many writers down - to the present day,
see this theoretical'séparation as a really existihg -.separation.
Obviously the correct conception of the substance of vaiué is-

what is at issue here.

Given this methodological divide, it is curious that we should
have the . following from someone who is popularly recognised to

emphasise the Hegelian side of Marx's method:

"... the reader should not imagine that economic

categories are anything other than the reflections
- of real relations, or that the logical derivation

of the categories could proceed independently of

their historicla derivation". (Rosdolsky, op. cit. p..115)
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Rosdolsky proceeds to quote as methodologically exemplary the

passage from Engels' reyiew of Marx's Contribution which we

quoted earlier, and where Engels states, among other things,

~that the theoretical method is:

"... simply the reflection, in abstract and theoretically
consistent form, of the course of history," and that
"... though the reflection is corrected, it is

corrected in accordance with the laws provided by

the actual course of history". (op. cit. my'emphasis.)

That Rosdolsky considers»fhis an accurate description of Marx's
method is shown when he suggests that this point made‘by Engels

is endorsed by Marx himself when he provides:

... parallel to the logical derivation of value
~and money - a historical derivation of these same
concepts, in which Marx confronts the results of
his abstract analysis with actual historical

development". (ibid) |

What does it mean to say that the “réSults" of Marx's dialectical
method‘are corrected "in acco;dance with", or are 'confronted by',}
"aétual historical development"? F"Actual historical development"
isvalready given in the shape of the presupposed subject ahd is
what providesrthe concrete subject-matter for the conceptuai
analysis.  The subject is thus 'self-referring', it is its own
yardstick wifh regard to what 'correctly' or 'incorrectly’

pertains to it.
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'Correction' is therefore built-in, and no 'confrontation'

can take pldce between the results of the application of the
theoretical method and 'actual historicai development'. If the
synthetic transitions are the reverse of the analytic and
'mifror‘ these, and the.analytic transitiohs themselves based
upon empirical observation of the existing subjeét, then the
synthetic movement is governed by‘determiniatibﬁé‘which have had
théir 'actual historical existence' verified. _it is only this
tactual historical existence' whiéh_gllgyi the dialectical synthesisv
in the first place, since it is its presupposition.. As for
historical process whichﬁéxists ‘outside! fhe subject - its
prehistory - then,in this case the diéclosed nature of the subject
itself tells us that universal social relations are in the |

process of beihg formed and comprise the prehistory of the subject.

The analyst knows where history is developing to, because he has

its results ready-to-hand, and these results themselves imply,

e.g. that:

“The dissolutionjOf:ail products and activities into” -
exchange values presupposes the dissolution of all

fixed personal (historic) relations of dependence

in production, as well as the all-sided dependence

of the producers on one another". (Marx, 1981a; p. 156)

Before the details of the prehistory 6f the subject have been
actually addressed, the task of comprehending the subject_itéelf

has to have been completed and thereby i1luminates precisely what
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in this prehistory is worthy of attention and considered

significant for the higher development. The inquiry has begun
with the objectively existing subjeCt and there are no separate

and autonomoué 'matters of fact' to which the scientifically
correct method must adapt to collate its results. , Whétever

'éctual historical development' is taken to mean,_it‘cannotA 
itself represent an independent body of truth to which Marx's
results must be compared because the categories and determinations
which comprise the existing subject are'contemporaneous and | o

coextensive with this subject itself; given with it.

' !What/treatment suggested by Engels, and echoed hefe by Rosdolsky,
suggests, is_that the theoretical model of the simple Commodity
economy would have to be verified with‘regafd to its legitimacy
by historical research into the actual existencé of such an
economy. | Thus, and this is of fundamental significance in the
present debate, if this historical evidence is perceived not to
have been secured, then‘thejudgemént is that Marx's category of
value'is a purely logical construction. - There is therefore 3 """’
real and fundamental necessity to disasébciate the 'German dialectical

- method' from the fmateralist' interpretation of it carried out
by Engeis in thevname of.Marx.‘ For example, it is not bécause,
as Engels would have it; thaf value is.so 'deeply hidden' that
we must have recourse to an earlier, more transparent, reality
in order to discover 'directly real value'. touter! reality,

~the appearanée of the subject itself, is what reveals 'inner'

reality or the essence of the subject:
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"Reality then, or actuality, is not the essence
alone, nor is it the manifestation alone, but is
the essence which manifests itself. The
external world, the manifestation, is not to be
regarded as a veil which hides and obscures the
‘inner being, but on the contrary, as revealing
the inner being and bringing it fully to
knowledge and light. Thus to know the outer
is to know the inner, for the outer is precisely
~the revelation of the inner. It is the inner".
(Stace; op. cit. p. 212)

