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FETISHISM AND THE LABOUR T:EORY OF VALUE
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RICHARD TURNER, NATAL.

This paper has grown out of an attempt to make sense of
Marx's " labour theory of value". It seemed to me that there
is of'%en a lack of clarity about what Marx is trying to do with
the theory; that is, a lack of clarity as to what kind of theory
it is. Marx himself describes it as a dialectical theory, so in
order to bring out the difference between the sort of questions
Marx asks and the sort of questions asked by his contemporary
" bourgeois economists" it is useful to look at some aspects of
the concept "dialectic", especially as it applies to the social
sciences., This involves a consideration of the nature of
social science. What precisely do the social sciences describe
and what kind of explanations do they give?

A society 1s a collection of people. If each individual
behaved randomly and related to other individuals in a random
way, thc o would be no social science. However, they do not
behave randomly. Each individual usua’ly displays a pattern
of behavior and relations between individuals are patterned.
The social sciences describe these observable regularities in
interpersonal behavior - whether it be in economic behavior,
in family relationships, or in voting behavior, These patterns
constitute what is called the " social structure", Different
societies have different structures and sub-structures but all
sgciatieﬁ have a structure,

The question which now arises is : what is the relation
between the individual and the social structure in which he lives?
On the one hand, as we have seen, the " social structure" is only
another name for the way in which individuals behave towards
one another, and so is a function of the behavior of each
individual, with no independent status of its own. On the other
hand, the individual is born into a social structure and adopts
the behavior patterns characteristic of that structure, = The
structure exists for him as an external facticity, imposing on
him certain constraints, some of which he is consclous of, but
many of which he does notnotice because he is not aware of any
plternative ways of behaving, Thus s-2ial structure seems to
have what one might describe as an azbiguous gﬁtolegical status,
both dependent on and independent of individual behavior,

Two possible explanations can be immediately ruled out:
1) A society of bees has a very rigid, blologically determined
gtructure., However, there 1s no evidence to suggest that for
humans different social behavior patterns are bilologically
detcrmined,

2/.........cont.
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2) A group of people faced with a problem quickly develops &
patiern of relationships suitable for solving the problem.
Heie we have a social strueture which has been consciously ereated
by the individuals concernod, However, there do not seom to be
any social structures of this kind in existence, though it cannot
be ruled ovut as a possibility,

Any political theory involves an implicit and explicit
answor to the problems wo have been discussing - the problem of
the nature of the relation between man cnd soclety. Rousseau

inst bogins to formulate a solution which deals with the ambiguity
of social structure with his distinction between the Goneral
Will and the Will of All, The Will of All is the sum of the
atomised wills of all the individual wills in society, each
soeking its own good irrespective of the needs of the other
individuals. The General Will is not an actual existing will.

It is the ideal expression of the needs of the society as a whole,
or of the preconditions for the continued existence of the society.
By making this distinction and by giving primacy to the General
Will, Rousseau is not introdueing a polar opposition between
Individunl and Society and subordinating Individual to Soclety.
Rather, he is trying to show that the individual is necessarily
involved in a set of relations with his fellows and that he never
functions as an independent atom, When he says that the General
Will expresses the "real will" of the individual he is pointing
to the fact that the practical effect of the carrying out of the
will of all is to produce counter-finnlities which inhibit the
fulfillment of each individual will, If we all assume we are
atomic individuals and act in accordcnce with this assumption,

we defeat our own ends. ( Environmental pollution is a relevant
example of a very clear distinction botween the General will

and the effect of giving free reins to the Will of All,) The
General Will expresses my real will insofar as whenever I act

T assume certain social givens and if my act tends to break down
those givens it destroys its own basis. This is analogous to,
and presumably the origin of, Kant'!s Categorical Imperative,
But since Rousseau is here thinking in political terms, rather
than in individual ethical terms, it is easier to seec a concrete
contradiction emerging.

From Roussecau, then, we see that the individual is a
Wgseial individual", that the dichotomy individual society 1s a
folse one, However, Rousseau is unable to conceptualise the
complex interrelation between the individual and his fellows
in anything other than very general terms, Nor is he able to
suggest any way in which the General Will might be given

institutlionalised expression,
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Hogel's concept of "dinlectic" is, on-sme=hand, an attenmpt
to provide an adequate way of conceptualising the ™ socipl
individuality" of the human being. Here, I om not interested
in tho other functions which tho concept serves for Hegel, nor
em I interested in the general problem of what might be meant by
"dinleetienl logic". I wish only to show how Hegel uses the
dlolectic to articulate one particular sot of relationships.

We can stert with the gonoral problem of the relation
betweon man and his world. Man is, or can be, rational. The
defining charactoristic of reason is its universality. That 18,
by reason a man can discover truths which are valid for other men
in other situntions, But the individual 1s also a 1imited being,
tied to and acting from a specific social and physical position
in the world, Hegel usgs the term "negation" and "negation of
the negation" to deseribe the process whereby the individual
moves from particularity to universality,

Tho world is & highly differentiated process of interactions.
It is, in an important sense, o unif.zd process. Individual
parts of it have no consciousness of themselves as being in any
way seperate from the rest of the process - that is, they have
no self-consciousness. This means, at the most basic level, that
he experiences the world os not being himself., This Hegel
deseribes as the first negation, The individual self=-
conseiousness negates the unity of the world by positing its
own individuality. However, objectively he is still part of,
and dependent on, the world. To give any expression to his
individuslity by ccting on tho world, he has to go beyond this
simple affirmation of M3 independence - he has to understand
the world and himself as @ product of the world. That is, he
has to use his reason to re=situate himself in the world., This
{s the process which Hegel describes as the "negation of the
negation".

