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Editor’s Preface

This is an English translation of one of the most crucial documents in
European Masxism since . . . well, since maybe ever. The work of Antonio
Negri, as part of the variegated movement on the Italian left known most
easily as Awtonomia, brings to realization an overwhelming new set of pos-
sibilities in the theory and practice of class struggle. No political movement
in- the world in the 1970's opened up more revolutionary potential for
liberation than the Iralian Awtonomia, and no expressions of its history exceed
Negri's in transformative power and conceptual brilliance. This book, as
nearly all of Negri’s works, is intellectually demanding and often feels, to
the casual reader, hermetic, precious and obscure. Partly, this is due to &
set of counter-terms—precise and exact, but novel—that the “experienced”
Marxist reader will find transgressive but revelatory. Partly, too, the diffi-
culty of the book can be located in Negri's understanding of and respect for
the political efficacy of language itself, an insight and attitude which may
be the most common heritage of the post-war waves of structuralism,
semiotics, and their antecedents. But partly chis struggle-to-read induced
by Negri is something like a process that might be called—in a metaphor
of simultanecus separation and coherence—"conversion.” The change—
overturning, feversal, supersession, inversion—imakes all the difference. But
according to Negri, what's “beyond” is still, or finally, just Marx,

This book is the product of a series of seminars given by Negri in the
spring of 1978 at the Ecole Normale Supérieure at the invitation of Louis
Althusser. More about this can be read in the author’s own Preface to the
original edition, which follows this Preface, along with Negri's later note
(written from ptison) to the American reader. The translation into English
from the 1979 French and Italian editions was accomplished by Harry
Cleaver, Michael Ryan, and Maurizio Viano. Each of them has wricten
something for the reader of this volume. Harry Cleaver has aimed primarily
at the militant and activist audience, and helps to poiat out the immediate
and direct political consequences of Negri's work for present currents in the
U.S. movement. Michael Ryan, in a broad summary of Negri’s other work,
offers a theoretical and historical context for Autonomia, particularly for
readers previously unexposed to this tendency. Maurizio Viano provides a
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suggestive gloss on politics as creating, or imagining, or “fict”ing, with
some hints about the redundancy, or monotony, or co-optive “centrality”
of “scientific”” texts, “socialist” above all others. Readers inclined to move
toward these pieces first should do so at once, and read in any ditection they
choose. I will continue here with a brief glossary of some key terms, ac-
knowledgements, and a note about texts cited in this book. But, owing to
its absence elsewhere in English, and its usefulness for the events in the life

of Negri subsequent to the composition of Marx Beyond Marx, a brief bi-
ography may be in order,

_Antonio Negri was born in 1933 in Padua, Italy. At age 23 he graduated
with a degree in philosophy and with a dissertation on German historicism.
For the two years following, 1957-58, he studied with Chabod at the
Benedetto Croce Institute for Historical Studies in Naples. In 1959—quite
young, by Italian standards at that time—he won a professorship in Phi-
losophy of Law. Until 1967, he was an assistant teaching at Padua, and in
that year he won the professorship in Doctrine of the State. Married to Paola
Meo, Negri became father in 1964 to a daughter and in 1967 to a son.

At Padua, beginning in the late 1960's, a group of reputable scholars
began to form, coming to include Sergio Bologna, Luciano Ferrari Bravo
Ferruccioc Gambino, Guido Bianchini, Sandro Serafini, Alisa del Re, anci
MariaRosa Dalla Costa (whose writings on feminist theory sparked an in-
ternational debate). Their presence made the Institute for Political Sciences
a national and international crossroads for radical thought,

In addition to his academic life, Negri maintained an intense political
and journalistic commitment. By 1956 he was already the director of I/ Bo
the jogrnal of student representation at Padua University. In 1959, elecr.eci
a municipal councilman for the Italian Socialist Party, he directed the journal
of the Padua section of the Party, I/ Progresso Veneto. He held this post until
1963, the year of the first center-left coalition (the alliance of the Christian
Democrats and the Socialist Party in the Italian government), when he also
left the Socialists. The summer of 1963 had been “hot.” Veneto had under-
gone a rapid transformation from sleepy rural village into an urban, industrial
center. In a period in Italy in which the Communist Party had turned
towards external objectives (e.g., getting Italy out of NATO), the Italian
working class was barely unionized and hardly organized. But it was among
these workers that Negri had begun to move. In August, 1963, a supplement
to I/ -Pyogresso Veneto was issued entitled Posere Operaio (“Workers® Power™),
Ais'ao in that month, Negri, Pacla Meo and Massimo Cacciari (2 well-known
philosopher and later parliamentarian for the Communist Party) organized
a course to read Marx’s Capital among the workers of the Porto Masghera
petro-chemical center. In the same period, Quaderni Rossi (“Red Notebooks™)
was started in Turin, but with editorial boards also in Milan, Rome, and
Padua. Quaderni Rossi was the magazine that, under the direction of Rainiero
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Panzieri and Romanc Alquati, first gave voice to the theory of working class
autonomy. Negri, Sergio Bologna, Mario Tronti, Alberto Asor Rosa, and
many other of the best Italian left intellectuals participated in its publication,
and out of (usually friendly) splits in Quaderni Rossi there later appeared, in
order, Classe Operaia ("Wortking Class’™), Comtropiano (“Counter-Planning™},
and other journals addressing the same conceptual fields. By 1967, Porere
Operaio had become the journal of the workers at the large Marghera petro-
chemical plant. Negri's collaboration there led to later collaborations on a
regular basis with many other publications, like Aut-Axr, the philosophy
journal edited by Enzo Paci, and Critica del Diritte, the journal of the
democratic magistrates, which publishes essays on the philosophy of law.

The tumultuous year 1968, which brought near-revolution to France,
began in Italy in 1967 and stayed for nearly a decade. Contrary to the
experience elsewhere in Europe, where students and workers flirted but
parted ways, in Italy the student and workers struggles merged. By the
“hot autumn” of 1969, Negri had focused his political activities around the
massified factory and around issues seldom adequately addressed by the
unions: safety, reduction of speed on the assembly lines, worker discipline.
The fall season of 1969 brought the formation of a number of groups to the
left of the Italian Communist Party, with names like Lotta Continua (“Strug-
gle Continues™), Avanguardia Operaia (“Workers’ Vanguard”), Movimento
Studentesco (“Student Movement,” later “Workers and Students Move-
ment”), and Potere Operaio. This political formation, after its journal,
claimed Negri as its most famous theoretician. This group would survive
until 1973, when—under the impetus of the Communist Pasrcy’s “Historic
Compromise” strategy of alliance with the ruling Christian Democrats—it
led 2 number of similar but less developed groups into auto-dissolution.

By 1973, many of Negri’s basic concepts had been formed, and it is from
this period that the birth of Awtonomia can be fixed, beginning with the
“antonomous committees” inside the factories, which were now in large
measure filled with a younger and more militant generation of workers,
restless and hostile to all codified ideologies and parties, left or right. The
refusal of the organizational forms born out of the sixties, now widely held
to be sterile and repetitive, and the definition of new needs and objectives
for liberating everyday life from labor time, were the themes that united
disparate autonomous groups, groups otherwise very different in their prac-
tices, Women’s groups, students, workers, radical youth, cultural figures,
ecologists and environmentalists, “autonomous” collectives proliferated at
the margins which remained invisible to traditional “working class” analyses.
Free radio stations like “Radio Alice” in Bologna played a large role in the
so-called Spring Rebellion, which brought many of these autonomists into
the streets in protest of the politics of “austerity” and “sacrifice” that every-
body—including the unions and the Communist Party—demanded of the
“working class.”
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This protest touched Negri close to home. Demonstrations and rallies at
the university in Padua brought disorder and much destruction, including
materials housed in the Institute for Political Sciences. When the protests
spread to other areas of the city, Negri was charged with inciting to riot
and accused of being the fomentor of violence even up to the national scale.
It was precisely at this time that Negri, in the face of intense political
pressure and criminal charges, fled to Paris and the Ecole Normale. Though
in the later months of 1977 he was cleared of these charges, and by the
year’s end had returned to teach at Padua, Negri spent much of 1978-79
living and teaching in France.

Marx Beyond Marx shows all the signs of this period of tumult, but the
subsequent months would have much, much more in store. Returning to
Milan from France in April of 1979, Negri was arrested on unspecified
charges in the context of the investigation of the death of Aldo Moro at the
hand of the Red Brigades, another of the new groups formed in Italy in the
1970’s, but one with which Negri had had no visible association. While
many of the members of the Red Brigades could be identified in previous
formations like Potere Operaio, the elite-style tactics and perspectives of the
“armed commando” organization apparently had little in common with the
participatory, autonomous “movement’’ groups. By the time Marx Beyond
Marx was published (and moved onto Italian non-fiction “bestseller” lists!),
its author was in prison, charged (finally) with “subversive association,”
although a number of other more grievous charges occupied the headlines
of Italian newspapers. Neatly two dozen professors, writers, journalists, and
other people identified with the Automomia movement were arrested the same
day Negri was, and soon found themselves being heralded as the “secret
brains” behind the Red Brigades and virtually all “cerrorist” actions which
had occurred in Italy in the previous decade. In Negri's case, an early
prosecution effort sought to claim that Negri’s voice could be heard on a
tape recording of a phone call made by the Red Brigades to Mrs. Moro while
her husband, the former Prime Minister of Italy, was a kidnapping hostage.

The “April 7th” arrests, and particularly Negti’s, were a media sensation
and soon a “cause célebre.” Italy has, as a remnant of fascist legislation,
never successfully or completely replaced provisions allowing for pre-trial
detention in “normal” procedures lasting as long as twelve years. As the
weeks and months awaiting trial stretched on, speculation increased that the
penal system in Italy was being subjected to abuses of a political nature.
There was little question in anyone’s mind that Negri was a supporter of
politics far to the left of the Italian mainstream, and even of the Communist
Party (which had become one of the most vigorous sources of Negri’s de-
nigration), as any of Negri's writings would show. But the evidence, judicial
and legal, of criminality was not forthcoming.

Negri remained in prison until the summer of 1983, when, in a campaign
organized by the Radical Party, he received sufficient votes in a national
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- election to lead the Radical Party list in the Italian Parliament. Another

provision in Iralian law, largely untested, allowed prosecurorial immgnity
to members of the parliament, and following contentious debate Negri was
freed. He addressed public meetings in Italy in the late summer of 1983,
while further parliamentary discussions took place over whether or not he
would actually be seated. Finally, in September of 1983, as .dek.)ate turned
against him and he feared being returned to prison, Negri 'dxsappeared.
Throughout the fall of 1983 and early 1984, it was widely believed Fhae he
had returned to Paris. Depending upon how one views political exile, th~e
Antonio Negri of 1984 is either, or both, the Prisoner or Free Man of his
Preface to the American edition of Marx Beyond Marx.

A number of terms may be of use to readers unfamiliar v:rith the geflc?ral
vocabulary of the Awtonomiz Movement. Owing to the d1stmcF pqlmcal
traditions by region in Italy, and the workers’ offensivgs rc?sultmg in the
carly 1960’s from southern migration, the Quaderni Rossi quite early began
attending to the new composition of the working class. Against the term
“hegemony,” which implied a static and passive wqufing class c?e.termmed
by its relations to capital, class composition (and its political recomposition) r§fers
to the process of socialization of the working class, and t_he extension,
unification, and generalization of its antagonistic tendency against czz.p;tal, in
struggle, and from below. This search for 2 new, colleqive, working class
subject, or agent of historical change, led to an attention to cycles, or pro-
gressively “higher,” more socialized terrains of struggle-, mftrked by dlffer§nt
compositions of the class, different relations to organizational fo‘z:ms-—hke
parties or unions—as well as new strategic contents or goals of the“revo-
tution.” Since many of the organizational forms addressed to the “mass
worket” in the 1960’s were seen as fully within the Keynesian strategy of
planned development, “socialist” productivism, and Fhe “value of labort,”
antonomy from the mediating forms of parties and unions was seen to Cor-
respond to the present cycle, one based on struggles against the extension
or full socialization of capitalist relations beyond the factory, or 'sm.‘\ggles
against the soctal factory ot social capital. If socialism was the “‘xzeahzauon of
productive labor,” in the Soviet phase, that led only to the “planned de-
velopment of productive forces,” ot capitalist socialism. The late§t cycle,
however, would take as its goal the “realization of needs,” and this would
come through the refasal of work. If work by the worker was the source of
surplus value for the capitalist—for Marx, labor has no value “ocutside” of
capital—working class autonomy indicated the present path of departure or
separation for the anti-capitalist struggle, one based not on the * genergl social
interest” of need subordinated to labor, but amtegonistic to and against the
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social whole. This sendency, through the refusal of work, was the overall
orientation toward the strategy of immanent communism. In the absence of this
steategy at this cycle of the struggle, communism could be indefinitely
deferred. The movement toward communism would be a class self-valorization,
one occurring as a struggle for re-appropriation of the class’ material self-
interest. Capital’s tesponse is, through the managed ctisis, to revalorize work
through social command, i.e., to enforce the wage-work nexus and unpaid
surplus work over society by means of the State. This involves the “social
worker,” the extension of the “mass worker” into the sphere of the social
reproduction of capital, or into reproduction. Bartles here take place over
“unpaid labor,” housework, schooling, capitalist forms of sociality, anything
which bears the work relation withoutr the wage. In the productive sphere
or in the factory, the struggle is for the “political wage,” or away from
hierarchical or divisive forms of qualification or renumeration. The way in
which capital “manages” the crisis as a means to forcibly re-impose the
wage-work relation is referred to as the crisis-State. This is a cursory intro-
duction to a number of difficult and exacting concepts, and while it may
help the reader through some passages of the present volume, it can hardly
substitute for serious reading in the larger literature of Awtonomia.

A bibliography of Antonio Negri’s major work and of English-language
work on Awtonomia is found at the back of the book. Most readers might
be best served by consulting first, for further reading or for assistance with
this book, the fine anthologies edited by the Conference of Socialist Econ-
omists and Red Notes in Britain and by Semiotext(e) in New York.

The citations to the Grandrisse in this translation are to the Penguin Books
edition, translated and with 2 foreword by Martin Nicolaus, published in
Middlesex, England and New York, as well as Australia, Canada, and New
Zealand. Citations occur in the form (Grundrisse, p. 543;441-43); the second
page citation in each case is to the German edition of 1953 published by
the Dietz Verlag, Betlin. Citations to Capital are to Volume One, introduced
by Ernest Mandel and translated by Ben Fowkes, Vintage Books edition,
New York. Where it has been published in English, the Marx/Engels cor-
respondence cited in the text is from Saul K. Padover, The Letters of Karl
Marx (Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice Hall), 1979. Where unavailable
elsewhere, we have provided our own translation. Citations to Rosdolsky
are to Roman Rosdolsky, The Making of Marx's Capital, translated by Pete
Burgess (Londen: Pluto Press), 1977, Other citations from the Italian edition
remain as cited by Negri himself: Vitalij Vygodskij, Introduzione ai “Grun-
drisse” di Marx, La Nuova Italia, Firenze, 1974; Sergio Bologna, Moneta ¢
crisi: Marx corvispondente della New York Daily Tribune, in Bologna-Carpig-
nano-Negti, Crisi e organizzazione operaia, Feltrinelli, Milano, 1974. The
circumstances of the writing of the original perhaps necessitated a casual
attitude toward some lesser references, and we have not sought to document
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further what the author felt no obligation to do himself. In tl.xis judgement,
and in other matters generally about the merit of this edition, I bear the
primary responsibility.

I would like to acknowledge here a number of people who were crucial
to the work on this book. The greatest debt is owed the three translators,
Harry Cleaver, Michael Ryan, and Maurizio Viano. Harry Cleaver also pro-
duced the index and did most of the proofreading. Sylvie Coyaud helped
with innumerable matters related to publication rights and agreements. Jim
Bergin of Bergin & Garvey Publishers was a prime mover in seeing the boqk
to completion, as well as being committed to the subject itself. Ferruccio
Gambino, Silvia Federici, George Caffentzis, and John Downing helped with
translations problems, interpretations, gave advice or commiserated. Peter
Bell produced a draft on which much of the Bibliography could be based.
Peter Linebaugh helped conduct relations with Red Notes and the Conference
of Socialist Economists in London, and Ed Emory and Les Levidow were
better correspondents concerning this volume than was L. I also owe to Red
Notes and CSE much help with material. The edition of Semiorext(e) edited
by Sylvere Lotringer and Christian Marazzi was instrumental in gef:ting the
project off the ground. And Lewanne Jones made the project possible from
the outset.

Note for the Paperback Edition

The bibliography of works in the Autonomist Marxist tradition has
been revised, extended and updated for the Autonomedia / Pluto paper-
back edition. ) N

The author remaing in exile in Paris, where he continues wriung,
teaching, and organizing. N

Additional thanks for assisting with this new edition go to Ann Beach',

Roger Van Zwanenberg, Michael Hardt, Brian Massumi and Gayatri

Spivak.




Author’s Preface(s)

In these lessons I collect all the materials that I used for nine seminars on
the Grundrisse at the Ecole Normale Supérieure (Rue d'Ulm) in the Spring
of 1978. First of all, | must thank Louis Althusser for inviting me to teach
this seminar, which wouldn’t have been possible without the fraternal help
of Roxanne Silberman, Yann Moulier, Daniel Cohen, Pierre Ewenzyk, Dan-
ielle and Alain Guillerm. Whether my suggestions have been more important
than their critical interventions, I don’t know. It is certainly true thac I
have fused everything together into the rext. Other discussions have been
useful to me during my stay in Paris. On the one hand I would like to thank
Felix Guattari for all that he gave me (and it is a lot), and on the other hand
the comrades for whom I worked at the Université Paris Septieme (Jussieu).
Last but not least 1 want to thank those blockheads who, forcing me to
emigrate, have also forced me to gather together my ideas better than I had
the chance to do before.

A.N.
Milan, 1978

II

Authot’s Preface 1o the English language edition

Dear English language Readers,
You ask me to rethink for a moment Marx Beyond Marx. These are notebooks
for lessons that I taught in the Spring of 1978 at the Ecole Normale in Paris.
It seems to me as though a century has passed since then. Looking back at
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the book, I like it. But it is as though another person had written it, not
I. A free person, while I've been in jail for centuries. I must then engage
in a supreme act of abstraction in order to talk with the author of that book.
The author is free; I'm a ptisoner. I will try anyway, with greac effort, to
provide a dialogue between a free man, the author of Marx Beyond Marx,
and a prisoner. \

Free Man; “These lessons are just lessons, and they must be taken as a
moment of reflection and of passage.”

Prisoner: ““This seems to me to be the case. It looks to me that when you
were considering this passage and experience, it is as though they were very
near, as though communism were already a living substance.”

Free Man: “‘Certainly. I still think that. These lessons have many limits, but
also a fundamental advantage: that of being fresh, non-polluted. This fresh-
ness might have led to an important development in the analysis, to a lush
ripeness.”

Prisoner: " A transitional work, then. But where did you want to go? Where
would your revisited Marx have led you?”

Free Man: "Beyond the disfiguration of Marxism operated by Marxists. Marx-
ism shows Marx as a professor and not as a militant. Moreover, Marxism
shows us Marx as the author of the old competitive capitalism, incapable
of coping with the social capitalism of the present stage. I hate this betrayal
as much as | hate the mummification.” :
Prisoner; “1 agree with you, and with your motives. But is it possible?”
Free Man: “Marx takes up the classic theory of value, but above all we find
in him the critique of the law of surplus value. Bur Marx is not a classic,
he is beyond all that.”

Prisoner: “But the critique of the law of value, insofar as it presents itself
as the law of surplus value, leads to catastrophism. Isn't yours just one
extremist variant of Marxism?”

Free Man: “The critique of the law of value and/or surplus value has un-
doubtedly had catastrophist connotations, but these catastrophist connota-
tions are kept at bay in Marx Beyond Marx, where what is insisted upon is
the definition of the subjectivity of the passage to communism, as a process
that develops concomitantly with the crisis of the law of value.”

Prisoner: 1 am probably in jail because I haven’t understood this very well.
Do you want to try to explain it to me a little better?”

Free Man: "Certainly. Marx's Grandrisse founds and undoes the law of value.
In the Grundrisse, Marx appears as a communist militant who forces the
theoretical limits of the classical analysis of value, and who justifies com-
munist hope. He does not deceive himself as to the immediacy of the process,
but he does clarify its subjective necessity. And you, my prisoner friend,
are being a smart ass. If you didn’t agree with this, why would you then
endure prison?”’
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Prisoner: 1 don’t like argument ad hominem, always easy for those who are
on the outside. In reality, here in jail, I am certainly subjected to both the
law of value and the law of surplus value. Concretized in an immense system
of domination, they weight on me in an unbearable way.”

Free Man: “That of course is just what's said in Marx Beyond Marx, and 1
don't understand how you fail to realize that. The capitalist supersession of
the law of value—what Marx calls the process of real subsumption—dis-
locates the relations of exploitation as a whole. It transforms exploitation
into a global social relation. Jail equals factory.”

Prisoner: “I don’t need to be persuaded that the world is a prison, but how
to get out of it?”

Free Man: “The great problem that is posed in Marx Beyond Marx is that
of the definition of antagonism in this real subsumption. What does it mean
to struggle against capital when capital has subjugated all of lived time, not
only that of the working day, but all, all of it. Reproduction is like pro-
duction, life is like work. At this level, to break with capital is to make
a prison break.”

Prisoner: "It seems to me that these so-called post-modernist theories disclose
the social potency of capital, but by recognizing that capital occupies the
whole of society, they deny the possibility of class struggle at this level.”
Free Man: “Sure, the post-modernists mystify. In reality, the operation of
real subsumption does not eliminate the antagonism, but rather displaces
it to the social level. Class struggle does not disappear; it is transformed
into all the moments of everyday life, The daily life of a proletarian is posited
as a whole against the domination of capital. The real subsumption, far from
eliminating the antagonism, immensely enriches it.”

Prisoner: “Okay, critique of the law of value, its effectiveness only at the
social level, the simultaneous displacement of domination and class strug-
gle . . . Look, practically, how does all of this work?”

Free Man: "It works on the totality of everyday life: ‘My life against yours,
you dog of the social Master! My time against yours!” All the problems of
exploitation are by now immediate political problems. Only when we keep
in mind the critique of surplus value within the framework of the real
subsumption, only then do we have the capacity for submitting to a com-
munist critique the present fundamental plans for domination.”

Prisoner: “Class antagonism in the post-modern world. Maybe you're right.
Then it means, at this point, filling with a material content the struggle
against power.” '

Free Man: ‘Precisely. In the conviction that the struggle against the capitalist
organization of production, of the job market, of the working day, of the
restructuration of energy, of family life, etc., all of this involves the people,
the community, the choice of lifestyle. To be communist today means 2
live a5 a communist.”
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Prisoner: “This, I think, is possible even in prison. But not outside, at least

until you free us all.”
Free Man: “You're right. Marx Beyond Marx says this, too. But don’t pretend

to total impatience when you know very well that theory allows you to
cope.”

End of dialogue. Those who feel they remain alone naturally hope. Hope
of having said the truth, and that the truth is revolutionary. An embrace
for you all.

AN.
Rebibbia Prison




Introduction

First and foremost, Antonio Negri’s Marx Beyond Marx is a book for revo-
lutionary militants. Formally, the book is a reading of Marx’s Grundrisse—
a sweeping reinterpretation of the central thrust and particular developments
of Marx’s 1857 notebooks. But it is more than that. Marx Beyond Marx is
above all a passionately political work designed to present an alternative to
orthodox interpretations of Marx by demonstrating how the Grundrisse con-
tains a Marxist science of class struggle and revolution in action. To accom-
plish this demonstration, Negri weaves together a fierce polemic and a
detailed examination and reinterpretation of the text itself, Marx Beyond
Marx is a difficult book, and its difficulty creates the danger that its study
will be limited to academic Marxists. This would be tragic. We have edited
and translated this book, not to contribute another volume to the shelves
of English-speaking Marxists, but to put a new and exciting weapon into
the hands of working-class militants. However difficulc Marx Beyond Marx
may be—and its difficulty stems both from the raw complexities of the
Grundyisse itself and from Negri’s own theoretical language—its study is
mote than worth the effort to any militant seeking new ways to understand
and use Marxism to come to grips with working class struggle in the present
crisis.

For Negri, the Grandrisse represents the “summit of Marx’s revolutionary
thought”—a summit that can provide a powerful foundation for revolu-
tionary political practice. He contrasts the Grundrisse to Capital, which, he
correctly points out, has often been interpreted in an objectivist and deter-
minist fashion to justify reactionary politics. Negri argues that it is harder
to do this with the Grundrisse. In these notebooks, we discover a less polished
but more passionate Marx, writing feverishly far into the nights of the crisis
of 1857. The Grundrisse is no prelude to Capital, no rough draft of a later,
more mature work.

Rather it is the Grundrisse that is the broader, more sweeping work, and
it is here that we can find the richest, most complete working through of
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Marx’s understanding of the class struggle that both constitutes and ulti-
mately explodes capitalism. In this, Negri differs from many previous in-
terpreters of the Grundrisse, such as E. Hobsbaum or Roman Rosdolsky,
many of whose positions he takes to task in the course of the book.

Negri begins his commentary on the Grandrisse noting how Marx’s dis-
section of Alfred Darimon’s theory of money was partly a pretext for Marx
to explore the relationship between money and crisis, between money and
the class struggle. Many who will read Negri on Marx may object that his
interpretation of the Grundrisse is, sometimes, also a pretext to lay out his
own analysis of the class struggle. He has, they may protest, taken from
Marx only what suits him. As he works through Marx’s notebooks, spurning
a bit of analysis here (of productive labor), lamenting the absence of analysis
there (the lack of a special chapter on the wage and working class subjec-
tivity), dismissing other pieces as philosophical lapses (the general law of
historical development) and marking many instances of ambiguity and of
limitations to the analysis, it does become obvious that Negri has pieced
together an interpretation of the major lines of Marx’s argument through
his own selective process. Bur we should not be afraid to pick and choose
among Marx’s ideas. This is what Marxists have always done, whether they
are honest about it or not. Traditional Marxists have always focused on the
objectivist elements of Marx because that fir their political proclivities.
Critical theory seems to have ignored Marx’s theory of the working class as
subject because of a deep-seated pessimism acquired in a period of crisis.
For those of us who share Negri's commitment to the constant renewal of
revolutionary practice, we can focus on those elements of Marx that inform
the analysis of our own struggles. Several generations of Marxists have given
us the habit of perceiving the mechanisms of domination. What we need
now is to use Marx to help us discover the mechanisms of liberation. We
can leave to Marxologists the debate as to whether Negri is right about what
Marx really meant. We can read Negri for Negri, and judge the insightfulness
of his comments on their own merits. When, at the end of chapter 5, Negri
questions the correctness of his interpretation, we are tempted to say it
doesn’t matter. If Marx did not mean what Negri says he did, so much the
worse for Marx. This, it seems to me, is the only spirit that can take us
along Marx’s path in such a way that we can indeed go “beyond Marx.”

Negri’s reading of the Grundrisse is what 1 call a political reading in the
sense that his work tries to show how each category and relationship examined
by Marx, “relates to and clarifies the antagonistic nature of the class
struggle.” At the same time—and here is the domain of his polemic—he
examines the meaning of the analysis for the political strategy of the working
class. From the earliest chapters of Marx Beyond Marx, in his examination
of Marx’s analysis of money as a critique of power, we recognize that for
Negri there is no separate “political” sphere in Marx. Understood as the
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domain of class struggle, politics is omnipresent; all of the categories are
political. There is no need to riffle Marx Beyond Marx looking for the
“political” passages. Every line is a political moment. There is a political
excitement here that carries the reader forward, through the more difficult
passages, toward ever more concrete analyses of the class struggle.

This approach is radically different from traditional Marxism, which has
always treated politics as one subject among others, especially distinct from
economics, and often carefully tucked away in the attic of the superstructure.
Over the years Marxism has been all but sterilized by being reduced t a
critique of capitalist hegemony and its “laws of motion.” The fascination
of Marxists with capitalist mechanisms of despotism in the factory, of cultural
domination and of the instrumentalization of working-class struggle has
blinded them to the presence of a truly antagonistic subject. The capitalist
class is the only subject they recognize. When they do see working-class
struggle, it is almost always treated as a derivative of capital's own devel-
opment. The true dynamic of capitalist development is invariably located
in such “internal” contradictions among capitalists as competition.

Negri's reading of the Grundrisse is designed to teach—or to remind—
that there have always been not one, but twe subjects in the history of
capitalism. His political reading follows the chronological development of
the notebooks on two interconnected levels; he simultaneously carries out
an analysis of the political content of the categories and examines Marx’s
method at work in their development. On both levels he argues that what
we observe is a growing tension between capital’s dialectic and an antagonistic
working-class logic of separation. The dialectic is not some metaphysical law
of cosmological development. It is rather the form within which capital
seeks to bind working-class struggle. In other words, when capital succeeds
in harnessing working-class subjectivity to the yoke of capitalist develop-
ment, it has imposed the contradictory unity of a dialectical relation. But
to bind working-class struggle, to impose a unity, means that capital must
overcome this other subject—the working class—that moves and develops
with its own separate logic. This logic, Negri argues, is a non-dialectical
one. It is a logic of antagonism, of separation, that characterizes a class
seeking not to control another, but to destroy it in order to free itself. Two
different logics for two different and opposed classes.

Negri shows that Marx saw clearly how the historical development of
capitalist society has always involved the development of the working class
as a separate and antagonistic subject—a subject which develops the power
to throw the system into crisis and to destroy it. He points out bow, in the
Grundrisse, Marx is able to trace the simultaneous development of both
subjects. At the same time that Marx tracks capital from its formal domi-
nation of production via money, through its direct domination of both
production and circulation, to the level of the world market and crisis, he
also simultaneously brings to light the growth of the working class from
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dominated living labor power, through its stage as industrial proletariat,
to its full development as revolutionary class at the level of social repro-
duction. Two subjects, locked together by the power of the one to dominate
the other, but never the less rwo bistorical subjects, each with the power to
act, to seize the initiative in the class struggle.

What has happened to capitalist hegemony? To the objectivity of capital’s
laws of motion? To the location of the sources of capitalist growth in the
competitive interaction of capitalists? From the point of view of the devel-
oping working-class subject, capitalist hegemony is at best a tenuous, mo-
mentary control that is broken again and again by workers’ struggle. We
should not confuse the fact that capitalists have, so far, been able to regain
control with the concept of an unchallengeable hegemony. In a world of two
antagonistic subjects, the only objectivity is the outcome of their conflicts.
As in physics, where two vector forces create a resultant force whose direction
and magnitude is distinct from eicher of the two, s0 too in the class struggle
that constitutes the development of capital the “laws of motion™ are the
unplanned outcomes of confrontation. However, in the development of this
clash of subjectivities the continual development of the working class from
dominated labor power to revolutionary class (a growth in the relative
strength of the working class vector) increasingly undermines capitalist con-
trol and imposes its own directions on social development. Because of this,
competition among capitalists is less a driving force and more what Negri
calls “sordid family quarrels” over which managers are at best imposing
discipline on the working class.

It is this analysis of working-class subjectivity that infuses Negri’s work
with immediate relevance to those in struggle. In this period when capital
is trying to wield fiscal and monetary policy as weapons against the working
class, Negri’s analysis helps us see that capitalist crisis is always a crisis in
its ability to control the working class. A global crisis, such as the present
one, Negti argues, can only be produced by the combined and comple-
mentary struggles of the world’'s working classes operating simultaneously
in production and reproduction—at the highest level of socialization. In
Negri’s reading we discover all of this at that abstract and general level Marx
could reach writing in the midst of crisis in 1857. But we can also examine
these abstractions within the concrete determinations of our own situation
and struggles within capitalism. Negri's work is clearly conceived with such
a project in mind. And isn't chis, always, the most exciting aspect of
Marxism: its usefulness for exploring our own transformative power as living
subjects?

The reading begins with Marx’s own first notes: on money, money in the
crisis, and ultimately money as power. Within and behind money Marx
discovers value, and the social relations of production. At the social level
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money is (above all) capitalist power over labor. But capitalist power over
labor is the ability to force people into the labor market, to force people to
work for capital in production, and to coerce surplus labor in the labor
process. What could be more relevant today, when capital is using monetary
policy at both the national and international levels as a weapon against
working-class consumption? Moreover, that monetary attack on consumption
is aimed directly at forcing people to work, and at controlling the exchange
between labor and capital so that profits (surplus labor) are increased.

Even at this stage Marx’s arguments—and Negri's analysis of Marx—
surprise us with their topicality, their ability to inform the present. Yet if
Marx had stopped here, he would have been just one more Marxist peering
deeply into the nature of capitalist exploitation. He doesn’t.

As Negri points out, Marx is keenly aware that capital’s power to extort
surplus labor is a power exerted over an “other”” whose own active subjectivity
must be harnessed to capital’s designs. Marx explored this subjectivity and
saw that it fought the primitive accumulation of the classes: the forced
creation of the labor market and the forced submission of people to the lives
of workers. He explored this subjectivity and saw that i struggles against
being forced to work.

Although he paints a true horror story of living labor being dominated
by capitalist-controlled dead labor, Marx also makes clear that living labor
cannot be killed off totally or capital itself would die. The irony of capitalist
reproduction is that it must assure the continued reproduction of the living
subject. The antagonism is recreated on higher and higher levels as capital
develops. What begins as the horror of zombie-like dead labor being sum-
moned against living labor, becomes, over time, an increasingly desperate
attempt by capital to protect its own existence against an ever-more-pow-
erful-and-hostile working class. Capital can never win, totally, once and for
ever. It must tolerate the continued existence of an alien subjectivity which
constantly threatens to destroy it. What a vision: capital, living in everlasting
fear of losing control over the hostile class it has brought into existence!
This is the peacefully placid capitalist hegemony of traditional Marxism
turned inside out, become a nightmare for the ruling class.

When surplus labor (value) takes on its monetary form of profit, it becomes
a socialized surplus value at the level of social capital. It becomes both a
pole and a measure of the antagonistic development of capital. At this point
the law of capitalist crisis emerges in the Grundrisse as the continuing con-
tradiction between the working class as necessary labor and capital as surplus
labor. The most fundamental dynamic of that law produces the tendency
of the rate of profit to fall. This tendency, which has been for so long
mystified by Marxists, becomes in Negti’s interpretation of Marx an easily
understood manifestation of the way working-class struggle blocks capitalist
development. Although we can critique part of Negri's formulation (it is
not necessary to argue that working-class struggle raises necessary labor as
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long as that scruggle forces capital to raise the organic composition of capital
through its relative surplus-value strategy), the basic thrust is keen and
revealing. It is the continued working-class pressure on capital that accen-
tuates the contradictions and creates crisis. Every time capital responds to
workers” demands by expanding fixed capital and reorganizing the labor
process, the working class politically recomposes itself in a new cycle of
struggle. The full implications of this process become clear in Negri's reading
of Marx’s fragment on machines. We see how the frantic accumulation of
fixed capital leaves less and less scope for capital to impose work and to
extract surplus work, thus undermining the very basis of capitalist command.
The more value capital sets in motion, the smaller the proportion of surplus
value it is able to extort. Today, as capital proceeds to substitute ever more
robot machines for increasingly threatened and threatening industrial work-
ers, it faces the very problem Marx forsaw in the Grundrisse: a growing
difficulty in finding new ways of putting people to work in order to control
them socially.

This analysis of the working-class subject at the point of production is
then displaced in Marx’s analysis to the sphere of circulation. Here Negri
carefully brings out Marx’s argument that circulation is the sinew which
organizes and ties together not only all of the separate moments of produc-
tion, but also all of the social conditions of reproduction. Circulation involves
the socialization of capital—its emergence as social capital. But again, we
are not left with simply an ode to the comprehensiveness of capitalist he-
gemony. By exploring Marx’s analysis of the two-sided character of the wage,
Negti is able to bring out how the wage functions for the working class.
This is the domain of small-scale circulation; of the exchange of labor power
for the wage and the subsequent exchange of the wage for use-values—those
products of necessary labor which satisfy working-class needs. The wage here
appears as working-class power to impose its needs, and the extent of that
power is only determined by the class struggle itself.

Once more we can study that unusual but inspiring vision of capital
striving desperately to contain an autonomously developing working-class
subject, hell-bent on the continuous extension and diversification of its own
projects and needs at the same time that it increasingly refuses capitalist
control via the imposition of surplus labor. Are we not, once again, at a
most contemporary moment of the analysis? What were the 1960s and
1970s, if not a simultaneous explosion of both autonomous needs and of the
refusal of capitalist work? What are the 1980s, if not a renewed capitalist
offensive to contain the explosion of needs, to roll them back through a
vicious atrack on consumption, on the wage?

Negri argues that the analysis reaches its highest development in Marx
at the level of the world market, where capitalist imperialism, fleeing the
obstacles created by class struggle at home, spreads its class antagonisms
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across the globe. This is the moment of the world market, but also of the
global factory and the international working class. From this point on,
capital can only respond to working-class attack by reorganizing its modern
industrial apparatus internationally and by attempting to reorganize the
global reproduction of labor and the labor market. Is this not the present
project of capital in the crisis? Is not what is called “reindustrialization”
actually capitalist restructuration designed to decompose that working-class
power which created the crisis, and to create new conditions for development?
Certainly it is trying to do this, in many ways, in many countries.

But the crisis continues because so far capital has failed to achieve this
decomposition. And that failure is simultaneously a measure of the power
of the working class to protect the ground it has gained, and even, in places,
to push forward its offensive. To listen to the droning litanies of traditional
Marxist hymns to capitalist power is to be overwhelmed and exhausted by
doomsaying. To read Negri—and through him, Marx—is to be invigorated
with the sense of working-class movement and dynamism. It is to see the
tenuousness of capitalist control and the real, tangible possibilities of its
destruction!

At the end of this book Negri takes up directly the central issue raised
by the emergence of working-class subjectivity: revolution, the end of capi-
ralism, and the creation of a new society. The bulk of his discussion of these
issues is reminicent of the Communist Manifesto, as he outlines the implications
of his reading of the Grundrisse for the emergence of the new society—
Communism (he rerains Marx’s word for it}—and rejects other contemporary
positions.

In the language of traditional Marxism, revolution and the emergence of
a new society has always been addressed as the question of the “transition™
of the passage through socialism to communism. Negri argues forcibly that
this is totally inconsistent with Marx’s analysis in the Grundrisse. The only
“transition” in that work is the reversal and overthrow of all of capital’s
determinations by the revolutionary subject. Because capital’s central means
of social domination is the imposition of work and surplus work, the sub-
ordination of necessary labor to surplus labor, Negri sees that one of the
two most fundamental aspects of working-class struggle is the struggle
against work. Where profit is the measure of capitalist development and
control, Negri argues that the refusal of work measures the transition out
of capital. The refusal of work appears as a constituting praxis that produces
a new mode of production, in which the capitalist relation is reversed and
surplus labor is totally subordinated to working-class need.

The second, positive side to revolutionary struggle is the elaboration of
the self-determined multiple projects of the working class in the time set
free from work and in the transformation of work itself. This self-determined
project Negri calls sel/f-valorization. Communism is thus constituted both by
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the refusal of work that destroys capital’s imposed unity and by the self-
valorization that builds diversity and “rich, independent multilateralicy.”

By this time it should be clear that Negri rejects “socialism” as, at best,
an advanced form of capitalism. His major objection is that while socialism
is understood as the planned redistribution of income and property, it in-
variably retains the planned imposition of work, and thus fails to escape the
dynamic of capitalist extortion of surplus work and the subotdination of
needs to accumulation. Any existing socialist regime or socialist party pro-
gram could be taken as an example. Bur the point is More than a critique
of the Italian Communist Party’s participation in the imposition of austerity,
or of the Soviet labor camps. It is an affirmation that the concept of socialism
has never grasped the real issue! the abolition of work or the liberation of
society from narrow production fetishism. Socialism can only constitute a
repressive alternative to the collapse of market capitalism—a more advanced
level of capitalist planning at the level of the state. Today, when there is
a growing “socialist” movement in the United States calling for national
planning, the nationalization of industry, and “more jobs,” Negri's argu-
ments deserve the closest attention.