Hence the disclosure bf.the,'inner' is not brought about by
abandoning the subject of the inquiry and seeking its determinations
elsewhere, in the process of its historicél formation, but by

the methodological treatment of‘the subject itself within its -

own perimeters. With regard to the distinction that is to be
maintained between-the method of theoretical inquiry.and the

actual historical process, Marx remarks:

- “Money may exist and has existed in historical time
before capital, banks, wage-labour, etc. came

'into being. In this respect it can be said therefore,
that the simpler categories express relations
predominating in an immature entity or subordinate
relations in a more advanced entity; relations
which already existed historically before the entlty
had developed the aspects expressed in a more
concrete category. The procedure of abstract
reasonihg which advances from the simplest to more

~ complex concepts to that extent conforms to actual
historical development". (Marx, 1981b; p. 208)
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It is "to that extent" that the method and actual historical
development coincide, i.e. to the extent that in each case the
movement is from the simble to the combined. But this does
notrmean, and should not be taken to mean, that the method has
become synonomous with or reflects actual historical development.
The categories that comprise the subject are given all-at-once
and are the specific and unique elements of this totality.' They
are dissolved and restored.as pertaining to this subject itself
and,‘as was noted, "the pbint is hot-the historic position of

- the economic relationé...y rather their ofder within modern

v bourgeouis society". What this means‘is that it is the order
which the relafions and the corrésponding categories have'ggy
which prescribes their unfolding:in the thebretical method, nof
the order they had then in the procéss of their historical

~.formation, and:

"... hence belong to the history of its formation, but

in no way to its contemporary history, i.e. not to

the.real system of the mode of production ruled by S
it (i.e. capital). While, e.g. the flight of the

serfs to the cities is one of the historic conditions

and presuppositions of urbanism, it is not a condition,

not a moment of the reality of developed cities, but

belongs rather to their past presuppositions, to the
presuppositions of their becoming which are suspended

in their being". (ibid, 1981a; p. 459) |




85

Or again; ‘the really dominating economist in the latter half
of the 18th century was- Adam Smith.  James Stuart, who posed-
the problem of'capitalist profit far more 'historically' than
Smith, and who investigated the process by which caﬁital came
into being, was soon~forgotteh. Marx points to the essential
difference between the two in the fdllowing‘manner when he says

bf Stuart:

"His service to the theory of capital is that he
shows how the process of separation takes place’
~ between the conditions of production, as the
_property of a definite class, and labour-power.
He gives a great deal of attention to the genesis
of capital... He examinés}the process particularly
in:agriculture; and he rightly'considers'that |
manufacturing industry proper only through this
process of separation in agriculture. o
In Adam Smith's writings this process of separation'
is assumed to be already completed". (ibid, 1972; p. 43)

Hénce“we do not réquire to describe the flight of the serfs to... ..
the citieé‘in order to comprehend the nature of cities. On

the other hand, universal-value relations form the basis of both
the really existing subject and of the theoretical method.
Therefore, given this foundation, what the method demonstrates
is that dgvelopment in reality, as well as in the meﬁhod itself,
is a'necessary_developmeht; -~ that thé pfocess of development

of reality is driven by contradiction and must therefore develop
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as an expression of this contradiction. Here again though,

'social' production is presupposed, or socially mediated_private
pfoduction is presupposed, the process of its formation falling
outwith.the terrain of conceptual analysis. What the analysiS
uncbvers is the nature or substance of this universal relation
vand which‘has pivotal significance for the dialectical synthesis,
bﬁt the énalysis does‘not proceed beyond the historical incidence
of this relation to ?iake in' the process of its formation.

This would simply be another Way 6f losing the unique determination
of value, which has such pivotal.significance,‘and}proceeding
‘beybnd it to the 'first énd simple relation which is historically_
| actually available'. * Then the subject of inquiry'wbuld no
longer be the capitalisf process 6f production, which,is based.

on exchange, but the process ofvexchange itself, in its histbrical
entirety. We have been forced to concludethat 'actual' historical
development refers to the préhistory dr formation of the subjéct
since, in terms of contemporary history, the subjéct is self-
cortainedand has its own history present within it. This being
‘the casé, it is convenient at this poirt to enquiré as to the
-manner in which this prehistory.OfAthe subject is incorporated

by Marx into his 'method of presentation'. To this ehd; it

is again necessary to quote that passage where Marx makes the

crucial distinction between ‘'inquiry' and 'presentatibn':

"0f course the method of presentation must differ
from that of inquiry.  The latter has to appropriate
the material in detail, to analyse its different
forms of development, to trace out their inner ‘
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connection. Only after this work has been done,
can the actual movement be adequately described.

If this is done successfully, if the life of the
subject-matter is ideally reflected as in a mirror,
then it may appear as if we had before us a mere
priori construction". (op. cit.)