This "negation of the negation" is not a return to the
stetus quo ante.  When 4t hos beon achieved my world has
peen changed from "unity {n-itself" to a "unity for-itself" ;
that is, a unity illuminated by my consciousness of it, On
the bas.s of my new understanding I can embody my individuality
in the world. To put 1t another way, I can embody my freedom
in the world, The mere positing of my individuality, the first
negation, leaves me still conditioned by all the forces acting
upon me, both the forces of nature and social forces, many of them
alrendy embodied in the socialisation process through which I
have passed, It 1s only when I understand both how I am being
{nflucnced by these forcas, and how they related to onﬁvdhoyher,
that I can do anything about them and so establish my individuality

in a meaningful ways Lot/ esvnnnnnne
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Lot us now consider what significance this might have
for tho analysis of socioty. Hegoel is suggesting that at the
level of the first negation the individual soes himself as a
soperate atom in a world of discrete phenomena., He can describe
these phonomena but he does not see the relationships between
them, and with him. Just as the afferen® opposition betwoeen
individunl and world is dissolved by showing the dialectical
relationship between them, so many "oppositions" between phenomena
might be dissolved by showing their interconnections. This,
I think, is what is meant by Hegel's idea of the unity of ,
opposites. In tho fiold of the social seiences, he is suggesting
that a certain kind of sclence acoepts "opposites" which are par®
of o given socinl reality as being essontial elements of all
social reality, without trying to discover the origins of these
phenomena, without trying to discover the interdependence of the
opposites.

There are two aspects to Hegel's dialectical approach:
1) the idea that all social phonomena, including, of course, the
"observer", are interconnected and have to be understood in
terms of ono another,
2)  the idea of the two "Levels" of knowledge, corresponding to
the negation and to the negation of the negation,

The second aspect deals with the specific form in which
men is interconnected with other elements of the world., Beccouse
he con move from the negation to the negation of the negation,

he can become freoec.
I have attempted this rather misty excursion into Hegelian

excgesis because 1t scems to me that it is useful to describe
Marx's approach to soclety as a dialectic one and that the best
wey to give some content to the word is by looking at the way
in which Hegel ddvelops its use. I think it is very important
to stress that I don't belive that, for example, to describe
some phern-zemm as the "negation of the nogation" is in any way
to cxplain that phenomenon, It no more explains it than it
explains it to say, "It is caused", Perhaps one could call it
a mode of explanation, a mode which has to be given content in
eny given situation, as we might give the term 'cause' a content
by saying, A is caused by B.

Hegel, then, begins to elaborate a scheme for conceptualising
the complex interdependence of individunl and society. Marx,
in Capital, is trying to develop this scheme in a concrete way
to show how 1t works in detail in a particular case.

w.......l..‘.
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Marx criticises ¢lanical
I political economy begins

1t does not explain 18, I
perty, a8 this ocecurs

which then serve it
that is, it doos

In the 1844 Manuscripts,
political economists os follows!
with the fact of private property;
concioves the material process of private pro
in reality, in goneral and abstract formulas
as laws., It doas not comprehoend these laws;
not show how they arise out of private property." Ho is asking,
that private property, as the bosis of a capitalist
economy, should be explained, rather than merely be taken for
gronted; secondly, that instead of Jjust describing the laws of
the oconomy one should inquire as to how they arise out of the

nature of private property.
To put it another way,

gating the opération of the merket,

questions for a particular purpose. llo sees that exchango

oceurs via the price mechanism, and he wants to know precisoly

how prices are arrived at in the market, He wants to know

how to inecreasc sales, what the 1ikely effect on frofit and sales

of roising or lowering prices will be, and SO on. He formulates

laws which describe the relation botwoen these and other factors,

and which can be used to predict the effect of changes 1n one,

on changes in the others. Marx is #e® osking a different set

of questions. Instead of starting from the existeonce of a

merket, he wents first to ask why there should be exchange at all.

That is, what are the conditions for the existence of a market

end, in particular, what social relations between individuals

underly the existenco of the parket, Only when one has answered

this question is it possible to know vhat can be done about the

observed effeots of the existence of a market economy, in

particular the divisions betwoen capitalists and workers and
for the workers, which he first

fi-stly,

the "bourgeols gconomist" investi-
psks a particular sot of

the consequences of this
describes in the opening sections of the 1844+ Monuscripts.

Burke wrote, " The laws of comtorce are the laws of
nature, and thereforg, the laws of Cod," (qtd Cap.1 page 843).
Marx wants primarily/to desribe the laws, but to find out whether
Burke's account of their nature is true.

In chapter 1 of Capital, Marx investigates the concepts,
ngommodity" and "value". 4 commodity is an object, a use-valuo,
procuced for exchange, By exploring the notion of "yalug"

Marx is asking why 1t is that commoditics can be exchanged,

what 1t is in o commodity vhich makes 1t exchangeable., He is
not asking about wealth since he specifically distinguishes
value and wealthi "An increase in the amount of material wealth
mey toke place while tho magnitude of tho valuo of this wealth
folls." ( Capital 15). Value is & relational term whereas
"wonlth" is mot, < ' : T Phaleiieaieer
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volugs, commoditios

The probloefi {¢ that as useful objocts, uso
rons the process of

Qiffer qualitatively from éfie another, whe

oxchange is a quantitive oneé.
However, it is at loast o minimun requisite for o

commodity's oxchangeability that 1t be & use-valuc. Furthormoray
1% must be a use-value to someone other than the producer =