Negri also rejects all aropian approaches to the conceptualization of the
end of capitalism. Very much in the tradition of Marx’s own denunciation
of utopianism, Negri refuses to think of the tfdnsition in terms of the
achievement of some preconceived goal, however laudable. At this point
scientific Marxism not only demands that the presenit movement be followed
forward into the future, but, Negri argues, we must also recognize that chis
movement occurs without determinacy ot teleology. In this interpretation
of Marx we are simultaneously freed from the blinding romanticism of utopia
and the paralysing weight of determinism. The central present movement
that will constitute the future is that of the revolutionary subject as it
reverses capital’'s determinations and constitutes its own self-valorization.
The antagonistic logic of working-class separation reaches its conclusion as
it explodes and destroys capital’s dialectic. It explodes all binary formulae,
as Negri says, bursting the dialectical integument and liberating a2 multi-
dimensional and ever-changing set of human needs and projects.

As we discover the revolutionary subject to be both self-constituting and
rich in mulrilaterality, we are also implicitly freed of the traditional orga-
nizational formula of the party. There is no place here for any narrow
formulation of “class interest” to be interpreted by a revolutionary elite.
There is only the multiplicity of autonomously-determined needs and proj-
ects. Although Negri does not take up the issue of revolutionary organization
here—it is not his project at this point—he does strongly reject one variant
on the party theme: a voluntarist violence that only negates capitalist vio-
lence, which by not being organized on the material basis of revolutionary
self-valorization falls into serrorism. This is one of the many points in his
work that shows his distance from and antagonism toward those armed
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“yanguards” with which the Iralian state has sought to associate him as an
excuse for imprisoning him.

To sum up Negri's exposition of Marx’s line of argument in the Gmﬂdr{m;
capitalism is a social system with two subjectivities, in which one sgb;ect
(capital) controls the other subject (working class) through the imposition of
work and surplus wotk. The logic of this control is the dizlectic which
constrains hufman development within the limits of capitalist valorization.
Therefore, the central struggle of the working class as independent subject
is to break capitalist control through the refusal of work. The logic of this
refusal is the logic of antagonistic separation and its realization undermines
and destroys capital’s dialectic. In the space gained by this destruction the
revolutionary class builds its own independent projects—its own self-vialor-
ization. Rewolution then is the simultaneous overthrow of capital and the
constitution of @ new society: Communism. The refusal of work becomes the
planned abolition of work as the basis of the constitution of a new mode of
producing a new multidimensional society.

What are the implications of learning to read the categories of Marx’s
analysis policically? For one thing we can now readdress the question of
Capital. Negti is absolutely correct when he points out that Capital has often
been interpreted in an objectivist fashion. But it should now be clear that
there is an alternative. Once we have learned to recognize and avoid the
traps of objectivism and to carry out a political or class analysis of Marx’s
categories, we can read Capital (or any of Marx’s writings) in this manner.
There are many aspects of Marx’s analysis in the Grundrisse which are more
carefully and fully explored in Capital. Certainly we can gain from the study
of this material. When we do read Capital politically, as I have tried to do
elsewhere, we generate an interpretation that is not only largely consistent
with the main lines of Negri’s book, but which sharpens and enriches the
analysis—the fruit of the ten years of Marx’s work from 1857 to 1867, when
the first volume of Capital appeared.

We follow Marx’s path “beyond Marx” when we read Marx politically,
from within the class struggle, and when we critique Marx from the vantage
point of our own needs. It is precisely this kind of reading and criciqu§ Fhat:
Negri has carried out. It is this that makes his work valuable and exciting.

Harry Cleaver




II

Marx Beyond Marx cannot be fully understood apart from its historical and
its theoretical context. In the conclusion which follows the translation, I
will describe those other writings of Negri's that provide a theoretical context
for the book. Here, I will give a very brief description of the historical
context as well as a short definition of the notion of “autonomy.”

The “extra-parliamentary” life in Italy (as opposed to the communist and
socialist parties, which engage in parliamentary activity) took off in the early
60s with the publication of the journal Quaderni Rossi and of the newspaper
Classe operaia; the theoteticians were Mario Tronti, Raniero Panzieri, Sergio
Bologna, and Antonio Negri. (In 1967, Tronti joined the Communist Party.)
At this time also, a new militancy began to emerge in the facrories, after
a lengthy period of labor peace in the 50s. The extra-parliamentary or leftist
critique in the 60s was directed against the “State-as-Planner,” because with
the center-left coalition government of 1965, a first attempt was made in
Iraly to introduce Keynesian planning. The leftist critics opposed the notion
that capitalism was a form of mis-planning which could be corrected by
planning; the focus of their analyses was the mass worker. The student
movement of the late 60s, combined with an explosion of independent
workers' uprisings in the factories (especially the automobile plants), led to
the formation of Potere operaia (workers’ power), as well as other groups such
as Lotta continua (continuous struggle) and i/ Manifesto. ‘The slogans of Potere
operaia were the “refusal of work” (empirically, as absenteeism and sabotage,
and in principle, as the denial of the law of value which establishes a false
equivalence between hours worked and wages paid, while operating a real
disequivalence of wages paid and value produced), and the “political” or

“social” wage, a call for greater wages independent of productivity. It called
 itself “the party of insurrection.” In 1970, an economic as well as a police
crackdown against the movement began. By 1973, there was a great deal
of repression in the factories. In 1974, the oil crisis began to be used against
the workers, creating a large amount of unemployment for the first time in
post-war Italy. In 1973, Potere gperaia dissolved, and the Autonomy Move-
ment as such came into being. (See the journal Posere gperaia, anno v, no.
50 (November 1973). for an account of the break-up.)

At this time, theoreticians like Negri began to speak of the end of the
law of value, of the replacement of capitalist exploitation by capitalist dom-
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ination. The struggle was now purely political. The capital-labor nexus was
no longer defined by the democratic model of exchange, but instead by a
direct relation of force. At this point as well, Negri began to formulate the
concept of the “social worker,” made up not only of industrial workers, but
also of youth, students, under- and unemployed. (Women as houseworkers
were also included in this category, but they were never seen in any broader
sense than simply as unemployed or non-waged. For a discussion of this
issue, see “le operaie della casa,” vivista dell antonomia femminista, bimestriale
no. 4 (Jan-Apr 1977).) The political or social wage became the hinge for
bringing together factory workers and unemployed. This formulation of a
different revolutionary subject was seen as necessary because the emphasis
on industrial workers’ wage struggles during the 60s was made ineffective
by the capitalists’ use of inflation, the raising of the costs of reproducing
labor-power. Hence, the struggles had to be broadened to include the self-
reduction of energy costs, political shopping (the direct appropriation of
wealth), public spending, services. The sphere of reproduction became a
terrain of struggle. (This shift explains the importance at this time of Jim
O'Connort’s Fiscal Crisis of the State for the Italian movement.) In addition,
the new strategy was meant to counter the CPI ideology of “productive
labor” which meant that the party supported capitalist development because
it eventually led to the betterment of productive workers. The sector of
under- and unemployed were ignored by the party, which accepted austerity
programs (cuts in public spending that negatively affected the unemployed)
for the sake of greater efficiency for more capitalist development.

There were no major developments until 1975, a watershed year which
marked the defeat of Autonomy’s old slogans. The call for more money for
less work no longer succeeded because the level of power of the workers had
diminished. Inflation and escalating unemployment werte taking their toll.
In addition, new levels of repression were reached, and an attempted coup
made fascism seem a real alterpative. A new social subject emerged, epit-
omized by the neo-hippie metropolitan Indians. This subject was charac-
terized by an emphasis on drugs, communes, needs, and alternate forms of
survival. It rejected discipline, leadership, and theory. Along with the
women's movement, it marked a major departure from the traditional leftist
model of organization. These developments provoked a change of line in the
Autonomy Movement.

The faction led by Negri was less Leninist; the one led by Franco Piperno
more Leninist. Negri argued that it was no longer possible to bargain in
the factory; one could only resort to force because the relation with the state
was now a pure relation of force. He called for the direct takeover of the
state. One should not bargain around work, he argued, but instead take
over the factories, exercise counter-power by creating liberated zones that
would free the productive forces and prefigure communism. The call to
refuse work was muted because the law of value, the regulator of work, no
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longer held. Capital no longer needed workers because technology made
workers dispensable. The importance of the strike was neutralized by the
ability of machines to replace workers. Negri's new strategic formula was
“self-valorization,” that is, working for oneself as a class, asserting one’s own
needs as primary to capital’s need for value. In many ways, self-valorization
gives theoretical expression to the programs of the newly emergent social
subjects of the late 70s. The last great wave of militancy on the part of the
Autonomy Movement occurted in 1977; the direct repression of the move-
ment through the imprisonment of its leaders came in 1979,

The extra-parliamentary movement, of which the Autonomy Movement
is a part, Is situated within the larger communist tradition, bue it also marks
a denial of that tradition. The important concept for understanding that
denial is the refusal of work, which is directed in part against Leninism
(which represents the Taylorization and non-liberation of work) and Third
International socialism, which merely represents capitalist development in
a different form. Autonomy, as a movement and as a theory, opposes the
notion that capitalism is an irrational system which can be made rational
through planning. Instead, it assumes the workers' viewpoint, privileging
their activity as the lever of revolutionary passage and as that which alone
can construct a communist society. Economics is seen as being entirely
political; economic relations are direct political relations of force between
class subjects. And it is in the economic category of the social worker, not
in an alienated political form like the party, that the initiative for political
change resides. The word “autonomy” must be understood in light of this
historical and theoretical context. It names a combination of rank-and-file
radicalism with sphere-of-reproduction activism. The word “autonomy” at
first named the independence and separation of the working class from
capitalist development. By privileging itself, by valorizing its own needs,
the class could subvert the valorization of capital, which is dependent on
the subotdination of workers. The word has acquired the additional meaning
of that area of proletarian concerns, struggles, and organizations which is
independent of the sanctioned institutions of the “productive” working
class—the unions and the political parties. And, finally, autonomy names
the chief characteristic of the subject in the communist society which it
constitutes from its own multilateral productive potential.

Michael Ryan

II1

After Harry Cleaver has shown the milirant weight of these nine lessons,
and after Michael Ryan has outlined the historical and textual growth of
Negri’s writings, both in his introduction and Epilogue, I feel that my
introductory task is less that of prescriptive information than of informal
provocation. Astride an imaginary border between the U.S. and Italy, I'll
call forth (pro-vocare) the voices, or, better, some voices I hear coming from
both directions. Therefore this will be neither the offer of the most appro-
priate political reading, nor the offer of the connections between Marx Beyond
Marx and other cultural objects in the attempt to materialize a context, in
the illusion of exhausting the totality of the determinations of the text.
What is, in fact, the purpose of a context if not that of encircling a space
where the pieces will all fit as if the articulations—at least the ones that
matter in academic studies—could at some point be all present, all there,
to allow the “correct” reading which reifies a text against any subjective
appropriation? Not a context, then, but a pretext, not information but
provocation; the motion of my words won’t be that of a linear, consequential
exposition, but it will be that of an apparently erratic wandering.

To wander is the activity of those who turn away from accepted beliefs
and extend in an irregular course; to wander is the activity of those who do
not have a fixed destination, and yet despise immobility. It seems that
Spinoza, too, wandered against the grain of contemporary institutions, until
he envisaged the illegitimate union of a negative throught (“pars destruens”)
with a constituting praxis. And it can be said that even Marx was wandering,
in search of “Man,” when he visualized the multidirectionality of commu-
nism. It is thus crucial to understand that Negri is also wandering, beyond
the margins of an orthodox philosophizing, in an uneasy balance between
the stillness of a satisfied ontology and the teleology of those who move as
if they possessed the correct coordinates.

To wander then: blind to the glamorous colors of the party lines which,
like neon banners, polarize and deceive the eyes, I'll try to record the sounds
which can better accompany, as a soundtrack, the images that my words
bead together. And my ears, cocked to catch the voices coming from both
countries, are immediately attracted by the relentless humming of the in-
stitutionalized media in Italy which—by virtue of the monopoly of the
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channels—can conceive themselves as the “vox populi” and really constitute
the totality of the information upon which the public opinion is formed.

A typical example of this media effect comes to us in these very days I'm
writing this introduction: newspapers and T.V. stations emphasize the arrest
of Franco Piperno in Canada and report “impartially” the charges against
him, while defining him as the leader, or one of the leaders, of Axtonomia.
Again, then, terrorism and Autonomia are linked by the news-makers; again
the collective imaginary of the nation is shaped in the direction of an as-
sociation between Autonomia and Red Brigades; again the public opinion is
brought to problematize Awfonomia, to perceive it as a front-page threat.
The press from Right to Left insists in visualizing and talking about an
attack on the institutions that terrorists have allegedly announced for the
fall, after a summer break: “The Red Brigades, what are they preparing?
Who'll defend us?” says the front-page cover of the widely read, “progressive”
magazine Espresso. Aside from the ridiculous notion that even terrorists would
take a summer vacation (a notion that reinforces the supposed “naturalness”
of the Italian rhythm of life), the practical result of all this is the preparation
of the terrain for a series of “preventative” police operations aimed at “de-
fending” the people against all the militants who aren’t in jail yet. Countless
exponents of Autonomia are in jail, to the general indifference of the so-called
“democratic forces,” precisely as a consequence of terroristic operations like
this; where terrorism—Ilet it be clear—means the practice of throwing the
population into the irrational claws of terror; a terror which demonizes
exclusively and loudly certain political fractions and ignores the wider social
determinants that call for a radical militancy (and within such a militancy
the existence of a violent, “infantile” wing is rather unavoidable) in this
country. A country where people die daily of mafia executions, where scandals
and corruption find the people so used to them that they are no longer news,
where indifferent, metropolitan violence is slowly changing social life, where,
as Bifo puts it, “the law turns into a combination of emergency and mass
media, exists in the form of emergency as it becomes identified with the
mass media, is the one in virtue of being the other.” And it does not make
any difference if the Autonomists and the later movements such as the
powerful Neapolitan C.D.O. (Committee of Organized Unemployed Work-
ers) reject openly the strategy of the armed groups and define them as “armed
reformists,” thus indicating a connivance between the Red Brigades and the
State, both a centralized power deciding from above what people’s needs are.
It does not make any difference, because the target is not the armed struggle
but the social antagonism.

In the flat, inquisitorial chorus with which the media punctuate the Italian
tragedy we discern distinct, cyclical references to Toni Negri. And they have
been so insistent, so presumptuous in the reconstruction of events that echoes
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have bounced beyond the Atlantic and a counterpoint can be heard in the
U.S., even though the American ideology has shaped it according to the
needed strategy. Negri, too, is referred to as the leader of Awutonomia and
in this—as with the aforementioned Piperno—there is already a fundamental
distortion; that is, an example of that incomprehension between the groups
belonging to the area of Autonomia and the official press/ideology. It is, in
fact, difficult for the latter’s “verticist” mentality to understand that Ax-
tonomia has—yes—prominent figures who might have left significant traces,
but in no way has @ leader, a central spokesman. The pointillism of its
militancy, the refusal of party lines and of any hierarchical codification of
needs, are the peculiar trait of this heterogeneous movement, and Toni
Negri’'s writings are no exception to this, with all his allusions to the
multilaterality of a recomposed proletariat and the exaltation of the concept
of difference. The adoption of categories bespeaking the tendency towards
a radical separation from a traditional anthropology creates a barrier of un-
derstanding, but such an incommunicability will be better seen when we
come to report the voices from Awutonomia’s cornet.

The commentary imposed by the prevailing information industry on
Negri’s work, on the academic department where he and his colleagues were
doing social research and on Autonomia itself, as the de-centered point around
which all sorts of alternative experiences gravitated, is also heavily marked
by the “reflux” (riflusso) line. For the last few years, in fact, the word “reflux”
has been a pivotal term, coined to describe in defeatist terms the state of
the political struggles of the “social workers.” After the “social workers”
(new social subjects) have brought forth, throughout the seventies, political
and cultural struggles, the password drummed in by the united media is
that the Movement as a whole is in a state of “reflux,” a receding tide; which
is to say that once the “mistakes” leading to terrorism and idealism have
been discerned, there is no other way out for all the new social subjects but
that of an abjuring retreat. Needless to say, this point of view can be imposed
because of the more basic belief in life as the consistent repetition of the
same: the traditional belief that something is alive and well only if it develops
identical to itself, the traditional belief that the absence of repetition means
death, waning, and that only an immutable self-identity qualifies the life
of a unitary organism. Perhaps such an immutability naturalizes one’s life
and constitutes a secure ontological space, but this interpretive grid applied
to the Movement deforms unequivocally its essence. The Movement is no
unitary organism: its reality is #/50 in the effort zo¢ to adhere to one particular
pattern of struggle, of existence; its reality is above all in the attempt to
raise its antennae wherever needs and openings are, where a separation from
capital logic is possible. And the demonstrations against the so-called Euro-
missiles (Perugia, Naples, Frankfurt), for the constitution of social centers
for youth (Zurich), for a recognition of the occupation of buildings and
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apartments (Berlin, Amsterdam, Southern Italy after the earthquake) and
of the organized unemployed workers (Naples) are a proof that the Movement
is not where its alleged identity wants it to be. :

It is no accident that “repentance” is the other recurrent word in Italy
these days, and that the cultural atmosphere is that of repenting confession:
one repents of having been a communist (in the ultra-lefrist connotation),
since the acceptance of communist principles entails faith in the possibilities
of inversion/reversal. One has to repent of that particular communism which
meant a certain optimism, as well as a demystification of the traditional
concept of transition as the passage to a patadise regained. Of communism
as the optimism of a self-valorizing will that tries to structure and give
reality to proletarian needs while, in the wake of a pessimistic view, only
a retreating “repentance” of youthful dreams is offered as a cultural model
for the collective imaginary of a generation, of an epoch. The desparate urge
of communism loudly proclaimed by several voices of Awtonomia was the
expression of a need which configured itself not in terms of the seizure of
a hypothetical power, but in the development—here, in the interstices of
a capitalist world—of the potency that has been frozen by the rigidity of
a “naturalized” existence in the realm of in-difference, in the realm of the
equivalence (equi-violence) of exchange values,

“Reflux” of a homogeneous flow of marginal voices, and “repentance” of
having desired a change, having sought the conceptual weapons to make
this change possible. If these are the key notes around which the dominant
self-representation of this country revolves, a perhaps deeper level of mys-
tification can be detected within these voices which, as we have seen, would
like to be considered those of the Italian people. It is the adoption of these
voices’ part of a “natural”, common-sensical logic which is paradoxically
common to Right, Left and Center. This “natural” logic, which somehow
plays the role tonality has played in music, is so in-grown in our mode of
thought that it can easily go unnoticed, it can easily disguise its being the
result of a precise categorical choice. Binary in its inner mechanisms (the
forced teduction of the complexity of the languages spoken by the social
antagonisms to the informatic model of yes/no), a peculair trait of this
“natural” logic has been the deployment of a linear causality in the inter-
pretation of how new social subjects have risen to the level of multipolar
struggles. A linear causality which seeks leaders and led ones, and describes
Negri as the brain of a terrifying organization: the brain—that is, the highest
part of a unitary organism, the part of a body where responsibilities can be
sought and washing purifications can be exerted.

I'm not judging here as to the real directional participation of Negri in
the armed struggle; I'm not issuing any verdict. What interests me is the
need of projecting on a definable cause the responsibility for perturbing
effects, however complex they might be, as if a causal genealogy could
account for the molecular antagonisms that have constituted an opposition

Introduction  xxxv

at all levels to the relation of capital. The need to project a causal link,
forgetting that the principle of causality is their own cultural creation. The
need to consider everything as a sign, an effect of something else, and thus
the implicit affirmation of identity in these very causal relations; in this way
self-identities are preserved, while the opposite notion that something is
nothing but the sign of itself would ominously imply the constitutive non-
identity with itself, its contradictory essence. As parents tend to seek the
cause of a supposed misbehavior of their children in some bad, external
influence (and in so doing leave the fundamental, reproductive mechanism
of the family as unquestioned as possible), here the collective imaginary has
been carefully shaped into one idea: the idea that the protest (and, in the
large spectrum of this protest, terrorism, too) and the alternative valoriza-
tions of time and body have been directed from above by a central, malignant
force—the typical projection of a teleological model (“God who creates
everything”) on the workings of history. If in the U.S. the imaginary is
brought to establish a connection between the network of terror and the
“international communist conspiracy”, here in Italy things are different only
on the surface, in that the genealogy of the social struggles has been traced
back to some leaders, to some carcinogenic cells. And among these corrupting
cells are Negri's writings, as though one could ignore the massive lirerature
that for more than a decade has explored the broaching of potential spaces
within the closure of a rigidly prescriptive social text: a massive output
whose voice is not just the academic and rather esoteric flow of Negti's
works, but also that of “street-talk” expressions of antagonism—the output
of a mass of “social workers” who were enriching the communist, militant
tradition with autonomous voices.

It is, however, clear to my wandering ears that the Italian Communist
Party is far from considering itself enriched by works like this Marx Beyond
Marx. The voices | hear coming from the site of orthodox communism, in
fact, are among the most intransigent prosecutors of the autonomous line,
and even though the traditional communists like to think of themselves as
being the opposition, it is rather evident that their wave length is well-
located within the area of that “natural” logic I tried to record above: a logic
that is tied to the repetition (reproduction) of well-defined models of ani-
mality for women and men, so that traditional communists insist on the
liberation of labor, while Antonomia’s line aims more at the liberation from
labor (labor has ceased to be the ontological essence capable of realizing the
human animal). A recent example of this clash comes from Rome, where
Autonomia has maintained a certain strength, especially in some neighbor-
hoods. In the 8. Lorenzo/University area, where in the last years the Au-
tonomists have successfully opposed the hegemony of the Italian Communist
Party, the latter has not hesitated to unleash against the former the dogs
of slandering mystification, mainly through the columns of their daily news-
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paper L'Unita. In the summer of 1981 the Autonomists of the neighborhood
occupied Villa Mercede (a rather rundown building, with a surrounding
garden, that is owned by an adjacent bank) and they are struggling to involve
the people in the construction of a social center. A center in which the
united proletarians can better struggle against the present enemies of the
class, that is, against the culture of guilt/repentance and against heroin (two
parallel scrategies to suffocate and disperse the potential of the “social work-
ers”; while the price of everything is rising sky high, that of heroin has
basically remained the same as ten years ago!). A center in which a free
kindergarten for the kids of that area can be started, a first step towards the
creation of those separare proletarian institutions of which Negri speaks so
often. Well, the Autonomists have to fight also against the envious diffidence
and the open provocations of the party communists, who have traditionally
dominated the area and made it into a vote reservoir. The Uitz has repeated
once more the farce of calling the Autonomists fascists, and has accused
them of immorality, as is customary whenever one is short of rational,
political arguments.

Besides these neglected examples of active, local resistance, however, there
is a sign which reassures us statistically that the voices so far heard are not
after all the “vox populi,” do not represent the totality of the population,
and this sign comes to us precisely from Rome. Rome, a traditional vote
reservoir for the party feuds. Rome, a vast metropolitan territory where all
the social events are turned into instruments for the reproduction of the
existing political geography. During June 1981 elections the percentage of
non-voters (“DO NOT VOTE” has been the “electoral campaign” of the
Movement, careful not to play the game, not to be instrumental for a
discourse whose logic cannot be accepted) has risen to the exceptional figure
of 15%—and if we keep in mind that in Iraly, unlike the U.S., voter turnout
has always been around 92-95%, we come to realize how a new party that
is not a party has been recently formed, even though its tacit constitution
has been carefully silenced by the parcy-oriented press.

With this we have come to lend our ears to the dissonant voices evoked
from the area that we loosely define as Autonomia’s. They are dissonant, and
their dissonance is an anthropological declaration in praise of difference and
multilaterality, a declaration bespeaking the dissociation from the system
of needs as codified by the logic which, as we have seen, is common to most
of the voices which mold and express, express while molding, the collective
imaginary. It’s time here to better define the incommunicability we talked
about before. What is striking, in fact, whenever we listen to some of these
autonomous voices is the language gap that separates them from the majority
of the other representational sources. “Il linguaggio duro degli autonomi”
(“the tough language of the Autonomists”): this is how the discursive form
common to the various wings of the Movement has been described by the
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most attentive observers of Italian social life. And “tough” stands for “not
soft”, “harsh”, “occasionally violent”, but also for "difficult”. Is it really
difficult? It seems to us that the difficulty lies ultimately in the different
conceptual categories mobilized by the autonomous discourse, a discourse
which, observant of its own etymology, defines its rules separately from any
a-priori, transcendent principle. It is, for instance, a careful consideration
of the new class composition and of the emerging needs in this particular
historical conjuncture (the passage from the Planning-State to the Crisis-
State) that induces Negri to read the Granmdrisse in that particular light,
against any fetishism of a theory of reading a text. In the autonomous
discourse, then, the potency of subjectivity is invoked against the power of
objectified relations, so that attention is devoted not only to the quantifiable
labor time but to the qualitatively important time of global life. The result
is the “savage,” “anomalous” exploration of the potential of a subject that
can be so potent as to fecundate with the richness of its differences an
otherwise indifferent reality. Fecundation, subjective appropriation: a self~
valorization whose practice stems from the recognition that under the res/
subsumptisn of society by capital, everything that is produced-circulated-
consumed is a mere cog in the wheel of the reproduction of the already
existent. A self~valorization that announces the refusal of separating use value
and desire value from the equivalence of exchange values. A self-valorization
which attempts to wrench the libidinal economy away from an omnivorous
State. Furthermore, the autonomous discourse proclaims itself to be affiliated
with Marxism, and says that its ultimate goal is communism. But it is no
surprise that a real curtain of incomprehension arises between the Autono-
mists and the occupants of traditional positions, who cannot translate the
analyses and the behaviors of the Movement into their own system. Com-
munism, in fact, here does not mean a direct assault on the institutions but
the “scientific” organization of new social subjects engaged in the effort to
surround a power that had surrounded them. And Marxism, too, is given
in an anomalous way, beyond Marx, far from the Marx that has been frozen
into the arteriosclerotic prophet of a messianic transition. It is rather a
Marxism that has repudiated the Hegelian and positivist readings seeking
an anomalous connection with Spinoza; a Marxism where the word “dialec-
tics” is a rerm indicating something ultimately negative, to be itself
superseded; a Marxism where dialectics means, yes, the recomposition of the
oppositions into some kind of synthetic unity, but only in the name of the
absorption of the proletarian body into the spirit of the social factory.
Common to the dissonant voices of the Movement is a terminology in
which words such as “difference”, “displacement”, “leap forward”, “ima-
ginary” are pivots in the project of decomposing the traditional grid logic
makes of continuity, unity, causality and identity. The magazine that per-
haps better exemplifies this state of things was, and is Merropoli, although
it is far from being the unilateral spokesman of the Movement. It is, however,
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the most popular publication because of the negative publicity made for it
by the perpetual storm blowing around it—a judiciary repressive storm that
signals the attempts of the institutions to silence it. Negri writes several
articles for it, as other, still-imprisoned militants do. In Merropoli the or-
thodox communist perspective has completely disappeared: Russian socialism
has become the highest stage of State capitalism; the U.8.—a customary
target of the Iralian lefe—is not always subjected to a unilateral critique.
On the contrary, an interest is shown for the “autonomous” experiences that
have taken place within the vast territory of the most advanced capitalist
country of the world. If this attention for the U.S. is peculiar to Metropoli
only, the terminology adopted by this magazine positions them unequivo-
cally as voices coming from the area of Autonomia; a terminology which is
the expression of a precise effort to perfect the adequation of the symbolic
order to reality, that is, an effort to diminish the gap between theory and
a multifaceted reality that can no longer be straitjacketed in impotent for-
mulae.

It is at this point that I think I can hear an objection raised by readers
of this book in the U.S. One might very well have the impression that the
autonomous language—as contingently exemplified by Marx Beyond Marx—
is extremely abstracted from that reality proclaimed as being the main target.
I can hear a common-sensical, reasonable protest, saying that Negri's book
is rather removed from any possible appropriation by an average proletarian
reader. While I hope that this won't deter the reader from pursuing his/her
interests in this area, I would like to anticipate a two-fold answer to this
objection. In the first place, one must remember that the analysis of the
new class composition has probed the concept of “social worker”, and that
students and intellectuals are facets of this protei-form concept. It is then
conceivable that Negri’s voice—the voice that uttered these very lessons in
Paris and organized them in Italy—is addressed to that particular sector of
the recomposed class. This is openly admitted, without any recrimination,
by the non-intellectual elements of the Movement, such as the Neapolitan
unemployed workers who have a high respect for Negri's work without
hdving had the opportunity to follow his intellectual gymnastics. It would
be an idealist mistake, rooted in the bourgeois notion of universal man, to
assume that a book can be consumed and appropriated indifferently by the
whole spectrum of the social subjects. It is moreover possible to find, in
Italian bookstores, “‘translated” (that is, “brought beyond”), parallel in-
stances of the same discourse: non-academic voices can be heard all through-
out the communication arteries of the Movement, and Negri’s elaborated
language is nothing but an homage to difference, to the invaluable existence
of autonomous, separated bodies within the forces that oppose the State and
its leveling, homologizing strategies.

Secondly, the difficulty of a text must also be related to the workings of
its socio-cultural context, that is, to the direction imparted by cultural
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politics. Our having listened to the language of the “normal”, “natural”
voices makes it clear that their discourse is like tonal music: easier to listen
to than a music whose order and units ate not repeated and hence not given
the market monopoly which puts them within everybody’s reach, which
makes them catchy. The process of vocabulary (and category) acquisition is
far from being a neutral one, and we cannot say that Awtonomia’s terminology
is something we are often exposed to. Autonomia’s language in general and
Negri's in particular (Negri adds, after all, only a supplementary, academic
difficulty to an already “tough” language) are then positioned at the margins
by the existing system of symbolic reproduction. Better, they are positioned
and hey posit themselves at the matgins, as a political project of dissociation—
practical and discursive—from the centralized ideology of the State. And
it is upon a careful consideration of the ramifications of this two-fold answer
that I can hear the American readers soften their criticism when faced with
the “tough” problems that Marx Beyond Marx poses. Soften their diffidence
and spurring themselves to aim at a “savage” appropriation of anything in
these lessons that might enrich their own subjectivity (subject-activity},
their own potency. Perhaps it will not seem so different.

Maurizio Viano




Lesson Omne

The Grundrisse,
an Open Work

The subjective birth of a text: “the imminence of crisis,” the starting
points of the analysis. [ A formal description of the text. [] The
Grundrisse and the outline of Capital: “the ensorcelling of the
method, the blockage of research?” [ From the terrain of philology
to a more substantial terrain: the two paths; the discovery of surplus
value, the links of circulation: social capital—subjectivity—com-
munism. ] The Grundrisse, an open work: some other hypotheses
for reading. [] The “plural” universe of the Marxian method: For-
schung, Darstellung, nene Darstellung. [} The traditional interpre-
tations: (a) the Grandyisse as a delirium? (b) the renewal of Diamat?
(c) homologous with Capital? (d) “a revolution from above”? [[] No
delegation in the theory. [ ] The Grundrisse as the dynamic center
of Marxian thought, in its internal history as in its revolutionary
project. L1 An outline of the reading. [} Marx beyond Marx?

Eric Hobsbawm has said of the Grundrisse notebooks that they are a “kind
of intellectual, personal and often indecipherable shorthand.” The pertinence
of this judgement is reaffirmed by Enzo Grillo in the introduction to his
remarkable Italian translation. There is no doubt that in so far as their
reading and their translation are concerned, we are led to this judgement:
the Grandrisse constitutes a very difficult work. But we must not exaggerate
the esoteric character of this work of Marx by drawing on certain passages.
In fact, the difficulty comes more from the form of the manuscript, from
the troubled character of its elaboration, than from the actual substance of
the reasoning. If we examine Marx’s project in all of its scope and density,
the guiding line appears very clearly and is only partially confused by the
difficulties of an impatient writing, the conjunctural character of some po-
lemics, and the experimental side of some developments. There was an
extreme urgency that led to the birth of this first great political synthesis
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of Marx’s thought: “The American crisis—which we foresaw, in the No-
vember 1850 issue of the review, would break out in New York—is fan-
tastic,” Marx wrote to Engels on November 13, 1857, “even though my
financial situation is disasterous; I have never felt so ‘cosy’ since 1849 than
with this outbreak.” “I am working like 2 madman for whole nights in order
to coordinate my work on economics, and to get together the Grundrisse
before the deluge.” (To Engels, December 12, 1857.) “I am working like
a condemned man. Sometimes until 4 o’clock in the morning. It is a double
work: 1) the elaboration of some fundamental aspects of the economy . . .2)
the current crisis.” (To Engels, December 18, 1857.) Ryazanov, the editors
of the Grundrisse, Rosdolsky, Vygodskij, and, last, no one better than Sergio
Bologna have each amply clarified the birth of the Grandrisse, its relation
to the work being done by Marx for the New York Daily Tribune, the links
to subsequent work, the political situation born out of the crisis of 1857-58,
and the expectations and hopes of Marx and Engels. I can do no better than
refer the reader to these discussions.

What I want to insist on is another element: it is a question of the basis
of the synthesis on the theoretico-practical level in Marx’s project. The im-
minence of the crisis is not simply the occasion for an historical forecast; it
becomes a practico-political synthesis. The imminence of catastrophe is only
catastrophic for capital in so far as it is the possibility of the party, the possibility
to establish the party. The description of the imminent crisis is, at the same
time, a polemic against “true socialism,” against all the mystifications and
travesties of communism. The “work of the condemned” in the area of theory
is an impatient refusal of eclipses in practice: if this practice is not given—
the Correspondence retraces fully its painful birth—analysis must discover it
as it occurs, in so far as analysis brings out the revolutionary subjectivity
implicated in the crisis. The synthetic character of Marx’s work is to be
found within this relation between forecast and deluge: the catastrophies for
capital are the party, the deployment of communist subjectivity, and rev-
olutionary will and organization. The crisis reactivates subjectivity and makes
it appear in all of its revolutionary potentiality at a level determined by the
development of the productive forces. The synthesis signifies the linkages
among the punctual and catastrophic character of the crisis, the rules of
development, and the dynamic of subjectivity. Where these different terms
are linked, the dialectic rules. And it is no accident if, alongside the activity
of the chronicler and polemicist aimed at an American newspaper, alongside
the critical exploration of the categories of political economy, we find Hegel
presiding over the birth of the Grundrisse: “For the rest, T am making great
progress. For example, I have thrown overboard all the theory of profit that
has existed until now. As far as the method goes, the fact of having leafed
through, once again, by mere accident, Hegel’s Logic rendered me a great
service.” (To Engels, Jan 14, 1858.) “By mere accident” but not “occa-
sionally”; so much so that Marx continues, “If I ever find the time for a
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work of this type, 1 would greatly desire to make accessible to the intellect
of the common man . . . . . how much there is in Hegel's method of ra-
tionality and of mystification.” The rational-methodical that Marx seeks here
is the theoretico-practical of revolutionary insurrection. The imminence of
the crisis demands this rationality. Marx’s score with Hegel was settled long
before; here it is only a question of going back to him in a critical and
scientific manner. From Hegel it is a question of taking practically that
which constitutes the irreducible contribution: the spirit of theorectico-
practical synthesis.

Let us begin to examine the text, or rather the texts, published by t‘he
Marx-Engels Institute in Moscow in 1939—41, under the title of Grundrisse
der Kritik der politishen Oekonomie. Here are the parts and the dates, taken
from Grillo (Prefazione ai Lineamenti 1, p.x-xi):

1) The Einleitung contained in a single notebook M, written between
August 23 and mid-September 1857.

2) The manuscript of 7 notebooks (the Grundrisse) numbered and often
dated by Marx himself, except for the first one, in the following order:
Notebook I: Oceober 1857

iI: around November 1857
1II: November 29-mid-December 1857, more or less
IV: around mid-December 1857, February 1858
V: January 22, 1858-around the beginning of February 1858
VI: around February 18538
VIL end of February-March, end of May, beginning of June
1858

The secondary texts, which make up the Anbang, and which are directly
linked to the preceding texts, are:

3) The sketch of Bastiat und Carey, written in July 1857, before the
Einleitung. Originally this text took up the first seven pages of the third
notebook of the Grandrisse.

4y The Index zu den 7 Heften, written in June 1858, and inserted into
the same notebook M which contains the Einleitung.

5) The Urtext, written between August and November 1858. It occupies
two undated notebooks of which the first is marked B; and the second
divided into two parts B” and B"IL.

6) The Referare, related to the content of notebooks M (Einleitung), 11-
VI (Gr:mdﬁm), (Urtext); written around February 1859 and found at the
end of notebook B”.

7Y The Planentwarf, of 1859.

8) A short series of extracts concerning Ricardo's theory of money,
which is found in the fourth of the 24 notebooks between 1850-53, and
dated: London, November 1850-December 1850,
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9 A much longer series of systematic extracts of the third edition of
Ricardo’s On The Principles of Political Economy, which is found in the eighth
notebook of the above series, written between April and May 1851. They
are preceded by two very brief texrs: a list of import categories that is
found in Ricardo and a table of contents of the Principles. It is part of a
notebook dated 1851 by Engels, which also contains the last part of the
manuscript called Das vollendete Geldsystem, still unpublished.

My attention here will be focused essentially on the notebook M and the
seven notebooks written between October 1857 and the spring of 1858. The
sketch on Bastiat and Carey is also very important because it links the polemic
against Proudhon to the “American” work of Marx. As we will see, the Index
and the Referate have been generally taken up in the text, in those cited and
in the summary.

Now, if we leave aside for the moment Einleitung, the Grundrisse appears
at first sight to be a largely incomplete and fragmented work; but this
doesn’t mean that the notebooks do not have a center and a very strong
dynamic. The argument runs through the following moments: from the
analysis of money to the definition of the form of exchange (value) in notebook
I; the second notebook emphasizes the passage money—capital; from surplus
value to social capital is the object of notebook III; surplus value and profit
begin to be taken into consideration in notebook IV, of which the most
fundamental part is consecrated to the critical process of capital in circulation;
in notebook V, after a long parenthesis on precapitalist forms (we will see
later the justification for the insertion of this material) the analysis again
takes up the question of the process of circulation and the conditions of
reproduction of social capital; the sixth chapter poses, explicitly, the theme
of capital as a collective force and the collective antagonism of
workers—capitalists; in the seventh notebook the crisis of the law of value
and its transformations (once again the theme of profit) leads us to a more
precise definition of the crisis of the objective and subjective conditions of
the production of capital. We thus see, throughout the Grandyisse, a forward
movement in the theory, a more and more constraining movement which permits
us to perceive the fundamental moment constituted by the antagonism between
the collective worker and the collective capitalist, an antagonism which appears
in the form of the crisis. There are two fundamental theoretical passages.
in the first part of the Grundrisse there is the definition of the law of valne
in the form of surplus value, in other words the first developed formulation of
the law of surplus value; in the second part, there is the extension of the theory
of exploitation (the law of surplus value) within the mechanisms of the reproduction
and circulation of capital, and thus the translation of the law of exploitation
into the law of crisis and the class struggle for communism.

We could pause at this point to begin to measure the exceptional im-
portance of the Grundrisse. But this importance is also underlined by the
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fact that in the Grundrisse we can read the outline of Marx’s future devel-
opment of his work, the outline of Capital. We will borrow here from
Rosdolsky the list of outlines foreseen by Marx and the sketch of the most
important modifications that occurred between the outline in the Grandrisse
(which Rosdolsky calls “the original structure”) and that of Capital (or the
“modified structure”) (see Table 1).