It is the division we have insisted upbn between the province

of the theoretical'method and the 'actual historical development'
of the subject which causes this'appearance of an 'a priori!
construction, It is this division which also allows us to
expand upon our definitibn of the 'method of presentation',

as promised earlier. When we first considered the distinction
between ‘inquiny' and 'presentation' it was treated as being
analogousrto_the analytic/synthetic distinction which eomprises.
the theoretical method. It is now convenient to give the
‘method of presentation‘ an entirely separate determination.

This was not possible earlier since then we hadvnot fully
explicated the method and could not therefore distinguish it

from tactual historical..development'. = Of course .what was said
earlier in treating the 'method of presentation' is still entirely
valid for the process of conceptualtsynthesis with which it was

identified.

We know frmnthe1857 Inroduction that Marx subscribed to the
method comprised analysis and synthesis as being }scientifically
correct! and'therefore‘as the method to be utilised in the process
of comprehending the subject; as a 'rich totality of many

determinationsvand relations'. But the new determination we wish
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to give the 'method of presentation' invovles reading Marx as
saying in the quoted passage that the 'method of inquiry'

comprises both analysis and synthesis and is therefore to be

considered as containing the whole of the method.  This alteration
‘is the more easily made if we remember that the "inner connection"
would not be disclosed by the 'method'of inquiry' if it were
treaféd as represénting the conceptual analysis alone. 0On the
~other hand, if thé"method of inquiry‘ is treated as comprising

| the whole of the method then 'the actual movement of the subject-
matter', which incorporates the coming-to-be or the formation

vof the subject, is nowvaVéiIable because the theoretical method
(of inquiry) has provided the comprehension of the subject and

the resuits of this comprehension are at hand and can be ‘
'presented'. The 'method bf présentation' would now be taken

to mean what Marx actually presents to his readers once he has
analysed and synthesised his subjéct ahd obtained the resﬁlts'

of his inquiry. If we required some kind of introduction as

to wat the newly defined 'method(of presentation' saw as its
vfunttion, or what exactly’it“intended to do, as a movément which
isvnow distinct from anaiysis and synthesis, then the following

may serve as a beginning:

"This determination of value, then, presupposes a

' given historic stage of the mode of social production
and is itself something given with that mode, hence
a historic relation. At the same time, individual
moments of value-determination develop in earlier
stages in the historic process of social production
and apbear as its result". (ibid, p. 252) |
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The 'method of presentation' is the process whereby these
'individual moments of value-determination' are now recognised
for;What they are and.incorporated with the results of the

nature of the subject itself. We know that it is only
comprehension of the subject in the first place which elucidates
these.'individual“moments of value-determination' for what they
are. The 'method of presentation’ is now the reading of the
text of the past or the prehistory of the subject in the:light _
ef its comprehension. It is literally the presentation of the -
.past in the light of the present. It consists of describing

the 'actual historical deQelopment' of the formation of the
subject and to this extent would constitute a separate process,
. to be distinguiShed from'the method of theoretical comprehension
as such. As Marx says; "only after this work has been done"
would the life of the subject-matter be presented in its entirety,
i.e. 'the method of presentation"now provides 'the whole story',
as it were. The 'result' of history being known in advance, or
the given subject having been comprehended, means exactly that
the destination of the 'method of presentation' is known in
advance, i.e. the present, and thus gives an 'a priori'I appearance
~ to the manner of fhis presentation; But it would be wrong to
assume that ‘actualbl historicalldevelopment; in and ef itself,
can reveal its own nature or where it is going, before the results
of the analysis and synthesis of the‘subject'are known.. We |

cannot acquire or 'glean' our method by at first going to the



90

historical process ‘'raw' as it were, since what this is a

process Qf is only intelligible in the wake of the comprehension
of history's‘result,' And this result itself is to be considered
the product’of an active 'working-up' of concepts which alters

| 6ur knowledge of the object, a process of production of knowledge,
which is not to be confused or identified with the passive
reflection of the laws of Nature and history..‘ For Marx it is

- reflection gﬂ-a given subject, not a contemplative reflecfion of
the subject. - As far as concerns the application of the differenf
results qbtained through the employment of these different

meanings of reflection:

-"Bourgeouis society'is the most developed and the
most complex historic organisation of production;
The cafegories which express its relations, the
comprehension of its structure, thereby also
allows insights into the structures and the
relations of production of all of the vanished
social formations out of whose ruins and elements
it built itself up". (ibid, p. 105)

~This stands in complete and utter contrast to the 'historical’
method as described by Engels where it is "the structures and

relations of_produttion of all the vanished social formations"

which allow insight into bourgeouis society.