1t must have a social utility. This implies a soelal division

of labour - different people must be producing differont things
for exchange to occur ( division of lobour 1s a necessary, but

not a sufficient, condition for exchange = there 1s division

of labour within a factory, but no exchange). Since exchange 18
based on division of labour, Marx argues that we should investigate
the nature of labour to see if we can discovor there, the
quantitive moasure which determines oxchange. pifferent kinds

of objects are. of course, producad by qualitively dirferent

kinds of labour. Nevartheless, they all use up & cortain

amount of the available labour power of the society and in this
sense are qualitively the same. " Tailoring and weaving are

clements in the production of the use=-values coat and

formativo
linen, for the very reason that the two linds of labour differ

in quality; but they are substantial constituents of the coat-
values and the linen-value only insofar as thelir specific
qualities oS tailoring and weaving are disregarded, and only
for as both have the same quality of being human labour,"
By "labour" Marx does not mean just " oxpenditure of
energy". To count as Tabour' energy must be expended in the
production of commodities - that is, of social use-values for
exchange. Moreover, 1t must be " socianlly necessary labour" -
that is, it must not be " wasted" in comparison with the amount
of energy other people expend in producing the same objects.
nLabour", therefore, is dofined relationclly in social ternms.
That is, " labour" in the sense in which Marx 1s using the term,
is an activity which only oceurs in o social context. It 1s
g wey of being related to other individuals in soclety. In
conodity productions 1 ghe labour of private producers does
renl.y acquire 2 two-fold social character, On the one hand,
such labour must, as definitely useful labour, satisfy a definite
socinl demand, thus toking its place o8 @ constituent of the
general aggregote of labour, as part cf the spontaneously
dcveloped sustem of the social division of labour, On the other
hand, such labour cen only satisfy the ronifold wants of the
producers who perform it, insofar as each particular kind of
individual or privete useful labour is exchangeable for every
other particuler kind, because ench ranks equally with the

other." (Cap. 46 = 47)

inso (Cap 14)

COWOditiOS/’. Il
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therefore, in virtue of

ur itself 1is quantiriablo

therefore, as @ means ©of

otween the activities

the method of

duecers in such a
It 1s nothing

Commodities are exchangeable,
being products of human labours Labo

{n terms of labour time, which serves,
n yalue" expresses the relation b
The exchange is

f the different pro

value
of the differont producors.
co-ordinating the activity o
way that they satisfy their collective needs.
more than a social relation between producors.

Thus what Marx 1is trying to show with his " labour theory
of value" is that the whole complox sot of relations and laws
which make up the market have no independent status of their oOwIe
Thoy are simply an expression of the relation between individuals,
and hence are at least in theory controllable by those
individuals. That 18, they are not, as believed, laws of naturo.
Howover, Marx suggests, these laws and relations are experienced
as extern~l facticities by the indivilunls concerned, and hence
as independent of human control. To 2xolain why this occurs,
Marx investigates the role of money {1+ Lho process.

In the actual market situation, value 1s expressed in
money terms. " Everyone knows SO much, ot least, that
commodities have a value-form common to them all,the money-form;
i,c, they know that the money-form contrasts markedly with the
manifold bodily forms of their use-value. But here we are
confoonted by & task which bourgeois economics has never cven
tried to undertake. We have to discover the origin of the
money formj to trace the development of the expression of value
contained in the yaluo ratio: of cormoditiesy to follow this up
¢rom its simplest and most inconspicuous configuration to the
glaringly obvious money form. Then the enigma of money will
cease to be an enigna." (Cap 17), Marx is here suggesting
thet the simple exchange relation between ny product and yours,
betwoen my labour and yours, 1is veiled by the money-form, in
such a woy that the money-form i1tself becomes fetishised. In
ispose of this fetishisation, 1t 1s necessary to show

order to d
t of the simpler forms of exchange.

now the money=form grows ou
Marx sees four stoges in this - cess:

4.) Elementary, Isolated or Accidenscl Form of Value.

20 yds linen = 1 Coat
(rel, value forn ( eguivalent form)

The linon which I produce 1is only useful to me insofar
as it is o use-valuo for somebody else - that is, insofar as it
cenforms to the pattern of the social division of labour.

The coat, here fills the role of what Marx calls the

nequivalent form",
He/'l.....!..
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D.) Th. Money Form - gold replacce®
equivalont, " Gold is only able to co ront othor commo
as money, bocause it has previously con’ronted then as o
commodity." (Cap 43). That is, tho mc..ey form is only a
genoralisation of tho simple exchange of the product of my
lobour for tho product of your labour. Monoy merely reprosents
thoir exchangeability. In it abstractness it is, for MarX,
n porfect representation of the bastract hunan labour which 18
the basis of labour.
To summarise, Marx is trying to show that tho market
situation is nothing but a set of rolationships betwoen men.
It has, as it were, no independent autological status., However,
1t oppears to be a set of relationships between object s,
govorned by natural laws which are constraining on the people
who have produced the objects. That is, it appoars to be &
process which works independently, Why 1is this?
In his account of the nature of commodities, Marx writes &
" only such producfs ean become commodities with regard to
each other as rosult from different kinds of labour, each kind
being ccrried on independently and for the account of private
individunls". (a) More precisely, commodity production
is production on the basis of privata property, by seperate
individuals. Instead of the division of labour being mediated
by direct contact between these individuals, they come into
contact only via the morket, It 1is therefore the separation
of individuals through the institution of private property which
gives the market ond the laws of the market their apparently
independent status,
" A commodity 1s therefore a mysterious thing, simply
becouse in it the social charncter of men's labour appears to
thom as an objective charactor stamped upon the product of that
lebour, because the relation of the producers to the sum total
of their own labour 1is presented to them as a social relation,
oxlsting not between themselves but between the products of
their laboureeess . Tt is a definite social relation
bec sween men that assumes, in their eyes, the fantastic form
of a relation between things o: order, therefore, to find
aatﬂgalogy, we must have recoupse to the mist-enveloped regions
of/religious world, In world, the productions of the human
brain appear as i gndent beings -zicred with life, and
entoring into ghlation both with on¢ oro ther and the human race,
Bo-4t 18 the world of commodities with the products of men's
h:nd;) his I call the fetishism whica atteches itself to the
prodficts of leabour, so soon as they are produced as commodities,
and qgich 1s therefore inseperable from the production of
commodities," (Cap 42). T 7 PO