But is this philological approach correct? I have some doubts. But for the
moment I will leave it at that; we will see, as we proceed with this research,
whether these doubts will lead to something positive. Let us simply say at
this point that one doubt is of a philological order; 1 ask muyself if it is
correct to consider the completed work of Marx, Capital, as the book which
exhaustively recapitulates all of Marx’s research. The genesis of Capital,
which our very illustrious and knowledgeable camrades tell us about, is,
according to me, invalidated by the fact that it supposes that Capital con-
stitutes the most developed point in Marx's analysis. To see that they believe
this, we have only to look, for example, at the explanation given by Rosdolsky
(pp. 61-62) for Marx’s “renouncing” of a specific volume on wage labor.
Certainly this book, which is announced in the Grundrisse, does not exist,
and part of the material put together for this chapter was finally incorporated
in Volume I of Capital. Bur is this sufficient evidence for concluding that
Marx “renounced” it? If to this philological doubt we add other, more
substantial doubts, the question becomes even more problematical. The
wage, such as it appears in the first volume of Capital, is on the one side
a dimension of capital, on the other side it plays the role of motor in the
production-reproduction of capital. The pages on the struggle over the re-
duction of the working day are fundamental for this question, and from
three points of view: the dialecric between necessary labor and surplus labor,
the reformist function of the wage, the role of the state in the modification/
regulation of the working day. These three perspectives, as we find them
in the Grundrisse, determine later on a concept of the wage in which antag-
onism rebounds on the concept of working class—which, in the Grundrisse,
is always a concept of crisis and of catastrophe for capital, leaving aside the
way in which it is also a very powerful allusion to communism. This specific
volume on the wage, which is formally foreseen in the outline of the Grun-
drisse, this concept of the wage which in the Grundrisse is closely linked to
that of the working class and to that of revolutionary subjectivity, can we
really find these links in the first volume of Capital? We must respond to
this question. Let us say right off that the usual path followed by the most
famous interpretrers does not seem to us to be the right one. Could it not
be, as suggested in the preparatory outlines, that Capital is only one part,
and a non-fundamental part at that, in the totality of the Marxian thematic?
A part which has been overevaluated because it is the only one fully devel-
oped, and for less noble reasons, one that can, because of its partial nature,
be limited and be led back within a field of interpretations fundamentally
inadequate to the spirit of the rotal work of Marx? Kautsky, who had in his
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possession all of Marx’s manuscripts, published (with vulgar errors) Einleitung
in 1903 (Newe Zeit, XXI, 1) but did not publish the rest of the Grundrisse.
Was this an accident? Maybe. The vicissitudes of the revolutionary movement
rather prove the contrary. The fact is that the Grandrisse is not a text that
can be used only for studying philologically the constitution of Capital; it
is also a political rext that conjugates an appreciation of the revolutionary
possibilities created by the “imminent crisis” together with the theoretical
will to adequately synthesize the communist actions of the working class
faced with this crisis; the Grandrisse is the theory of the dynamics of this
relationship. Reading the Grundrisse forces us to recognize not so much their
homogeneity as their differences from other Marxian texts, particularly Cap-
ital. Inversely, Capital is quite seriously perhaps only one part of Marx’s
analysis. More or less important. In any case its effectiveness is often limited
and transformed by its categorial presentation. Our Iltalian comrades rec-
ognized that “the ensorcelling of the method” in Capital is weak, and
concluded that this “blocked research.” The objectification of categories in
Capital blocks action by revolutionary subjectivity. Is it not the case—and
we will see this shortly—that the Grandrisse is a rext dedicated to revolu-
tionary subjectivity? Does it not reconstruct what the Marxist tradition has
too often torn apart, that is to say the unity of the constitution and the
strategic project of working class subjectivity? Does it not present Marx as
a whole, where other texts cut him apart and give unilateral definitions?

Whisperings, loose talk, winks, such have been the ways in which in-
terpreters have approached the Gramdrisse with its exceptional density. From
this point of view, the thesis of Vygodskij constitutes a decisive step forward.
His thesis is that Marx finally developed the theory of surplus value in the
Grundrisse (in the notebooks of Oct.-June 1857-58), after having acquired
in the 1840’s the classical theory of value, and in the 1850’s the theory of
historical materialism (Einleitung, which dates from August-September 1847,
should be attached to this period in the development of Marx’s thought).
Rosdolsky, for example, doesn’t see this (p. 2). For him the Grundrisse are
only an important phase in the evolution of a continuous thought process
that leads to Capital ("by 1848, ‘his theory of surplus value, the cornerstone
of his economic system, was established in its fundamentals’, and it only
remained to work out the details of the theory, a process which we can study
in detail in the Rough Draft.”). It was only the first phase of a development
that occurred through adjustments, corrections, and successive parings. But
even this theoretical step forward by Vygodskij—because grasping the move-
ment forward by breaks and leaps constitutes a deepening of a theoretical
element in Marx’s thought—does not lead to determinant resules. This is
not simply because Vygodskij fails to go beyond the discovery of surplus
value, but also because he does not fully grasp the importance of this
discovery. To develop the theory of value as a theory of surplus-value, to
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recognize that the historical form of value is surplus value, signifies the
development of “an immediately revolutionary project.” (Letter to Lassalle,
Sept. 15, 1860.) That would mean to find a lever of an antagonistic theory
of capital, of a theory of social exploitation, in order to tip it toward class
composition as subjectivity of the struggle. The theory of surplus value—as Isaac
Rubin has already shown—thus becomes the dynamic center, the dynamic
synthesis of Marx's thought, the point where the objective analysis of capital
and the subjective analysis of class behavior come together, where class
hatred permeates his science. But even this is insufficient. So far we have
only the significance of the discovery of the law of exploitation. We must
still discover the full implications, follow the effects and the repercussions
in their fullness. We must thus go from the discovery of surplus value and
its theoretical perfecting to the analysis of the linkages production—reproduction,
circulation—crisis, social capital-working class subjectivity, and again de-
velopment—crisis—communism. We must see how the totality of this process
is permanently shaped by the fundamental antagonism and carries the mark
of exploitation. In other words, the dynamic unity of the process of surplus-value
does not, in any way, eliminate the separation of the subjects (wage labor and
capital), but rather continually pushes each mediation (value form, money,
forms of work or exchange, etc.) to its point of contradiction and its su-
percession. Crisis and class struggle are articulated so profoundly that the
first takes on, within this anatagonistic dialectic, the form of catastrophe,
while the second takes on the form of communism—the real, physical pole
of an implacable will, necessary to eliminate the adversary. Historical ma-
terialism-—the specified analysis of the class composition—is given new
content here, within the abstraction of the critique of political economy,
and the laws of crisis are mediated by the concrete emergence of the class
struggle. Is there any place left for any ambiguity? Any of the ambiguities
produced by the interpretation of Capital? 1 don’t think so. Because here
there is no possibility, even in the form of a paradox, of destroying the
dynamism of this process by hypostatizing it, by rigidifying it into a totality
with its own laws of development that one might be able to possess, or
dominate, or reverse, No, here domination and reversal can only be accom-
plished by those who participate in an antagonistic relation. Qutside of
antagonism, not only is there no movement, but the categories do not even
exist. The originality, the happiness, the freshness of the Grundriise rest
entirely with its incredible openness. The paradoxical non-conclusive character
of the science is derived necessarily from the fact that it contains a subjective
determination. Why then do we find such timidity in the reading and
interpretation of the Grundrisse? The guiding line of the possibility and will
to revolution is to be found in the movement from surplus value to the
articulation social capital—crisis—subjectivity—communism, and thus the
function of antagonism in the reproduction of the capitalist relation. The
Grundrisse constitutes the subjective approach (“the imminent crisis”) to the
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analysis of the revolutionary subjectivity in the process of capital. The note-
books represent the strongest point of analysis and of imagination in the
revolutionary will of Marx. All of the formal dualism about which so much
debate occurs (theoretical analysis of capital as opposed to political analysis,
dialectics as opposed to materialism, objectivity as opposed to subjectivity)
is burned up and melted in the reality of that dualism which constitutes,
antagonistically, the capitalist process.

All of the foregoing will be demonstrated. But it seems to me opportune
and honest to lay out right away my theses, given the flatness, the ambiguous
evaluations and narrations to which the Grundrisse has been subject. To this
point, in order to characterize the reading I want to undertake, I have mainly
underlined the points of rupture; I now want to underline some other points
which seem to me to be particularly important, and around which my
analysis will be developed:

(1) From the form of money to the form of value. In the Marx of the Grandrisse
this relation is fundamental: the analysis of money is precisely what allows
us to analyse the form of value. From this point of view, as we will see, the
reality of mystification appears here in a more tangible form than in other
passages of Marx where the commodity form is the central protagonist. On
the contrary, use value, when it is juxtaposed to a value form derived from
money, regains importance and a large space of development. Thus, to begin
the Grundrisse with “I1. Money —which seems to refer to a “I. Value”—is
not an accident. (The first chapter on value was never written, but we can
find a beginning in notebook VII (Grundrisse, p. 881; 763) under the title
“Value”.) We must weigh all the consequences of this: it seems to me that
on the one hand this leads to a radical critique of money and on the other
hand it leads immediately to defining value in mystified terms.

(2) The definition of work. In the Grundrisse, work appears as immediately
abstract labor. We can only understand it and integrate it within theory at
this level. Work is abstract in so far as it is only immediately perceptible
at the level of the social relations of production. Thus we can only define
work on the basis of the relations of exchange and of the capitalist structure
of production. We can find no concept of work in Marx that is not that of
waged work, of work that is socially necessary to the reproduction of capital,
thus no concept of any work to restore, to liberate, to sublimate, only a
concept and a reality to suppress.

(3) As Cristina Pennavaja (in her presentation of Vygodskij) has under-
lined, the analysis is conducted at a level where antagonism is such that we
cah in no case consider the theory of value as a closed theory, nor can we
base upon it any theoty of reproduction and circulation in equilibrium. “In
the Grundrisse, Marxism is an anti-economic theory, criticism does not lead back
to political economy, but, on the contrary, science is an antagonistic move-
ment.” All of so-called socialist economics is put into question by this
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understanding of the law of value. Markism has nothing in common with
a socialist economy, be it utopian or already realized.

(4) The “system,” 4 dynamic and open system, is completely dommated
by the question of thé relation between the crisis and the emergence of
revolutionary subjectivity. This relationship is so fundamental that Marxism
could well be entitled the science of the evisis and of subversion. To want to
consider the crisis as a sickness to treat and to cure is not only to betray the
revolutionary movement, it is also to fall into a banter that has nothing in
common with Marxiap categories. To want to reduce subjectivity to ex-
ploitation is to avoid the definition of subjectivity in Marx which is presented
as subversion and transition. The Grandrisse are, from this point of view,
perhaps the most important—even if not the only—Marxian texts on the
transition. Let us take note how strange it is that none of the thousands of
commentaries on the transitioh takes account of this.

(5) The Marxist definition of commanism that we find in the Grundyisse
takes an extremely radical form, which goes far beyond the features that
normally characterize it. Notably, the articulition communism-class com-
position plays a fundamental role. We have kgte a conception of power that
has nothing in common with those of traditional political science, Marxism
included. Class composition—power, class composition—transition, the ar-
ticulation of these relations are based on the materiality of the behaviors,
the needs, and the structure of self-valorization. The theme of power in
Marxism must be subjected to the fire of critique; we can only give it a new
base by exploring these kinds of articulations. This is a problem that today
we can no longer underestimate.

(6) The last particular point refers to the dynamic of concepts in the
Grundyisse that define the working class. We have already begun to examine
some of the negative effects of the facts that the book on wage labor (or on
the wage) was not written and that some of its important elements were
reduced to objective exposition in Volume I of Capital. But this does not
resolve the problem positively. It is a question of following the text, of
retracing the links which conceprually unite the critical definition of the
wage and the revolutionary definitions of communism and of communist
subjectivity. It is a question of at least perceiving the outline of the book
foreseen by Marx on the wage and grasping the main articulations.

Here then are some of the fundamental problems that we will keep in
view during this reading and definition of the two great moments of the
analysis in the Grundrisse (surplus value and realization).

The exceptional importance of the Grundrisse in the configuration of Marx-
ian thought is also based on the method. With Einleitung and its creative
application to the project of the Grundrisse, Marx achieved, on the meth-
odological level, a synthesis of his earlier impulses in this area. We will
dwell at length on the Einleitung; now is not the moment to lay out a
thorough analysis. I will content myself for the time being with saying that
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Notebook M elaborates explicitly the method of determinant abstraction, the
method of the rendency, the method of historical materialism; the research
embodied in the Grandrisse is the first application which grafts the materialist
method onto a refined dialectical practice. The synthesis of the two dialectical
forces is open in every sense. On the one hand, dialectical reason intervenes
in the relation between determination and tendency, it subjectifies the ab-
straction, the logical-heuristic mediation, and imposes on it a qualification
and historical dynamic. On the other hand, the materialist method, in so
far as it is completely subjectivized, totally open roward the future, and
creative, cannot be enclosed within any dialectical totality or logical unity.
The determination is always the basis of all significance, of all tension, of
all tendencies. As for the method, it is the violent breach that infuses the
totality of the research and constantly determines new foundations on which
it can move forward. In this sense we can say again that the Grandrisse is
an essentially open work, we can repeat that this is what characterizes it,
even if this is still an hypothesis to be verified more thoroughly in the area
of method. We can also insist equally that this phase is for Marx 2 moment
of total happiness, a moment situated at a halfway point which is neither
eclectic nor mediating: the wealth of forces is not reduced to an average
indifferent term, the categories are not flattened out, the imagination does
not stagnate.

These general considerations, although they are important, are not yet
sufficiently concrete. They can only begin to indicate how what I like to call
the “plural universe” of Marx’s method actually emerges. They can only give
some examples. They cannot show it at work in the Marxian laboratory. In
the “Afterword” to the second edition of Volume I of Capital Marx distin-
guishes between the Forschung and the Darstellung, between the moment of
research and the moment of scientific presentation: “Of course the method
of presentation must differ in form from that of inquiry. The latter has to
appropriate the material in detail, to analyse its different forms of devel-
opment and to track down their inner connection. Only after this work has
been done can the real movement be appropriately presented” (Capital,
Volume I, Vintage edition, p. 102). In the Grundrisse, we can follow in all
its stages the logical process that rakes place between the Forschung and the
Darstellung. Now, if we take account of the preceding indications, we realize
very quickly that this process is neither linear nor, even less, unilateral. The
dialectic research—presentation is, on the contrary, open on all sides: every
conclusion that takes the form of a presentation of the research opens spaces
to new research and new presentation. This occurs, not simply by some
horizontal exhaustion of successive areas of research, but mainly through an
historical and tendential movement where each determination of a new
subject immediately reveals a new antagonism and sets in motion, through
this, a process in which the determination of new subjects emerges. Thus
the Darstellung is followed dialectically by a mewe Darstellung: it is a question
of a process that constitutes the totality of the real movement, that is
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understood scientifically, that is renewed scientifically. Thus there is no
linear continuity, but only a plurality of points of view which are endlessly
solicited at each determinant moment of the antagonism, at each leap in the
presentation, in the rthythm of the investigation, always looking for new
presentations. In this sense, the Grundrisse constitutes, from the point of
view of method (of a method which, in a materialist way, always considers
the historical and concrete determination as fundamental and which, in a
dialectical way, always finds the dynamic and rendency of each determination
in the same movement where the antagonism of each constitutes itself,
resolves itself and reproposes itselfy—the Grundrisse constitutes a “plural”
universe. Each reseatch result, in the presentation, attempts to characterize
the content of the antagonism and to see it, tendentially, in its own dy-
namism; when this dynamism takes off, we observe a veritable conceptual
explosion. Further on we will take time to restate these things less formally
and to give some examples, among others examples of this way of always
being placed at the forefront of the debate, in constituting a nexe Darstellung—
in such a way that the previous mode of presentation must, itself, be subjected
to research and must constitute in turn the material of a new presentation.
Holding to the mere presentation of my hypotheses, I only mention this
power of the Grundrisse's method, this capacity to grasp a concept in order
to explode it, to displace the analysis each time onto a new indeterminate
terrain constituted such that it can be redefined, characterized. And so on.
Thus it is not by methodological fetishism that we have presented the
method of the Grundrisse, the method of Marx, in a polemical and didactic
manner! We can see in it the passion for totality, but only in the form of
a multiplicity of sequences and leaps, never in a monolithic sense; we can
find in it, above all, a dynamic which has the plurality and the same diversity
of subjectivity, and is nowhere closed. Sometimes, in the polemics on blind
objectivism of a certain Marxist tradition, some have attributed this mobility
of the method to the political discourse of Marxism, in order to liberate its
so-called “realism” from the shackles of a materialism degenerated into
determinism. Bur this does not resolve this grave problem; it is rather a
question of characterizing the mobility of the content studied by Marx, the
wealth of the subjective specifications he expresses and sometimes dominates.
The Marxist method constitutes the reality of science, in so far as it is an
adequate instrument to grasp the multiplicity and the plural dynamism of
reality. The Marxist method is a constituting one in so far as the class
struggle constitutes explosive antagonisms. Research must find its moment
of presentation—there is a qualitative leap in the presentation, which does
not correspond simply to the unique fact of its determinate synthesis, but
cotresponds rather to the fact that this determinate synthesis defines for the
antagonism and its possibilities—potentialities of explosion, a new level of
diffusion, a new terrain of constitution. When we study the passage from
the theory of surplus value to that of realization, it will not be a question
of applying the first theory to the second; certainly not! The problem will
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be to see how the constitution of the whole capitalist power reproduces the
dynamic of surplus value on a social level—in new forms, as much from the
point of view of capital as from the point of view of the class. When we
study the constitution of the world market and the modification of its
relations with national markets, here again we must reread our research (in
its two forms: research and presentation) to gain new levels of generality.
Determinate abstraction, the method of the tendency, the new presentation and clar-
ifuation of the field of research: this dynamism of the method determines a
“plural” universe in which it is risky to move, difficult to understand, and
exciting to make progress.

One last element of our starting hypotheses on the method in the Grun-
drisse: it is a question of the crisis of the law of value, that is to say of the
summit of Marx’s research. The hypothesis is that we have already entered
into an advanced phase of the crisis of the law of value. Our Marxist method,
materialist and dialectical, must take into account the resulting modifications
and must change accordingly. It will not be enough to pose the question.
We must also offer a response. Nothing is more central than this question.

A brief parenthesis—to give us a moment to catch our breath. Very often
today, we are told to relate the question of the methodology of the human
sciences to a problem of the plurality of moments of self-valorization, of
dynamism and of recomposition. This methodological sensibility is often
equally opposed to Marxian methodology. It is enough to speak of the
multiplicity of instances of recomposition, of transversality of the method
of recomposition, in order to say: beyond Marx? But beyond which Marx?
The Marx taught by the schools of the Party? Or the Marx that we discover
in the practico-theoretical moment of the working class and proletarian
struggle? When we reread the Grundrisse, one feeling dominates: that here
we are truly “beyond Marx,” but also beyond all possible methodologies of
pluralism or of transversality. The field of research is determined by the
continual tension berween the plurality of real instances and the explosive
duality of antagonism. What gives unity to this systematic (or anti-system-
atic) framework is antagonism, not as the basis of this totality but as the
source of ever more powerful and plural expansion of this same antagonism.
In methodology, the class struggle is even more antagonistic and destructive
in so far as it melds with the liberty of the subjects. Marx beyond Marx?
The Grundrisse beyond Capital? Maybe. What is certain is that the central
character of the theory of surplus value puts an end to every scientific
pretension to derive any centralization and domination from the theory of
value. The theory of surplus value breaks down the antagonism into a
microphysics of power. The theory of class composition restates the problem
of power in a perspective where recomposition is not that of a unity, but
that of a multiplicity of needs, and of liberty. Marx beyond Marx, this too
is an important, urgent hypothesis.
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The most celebrated interpreters of the Grundrisse have been seduced by
it, unable to move freely within it. This is why, with a few exceptions, they
have not read the text for itself, they have tried instead to force and reduce
it to something else. The titles alone tell this story: La storia di una grande
scoperta (“The history of a great discovery”) or, more explicitly, Bevor “‘das
Kapital” entstand (“Before the concept of Capital’’) or Zur Entstehungsgeschichte
des Marxschen “Kapital” (“A contribution to the history of the elaboration
of Capital of Marx”): what is said about the Grandrisse is often quite good,
but it is always a question of making it into the genesis of another text and
not of taking it for itself. What is being applied is a2 non-Marxian historio-
graphic methodology, which is satisfied with the continuity of the genesis,
the development of ideas, and is not attentive—or at least not sufficiently
so—to the leaps, to the breaks, to the plurality of horizons, to the urgencies
of practice.

The tragedy is that, when this materiality is taken into account, we are
left with another error, which consists of classifying and systematizing. Yes,
some will say, the Grandrisse is, effectively, an original work, but it is so
much of one that we must take literally Marx’s words in his letters: the
Grundrisse notebooks were written in the delirium of a powerful inspiration,
in the despair of extreme isolation, in 2 moment when practice had been
checked. They were written feverishly, after midnight. So much for the
form (“in charity we won’t even look at the details: the mathematical cal-
culations are all wrong, the dialectical method confuses concepts and mul-
tiplies definitions”).

As far as the content goes, the Grundrisse must be located before the
rigorously materialist methodological rupture that characterizes Marxist
“theory”: they are the last work of the young Marx, the articulation of
concepts and the progression of the analysis are still, in part, hazardous
and fanciful—if the development of the theory of surplus value is valid,
that of the theory of realization, with its explosions of subjectivity and its
catastrophism, is a total failure; the material articulation gives way to
almost metaphysical influences, at least organicist (as in Die Formen) or
humanist (as in the “Fragment on Machines”). The text is thus charac-
terized by a formidable innovative effort, but it can only reaffirm, repeat,
and exhalt all that is still propedeutic in Marx’s youthful humanism. The
Grundrisse are thus only a draft that stinks of idealism and of individual
ethics;-the sketch of a definition of communism that we find in the “Frag-
ment” is a synthesis of the scientific idealism of the 18th century and an
individualist and libertarian atticude.

1 must say that, faced with all these critiques, I often don’t know what to
say. 1 am tempted to show, with a “Germanic” meticulousness, how, in
fact, faced with the concrete reading of the text, these critiques are false:
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but why do it? How can we show that one cannot attribute to the delirium
of Marx the delirium of the material in which he worked and forged his
critical instruments? That it is there, in this material which appears, and
in the most extreme determinations it takes on, that we find the exceptional
character of the Grundrisse, the exaltation by Marxian science of contradiction
pushed to the point where antagonism becomes unresolvable? “We propose
to bring to light the contradictions {contained in capital}” (Grundrisse, p.
351; 257): in this science where contradiction becomes antagonism, there
is no place for humanism, even if there is a place for the delirium of the
material.

Let us return now to the most recent interpretations, those which we have
said make particularly important use of the idea of genesis. They pay much
attention—too much in my view—to the continuity of theoretical devel-
opment in Marx. Of all these interpretations, that of Vitalij S. Vygodskij
is without a doubt the most striking. It is unreproachable when it underlines
the importance of the path traced by the Grundrisse. It is important for its
definition and thematic reconstruction. Nevertheless, the work of Vygodskij
is part of the “new look” of Diamat. When it comes to the class struggle
against the operation of the law of value (an operation which is now only
pure command, empty of any appearance, even minimal, of “economic
rationality”), when it comes to the mounting revolt against valorization,
Soviet Marxism is thrown on the defensive; it becomes necessary to give a
new face to the old Dizmar. What better, then, what more functional than
to try and attenuate, using the dialectic of the Grundrisse, the rigorous but
too rigid and inadequate apparatus of the Soviet ideological system? The
importance of the reading undertaken by Vygodskij is beyond question; its
role, its political line, the fact that it is ad wsum delphini, are also beyond
question. To conjugate together the Grundrisse and the vulgar Soviet inter-
pretation of Capital, this is what gives a “new look” to Diamat, 2 new look
imposed by the class struggle in the USSR—and what allows the power
structure to make a better dialectical and conflictual usage of the potential
for domination expressed by the theoty of value and the economistic and/or
Stalinist reading of Capital—and this in a part of the world where this
reading exerts a real function of domination. The interpretation of Vygodskij
is thus malignant and crafty: the fact that it is often correct takes away none
of its negative characteristics, no more than the strong scientific realism of
the 16th century authors of the “raison d’Etat” took away their ambiguities.
Moreover, if we look closely we can see that the interpretation of Vygodskij—
whatever its merits—produces no rupture in so far as content is concerned:
although he emphasizes in the Grundrisse the antagonistic dimension of the
dialectic, and the material and central character of the theory of surplus
value, Vygodskij does not generalize this analysis to the totality of Marxian
categories. On the contrary, as Pennavaja has already emphasized, he ulti-
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mately affirms that Marxian theory is “a closed economic theory”—an af-
firmation where we don’t know whether it is more absurd to call Marxism
“economic theory” or to define it as “geschlossen” (“closed”). A closed economic
theory, therefore a theoty of equilibrium: well, yes, Vygodskij would re-
spond, and he would add: with a little conflictuality, with a litcle liberty,
even.

We now arrive at Roman Rosdolsky. To criticize the pioneering work of
this author is a task that is not only difficult but also unjust. The more so,
given that Rosdolsky, while linking the Grundrisse and Capital, always sought
an intermediary terrain; he never tried to linearly reduce the first to the
second; he rather atempted a revolutionary interpretation and gave to Capital
a reading that was often original and innovative. The Grandrisse and Capital
are thus, for Rosdolsky, inside of each other and the system they form—
because it still consists of a system——is entirely traversed by a strong con-
flictuality—to the point where Marx and/or Grossman come close to ob-
stinancy, to exaltation and to catastrophism. The limits of Rosdolsky (beyond
certain confusions and errors: we have already mentioned his position on the
“Book on the Wage”; further on we will see and discuss other points) result,
in my opinion, from the ideology of the communist left in the inter-war period
that surrounded him: on one side an excreme objectivism, on the other the
necessity to found that objectivism by recuperaring Marxist orthodoxy. One
element served the other: objectivism allowed the existence of a largely
minority left communism; orthodoxy legitimized it. Grossman is, from this
point of view, one of the clearest examples of this necessity. Rosdolsky
moved with great flexibility berween these objective limits. He was capable
of a reading that was often exttaordinary. Bur in the end he was faced with
these limitations. In his reading of the Grundrisse he sought to find a me-
diation between the extraordinary novelty of the text—that Rosdolsky often
confronted with the ingenuity of a true intellectual—and the continuity of
orthodoxy. This does not satisfy us. Our lack of satisfaction is evident from
a theoretical point of view, from the point of view of a reading of the text.
We will see this in depth shortly. But it also fails to satisfy us from a
political point of view.

We find ourselves in a phase whete the revolutionary movement is seeking
new foundations, and in a way that will not be that of 2 minority. We have
nothing to do with orthodoxy. And we would be delighted to be able to
ignore Marx himself. A break has been made, there is no denying it. The
theory of value is worn to threads, as far as our struggles are concerned.
Now the discovery of the Grundrisse restores Marx to us. Because of its
power, not because of our fidelity. We no longer can take the pleasure or
have the duty to argue with orthodoxy; our languages separate us, they are
contradictory. Yet the Grundrisse restores Marx to us in more than one sense.
Above all he is restored to us as the theorertician of the great upheavals of
capital from the point of view of the crisis of the law of value. The analysis,
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even though partial, that Sergio Bologna develops on this subject is, we have
already said, very important: Sergio Bologna analyses the historical context
of the Grundrisse and especially the links among the polemic on money, the
analysis of the American and world crisis (such as it was developed in Marx’s
articles of this period for the New York Daily Tribune), and theoretical
research. Even if the synthesis of these moments cannot be conducted within
a literary image of the “doubled” revolution, or within a theoretical response
to the “revolution from above” carried out by the capitalist power structure.
The Marx of the Grundrisse well knows that there is no theoretical alternative,
that this alternative is either a function of the mass movement or it is not,
that there is no delegation in theory. The synthesis of the different elements
of Marx’s analysis is based on the definition of the crisis as the moment
where the revolutionary movement seeks new foundations. It is based on
this continuity of the practico-theoretical fabric that the theory must attain
and embrace. Reversing and paraphrasing Hobsbawm, we should say that
the Grandrisse is for Marx a kind of collective theoretical shorthand: it is
this ferocious obstinancy of theory for and within practice. The synthesis
attained in the Grandyrisse thus takes on all its meaning: the Grandrisse is the
center of the theoretical development of Marx because it represents the
moment where the system in its formation, far from closing, opens up on
the totality of practice. The method of the Grundrisse constitutes the antag-
onism, the totality of the categories forms a grid of concepts which alone
allow the deepening and the enlargement of class antagonism. The catas-
trophism of the Grundrisse, about which many have spoken, must in reality
be related to this politico-practical articulation, to this moment that the
power of the working class must impose against the system of value.

In so far as the Grandrisse flows through Capital, we can be happy. The
concepts of Capital are, in this case, adequate for understanding the devel-
opment of the antagonism. Nevertheless, there are several cases where the
categories of Capital do not function in this way: as a result we can sometimes
think that a certain exacerbated objectivism can be legitimated by a strict
reading of Capital. Thus the movement of the Grundrisse toward Capital is
a happy process; we cannot say the same of a reverse movement. The Grun-
drisse represents the summit of Marx’s revolutionary thought; with these
notebooks comes the theoretical-practical break which founds revolutionary
behavior and its difference from both ideology and objectivism. In the
Grundrisse theoretical analysis founds revolutionary practice. Let us render
homage here to the reading undertaken by a young comrade, Hans Jiirgen
Krahl, to the sharp intelligence with which he was able (for his time) to
perceive in the categorical development of the Grandrisse the constituting
moments of the class struggle. Let us be clear: it is not a question of an
abstract polemic against Capital: each of us was born in the reflection and
the theoretical consciousness of the class hate which we experience in studying
Capital. But Capital is also this text which served to reduce critique to
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economic theory, to annihilate subjectivity in objectivity, to subject the
subversive capacity of the proletariat to the reorganizing and repressive
intelligence of capitalist power. We can only reconquer a correct reading
of Capital (not for the painstaking conscience of the intellectual, but for the
revolutionary conscience of the masses) if we subject it to the critique of the
Grundyisse, if we reread it through the categorical apparatus of the Grundrisse,
which is traversed throughout by an absolutely insurmountable antagonism
led by the capacity of the proletariat. From this.point of view, the Grandrisse
represents the critique of the capitalist “revolution from above” in the real
movement. It is the confidence in the “revolution from below”: it bears the
strongest potential for the destruction of every kind of theoretical or political
autonomy detached from the teal movement. This is what the Grundrisse
understands (through its categories) as the only possible foundation.

Except for Lesson 3, in which we will reread Einleitung and propose a
series of methodological problems, we will follow in the other lessons the
substance of the text of the Grundrisse. Lessons 2, 4, and 5 will describe the
process that leads from the critique of money to the definition of the theory
of value, and thus to the definition of the crisis and of catastrophe which
forms the theoretical conclusion of this first milling of the analysis. In Lessons
6 and 7 we will see, through the analysis of realization and of circulation,
how social capital is formed, the collective form of capital and its antithetical
form: it is a question at this stage of tracing the outline of a possible “Book
on the Wage.” Lessons 8 and 9 draw the conclusions of this second stage:
from subjectivity and the first definition of communism to a first general
clarification of the analysis, which advances it along with the modification
of a series of conditions which founds the antagonism. It is then a question
of reconstituting the Marxian terms of the theme of communism between
catastrophe and proletarian self-valorization.

What more can I say in this lesson than to propose these hypotheses and
to suggest an interpretation? It seems to me I have already said too much!
Nevertheless, I cannot refrain from adding how much I like to imagine what
Lenin or Mao would have done if they had the Grandrisse in their hands,
just as Marx had, at a certain moment, the Logic of Hegel. I am certain that
they would have drawn from the Grandrisse, with considerable relish, ex-
ceptional food for practice. Just like bees with flowers. This is the path
“beyond Marx” that I love.




Lesson Two
Money & Value

Why begin with the chapter on money? [} General plan of the chap-
ter. [} Money and value: money as immediacy of value. Money as
historic immediacy of crisis. [ The critique of the money form and
of its mystification by Proudhon. [ The extreme radicality of Marx’s
approach. [J The tendency as the point of departure for the inves-
tigation. [} Analysis of the text: (a) Money and crisis. The meaning
of “average labor” and of “socially necessary labor.” The inversion
of Proudhonism. And then, conversely, money as symbol; (b) Money
and inequality: political excursus; (¢) Systematic analysis of money:
money as measure and general equivalent (and the refusal of labor?);
money as a means of circulation; money as money and as capital;
(d) Money-value-capital. [ ] A project for the further progress of the
analysis. [ ] From the critique of money to the critique of power:
an anticipation.

We begin the internal analysis of the Grandrisse in Notebook I and, in very
small part, Notebook II (“Money”) rather than in Notebook M (“Introduc-
tion”) which precedes it chronologically and thematically, because we prefer
to enter immediately into the heart of the matter. In Lesson 3, we will treat
Notebook M and the theme of method, with the advantage of having already
seen it function and of being able therefore to confront the systematization
of this method with the transformations which it undergoes in contact with
things. In this way, the nature, the quality of being a “passageway” which
characterizes Notebook M, in Marx’s definition of his method from the
summer of '57, will thus appear more cleatly, and it will perhaps be possible
to identify the special productiveness of this approach.

For another reason, which has already been mentioned and which will
only be recalled here, it is worthwhile to begin with the notebooks on
money: it is in fact in the polemic on money that the lines which constitute
the axes of the Grundrisse are tied, that is, the critique of “true socialism,”
the delay of the “imminent crisis,” and the extraordinary effort at theoretical
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investigation. It is on the basis of these notebooks that Marx’s investigation
makes a qualitative leap.

Therefore, the notebooks on money. Everything begins with a reference
to “Alfred Darimon: On the Reform of Banks. Paris 1856.” (p. 115). It
seems to be the usual notebook of rematks and critical reflections of which
there are so many in Marx. But that is ot the case: this reference to Darimon,
to the insufficiencies of his thesis (but, implicitly, to the entire polemic
against Proudhon—this indeed is, as we shall see, an important basis),
appears immediately to be a pretext. In fact:

A. (Grundrisse, pp. 115-151; 356-9). Marx begins by analyzing and
criticizing point by point Darimon’s book, but right away the problem
becomes general, the admonitions against Darimon become jeering paren-
theses within the theory that is being developed. Practically speaking, we
have here a first part of the manuscript which we can entitle “Money and
Crisis.” The immediacy of the problem of the crisis becomes the fundamental
element of the investigation and at the same time its phenomenology becomes
the motor of the analysis.

B. (Grundrisse, pp. 153—65; 71-82). Then, after a brief note on The
Economist (pp. 151-53; 70-1), a second return to Darimon and the polemic
on “time chits” and against the scandalous utopia of the Saint-Simonian
Bank; but again immediately the problem is generalized. The second part of
the manuscript, with a first large theoretical excursus (“money as a social
relation”) which, repeating indications from the “Introduction,” leads to the
heart of Marx’s critique and to the theoretical starting point in the proper
sense of the term. We can entitle this part “Money and Inequality.”

C. (Grundrisse, pp. 166-213; 84—137). Another short parenthesis of a
punctual character (pp. 165-6; 82—84). One is finished with Darimon: the
passage from polemic to exposition which takes place here from A to B has
produced the object which now can be analyzed in the systematic complexity
of its characteristics. We can entitle this third part: “‘systematic analysis of
money.” Now, this third part divides in three systematic chapters:

Cl. Money as measure (Grundrisse, pp. 166—72; 84-9) with a parenthesis
on metal (pp. 172-86; 89—-101).

C2. Money a5 @ means of civculation (pp. 186-203; 101-17).

C3. Money as money and as capital (pp. 203-13; 117--37).

D. At this point (fourth part), the analysis returns to the relation
“Value—Money,” that is, to the general level of the theoty already touched
upon in point B. This applies to Grundrisse, (pp. 213—18; 137-48), but even
more the pages immediately following which constitute the premise of the
new book: “III. Capital” (Grundrisse, 221; 151-62). In this frame the initial
sketch of the chapter on value, already noticed in the first lesson, must be
kept in mind.

We note first of all that the chapter on money is given the numeral II
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by Marx. Presumably it could be preceded by a chapter I on value. In fact,
already in Contribution to a Critigue, the first chapter on value becomes a
chapter on commodities, thus preparing by this passage the definitive sys-
tematization of the material of Capitel. But here there is no chapter on
commodities, and we must ask ourselves whether this absence dees or does
not produce useful effects for Marx’s procedure.

Now, in Notebooks I and II, the route leads immediately from money to value:
value is presented there under the form of money. Value is thus the same
shit as money. It is not philosophic “swamasestein”; the wonder, the stupor,
and the desire of knowledge does not lead to ideal cognitive syntheses, to
imaginary hypostases, but to the practical immediacy of the critique, the
denunciation, and the refusal. In addition, we are not before value; we are
in it: we are in that world made of money. Money represents the form of
social relations; it represents, sanctions, and organizes them. Perhaps this
immediacy of the approach, not to value, but to value under the form of
money, as if money exhausted all possible value, is too naive? Yet the world
represents itself thus, as a world of commodities which money represents
completely, determining, through itself, the valorization of commodities.
Darimon represents a useful, imbecilic, but comprehensive approach for the
“ingenuous” Marx. In addition, what can a theory of value signify which
would not be immediately subordinated and intimately and necessarily linked
to a theory of money, to the form in which the capitalist organization of
the social relation is presented in the everyday process of social exchange?
If a theory of value is given, can it be given outside of an immediate reduction
to the theory of money, of the capitalist organization of exchange, and,
within exchange, of exploitation? I begin to appreciate the ingeniousness
of (Marx’s) approach. There is so much class hatred contained in this way
of approaching the material! Money has the advantage of presenting me
immediately the lurid face of the social relation of value; it shows me value
right away as exchange, commanded and organized for exploitation. I do
not need to plunge into Hegelianism in order to discover the double face
of the commodity, of value: money has only one face, that of the boss.

This approach is typical of the Grundrisse, and we see it everywhere: it
makes stand out the primary practical antagonism within whatever categorial
foundation. The theoty of value, as a theory of categorial synthesis, is a legacy
of the classics and of the bourgeois mystification which we can easily do
without in order to enter the field of revolution. That was true yesterday
for the classics, as the attack of the Grundrisse demonstrates; today, one can
show in the theory that is still applicable that it is in this way that we must
begin, against all the repeaters of the theory of value, from Digmat to Sraffa.

It is vain, therefore, to try to find analogies with other versions (they are
four, including those -of the Grundrisse, according to Rosdolsky) of Marx’s
theory of money. Here the analysis is immediately under the form of value
and thus, at least for the points we have numbered A, B, and D, the analysis
will be displaced onto this theme. It is only the material which we gathered
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under point C which can be confronted with other versions of Marx’s theory
of money: we will see nevertheless with what extraordinary attentions and
differences that cannot be reduced, as Rosdolsky on the contrary underlines,
to simple literary variants. It is vain, therefore, also to seek subtle continuity,
this time not only literary but substantial. The difference between the
Grundrisse and the later works of Marx resides in the fact thar in the first,
the law of value is presented not only mediatedly, but also immediately as the law
of exploitation. There is no logical way which leads from the analysis of
commodities to that of value, to that of surplus value: the middle term does
not exist; it is—that, yes—a literary fiction, a mystification pure and simple
which contains not an ounce of truth. To make money the representative
of the form of value signifies recognizing that money is the exclusive form
of the functioning of the law of value. It is to recognize that it delimits the
immediate terrain of the critique. Critique within immediacy.

The exceptional importance of this attack of the Grundrisse on money,
considered as an eminent form of the expression of the law of value, is not
nevertheless bound only to the immediate character of the critique. There
is another point to be considered right away; it is that the social relation
underlying this making extreme of the relation of value is not envisaged
from the point of view of synthesis, but from the point of view of antagonism.
Antagonism can only exist if the capitalist relation does not resolve itself
in a synthesis. If therefore the relation of value is immediately related to the
immediate dualism/pluralism of social antagonisms, if it does not constitute
a mediating other, in that case the analysis must decide to take into account
the actors who interpret the different roles of this play: the relation of value
will always and only be the fiction which extends over the socio-political
overdetermination of class conflict. One cannot speak of value without speak-
ing of exploitation, but above all, without determining the function of
valorization as overdetermination of the concrete contents of class struggle,
as command and domination of one class over another—determining the
composition of each one.