From what has been said before it would be feasible to envisage

that Engels considers that when Marx refers to the success of the
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method being.demonstrated in the fact that it 'reflects' the
subject-métter, as in a 'mirror', that scientific truth is
available in_thé outward aspéct of thé development of the subject,
and thaf by simply reproducing or mirroring the course of the
development of the subject, and of regiStering its 'flux', we
have attained‘to a description of the dialectic of reality and

a demonstration of fhat of thought. A typiéél example of this
approach is provided by Engels in.hislpfeface to Capital.Vbl. 3

where he states:

"It is self-evident that'where things and their
interrelations are conceived, not as fixed but as
changing, their mental images, the ideas, are
likewise subject:to change and‘transformation;
and they are not encapsulated in rigid definitions,
but are developed in their historical or logical
process of formation. This makes clear, of course,
why in the beginning of his first book Marx |
proceeds from the simple production of commodities
as the historical premise, ultimately to arrive
from this basis to capital - why he proceeds from
the simple commodity instead of a logically and
historically secondary form, from an already ;
~ capitalistically modified commodity". (Marx, 1984;, p. 14)

But, as We now know, Marx does not proceed from the "simple
commodity“‘and Engels' conclusion is in complete contrast to the
real starting point. Imagining for a moment that valﬁe and its
substanée can be derived.by dissection of the 'simple'>commodity ,
‘testifies to the complete absence of the correct conception of

abstract labour in "the materialist conception of history" as
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developed and explicated by Engels. Thus, methodologically,

the attempt to give an 'historical' dimension to the transformation

problem is untenable.

0f course it may be argued by some that Marx to some extent comes
to the rescue of Engels and the classical economists, and what
we have consideréd as théir erroneous conception of abstract
lébour, by himself pointingvto the actual 'physical' existence
of abstract lébour in ‘'labour, as such' or 'simple', unskilled
labour, which is mobile over a variety of use-values or useful
functions. In the foilowing chapter we shall go on to consider
this claim,'beforé applying the results,arrived at in both of
thésechapters to the methodological solution'to,thg 'transformation

problem' in Chapter 3.
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CHAPTER TWO
THE SIGNIFICANCE OF 'SIMPLE' LABOUR

The official Soviet biography of Engels says that in the
1895 Supplement to Capital Vol. 3, he:

"... rejected the bourgeouis economists denial of the
objective nature of value. With illustrations from
history he showed the changes that had occurred in the
exchange of commodities since its original form,
simple commodity production".  (1974; p. 366)

The affirmation or the denial of the objective nature of value
is the crux of the division within the debate around the 'historical
transformation problem' between the 'historically real' or the

purely 'logical' status of value.

Engels' argument for the objective nafure of value becomes
enshrined in his advocacy of the existence of a pre-capitalist
'value epoch' or a period of simple commodity production where,
he told Sombart, value had a "direct and real existence".
Obviously this must presubpose’the existence of the 'direct
and real' subétance of value, or that which 'grounds' it, and
identifies this substance as unchanging between capitalism and

its prehistory.
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There is a more modern view which treats the substance of

value - conceived as human labour in general or, more simply,
general labour - as only having a reality in the developed
capitalist economy. In one version : the 'abstractness' of
labour is not to be considered as a purely 'logical' abstraction
from the different kinds of actual labour which exists in

reality. It says that:

"... the abstract labour is taken to be actual (concrete)
labour that has become independent of, and hence
homogeneous across, various use-values, and which comes
into existence... only with the advent of capitalism.
From the standpoint of political economy, therefore,
abstract labour is labour as such. It is in Marx's
words, 'the general possibility of wealth as subject

and activity'". (Gleicher, 1983; p. 107) |

This perspective is not incompatible with Engels' view only

that, whereas for Engels value was ‘'deeply hidden', now, its
sustance has come into view. Neither does this modern view
necessarily deny the existence of a period of simple commodity
production. But in this latter period there is not an observable
substance of value, and testimony for the existence of abstract
labour is confined to observation of the exchange transactipns
themselves.  Again, the fact that the substance of value is

now to be cohsidered a palpable existent does not change the view
of that substance as being a physiological entity, only that,
whereas previously this entity had a multitude of different
incarnations, as varied as the individuals who participated in

the exchange process, now it has itself become incarnated in a
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class of individuals. Abstract labour itself has come into
existence. This shares with Engels the claim for the 'reality’
of value although would consider the transformation of values

into prices of production as a process which takes place within
capitalist society itself, values and prices co-existing, and

not separated by any historical divide. In sum, it perpetuates
the physiological conception of abstract labour and sees the

real existence of value as pertaining to a factual, physical
existence of its substance. In contrast to this is the view
which, while identifying the existence of 'labour', as a homogenous
and socially mobile substance that is exclusive to capitalism,
nevertheless considers that this only provides the necessary
material substratum for the formulation of the concept of abstract
labour. = The existence of this simple labour, or labour 'pure

and simple', with no further qualitative determinations, is seen
as having 'allowed' Marx, standing on the shoulders of Adam