1 nen as the gonoral
ditles
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Marx introducos the concept " fatishisa" to describo
tho status of the laws of political economy. They are not
" patural" laws, but only appeer as such in the contrast of
hunan soperation, But in this context thoy do act as independent
lows and imposo real constraint on human behavior. This
introduces a kind of determinism into human history., The
process whereby " the market" becomes an indepondent ontity is
part of what Marx deseribes as " alienation". What 1s he
suggesting, thorefore, is that it 1s undor conditions of
alionntion thot men experience social structures as " gxternal
focticities" and are conditioned by thc laws which describe the
socinl structures and their patterns of change. Tho development
of capitalist society, which Marx considors in the rast of
Capital, he sees oceuring not as the rosult of o set of
inoxorable external laws, but rather as the result of laws
which depend for their continued operation on people continulng
to fotishiso thom. He writes: " Tho 1life process of soclety,
this meaning the material process of production, will not lose
its veil of mystery until it becomes a process carried on by
o free association of producers, under their conscious and
purposive control." (Cap %) - that is, the laws will only
operate as long as men are ignorant of their roots. 4\

To conelude, 1'd Iike to look very briefly, and in very ™
genral terms, ot some other aspects of Marx's social theory, in
the hopo that this will bring out the significance of the
account so far.

I sterted off by diseussing the question of the relationship
betwoen the individusl end the social structure. This question
is inportant because it 1s tied in with the problem of freedom,
i.e. of now an individual can embody k'3 freedom by changing
his situation. How does Marx handle the concepts " frcedom"
and " chonge"? Lot me first make tho obvious, but important,
pojnt that he is arguing that in a copitalist society important
linitations are placed on humen freedom, even within a context
of demoeratic rights. Although in such a society men have
escaped from the obvious sociel contraints imposed by the
erbitrary rule of absoluto monarchy, they are still subject to
hidden soeiecl contraints resulting from the particular way that
thoy are related to other people in that sort of society,

Thot is, the idea of the independence of the individual vis-a=-vis
society 18 an illusion, The problem of maximising individual
freedom then becomes one of trying to find mediations between

an individual and his fellows which will take into account their
necessary independence and at the same time preserve their

autonomy.
Thi"l....!ll..
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This 1s o description, in the most general terms possible,
what Marx means by " communisn'.

But the contral problem of froedom is: how does one 80
about breaking out of the condition of fotishisation? There
soens to be a vicious circle involved. Individual behavior
crentes the social structure, but once it has been created 1t
tends to mnintain itself, as it werc, through a socialisation
proc.ss which produces individuals who behave in the sort of
way which suits the social structure. What might lead individunls
to change their behavior patterns, and so to change the social
structura?

Marx's theory is that the intcrn:l laws of development of
any given structure may give rise to conditions in which that
structure can no longer survive, This could happen because
individuals, though in a stote of alienation, remein dinlettically
related to the world, and so remain in a learning relationship
with the world, As the world, or the social structure, changes
the individuel noy have to readjust his attitude to it, which
may involve coming to recognise its roal nature. Even if it
does not, it involves a change in consciousness and so a change
in behavior patterns. The chenge in consciousnoss which 1is
brought about by trying to handle a changing situation 1is
crucial. It is only beccuse their consclousness changes that
men can act to restructure the situation - that is, they can
corry out a revolution, A useful way of describing the relations
between freedons and determinism here 1s to say that Marx believes
that o revolution becomes possible when certain kinds of social
conditions obtain - possible only, because a revolution is a
frec act but one which only occurs given motivetion and the
possibility of a change in consciousness. Investigating the
logic of a particular ( fotishised) social structure can show
whother or not it is proable that such conditions will obtain in
the ruggfp. That £5’»99°°§PEQ92 procdict revolutions but one
can predict';‘pfrobnbility ,p§ rovolutions.

I om expressing all this in vory gencral terms becouse I
ar here more interested in the nature of Marx's theory than its
spoeific content. I have tried to illustrate the problem Marx
wes desling with by showing its origin in Rousseau and Hegel.
Who. T describe as the " ambiguous &dtological status of social
strueturc” rests upon the dialectical, conditioned-conditioning,
rclations betwoen the individual and his soclety, and in
particular rests on the way in which certain phenomena become
fotishised in this situation, The theory of fetishisation is an
pttenpt to explain the nature of " socigl laws", As such it 1is
orucial to en understanding of Marx's writings - both his earlier

an. his more mature writings.
FEEERREREEES
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BY |
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This paper has grown out of an attempt to make sense of
Marx's " labour theory of value", It seemed to me that there
15 often a lack of clarity about what Marx 1is trying to do with
the theory; that is, a lack of clarity as to what kind of theory
1t 15, Marx himself describes it as a dialectical theory, 80 in
order to bring out the difference between the sort of questions
Marx asks and the sort of questions asked by his contemporary
" pourgeois economists" it is useful to look at some aspects of
the concept "dialeotic", especially as 1t applies to the social
sciences. This involves a consideration of the nature of
social science. What precisely do the social sclences describe
and what kind of explanations do they give?