- It is necessary, finally, to consider a third element in otder to completely
understand the extraordinary importance of this opening of the Grundrisse
on money. Money as the crisis of the law of value (and its preventive demys-
tification) was the first element. Money as overdetermination and as the tension
toward command on the basis of the composition of the two classes in
struggle: that is the second element. The third is the importance Marx
ateributes to the level of analysis which is immediately that of the sociali-
zation of capital. It would be impossible to start with money as an eminent/
exclusive form of the manifestation of value—without taking the process of
socialization of capital as a premise.

We will return at greater length further on to these arguments. For the
moment, it seems to me opportune to respond to the question posed at the
outset, that is, whether the fact that a chapter on commodities is missing
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and that the analysis begins with value as it appears immediately in money
engenders in the Grundrisse useful effects. It seems to me necessary to give
a positive response to this question. Under the form of money, the law of
value is presented (1) in crisis, (2) in an antagonistic manner, and (3) with
a social dimension. From the outset. Beginning from this assumption, one
must add that Capizal seems almost to be a propaedeutic for the Grandrisse:
it minutely presents, through the concepts which resume the history of
capitalism, the conclusion of this history which the Grundrisse takes as its
object of critique.

This is the theoretical attack of the Grundrisse. But the fact is added, and
it is not inessential, that money—in its historical presence—is offered for
analysis as crisis. Therefore, what the theoretical approach contains implicitly
in itself the historical analysis reveals explicitly. Sergio Bologna has brought
a series of important elements of demonstration in this regard. Describing,
on the basis of materials used by Marx in his journalistic work, the crisis
taking place around 1857-58, the monetary aspect of the crisis appears as
the central element. Therefore it is not an accident that Darimon is the
initial object of Marx’s polemic: throughout his work—as is the case in
much more important terms through Proudhon’s Gratuité du Credit—the
bistoric passage which the bourgeois state operates in taking the form of the extraction
of surplus value is mystified. Marx finds himself before “the first complete
form of the modern state, the government of social capital; the first complete
form of a modern monetary system, the centralized government of liquidity.”
All of this is presented under the form of crisis: Marx’s route is that which
descends from an adherence to the monetary image of the crisis (crises will
always present themselves from now on under the monetary form) to an
analysis of the crisis of social relagions, from the crisis of circulation to the
crisis of the relation between necessary labor and surplus labor. As if in an
enormous effort of anticipation, the crisis comes to figure the historic tend-
ency of capitalist development. And it is in this historical projection that
the crisis becomes a crisis of the law of value. Within the historical projection
of a form of production which becomes incteasingly more social, in which
the modern function of value is transformed into a function of command,
of domination, and of intervention on the social fractions of necessary labor
and accumulation. The State is here the “synthesis of civil society” (p. 109;
29): this definition, formulated in the Introduction, finds continuous confir~
mation in the Grundrisse (pp. 228, 265; 139, 175), already maturing into
the more complete definitions which see in the State the direct representative
of collective capital, which is itself—to use Engels’ term—"collective cap-
italist.” The passage is real, signalled by a crisis which defines its necessity
while, at the same time, indicating the directions of a solution. On this
result of the historic development of capitalism criticism should therefore
be exercised and within these passages the consciousness of the tendential
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movement, that is, of the antagonism, should impose. Keeping in mind
that the strong synthesis which capitalism tries to effectuate, in the form
of the command, through its socialization and its institutionalization, re-
quires an adequate categorial response. The theory cannot be detached from
its adherence to history. Money, that leap forward of the monetary form of
value, represents thus the historical immediacy of the crisis—but also of the
tendency.

The Proudhonians cultivated this passage in order to mystify it. How do
Proudhon and Darimon in fact respond to the question posed by the crisis?
They respond by explaining that money is an equivalent and, insisting on
this peculiar nature of it, they develop a polemic which aims at a revalor-
ization of a pure, deployed, and abundant circulation. But, Marx notes, if
money is an equivalent, if it has the nature of an equivalent, it is above all
the equivalence of a social inequality. Crisis, then, does not come from the
imperfection of circulation in a regime of equivalence, and it cannot be
corrected by a reform of circulation in a regime of equivalence. Crisis derives
from the inequality of the relations of production and can only be suppressed
by suppressing that inequality. Money hides a content which is eminently
a content of inequality, a content of exploitation. The relation of exploitation
is the content of the monetary equivalent: better, this content could not be
exhibited. And Marx demonstrates this. Bur the demonstration does not
stop there: it is still necessary to underline the form under which money
hides the content, something which is, ultimately, more important than the
content itself. Because this form is that of the contradiction, of the antag-
onism which monetary circulation tries to terminate and to resolve. The
reformism of “true socialism,” at the very moment when it seeks to perfect—-
beyond the limits and the sequences of the crisis—the mechanism of cir-
culation and of equivalence, comes thus to annul those concrete reflections
which form takes from the antagonism of those contents which it hides.
Capital seeks the development of reformism, which provides it with pro-
tecrions against critiques from the workers’ side; capital restructures itself
in relation to the necessity of displacing always further forward the limit
of the contradiction which the form of circulation accumulates from the
antagonism of the fundamental relation of production. To demystify “true
socialism” means therefore to demonstrate this confluence of reformism and
of the interest of capital in development. It means to insist on the centrality
of form for the function of exploitation. It means carrying the analysis to
the point where revolution appears as the liberation from the content of
exploitation in the sense that is is the liberation from the entive form of the
circulation of value, of value fout conrt—which is nothing but the form of the
calculation of exploitation. But this is not enough. If the form and content
of value are thus linked in exploitation, if all re-form is a deepening of the
content of exploitation, the antagonism is placed at that level of totality
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and radicality: there is no revolution without a destruction of bourgeois
society, and of wage labor, as a producer of value, and of money as an
insttument of the circulation of value and of command. All progress in the
socialization of the form of circulation accentuates the content of exploitation:
it is thus the progression of that nexus that should be destroyed, along with
all the ideological and institutional forms that represent and dynamize it—
all the more if they are “socialist.” Money, the reformist’s exercises in relation
to it: there is all the shit. On the other hand: “Der Klassenkampf als Schluss,
worin die Bewegung und Auflisung der ganzen Scheisse auflist” (To Engels, April
30, 1868, Correspondence.) It is on this deep tissue that the diverse parts of
the notebooks on money are joined and articulated.

But the analysis must be still more attentively taken up. The polemic
against the Proudbonians thus contains three points. Which is to say that on
one side Marx concentrates, as we have seen, his theoretical and political
critique against the specific “‘socialist” mystification of the period, that is,
intervenes in a destructive manner in the polemic on banks and the general
equivalent. On the other hand, and in the second place, Marx places this
polemic on the margin of a tendency which is, in his eyes, and which
becomes, in the eyes of everyone, more and more fundamental: that is the
tendency to reform the State in terms of the complete representation of
bourgeois society, and to restructure the State in financial terms. With the
crisis of the '50s, that period opens which finally leads to Hilferding’s and
Lenin’s representation of the State and of finance capital: it is this tendential
element which Marx, with his insistence on money, also follows. Once again
the result is the presupposition. Now, through these two polemical movements,
the definitive figure of the theory of value in the writings of this period on
money is determined—as a third fundamental element: value as a social and
equivalent mediation of inequality, theory of value as part of the theory of
surplus value, theory of surplus value as social rule of social exploitation.
It is ultimately the level at which develops the polemic (money, the synthesis
of civil society in the form of the Srate, the deepening of the social form
of exploitation) to call for the characterization of the theory of value and its
definition (Zogether) in terms exclusively of surplus value and of the socialization
of exploitation—terms which we find namely in the Grundrisse. One can
thus paradoxically say, while in Capital the categories are generally modelled
on private and competitive capital, in the Grundrisse they are modelled on
a tendential scheme of social capital. This is the meaning of the attack against
money, as defined by the polemic against the Proudhonians.

Let us now take up once again the point-by-point reading of the text of
Notebooks I and II on money. The first part, which we have entitled “Money
and Crisis,” is an entirely tormented movement at the intersection between
these two terms: crisis shows what money is. As for Darimon, his discourse—
if one follows the text-—is nothing more than a succession of errors at the
statistical and calculatory level. (Grundrisse, pp. 108-22, 126, 130; 28—42,
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46, 50). But one cannot only hold to the text; it is the political finality of
the general discourse of the Proudhonians which must be considered—and
immediately condemned.

We have reached the fundamental question, which is no longer related to
the point of departure. The general question would be this: Can the
existing relations of production and the relations of distribution which
cotrespond to them be revolutionized by a change in the instrument of
circulation, in the organization of circulation? Further question: Can such
a transformation of circulation be undertaken without touching the existing
relations of production and the social relations which rest on them? If
every such transformation of circulation presupposes changes in-other con-
ditions of production and social upheavals, there would naturally follow
from this the collapse of the doctrine which proposes tricks of circulation
as a way of, on the one hand, avoiding the violent character of these social
changes, and, on the other, making these changes appear to be not a
presupposition but a gradual result of the transformations in circulation.
An etror in this fundamental premise would suffice to prove that a similar
misunderstanding has occurred in relation to the inner connections between
the relations of production, of distribution and of circulation [Grundrisse,

p. 122; 42}.

In short, these gentlemen want to improve capitalism, the circulation of
money “without abolishing and sublating the very relation of production
which is expressed in the category money” (Grandrisse, p. 123; 42). But this
is a “self-contradictory demand”: it is not possible, in fact,

to get around essential determinants of a relation by means of formal
modificarions. Various forms of money may correspond better to social
production in various stages; one form may remedy evils against which
another is powerless; but none of them, as long as they remain forms of
money, and as long as money remains an essential relation of production,
is capable of overcoming the contradictions inherent in the money relation,
and can instead only hope to reproduce these contradictions in one or
another form, One form of wage labor may correct the abuses of another,
but no form of wage labor can correct the abuse of wage labor itself.
[Grundrisse, p. 123; 42-31,

Certainly, the work of these Proudhonian gentlemen tries to mystify the
reality of things: but how is that still possible, when something as prepon-
derant as crisis re-proposes the very theorectical terms of the discourse?
Money is a mediating category of the social antagonism: the definition
stabilizes the possibility of crisis, the effectuation demonstrates it in action,

At this point, however, enough of the polemic: if the intersection of
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money and of crisis destroys the Proudhonian mystification, it also produces
much more important effects. In particular, it demonstrates what value is.
The definition of value is entirely brought back to the generality of money,
in the middle of a crisis which demonstrates the exclusively tendential
function of money to hide and to represent antagonistic social relations. It
is thus in its character as money and under the tendency demonstrated
through crisis that the theory of value must be reformulated. The characteristics
of money must be assumed into those of value. The theory of value, as it has
existed so far, is simply an allusion to money as a concrete representation
of the social mediation of the antagonism. Value will be defined through
average labor, through secially necessary labor in the sense in which money
is defined in this framework. “What determines value is not the amount of
labor time incorporated in products, but rather the amount of labor time
necessary at a given moment” (Grundrisse, p. 135; 55). But, if one looks
more closely, the definition of necessary labor is a definition which is already
social. Consequently, “the marker value is always different, is always below
or above this average value of a commodity” (Grundrisse, p. 137; 56). “Con-
sidered as values, all commodities are qualitatively equal and differ only
quantitatively” (Grundrisse, p. 141; 59). Here once again the Proudhonian
hypothesis is inverted: that which the reformists see as a solution to the
antagonism constitutes its basis. It is at this level of social mediation that
money, as the eminent form of value, constitutes the terrain on which,
against which, the theory will develop. Anything but a metaphysics of value!
Marx leaves that to his predecessors, and too often as well to those who
follow him. Value is money, is this shit, to which there is no alternative
but destruction: the suppression of money. Let us study it then in order to
destroy it,

And now we see the equation value-money-crisis. As a continual oscil-
lation: .

The market value is always different, is always below or above this average
value of a commodity. Market value equates itself with real value by means
of its constant oscillations, never by means of an equation with real value
as if the latter were a third party, but racher by means of constant non-
equation of itself (Hegel would say, not by way of abstract identity, but
by constant negation of the negation, i.e., of itself as negation of real
value) [Grandrisse, p. 137, 56].

This oscillation is at once a law of movement and the possibility of crisis. This
oscillation is the form of existence of value, the continuous commutation
and the essential duality of value. This oscillation is the revelation of the
social relation which in reality extends itself, the mode in which is consol-
idated exchangeability as an exclusive social relation. This oscillation is thus,
still and always, the possibility of crisis. But what crisis? The crisis which
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constitutes the concepr refers to the definition of the res/ as antagonism and
crisis.

To the degree that production is shaped in such a way that every producer
becomes dependent on the exchange value of his commodity, i.e. as the
product increasingly becomes the immediate object of production—to the
same degree must money relations develop, together with the contradictions
immanent in the money relation, in the relation of the product to itself as
money. The need for exchange and for the transformation of the product
into a pure exchange value progresses in step with the division of labor,
i.e., with the incteasingly social character of production. But as the latter
grows, so grows the powet of money, i.e., the exchange relation establishes
itself as a power external to and independent of the producers. What
originally appeared as a means to promote production becomes a relation
alien to the producers. As the producers become more dependent on ex-
change, exchange appears to become more independent of them, and the
gap between the product as product and the product as exchange value
appears to widen. Money does not create these antitheses and contradic-
tions; it is, rather, the development of these contradictions and antitheses
which creates the seemingly transcendental power of money [Grandrisse,

p. 146; 65].

To recapitulate. Value, in the figure of money, is given as contradiction,
as “‘the possibility that these two separated forms in which the commodity
exists are not convertible into one another” (Grandrisse, p. 147; 65). This
antagonistic nature (“while the equation itself becomes dependent on external
conditions, hence a matter of chance”—Grandrisse, p. 148; 66) is revealed
spatially (commercial crisis) and temporally (cyclical crisis); but #he basis of
this is the social relation which founds the necessity of the form of exchange-
ability, of value and of money. It is here that the possibility of crisis is
transformed into its actuality:

It is absolutely necessary that forcibly separated elements which essentially
belong together manifest themselves by way of forcible eruption as the
separation of things which belong together in essence. The unity is brought
about by force. As soon as the antagonistic split leads to eruptions, the
economists point to the essential unity and abstract from the alienation
[Grandrisse, p. 150; 68}.

The discourse on “money and crisis” thus prepares a passage to an analysis
of the real. On the one hand, Marx utilizes the Proudhonian hypothesis
(reading it as a mystification of a definite passage, which is developed within
the crisis, from the form of value to the form of money), and on the other,
inverts this hypothesis, showing it to be a falsification and an attempt to
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hypothesize a real antagonism. The critique must therefore make itself political,
must assault the social conditions of the antagonism. And this is in fact the
road Marx follows. The second passage of the “Notebook on Money” begins
on this terrain. As for the first passage, what we've examined up to here,
it seems almost a run to prepare the leap, the entry into the middle of the
things that materialist criticism should consider.

But before also entering ourselves onto this terrain, let us look for a
moment at an element—-often implicit, at times explicit—in the pages we
have just considered, which we have not however taken into consideration.
It is the attention paid to momey as a symbol. This amounts to saying that
Marx, at the very moment in which he considers the possibility of crisis,
namely, the necessity of the function of money (value) to break from the
antagonism which constitutes it, he considers also the ambiguous effect of
this detachment. Break, scission, equal the deepening of the contrast of class
which lies below the monetary relation. But the elements of the contrast,
when they are not mediated, re-emerge in all their power of opposition.
Further on in the Grundrisse Marx will insist more attentively on the com-
position of the working class at this level of scission. Here he insists instead
on the political function of money as a symbol, as a function of command.
Money as a “mere symbol,” as a “'social symbol,” as an “a priori idea”—in
short “the money-subject” (Grundrisse, p. 141, 144, 167; 60, 63, 84)—can
be the result of the moment of crisis, can be one solution of crisis. Let us
look closely at this point: here Marx explains his dialectic, that it is not a
Hegelian one of necessary mediation, that it is not a Proudhonian one of
the law of value, but it is the logic of antagonism, of risk, of opening. The
symbol can beconze subject, value can become command, overdetermination can
break the dialectic and be in force with power and command. Fascism,
barbarism, and regression are not impossible. The symbol can be stronger
than reality because it is born from the conscious scission of reality. We
will see further on the extraordinary importance of this Marxist intuition.
(Too dry is the reading of Rosdolsky, pp. 145—47. While he justifiably
insists on the possibility of attaining the theory of surplus value on the basis
of this intrinsic element of Marx’s theory of money, Rosdolsky undervalues
the possibility of a newe Darsteliung on this subject. Rosdolsky does not realize
that this logical and theoretical passage can also be a historical and political
passage.)

“Money and inequality.” Once again a pedantic beginning: critique of Gray
and of the Saint-Simonian bank. Marx repeats himself: general conditions
of production, from money to exchange to the social conditions of the one
and of the other: “The biggest exchange process is not that between com-
modities, but that between commodities and labor” (Grundrisse, p. 155;
73). But here, boom! The first big leap, the first of the political excursuses of
the Grundrisse.
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Let us begin with a more simple point: money, the form of value, is a
relation of inequality, generically representative of the property relation,
substantively representative of the power relation.

The reciprocal and all-sided dependence of individuals who are indifferent
to one another forms their social connection. This social bond is expressed
in exchange value, by means of which alone each individual’s own activity
or his product becomes an activity and a product for him; he must produce
a general product—exchange valne, or, the latter isolated for itself and
individualized, monegy. On the other side, the power which each individual
exercises over the activity of others or over social wealth exists in him as
the owner of exchange values, of money. The individual carries his social

power, as well as his bond with society, in his pocket {Grandrisse, p. 1567,
74-5%.

Now, the less is the force of exchange, that much more is the force of
the community that links individuals together: that is the form of ancient
society.

Personal independence founded on objective [swchlicher] dependence is the
second great form, in which a system of general social metabolism, of
universal relations, of all-round needs and universal capacities is formed
for the first time. Free individuality, based on the universal development
of individuals and on their social wealth, is the third stage. The second
stage creates the conditions for the third [Grandrisse, p. 158; 75].

This a philosophy of history? One cannot properly say so: because in fact
the history described is immediately inverted into an active and constructive
relation, and ar the same time into a dialectic so extreme that it can in no
way be resolved. On the one hand, therefore, “exchange and division of
labor reciprocally condition one another” (Grundrisse, p. 158; 77). Already
in the body of labor is therefore implanted that duplicity of exchange and
of money which totally absotbs it. This is thus “reification, reified relation,
reified exchange value” (Grundrisse, p. 160; 78). But on the other hand,
destruction of all this, conscious, voluntary, rational, creative destruction:
“Universally developed individuals, whose social relations, as their own
communal {gemeinschaftlich} relations, are hence also subordinated to their
own communal control, are no product of nature, but of history” (Grundriise,
p. 162; 79). (If one looks closely: this development is struggle, break,
creation. In no sense a restoration of an original essence. Here, humanism
has no place. “It is as ridiculous to yearn for a return to that original fullness
as it is to believe that with this complere emptiness history has come to a
standstill. The bourgeois viewpoint has never advanced beyond this antithesis
between itself and this romantic viewpoint, and therefore the latter will
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accompany it as legitimate antithesis up to its blessed end” (Grundrisse, p.
162; 80). Certainly, the dialectic of these two moments is necessary: “Uni-
versal prostitution appears as a necessary phase in the development of the
social character of personal talents, capacities, abilities, activities” (Grun-
drisse, p. 163; 80): but even more necessary—and historical and conscious—
is the collapse of this prostitution.

This theoretical and political explosion does not have content. It will be
taken up once again further on; for now, it is an anticipation that awaits
the maturation of seeds planted in order to represent themselves as protag-
onists. Let us therefore grow these seeds, turning to the analysis of money.

“Money as measure and as general equivalent.” We know the problem and
its solution. “Money is the physical medium into which exchange values are
dipped, and in which they obtain the form corresponding to their general
charactet” (Grundrisse, p. 167; 84). But it is only labor time which makes
this generality: “Money is labor time in the form of a general object”
(Grundyrisse, p. 168; 85). What follows is the critique of Adam Smith, which
assumes two determinations of labor—that which produces and that which
produces for money—as juxtaposed. Now, producing for money is ¢ the
same time a moment of exploitation and a moment of socialization. Capitalist
socialization exalts the sociality of money as exploitation, while communist
socialization destroys money, affirming the immediate sociality of labor.
“In the second case, the presupposition is itself mediated; i.e. a communal
production, communality, is presupposed as the basis of production. The
labor of the individual is posited from the outset as social labor” (Grandrisse,
p. 172; 88). “His product is nof an exchange value.” Marx continues like this
for a while.

Now, here it is worth the trouble to reconsider certain elements of the
reasoning, elements which—moreover—we have already encountered. It
continually strikes me that Marx’s inversion of the reified generality of money
(of value) into the productive generality of associared labor is fundamental. The
inversion implies 7o homology: the antagonistic character of the categories and
of Marx’s method excludes it. The more fundamenta) the representation of
value in the figure of money, the more fundamental is the refutation of value,
the radicality of its inversion. Communism is not the realization of the in-
terchangeability of value, the being in force of money as a real measure.
Communism is the negation of all measure, the affirmation of the most
exasperated plurality—creativity.

Thus, economy of time, along with the planned distribution of labor time
among the various branches of production, remains the first economic law
on the basis of communal production. It becomes law, there, to an even
higher degree. However, this is essentially different from a measurement
of exchange values (labor or products) by labor time {Grandrisse, p. 173;
891.
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Economy of time and free planned activity: let us keep in mind these two
elements which here characterize communism. Refusal of labor? It will prob-
ably not be entirely useless to take up once again (as we shall do) chis
problematic.

“Money as a measure of circulation.” We are in the middle of the “magnificent
side” of money, of that aspect and that movement which creates at once
socialization and crises. A long parenthesis on metals has anticipated this
new theoretical atrack. Now “the first task is firmly to establish the general
concept of civculation” (Grandrisse, p. 187; 102). It is another of the central
points of the Grandrisse: on this basis in fact will be developed the second
great strand of the analysis, that which has to do with problems of social
capital and of the antagonism at this level. And here, as always occurs in
the extremely dense structure of this work, already some anticipations of this
rich development are included. But let us look at the passages one by one.
In the first place, money is presented as a universal in movement, as a
“perpetuum mobile,” as “a circle of exchange, a totality of the same, in constant
flux, proceeding more or less over the entire surface of society; a system of
acts of exchange” (Grundrisse, p. 188; 103). But, in the second place, in
this role as the motor of circulation, the deep actor of the unity of the
market, money is also the fixation of the reification and axtonsmization of the
general equivalent. “The precondition of commodity circulation is that they
be produced as exchange values, not as immediate use values, but as mediated
through exchange value. Appropriation through and by means of divestiture
{Entaiisserung} and alienation {Veraiisserung} is the fundamental condition”
(Grundyisse, p. 196; 111). And again: “Circulation is the movement in which
the general alienation appears as general appropriation and general appro-
priation as general alienation” (Grundrisse, p. 196; 111). Money is repre-
sented as “a power over the individuals which has become autonomous.”
From this derive certain fundamental consequences: namely, that the antag-
onism inherent in this conceptual duplication of money in circulation pro-
duces circulation as a “false” process to infinity. In reality, the process is
contradictory from all points of view; the acts presented in it are reciprocally
“indifferent,” distant in space and time. The possibility of crisis, already in-
dividuated at the level of the analysis of the general equivalent in itself, is
represented ar the level of circulation.

In so far as purchase and sale, the two essential moments of circulation,
are indifferent to one another and separated in place and time, they by no
means need to coincide, Their indifference can develop into the fortification
and apparent independence of the one against the other. But in so far as
they are both essential moments of a single whole, there must come a
moment when the independent form is violently broken and when the
inner unity is established externally through a violent explosion. Thus
already in the quality of money as a medium, in the splitting of exchange
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into two acts, there lies the germ of crises, or at least their possibility,
which cannot be realized, except where the fundamental preconditions of
classically developed, conceptually adequate circulation are present {Grun-
drisse, p. 198; 112-131.

But, again, this is not enough. In the Grandrisse, all the rurns the discourse
makes around the antagonism of circulation, its spatial and temporal de-
terminations, are immediately transferred to the diviston of labor, to the social
conditions of the antagonism. It is also what happens here. And the cor-
responding passage also occurs, that of the inversion, that which gathers the
richness of the process of capiral within circulation in order to negate it, not
toward a successive development, but in terms of destruction and of communist
appropriation. This series of passages is fundamental because while it illustrates
the possibility of crisis inherent in the concept of money, it also demonstrates
the nature of Marx’s categorial procedure. It is not in fact the dialectical
possibility of crisis but the antagonistic violence of inversion which contin-
ually gives meaning to the argumentative process. It is evident that the very
usage of the categories is modified: the categories recurn ceaselessly to the
subjectivity of the antagonism; they can only be definitively read in this
light; they can only function in this way.

But let us proceed. At this point money “appears here fistly as an end
in itself, whose sole realization is served by commodity trade and exchange”
(Grandrisse, p. 203; 117). “We must then observe money in its third quality,
in which both of the former are included, i.e. that of serving as measure
as well as the general medium of exchange and hence the realization of
commodity prices.” The dialectical scheme of the exposition is concluded:
the synthesis demonstrates “money as money and capital,” as realized totality
of the process. Here thete is something like a pause in Marx’s procedure:
the antagonistic inversion is not in fact placed on the primary level. The
analysis almost amuses itself in a long phenomenology of the monetary synthesis.
This phenomenology is in fact intended to demonstrate all the potency, all
the subjectivity on the part of capital. The potency of money as a repre-
sentative of circulation, of its totality and general dominion over realization
comes to be extremely accentuated. The dominion of money has the ap-
pearance and the indifference of mobility and fluidity; money exercises its
dominion under the paradoxical form of evwnescence. It is everywhere and it
dilutes itself in persistence, but at the same time it recovers itself as a sign
of the totality. Its intermediation is as supple as it is rigid. But that is how
this paradox is materialized: the evanescent power of money attacks things
and transforms them in its own image and resemblance. It is a demiurgic
power which through a sign modifies reality. It is clear that in this Marx,
money is a tautology for power. A power that extends everywhere. And in
fact; money is represented as a relation of production (“the money relation is
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itself a relation of production if production is looked at in its totality”—
Grundrisse, p. 214; 128), as instrument of production (“since circulation no
longer appears in its primitive simplicity, as quantitative exchange, but as
a process of production, as a real metabolism. And thus money is itself
stamped as a particular moment of this process of production”~— Grundrisse,
p. 217; 130); as power (in its capacity of “diffusion and fragmentation in the
world of commodities”—(Grundrisse, p. 218; 132); money “as the individual
of general wealth” exercises “a general power over society, over the whole
world of gratifications, labors, etc.”——Grandrisse, p. 222; 133), as—spe-
cifically—power over wage labor (“It is inherent in the simple character of
money itself that it can exist as a developed moment of production only
where and when wage labor exists; that in this case, far from subverting the
social formation, it is rather a condition for its development and a driving-
wheel for the development of all forces of production, material and mental”—
Grundrisse, p. 223; 134-35); “As material representative of general wealth, as
individualized exchange value, money must be the direct object, aim and product
of general labor, the labor of all individuals. Labor must directly produce
exchange value, i.e. money. It must therefore be wage labor”— (Grundrisse,
p. 224; 135), as a productive power (“Money as aim here becomes the means
of general industriousness”: “It is clear, therefore, that when wage labor is
the foundation, money does not have a dissolving effect, but acts produc-
tively"— Grundrisse, p. 224; 135), as a aniversal power (“which produces new
needs,” “a means for expanding the universality of wealth,” “for creating
the true generality”’— Grundrisse, p. 225; 136). And finally, money is pre-
sented as “the rez! common substance of wage labor and of capital.”

[T

It is not by chance that money represents the “real substance of wage
labor and of capital” in the passage we have just analyzed. While in fact in
the other passages of the analysis of money, the specific dialectical process
of the figure of capital contained, next to and in it, the process of inversion,
in the paragraphs devoted to ‘“money as money” this does not occur. It cannot
occur because that is the triumph of money, of its subjectivity: it is extreme
accentuation of the relation through the identification of one of its poles.
But the picture must be here immediately changed, inverted. All the con-
tradictions which the categories have verified in their constitution and de-
velopment are now going to be gathered into the operation of inversion. It
would be possible to reuse the theses which we gathered under point B,
since already in those pages the tension toward inversion is expressed. It
would be better nonetheless to concentrate on those new theses which con-
stitute the end of Notebook I and the beginning of II. There is in these
pages a bit of weariness, but the movement of inversion is strongly launched
and is radical.

Marx insists on three themes: money and world mavket, money and productive
civculation, the political and institutional form of social reproduction. They are
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three strictly related themes: in fact, on all three terrains, inversion can be
given at a level of generality which is that produced by the development
of the investigation finished at this point. One can say that, in distinction
from what happens in point B, here the attention latches onto the extensive
contradictions rather than onto the intensive contradiction.

The world market is the specific terrain on which crisis determines “the
general intimation which points beyond the presupposition, and the urge
which drives towards the adoption of a new historic form” (Grandrisse, p.
228; 139). The world market multiplies the contradictions of money in
circulation, putting it all in movement. The relation attains the maximum
of difference and accamulates in this immense area the totality of differences.
The world market is the fendency: money in as much as it is universal potency
moves preponderantly toward that dimension. But in so doing it carries to
that signification the ensemble of contradictions which constitute it. The
qualitative leap to the world market constitutes in antagonism the totality
of contradictions. We will return to this point shortly—also to respond to
the criticisms which Marx’s presentation of the relation “world matket-
money-crisis” immediately gives rise to. It could be said in fact that the
extensive dimension comes close to denying the intensive dimension and
that the relation between the accumulation of contradictions and the resur-
gence of the antagonism is more @ Jogical leap than a deduction. But we will
come soon to this element. We pass then to the second proposed relation:
that berween money and circulation, and money and reproduction. Now,
money as teproductive potency reproduces together itself and the world of
production as its condition. Money lives “as relation to itself through the
processs of circulation”; but this occurs because

the process of circulation must also and equally appear as the process of
the production of exchange values. It is thus, on one side, the regression
of exchange value into labor, on the other side, that of money into exchange
value, which is now posited, however, in a more profound character, With
circulation, the determined price is presupposed, and circulation as money
posits it only formally. The determinareness of exchange value itself, or the
measute of price, must now itself appear as an act of circulation. Posited
in this way, exchange value is capital, and circulation is posired at the
same time as an act of production {Grundrisse, p. 235; 146].

“Circulation as act of production.” The inversion must therefore occur also
inside circulation, inside productive circulation. That constitutes the syn-
thesis of the complete process of capital; in it “money in its final, completed
character now appears in all directions as a contradiction, a contradiction
which dissolves itself, drives towards its own dissolution” (Grandrisse, p.
233; 144). And in this case as well (and in a much more convincing way
than in the case of the world market) the tendency of money to constitute
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the synthesis of circulation and production determines the explosion of the
antagonism. Finally, a third point to be considered, the relation money—
institutional forms. Even here money is in possession of an extraordinary
expansive force. In its light, “all inherent contradictions of bourgeois society
appear extinguished in money relations as conceived in a simple form; and
bourgeois democracy even more than the bourgeois economists takes refuge
in this aspect (the latter are at least consistent enough to regress to even
simpler aspects of exchange value and exchange) in order to construct apol-
ogetics for the existing economic relations” (Grundrisse, p. 240—1; 152).
“The money system can indeed only be the realization of this system of
freedom and equality” (Grundrisse, p. 246; 157). The democracy of modern peaple
is vhe total realization of exchange value. All the institutional forms of democracy
are only its representations. But here too the contradiction runs through the
cumulation of effects of exchange value, of money in order to show the
antagonistic conditions: “already the simple forms of exchange value and of
money latently contain the opposition between labor and capital etc” (Grun-
drisse, p. 248; 159). The consequence, to the socialists,

the proper reply . . . is: that exchange value or, more precisely, the money
system is in fact the system of equality and freedom, and that the dis-
turbances which they encounter in the further development of the system
are disturbances inherent in it, are merely the realization of eguality and
freedom, which prove to be inequality and unfreedom. It is just as pious
as it is stupid to wish that exchange value would not develop into capital,

nor labor which produces exchange value into wage labor {Grandrisie, p.
248-49, 160}.

It has been noted that the passage from money to the world market to
crisis does not have the intensity and the same synoptic significance the
other conclusive points of the chapter on money have. But, without denying
the limits of Marx’s argumentation, it is possible here to add certain an-
notations. The discourse on the “world market” appears in Marx, in the
Grundyisse, as an indication of work to be done. Such is the case in Notebook
M (Grandrisse, pp. 108-9; 28-29), such is the case, in many places, in the
central notebooks (Grundrisse, pp. 228, 264; 139, 175). In every case the
reference to the world market concludes Marx’s project of work, a project
of work through an articulation of books which should gather together the
entire operation of the theoretical destruction of capitalist society. World
market versus crisis. If one looks closely: when Marx projects the book on the
world market and crisis he does not confuse it generically with the dimensions
of the internationalization and of the consonant and concurrent processes of
capital: he distinguishes them, on the contrary, explicitly. World market
is then understood as a specific category. We will see further on—in Lesson
3 on method—how, in this case, a specificity of Marx’s method matches
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clearly: it is worth saying that the cumulation of concrete elements deter-
mines a new categorial level; the analysis is displaced, dislocated forward.
Well, one could demand that, at this new level, the intensity of the analysis
of the antagonism correspond to its extension and density. It is an optical
effect, the disproportion between the indication and the content of the
analysis, which here, now, leaves us unsatisfied before Marx’s proposition
for analyzing the world market-crisis knot. But if only, in Marx’s way, we
fill that form with theoretical contents which centuries of class struggle on
a world level have accumulated, then we will understand well how this
indication is anything but disarmed. The other side is that which accentuates
not so much the consideration of the category but its rendential formation
on the basis of the antagonism of money. But of that we have already spoken.

We have thus come to the end of the reading of this chapter on money.
It seems to me that the questions which were initially posed have found a
first contribution to discussion and raised further reasons for being, at least
approximately, developed. It seems to me, in particular, possible to confirm
the judgment anticipated in regard to the utility of the attack, of the
beginning of this chapter on money. Now, therefore, what are the theoretical
advantages that this irruption of money contains? It seems to me possible
to respond on several planes.

Above all on the plane of the simple reading. Here, it seems to me that
the value-money knot immediately proposed concretizes the theme of value as it never
elsewhere accurs in Marx. The passage from money-form to commodity-form,
from the Grundrisse to Capital, only adds abstraction and confusion. Despite
all the intentions and declarations to the contrary, that which the attack on
the problem of commodities determines, it is a more idealist, Hegelian
method, The insistence on money, in the second place, does not autonomize
and separate the theory of value. We will see further on—in Lesson 4—how
one can only speak of the theory of value as a part of the theory of surplus
value: the reduction of value to money, while it also removes the tempration
to autonomize the theory of value, introduces instead the sequel of the
investigation; it initiates a good route. Money is a concrete thing which
contains all the dynamism and the contradictions of value, as much from
the formal as from the substantial point of view, without possessing the
abstract void of the discourse on value.

From the formal point of view. Money can describe, and here it describes
with great potency, the dynamism of the tendency and that of the antagonism. On
the first plane, that of the tendency, it is indeed true what Marx underlines:
Money “is itself the community [Gemeinwesen] and can tolerate none other
standing above it. But this presupposes the full development of exchange
values, hence a corresponding organization of society” (Grandrisse, p. 223;
134). And we recall as well that “when wage labor is the foundation, money
does not have a dissolving effect, but acts productively” (Grundrisse, p. 224;
135). But with chis, the basis of the antagonism is given directly. Money
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and division of labor, money and exploitation, constant relation of a degpening
of the scission as a result of its extension; all of this is given in that perspective
which introduces and develops the critique from within the immediacy of
money. There's nothing, from the formal point of view, that the theory of
value can give us and that the theory of money does not give us here in a
more effective or colorful form.

All the more so in a substantial consideration. Here money, in its specific
dynamism, shows us immediately the law of value as cvisis, Money is the
demonstration that the movement of value is pure precariousness, that its
solidity is only tendential and can only determine itself within the continuous
alternation between the social averaging of necessary labor and its compulsory
overdetermination. It is necessary to insist on these motives which constitute
the basis on which the theory of surplus value can and must be established.
But that is constituted as a law of class struggle only in the sense in which
the law of value becomes a horizon, not a self-sufficient category. And money
well represents this veduction of the law of value to a mere horizon. Through the
theory of money, in fact, on one side, we have the possibility of eliminating
the caput mortuum of the theory of value: the relation value—prices. It is money
which constitutes, immediately, this relation, interpreting the oscillation
between the social averaging of values of social labor and the overdetermi-
nation of prices, Money represents this oscillation in itself; there is—outside
this oscillation—no other reality: money is a constitutive oscillation, which
mediates and demonstrates the complete value produced by social labor. On
the other hand, it is also money which demonstrates, in its appearance as
money, as “abstract sensuality,” the route which capitalist command over
society travels in qrder to overdetermine continually the oscillation of ex-
ploitation. Money will permit us to understand how surplus value is con-
solidated in social command; how to command crisis is the normal situation
of capitalism. Centralizing the analysis of money permits Marx therefore fo
radically innovate with respect to the theory of value of the classics, in a double
dimension: to reduce the theory of value to the figures of the averaging of
social labor, and therefore to define it as oscillation, as conflictuality, as
potentiality of antagonism,

But now it is necessary to determine cthis antagonism. It is not by chance
that the analysis will proceed from the critique of money (of value) to that
of power. The terrain has so far been prepared for the determination of the
theory of surplus value as a fundamental element: but we will see how
surplus value itself does not hold if it is not continually referred, as command,
to the confrontations, oscillations, crises, the antagonism produced—at the
same time as wealth—by social labor. A command attempting continuous
political overdetermination. Thus, the attack on money in the Grundrisse
opens and anticipates the general tone for the theoretical path which moves
Jrom the critigue of money to the crivigue of power.

Lesson Three

The Method of the
Antagonistic Tendency

Reading hypotheses for the Introduction (Notebook M). ] Materialist
method and concept of production. {_] Method and dialectic of the
general concept of production. [] The synthesis-scission in pro-
duction and the particular form of agglomeration in the method of
the dialectic and of materialism. 7] The three first elements of the
critique of political economy: (a) determinate abstraction; (b) the
tendency; (c) the criterion of practice. [] Self-critical pause in the
development of the methodological research, and some prob-
lems, [] Some additional elements to deepen the theory of
method: 1. The “sketch on wvalue”; 2. Bastiat and Carey.
L] Nevertheless, impossible to get out of it: the method caught
between the “tendency” and the “projection.” [] A fourth ele-
ment of the methodic synthesis: (d) displacement and constitu-
tion. [] Critical conclusions and open problems.

Notebook M was written by Marx between the 23rd of August and mid-
September 1857. Originally published by Kautsky, as noted above, it was
republished—for philological reasons, in order to correct Kautsky's edition—
in Moscow conjointly with the edition of the Grundrisse. It seems to me that
putting the Introduction and the Grandrisse together in the same edition was
not inopportune, not simply for philological reasons, but also from the point
of view of their very content. Reading the Introduction and the Grundrisse
at the same time permits us to understand each one better. That there exists a
continuity between the two texts is demonstrated by the recurrence, the
reappearance in both, of the same plan of work, whatever the modifications
undergone (see Lesson 2). What is proposed here is that this continuity is
not a simple temporal continuity, that it touches the very nature of the
subject matter. There are those who deny all substantive continuity between
the Introduction and the Grandrisse. Vygodskij, for example, who insists on
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the dialectical discoveries of the Grundrisse, entirely underestimates the
methodological importance of the Introduction: according to him, the Intro-
duction is only the resumé of Marx’s studies and of the theory of historical
materialism of the "40s and '50s; it does not yet bear the stamp of dialectical
matetialism (which leads to the theory of surplus value), which determines
the originality, the true leap forward of the other notebooks. As for the
French and Italian schools, which for decades have excessively dwelt on the
method of the Introduction, they strike me as never having directly confronted
the problem of its relation to the Grandrisse. In fact, given the "delirious”
character of the latter, they have preferred to avoid the problem and to relate
the Introduction directly to Capital. And to conclude: the methodology of
1857 is the materialist methodology of Capital, and therefore, the Introduction
must yield to the latter. Neither of these points of view, which are in
substantive agreement concerning the limiting of the methodology of 1857
to a strictly materialist horizon, satisfies me very much. It is no doubt true
thar Notebook M is not lit by that political and dialectical tension which
runs through the other notebooks: it is equally true that there one senses
strongly the limits of a slightly vulgar materialism: but, in regard to Vy-
godskij’s thesis, I think that with the Introduction one is already fully within
the theoretical leap which the Grandrisse operates, that the two texts derive
from the same creative process, and that each one sheds light on the other;
as for the theses of the Italian and French schools, it seems to me—in
consequence—that one should deny them, and that the relationship that
exists between the Introduction and Capital is identical to that which holds
between the entire Grundrisse and Capital, Therefore, I propose to move on
now to the reading of the text, where I will attempt to demonstrate to what
extent my hypotheses are well-founded—I insist nevertheless on the use-
fulness of doing this reading only in Lesson 3, after already having penetrated
to the heart of things with Lesson 2. T will continue to pull each text toward
the other, in this lesson, but also from now on throughout the analysis.