Smith, to formulate the concept of abstract labour but is not
itself to be considered abstract labour since this would

involve that value and its substance were 'real', whereas, fdr
the point of view we are considering here, value has a purely
'logical’ existencé. Although this latter tendency has a
stronger representation within the 'transformation' debate itself,
existing as a direct response to Engels' claims, than the former,
we shall treat this 'logical' response in the following chapter
and concern ourselves here with that contribution which considers
the existence of socially-mobile 'simple' labour as the existence

of abstract labour itself.
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In this latter perspective 'labour', as the substance of value,

is given a truly substantial existence, being seen as capable

of extension this way and that, in response to the demands of
capital, and being susceptible ot precise quantitative determination
in the process of production itself. This naturalistic

conception of substance is given a graphic description by

Carling (1984) when he says that Marx's concept of abstract

labour is to be considered as:

"... a kind of hydraulic fluid regulating the
economy - flowing here resting for a while there,
congealing into objects elsewhere; dividing

into streams, created at one point and absorbed
at another; drawn off and sucked out - the whole
performance showing an endless variety of forms
of a single common substance. The economy so
conceived resembles less a finely tuned mechanism
than a playful contraption of tubes, pumps, sinks
and pipes". (p. 142)

The existence and fluidity of this "single common substance"

is accepted by Marx as a real existent without however any
implication that this is the realisation of ‘abstract 1abour‘.
For Marx, 'simple’, unskilled labour that is socially mobile
across various use-values, and is indifferent between the tasks
it is set to‘perform, exiéts in reality, whereas abstract
labour, the substance of value, has no existence at all. Or,
rdther, that abstract labour has its existence in time, not in

space; exists as duration of social labour time and has this
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existence incarnated in money. Money incarnates abstract
labour because it is all of the labours, every possible
manifestation of labour, given 'at once' and in definite proportions

depending upon its quantity:

"When I state that coats or boots stand in a

relation to linen, because it is the universal
incarnation of abstract human labour, the absurdity

of the statement is self-evident. Nevertheless, when
the producers of coats and boots compare those
articles with linen, or what is the same thing,

with gold or silver, as the universal equivalent,

they express the relation between their own private
labour and the collective labour of society in the
same absurd form". (Marx, 1983; p. 80 my emphasis.)

Abstract labour, value, money, is the objectification of a relation;
when this relation extends universally and is appropriately
objectified, it is the value-relation as investigated by Marx;

it cannot be that abstract labour itself, which objectifies a
relation, is itself a palpable 'object'. Therefore, as social
labour which is expressed or represented as abstract general

labour, we have Marx's notion of abstract labour. As for that
'ubiquitous 'simple' labour, which is elsewhere identified as

abstract labour, Marx says initially:

"... This abstraction, human labour in general exists
in the form of average labour which, in a given society,
the average person can perform... It is simple labour
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which any average individual can be trained
to do and which in one way or another he has
to perform. The characteristics of this
average labour are different in different
countries and different historical epochs,
but in any particular society it appears as
something given". (1981a; p. 31)

When Marx says that this 'abstraction' "exists in the form of...",
he means that in the same way that concrete useful labour is

reduced to abstract labour in the act of exchange so it is

manifest in society that the product of skilled labour is reduced
to being essentiaily the same substance as the product of simple,
unskilled labour since, when they are mutually affirmed as
social labour, in the act of exchange and by the successful
completion of this act, they assume the same bodily form. That

this is the case is confirmed by Mafx when he says:

"... a commodity may be the product of the most
skilled labour, but its value, by equating it to the
product of simple unskilled labour, represents a
definite quantity of the latter labour alone".
(1983; p. 51)

We can thus observe the process of the reduction of complex,
skilled labour to simple, unskilled‘labour amongst the millions
of acts of exchange which give every product the same bodily
form and in this way equalise the various labours in definite

proportions. We need only remember that the reduction of simple
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unskilled labour to abstract human labour in general is also
accomplished by the act of exchange and that therefore this
‘simple' labour requires mediation to qualify as abstract

labour and is not immediately abstract labour. But again,

as indicated above, simplellabour retains its autonomous existence
outside of the process of exchange as the minimum required of
labour for it to function or be treated as socially productive
labour. It obtains outside of exéhange as the standard that

is requisite to qualify labour as productive labour. The rise
and the development of machinery tends to universalize this
socially required minimum standard to a really existing average
level which is present in a social labour-force which can be put
to a variety of tasks. Thus the simple and average level of
labour in the automated capitalist society is more productive in

comparison with earlier forms of social development. = Moreover:

"o, We can‘see at a glance that in our capitalist society
a given portion of labour is supplied alternately in the
form of tailoring and in the form of weaving, in
accordance with changes in the direction for the

demand for labour. This change in the form of

labour may well not take place without friction, but

take place it must".  (Marx, 1983; p.78)