A society is a collection of people. If each individual
behoved randomly and related to other {ndividuals in a random
vay, there would be no social sclence. However, they do not
behave randomly. Each individual usually displays a pattern
of behavior and relations between individuals are patterned.
The ‘socinl sciences describe these obscrvable regularities 1in
interpersonal behavior = whether it be 1n economic behavior,
in family relationships, or in voting behavior, These patterns
constitute what is called the " social structure". Different
societies have different structures and sub-structures but all
societies have a structure.

The question which now arises 1s : what is the relation
between the 1ndiv1duql\9nd the social structure in which he lives?
On the one hand, as wo have seen, the " social structure" is only
another name for the way in which individuals behave towards
one another, and so is a function of the behavior of each
individual, with no independent status of 1ts own. On the other
hend, the individual 1s born into a social structure and adopts
the behavior patterns characteristic of that structure. The
structure exists for him as an external facticity, imposing on
hin certoin‘constraints, some of which he is consclous of, but
mary of which he does notnotice because he is not aware of any
nlternative ways of behaving. Thus social structure seems to
have wh~' one might describe as an r-bieuous entological status,
both dependent on and independent ol 1~.ividual behavior,

Two possible explanations can ©:° immediately ruled out:

1) A soclety of bees has & very rigil, bilologically determined
structure. However, there 1s no evidence to suggest that for
humans different socinl behavior patterns are biologically
determined,

2/.........cont.
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%) A group of people faced with n problem quickly develops &
pattern of relationships suitable for golving the problem. -

fore we have n socinl structure which has been consciously created
by the {-’ividuals concerned. However, there do not seem to be

any social structures of this kind in c:tstence, though 1t cannot
be ruled out as a possibility,

Any political theory dnvolves an implicit and oxplicit
answer to the problems we have been discussing - the problem of
the nature of the relation between man and society., Rousseau

first begins to formulate a solution which deals with the ambigulty
of social structure with his distinction between the General

Will and the Will of All, The Will of All is the sum of the
atomised wills of all the individual wills in society, each
seeking its own good irrespective of the needs of the other
individuals, The General Will is not an actual existing will,

It 18 the idenl expression of tho needs of the soclety as a whole,
or of the preconditions for the continued oxistence of the society.
By meking this distinction and by giving primacy to the General
Will, Roussenu is not introdueing a polar opposition between
Iné'vidunl and Soclety and subordinating Individual to Soclety.
Rather, he is trying to show that the individual is necessarily
involved in a set of relations with his fellows and that he never
functions as an independent atom,

When he says that the General
Will expresses the "real will" of t.: individual he 1is pointing

to the fact that the prectical effect c” the carrying out of the
will of all is to produce counter-fizalities which inhibit the
fulfillment of each individual will.

If we all assume we are
atomic individuals and act in accordance with this assumption,
we defeat our own ends, ( Environmental pollution is a relevant
cxemple of a very clear distinction between the General Will

and the effect of giving free reins to the Will of All,) The
General Will expresses my real will insofar as whenever I act
I ossume certain social givens and if my act tends to break down

those givens it destroys its own basis.

This is ananlogous to,
end presumably the origin of, Kant's Categorical Imperative,

But since Rousseau is here thinking in political terms, rather

than in individual ethical terms, it is easier to see a concrete
contradiction emerging.

From Rousseau, then, we see that the individual is a

“gocial individunl", that the dichotomy individual society is a
folse one,

However, Rousseau is unable to conceptualise the
complex interrelation between the individual and his fellows
in anyt“ing other than very general terms, Nor is he able to

suggest any way in which the Genera. Vill might be given
institutionnlised expression,

Hegeld/ upanes
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Y On ong hnnd,
Uolising the n

Hdro,

Unctions which the cone

ﬁm I 1nterosted in the genera

diulecticnl logien,
dinleetlc to

an attempt
socianl
I am not interesteq

OP% serves fop Hegol, nor
1 problem of '}

hat might bo meant by
how Hegel uses the

Or can be, rational, The
reason is {tg univorsnlity. That is,

by Teason a map can discover truths which are valid for

in othep eituntions.

other men
But the individual is also a 1imy
tled to and acting fpq
in the world,

M & specific soecinl and physical
Hegal
the negationn

uses the ternm "negation"

position
to deseribe the

Individual
as being in any

1s, they have

no selr-consciousneas. This U the most basic level, that

means, -
he experiences thg world as not beir : himself, This Hegel
describes ag the first negation, T4, individual self-

consciousness negates the unity of the worlg by positing 1ts
own 1nd1vidunlity. Hovever, objectively he s still part of,
and dependent on, the world,

To give any expression to his
individunlity by acting on the world, he has to 80 beyond this
simrle affirmation of his independence - he has to understang
the world and himself as @ product of the world, That is, he
has to use his reason to_rezaitunte hi

mself in the world, This
is the process which Hegel describes as the "negation of the
negation",

This "negation of the negation"

1s not a return to the
status quo ante.