“The object before us, to begin with, material production” (Grundyisse, p.
83; [SD. Bur what is the concept of production? There is no more classically
philosophical a question than that: for centuries the philosophers have lit-
igated over real and nominal definitions. But every name always possesses
some sort of reality: the problem is that the referent not be mystified. In
this search for a mediation berween name and reality, the latest “philoso-
phers,” for example, seem to have fallen into the trap of the “merely aesthetic
semblance, of the Robinsonades, great and small”: in reality, they only
mystify production by introducing an anticipation, “by inventing” produc-
tion as a political function of bourgeois society in the process of becoming.
How to harmonize name and reality correctly? Avoiding mystification does
not imply avoiding a political project, but simply linking this political
project to reality. Reality is political: but no less true because political.
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Reality must thus serve as a target for politics: tth_*e is oqu one true and
real politics. The 18th-century “philosophers” mystify zeahty because they
plaster individualism over the concept of production, thus makfng themselves
into an echo of the political project of bourgeois society: and it is false. Qne
can only broach the concept of production by leaving behind the organic,
general element which is its basis, by leaving behind the 18th century. I?fut
once that is done, once this general impulse is accomplished, chis collective
link which defines the human mode of producing, one still has not concluded
anything: reality and name still remain distant from each other, and one
runs the risk of making only a generic name of production. Of courﬁe," al’%
epochs of production have certain common traits, common characteristics.
Bur this “characterization of historical processes of production’ doesn’t help
us much. If “production in general is an abstraction,” it is nevertheless

a rational abstraction in so far as it really brings out and fixes the common
element and thus saves us repetition. Still, this genera/ category, this
common element sifeed out by comparison, is itself segmented many times
over and splits into different determinations. Some determinations belong
to all epochs, others only to a few. [Some] determinations will be sl‘mred
by the most modern epoch and the most ancient. No production will be
thinkable without them: however, even though the most developed lan-
guages have laws and characreristics in common with the least developffd,
nevertheless, just those things which determine their development, i.e.
the elements which are not general and common, must be separated out
from the determinations valid for production as such, so that in their
unity—which arises already from the identity of the subject, humanity,
and of the object, nature—their essential difference is not forgotten. The
whole profundity of those modern economists who demonstrate the eternity
and harmoniousness of the existing social relations lies in this forgetting

[Grandrisse, p. 85; (7)}.

This passage contains almost everything: the constructiog of generai con-
ceptual abstraction, its particular determination on the basis of diffevence, tl_le
polemic against all those conceptions which try to malfe the conceptuatl in
general eternal by basing themselves on materialism (against the economists,
as before, against the philosophers and their lucid ideology).

Up to this point, nonetheless, one cannot say that chis _constitutes great
originality in terms of a definition of the concept. Any realist or @atenahs.t
writer {even of the 18th century) could have said the same thing. It is
necessary therefore to pursue the matter further. Diglectically? Bur for there
to be @ dialectic, there bave to be subjects. Therefore, this is the question we
must go into thoroughly.
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If there is no production in general, then there is also no general production,
Production is always a particular branch of production—e. g. agriculture,
cattle-raising, manufactures, etc.—or it is a rorality. But political economy
is not technology. The relation of the general characteristics of production
at 2 given stage of social development to the particular forms of production
to be developed elsewhere (later). Lastly, production also is not only a
patticular production. Rather, it is always a certain social body, a social
subject, which is active in a greater of sparser totality of branches of
production {Grundrisse, p. 86; (7-8)].

Here emerges the concept of wsality as a relation and a unity of differences. It
would be necessary to open here a parenthesis (but we can only indicate it
now) on the relationship rotality—subjectivity. Too many writers gargle with
this concept of totality, which they reduce to the intensity which would
emanate from a knot of idealist determination, although, to the contrary,
totality is here, very clearly, the subjective structure, the structure of a
carrying subject. Within Marx’s methodic horizon, the concept of totality
is never intensive. It is extensive, organized, finalized, by the determination
of abstraction. Marx's methodic horizon is never invested with the concept
of totality; rather it is characterized by the materialist discontinuity of real
Processes. This passage too nevertheless resolves nothing. Certainly, subjec-
tivity confers on the dialectic of the material structure an extremely important
dynamism, and it enlarges its dimensions. The example which Marx gives
(taking up one of his old but absolutely appropriate ideas) is that of the
immediate reduction of property and of the juridical forms of social orga-
nization in general to that social structure. Iz sum, materialism bere subordinates
the dialectic to itself, makes use of it to characterize the subjective (capitalist)
totality of the structure. But that is not enough: the dialectic is as impotent
as simple materialism to define the revolutionary method. Materialism and
dialectics have given us totality and difference, as well as the scructural link
which subjectively unites them. But that is not enough. It remains insuf-
ficient as long as this structure, this totality is nor internally spliz, as long
as we do not succeed in grasping o the structural (capitalist) subjectivity
but the subjectivities which dialectically constitute the structure (the two
classes in struggle). “Thus production, distribution, exchange and con-
sumption form a regular syllogism; production is the generality, discribution
and exchange the particularity, and consumption the singularity in which
the whole is joined together” (Grundrisse, p. 89; {11]). But if these elements
form a syllogism, it is necessary then to define the concreteness, the sin-
gularity, the difference of the elements of the syllogism. The category of
production, in the essential terms which distinguish it, and with the totality
which characterizes it—a veritable social articulation of reality—an only ke
constituted as a category of difference, as a totality of subjects, of differences,
of antagonism. This is the path which we should follow. To accept the
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totality without insisting on the antagonisms whic.h compose it is “to not
conceive [these moments] in their unity. As if this rupture had madg its
way not from reality into the textbooks, but rather.from the textbooks into
reality, and as if the task were the dialectic balancing of concepts, and not
the grasping of real relations” (Grundrisse, p. 90; {11}

In this discussion of the formation of a category (fha't of ‘produccio‘n .in
this particular case), one has thus arrived at.estabhs.hmg its maten:ithst
(against 18th-century ideology) and its dialectical ('fxgamsc the economz‘sts)
bases and insisted on the subjectivity of its determinate moments (against
the reformists and the jurists). The base is solid, but still i'nsufﬁc:ent. .Let
us therefore deepen still further the differences of productlon. by latchfng
onto the production-consumption relation, which is the same .thmg as saying
the relation of universality and individuality. This relation is formally cir-
cular: “No production without a need. But consumptiog reprgduces t'he
need”; “the object is not an object in general, but a spec1ﬁ§ ol?Ject which
must be consumed in a specific manner, to be mediated in its turn by
production itself”; “Production not only supplies a rpaterial for the need,
but it also supplies a need for the material” (Grumdrisse, p. 92; '{13~14}).
Bur the circularity of the relation must be broken. “Not.hing.sm!l’pler for
a Hegelian than to posit production and consu'mption as 1dept1cal (Gm{n—
drisse, p. 93; {151). But one knows that Marx is not a Hegelian; he reafilly
leaves this qualifier to the socialist literateur or to the vulggr_economxsts.
Marx is a Marxist: that is to say, a materialist and a dialectician (we'have
seen how), but, above all else, a revolutionary. The relation must coml‘am the
possibility of scission; there is no category which can be def’ined ogt51de the
possibility of scission. “In society, however, the producers' relation to the
product, once the latter is finished, is an exterg# one,$ fmd its return to the
subject depends on his relations to other individuals” (Grundrisse, p. 94;

{151)

The relations and modes of distribution thus appear merely as the obverse
of the agents of production. An individual who participates in production
in the form of wage labor shares in the products, in the results of pro-
duction, in the form of wages. The structure of diseribution is completely
determined by the structure of production. Distribution is itseif a prod}xct
of production, not only in its object, in that only the results of prod-uctxon
can be distributed, but also in its form, in that the specific kind of
participation in production determines the specific forms of distril'autit.m,
i.e., the pattern of participation in distribution. It is altogether an 111us‘10n
to posit land in production, ground rent in distribution, etc. [Grundrisse,

p. 95; (16~17)1.

The “agents of production’: here we are from all evidence at the cenn‘:al
point of the analysis. The general concept of production breaks the limits
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of its matertalist and dialectical definition in order to exalt the subjectivity of
#t5 elements and their antagonistic velation. This antagonistic relation invests the
totality of the concept.

But before distribution can be the distribution of products, it is: (1) the
distribution of the instruments of production, and (2), which is a further
specification of the same relation, the distribution of the members of the
society among the different kinds of production. (Subsumption of the
individuals under specific relations of production.) The distribution of
products is evidently only a result of this distribution, which is comprised
within the process of production itself and determines the structure of
production, To examine production while disregarding this internal dis-
tribution within it is obviously an empty abstraction; while conversely,
the distribution of products follows by itself from this discribution which
forms an original moment of production {Grundrisse, p. 96; (17-18)].

Therefore: “"The question of the relation between this production-deter-
mining distribution, and production, belongs evidently within production
itself”, which means inside “the general-historical relations in production,
and their relation to the movement of history generally” (Grundrisse, p. 97,
[183). We obtain the same result to which the inquiry concerning production
and consurmption leads if we consider the other relation (of the economists’
syllogism): the relation between production and circulation. In this case
equally, identity is split into difference, and difference is acknowledged as
antagonism. “The conclusion we reach is not that production, distribution,
exchange and consumption are identical, but that they all form the members
of a totality, distinctions within a unity” (Grandrisse, p. 99; [201).

Difference, differences, antagonisms. We do not see how to read Marx’s
passages otherwise. The category of production—Tlike that of value—in its generality
and its abstraction carries living within it the constitutive possibility of sepavation.
The dialectical approach is added to the materialist approach not in order
to furnish the key to a totalitarian solution to determinacy, but in order to
recognize the structural totality as the possibility of scission. The agglom-
eration of dialectics and of materialism is operated in the Introduction, from
the outser, under the particular form of scission. One must not, among
other rhings, underestimate the importance of the category chosen as an
example of the method: the category of production. Is it possible to think
that, no matter what the terminological precautions, Marx does not stand,
when it has to do with production and the factory, on one side? The side
of the workers? Can one not see production as scission, exploitation, and
crisis? Unless one wants to accuse him of being Proudhonian!

The discourse here takes a further step forward: “the method of political
economy,” that is, the method of the critique of political economy. On this
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point, Marx establishes certain fundamental criteria. The first principle is
that of “determinate abstraction.” It consists in the methodic assertion that
one cannot found the categories beginning naively with the "real” or the
“concrete,” but only on the basis of the development of a “process of syn-
thesis” of the givens of intuition and of representation. The naive meth-
odology begins with the concrete as a presupposition; Marx’s methodology
rakes the concrete as a vesult. “The scientifically correct method {takes} the
concrete as concrete because it is the concentration of many determinations,
hence unity of the diverse (Grandrisse, p. 101; {21-22]). In this way, rather
than make the concrete representation evaporate into an abstract determi-
nation, one succeeds, on the contrary, in constructing “abstract determi-
nations {which] lead towards a reproduction of the concrete by way of
thought”. Therefore, from the abstraction to the concrete, to the determi-
nation. The cognitive process interrupts the vain avatars of a scientific be-
havior which fetishizes the object: it knows on the contrary that determination
is the product of a theoretical approximation which utilizes general abstrac-
tions, polarities, and dimensions for this end. Truth is an objective. There
is no epistemological skepticism in this: “The real subject retains its au-
tonomous existence outside the head just as before; namely as long as the
head’s conduct is merely speculative, merely theoretical. Hence, in the
theoretical method, too, the subject, society, must always be kept in mind
as the presupposition” (Grundrisse, p. 102; {22]). No epistemological skep-
ticism, but on the contrary, a destruction of every sort of fetishism of the
concrete. The theoretical agglomeration of materialism and of dialectics here
becomes operative. We are well within that reality whose concrete and mul-
tiple determinations we attempt, we try, we¢ risk approximating through
abstractions. There is will and intelligence, that is, a daily, human practice,
in this first principle of the method. But that does not satisfy me: There is
as well the relation between the use value of abstract knowledge and the need for a
transformation of knowledge. In sum, this method of determinate abstraction
and of determining abstractions, which throws me into the water in a very
Cartesian manner, indicates to me “the path of abstract knowledge, rising
from the simple to the combined,” and in so doing helps us to discover,
to invent reality. But, mind well—and I think that chis element has not
been sufficiently worked out in the history of the interpretation and meth-
odology of Marxism: the process of determinate abstraction, of the approx-
imation and of the abstract conquest of the concrete is a collective process, of
collective knowledge. “In all forms of society there is one specific kind of
production which predominates over the rest, whose relations thus assign
rank and influence to the others. It is a general illumination which bathes
all the other colors and modifies their particularity. It is a particular ether
which determines the specific gravity of every being which has materialized
within it” (Grandrisse, pp. 106-7); {271). Well, the process of determinate
abstraction is entirely given inside this collective proletarian illumination:
it is therefore an element of critique and a form of struggle.
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Determinate abstraction is a dynamic fact. It is in fact appropriate to its
epistemological nature to establish a relation between the simple and the
complex; between what is given and what is constructed, between a foun-
dation and a project. The second constitutive element of Marx’s methodology
consists of an interpretation of this relation: it is the method of the “tendency.”
Marx considers the category of “exchange value”: it is a rather concrete
category in our society. Let us closely analyze it: “This vety simple category,
then, makes a historic appearance in its full intensity only in the most
developed conditions of society,” “Thus, although the simpler category may
have existed historically before the more concrete, it can achieve its full
(intensive and extensive) development precisely in a combined form of so-
ciety, while the more concrete category was more fully developed in a less
developed form of society” (Grundrisse, p. 103; [24]). What does all this
mean? It means that the relation between the simple and the complex is #
relation in the full sense of the term, and therefore « dynamism, animated by
historical subjectivity, by the dynamic collective which is its mark. It means
that there exist different degrees of abstraction: on the one hand, the ab-
straction which seeks the real in the concrete (determinate abstraction), and
on the other hand, the concrete which seecks in abstraction its determination (the
process of the tendency). It is an historical movement which is determined
by production and class struggle: which goes from the first to the “second
nature,” from the first, immediate, concrete truth to the truth of the reversal
and of the project. “As a rule, the most general abstractions arise only in
the midst of the richest possible concrete development, where one thing
appears as common to many, to all. Then it ceases to be thinkable in a
particular form alone” (Grandrisse, p. 104; [25)).

This is communism in methodology; the theoretical method can also be defined
as communist: the Grandrisse will show us how this methodological approach
of the definition of the communist revolution can be concretized. How
abstract it is, then, to want to separate the Imtroduction from the substance
of the development of Marx’s analysis!

It would therefore 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 determined, rather, by their relation
to one another in modern bourgeois society, which is precisely the opposite
of that which seems to be their natural order or which corresponds to
historical development {Grundrisse, p. 107; {28D.

And again: "Human anatomy contains a key to the anatomy of the ape”
(Grandrisse, p. 105; [26}). It is therefore clear that the tendential method
prevails in a decisive way, in Marx's work, from the point of view of its
epistemology, over the genealogical method. We will return to this later.
What is important to underscore for the moment is that, on this level as
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well, the method supposes an insertion in a real tissue of which the deter-
mination cannot be referred to the context of a simple individual. From this
point of view as well, Marx’s methodology is a coflective risk. The tendency:
it is not simply what permits a passive construction of the categories on the
basis of a sum of historical acquisitions; it is above all what permits a reading
of the present in light of the future, in order to make projects to illuminate
the future. To take risks, to struggle. A science should adhere to that. And
if occasionally one is an ape, it is only in order to be more agile.

The great meaning of the relation between abstraction and determination,
between abstraction as verification and abstraction as a project, finds a mo-
ment of scientific verification: it is the third element of the methodology
of the Introduction, it is the “true in practice.” In order to define the third
criterion of the method, Marx allies the method of determinate abstraction
to that of the tendency, in regard to a category—that of “labor”—which
constitutes the center of the ensemble of his research. Now, “labor seems
a quite simple category.” Nevertheless—and here is the method of deter-
minate abstraction at work—when it is economically conceived in this sim-~
plicity, “ ‘labor’ is as modern a category as are the relations which create
this simple abstraction” (Grandrisse, p. 103;{24}). The analysis of the general
relations which constitute this category makes evident that this unity, this
unity and articulation of multiplicity, is a2 dynamic element, an intertwining
and a result of subjective forces. The concept of labor moves in the historical
reality of the economy toward ever higher forms of abstraction: it is the
capitalist relations of production which determine this movement. In such
a way that, slowly—and here again is the work of the tendency—the category
broadens, labor becomes

this abstraction of labor as such {which}] is not merely the mental product
of a concrete totality of labors. Indifference towards specific labors corre-
sponds to a form of society in which individuals can with ease transfer
from one labor to another, and where the specific kind is a matter of chance
for them, hence of indifference. Not only the category, labor, but labor
in reality has here become the means of creating wealth in general, and
has ceased to be organically linked with particular individuals in any
specific form [Grandrisse, p. 104; (25)1.

Now, if one remarks well, “the point of departure of modern economics,
namely the abstraction of the category ‘labor,” ‘labor as such,’ labor pure
and simple, becomes true in practice” (Grandrisse, p. 105; {251). The “true
in practice” is thus the moment of the development of the category wheve the abstraction
finds a point of focalization and attains the plenitude of its relation to historical
reality. Without this articulation of abstraction and of the tendency, without
this moment where it opens onto the truth of practice, onto history in flesh
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and blood, it would be impossible to proceed scientifically. “True in practice”
is the science which becomes a concept of transformation, possibility and actuality of
a force of transformation. The Marxist categories are formed in this tangle,
their mechanism of formation can only function when the material has been
completely formed by these three criteria. “This example of labor shows
strikingly how even the most abstract categories, despite their validity—
precisely because of their abstractness—for all epochs, are nevertheless, in
the specific character of this abstraction, themselves likewise a product of
historic relations, and possess their full validity only for and within these
relations” (Grumdrisse, p. 105; {251). The category is presented at this stage
as “product and validity,” that is, as real construction and scientific horizon.
Let us take the exposition of the concept of “labor” as a concept of production,
“as average socially necessary time.” That this definition of the concept is
produced by history is entirely clear: but it also defines the horizon within
which the concept is developed, the keystone of all later development of the
categories. We will see further on how the concept of labor, once the
exposition has traced its contours in a definitive way, once the mechanism
of the tendency has shown all the dialectical articulations that its movement
puts into play, when, finally, it appears as true in practice, at the heart of
struggles—we will see how this concept saturated with subjectivity is once again
displaced and how this displacement determines further sequences. This
series of methodological passages does not only concern the category “labor”
(even if it appears particularly useful to take it as an example): it concerns
all Marx’s categories of analysis. It is thus not by chance if it is here, in
these pages, that the first division of the material to be treated appears, a
division to be related to the schematization of the method.

The order obviously has to be (1) the general, abstract determinants which
obtain in more or less all forms of society, but in the above-explained
sense. (2) The categories which make up the inner structure of bourgeois
society and on which the fundamental classes rest. Capiral, wage labor,
landed property. Their inter-relation. Town and country. The three great
social classes. Exchange between them. Circulation. Credir system (pri-
vate). (3) Concentration of bourgeois society in the form of the state,
Viewed in relation to itself, The "unproductive’ classes. Taxes. State debt.
Public credit. The population. The colonies. Emigration. (4} The inter-
national relation of production. International division of labor. Interna-
tional exchange. Export and import. Rate of exchange. (5) The world
market and crises [Grundrisie, p. 108; (28-29)].

It is thus not difficult to see what the Marxist specificity of the articulation
of the theoretical approach and the historical approach is: it is a process that
goes from the abstract to the concrete, and then, in proportion to the historical
extension of the horizon, of the tendency, goes again from the abstract to
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the concrete, to the increasingly more complex. Thus, with the “world
market and crises” is reached the definitive point where the elementary
antagonism which is the motof of the whole ensemble is socialized in an
extreme way. The criterion of the “true in practice,” of the dynamism of the
practical relation, of the historical subjectivity of this movement, is here a
definitive. and discriminating element. The criterion of the “true in practice”
restores to the materialist and dialectical methodology all of its dimension
of subjective, open, and constitutive sense which we have already underlined
in regard to the concept of “difference.”

If we now consider the ensemble of the method proposed up to this point
in the Introduction, we should emphasize that the point of view which it
proposes has an enormous importance. To use other terms, the relation
between Forschung [research}, Darstellung {presentation], and nene Darstellung
[new mode of presentation} is here perfectly delimited, and one must
recognize that “die wirkliche Bewegung'’ (the real movement) becomes in effect
the subject of the science. Still, something is lacking. It is quite true that
the materialist method which considers the object as foreign to the mind
belongs to science, is animated by the perspective which the tendency out-
lines, and is subjectivized by the criterion of the “true in practice.” But,
that said, one must here acknowledge the irreducibility of the real to some
recomposition of idealism; the dynamism of the real, its laws and its artic-
ulations, are only assured by “difference,” by the fundamental aspect of
historical materialism—in as much as the latter can be dynamized and
subjectivized. Inversely, in the Grundrisse, the movement is assured by
antagonism and by the direct importance it has in the formation of the
category: difference is made into antagonism, the frame of the method is
very much loosened, shattered in several dimensions. The Introduction there-
fore does not attain the ideological maturity of the Grandrisse? Probably not;
nevertheless, it prepares all the conditions for the passage toward the rule
of antagonism as the fundamental rule of 4// the categories. In addition, the
Introduction and the texts juxtaposed to it refer to this final passage and often
openly speak of it.-We should see how this new perspective is presented.
Let us anticipate a little the response by noting that Marx himself, in the
conclusion to the Introduction, seems to warn of this difficulty. “Greek art
and modern society”: these two pages (Grundrisse, pp. 109-10; [30-31D
form a pause and are linked to the preceding notes. They define the classical
problems of historical materialism and underscore on different levels the
difficulty of a solution. Thus, Marx, with this pause, in closing the Iniro-
duction on unresolved problems, seems to perceive the limit of the proposition
of historical materialism and to broach here a reflection which, with the Grun-
drisse, will lead him to give a creative conclusion to the presuppositions of
the Introduction and, in a general way, to arrive at the most advanced stage
of the method.
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But in order for Marx’s methodology to succeed in taking the form of a
conclusion, it is necessary that certain elements of content can mature and
that other conditions develop. Now, at the end of Notebook VII (Grundrisse,
pp. 881-82; 763—4), we have the beginning of a “Section on Value,” which
(putting aside the philological polemic concerning the place where it should
be inserted) seems to us to be particularly important. It appears to us
opportune to take it into consideration because the theme of value has a
direct influence on the articulation of the method and the fundamental
categories, on the characterization of these fundamental categories, which
is precisely our problem here. Marx, in order to engage the category of
“value,” thus puts the method to work: he insists on the dialectic of unity
and difference which defines value. The difference of value is given as use-
value, But “use value falls within the realm of political economy as soon as
it becomes modified by the modern relations of production,” when, therefore,
it is reduced to the unity of the process. It is particularly interesting to
repeat nevertheless this normal course of Marx’s logic, as much as to see the
form, the intensity, the force of the difference considered. It is precisely this
potentiality which permits difference to be transrauted into antagonism. It
is on this terrain that Marx now insists. “In fact, however, the use value
of the commodity is a given presupposition—the material basis in which
a specific economic relation presents itself.” Therefore, Marx argues,

Although directly unired in the commodity, use value and exchange value
just as directly split aparc. Not only does the exchange value not appear
as determined by the use value, but rather, furthermore, the commodity
only becomes a commodity, only realizes itself as exchange value, in so
far as its owner does not relate to it as use value. He appropriates use
values only through their sale, their exchange for other commodities.
Appropriation through sale is the fundamental form of the social system
of production, of which exchange value appears as the simplest, most
abstract expression” [Grandrisse, pp. 881-82; 763-4}.

Objective' premise—alienated presupposition: with this passage the difference becomes
antagonism.

This is not the place to enter into the merits of the discussion on use-
value in Marx’s thought. (It is nevertheless a theme which we will address
at greater length further on. For the moment, I suggest in this regard taking
a look at the extremely balanced pages of Rosdolsky, pp. 112—40, as well
as the works of Agnes Heller and of her comrades in Budapest). We are
speaking here of methodology, and what interests us is the definition of
how, by what formal mechanism, difference becomes antagonism. Well, it
is the nature of the social relation, its capitalist dimension, which transforms
the objective premise into an alienated presupposition, that is, which gives
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it a dynamic character that incessantly returns upon it to define it. Use value
only becomes a category of the critique of political economy as an “alienated
presupposition —that is, when the dialectic of unity and difference, putting
itself in motion, relaunches continually the movement, the infinite emet-
gence, of value. Use value becomes the “crue in practice” when it reconquers
its independence of presupposition through alienation, through the inces-
santly changing phases—but which are not less real—of appropriation
through alienation.

We will take equally into consideration here, within the frame of this
line of reasoning, the text which is entitled “Bastiat and Carey,” which
occupies the beginning of Notebook III (Grundrisse, pp. 883-93; 843-53),
and which was written in July 1857—thus before the Introduction but within
the framework of the polemics which constitute the horizon of the Introduction
and the Grundrisse. It concerns a review of Bastiat’s Economic Harmonies (second
edition, Paris, 1851): a typical review by Marx, that is to say, a pretext for
elaborating certain themes of which we have already found some in the
Notebooks on Money (cf. articulatly Grandrisse, pp. 248-49; 160 and
passim). By closely confronting the situation of bourgeois political economy
in France (Bastiat) and in the United States (Carey), Marx has the means
here of illustrating certain laws of the critique—of which I am interested
in underscoring the formal and methodological characteristics. The firs law
which Marx tries to work out is that which concerns the tendency of a
bourgeois society (like that of the United States) which developed autono-
mously, leaving behind the limits of the movement of the preceding century.
Here, then, “even the antitheses of bourgeois society itself appear only as
vanishing moments” (Grundrisse, p. 884; 844), and the State is the immediate
synthesis of civil society: capital is immediately social capital. The second law
which Marx thinks he can disengage is that which establishes a parallelism
between the centralization of capital and the centralization of the State. Which
means that capitalist socialization and concentration determine—as much
in an open society like the United States, as in a closed society like that of
the European continent—the necessity of a progressive expansion and cen-
tralization of the power of the State. This process is directly induced by the
antagonism between production and circulation which arises from capitalist
concentration. With the result that “‘the state, which was at first branded
the sole disturber of these ‘economic harmonies’, is now these harmonies’
last refuge” (Grundrisse, p. 886; 846). The third law described is that of the
despening, always necessary, of contradictions and ansagonisms at the level of the
world market in proportion as the figure of the (national) State becomes the
(mediated or immediate) centralization of capital. The general relations of
bourgeois society “become discordant when they put on their most developed
form: the form of the world market:” “these world market disharmonies,”
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Marx concludes, “are merely the ultimate adequate expressions of the dis-
harmonies which have become fixed as abstract relations within the economic
categories” (Grundrisse, p. 887; 847).

It suffices to hold on to this in order to see that the categories of Marx’s
method, at this happy moment which is the foundation of the system, are
at their point of maturity: maturity above all in the sense of a dynamized
and antagonistic foundation, where antagonism is the motor of development of
the system, the foundation of a continuous resurgence of antagonism each
time that the project, the history of capital, progresses. All materialist
objectivism disappears as well: the relation is open to the extent that it is
founded on antagonism. One could justifiably object that here nonetheless
the development of the contradiction—and the deepening of its antago-
nism—remains at the level of capital, at the level of the categories of capital
and of development, and that in consequence the subjective component of
the process is underestimated. But Marx's review continues in regard to
Bastiat’s theory of wages. Here one has an inkling of what the chapter or
the “Book on Wages” could have been. Contrary to Bastiat and his scupidity,
Marx insists on the wage (wage labor, the working class) as an immediately
revolutionary force, as the motor of all possibility of development. “In all
these real historic transitions, wage labor appears as the dissolution, the
annihilation of relations in which labor was fixed on all sides, in its income,
its content, its location, its scope etc. Hemce as negation of the stability of labor
and of its vemuneration” (Grandrisse, p. 891; 851). This immersion in sub-
jectivity (dissolution, destruction, mobility, independence) gives a new base
to the meaning of the antagonism of the categories of capital, shows it in
a new way, leads it to a level of tension which the Grundrisse will definitively
fix in the theory of surplus-value. Even the method is at this point waiting for
a final formulation of the theory of value; it is thus not that up until this point
its formulation has not greatly advanced: it is simply that it is necessary to
wait until all the collected elements are assembled in a systematic fashion.

The formulation of Marx’s method in the Grandrisse is a process which
not only s not linear from the Imtroduction to the Grundyisse, but which also
is not so within the Grandrisse. If in fact one returns a moment to certain
passages—which we already looked at in Lesson 2—of the Chapter on Money,
one can see in advance some delay and confusion concerning method. It is
especially clear in the passages where—see in the Chapter on Money the
texts assembled under points B and D—the force that tends to define the
antagonism is at its extreme point. What in fact is going on in these texts?
What is happening is that the deepening of the antagonism in the categories
makes visible a link between capitalist development and capitalist crisis, a
link that serves as the basis of the passage to communism (Grundrisse, pp.
159-64, 172-3, 1734, 289; 77-82, 88-9, 89-90, 148). Now, this link

that operates a reversal has not yet crossed the critical threshold where the
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process becomes subjective. The antagonism, we have said, is very strong:
but we still see it as the result of a projection instead of as a figure of an innovative
leap, as a figure of revolutionary liberty. In the discourse on communism,
the tendency is found flattened at the level of the “projection.” We would not insist
on this flattening, which is the sign of an insufficiently extended analysis,
if it were not that this mechanist attempt in the method arises often in the
Grundrisse, reappears when one least expects it. Above all when it has to do
with defining the ultimate and decisive antagonism and prefiguring com-
munism. And yet it does not seem, in this case as well, that one can rest
contént there. The theme of the tendency can undergo mechanical flattening
in an ideological “projection”: in that case the problem of communism risks
becoming a discourse of fantasy. But conversely, it is important to underscore
that one can displace the theme of the tendency toward the “true in practice,”
toward subjective verificacion. If a play on words is permitted, one should
therefore say that the tendency of the Grandrisse is to exalt, as one goes
along, the tendency as the true in practice, as the imputation of subjectivity
rather than as projection. Once again, it is necessary to add that the theory
of surplus-value, in being elaborated, will recuperate the greasest tensions of Marx’s
method; and it is necessary: communism cannot be the correction of the
disharmonies of capital.

Whatever the limits of its theoretical development, the Introduction re-
mains nonetheless an exceptional text on method. This is what emerges once
again when one examines the fourth criterion of the method which, afcer those
of determinate abstraction, the tendency, and practice, appears in order to
prepare and to organize the passage of the method to a level which is adequate
to the theory of surplus-value (of exploitation). We will call this fourth
element the criterion of the “displacement” of the research and of the theoretical
domain, or of the displacement of the subject, ot yet again the principle of
“constitution’ (of the structure). 'The process that generates this criterion appears
at the crossroads of the three criteria already elaborated in the Introduction,
and of the elements which we began to see in the passage on value and the
text on Bastiat and Carey: an intensive deepening of the “difference” in the
first case, which grows hollow to the point of lending it independence; the
dynamic insistence on the use of alternation, over the methodological use
of antagonism, in the second case. It is certainly true that the movement
of the categories seems, at first glance to produce only “projections,”
mechanical tensions in the analysis. But in my opinion, all the conditions
are given for a real overcoming of these limits—it is in the lesson on surplus-
value that we will be able to follow this enriching of the methodological
domain and at the same time verify its tremendous effects. It will be thus
useful, however, to verify here these presuppositions and to see how one can
formalize them. Now, if the systematic nature of the methodological prin-
ciples of the Introduction is evident, their dynamism is no less evident:




56 MARX BEYOND MARX

determinate abstraction, tendency, and “the true in practice” are principles
that generate categories in movement, principles that approximate not only
the anatomy but also the physiology of reality, and not simply the structure,
but also the revolution of reality. But reality is not linear, the dialectic is not
totalitarian, the scientific course is not intuitive: on the contrary, reality is
transformed continually and draws into its movement the antagonism of
collective forces that knowingly exercise power. Thus: the criteria which one
has seen up to 1his point must be vecomposed inside a last principle, which carries borh
the large alternatives of the conrse of history, its qualitative changes, the jumps
and turns of reality, and the participation of subjects—as causes and products—
of that development. The historical horizon moves: the category defined by
determinate abstraction is modified, the tendency is realized or is displaced,
in any event is submitted to a strong variability; the subjects that move in
this horizon and determine it in practical terms are themselves engaged,
happily or not, in this process. The horizon is always plural, variated, mobile:
the knowledge one has of it possesses the vivacity and the passion of the
struggle. The fourth criterion of Marx's methodology appears as the synthesis of the
operative character of the merhodological imtervention: this critetion considers before
everything else, as a positive premise, the displacement of the theoretical
frame consequent to the development of the struggles and the restructuring
of the parameters of the conflict; it considers as negative the modification
of the dynamic terms of the process, the dislocation of subjectivity, of its
poles—within the newly stabilized theoretical framework; for synthesis it
takes the constitution of a new structure, and thus of a new form of antag-
onism, of a new situation which must be resubmitted to the criterion of
practice and to the principle of transformation. It #s thus the principle of
constitution which defines the horizon at once cenmtral and radical of Marx’s method.
If we consider how a principle is developed, if we follow its movement in
all its directions, according to all the parameters which it contains, if we
pay attention to all the levels that must be taken into consideration, in a
symmetrical or a nonsymmetrical way, but in each case at least, in terms
of a general modification of the frame, of its progression, then we see the
development and the affirmation of the principle of constitution. It is 2 new
world that has been constituted, it is a new cognitive reality that is being
presented—ror transformation. It is perfectly clear that the principle of con-
stitution derives from other rules of Marx’s method: but the novelty intro-
duced by the principle is also clear, because it is the principle that makes
it so that the tendency cannot be reduced to being a projection, the ab-
straction to a hypostasis of categorial objectivity, the criterion of practice
to a realist fetish of historical continuity. The principle of constitution
introduces into the methodology the dimension of the qualitative leap, a
conception of history reduced to collective relations of force, thus a conception
which is not skeptical, but dynamic and crearive. Every constitution of a
new structure is the constitution of a new antagonism. One can follow the
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different forms in the development and consider them in the light of the
principle of constitution. The principle of constitution carrifs crisis to the very
heart of Marxist analysis, of its methodology, just as the principle of surplus value
carries the subjectivity of antagonism to vhe heart of the theory. It is thus not by
chance that this principle is born straddling the I ntroduction and the Grun-
drisse: it is prepared in the first and developed in the second, because Marx's
path, as we have seen, during this period, is completely axled on the problem
of the constitution of the theory of crisis as a theory of capital, of the theory
of surplus-value as a theory of revolution. The principle of constitution thus
becomes the fundamental criterion for analyzing the transformation, the tran-
sition: the consciousness of the practical leap inside the continuity of the
theory. Such is thus the horizon of Marx’s theory: Marx beyond Marx? It
would be necessary here again to pose the question and to laugh at all
orthodoxy that would wish to present itself as Marxist science.

The old polemics over Marx's methodology and over the relations He-
gel—Marx have never seemed to me to be very interesting. That Marx. was
Hegelian has never really seemed to me to be the case: on the sole conduw,n
of reading Marx and Hegel. It is in other respects self-evident that Marx’s
works are overflowing with references to Hegel; it is sufficient for that to
read the Grundrisse. If one wanted to amuse oneself a little (and not in an
absurd fashion by playing at philology in the manner of the editors of the
Grundrisse: Enzo Grillo expresses very rightly his disagreement with that
procedure in his preface), one could see that in the first pages that we have
looked at up to this point there are at least thirty direct or indirect refqences
to the works of Hegel, and that one finds there already entirely constituted
that psychologically ambiguous attitude where Marx on the one har}d broadly
borrows from Hegel and elsewhere excuses himself of that Hegelian cargo.
Here we can take two examples:

The market valne is always different, is always below or above this average
value of a commodity. Market value equates itself with real value by means
of its constant oscillations, never by means of an equation with real value
as if the latter were a third party, but rather by means of constant non-
equation of itself (as Hegel would say, not by way of abstract identity,
but by constant negation of the negation, i.e. of itself as negation of real
value) [Grandrisse, p. 137; 56}

Here (as always on this argument; see elsewhere, and in particular Grundrisse,
pp. 211-12; 122-3) the reference to Hegel bears immediately on the content
in the sense that it aids the research and permits its exposition. But in these
same pages references to the works of Hegel multiply in the terminology,
in the formartion of concepts. In the second place, we find this other affir-
mation: “It will be necessary later, before this question is dropped, to correct
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the idealist manner of the presentation, which makes it seem as if it were
merely a matter of conceptual determinations, and of the dialectic of these
concepts. Above all in the case of the phrase: product (or activity) becomes
commodity; commodity, exchange value; exchange value, money” (Grun-
drisse, p. 157; 69). To correct the idealist manner of the exposition: in this
there is no sense of indulgence toward the profound forms of Hegelianism!
And then? The polemic over Marx—Hegel is only a pretext: it is enough to
have once put a hand on this Marx to realize immediately how they (Marx
and Hegel) represent each one the reverse face of the other. Because Marx is
revolutionary, materialist, and once again revolutionary, political, practical,
in the methodology as in the more substantial part of his work. What we
have just said does not constitute a kind of negation of the present. limits
of Marxist methodology, as far as the Imtroduction is concerned—as if we
ourselves undergo the insinuations of orthodoxy which only see an absence
of limits on Marxism when one denies Hegelian influences. It is not that.
The limits of the methodology of the Introduction have nothing to do with
Hegelianism; these limits are situated inside the passage to the theory of
exploitation and the resolute subjectivisation of the antagonism, which Marx
is in the process of doing. In other respects, they are very relative limits:
perhaps inherent in the very status of the methodological approach, in its
constitutive partiality and formality, rather than in the potential for creativity
that the methodology contains. Whatever the case may be, it was necessary
to operate this new passage. And we are getting ready to follow it.

Lesson Four

Surplus Value &
Exploitation

We are working on surplus value: plan of reading for Notebooks 11
and II1. [] (a) From money to surplus value; the political approach.
The tendency as the ground of the analysis and the projects of Cap-
ital. Parenthesis concerning a possible contradiction: the concept of
productive labor. [} (b} The logical approach: M-C-M’, the de-
velopment of capital from money. [ (¢) The materialist definition
of the autonomization of capital and of labor. Labor as the source
of value: subjectivity and abstraction. The possible chapter on wage:
use value, necessary labor and “collective worker.” The antagonistic
character of capitalist appropriation. [J (d) The theory of surplus
value as a theory of exploitation. Quantification of surplus value:
constant capital and variable capital. “Collective capitalist” and va-
lorization. [} (e) Definition of concepts and articulation of the theory
of surplus value: surplus labor and surplus value, absolute surplus
value and relative surplus value. [} (f) New problems. Surplus value
and profit: towards an analysis of the crisis. [] Preliminaries on
Marxism and socialism.