It is an inherent tendency of capital as a value which breeds
value, to eliminate this friction which acts as a 'barrier' to
the uninhibited flow of its movement across the social division

of labour. In this manner, capital itself in pursuit of
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relative surplus value, raises average labour to a higher
productive power, so to speak, and labour that is described

as simple, unskilled labour, becomes predominant in society

over skilled labour, or skilled labour itself loses its
exclusivity, which it had in the period Qf manufacture, and
assumes a form which any average individual can be trained to do.
Whereas previously simple average labour could be conceived of

as a kind of productive physiological fundament, upon which the
various crafts and skills were raised, now, with the development
of large-scale industry and machinery, simple average labour is
itself sufficient to produce what had previously required crafted
or skilled labour. This is an aspect of the historical increase:
in the productivity of labour. The mass of social labour is
simple labour since what was before considered skilled is now
considered simple and average through the increase of sophistication
in the instruments of labour which mediate the productive process

between the worker and the object of his labour.

The objection has been raised by Kay (1976), that when editing

the English edition of Marx's Contribution, Maurice Dobb added

the footnote wherein Marx's usage of 'simple' labour is equated
with 'unskilled' labour when the cbntext did not allow of this

interpretation. Kay says that:

"Marx talks of simple labour, where in the context he
clearly means abstract labour... this lessens the
possibility of assimilating the notions of abstract
and unskilled labour". (p. 61)
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For Kay, then, 'simple' and 'abstract' labour are the same
thing, despite the fact that in the passage in question, which
was quoted below (p. 55), Marx says that the former "exists".
But because of Kay's own concept of abstract labour, neither
this abstract labour nof it would appear ‘'simple' labour, can
be said to exist in reality as the equivalent of 'unskilled'
labour, which has a real existence for him. Dobb equates this
unskilled, existing labour, with 'simple' labour, but Kay reads
him as though he had treated unskilled labour as the existing

form of abstract labour. Kay shows elsewhere (1979) that he

fully understands that the existence of abstract labour in the
process of production is impossible, but that unskilled labour
can exist there without in any way altering its essentially
concrete character. He says:

... Concrete labour, no matter how dull, boring
and unskilled is always concrete labour engaged in
material production... it is not the nature of
concrete labour that makes it abstract labour:
this depends upon the social form assumed by

the product outside the sphere of production”.

(p. 60)

This is perfectly right; but while it may be true that it is
not the nature of concrete labour that renders it absfract.
labour, it is the nature of concrete labour that renders it
'simple' labour. Automation renders 'simplicity', i.e. the

fact that any individual can be trained to do.it, one of the
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determining characteristics of concrete labour. Hence a
problem arises. Namely, if, following Kay, it is accepted
that by 'simple' labour Marx is referring to abstract labour
then, if it can be shown that Marx considers that the former
has a 'real existence, then this can be taken to mean tﬁat he
must therefore also consider that abstract labour exists in
reality. If evidence for the declared existence of 'simple'
labour is treated as evidénce for the existence of abstract
labour then those who deem the latter as a real existent have

- their case considerably strengthened.

Despite the fact that Dobb himself holds to a physiological
conception of abstract labour (1937; p. 13), and conceives of

its expenditure in terms of 'human energy' (1981b; p. 14),

in the present instance he is correct to treat 'simple' labohr

as the same as unskilled labour, since this usage is in conformity
with Marx's. We have previously quoted Marx (p. 56, 1983; p.51)
as running together simple and unskilled labour, and when
discussing those conditions which are necessary to enable the

social mobility of capital, Marx remarks:

"The second condition implies the abolition of all

laws preventing the labourers from transferring

from one sphere of production to andther; indifference
of the labourer to the nature of his labour; the
greatest possible reduction of labour in all spheres

of production to simple labour; the elimination of
all vocational prejudices among the labourers; and
last but not least, a subjugation of the labourer to
the capitalist mode of production®. (1984; p.191)
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And again, in the creation of surplus-value:

"... it does not in the least matter, whether
the labour appropriated by the capitalist be
simple unskilled labour of average quality or
more complicated skilled labour”. (1983; p. 191)

These examples could be easily multiplied, however as it stands
there is evidence enough to conclude that, for Marx, simple
labour both exists and is equated with unskilled labour. For
those who seek to equate simple and abstract labour, their
position appears as not only confirmed, but as unassailable.
However, when Marx speaks of those conditions that are necessary
for the uninterupted process of value formation the mobility of
labour from one sphere to another is crucial, so that this

process is the more easily accomplished:

"... the more quickly labour-power can be transferred
from one sphere to another and from one production
locality to another". (1984; p. 196)