When 1t hos been achieved my world hag
becn changed from "unity in-itself" to a

"unity for-itself"
thet i1s, o unity 11luminated by my consciousness of it,

On
the basis of my new understanding I can embod

Yy my individuality
in the world, To put it another way, I cen embody my freedom
in the world,

The mere positing of my individuality, the first
negatic.., leaves me still conditior.:

7 all the forces acting
upon me, both the forces of nature ¢  :soecial forces,

many of them
already embodied in the socinlisatic: -rocess through which I
have passed. It 1s only when I understand both how T am baing
influonced by these forces, and how they related to one another,

that I can do anything about them and so establish my individuality
in a meaningful way,

LOt/.ooo.ooaoo
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botwean

dinlooticul

botween Phenomona
-/*30onnections, This,

ant by Hogoltg - -, of the unity of

ioncos, ho s Suggesting
Opposites" which are part
tial oloments of all

or the origins of these
hout trying to discover the interdepondonce of tho
Opposites,
There are two aspects

0 idea that a

to Hegel's dialectical approach:
11 socinl
"observepn

Phenomenn, including, of course,
» 8re interconnected and have to be understood in
terms of one another,
2) the idea of the two Mevels of knowledge, corresponding to
the negation and to the negation of the nogation,

The second aspect deals with the specific form in which
men is interconnocteq with other elements of the world, Becouse
he cen move from the negation to the negation of the negation,
he can become frec,

I have attempted this rather

misty excursion into Hegelian
exegesis

~Scause it scems to me that 1% 1s useful to describe
Marx's approach to socloty as n diale -‘» one and that the best
wey to give some content to the word :: »y looking at the vay
in which Hegel ddvelops its use, I 4ainc 1t 1s very important
to stress that I don't belive that, for oxample, to describe
some phenomenm as the "negation of the negation" is in any way
to explain that phenomenon, It no more explains it than 1t
éxplains it to say, "It is caused", Perhaps one could call 1t
a moé. of explanation, a mode which has to be given content in
eny given situation, as we might give the term

'cause' o content
by saying, A 1s caused by B,

Hegel, then, begins to elaborate a scheme for conceptunlising
’
the complex interdependence of individunl and society, Marx,
in Capital, is trying to develop this scheme in a concrete vay
’
t: show how it works in detail in a particular case.
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In tho 184 Manuseripts, Marx criticises clanical
14ticnl oconomists o8 followst " Political oconomy bogins
{th the fact of private proporty; it does not explain 48, .1V
onciaves the materinl procoss of private proporty, as this occurs
o roality, in goneral and abstroct formulas which then gorvo it
s lavs, It doos not comprohond theso lowsj that 18, it doos
sot show how thoy ariso out of private proporty.“ Ho is asking,

firstly, that private property, 08 the basis of a copitalist
economy, should ba oxplained, rather than merely be taken for
grontody gocondly, that {nstend of just describing the laws of

the economy one should inquire as to how they orise out of th
nature of private property.

To put it another way, the np-our eols oconomist” investi-
goting tho operation of tho market, csks a particular sot of
quostions for a particular purpose. Heo sces that oxchange
oceurs vie tho prico nochanism, ond he wvants to know precisoly
how prices are arrived ot in the parkot, Ho waonts to know
how to increnso sales, what the 1ikely effoct on frofit and salos
of roising or lowering prices will bo, and so on, He formulates
1ows vhich describe the rolation botween these and other factors,
and which con bo used to predict the effoct of changes in ono,
on changes in tho others. Marx 1s Q?‘ asking o different set

of questions. Instond of starting from the existonce of a
)\mnrkot, he wants first to ask why there should bo oxchange at all.
That is, what are the conditions for tho existence of o market
ond, in particular, what social relations between individuals

undorly the existonce of the morket, Only when one has ansverod
thic question 18 it possiblo to know vhat can be done about the

obsorved effects of the oxistonce of o market economy, in

porticular the divisions between capitalists and workers and

tho cor..quonces of this for tho woxcers, which he first
deseribes in the opening sections of + o 1844 Manuscripts.
Burke wrote, " The laws of cc— -=co ore the laws of

noture, ond thoreforg,,the lovs of God," (qtd Cap.l poge 843).
Morx wonts prinarily/to dosribe thoe lavs,
Burke's occount of thoir nn

but to find out whether
ture s true.

In chapter 1 of Capital, Marx investigotes the concepts
Woormodity" and “valuo", :

produced for axchango.
Marx is

A commodity is an objeot, o use-valuo,
By exploring the notion of "valua"
asking vhy it 1s that commodities can be exchanged
whot 4t 18 dn comnodity which makes it oxchangeabla, Ho'la

not osking nbout wealth since he specifically distinguishes
ynlue and wenlths "An incrense {n the cmount of materinl wealth
moy toke place while tho magnitude of the value of this wealth

folls," ( Copital 19), Value is o relational te

L iy dutoak: rn vhoroos
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The Proble

B 18 thyy 08 ugoefy) obJeaoty
diffon qunlltntlvoly from ong nother,
Oxchangg 44 0 quantityye ono,
novnvor, it 1a
Biniouy Toquisito fop a
::émodxty'n oxohnngonbility that 1t pg 4 Uso~valug,
st bo o Uso=valug to 90moone othop than the Producer -
it nugt have o noci Thie

inplies 4 8ocial divigien
producing different things

8 nocessary, pyt
xohange - the

) comodityeg

Whorang the Procoss of

ot lonat n

Since exchange 14
Marx argues that wo

should investignte

cover there, the

quantity vhich dotornings ~<2%" nge,
of objects are, of

course, produced b
kinds of labour,

Hovortholou, they -
anount of the ayq

ilable labour
sonse are qualitively the samo,
fornative elomonts

linon, for the Vory renson that t of labour a4ffer
in quality; but thoy ore substantinl constituents of the cont-
volucs and the linon-yal

qunlities ag

their Specific
ving are durunrdod, and only
insofar as both have the

sane quality of being human labour," (Cap 14)
By "labour" Maprx does not mean Just " oxpenditure of
onorgy". To count as Lnbour!