In Notebooks II and III (we consider in particular pages 293—341 of the
Grundrisse) the theory of surplus value is developed. We should thus pick up
the discourse at the point where we left it at the end of the second lesson,
where money appeared to us as the common substance of wage labor and
of capital. Its general domination is exercised within circulation and, on the
one hand, appears as a totality of domination, as power over and in pro-
duction, and on the other hand, appears as universality and indifference, as
value in the proper sense {exchange value by antonomasia, that is, epithet
or title). Between these two aspects of value-money, a dialectic develops that
refers the qualitative differences of the process to a quantitative identity.
Money is thus the common substance of wage labor and capital because it
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extends its power over this relation and imposes on this relation the rules
of its own functioning. But hete it is necessary to advance a step. “Notebook
IH, Capital”: the Iralian editors of the Grandrisse give this title. Marx in
fact only entitled it “Money as Capital”: it had to do in effect for him with
a step, not a leap, in advance, The change of title, Rosdolsky notes, runs
the risk of provoking confusion, since it would stress the difference between
the categories (money and capital) and thus their static aspect, and not, as
Marx wanted, the dynamic element of the problem (money as capital). Money
represents in fact the mobility of capital, its liberty of command, and refers
in a real way (that is to say, either as substance or as agency) to the whole
process of the metamorphoses of capital. It is thus of a step in advance that
one must speak—toward the theoty of surplus value—without fetishizing
the categories. All the more because the centrality of money in this passage
is fundamental. It is to this role that the firsz part of the reading that I will

" undertake is devoted—and I will try to show hete how the central role of
money places in relief the “practical” and hence political characteristics of
the theoretical approach. After that I will divide my exposé into five parts,
treating in the second the passage from the political approach to that which
is immediately theoretical; in the third 1 will try to define the concept of
the collective worker, and in the fourth the concept of the collective capitalist:
it is only in the fifth part, armed with the consistency of these definitions,
that one will attain a more complete articulation of the theory of surplus
value as a theory of exploitation and as a definition of the theory as the
center, now and always, of Marxist theory. I will conclude this analysis by
raising on the one hand a series of theoretical problems, which remain open
(from the theory of surplus value to the theory of profit and of the crisis),
and on the other hand a series of political problems which we must re-
examine in the light of this reading (the problems of socialism and of
communism). There is only one more thing to add: in the course of this
phase of the project, we see the elements of Marx’s methodology, such as
we have defined them up to this point, developing mote completely and
extensively, The mechanism of the nexe Darstellung becomes productive. We
should thus pay heed to it and underline this productive materialization of
the method.

One cannot consider, as does Rosdolsky, for example, that the way Marx
introduces the question of “money as capital,” which we have already con-
sidered above, is situated in the simple extension of the preceding pages on
the “law of appropriation of the simple mercantile economy.” From the
point of view of the theme, it has to do rather with a resumption of the
systematic exposé on ‘money as money”’ (see Lesson 2): in reality, one
witnesses here an operation of the buoying of the terrain of the analysis
which should concentrate all theoretical attention. What are its themes?
Money as universal material and the ideology which hides its reality. That is,
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money, dominated and controlled antithesis, or money as political reality
and command over exploitation. The terrain of the analysis is thus political.
One can only found the theory of surplus value by beginning with the fact
that exploitation structures political society, that it constitutes the basis of
that society. By confronting the theme of money as capital—by beginning,
in consequence, the analysis of the process of production—Marx makes of
command the very material of money. This is a mode of exposition which attacks
and reverses our habitual way of seeing the development of Marx's thought—
politics and command are situated according to our traditicn at the end of
the analysis of the process of production, or, according to a more recent
mode, politics is even considered as alien to the interest of the “economist”
Marx. Just the contrary! Here the assumption of the command in all the
intensity of its general political functioning is, on the contrary, primaty.
How can one be surprised by this? All that we have seen up to this point
concerning the motivations and incitements which are at the origin of the
Grundrisse and of their methodological foundation are conducive to making
the political element the center of the analysis. And not only that: little by
little the exposé is concentrated more and more on the specificity of the
political. It is less the polemical raillery against “the socialists” that dem-
onstrates this than the analysis of the crisis and of the financial restructuring
in process, the articulation “exploitation-State-world market” which con-
stantly underlies the analysis. From exploitation in general, from command
to surplus value, this is the direction: i# is & class logic that governs this angle
of attack of the exposition. We witness in relation to the pages on money, of
which the results are nonetheless entirely utilized, a logical and tendential
displacement which thus broaches the theme of surplus value, the critique
of production on the simplified terrain of the relation between the two
classes, mediated by the tendency “command-State-world marker.” If, as
we will see more than once, the world market is presented as a realization
of bourgeois hegemony, it is precisely on this basis that the analysis of the
class relations (an objective pursued by the theory of surplus value) should
be approached and characterized: on the political pregnancy of that fact.
Thus from money to surplus value—this is the political path that Sfurnishes class
weapons.

It is necessary to notice that the thought which discovers money as the
fundamental moment and considers it as the center of the analysis of ex-
ploitation can be taken up in different ways in the workers’ struggle. Here
in Marx, as has already been said, money is taken as the form of bourgeois
hegemony—as the monetary horizon of command within the acceptation
which the Marxism of the 19th century, from Hilferding to Lenin, makes
famous. But this position of money at the center of the project of domination
of the capitalist class; we find it each time that capital should vestructure its
command over the crisis—over the insurvection of workers’ use value. This perpetual
tension of money in command is the exact parallel of workers' insurrection
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at the level of the world marker and constitutes an attempt to restruccure
the form of domination. Because money is not only one of the forms in
which capital is metamorphosed, but also is the general form of its command
and of the development of that command, the eminent form in which the
continuity of value exercises its reign and, with it, the continuity of com-
mand. The way in which Marx broaches the theory of surplus value could
not be more pregnant and ficting: from the general form of domination to
its productive specificity—there where the general, social, and global form
of domination is that which characterizes the command—there where the
productive specificity is that which demonstrates the place of antagonism.
It is clear that if the trip out is so generalized, the trip back will be even
more genetalized and profound: from the unveiled antagonism of surplus value
to the destruction of the hovizon of command, of mediation, of politics.

A few pages further on (Grundrisse, p. 264; 175) at the beginning of the
part on surplus value, Marx proposes again a plan of work for analyzing capital,
a new plan after that proposed in the Introduction (Grundyisse, pp. 108-9;
28-29) and after the notes on the chapter on money (Grundyisse, pp. 227-8;
138-39). Here they are:

L. (1) General concept of capital.—(2) Particularity of capital: circulating
capital, fixed capital. (Capital as the pecessaries of life, as raw material,
as instrument of labor.}—(3) Capital as money.

IL (1) Quantity of capital. Accumsulation.—2) Capital measured by itself.
Profit. Interest. Value of capital: i.e. capital a5 distinct from itself as interest
and profit.—(3) The circulation of capitals. (a) Exchange of capital and
capital. Exchange of capital with revenue. Capital and prices. (b) Competition
of capitals. (¢) Concentration of capitals.

1. Capiral as credit,
IV. Capital as share capital.

V. Capital as money market.

VI. Capiral as source of wealth.

The capitalist. After capital, landed property would be dealt with. After
that, wage labor, All three presupposed the movement of prices, as circulation
now defined in its inner torality. On the other side, the three classes, as
production posited in its three basic forms and presuppositions of circu-
lation. Then the state. (State and bourgeois society.—Taxes, or the exist-
ence of the unproductive classes.—The state debt.—Population.—The
state externally: colonies. External trade. Rate of exchange. Money as
international coin.—Finally the world market. Encroachment of bourgeois
society over the state. Crises. Dissolution of the mode of production and
form of society based on exchange value. Real positing of individual labor
as social and vice versa.) {Grundrisse, p. 2651.
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Why is this plan important? Because, once again, as in the Introduction, the
tendency from production toward the State, toward the world market as
condition of analysis returns not only, or in a preferential way (here as
distinct from the Imtroduction), in formal but in material terms (as already
on p. 279: “The world markert is the presupposition of all and the support
of the whole”). The new project thus situates us in the center of the terrain of the
analysis, the only one on which the theory of surplus value can be founded:
the terrain which, through money, we have defined as the ferrain of command.
The State is the first level of synthesis for the contradictions of production;
the world market is the second form of this synthesis of contradictions, but
it is also, once again, the terrain of the crisis and of dissolution. The entire
analysis maust take this tendency into account, and be displaced continually
according to the rbhythmn of the tendency. The three classes as “premises of
production and form of circulation” ate situated within the mechanism of
development as elements which are themselves transitory, if it is true that
the fundamental antagonism will present itself at the level of the world
market, in its pure form (antagonism between the two classes) as well as in
its social form (socialization and diffusion of the antagonism from production
to circulation). And again: “the movement of prices” is conceived on the
basis of the value produced globally by society, that is, on the basis of the
mass of surplus value and what it contains of command: money once again,
with articulations which render the antagonism more and more precise; the
antagonism that we want to define at this level of the development of the
tendency; there can be no theory of surplus value which does not attain the
level of generality which the theories of money and command possess. There
can be no definition of the antagonism, if it is not at that level of radicality.
The consequences which flow from the projects of the beginning and from
the course of the work come to reassure Marx not only in terms of the
coherence of analyses in each particular passage but above all in terms of its
initial and final coherence, there where the result should serve also as presupposition.
The result (crisis and dissolution at the level of the world market) should
serve as a presupposition (antagonism and struggle at the level of the relations
of production). Money is the black thread that joins together on that entire
arc the command of capital; the theory of surplus value is the red thread
that should remake the same operation from the workers’ point of view,
from the point of view of reversal.

“The only wse value, therefore, which can form the opposite pole to capital
is labor (1o be exact, value-creating, productive labor)’ (Grundrisse, p. 272; 183).
A series of pages on the concept of productive and unproductive labor follows
which contain the first formulation of a series of theoretical and polemical
points which we will te-encounter as well in the Theories of Surplus Value and
Capital. Why do we put forward this page for discussion while our analysis
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wants to stick with shedding light upon the dimension, the terrain, the
horizon within which the theory of surplus value develops? Because this
Marxist approach of productive labor seems to contradict out exposition and its
divisions: here there is a contradiction which it’s better to discuss right
away. Now Marx maintains here (and even more in the note in the Grandrisse,
pp. 305-6; 212) that only that work is productive which produces capital.
“Productive labor is only that which produces capital”; “the productive
laborer is the one who directly augments capital.” In consequence, it is
altogether stupid to consider as productive labor all exchange which simply
concerns circulation or consumption,

A. Smith was essentially correct with his productive and wnproductive labor,
correct from the standpoint of bourgeois economy. What the other econ-
omists advance against it is either horse-piss (for instance, Storch, Senior
even lousier, etc.), namely that every action after all acts upon something,
thus confusion of the product in its natural and in its economic sense; so
that the pickpocket becomes a productive worker too, since he indirectly
produces books on criminal law (this reasoning at least as correct as calling
a judge a productive worker because he protects from theft). Or the modern
economists have turned themselves into such sycophants of the bourgeois
that they want to demonstrate to the latter that it is productive labor when
somebody picks the lice out of his hair, or strokes his tail, because for
example the lacter activity will make his fat head—blockhead—clearer the
next day in the office. (Grandrisse, p. 273; 184).

But this sacrosanct insistence of Marx on productive labor as work imme-
diately linked to capital, if it has a direct political function, which one can
deny (it is probably the most workerist of Marx’s positions) has as well
ambiguous ¢ffects: the conception of surplus value seems thus to close itself
up entirely on the inside of the level of production, and the entire theory
seems to hold to this atomization of value, of the relation of value which
always, since the end of the 19th century, the critics of Marx and of his
thought have raken as an object of a scientific polemic and have tried to
destroy politically. We have already insisted on the fact that the function
of value can only exist at a general level, as general as is that of money: this
within the development of the Marxist tendency (tendency in other respects
largely realized today). One can only conclude that the definition of pro-
ductive labor which we begin to find in these pages of the Grundrisse and
which we will find in other works is a beavily reductive definition in the literal
form it assumes. We reject it in the literal form which it takes because it
is invalidated by an objectivist, atomized, and fetishist consideration of the
theory of value: it is the consideration which is exactly the one one would
want to attribute to Marx in order to make him an old materialist of the
18th century. The only merit of this Marxist definition, in its literal for-
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mulation, is to insist on the workers’ opposition as a political opposition,
on the political irreducibility of the force of wotkers and of the proletarian
revolution.

Well, but then let us depart from here and see if it is not possible within
the general frame of our exposition to apprehend certain terms which would
permit us to advance and as well to take the definition of productive labor to that
level at once of abstraction and antagonism which seems essential for constructing the
theory of surplus value. 1 should say right away that it doesn’t seem to me
impossible to free Marx, in this case, from the weight of historical conditions,
which lead him, in order to exalt workers’ labor, to restrict in such a
miserable way the conception of productive labor. In effect, always looking
at these pages and keeping in mind the passage with which we opened this
parenthesis, productive labor is presented there as well under another aspect:
as workers’ “‘use value,” as work of a contracting party of the exchange which
“is opposed to the other as capitalist.” “Work is only productive in as much
as it produces its contrary”: but that is a way like any other of saying the
concept of surplus value! It is, then, beyond the preeminence of certain
literal forms in relation to others, it is to this substance of the reasoning and
of the theory that one must refer and on it base the definition. It is on the
level of the abstraction of labor that it is necessary to take up once again
this definition: “In fact, of course, this ‘productive’ worker cares as much
abour the crappy shit he has to make as does the capitalist himself who
employs him, and who also couldn’t give a damn for the junk” (Grundrisse,
p. 273; 166). And this is at the level of the tendency of the development of capital
in production, in productive circulation or not, in capitalist socialization, it
is at the level of capitalist society and of its constitution. Considered in this
way, as an element constituted by the theory of surplus value and the
dynamic of that theory, the concepe of productive labor does not therefore
constitute a limit of the field of analysis, of the general nature of that field—
as we had envisaged it up to this point.

It is now time to enter into the merits of Marx’s discourse: "First section.
Process of production of capital.” “Money as capital is an aspect of money which
goes beyond its simple character as money” (Grandrisse, p. 250; 162). But
in simple circulation the determination of money is never exceeded: “the
simple movement of exchange values, such as is present in pure circulation,
can never realize capital (Grundrisse, p. 254; 165).

The repetition of the process from either of the points, money or com-
modity, is not posited within the condition of exchange itself. The act
can be repeated only until it is completed, i.e., until the amount of the
exchange value is exchanged away. It cannot ignite itself anew through
its own resources. Circulation therefore does not carry within itself the principle
of self-venewal. The moments of the latter are presupposed to it, not posited by
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it. Commodities constantly have to be thrown into it anew from the
outside, like fuel into a fire. Otherwise it flickers out in indifference

{Grundrisse, pp. 254-55; 166}.

“Its immediate being is therefore pure semblance. If is the phenomenon of
a process taking place behind it” (Grundyisse, p. 255; 166). The process which
unfolds behind circulation is production.

It is commodities (whether in their particular form, or in the general form
of money) which form the presupposition of circulation; they are the
realization of a definite labor time and, as such, values; their presuppo-
sition, therefore, is both the production of commodities by labor and their
production as exchange values. This is their point of departure, and through
its own motion it goes back into exchange-value-creating production as
its result. We have therefore reached the point of departure again, production
which posits, creates exchange values; but this time, production which pre-
supposes circulation as a developed moment and which appears as a constant
process, which posits circulation and constantly returns from it into itself
in order to posit it anew [Grandrisse, p. 255; 166},

From the exchange of equivalents, by way of the labor process, to the process of
valorization: this thus means to go from labor to capital, which means M-
C-M'. But what valorization consists of we do not yet know. We see it
emerge, in quantitative terms, in the sphere of circulation. But money does
not explain it to us. Certainly money has become the agent of a multiplying
process whose basis is beyond itself. But that doesn’t explain very much.
We cannot presume generically that labor is the foundation of this multi-
plication: “It is just as impossible to make the transition directly from labor
to capital as it is to go from the different human races directly to the banker,
or from nature to the steam engine.” “To develop the concept of capital it
is necessary to begin not with labor, but with value, and, precisely, with
exchange value in an already developed movement of circulation” (Grundrisse,
p- 259; 170). In sum, the logical approach shows us the necessity of making
a further step forward in the definition of the concept.

We can, we should, consider capital as objectified labor. But does that
also permit us to understand valorization? Can the theory of value identify the
mechanism of valovization? No. In no case whatsoever. When one advances on
the terrain, it is there that “capital is conceived as a thing not as a velation.”
“Capital is not a simple relation, but a process, in whose various moments
it is always capital” (Grundrisse, p. 258; 170). Thus, it's neither a linear
logic nor a simple conceptual extension of the presupposition., But what is
the relation if it is not simply that of circulation? What is the relation of
capital which multiplies itself not only quantitatively, in terms of the result,
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but equally genetically, in terms of production? Such that the reality of the
process of valorization is itself a terrain vaguely connoted by acts of exchange
which constitute in a productive way the circulation of value? We can perhaps
now take up once again the question of labor and begin to regard it as the
basis of the value which production prepates for circulation. But only on
condition of having submitted labor itself to the conditions of exchange.

Differently expressed: Exchange value, as regards its content, was originally
an objectified amount of labor or labor time; as such it passed through
circulation, in its objectification, until it became money, tangible money.
It must now again posit the point of departure of circulation, which lay
outside circulation, was presupposed to it, and for which circulation ap-
peared as an external, penetrating and internally transforming movement;
this point was labor; but {it must do 50} now no longer as a simple
equivalent ot as a simple objectification of labor, but rather as objectified
exchange value, now become independent, which yields itself to labor,
becomes its material, only so as to renew itself and to begin circulating
again by itself. And with that it is no longer a simple positing of equiv-
alents, a preservation of its identity, as in circulation; but rather muiti-
plication of itself. Exchange value posits itself as exchange value only by
realizing itself; i.e., increasing its value. Money (as returned to itself from
circulation), as capital has lost its vigidivy, and from a tangible thing has become
4 process. But at the same time, labor has changed its relation to its
objectivity; it, too, has returned to itself. But the nature of the rerurn is
this, that the Iabor objectified in the exchange value posits living labor
as a means of reproducing it, whereas, originally, exchange value appeared
merely as a product of labor {Grundrisse, p. 263, 174~751.

Labor can therefore be transformed into capital only if it assumes the form
of exchange, the form of money. But that means that the relation is one of
antagonism, that labor and capital are present only at the moment of exchange
which constitutes their productive synthesis, as awtonomous, independent en-
tities. It is this antagonism which destroys the appearance of simple cir-
culation: it is this antagonism which is the specific difference of the exchange
between capital and labor. It is thus necessary to deepen the nature of chis
antagonism, given that only this analysis will be able to lead to a compre-
hension of the specificity with which the theory of value is presented within
capital, that is, lead to a definition of the theory of surplus value.

Thus, “the first presupposition is that capital stands on one side and labor
on the other, both as independent forms relative to each other; both hence
also alien to one another. The labor which stands opposite capital is @/ien
{fremde} labor, and the capital which stands opposite labor is a/ien capital.
The extremes which stand opposite one another are specifically different”
(Grundrisse, p. 266; 177). What does this antagonism consist of ? It consists
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in the fact that capital must reduce to an exchange value that which for the
wortker is a use value. But:

the use value which the worker has to offer to the capitalist, which he has
to offer to others in general, is not materialized in a product, does not
exist apart from him at all, thus exists not really, but only in potentiality,
as his capacity. It becomes a reality only when it has been solicited by
capital, is set in motion, since activity without object is nothing, or, at
the most, mental activity, which is not the question at issue here. As soon
as it has obtained motion from capital, this use value exists as the worker’s
specific, productive activity; it is his vitality itself, directed toward a
specific purpose and hence expressing itself in a specific form. In the
refation of capital and labor, exchange value and use value are brought
into relation; the one side (capital) initially stands opposite the other side
as exchange value, and the other (labor), stands opposite capital, as use value
{Grandrisse, p. 267-68; 178].

The opposition takes two forms: first, that of exchange vaine against use value,
but—given that the only use value of workers is the abstract and undiffer-
entiated capacity to work—the opposition is also objectified labor against sub-
Jective labor. We will see it soon. But to conclude this first deepening of the
opposition, let’s insist once again on the awtonomous quality of the factors
which present themselves in the synthesis. The separation of labor as capacity,
as immediate use value, is radical: its relation with exchange value, that is,
with command, property, capital is immediately forced. It is necessary to
be very insistent on this point, above all if one thinks of the habitual
interpretation which considers the result of capitalist civilization as irrational.
No, the result is only irrational in the sense that the foundation of the capital
relation, the forced closure of radically distinct elements, is irrational, and
also inhuman. Capital only sees use value as an “abstract chaos” which is
opposed to it, and the only form in which use value permits capital to
conclude it within itself, is the form of irrationality, “madness . . . as a
moment of economics and as a determinant of the practical life of peoples”
(Grundrisse, p. 269; 180).

The next point to deepen in the analysis is the nature of wage labor, its
autonomy. This time, then, let us examine a little that “cursed difficulty”
which confronts economists when they try to define the self-preservarion and
multiplication of capital. Well, from the moment when the problem is posed
with substantial determinations and not in merely accidental terms, we can
Sl the void of the development of capital as objectified labor only by having recourse
to its gppesite: only the opposition can determine the completion of the analysis,
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and that opposition cannot itself consist in a particular commodity, because,
in that case, the problem would not have a solution. If thus “the communal
substance of all commodities, i.e., their substance not as material stuff, as
physical character, but their communal substance as commodities and hence
exchange values, is this, that they are objectified labor”; “the only thing distinct
from objectified labor is non-objectified labor, labor which is still objectifying
itself, labor as subjectivity” (Grundrisse, p. 271-72; 182-83).

It is the first time that we encounter this characterization of labor. With
that we have entered into a central phase of Marx’s analysis. The separation
capital-labor was the first moment; here now is the second-—/abor as subjec-
tivity, as source, as potential of all wealth. It is only on the basis of these
passages that the theory of surplus value can be elaborated: these passages
are already part of the theory of surplus value. Let us thus read a page that
appears to us more important than any commentary:

Separation of property from labor appears as the necessary law of this exchange
between capital and labor. Labor posited as nor-capital as such is: (1) not-
objectified labor { nicht-vergegenstandlichte Arbeit}, conceived negatively (ivself sill
objective; the not-objective itself in objective form). As such it is not-raw-
material, not-instrument-of-labot, not-raw-product: labor separated from
all means and objects of labor, from its entire objectivity. This living
labor, existing as an abstraction from these moments of its actual reality
(also, not-value); this complete denudation, purely subjective existence of
labor, stripped of all objectivity. Labor as absolute poverty: poverty not as
shortage, but as total exclusion of objective wealth. Or also as the existing
not-value, and hence purely objective use value, existing without mediation,
this objectivity can only be an objectivity not separated from the person:
only an objectivity coinciding with his immediate bodily existence. Since
the objectivity is purely immediate, it is just as much direct not-objec-
tivity. In other words, not an objectivity which falls outside the immediate
presence {Dasein} of the individual himself. (2) Not-objectified labor, not-
value, conceived positively, or as a negativity in relation to itself, is the not-
objectified, hence not-objective, i.e. subjective existence of labor itself. Labor
not as an objecr, but as acrivity; not as itself value, but as the living source
of value. [Namely, it is} general wealth (in contrast to capital in which
it exists objectively, as reality) as the gemeral possibility of the same, which
proves itself as such in action. Thus, it is not all contradictory, or, rather,
the in-every-way mutually contradictory statements that labor is abso/uze
poverty as object, on one side, and is, on the other side, the general possibility
of wealth as subject and as activity {Grandrisse, pp. 295-96; 203].

But that doesn’t suffice. This subjectivity of labor is that of “labor pure
and simple, abstract labor; absolutely indifferent to its particular specificity
{ Bestimmtheit}, but capable of all specificities”; it is also “a purely abstract
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activity, a purely mechanical activity, hence indifferent to its particular form;
a merely formal activity, or, what is the same, a merely material {stofflich?}
activity, activity pure and simple” (Grandrisse, pp. 296-97; 204). The par-
adox is completed; and it is no longer a paradox, it is a dialectical devel-
opment of an exceptional intensity: the opposition determines subjectivity and this
subjectivity of labor is defined as a general abstraction. The abstraction, the abstract
collectivity of labor is subjective power (potenza). Only this abstract subjective
power (potenza), this prolonged refinement of the labor power in its entirety
which destroys the partiality of labor itself, can permit labor to be presented
as a general power (potenza) and as radical opposition. In this passage, the
separation of labor from capital becomes the quality which defines labor.
The two significations of “abstract,” thus of “general,” and of “‘separated,”
are found reunited and reinforced in this creative worker subjectivity, in the
potentiality it possesses of being a source of all possible wealth. On the other
hand, use value, in that it fundamentally qualifies the opposition capital/
labor, is with it found absorbed in this first attempt at 2 definition. Some-
thing quite different from the naturalist and humanist definitions of use
value! In truth a great deal of ignorance or of complete bad faith is required
in order to reduce “use value” (in Marx’s sense) to being only a residue or
an appendage of capitalist development! Here use value is nothing other
than the radicality of the labor opposition, than the subjective and abstract
potentiality of all wealth, the source of all human possibility. All multi-
plication of wealth and of life is linked to this type of value: there is no
other source of wealth and of power. Capital sucks this force through surplus
value,

Continuing the analysis of this opposition, one finds another determination
of labor in as much as it is separated and antagonistic. Use value is necessary
labor and vice versa. In what sense? In the sense that when worker use value
is found changed by capitalism into exchange value, when the two auton-
omous entities must confront each other, and are forcefully tied together,
a relation is established which contains a specific measure: the measure of labor
necessary to the reproduction of the force of labor acquired by the capitalist
and submitted to the general relation of capital.

The exchange value of his commodity cannot be determined by the manner
in which its buyer uses it, but only by the amount of objectified labor
contained in it; hence, here, by the amount of labor required to reproduce
the worker himself. For the use value which he offers exists only as an
ability, a capacity { Vermagen} of his bodily existence; has no existence apart
from that. The labor objectified in that use value is the objectified labor
necessary bodily to maintain not only the general substance in which his
labor power exists, i.e., the worker himself, but also that required to
modify this general substance so as to develop its particular capacity. This,
in general terms, is the measure of the amount of value, the sum of money,
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which he obtains in exchange. The further development, where wages are
measured, like all other commodities, by the labor time necessary to
produce the worker as such, is not yet the point here [Grandrisse, pp.
282-83; 193-941.

The fact that the use value of labor is reduced by capital to this delimitation
of exchange modifies neither its quality nor its relation: the worker in fact
“is neither bound to particular objects, nor to a particular manner of sat-
isfaction. The sphere of his consumption is not qualitatively restricted, only
quantitatively. This distinguishes him from the slave, setf, etc.” (Grundrisse,
p- '283; 194). “But what is essential is that the purpose of the exchange for
him is the satisfaction of his need. The object of his exchange is a direct
object of need, not exchange value as such” (Grundrisse, p. 284; 195).
Immediate and satisfied need—necessary labor—use value: the relation ex-
pands. It expands to the extent that one could at this point think of refor-
mulating the antagonism between workers and capital in mature terms, as
a class antagonism. Marx grazes this idea when in these pages he sarcastically
rejects the offers of abstinence, of saving, and of participation which the
ideology of capital proposes to workers taken one by one but not to “workers
generally, that is, as workers [operaio collettivo, ‘collective worker,’ in the
Italian} (what the individual worker does or can do, as distinct from his
genus, can only exist just as exception)” (Grundrisse, p. 285; 196). Here we
are at the heart of the problematic of velarive wage, and even if Marx adds, in
relation to these themes, that this “is to be dealt with in the section wwge
labor” (Grundrisse, p. 288; 199)—and we will examine further on the en-
semble of rhese elements which should constitute the chapter “on wage and
the working class”—he also posits some elements of it. What are they? In the
first place, necessaty labor, as it is expressed in a mystified way in the
monetary form of wage, is an immediate use value for the working class.
In addition, this necessary level is continually restored by capital. Here is
the second point: at the very heart of this restoration, there is a dynamic
relation, an attempt by the working class to reaffirm the indispensable
consistency and the necessity of its own composition, constant counterpart
of that capitalist force which tries to under-value the workers and their
necessary labor, This reconstruction of the equilibrium between capital and
necessary labor (and wage) occurs in @ real way, not ideologically. The advice
given to workers to save is certainly ridiculous, but not the fact that the
workers’ opposition, the proletarian struggle, tries continually to broaden
the sphere of non-work, that is, the sphere of their own needs, the value of
necessary labor: “the worker’s participation in the higher, even culrural
satisfactions, the agitation for his own interests, newspaper subscriptions,
artending lectures, educating his children, developing his taste, etc., his
only share of civilization which distinguishes him from the slave, is eco-
nomically only possible by widening the sphere of his pleasures” (Grandrisse,
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p. 287; 197-98). Which means by the ontological broadening of bis use value,
through the intensification and elevation of the value of necessary labor. All of this
in collective, abstract, general terms.

The chapter on wages should broach these themes. We will see further
on once again which and how. For the moment we can only lament once
again the absence of this chapter in Marx’s work. (As we have already
indicated, the pages of Book One of Capital cannot be considered to be that
chapter unless it is in terms of the problematic of the struggle over the
work-day and the effects which flow from its restructuring.) We can only
regret the loss because it is evident that zhe chapter on wages finds its deter-
mination in this foundation of the theory of surplus value: it would have
been a chapter on the working class, on the level of needs, pleasure, struggle,
and necessary labor. In sum, the chapter on wages would have been the chapter
on not-capital, thus on not-work,

“The real not-capital is labor” (Grundrisse, p. 274; 185). In the Grundrisse,
the capital relation is antagonistic to the highest degree. Capitalist appro-
priation has a definitive antagonistic character. This antagonism finds its
origin in the relation of scission between use value and exchange value—a
relation of scission in which two tendencies are liberated from the forced
unity to which they had been constrained: on the one hand, exchange value
is antonomised in money and in capital, and on the other, use value is antonomised
as the working class, We must, in what follows, confront the problem of
surplus value in all its specificity, that is, carry the scission into the analysis
of the working day of the collective worker. Let us pick up again therefore
certain particularly important points and see the elements which derive from
them and which permit the posing of certain conclusions at this stage of the
enquiry.

In the first place, the moment of antagonism must be accentuated. When
we speak of crisis, we will see how, in the last instance, completing and
surpassing his analyses of realization and of circulation, Marx places the
fundamental cause of the crisis in the relation between necessary labor and surplus
labor, that is in the relation between the constitutive parts of the working
day and in the class relation which constitutes it. The prerequisites of this
conclusion are already filled: we read them in the critique Marx makes of
abstinence. (Grundrisse, pp. 282-89; 195-200). In addition, Marx directly
insists on the “chronological separation” of the two elements which form
the labor/capital exchange, and for those who are familiar with the attention
he pays to the disharmonies of the cycle, it is an extremely interesting point.
(Grundyisse, pp. 274-75; 185). But another deduction must be argued
apropos of this—a deduction which belongs to the theory of carastrophbe, under-
stood in Marx’s sense as the actuality of communism, rather than to the
theory of crisis. This is our deduction, that at a certain degree of fundamental
antagonism, it is necessary 2o break with any conception which has the pretension
to link the development of the forces of production (or of the productive force of
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human labor) with the development of capital. The capacity that capital possesses
to absotb productive forces is purely historical—Marx would say “fortui-
tous’——that is, not endowed with a rational force, but “irrational,” there
where the antagonism which characterizes the formation of the relation is
inclined to breakage, scission, explosion. Since 1857, much water has passed
under the bridges of history: one must say that if this water does not carty
the corpse of capitalism, if it is stupid to remain on the bridge to see it
pass, waiting with the confidence of positivism for the relation between the
forces of production and capital to deepen under the form of socialism,
certainly then this waiting is rotted by the pestilent waters of our industrial
rivers. In Marx, in that Marx who is beyond Marx, and who gives such a
clear definition of the antagonism, we read the fall of that relation. The
antagonism of the capital relation is not simply destructive. Deepening the
meaning of Marx’s discourse, we come to pose the antagonistic class tendency
as winning. The side of the working class is the side of labor as not-capital.
Alien to us, we have often repeated it, are all conceptions of development
of the class which are posed in terms of “projection”: it is not that for which
we are looking; it is not the continuity but the leap which distinguishes the
working class as such, as a revolutionary class. But it will be added that a
certain mediacy (medietz) in the process by leaps must be underlined. In the
pages we have read, Marx characterizes the working class as a solid subjec-
tivity, which is at once collective use value and necessary labor, as an
historical and social essence to which is owed on the one hand “the replace-
ment for wear and tear so that it can maintain itself as a class” (Grandrisse,
p. 323; 229); on the other hand, the working class is a social essence
characterized by its particular status: its use value is creative; it is the unique
and exclusive source of wealth. We are in consequence exactly at the heart
of a first definition of the dynamic of the working class, where its essence as creator
of value is engaged in a continual struggle which has as a result on the one
hand the development of capital and on the other the inzensification of the
class composition, the enlargement of its needs and of its pleasures, the elevation
of the value of labor necessary for its reproduction. And since capital finds
itself constrained to repress and to devalue this productive force of the
working class, and to delimit its impulsion into the intensification of its
own composition (n.b.: the path of the intensification of the organic com-
position of capital passes by way of this repression), here then the struggle,
the fundamental antagonism which is transformed into expanded proletarian
struggle, constitutes at last a key to historical progress. Already in this
preliminary definition of the antagonism alone, the theory of surplus value
thus remains the most important law of the movements of capiralist devel-
opment: the antagonism alone determines the movement; capital “is the process
of this differentiation and of its suspension, in which capital itself becomes
a process” (Grundrisse, p. 298; 205-0).

The law of value begins to take the form of the law of surplus value
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through the extreme accentuation of the antagonism of subjects. Bur it is
defined in proper terms only when the process of labor is subsumed into
capital. The theory of surplus value is in consequence immediately the theory of
exploitation. None of the illusions which still leave open the theory of value
survive at the level of the theoty of surplus value. The creative power of
labor, if it was at liberty, would certainly not tend to define capital: only
exploitation as a political process of domination and constriction, as a gen-
eralized command over society, determines # once value and surplus value.
The level of the initial antagonism is so strong that only exploitation,
constraint, force can succeed in resolving it. “Labor is not only the use value
which confronts capital, but, rather, it is the we value of capital itself”
(Grundrisse, p. 297; 205): this is the moment when the theory of surplus
value is born. It is clear that one speaks here of labor as it was defined in
the ensemble of preceding pages: as social, abstract, average labor. The more
these characteristics are accentuated, the more labor is apt to produce surplus
value. Marx’s discourse pauses at length over this determination of surplus
value, over its origin in the creative nature of labor, This insistence goes
along with the force of the political argument which dominates the entire
analysis. Everything is in fact predisposed in such a way that the quantitative
definition of surplus value, the division of the working day in two parts
(necessary labor and surplus labor) do not appear as elements purely of doctrine
but as weapons in workers’ struggle.

When surplus value begins to be produced, it means that the workers’
existence is definitively resolved into capital. Use value is reduced to the
limits of necessary labor, to the conservation and reproduction of the working
class. The remainder of the use value of workers’ labor is completely sub-
sumed by capital and by virtue of that produces surplus value. As much as
the function of labor for this process of production is exclusive, that much
is the capacity of capital to subsume this process into itself exclusive. Every
alternative existence to vhe control of capital is consumed in the process of production—
including the production of raw materials and instruments. “It is not the
capitalist who does this consuming but rather labor. Thus the process of the
production of capital does not appear as the process of the production of
capital, but as the process of production in general, and capital’'s distinction
from labor appears only in the material character of raw material and instrument
of labor” (Grundrisse, p. 303; 210). Instruments of labor and raw materials
are in themselves in reality only objectified labor, and the general appearance
of capital, as constant capital, is simply a function of its entire reality (constant
capital and variable capital both commanded by the category of capital as
such). Once the unity of command, its unicity (process of production in
general), and the concepts of constant capital and variable capital are estab-
lished, it is possible to quantify surplus value in a definitive way.

How therefore is surplus value born from production? Marx has already
created all of the presuppositions for the resolution of this problem; the
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only thing still missing is the division of capital into constant and variable
capital. He will only use these terms later, but in fact chis difference is
already contained in the conditions of existence of surplus value. Con-
fronting the excess of value of the product which exists as a result of the
output of living labor, with the values of the raw materials, of auxiliary
materials, and of the instruments of labor (constant capital!l), Marx thus
places the problem of the relation between the value which capital pays
to the worker in the form of wages (variable capital!) and the value which
living labor creates inside the process of production. Surplus value exists
obviously only when the first is less than the second {Vygodskij, p. 69].
(In relation to this, see also Rosdolsky, p. 255.)

To quantify surplus value means, then, to consider the process of labor
as productive of a global value of which one part serves to reproduce the
working class, and the other comprises all the elements of the reproduction
of capital and its immense growth. Nothing can escape the unity of the
organizing command of capital: everything that labor, as use value, as
necessaty labor, as source of value, produces is objectified and commanded by
capital. * As components of capital, raw material and instrument of labor are
themselves already objectified labor, hence product” (Grundrisse, p. 299; 206).
And labor? It “is not only consumed, but also at the same time fixed,
converted from the form of activity into the form of the object; materialized;
as a modification of the object, it modifies its own form and changes from
activity to being” (Grandrisse, p. 300; 208). All of this “ferments” capital
and in the course of this fermentation @/ rhe elements of the initial antagonism
are transmuted: the use value of labor is use value of capital, necessary labor
is commanded by capital through the wage. Quantifying surplus value is
thus only possible at this point, because it is only capital that can quantify
it when it has appropriated the entire process of production. If that had not
occurred, there would be no quantification. Antagonism cannot be quan-
tified. There is only exploitation which makes quantification possible, which
gives it a meaning.

This is the occasion to draw attention to a moment which here, for the
first time, not only arises from the standpoint of the observer, but is
posited in the economic relation itself. In the fist ace, in the exchange
between capital and labor, labor as such, existing for itself, necessarily
appeared as the worker. Similarly, here in the second process: capital as such
is posited as a value existing for itself, as egotistic value, so to speak
(something to which money could only aspire). But capital in its being-
for-itself is the capiralist. Of course, socialists sometimes say, we need
capital, but not the capitalist. Then capital appears as a pure thing, not
as a relation of production which, reflected in irself, is precisely the cap-
italist. 1 may well separate capital from a given individual capitalist, and
it can be transferred to another. But, in losing capital, he loses the quality
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of being a capitalist. Thus capital is indeed separable from an individual
capitalist, but not from rhe capitalist, who, as such, confronts the worker”

[Grundrisse, p. 303; 210-11}.

In effect, the pasiage is heve definitively accomplished. Capital here has become
the antithesis of the worker in an absolute and definitive way. Against the
grain of the liberty of its nature, labor “itself is productive only if absorbed
into capital;” “labor, such as it exists for izself in the worker in opposition
to capital, that is, labor in its immediate being, separated from capital, is not
productive” (Grandyisse, p. 308; 215), because capital has already become the
force of “transubstantiation,” of the “transposition” of each vital element of the
process of valorization. “Therefore, the demand that wage labor be continued
but capital abolished is self-concradictory, self-dissolving” (Grundrisse, p.
308-9; 215).

But it is not enough to consider the unity of the process of production.
Class struggle does not know synthesis, it only knows victories and defeats.
It is a history of protagonists. All of that evidently applies to the history
of capital if its concept rests upon antagonism. When the antagonism is
overcome, cpital does not appear simply as a unified process, but as itself
a subject. “Value appears as subject” (Grundrisse, p. 311; 218). Capital is
already self-valorized; it assumes the social costs of its conservation as ele-
ments of subjectivization which are owed ic. Capital appears as a force of
expansion, as production and reproduction, and always as command. Va-
lovization is a continuous and totalitavian process, it knows neither limit nor
repose. Labor is so dominated in the process of valorization that its autonomy
seems reduced in all cases to an extreme limit, to the reduction of non-
existence. Certainly, the theory of surplus value, at the same time that it
defines the terms and the dynamism of the process of valorization, also
defines the space (which can be something completely other than relative)
of necessary labor, at least under the mystified form of wages. But bere the
accent is placed on the unity of the process and on the subjectivisation of capital. In

the process of valorization, capital conquers a totalitarian subjectivity of
command.