Marx's conjunctional usage of the terms ‘'simple' and ‘'unskilled'
then, is intended to denote the growth of a social labour-force
which is adequate to the needs of capital. At this ievel of
the dialectical synthesis value is‘énshrined in 'capital' and
use-value in 'wage-labour'; and this labour is the better suited

as use-value for capital the more 'simple' and versatile it is

and hence the more capital itself is emancipated from that skill
which resides only in the body of the worker, in which locality
it resides as a source of that 'friction' which capital must

eliminate. Considered as the use-value for capital, or:
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"... not only the use-value which confronts capital,
but, rather, it is the use-value of capital itself".
(Marx, 1981a; p. 297)

labour is what capital transforms itself into in the movement

M-C:

"... As the use-value which confronts capital, labour

is not this or another labour, but labour pure and simple,
abstract labour, absolutely indifferent to its

particular specificity, but capable of all specificities

... That is to say that labour is of course in each
single case a specific labour, but capital can come

into relation with every specific labour, it confronts
the totality of all labours and the particular labour

it confronts at a given time is an accidentai matter..."
(ibid. my emphasis)

Here we are still at the level of ‘capital in genéral'. This
forms an essential stage of the dialectical synthesis where

the concern is to delineate those features which all capitals

have in common and before the synthesis proceeds to examine the
many individual capitals and their mutual relations, which
represents a more concrete stage of development. The competition
- between 'many capitals' and the relations between capital and
wage-labour, the class struggle, are motive powers in technological

innovation and the 'socialisation' of the process of production.
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The dialecticai transition from 'capital in general' to 'many
canitals' involves the parallel transition from the manner in
which labour exists 'conceptually! as_ 'labour pure and simple,
‘abstract labour" for 'capital in general' to how it in fact
exists in a form which comes ever closer to realising this
‘coneept (which only appears 'a priori' but is in fact gleaned
from observation of the existing reality). Labour, in”reaiity,
comes ever cioser to functioning”exclusively as the use-value

of eapital.

- "This economic relation - the character which
the capitalist and the worker have as the extremes
of a single relation of production - therefore
develops more fully and adequately in proportion
as labour loses all the characteristics of art;
as its partlcular skill becomes somethlng more
and more abstract and irrelevant,- and as it becomes -
more and more purely abstract aetivity, a purely
mechanical activity, hence indifferent to its
particular form... actiVity pure and simple,
regardless of its form". (ibid.)

“What is;growing“and deyelobing here is the pro&nctiVe capacityA
ofltne simple average labour of society. - It is not the descrﬁption

“of a brbcess Whieh bringé'about the>;factua1“existenee“of

the substance of value abstract labour It is*rather the - 4;/ 
Wprocess where actually ex1st1ng labour-power - whlch 1s essent1a1 b
to every form of product1on = comes to ep1tom12e its role as

‘l»cap1ta1's use-value ' Hence, 1f s1mp1e unskxlled 1abour is the

more adequate use-value for capltal lnsofar as it can be transferred

“to any branch of productlon and is capable of purSU1ng a multltude
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of productive activities, then it cannot be abstract labour

as the substance of value since the primary characteristic

of Eﬂlﬁ abstract labour is that it is empty of all useful
content and is an utter abstraction from the commodity (here
labour-power) considered as a use-value. The 'new' polarity

of capital (value) and labour (use-value) continues to embody
contradiction, and therefore capital in the form of simple
labour (M-C...) must embody itself in use-values before it can
embody itself in values. The necessity for mediation remains
because the identical essence remains, it has only changed the
form of appearance of the two-fold character of labour. So
that, simple, socially-mobile labour is not immediately value-
creating labour but has still to show that it is value-creating
labour by being in fact transformed into money. Hence, whereas
the objectification of simple labour results in definite use-
values, the objectification of abstract labour exists as money -

value incarnate. At first then:

“The commodity is a transfiguration of capital that
has valorised itself and its sale must be organised
in the scale and in the quantitiés necessary to
realise the old capital value and the surplus value
it has created". (Marx, 1976; p. 54)

Whether the polarities involved comprise use-value/value,
individual/social or simple/abstract, the fundamental contradiction
which is inherent in the system continues to assert itself. Each

of these sets of opposites express the difference between
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'valorisation' and 'realisation' and are contained within it,

so that the realisation of the old capital value is inseparable

from the simultaneous transformation of use-value into value,
individual labour into social labour, and thus simple labour

into abstract labour. These various determinations have a
contemporaneity and are artificially separated in the theoretical
method where they are conceived of as different 'layers' or
dimensions that are successively built up in the process of the
comprehension of the existing totality. Therefore it is the

same denial of the same contradiction which takes place whenever

any of these various levels of contradiction, from the most abstract
to the more concrete and 'recent', are treated as passing into

one another 'immediately', as is the case here when simple labour

is subsumed in abstract labour. This latter tendency denotes

a movement away from difference and towards identity which, as

we have seen, entails the loss of Marx's specific contribution

and fails to raise him above the level of his classical predecessors.