onergy oust be expended in the
preduction of commoditios - tha

t 13, of soeinl use-volues for
exchange, Moreover, 1t must be

" socially nacessary labour" -
thot 18, 1t oust not pe » vasted" in comparison with the amount
of cuergy other poople expend in producing the same objeots,
"Lobcur", thorefore, 1s dofineca rolationally in sooial tarns,
That 18, " labour" in tho sense in which Marx is using the torn,
is on activity which only occurs

in a soetlal context, It (o
o Wony of being related to other indiy 13 in soclety, In
commodity productions ¥ the labour of .~ivate producers d::;d
really acquire n tvo=fold socinl char:st.r, On the ono ? }

oust, ne definitely useful lebour, satisfy o definite

g0t h:::rnm thus toking ita place as o constituont of the
s o;oto of labour, as part of the spontancously
irade ton of the social division of labour, On the other
dOVOIOPOGh'Vl:bo“ cen only satisfy the manifold wants of the
s vho perform it, insofar ns eneh particular kind of
P:‘\:‘:‘:‘;:::l or pp:ivato useful labour is exchangesble for avery
i

thor porticular kind, becouse ench ranks equally with the
othor
other." (Cap, 46 - 47)

Different kinds
r--:nuuvoly differant

1
-

-~ Uso up g cortain
povar of
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the activities
13 tho methoq of
Vity of the different
¥ that they satiafy

with hig » labour theory
complex n.% af relations ang lavs
ke up the market have no indopendant status of theip own,
sinply an SxXpression of the
and hene

rolation betwean muvidunls,
0 are at least in theory controllable by those
individunls, That is, they are not, as bolieved,
Homor, Marx suggests,

laws of nature,
those laws and relations
08 oxternal focticitios

are experienced
by the individunls concerned, and hence
03 independent of human control, To axplain vhy this occurs,
Marx investigates the role of money in the process,

In tho actunl market situation, valug 1s oxpressed in
money terms, n Everyono knows so much, at least, that
comzodities have a value-forn common

to them all,the Roney-form;
1.0, thoy know that the money-form contrasts markedly with the
moanifold bodily forms of their use-value, But here wo are
confronted by a task which bourgeois economics has never ovan
tried to undertake, We have to discover the origin of the
money form; to trace the developnent of the expression of valuo
contain®® in the valwo ratio of commc ! td

fron its sinplest and most inconspicu .o
glaringly obvious money forn,

Then .
conso to be an enigma," (Cap 17).

s} to follow this up
configuration to the
enigna of money will
barx 1s here suggeating
that the simple exchange relation between oy product and yours,
betwoen my leabour and yours, is velled by the monoy-forn, in
such o way that the monoy-form itsolf bocomes fotishised, In
order to dispose of this fotishisation, it is nocessary to show
how the money=-form grows out of the simpler forms of exchange,
Marx seos four stoges in this process:
A.,) Elementary, Isolanted or Accidental Form of Volue,

20 yds linen = 1 Coat
(rel. value forn

( oquivalent form)
The linon which 1 produce is only useful to ne insofar

s it 13 o use-vnlue for somebody olse - that 13, insofar as it
:or“om to the pattern of the socinl division of labour,

The coat, here f1lls tho role of vhat Marx calls the
“gquivalent form",

“d.l.l..l...



the
labour in
L0 product of somg
lobour, -5 conerete labour
“TCssing abstraot human

0Uso this concrete labour, tailoring 1n
ond s directly 1dontified with

human labour, it nlse ranks as identieal with
ony other source of labour ang thorefore with that onbodioed in

1ike all other commodity

Produeing labour, it 1s the labour of private individunls, yet
ot the same time it ronks as labour direetly soctal in character,"

Two points should be noted here, Firstly,
tho stross on the socinl character of the labour; Secondly,
the 1dea that the equivalent figures as abstract labour, rather
thon as a use=-valuo, in the oxchango. It is this that lays the
basis for tho switch to noney ns n puroely abstract representation
of abstract hunan-labour,

However, before the money stage is
further forns:

B.)

OUr 8onse, ranks ps,
\lndiftoronuntod

Comoqunntly,

reached there are two
The Total or Expanded Form,

20 yds linen = 1 oz

e L

. & coffae

2 ¢z gcld

This 1s merely the sum of all %, ¢lementary exchange
oquations into which tho linen can ent.r.

It brings tho linen
into a " social relation" with " the whole vorld of commodities",
(Cap 39).

C.) The Generalised Form of Valuo,

1 coat
40 1bs coffec = 20 yds linen
2 oz gold

In this form the vnlues of all commoditios are inter-
conparable in terms of their relation to linen,

Marx writes,"
This discloscs tho foct that the reality of the value of the

comnoditios, inasmuch as it is nothing other than the " social

axistenco" of theose things, can only securoc expression t.hrougttx
thoir goneralised socinl interrolations; i{.o0, that tltm ro:n(zn -
tholr volue pust tharefore be a socially recognised dorn. P 39).