And vyet the initial antagonism cannat be negated. Capital, after having tried
in all possible ways to appear as the general representative of production
and valorization, is nonetheless constrained to define itself by opposition.
“The existence of capital vis-3-vis labor requires that capital in its being-for-
itself, the capitalist, should exist and be able to live as not-worker’” (Grundyisse,
p. 317; 223). The antagonism reappears. And it reappears under the forms
of the process of valorization we have learned to consider as more and more
general: the antagonism returns within the entire field of valorization. Worker
and capitalist, collective worker and collective capitalist, We are once again inside
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that political situation from which the Grandrisse is born: but a notable
progress has already occurred, since this political situation begins to be
articulated from the scientific point of view of revolutionary thought.

If we consider the merhod which informs these pages, we have—I think—
a good example of Marx's way of proceeding. Above all, the materialist
approach is fully respected: the antagonism of the elements that compose
capital, the difference that founds the relation, are the basis of the entire
analysis. But they are not only the basis, they are also the terms of the
dynamic of the process. The difference is the motor of it. Here we have a
series of operations of the displacement of the subject and the dislocation of
the theoretical field. The first operation occurs when the synthesis is com-
pleted and the process of valorization begins. All the terms which constitute
the theory of surplus value are detached here from the antagonism which
constitutes them and drowned within the totality of valorization. In this
operation they are transposed, translated, transubstantiated. The categories
of class stuggle become the categories of capital. The subject becomes object,
activity becomes being. This passage is articulated on an analysis which
operates the passage from quality (creative of value) to quantity (measure
of value). Hence, in grounding itself on this result, the field tends once
again toward a displacement and the reappearance of antagonism. The field
of society characterized by valorization carries nevertheless, still and always,
the mark of antagonism. First, with the thythm of the passage from quality
to quantity, use value and exchange value appeared as capitalist productions:
necessary labor and surplus labor were dominated and mystified in the forms
of the control of capital. Now, with the rhythm of this new passage from
quantity to quality, the field tends to reacquire the tonality of antagonism.
The figures take the form of the opposition and of subjectivity: worker and capitalist,
collective worker and collective capitalist. Once capital attains the totality
of the process of valorization and of reproduction, its process is in reality
once again a process of the reproduction of antagonisms. Reproduction does not
negate difference, does not annul antagonism; on the contrary, it exacerbates
both. The result of this process is the expanded reproduction of antagonism
and the reappearance of the subjective masks which the forces of history
assume within the struggle. Inside this methodological frame, the theory
of surplus value shows itself to be as well a fundamental acquisition for the
method.

Evidently, there are at the present stage of the analysis precise limits to all
of this. It is not simply a matter of the specific place of these passages in
the articulation of the theory of surplus value: we will see this in a moment,
as soon as we have concluded these remarks. Rather, I am thinking of the
analysis of the antagonism in reproduction, of its total appearance. Now,
in the lesson on the crisis (Lesson 9), we will see this point again. But one
cannot think that a solution can be found on this level in exhaustive scientific
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terms, in a critical way, within a field where the antagonism re-explodes
(in a way which is still essentially tendential). The passage must be deepened,
and it occupies in fact the center of the entire second part of the Grandrisse.
We will see it thus in the second part of the lessons (Lessons 6 and those
following), where the object of the analysis will be precisely the antagonism
in reproduction. It seems to us nonetheless that here we still have attained
the ridge from which the new flow of reasoning descends: and the theory
of surplus value is the ridge of the Grundrisse.

We are already in a condition to be able to define, with Marx, the concept
of surplus value and to begin to articulate its consequences.

Surplus Value & Exploitation

would have done him the favor of paying him the price of the product in
advance of its realization {Reslisation}. The capitalist would have advanced
him credit, and free of charge at that, powr le roi de Prusse. Voila tour. No
matter that for the worker the exchange becween capital and labour, whose
result is the price of labour, is a simple exchange as far as the capitalist
is concerned, it has to be a not-exchange. He has to obtain more value
than he gives. Looked at from the capitalists’ side, the exchange must be
ooly apparent; i.e. must belong to an economic category other than ex-
change, or capital as capital and labour as labour in opposition to it would
be impossible. They would be exchanged for one another only as identical
exchange values existing in different modes [Grandrisse, pp. 321-22;
227-28).

79

The surplus value which capital has at the end of the production process—a surplus
value which, as a higher price of the product, is realized enly in circulation,
but, like all prices, is realized in it by already being ideally presupposed to
it, determined before they enter into it—signifies, expressed in accord
with the general concept of exchange value, that the labour time objectified
in the product—or amount of labour (expressed passively, the magnitude
of labour appears as an amount of space; but expressed in motion, it is
measurable only in time)—is greater than that which was present in the
original components of capital. This in turn is possible only if the labour
objectified in the price of labour is smaller than the living labour time
purchased with it. The labour time objectified in capital appears, as we
have seen, as a sum consisting of three parts: (a) the labour time objectified
in the raw material; (b) the labour time objectified in the instrument of
labour; (¢) the labour time objectified in the price of labour. Now, parts
(a) and (b) remain unchanged as components of capital; while they may
change their form, their modes of material existence, in the process, they
remain unchanged as vatues. Only in (¢) does capital exchange one thing
for something qualitatively different; a given amount of objectified labour
for an amount of living labour. If living labour teproduced only the labour
time objectified in the labour price, this also would be merely formal, and,
as regards value, the only change which would have taken place would
have been that from one mode to another of the existence of the same
value, just as, in regard to the value of the material of labour and the
instrument, only a change of its mode of material existence has taken
place. If the capitalist has paid the worker a price = one working day,
and the worker’s working day adds only one working day to the raw
material and the instrument, then the capitalist would merely have ex-
changed exchange value in one form for exchange value in another. He
would not have acted as capital. At the same time, the worker would not
have remained within the simple exchange process; he would in fact have
obtained the product of his labour in payment, except that the capitalist

The worker alienates his capacity for labor, his creative force which is
subsumed by capital under the appearance of an equal exchange relation: in
the process of production capital puts to use this creative force for itself and
pays for it a price independent of the result of the activity of labor. At best,
thanks to the conceded price (wage), the worker succeeds in restoring his
own use value: he responds to the necessity of his own reproduction—but
even this price must be ceaselessly grabbed away. All the rest of the worker’s
activity is now in the hands of the boss.

Since we are dealing here not with any particularly qualified labour but
with labour in general, simple labour, we are here not yet concerned with
the fact that tflere)is mote labour objectified in his immediate existence
than is contained in his mere vitality—i.¢e., the labour time necessary to
pay for the products necessary to maintain his vitality—namely, the values
he has consumed in order to produce a specific Jaboring capacity, a special
skill—and the value of these shows itself in the costs necessary to produce
a similar laboring skill [Grandrisse, pp. 323-24; 229-301.

Simple labor, raw material of wealth, labor objectified by the subjective necessity
of the reproduction of labor power: we are again at the heart of Marx's way of
conceiving use value as creative material. The link which this power of
creation has with exploitation here, suggests, within the theory of surplus
value, a requalification of that material as a revolutionary subject. In fact, bebind
the appearance of exchange & theft takes place.

Surplus value in general is value in excess of the equivalent. The equivalent
by definition, is only the identity of value with itself. Hence surplus value
can never sprout out of the equivalent; nor can it do so originally out of
circulation; it has to arise from the production process of capital itself.
The matter can also be expressed in this way: if the worker needs only half
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a working day in order to live a whole day, then, in order to keep alive themselves encounters its barrier in capital itself” {Grandrisse, p. 325;

as a worker, he needs to work only half a day. The second half of the Jabour ‘ 2311

day is forced labour; sutplus-labour. What appears as surplus value on
capital’s side appears identically on the worker's side as surplus labour in
excess of his requirements as worker, hence in excess of his immediate
requirements for keeping himself alive [Grandrisse, pp. 324-25; 230-31].

Let us leave unprejudiced for the moment the question of the limits of
the development of capital: we have insisted so much on the antagonistic
narure of the process that it should no longer be surprising. What seems
more interesting in this regard, and more in the spirit of Marx's argument,
is to underscore the fact that the limits can only appear to capital as insurmountable

Surplus labor is stolen from the worker and transformed into surplus bstach
obstacles.

value, into capital. “The discovery of surplus value marked the greatest
revolutionary overturn in economic science. It permitted Marx, for the first
time in the history of political economy, to discover and explain scientifically
the mechanism of capitalist exploitation. To use the image of Vladimir
Majakovskij, Marx grabs the hand of the robbers of surplus value and catches
them red-handed” (Vygodskij, p. 71).

However, as representative of the general form of wealth-—money—capiral
is the endless and limitless drive to go beyond its limiting barrier. Every
boundary {Grenze} is and has to be a barrier {Schranke} for it. Else it would
cease to be capital—money as self-reproductive. If ever it perceived a

Nevertheless, here as well there is a positive facet, a revolutionary facet:

The great historic quality of capital is to create this surplus labonr, super-
floous labour from the standpoint of mere use value, mere subsistence; and
its historic destiny {Bestimmung} is fulfilled as soon as, on one side, there
has been such a development of needs that surplus labour above and beyond
necessity has itself become a general need arising out of individual needs
themselves—and, on the other side, when the severe discipline of capital,
acting on succeeding generations {Geschleczer}, has developed general in-
dustriousness as the general property of the new species {Gaschlect}—and,
finally, when the development of the productive powers of labour, which
capital incessantly whips onward with its unlimited mania for wealth, and
of the sole conditions in which this mania can be realized, have fourished
to the stage where the possession and presesvation of general wealth require
a lesser labour time of society as a whole, and where the labouring society
relates scientifically to the process of its progressive reptoduction, its re-
production in a constantly greater abundance; hence where labour in which
a human being does what a thing could do has ceased. Accordingly, capital
and labour relate to each other here like money and commodity; the former
is the general form of wealth, the other only the substance destined for
immediate consumption. Capital's ceaseless striving towards the general
form of wealth dtives labour beyond the limits of its natural paltriness
[Naturbedufrigkeit}, and thus creates the material elements for the devel-
opment of the rich individuality which is as all-sided in its production as
in its consumption, and whose labour also therefore appears no longer as
labour, but as the full development of activity itself, in which natural
necessity in its direct form has disappeared; because a historically created
need has taken the place of the natural one. This is why capital is productive;
i.e. an essential velation for the development of the social productive forces, It ceases
to exist as such only where the development of these productive forces

certain boundary not as a barrier, but became comfortable within it as a
boundary, it would itself have declined from exchange value to use value,
from the general form of wealth to a specific, substantial mode of the
same. Capital as such creates a specific surplus value because it cannot
create an infinite one all at once; but it is the constant movement to create
more of the same. The quantitative boundary of the surplus value appears
to it as a mere natural barrier, as a necessity which it constantly tries to
violate and beyond which it constantly seeks to go [Grandrisse, pp. 334-35;
2401,

It is in terms of this urgency that capital tries without let-up to augment the
productivity of labor, and it is within this frame that the relation between
living labor and objectified labor (for the worker or for the other elements
of production) is ceaselessly intensifed. Within this diffusion of the pro-
ductive force of capital the concept of relative surplus value is born: at that
point, therefore, where surplus value does not correspond to an increase of
surplus value in terms of an extension of working time, but in terms of a
reduction of necessary labor.

The increase in the productive force of living labour increases the value of
capital (or diminishes the value of the worker) not because it increases the
quantity of products or use values created by the same labour—the pro-
ductive force of labour is its natural force—but rather because it diminishes
necessary labour, hence, in the same relation as it diminishes the former,
it creates surplus labour or, what amounts to the same thing, surplus value;
because the surplus value which capital obtains through the production
process consists only of the excess of surplus labour over necessary labonr.
The increase in productive force can increase surplus labour—i.e., the
excess of labour objectified in capital as product over the labour objectified
in the exchange value of the working day—only to the extent that it
diminishes the relation of necessary labour to sarplus labour, and only in the
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proportion in which it diminishes this relation. Surplus value is exactly
equal to surplus labour; the increase of the one {is} exactly measured by
the diminution of wecessary labour {Grundrisse, p. 339; 244—45}.

I think little more need be said. We have seen the theory of surplus value
develop as an exclusive, all-comprehending, and adequate theory of capital.
The movement of exploitation alone explains the nature and the dynamic
of capital. Antagonism alone makes capital and the rule of coercion of which
it is the interpreter live. The theory of value, in order to exist, can exist
only as a partial and abstract subordinate of the theory of surplus value. As
for this last, its signification is entirely political: it is situated at the level
of greatest generality, that of the critique of money, and contains an ex-
traordinarily forceful antagonism. An antagonistic force which is, in a materialist
fashion, the correlative of the interpreted, veal antagonism of the antagonism of
existence. Everything has been reduced to a relation between necessary labor
and surplus value: this antagonism is at once the key to the dynamism of
the process and the insoluble limit of capitalist production and of the social
order that corresponds to it. Here the theory of surplus value can, must,
open itself to other problems, which can be nothing other than the deepening
ofthe antagonism. In particular, it is the theory of profit which is necessary
here. “All these statements,” Marx says, “correct only in this abstraction
for the relation from the present standpoint,” nevertheless, the entire ar-
gument “actually already belongs in the doctrine of profis” (Grundrisse, p. 341;
246-47). Here once again we are at the end of the definition of surplus
value, on the ridge that will allow us to redescend to the terrain of circulation,
to attain the second big problematic knot of the Grundrisse, the theory of
profit seen as a theory of exploitation in circulation, of the exploitation of
society. It is the principal ditection, the essential woof of the problematic
of the Grundrisse, but we must not forget nonetheless that this moment of
passage is in force and is developed by proposing a revolutionary interpre-
tation of the general development of capitalism.

Still, even if we forget it, Marx is there to remind us. It is not by chance
that the part of the Grundrisse which is devoted to the definition of the
theory of surplus value ends beyond the relaunching of the analysis toward
the theory of profit (it is at this moment that Marx writes to Engels: “As
for the rest, I am advancing with great strides. For example, I have thrown
into the air the entire theory of profit as it has existed up until now”)
[January 14, 1858, Selected Correspondence, p. 121}—thus beyond the re-
launching of the analysis towards the theory of profit, this part ends with
a first, elementary but fundamental definition, which is a theoretical allusion

to the law of the tendency of profit to fall.

The larger the surplus value of capital before the increase of productive force,
the larger the amount of presupposed surplus labour or surplus value of
capital; or, the smaller the fractional part of the working day which forms
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the equivalent of the worker, which expresses necessary labour, the smaller
is the increase in surplus value which capital obtains from the increase of
productive force. Its surplus value rises, but in an ever smaller relation
to the development of the productive force. Thus the more developed
capital already is, the more surplus labour it has created, the more terribly
must it develop the productive force in order to realize itself in only smaller
proportion, i.e., to add surplus value—because its barrier always remains
the relation between the fractional part of the day which expresses necessary
laboyr, the greater the surplus labour, the less can any increase in productive
force perceptibly diminish necessary labour; since the denominator has
grown enormously. The self-realization of capital becomes more difficult
to the extent that is has already been realized [Grundrisse, p. 340; 246}.

The more surplus value is developed, the less one can compress necessary
labor, and less is the quantity and the quality of the creative activity which
capital can subsume in the labor process. Why can the key to the interpre-
tation of the theory of profit only be found in Marx’s prefiguration, prelim-~
inary to the law of the tendency of profit to decline? We must obviously
return at length to all of this. For the moment, it is sufficient to recognize
the radicality of the antagonism which the theory of surplus value puts in
play. We will soon see (Lesson 5) how the theory of crisis operates the first
step forward toward the theory of profit.

Here we are then at the end of the first part of the seminar. Here, I would
like to broach, at the end of this first development, and armed with this
first conclusion concerning Marx’s work, with this first complete definition
of surplus value and of the movement of its antagonism—1I would almost
like to broach some other theoretical themes which are very important. But
perhaps all these themes reduce themselves to one fundamental one, which
one can state thus: the subordination of the law of value to that of surplus value
is the revelation of the indestructible theoretical knot that lies behind the
polemic with the Proudhonians. This means that the theory of surplus value
demonstrates one thing: that socialism can only be a mystification of the
competition and the social hegemony of capital, that—outside ideology, in
reality—socialism is as impossible as the functioning of the law of value. The
Marxism of the Grundrisse is in effect the contrary of socialism: as much as
socialism is a hymn to the equivalence and the justice of social relations
(constructed on the law of value), so much Marxism shows the law of value
and socialism to be lies. The only reality we know is that ruled by theft,
capitalist alienation and the objectification of living labor, of its use value,
of its creativity. To make all of that function according to the law of value,
supposing it were possible, would modify nothing. Because there is no value
without exploitation. Communism is thus the destruction at the same time
of the law of value, of value itself, of its capitalist ot socialist variants.
Communism is the destruction of exploitation and the emancipation of living
labor. Of non-labor. That and it is enough. Simply.




Lesson Five

Profit, Crisis,
Catastrophe

Socialization of surplus value, that is towards a theory of profit.
1 Ambiguity and/or correctness of the Marxist project. [] 1. New
conditions (between Notebooks III-IV and VII) for the definition
of “profit” as a category: circulation, rate and mass of profit. Law
of the rate of profit and its double tension. [ 2. Profit as subor-
dinate to the law of surplus value. Profit as objectified and socialized
surplus value. Profit and “the capitalist class.” For a theory of pro-
letarian subjectivity. [[] 3. Passage to the second section: circulation
as form of the crisis. Phenomenology and types of crisis. The fun-
damental law of the crisis: the crisis as a product of class struggle. ] 4.
From crisis to catastrophe: the red thread of revolutionary urgency
in theory. Against objectivism and against reformism. [[] 5. A ver-
ification of the law of the tendency of the rate of profit to decline.
Different formulations of the law and class interpretations. [_] 6.
From the theory of profit in the crisis to the theory of communism:
provisional conclusions and a leap of the analysis.

“All these statements correct only in this abstraction for the relation from
the present standpoint. Additional relations will enter which modify them
significantly. The whole, to the extent that it proceeds entirely in gener-
alities, actually already belongs in the doctrine of profit” (Grundrisse, p. 341,
246-47). This is how the relation between surplus value and productive
force leaves off—with the urgent demand for a modification of the field of
investigation, for a global displacement of the fields of analysis. From surplus
value to profit, that is, to generalized and socialized surplus value: originally a
category of production, surplus value has now become a social category. A
leap forward of the analysis becomes necessary, then. It is called for by the
productive force of capital and by the force of expansion of surplus value
from its place of origin to the general conditions of this formation. And it
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goes without saying that this socialization, this displacement of the discursive
terms, must reproduce the general rules of the approach, the criteria of the
critique of exploiration. “We are the last to deny that Capital contains
contradictions. Qur purpose, rather, is to develop them fully. But Ricardo
does not develop them, but rather shifts them off by considering the value in
exchange as indifferent for the formation of wealth. . . . i.e., he regards
exchange value as merely formal” (Grandrisse, p. 351; 257). No, the so-
cialization of surplus value into profit is not formal, it is rather a process
that extends socially the contradiction of surplus value: a contradiction sim-
ilar in nature, but more extended, more in-depth, more antagonistic. It is
not by chance, then, that between the first and the second sections of the
Baok on Capital in the Grundrisse, the doctrine of profit takes shape along with
the theory of the crisis.

But let's proceed in order. Profit appears to Marx as surplus value detached
from the conditions of its production and capable of self-valorization. Such
an independence of capital from its constitutive relations represents the first
paradox. A powerful paradox indeed: capital, in fact, manages to retain the
value produced in the labor process and because of this appropriation presents
itself, in so far as it is constant capital and constitutes domination, as social
form, as form of the social relations. But this is just the paradox. “In a static
state, this liberated exchange value by which society has become richer can
only be money, in which case only the abstract form of wealth has increased.”
But,

in motion it can realize itself only in new living labour {whether labour
that had been dormant is set into motion, or mew workers are created—
population growth is accelerated—or again a new circle of exchange values,
of exchange values in circulation, is expanded, which can occur on the
production side if the liberated exchange value opens up a new branch of
production, i.e. a new object of exchange, objectified labour in the form
of a new use value; or the same is achieved when objectified labour is put
iny the sphere of circulation in a new country, by an expansion of trade).
The latter must then be created [Grandrisse, p. 348; 253-54].

We must not be enslaved by this paradox. On the contrary, we must
recognize that the more the independence of surplus value is consolidated
and the more its impact is socially extended, the more exploitation is in-
tensified: capital is not just specific exploitation within production, but it
also acquires for itself, gratuitously, social dimensions which ave only produced by
the force of living labor. Living labor is subsumed and posed as a condition
for the perpetuation of the social value of capital. “This preservation takes
place simply by the addition of new labor, which adds a higher value”
(Grandrisse, p. 357; 262): “Labor is the living, form-giving fire; it is the
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transitoriness of things, their temporality, as their formation by living time”
(Grundrisse, p. 361; 266). But if it is “on separation” that “the existence of
capital and wage labour vests, capital does not pay for the suspension of this separation
which proceeds in the real production process—for otherwise work could not go
on at all” (Grandrisse, p. 364; 269). The socialization of surplus value, then,
is its extension and intensification, that is the extension and intensification
of exploitation, a leap forward in its qualitative and quantitative definition.
Social surplus value is surplus value from social capital and capitalist domi-
nation over social labor, present and furure:

Money, then, in so far as it now already in itrelf exists as capital, is therefore
simply & claim on future (new) labour. It exists, objectively, merely as money.
Surplus value, the new growth of obfectified labour, to the extent that it exists
for itself, is money; bur now, it is money which i izself is already capital;
and, as such, it is a claim on new labour. Here capital no longer enters into
relation with ongoing labour, but with future labour. And it no longer
appears dissolved into its simple elements in the production process, but
as money; no longer, however, as money which is merely the abstract form
of general wealth, but as a claim on the real possibility of general wealth—
labour capacity in the process of becoming. As 2 claim, its marterial existence
as money is irrelevant, and can be replaced by any other title. Like the
crediror of the State, every capitalist with his newly gained value possesses
a claim on future labour, and, by means of the appropriation of ongoing
labour has already at the same time appropriated future labour. (This side
of capital to be developed to this point. But already here its property of
existing as value separately from its substance can be seen. This already
lays the basis for credit.) To stockpile it in the form of money is therefore
by no means the same as materially to stockpile the material conditions
of labour. This is rather a stockpiling of property titles to labour, Posits
future labour as wage labour, as use value for capital. No eguivalent on hand
for the newly created value; its possibility only in new labour {Grandrisse,
p. 367; 272-73}.

Hence we come to a crucial point in the construction of Marx’s profit theory.
Such a theory constitutes, fisst and foremose, a recognition of the new guality
of exploitation which is contained in the social expansion of surplus value.
This new quality cannot be simply defined nor can it be related to the values
produced in the labor process: it is also constituted, gratwitously, by the
totality of social labor—that is, the labor which preserves the value of capital
as well as that which comes to be enriched in the cooporation of large masses,
the labor which follows the scientific potential of society as well as that
which results from the simple increase of the population. “In short, all the
social powers developing with the growth of population and with the historic
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development of society cost it nothing” (Grundrisse, p. 765; 651). Thus,
profit is, in the first place, the social expression of global surplus value,
integrated by the gratuitous exploitation of the forces of social production.
The question has been raised, at this point, whether in the Grundyisse the
profit theory emerges too much in submission to that of surplus value.
Rosdolsky (p. 426) has noted how in the section on the process of production
the expressions “rate of profit” and “rate of surplus value” are not rigorously
distinguished from each other and seem even identical at times. It is true
(see, in particular, Grundrisse, pp. 274-75; 341-54; 373-86): but we would
not blame this excessively on Marx. Indeed, if the concept of surplus value—
in its determined origin—must be kept distinct from the concept of profit
and its social force, it is no less true that such distinction is actually operated
out of the same conceptual nucleus, out of the same real substance: that of
the social exploitation of social capital. Certainly, at this point of the analysis,
the extension—from surplus value to profit—within which profit comes to
be explained as social surplus value, represents an exasperation of the ten-
dency. Profit is subsumed in surplus value before the analysis of the devel-
opment of the capital relation has shown the implications of the socialization
of capital. Once this is recognized, though, we must immediately add that
with this passage (however rigid and precipitate it might seem) Marx shows
how the category of profit cannot be resolved in the function mor exposed in the
categorial form of mediation. The consequences of this approach are clear: profit
is also mediation (and never just only mediation) as long as capital has
invested the entire society with its mode of production. When capital has
historically become social capital, profit can no longer be mediation: then
profit becomes resolved mediation, social surplus value; it is the capitalist
seal to an antagonistic relation which in reality involves the entire society.
The limit of this first definition of profit was superseded in the months
of writing the Grundrisse. Other, more advanced theoretical conditions were
needed—above all, the analysis of the costs of production and that of rotation;
in short, a definition of the organic composition of capital had to be reached
(see Rosdolsky pp. 425-433) for this elaboration to take place. Permit me
here, then, to anticipate the timing of the commentary on the text and jump
ahead to the section “Capital as fructiferous: Transformation of surplus value into
profit,” which is almost at the end of the Grundrisse (pp. 745-778) in Note-
book VII. This section represents the climax of the analysis of the circulation
process (Notebooks IV-VII) and the synthesis between the results of this
analysis and those reached in the analysis (Notebooks ITI-IV) of the process
of capital production. Now, the analysis of the transformation of surplus
value into profit, integrated with the analysis of socialization (through cir-
culation), incorporates precisely the results of the production process: mean-
while, the analysis of the processes of socialization having been accomplished,
the deduction of profit from surplus value does not submit the concept of
the former to that of the latter, but on the contrary highlights their differ-
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ences while showing their fundamental continuity. Thus the ambiguity
ceases.
Here, then, capital

relates to itself as positing new value, as producer of value. It relates as
the foundation to surplus value as that which it founded. Its movement
consists of relating to itself, while it produces itself, at the same time as
the foundation of what it has founded, as value presupposed to itself as
surplus value, or to the surplus value as posited by it. In a definite pez:ioé
of time which is posited as the unit measure of its turnovers because it is
the natural measure of its reproduction in agriculture, capital produces a
definite surplus value, which is determined not only by the surplus value
it posits in one production process, but rather by the number of. the
repetitions of the production process, or of its production in a specified
period of time. Because of the inclusion of circulation, of its movement
outside the immediate production process, within the reproduction process,
surplus value appears no longer to be posited by its simple, direct relati?n
to living labour; this relation appears, rather, as merely a moment of- its
total movement. Proceeding from itself as the active subject, the subject
of the process—and, in the turnover, the direct production prcxfess indc':ed
appears determined by its movement as capital, independent ?f :tst relation
to labour—capital relates to itself as self-increasing value; i.e. it relates
to surplus value as something posited and founded by it; it sel?.tes as well-
spring of production, to itself as product; it relates as producing value to
itself as produced value. It therefore no longer measures the newly produced
value by its real measure, the relation of surplus labour to necessary‘ laboutr,
but rather by itself as its presupposition. A capital of a certain value
produces in a certain period of time a certain surplus value. Surplus v?lue
thus measured by the value of the presupposed capital, capital thus posited
as self-realizing value—is profir; regarded not sub specie aeternitatis, but sub
Specie capitalis, the surplus value is profit; and capital as Cf:lpital, the pro-
ducing and reproducing value, distinguishes itself within itself from itself
as profit, the newly produced value. The product of capital is profir {Gran-
drisse, pp. 745—46; 631-32}.

Let's proceed in the definition of concepts. In the form qf profit, surplus
value must be measured against the total value of the capital presupposed
in the process of production. “Presupposing the same surplus value, the same
surplus Labour in proportion to necessary labor, then, the rate .ojf profit depends on
the relation between the part of capital exchanged for living labor and the
part existing in the form of raw material and means of production. Hence,
the smaller the portion exchanged for living labor becomes,.the smaller
becomes the rate of profit. Thus, in the same proportion as capxtg.l takes. up
a larger place as capital in the production process relative to imamediate
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labor, i.e. the more the relative surplus value grows—the value-creating
power of capital-—the more does the rate of profit fall” (Grandrisse, p. 747;
63 3?’. ('Io‘nsequently, “The rate of profit can rise although real surplus valuc;
fe;ll:h ( zéziz’. ). Ifn concilusion, “while the rate of profit will be inversely related
e value of capital, the sum i i it”
e e, 632), , of profit will be directly related to it” (Gran-
As one might note, between the concept of surplus value and the concept
of proﬁt there is a distinction that concerns the quality of exploitation: surplus
value is the exploitation of living labor, the increase of its productivity, the
exaspf:ration of the intensity of labor, a total and totalizing drainag’e of
\.wo‘rkmg capacity; profit is the consolidation and fixation of surplus value
it is non-multiplying labor consolidated in a stable form, the theft of th;.
productivity of labor, the indifference to living labor. But the distinction
does not touch the nature of exploitation: both surplus value and profic are
l::a§ed on the subjugation of living labor—but in the case of surplus value
living labf)r is considered within the production relation, while in the case
of profit it is set against the conditions of production, to the totality of
accumulation. “Profit is nothing but another form of surplus value, a form
dt_evglopiad further in the sense of capital” (Grandrisse, p. 762; 64’8) The
415t1gcuon does not touch the nature of exploitation, and evicfence o'f this
lies in the fact that the contradiction appears again at this point, not only
opposing the exploited to the exploiters, as the category of surplu; value has
it, but also extending the antagonism to the relation between living labor
z}nd dead labor in socially comprehensive terms. The more labor is objectified
into czzpz:ta{l and capital is increased; in other wortds, the more labor and
Productmty have become capital, @/ the more living labor opposes this growth
in an antagonistic fashion. The more capital posits itself as profit-creating
power, as a source of wealth which is independent from labor (and in so
doing represents each of its constitutive parts as being uniformly productive)
then the more living labor estranges itself from capitalist growth in a sociai
and compact form. We will see later on how Marx provides for a formation
of the 'working class that is equal and contrary to the historical and real
forrpauon of the concept of social capital (the Vergleichung {equalization} of
capital) which is implicit in capitalist development; it is a Vergleichung of
the working class and its real and historical development into a revolutionary
force. Here—and we will come back to this soon—the so-called law of the
tend'ency of the profit rate to fall (in these pages Marx completes its elab-
oration together with the completion of the profit theory) shows this exten-
sion of antagonism from the relation producing sutplus value to that
producing profit.

The law of the rate of profit is a double one: on the one band it exposes the
Fendency capital has to subsume more and more the conditions determined
in the production process and made social in the circulation process; which
is to say the tendency of capital to an ever more definitive approprigtion of

Profit, Crisis, Catastrophe 91

these conditions, as well as to the transformation of surplus value into a
factor of profit. On the other hand it reveals the new antagonism which is
determined by the development of profit from surplus value to social surplus
value (profit), from capital to social capital. The simultaneously progressive and
destructive sign, of which the law of profit is the bearer, is determined by its relation
with living labor. On one side, profit is the tendency toward the most ag-
gressive and productive expansion, toward an increasing utilization of living
labor and an increase of its mass; on the other side, at this level, profit
clashes against the conditions of its own production as well as against its
own ferocious and extreme tendency toward subjugation, roward the ex-
pansion and the increase of the subjugation of living labor. Both these
tendencies are dominated by living labor: the tendency of profit to expand
goes hand in hand with a living labor directly exploited but creative never-
theless; the tendency to the fall in the profit rate bespeaks the revolt of living
labor against the power of profit and its very separate constitution; a revolt
against the theft and its fixation into a productive force for the capitalist
against the productive force of the worker, into the power of social capital
against the vitality of social labor: because of this living labor veveals itself as
destructive. Too many “Marxists,” for too long a time, have forgotten this
and have thus suffocated the proletarian uptisings that were verifying this
truth. Yet, Marx adds, “beyond a certain point the development of the
powers of production becomes a barrier for capital; hence the capital relation
a barrier for the development of the productive powers of labour” (Grundrisse,
p. 749; 635). “This is in every respect the most important law of modern
political economy, and the most essential for understanding the most difficult
relations” (Grandrisse, p. T48; 634).

We must now make explicit some characteristics of the passage from
surplus value to profit. We have seen how the category of profit, with its
specific difference, is not an element that can be in any way separated from
the category of surplus value; it is rather an expansion, an extension to a
social level of the antagonism implicit in the law of surplus value. Yet,
within the identical nature of the two categories, within the logically sub-
ordinated character that the category of profit has with respect to that of
surplus value, there exist theoretical reasons which induce Marx to develop
the analysis from the standpoint of tramsformation. The first of these reasons
for Marx is the need to socially recompose, against the mystification of the
anarchy of the market, the very concept of capital and the categories of its
functioning. The second reason, closely tied to the first, highlights the need
to bring the categories of capital and thus the real antagonism (and conse-
quently the reasons for political opposition) beyond the transient passages
and secondary crises (tied to the anarchy of the market) of the historical
process of capitalist production. From this standpoint the category of profit
is a category that takes shape methodically in dynamic, historical terms,
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that is, tendential terms. As in the wmpublished Chapter VI of Book One of
Capital, what is meant here by the word “tendency” is the necessary passage
fron’z the formal to the veal subsumption of labor by capital. The tendency is that
which views profit as being, at first, the mediation, the abstract equalization
of the.surplus values realized in the different branches of production; then

as capital invests the totality of social production, profit inexorably ;ealize;
the tendency, it becomes socially constituted surplus value, the exploitation
of society under the control of capital. “Art the present level of the relation,”
the movement of profit drives towards the unification of society under tl:xe
rule of surplus value. Then, at a higher level of the relation, the movement
of }?roﬁt is determined by its essential capacity to be measured against the
sgcxal \fvorking day—in the chapter on profit the analysis must not be a
discussion of the single working day but of the social working day-—and the

categories of surplus value can be applied to the critique of the economic
theory of the population:

the.newly created surplus capital can be realized as such only by being
again exchanged for living labour. Hence the tendency of capital simul-
gneously to increase the labouring population as well as to reduce constantly
%ts necessary part (constantly to posit a part of it as a reserve). And the
increase of the population itself the chief means for reducing the necessary
part. Az bottom this is only an application of the velation of the single working
day. Here already lie, then, all the contradictions which modern population
theory expresses as such but does not grasp. Capital, as the positing of
surplus labour, is equally and in the same moment the positing and the
not-positing of necessary labour; it exists only in so far as necessary labour
both exists and does not exist {Grandrisse pp. 400-01; 304}.

With the development of the capitalist mode of production, the category
of profit loses its present configuration: or, to put itina betce; way, it must
be referred back to that of surplus value under the conditions of s:)cialized
production. Here, at this level, labor’s productive forces present themselves
must present themselves, as “social forces” (Grandrisse, p. 400; 304): “in ali
stages of production there is a certain common quality of labour, social
character of the same, etc. The force of social production develops lat;er etc
(R.et.un:l to this)” (Grundrisse, p. 398; 302). So the category of profit bas z't:r
origin in the equalization of individual surplus values, in the simple units of
surplus labor, but it tends, it develops and ends in an ever closer approximation
to suf'pflzes value, to social surplus labor. The critiques to the first Marxist
definition of profit (its category would overlap too much with that of surplus
value) can be accepted as long as they do not claim a qualitative difference
E)etween surplus value and profit. Rather, the velation must be inverted. profit
is a category that tends towards surplus value in so far as it is a social
relation. Beyond that profit is a mystification and a category of the capitalist
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as such, it is “a further development of the inversion of subject and object

which takes place in the production process already.” Marx insists constantly

on this formulation of the profit theory. On one hand he critically stresses

the fact that we must not see in “the equalization of the rate of profit—
which is to say in the constitution of profit by capital—more than it actually

represents: a distributive phenomenon and not a creative one” (Grundrisse,

pp. 668-69; 561). He says ironically: “if a single operation of exchange

cannot increase the value of the thing exchanged, neither can a sum of
exchanges do it” (Grundrisse, p. 632; 526). And he adds: “It is altogether

necessary to make this clear; because the distribution of the surplus value

among the capitals, the calculation of the total surplus value among the

individual capitals—this secondary economic operation—gives rise to phe-

nomena which are confused, in the ordinary economic books, with the
primary ones’” (Ibid.). A secondary economic operation, then. And so, on the
other hand, we can no longer be satisfied with following the theoretical and
categorical order of the argument; it is a matter, rather, of beginning %o
define the dynamic, tendential, active frgure of profit, the element of the sociali-
zation of exploitation in which the essence of profit constitutes iself and
unfolds. Profit, therefore, is always that of “the capitalist class” (Grundrisse,

pp. 758-59, 766-67; 644, 653). In this political figure of profit the tendency
of the development is anticipated: profit begins to concretize not only as the
sum of surplus values and as the equalization of individual profits, but also
as a political force, as a pole of social antagonism—political at this stage,

but slowly ever more charged with reality. This passage is very important
in that it represents the definitive demonstration that the theory of profit
is subordinated to the theory of surplus value. The process leading to the
political figure of capital is homologous with—and contrary to—the process
that, in the theory of surplus value, led to the identification of living labor
as the “proletarian class.” Certainly Marx developed a theory of profit, which
is to say a theory of the subjectivity of capital, while—in spite of his
intentions—he did not develop a theory of the subjectivity of the working
class—in the figure of wage, for instance. But this asymmetry of the literary
development of Marx’s wotk should not keep us from recognizing the strac-
tural balance; and from developing his proposed presuppositions, seeing in
the social working day, in its division between social surplus labor and
socially necessary labor, the basis for the deadly struggle that is put up by
¢he two classes, We must see in these two spaces the formation of opposed
subjectivities, opposed wills and intellects, opposed processes of valorization:
in short, an antagonistic dynamism which is required by the very devel-
opment of those conditions we have just considered here. A theory of the
subjectivity of the working class and the proletariat constitutes then a pre-
supposition and a duty vis-g-vis the theory of profit, opposing the reality of
all this surplus labor extorted, objectified, socialized, through which capital
simultaneously has achieved its own unification as a class and the control
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of exploitation. The Grundrisse aims at a theory of the subjectivity of the
working class against the profitable theory of capitalist subjectivity.

Let’s return, after this long digression, to the order of development of the
Grundyisse, that is to the second section (“The Circulation Process” ) of the Chaprer
on Capital. This section formally begins with a long Excursus on Crises. Again
the crisis, the present crisis, that critical reality which motivates the whole
work and whose appreciation is its foundation! The Grundrisse had begun,
in the emotion of the crisis, by fully exploring the theory of money as the
privileged level of manifestation of the crisis. It developed then into the
theory of surplus value and, through the first formulation of the profit theory
and of the tensions implicit in the law of the profit rate, it returns again
to the crisis and to its scientific explanation. Now, according to the prelim-
inary plan, the process of capitalist production should make room for the
analysis of the circulation process, and we should focus on this second
thematic aspect of the Grandrisse. Marx’s attentton, however, is again arrested
by the crisis: before analysis unfolds extensively on it, civculation is seen exclusively
as the form of the cvisis. Does this new and lengthy dwelling upon the crisis
represent a shortcut in the development of the Grundrisse? Is it an abuse of
the order of theoretical procedure by revolutionary subjectivity? Partially,
this is undoubtedly so. But it’s also something more and something different,
A large step forward had been made in the first part of the Grandrisse and
that is the subjectivization of the process. In other words, by virtue of the
surplus value theory and its subsequent founding of the profit theory, we
are now in possession of a conceptual network which allows us to bring into
focus the crisis in its velationship with economic growth and class struggle. Unlike
capital, which “has no awareness whatever of the nature of its process of
realization, and has an interest in having an awareness of it only in times
of erisis” (Grundrisse, p. 374; 277), the point of view of the working class
is by now capable of considering the growth in the form of the crisis and
the crisis as the privileged territory of class struggle. The thought of the
crisis, Marx’s fixation, breaks in at this point, that is, when the process of
capital’s valorization should extend into circulation: but, as the process of
valorization is dominated by the antagonistic law of surplus value, so the
circulation process must be referred back to it and be grasped above all in
the crisis: in this crisis, which attests to the continuity of antagonism as
well as to its ever-present subjective impetuosity. So the second section of the
Chapter on Capital, the real elaboration of “The Circulation Process,” does not
begin in coincidence with the appearance of the title, but it begins only
after the Excursws on the crisis, about a hundred pages later, or better still
(as we will see later in Lesson 6) even later than that, after the Excursus
“Formen,” another hundred pages which, perhaps, represent a further ex-
pansion of Marx’s interest in the definition of the crisis. ‘The analysis of the
crisis as the form of circulation is, then, a part of the fundamental analysis
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outlined by the surplus value theory. It is a research into the functioni‘nfg
of the antagonism which is proper to the production process in the crisis
of circulation. The theory of surplus value therefore continues and undergoes
a further definition in the crisis theory. The first part of the Grundrisse may
be considered terminated only at the end of this Excarsas.