For example:

"The concept of labour in general, abstract labour,
as the source of all wealth and of value was
introduced by Adam Smith and could not have

been conceived in its simple, general form until
capitalist production had reached a certain stage
of development.. Ré&al history is more than a

dance of abstract concepts". (Brewer, 1984; p. 195)

Confounding simple and abstract labour here results in crediting

Adam Smith the uncovering of abstract labour, labour "in its



V,j:s1mple general form", wh1ch Brewer takes to mean the form 1n o
'fif wh1ch 1t 1s value creat1ng.v77The den1a1 of contrad1ct10n expresses

“:¥i—1tse1f here 1n the fallure to dlst1ngulsh the contr1but1ons of -
-1; the various dramat1s personae in the h1story of the labour 7” 

theory of value ' Slmllarly P1ll1ng says.r;ll;:;_;%;;*ifd*f“

h;ﬁ“The Wealth of Nat1onsrmarks a new leap forward in_ that -

.,1t sees - 'labour 1n general"as value- creat1ng... The  —
v;category of 'abstract labour! wh1ch Smlth correctly ‘ -
- sees as form1ng the basis of value was an express1on

—of the economlc categor1es ‘which were be1ng created

»»»»» by the development of the class struggle for here
o “fwas reflected a soc1ety where the organlc bond - .

- 5f:; between an, 1nd1v1dual and hlS labour was in the

‘ -7f:process of v1olent rupture"., (1986 p. 28)

wh1ch he was 'organ1cally bonded' We shall return to th1s

vision of abstract labour appearlng onthe h1stor1cal stage w1th
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It is obvious that the sponteneity of the capitalist economy
disappears when abstract (social) labour is made amenable to
precise calculation in the process of production itself. This
emasculation of the very nature of capitalism is the inevitable

consequence of what Gleicher et alia are arguing for, namely:

... the existence as a 'social substance' of

abstract labour: labour that is homogeneous with
respect to commodities, and is thereby capable of
regulating prices. The emergence of this substance

in the context of capitalist relations of production

is what Mohun terms the 'real abstraction of labour'
and what I have treated... under the rubric 'historical
abstraction of labour'". (1986; p. 465)

In fact Mohun identifies the exchange process itself as the locus
for the 'real abstraction of labour', as a process of abstraction
which takes place every day in the capitalist society. Whereas
Gleicher's 'historical abstraction of labour' traces the development
or coming-to-be of abstract labour outside of the exchange process
as an autonomously existing 'entity'. And, as we have noted,

this existence is so conceived that:

"... the abstract labour required per unit of a

- commodity can in principle be measured in its own
units (labour time) prior to its realisation in
money". (ibid; p. 467)
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Thus whereas for Marx abstract labour is a social magnitude
conferred on the commodity by momey outside the process of
production, here it is treated as a predetermined individual
magnitude reckoned in the production process itself. But there
would be no need, no essential inspiration for value to exist

in the first place where the quantitative interrelations between
the various branches of production were predetermined. Therefore
the case for the 'historical abstraction of labour' evokes the
same response as that which Marx gave the 'time—chitters' when
they attempted to render individual labour as immediately social

labour, namely that:

"This demand can be satisfied only under conditions where
it can no longer be raised". (1981a; p. 172)

These same ‘'harmonist' tendencies are present in Steedman when
he says of the theoretical assumptions which underlie his treatment

of Marx's transformation procedure:

"Any worker can perform every kind of 'concrete' labour.
All producfive activities of a given kind are assumed
to be carried out under identical conditions and with
equal efficiency, so that each individual expenditure
time is an expenditure of socially necessary labour
time".  (1977; p. 19)

These and similar assumptions are widely held in the literature,
so much so that Steedman's proposed solution to the 'transformation

problem' is often treated in the absence of reference to his
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theoretical assumptions, the focus being turned on his algebra.

This being the case, Steedman can state unabashedly:

"It being understood that the object of discussion is a
capitalist commodity producing economy, 'coordinated!
through money flows in markets, and that only socially
necessary abstract social labour, of average skill

and intesity is referred to, it may be said that the
magnitude of value is a quantity of embodied labour-
time. That this statement accurately reflects Marx's
position cannot be altered by pointing to the fact
that Marx was much concerned with the 'form of value',
with the nature of 'abstract labour' and with the
'universal equivalent'". (ibid; p. 211)

If this last is the case, then it cannot be altered at all.
Only rejected. Certainly the subsequent literature which
becomes algebraically involved with Steedman's supposed solution

to a supposed problem does little to alter it.

Brewer's contention that the failure to consider abstract labour
as a 'real' existent has the result that history becomes a

mere ‘'dance of concepts', and the relegation of thel‘fbrm of
value' to almost an afterthought by Steedman, suggests a purely
empirical approach td the labour theory of value. We know

from the previous chapter that Marx's iabour theory of value

does not exclude empirical investigation and knowledge. It only

denies the supreme status of empirical data. It reduces them
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