The manufacture of linon has bocomo ™ the (Wrui.h:ca s
nenomenel form of indifferentinted human labour", P G

- ommodity has token on o specinl status, The

‘thi"::ﬂ olnto vhich it enters are © ~eally roversible, as the
[+] —

oxnuor forns woroe.
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D)  The Noney Forn - gola roplaces linen as the gonoral
oquivalent, n Gold s only able to confront other commodities
@8 nonoy, because it has proviously confronted then as o
comzodity." (Cap 43), That is, the money form 1s only o
Bonaralisation of the simplo exchange of the product of oy
labour for the product

of your labour, Monoy marely reprosants
thoir oxchangeability,

In 1t abstroctness it is, for Marx,
o poerfoct ropresontation of the bastract h

wan labour vhich 1s
thoe basis of labour,

To Surmorise, Marx is trying to shov that tho market
situation is nothing but o set of relationships botwoen men,

L has, as it vere, no independent autological status,
to be a set of rolationshins between objects,

governed by natural laws which are ¢ 2%raining on the people
who have produced tho objocts. The

process wvhich works independently,

However,

8y 1t appoors to be o
o 18 this?
In his account of the nature of commodities, Marx writes
" only such products can become commodities with regard to
oach other as result from differont kinds of labour, oach kind
being corried on indopondently and for the account of private
individuals", (a) More precisely, commodity production
is production on the boais of private property, by soperate
individuals, Instoad of the division of labour being mediated
by direct contact between these individuals, they come into
contact only via the morket, It is therofore the separation
of individuals through the institution of private property which
Gives tho parket and the lavs of the carket thoir §pporently
indopendent stotus,

" A commodity is thorofore a mysterious thing, sinply
beccuse in it the socinl character of men's labour appeecrs to
then os on objective character stamped upon the product of that

lebour, bocause tho relation of the producers to the sun total
of thei. own labour is presented tc

oxisting not between thomselves but  .<veen the products of
thoir labouresess o« It 13 g deofizi%o soeinl relation
botween men that assunes, in their eyes, the fantastic forn

of o relation between things. In order, therefore, to find
andmnlogy, vo must have recourse to the mist-gnveloped regions

-+ @s a socinl relation,

of/religious vorld, In that world, the productions of the human
bradn pppear gscIndependent beings endoved with Life)and

eonturing into relation both with ono another and the human race,
So it 12 in the world of comzoditics with the products of men's
hands., This I call tho fetishisn which attaches itself to the
products of labour, sc scon as thoy are produced as commodities,

and wvhich is thorefore inseperable from the production of
00’%“1“0' (c.P uz)o MAYX/ e cosedsee




The dovolopuom
I8 in the rost of
eeuring not g the rosyt of a sot of

*he rosult of 1ayg

rried on by

a froe @ssociation of producers, under their conscions and
purgosive control," (Cap ) - that 13, the laws wvi11 only
operate ag long as men are ignorant of their roots,

To concludo, I'd like to look very briefly, and in very
gerral torms, at some other aspects of Harx's social theory, in
the hope that thig vill bring out the significance of the
occount so far,

I started off by discussing the question of the relationship
betwcon the individunl and tho social structure, This question
13 laportant because 1t is tied in with the problen of freedon,
1.0, of how an individual

can ombody his freedon by changing
his situnticn, How does Marx handle the concepts " froodon"

and " change"? Let mo first nake t. vious, but inportant,
podnt that ho is arguing that in a cc ‘“alfst soclety important
linitations are placed on human frecc ©, even within a context
of demoeratic rights. Although in such a soclety men have
escoped from the obvious social contraints imposed by the i
arbitrary rule of absoclute monarchy, they aro still subjec ;
kidlep sociel contraints resulting from the particular way tha
they are rolated to othor poople in that sort of soclety, :

the idea of the indopondence of the individual vis-a-vis
== :"u on {illusion, The problem of maxinising individual
s becomes one of trying to find nedintions between
o fellows which vill take into account their
& AMixiERL aad A% t the same time preserve their
necessary @lcpondonoo and a

autonomy. I II .11 Tm’/-ocooooocoo
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how does one go
& rotiahiantion? There

Individual behavior
< <% has beon created 1t
» 88 1t werq, ¢
way which sults the Soci

to change their behavior
structure?

al structure,

What might leaq individunls
patterns,

and so to change the Social

any given structure may give rise to
structure can no longer survivo,
individuals, though in a state of o

related to the world, and so remain in o learning relationship
with the world, As tho world, or the social structure, changes
the individunl nay have to readjust his attitude to it, which
mey involve coming to rocognise its roal nature, Even 1f it
docs not, it involves a change in consciousness and so a change
in lehavior patterns, The change in consclousness which is
brought about by trying to handle a changing situation is

crucial., It J,a thoir consciousness changes that

“fien can act to restructure the situriion - that is, they can
carry out a revolution, A useful wry of deseribing the relations
batween freedoms and deternminism herc is to say that Marx believes

that a revolution becones possible QEEE)certuin kinds of social
conditions obtain - possible only, because a revolution is o

froe act but one which only ocecurs glven motivation and the
possibility of a change in consciousness, Investigating the
logic of a particular ( fotishised) social structure can show
whothor or not it i1s proable that such conditions will obtain in
tho future, That 1s, one cunneg*predict revolutions but one

Oh AN Y%
can prodioe*srobubility of raevolutions,

I am expressing all this in very goneral terns because I
or here more interested in the nature of Marx's theory than its
specific content,. I have tried to 1llustrate the problem Marx
wos dealing with by showing its origin in Rousseau and Hegel,
Whet T deseribe os the " ambiguous mutological status of social
structurc" rests upon the dialeotical, oonditionod-conditloning,
rolntions between the individual and his society, and in

ticular rosts on the way in which certain phonomens become
par hi <1 in this situation, The “hory of fetishisation s an
Z:::;ptkﬁo explain the nature of " & clcl laws", As asueh it i: :
orucial to an understanding of Marx's vritings - both his earlie
ond his more mature writings,

BESSb s v an

This could happen hgenuse
lienntion, remnain diuleetically