“Looked at precisely, that is, the rezlization process of capital—and money
becomes capital only through the realization process—appears at the same
time as its devaluation process, its demonetization” (Grundrisse, p. 402; 30§).
“In any case, devaluation forms one moment of the realization process; vyhlf:h
is already simply implied in the fact that the product of the process in its
immediate form is not valwe, but fitst has to enter anew into circulation in
order to be realized as such” (Grundrisse, p. 403; 308).

Inside the production process, realization appeared totally identical with
the production of surplus labour (the objectification of surplus time), and
hence appeared to have no bounds other than those partly presupposed and
partly posited within this process itself, but which are always posited
within it as barriers to be forcibly overcome. There now appear barriers to
it which lie ewtside it [Grundrisse, p. 404; 308].

Right away, then, we find ourselves in the middle of thcj problem. fl”'/yrqzng
the circulation process the contradictions of production are magnified: contradictions
are endlessly reproduced, relived in a new form, and even suspended, bgt
they “are suspended only by force” (Grundrisse, p. 406; 309). “The‘mam
point here—where we are concerned with the general concept of capiral—
is that it is this wnity of production and realization, not immediately but only
as a process, which is linked to certain conditions, and, as it appeared, external
conditions” (Grundrisse, p. 407; 310-11). Certainly “every limit appears as
a barrier to be overcome” (Gruandrisse, p. 408; 311). The fact that the crisis
is immanent within the concept of capital represents not only its negative
determination bu also its positive one. The thrust towards relative surplus
value, the tendency towards the world market, the “production of rew needs
and discovery and creation of new use values” (Gmndris{e, p- 408; 312): all
this represents the positive tension engendered by the very limits of the concept
(of capital), limits which capital knows and must go through. Evegy period _
of crisis is therefore followed by an extensive period of restructuration.

The value of the old industry is preserved by the creation of the fund for
a new one in which the relation of capital and labour posits itself in a new
form. Hence, exploration of all nature in order to discover new, useful
qualities in things; universal exchange of the products of all alien climates
and lands: new (artificial) preparation of natural objects, by which they
are given new use values. The exploration of the earth in all directions,
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to discover new things of use as well as new useful qualities of the old;
such as new qualities of them as raw materials, etc.; the development,
hence, of the natural sciences to their highest point; likewise the discovery,
creation and satisfaction of new needs arising from society itself; the cul-
tivation of all the qualities of the social human being, production of the
same in a form as rich as possible in needs, because rich in qualities and
relations—production of this being as the most toral and universal possible
social product, for, in order to take gratification in a many-sided way, he
must be capable of many pleasures, hence cultured to a high degree—is
likewise a condition of production founded on capital {Grundrisse, p. 409,
312-131.

But from the fact that capital posits every such limit as a barrier and
hence gets ideally beyond it, it does not by any means follow that it has
really overcome it, and, since every such barrier contradicts irs character,
its production moves in contradictions which are constantly overcome but
just as constantly posited. Furthermore. The universality towards which
it irresistibly strives encounters barriers in its own nature, which will, at
a certain stage of its development, allow it to be recognized as being itself
the greatest barrier to this tendency, and hence will drive towards its own
suspension {Grundrisse, p. 410; 313~141.

To veally overcome, to avoid the crisis: this is what capital cannot do. There
are in fact two phenomenal forms in which the crisis presents itself: on one
side crises of disproportion (which is to say, crises of the actual circulation,
crises of unbalance among the various elements making up the circulation
of capital), and on the other, crises of realization (which is to say, those crises
ascribable to the capacity of consumption, where overproduction and in-
adequate consumption—and/or underconsumption—are combined). But
beyond these phenomenal forms, it is in the very necessity of their endless
self-reproduction that the fundamental law of the crisis is to be found. It
rests in the contradiction between production and valorization, not as it is
registered in “the individual moments of the process, or rather of the totality
of processes” (Grundrisse, p.415; 318). There exists a limit which cannot be
found within circulation or general production: we must go much further,
for it is at the law of production based on capital that we must arrive, Now,
from this immanent standpoint, the crisis derives from:

1) necessary Jabour as limir of the exchange value of living labour capacity;
2) surplus value as limit of surplus labour and development of the forces
of production; 3) money as the limit of production; 4) the restriction of
the production of use values by exchange values.

Hence overproduction: i.e., the sudden recall of all these necessary
moments of production based on capital; hence general devaluation in
consequence of forgetting them. Capital, at the same time, {is] thereby
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faced with the task of launching its attempt anew from a hiéher level of
the development of productive forces, with each time greater collapse as

capital [Grandrisse, p. 416; 319},

The fundamental law of the crisis lies therefore in the contradictory relation between
necessary labor and surplus labor, that is, in the functioning of the law of surplus
valne.

It is with impressive violence that Marx evinces, in the subsequent pages,
the effects of the fundamental law in determining the crisis. If capital is the
dynamic and “living contradiction,” the working class represents the rigidity,
the opposing force, the limit. The relationship is becoming more and more
subjective. Development always has the form of crisis because, like crisis,
it has, in the last instance, at its base “always he relation of necessary to surplus
Iabour, or, if you like, of the different moments of objectified to living
labour” (Grandrisse, p. 444, 348). “The original proportion”—how to divide
these quantities—constitutes the problem which dominates both the de-
velopment and the crisis of capital. “To restore the correct relation between
necessary and surplus labour, on which, in the last analysis, everything rests”
(Grandrisse, p. 446; 351) is the constant objective of capital. The destruction
of capital, the devaluation of living labor, the reconstruction into more just
(for capital) conditions of exploitation: this is the crisis for capital, this is
the price that it is always willing to pay in order to retain its control, its
subjective power.

Because this is precisely the case, if we analyze at a deeper level the
mechanisms of the crisis, if we read the fundamental law in the way that
the profit theory taught us to read it, we arrive at the political relationship
that animates and sustains the entire analytic procedure. The objectivity of
the laws shows, once again, the subjectivity of their course, because the
relation between suvplus labor and necessary labor is, as we have often seen, zhe
relation between the two classes. On one side things are simple and clear cut:
“capital thus appears as the product of labout, so does the product of labour
likewise appear as capital; objectified labour as mastery, command over living
labour. The product of labour appears as alien property, as a mode of existence
confronting living labour as independent, as va/ze in its being for itself; the
product of labour, objectified labour, has been endowed by living labour
with a soul of its own, and establishes itself opposite living labour as an
alien power: both these situations are themselves the product of labour”
(Grundyisse, pp. 453-54; 357). ““This realization process is at the same time
the de-realization process of labour” (ibid.). Therefore the problem on the
capitalist’s side is totally political. Power extends exploitation from pro-
duction to the reproduction of the relations of power: “the result of the
process of production and realization is, above all, the reproduction and new
production of the relation of capital and labour itself, of capitalist and worker”
(Grandrisse, p. 458; 362). But on the other side, also, things are simple and
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clear cut: “what is reproduced and produced anew is not only the presence
of these objective conditions of living labour, but also their Jpresence as inde-
pendent values, i.e., values belonging to an alien subfect, confronting this living
labour capacity” (Grundrisse, p. 462; 366). The subjectivity of living labor
opposes {'n such an antagonistic fashion the consolidation of dead labor into
an exploiting power that it negates itself as a value, as an exploited essence,
thus proposing itself as #he negation of value and exploitation. “Living labour
appears itself as alien vis-i-vis living labour capacity, whose labour it is

whose own life’s expression it is, for it has been surrendered to capital ir’x
exchange for objectified labour, for the product of labour itself. Labour
capas:ity relates to its labour as to an alien, and if capital were willing to
pay it without making it labour it would enter the bargain with pleasure”

( zb_m’. J. But it’s not enough: negation becomes revolutionary insurgence, con-
sciousness of the inversion:

The recognition of the products as its own, and the judgment that its
separation from the conditions of its realization is improper—forcibly
imposed—is an enormous (advance in) awareness, itself the product of the
mode of production based on capital, and as much the knell to its doom
as, with the slave, awareness that he cannot be the property of another, with
his consciousness of himself as a person, the existence of slavery becomes
a merely artificial, vegetative existence, and ceases to be able to prevail
as the basis for production. [Grundrisse, p. 463; 366-67].

At this point the fundamental law of the crisis has been completely
developed into the law of class struggle. “This to be developed later under
wage labour” (Grundyisse, p. 465; 369). The internalization of the crisis of
the development is such that both crisis and development are seen as a
product of class struggle.

‘ One cannot deny that an extraordinary, subjective and revolutionary ten-
sion runs through these pages and that, as a consequence, the above-men-
tioned shortcut between surplus value theory and crisis theory is taken and
followed quite impetuously. We have seen how Marx achieves some im-
portant results, how he asserts at any rate—in this precise way-—the sub-
jective and strongly disruptive nature of the theory, particularly in the
interpretation of the crisis. We must, however, stress right away the fact
that this shortcut does not have (of course) the same clarity of the “long
way.” We can indeed understand Marx’s subjective urgency, we can evaluate
positively its effects, but we must also acknowledge how paradsxes and
ambiguities do abound here. One paradox is particularly striking: and it is
precisely that according to which the highest revolutionary subjectivity seems
to parallel the highest contradiction in the growth of capitalist production
which is to say revolution combined with catastrophe, The crisis is poxemiall):
capable of making the two tendencies homologous and simultaneous. From
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a practical point of view this paradox is easily explained: it is an operation
that aims at a convergence into focus of all the elements of the theory and
subjectivity into a definitive act of persuasion. Marx and revolutionary Marx-
ism are full, and for good reason, of these intentional political exclamations.
It is a global verification which displaces all the terms of the critique and
causes their convergence into moments of practical truth, which is called
for by the subversive method of a revolutionary working class. This said,
the fact remains that the concentration of focus—the more complex the more
useful—should be a result and not a premise. And here the analogy of the
tendencies appears often as a premise. It seems as though some sort of
revolution from above on the workers’ part—after it has been given rational
motivations by the catastrophe—has to correspond to the revolution from
above promoted by capital, that is, by its impetuous movement which, in
the middle of the crisis, tends towards the social recognition of its own
power. Yet the brevity of the shortcut and its implications are charged with
other meanings that we must emphasize. It is easy for us to insist on the
critique; but it is important to succeed in transforming its sense—especially
since facing us we have one stage, one side, @nd one only, of Marx’s approach.
Marx himself senses the limits of his theoretical development. Why not try
to understand the value and the positive determination of these limits as
well? To move in the direction of such an understanding means the return
to the center of the revolutionary methodology of Marxist science.

And s0? Are we faced with an exasperated objectivism on Marx's pare?
Are we faced with a conception of subjectivity which is merely a residue of
the determination of the critical elements of capitalist development—so that
the former would emerge out of the lacter as Minerva did from Zeus’s head?
Worse still, are we faced with an organic conception of capitalist growth,
which combines the determinism of the crisis with a parasitic and subsequent
genesis of the revolutionary project? We have already considered these ob-
jections from the standpoint of methodology. None of them appeared fear-
some to us; because the tendency might well conceal the violence of its
origin, but it cannot erase it; because the lack of historical forces adequate
to the revolutionary project ¢an indeed flatten it on the horizon of historical
necessity, but it cannot keep the multilateral violence of its development
from appearing. The immanence of antagonism, examined in the infinitely
small detail of its conceptual framework, can indeed appear as a mere point:
the trajectories, though, the antagonistic lines of its development are not
erased by this. On the other hand, knowing how to read these pages, one
can see such an acute and pressing attention paid to the genesis of the
antagonism that negative conclusions can only be reached out of an excessive
indifference. In sum, here, the urgency—the red thread of revolutionary
urgency in the theory—has caused the analysis to precipitate, in a chemical
sense, and to consolidate around some—perhaps too essential—reagents; but
this precipitation is precisely posited against any sort of objectivism and
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reformism. One can denounce the paradoxes and the ambiguities that cluster
in these pages: but if we want to solve them from a political point of view,
we will recognize them as overflowing with revolutionary passion; if we want
to solve them from a theoretical point of view, we must be careful not to
understand thern prevailingly in terms of objectivism or organicism. Ros-
dolsky has often rold us that Marx’s “catastrophism” is a keynote of revo-
lutionary music. Having felt at times the rage of defeat and the theoretical
exaltation of renewal, we can understand all of this.

From understanding to interpretation. Merely to understand, in fact, is
not enough. We must have a clearer idea of it. Let's take a crucial problem,
that of the law of the tendency of the profit vare to decline, perhaps one of the
most ambiguous and paradoxical points of this Marx, and let’s try to see
whether the previously mentioned problems can be not only understood but
also explicitly resolved, that is, whether among the different formulations
a resolving one can be found—a resolving formulation adequate to the class
point of view and in line with Marx’s methodological presuppositions. The
reason why we choose this particular point is clear. The law of the tendency
of the profit rate to decline is, in fact, that which seems to best lend itself
to the “atrocious vivisections” of the critics. We'll have made great progress
if we succeed in showing, with respect to this, the correctness of the course
of Marx’s research, the continuity of the law of sutplus value and of the class
point of view.

Now, with the law of the tendency of the profit rate to decline Marx
intends to demonstrate, as is well known, how the rates of valorization of
capital decrease proportionally to the variation of the vatio between constant capital
and variable capital, whereby the increase of the former impoverishes the
Jatter in a proportional fashion and determines, accordingly, a proportional
decrease in the realization of new value. Growing ever larger, constant capital
sucks in, proportionally, less and less living labor, that is, valorizing labor,
even if from the point of view of its sum it subjugates more and more. The
sum total of profit can then increase in the presence of a decline of the rate,
According to this law, capitalist growth zends necessarily towards the crisis,
because the very reasons why capital assumes all the loads of production are
precisely those same reasons which imply a devoiding of the values of capital.
Upon its formation this law takes shape in the ratio between necessary labor
and surplus labor, which is established by the lew of surplus value. On this
basis, the law of the fall of the profic rate derives from the fact that mecessary
labor is a vigid guantity, Capicalist growth may indeed urge the comptession
of its quantity, it can indeed multiply the productive force of labor, but
after all the surplus value that can be extorted is limited: there is still the
rigidity of necessary labor (necessary pare of the labor day) to constitute the
limit to valorization. A limit increasing to the extent that any increase in
productivity and in the sum of profit is faced with a force less and less
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willing to be subjected, less and less available to compression. Such rigidity
imparts its primary sense to the law of the tendency of the profit rate to
decline. In this law we must read what Marx had acknowledged in the
Grundrisse immediately preceding the first formulation of the law, that is,
the radical estrangement, the autonomy of the working class from the development
of capital. We must keep in mind how, in this perspective and in the light
of the further development of capitalism, a new hypothesis can be made,
which is, in our opinion, totally realistic and widely proved by the most
recent experiences of class struggle. This is the hypothesis that the quantity
of value of the necessary part of the working day is ot on/y more and more
rigid but also tends towards higher values and therefore tends to diminish—
subjectively, actively—the surplus value that can be extorted. The sum of
necessary labor is rigid and it is precisely on this rigidity that are based the
possibilities for a higher valorization on the part of the class, for a self-
valorization of the working class and the proletarias. In sum, for this Marx, the
devaluation of labor power, in that it is a compression of the necessary part
of the labor day, not only is not indefinite, but is; on the contrary, limited
and reversible. Necessary labot can valorize itself autonomously, the world
of needs can and must expand. There emerges an aspect of the law of the
tendency of the profit rate to decline which combines the proportionality
of the dectease of value of capital with the independent valorization of the
proletariat. The law of the tendency to decline represents, therefore, one of
the most lucid Marxist intuitions of the intensification of rhe class struggle in
the course of capitalist development. The confusions on the subject will
emerge later on when Marx, reformulating the law, instead of proposing the
formula of the ratio between necessary labor and surplus labor, proposes the
formula of the organic composition of capital (exclusive ratio between constant
capital and variable capital) or that of the ratio between profit and wage.
These two formulae are obviously present in the Grandrisse as well, but here
they are subordinated to the quantities defined by the law of surplus value.
Whenever, on the contrary, they become prominent or exclusive, the entire
relation will be dislocated on an economistic level and objectified improperly.
So that, as a consequence, a conception that eliminates the class struggle as
a fundamental and rigid variable of the theory will be the result of an
interpretation of the law of the tendency of the profic rate to decline, based
on the formula of the organic composition; conversely, the unrealistic law
of the increasing impoverishment will derive from an interpretation in the
guideline of the ratio wage/profit. The confusion of the antagonistic causes
will complete the picture, offering us such an unrealistic description of the
crisis induced by the fall in the profit rate that more importance will always
be attributed to the antagonistic causes than to the course of the law jtself.

We started out from the need to interpret a series of Marx's oscillations
in the discourse on the crisis. We understood the sense of his catastrophism.
Now we can add that this catastrophism, together with the objectivism and
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the determinism that it implies, can be interpreted, on 2 theoretical level,
only as a reflection of a later reformulation of his thought, that is, a for-
mulation that upsets its foundations and denies the centrality of the law of
surplus value as a foundation for all other Marxist categories. But if we take
this law as a starting point, we can justly attribute Marx’s catastrophism
to the mere revolutionary urgency of his project, we can recognize the very
seeking of the shortcut as a simple allusion to the extension of the theoretical
argumentation, we can dissolve the objectivist and determinist residuals
within the context of his militant materialism. Obversely, the image of the
crisis is revealed to be based on the maximum intensity of the development
of the class struggle, on the widest extension of the validity of the law of
exploitation. We can at this point turn the picture around and recognize
how the immanence of the class struggle to both growth and crisis, to the very structure
of capital, has never been so evident at this stage of the discourse. It is an
anticipation of what we will see studying the second part of the Grundrisse,
which is to say the process of circulation and the reformulation of the
categories of class struggle at the level of social capital. But for the time
being let’s insist on the importance of this approach.

Still on the subject of the law of the tendency of the profit rate to decline,
another notation is to be made. Let’s imagine that at a certain stage of the
development of the class struggle, the rigidity of the proletarian front induces
a stagnation and/or a fall of profit. Let's imagine that this situation lasts for
a while and that the extension of class resistance is socially homogeneous.
Now, on this terrain, we will have not only a decrease of the profit rate,
but also a decrease of its sum. The last twenty years of class struggle in the
advanced capitalist countries prove to us that the situation just described
is not unrealistic,

It is important to stress all this in so far as it allows us to proceed to a
deeper level of the rupture of any economistic scheme imposed upon Marxist
theory. The law of the tendency of the profit rate to decline is ultimately
correct only if it is interpreted in the light of the surplus value theory; its
tendential character is that on which are organized the complexities of the
tensions of the working class struggling against work under capitalism and
for its own self-valorization. Moreover: only within these conditions is it
possible to be “catastrophic” from the point of view of the working class.
Only by not believing that communism is unavoidable will it be unavoidable.
It is a paradox only in words. In practice only the freedom of necessary labor,
the creativity of labor applied to itself, its force both creative and destructive,
constitutes the real limit of capital and the manifold, recurrent cause of its
crisis; up to the point of its irreversibility, that is, when, in the fundamental
relation, the mass of exploited labor expropriates the expropriators of the
mass of exploited labor. There’s no theory of the crisis outside of this
perspective.
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But it’s not enough. The Marxist outline of the crisis is germinative not
only in that it reduces every economic phenomenology of the crisis to its
class foundations. It is also incredibly fruitful, as we began to see, in that
it defines the rich phenomenology of the crisis on the terrain of class struggle.
Which is to say: once the study of the causes of the crisis has been reduced
to the functioning of the law of surplus value, the analysis can open itself
onto the forms of the crisis, keeping Marx’s methodological elements in
mind. At this point the pattern of the crisis (of the crises) will reveal itself
to us as being interwoven by an enormous plurality of dialectical points,
critical trajectories, significant segmentations. Of course, we will be able
to follow this path only after we have reconsidered the crisis within a more
articulated relationship between circulation and production. It is nevertheless
worth stressing the importance of the consequences of the analysis developed
above.

Through the theory of the rate of profit, with the dual tension it illus-
trates—that is, the constructive and civilizing tension versus the destructive
and coercive one—the surplus value theory has terminated its actual course
in the theory of the crisis as a product of the class struggle. This much we
have seen in this chapter. With this, the first part of the Grandrisse comes
to an end, together with the elaboration of the surplus value theory from
the point of view of the working class.

What is to be said? One has, at this point, the impression of sitting on
a bomb. Some sparks have already flown, maybe prematurely, maybe rashly.
Already some further directions have been glimpsed. But the potential of
the surplus value theory must now explode, and—exploding—displace the
whole field of analysis. Until now we have followed the thread of an analysis
that has been stretched to the extreme of its elasticity. We have arrived at
a point where the allusions to the continuation of the analysis, to the new
horizon and new wealth that it promises, emerge almost only from nega-
tivity. Communism in the glare of catastrophe: the dual scheme that splits
and smashes every category of political economy by exposing it to the risk
of the class struggle. The class struggle itself determines its project in the
destruction of wage labor and here opens onto an extreme pluralism of
extreme negations. At this turning point of the analysis we have a precise
notion of the destructive and critical effectiveness of Marx’s analysis. It is a pars
destruens of Cartesian intensity. Everything has been destroyed and reduced
in the name of the principles of class struggle, of the surplus value theory.
And now? Now it is matter of coming back to the clash between social capital
and a recomposed class. To go back means to make the theoretical approach
rigorously concrete and historical. To go back must be a passage into politics.
The negative allusion has the right and the duty of becoming an active and
positive proposition. The allusion to communism, contained in the crisis
theory, must be given content. We are faced with an image of capital which
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begins to move from production to circulation: but circulation is here blocked
in the form of the crisis. A crisis that might be catastrophic: this is necessary
to the urgency of the revolutionary project. But lec’s imagine that circulation
stabilizes its course, even if in the irreversible form of the crisis; let’s imagine
that this immanence of the class struggle is stabilized and can only tenden-
tially present itself as explosive; let’s imagine, finally, that the relation
between the normalization of circulation and crisis on one hand and the
tendential development of the working class towards communism on the
other is a given situation that can be theoretically estimated. The sudden
insertion of the Excursus on the crisis is evidence of the trouble Marx goes
through in ascertaining these presuppositions (we will see it in the initial
pages on circulation): it is an indisputable moment of revolutionary impa-~
tience. It is clear, however, that the new terrain is that of normalization as
well as that of another leap forward in terms of the socialization of capital—
and of the class struggle. To displace the analysis is then necessary. Theoretical
and historical motivations assemble as usual around crucial passages; do they
become political motivation and intention? If I were to reply to this question,
I would be inclined towards an affirmative, As a matter of fact—and the
theory of the tendency of the profit rate to decline is for us a demonstration
of it—Marx has reached the conclusion of the radical autonomy of the
working class. The theory of exploitation, even though its socialization is
demonstrated more emblematically than logically, leads to the antithetic
emergence of the two forces in the field. The political fabric becomes at this
point the fundament on which we can design our theoretical patterns, and
concomitantly it begins to determine the binding conditions for this validity.
The more a theory becomes abstract and comprehensive, the more it needs
a real support. It is inconceivable to think of a displacement of the analysis, what
we bave called the leap forward, which is not tied to a force, to a subject that makes
this very leap. Its difference, its singularity, is to be assumed as a condition
of a comprehensive investigation. This series of presuppositions exists for
Marx: the autonomy of the working class has been identified, allusively,
perhaps, but with no less reality. Not so much as a part of a recompositional
dialectic: in the crisis theory it appears as a rupture of any dialectic, as a
foundation of the proletariat’s independence, as a proposition of communism.
I do not know how convincing this argumentation of mine is; I do know,
however, that with every other argumentation it becomes impossible to
bridge the gap dividing the surplus value theory from the theory of the
revolution against social capital. Unless we are too fond of “Theory.”

 Lesson Six

Social Capital &
World Market

From surplus value theory to circulation theory: passage to the second
fundamental theme in the Grundrisse. [] Substantial and method-
ological aspects of the investigation. [T} “Forms which precede capi-
talsst production”; a parenthesis necessary to proceed. {1 Back to the
subject: socialization as appropriation. (0 From the formal to real
subsumption. [ “Qualitative Jeap” towards social capital. 1 From
affirmation to negation: socialization as a barrier. {1 “The perma-
nent revolution” of capital and its law. [J Limit and barrier.
[ Towards the world market. [] The expansion of capital as result
and as condition. [} The collective form of capital and its antithetic
form: social capital and class struggles. {1 The synthetic moment
of the argument as adequate and extreme development of the an-
tagonism.

The ctisis, then, has to be normalized in the theory of circulation. Ciirculatnon
is nothing but the expansion of the fabric formed by the dynaml;s of ex-
ploitation. The theory of circulation is the continuation and the expansion of the
theory of surplus valwe. The Excarsus on the crisis had already exposed cireu-
lation to us, but it had done so only in negative terms, in a field still
unmediated, highlighting the negative aspect of the separatign and fore-
grounding its destructive effects. Now, instead, we must consu_i'er the me-
diation. Circulation is a capitalist victory over the crisis. But it does not
eliminate the relation that constitutes crisis and capital itself, the schism
berween the two classes and their struggle. Capital must extend outyafd
and multiply in the process of circulation in order to normali?e the crisis,
in order to contain the logic of separation which constitutes it and which
is constantly about to explode—more and more impetuously. But every new
territory invested by capital and its circulation constitures one more class

relation.
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Circulation thevefore entails the veproduction of capital, of the working class and
of their struggle on a larger scale. Evidently difficule problems arise at this
point, such as—in general—the definition of the relation between circulation
and reproduction, or—if you will—the problem of the productive potential
of circulation: we shall come to these problems later on. For the time being,
we shall follow Marx’s relative imprecision in attacking these themes. He
is mostly concerned with the analysis of the expansive force of capital. It
is not a process with only quantitarive connotations, but also qualitative
ones, Capital, in fact, becomes more and more a collective force through
this expansion, and it subjugates ever more widely the productive forces—
while, conversely, this testifies to its precariousness, to the precariousness
of its growth—whenever a higher level is reached: the level of social capiral,
of the subjugation of the whole society. The second part of the Grundrisse
is precisely this formidable passage forward of the analysis.

We must digress here, in order to insist on the importance of the second
part of the Grandyisse. If, as Vygodskij puts it, the discovery of surplus value
introduces the class struggle in economic theory, the analysis of circulation
develops the theory of class struggle into a theory of the revolutionary
subject. The surplus value theory, which is the object of the first part of the
Grundrisse, is the definition of the possibility of the revolutionary subject,
its negative definition. The reality of the collective class-subject comes to be posited
with the theory of civculation, and, that is, within the context of normalized
separation which the analysis (and che reality) of circulation is. In #his and
in the next lesson we will seudy this passage. In the two following we will
discuss a further aspect instead: the theory of communism as a theory of the
progressive realization of the subject, as a synthesis of both the theoty of
the crisis and of the subject.

The development of the argument in this direction entails a series of
considerations which are only hastily touched upon by Marx’s text: these
elements, although belonging to Marx’s methodology, have rarely been
theorized in an explicit way by him. But here, within these passages, they
accomplish a very relevant function. We shall have to insist particularly on
the constitutive chavacter of the various theoretical displacements we have been
pointing out all along. We shall have to stress constantly the real character
of these passages, and this amounts to saying that Marx's apnalysis tends
more and more to the concrete. From the surplus value theory to that of
circulation, from the analysis of the marker to that of capital, from formal
to real subsumption—it is the concrete, the political, to which we are
drawing ever nearer. Too often Marx has been read as a direct history of
capitalist development. This is not true. Now, in the midst of these for-
midable passages and displacements, we sense the true key of the knowing
process: an ever closer approach to the complexity of the revolutionary
subject, at the real level of the class struggle. An approach which realizes
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a fundamental criterion of Marx’s methodology, a grasping of‘the essenﬁal
relation in such a subjectively fruitful way that we can consider its possession
as a key to real rransformation, What we are after, then, is such a passage
between the surplus value theory and the circulation theory: the subject
becomes ever more real, ever more concrete; the cellular structure described
by the surplus value theory becomes body, finished animal reality. Our
expositoty problem is, of course, that of being able to proceed at tl_le pace
of this process. It won't be difficult if we follow Marx’s argumentation.

But it is difficult for Marx, In fact, after having already' f()'xma.lly ‘beggn
the discourse on circulation (Grandrisse, p. 401; 305) by entitling it: Section

Two—The Circulation Process of Capital”, not only has he entertained us for

a hundred pages with that Excursus on crises—which, as we have seen, i's
nothing but an appendix to the theory of surplus value/profit—but after this
he still does not enter the heart of the analysis. In Notebooks 1V and V,
without interruption, in the continuity of Marx’s exposition,'we find our-
selves faced with fifty more pages: “Forms which Precede sz‘z.?imlzst Production”
(Grandrisse, pp. 471-514; 375—413), another long digression, another delay
in the fulfillment of the obligation that was tacit in the opening title of the
Second Section (this text, contained in trhe notebooks just mentioned, had
presumnably been written in February 1858). ’

Die Formen is a short essay on the productive process “‘which precedes the
formation of the capital relation or of original accurnulation.” A short essay
which has often been published and utilized in an independent form becau§e,
at first sight, it certainly has an individuality of its own. A short ?ssay‘whlch
is in any case quite impressive on account of Fhe mass of readings it pre-
supposes, and which ultimately opens up a series of peculiar yet extremf:ly
important (in their own way) problems. (see Sofri, G., 11 modo di produzione
asiatico, Totino 1969). .

A discussion of the questions touched upon by Die Formen is not our
concern here. Only we must not forget that #his essay is an ovganic part of the
Grundrisse, and as such it challenges us to understand its place in the un-
folding of Marx’s reasoning; that is, to understand why it appears at ths
point and not somewhere else, in short to ascertain its systematic function.
Now we must immediately point out how this scudy is yet another study on
the crisis. After the punctual and synchronic analysis developed by the Excursus
on Crises, what unfolds here is a historical, diachronic analysis. After seeing
the crisis in the form of circulation, Marx analyzes it in Die Formen in th'e
figure of a long-term tendency, in the figure of genealogy. T be med_xod is
perfect: at times, in the reading of these pages, one ha§ the impression of
being confronted with a direct, immediate exempliﬁgmon o_f the rr.led'?od—
ological criteria exposed in the Introduction. A historiographic apphcamon.
Here we find all the moments we stressed in Lesson 3: determinate ab—
straction—tendency—new exposition—displacement. The relevance of this

R
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essay, however, is not found (even if we leave aside the specificity of the
subject matter) in its method, but in its substance. Die Formen is all too
important, primarily for its enhancement of the reading and interpretation
of the internal rhythm of the Grundrisse: it is a parenthesis that cannot be
put in parentheses. We must therefore state again the role of this essay in
the economy of the Grandrisse, in the project of the passage to the analysis
of circulation and of the theoretical problems that such 2 displacement of
the investigation involves. Its direction is towards the completion of the
analysis of the crisis, by bringing it to the point where e identification of the
Jorces in the field, of the classes making up the fabric of both development
and crisis, can no longer be avoided or mystified. It is another step towards

the concrete determination of the dialectic of separation that we cannot
underestimate.

But let’s look at some seminal points in D7e Formen. It seems to me that
we can proceed by identifying an abstract gemera! axis and two consequential
and subsequent, much more concrete, positions. The axis consists of the defi-
nition of the general law of the bistorical development of the modes of production:
a community exists, a mode of production is stabilized as long as its repro-
duction is adequate to the objective conditions. But “production itself, the
advance of population (this too belongs with production), necessarily sus-
pends these conditions little by litcle; destroys them instead of reproducing
them, etc., and, with that, the communal system declines and falls, together
with the property relations on which it was based”” (Grandrisse, p. 486; 386).
The limits of production, teproduction, and crisis are determined by the
degree of objective conditioning, that is, by the predetermination of the con-
ditions. “Great developments can take place here within a specific sphere.
The individuals may appear great. But there can be no conception here of
a free and full development either of the individual or of the society, since
such development stands in contradiction to the original relation” (Gran-
drisse, p. 487; 386--87). Each “determined social Jormarion” is then this complex
of conditions and limits whose interrelationship is constitutive of both the existence
and crisis of the given formation. The general sign of civilization is the movement
from nature to history, each formarion is, by definition, “limited” while the

direction of the development is towards the unlimitedness of human poten-
tial.”

In fact, however, when the limited bourgeois form is stripped away, what
is wealth other than the universality of individual needs, capacities, pleas-
ures, productive forces, etc., created through universal exchange? The full
development of human mastery over the forces of nature, those of so-called
nature as well as of humanity’s own nature? The absolute working out of
his creative potentialities, with no presupposition other than the previous
historic development, which makes this totality of development, i.e., the
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development of all human powers as such the end in itself, not as measured
on a predetermined yardstick? Where he does not reproduce himself in one
specificity, but produces his totality? Strives not to remain something he
has become, but is in the absolute movement of becoming? [Grundrisse,

p. 488; 3871,

This is the general axis, abstract and tendential, which is presented here.
The law of movement (like the law of tendency which promotes the passage
from the limited to the unlimited) promotes the passage from wnity to
difference:

All forms (more or less naturally arisen, spontaneous, all at the same time,
however, results of a historic process) in which the community presupposes
its subjects in a specific objective unity with their conditions of production,
or in which a specific subjective mode of being presupposes the commu-
nities themselves as conditions of production, necessarily correspond to a
development of the forces of production which is only limited, and indeed
limited oaly in principle. The development of the forces of production
dissolves these forms, and their dissolution is itself a development of the
human productive forces. Labour begins with a certain foundation—unat-
urally arisen, spontaneous, at first—then historic presupposition. Then,
however, this foundation or presupposition is itself suspended, or posited
as a vanishing presupposition which has become too confining for the
unfolding of the progressing human pack {Grundrisse, pp. 496-97; 3961,

Difference and unlimitedness, difference and wealth are the homologous
terms of the general law of development: “‘It is not the unity of living and active
humanity with the natural, inorganic coaditions of their metabolic exchange
with nature, and hence their appropriation of nature, which requires expla-
nation or is the result of a historic process, but rather the separation berween
these inorganic conditions of human existence and this active existence, a
separation which is completely posited only in the rela'tion of wage l.albour
and capital” (Grundrisse, p. 489; 389). As we have said, the deﬁnmqn of
the general law of development is followed by two more concrete, subordinate
positions, and that is the analysis of at least rwe fundamental groups of fm'm
mations, of their internal constitutive relation and the crises that cause their
explosion. It is not our concern here to develop the analysis of ancient and
Oriental communities that represents one of Marx’s approaches to a type of
determinate social formation—a precapitalistic one—nor is it worthwhile
to note and stress how Marx resuscitates here the proto-romantic tradition
of the “decay of empires.” ‘

It is more interesting to follow Marx’s thread leading to the analysis of
the “original accumulation of capital,” that is to the second subordinate tbeme,
because it is around this that several generic (to say the least) presuppositions
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are made clear, ones which are at the base of the preceding general law and
its subsequent exemplifications. Let us read these two passages:

What concerns us here for the moment is this: the process of dissolution,
which transforms a mass of individuals of a nation etc. into free wage
labouters duvéper—individuals forced solely by their lack of property to
labour and to sell their labour—presupposes on the other side ret that
these individuals' previous sources of income and in part conditions of
property have disappeared, but the reverse, that omly their utilization has
become different, that their mode of existence has changed, has gone over
into other hands as a free fund or has even in part remained in the same
hands. But this much is clear: the same process which divorced a mass of
individuals from their previous relations to the ebjective conditions of labonr,
relations which were, in one way or another, affirmative, negated these
relations, and thereby transformed these individuals into free workers, this
same process freed—dvvaer—these objective conditions of labour—Iland and
soil, raw material, necessaries of life, instruments of labour, money or all
of these—from their previous siate of attachment to the individuals now
separated from them. They are still there on band, but in another form; as
a free fund, in which all political etc. relations are obliterated. The objective
conditions of labour now confront these unbound, propertyless individuals
only in the form of values, self-sufficient values. The same process which
placed the mass face to face with the objective conditions of labour as free
workers also placed these conditions, as capital, face to face with the free
workers. The historic process was the divorce of elements which up until
then were bound together; its result is therefore not that one of the elements
disappears, but that each of them appears in a negative relation to the
other—the (potentially) free worker on the one side, capital (potentially)
on the other. The separation of the objective conditions from the classes
which have become transformed into free workers necessarily also appears
at the same time as the achievement of independence by these same con-
ditions at the opposite pole [Grundrisse, pp. 502--3; 4023}

The production of capitalists and wage labourers is thus a chief product of
capital’s vealization process. Ordinary economics, which looks only at the
things produced, forgets this completely. When objectified labour is, in
this process, at the same time posited as the worker’s non-objectivity, as the
objectivity of a subjectivity antithetical to the worker, as propersy of a will
alien to him, then capital is necessarily at the same time the capitalist, and
the idea held by some socialists that we need capital but not the capitalists
is altogether wrong. It is posited within the concept of capital that the
objective conditions of labour—and these are irs own product—take on
a personality towards it, or, what is the same, that they are posited as the
property of a personality alien to the wotker. The concept of capital contains
the capitalist [Grundrisse, p. 512; 412}
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In these pages the entire discourse on diachronic transformation ( crisis) becomes
4 discourse which constitutes class struggle in the modern sense. The articulations
of production and reproduction, far from simply being the rigid terms of
“the determined social formation,” represent the dynamism of class com-
position. The antagonistic dualism of development, which has been estab-
lished so far around a sociological definition of compatibility and limits
internal to “the determined social formation,” is now personified, that is,
subjectivized. As the synchronic analysis of the crisis, in the Excursus dis-
cussed above, had led us to consider the crisis as the product of class struggle,
similarly chis furcher development leads us to “personify” the actors of the
relation of production as well as to consider both transformation and crisis
as the products of the struggle between these “subjects.” With the analysis
of the original accumulation the concept of “determined social formation”
becomes the concept of “class composition”: it restores, in other words, the
dynamism of the subject’s action, of the will that structures or destroys the
relations of necessity.

The Die Formen has often been attacked as some kind of remainder, in the
Grundrisse, of a theoretical attitude which would be both naturalistic and
humanistic, which is to say some kind of transplant of the first precritical
Marx, the young Marx, into his mature thought. We cannot but recognize
a certain amount of pertinence to these critiques. The general law smells
of philosophy of history and sociology. The analysis of the ancient world
and Oriental civilizations is an actual piece of historical sociology. We must
say, however, that both its ambiguity and generality progressively decrease
the closer we get to the analysis of the capitalist world and original accu-
mulation. Here the sociological terminology of the social formation and the
internal criteria of compatibility and limit (criteria which are totally adequate
to a functional sociology) fade at first and dissolve thereafter into the diglectic
of separation. Such a dialectic rarefies and annuls the initial humanism. The
plenitude of needs and development is nothing but the plenitude of the
rupture, the separation. But there is something more to it: for the first time
the class dialectic not only shows its separate nature, but undergoes an
implementation, a further specification and a superior meaning. It becomes
a dialectics of subjects, and we cannot underestimate the political importance
of this passage. We also come to understand the reason for this apparent
interruption of the analysis on circulation represented by Die Formen: here,
in Die Formen, the concept of subject was to be intuitively constructed before
its theoretical exposition in the analysis on circulation. It was, in other words,
necessary to hint at and somehow prefigure the operation of displacement that
the section on circulation had in store. Thus the chapter Die Formen is not
an outgrowth in the Grandrisse, it’s not an interruption of its development;
on the contrary, it is both an excellent instance of method (moreover, as it
goes on, the argumentation corrects some of the philosophical and humanistic
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distortions at the beginning) and of substantial process as well: the theme
of the subject, in fact, is here introduced which must form, and be formed
in, that relationship of struggle constituting circulation. And, mind well,
the subject here has nothing to do with the aforementioned substantialist
and humanistic presuppositions: rather it is the product of class struggle,
it is the result of the relation between the worker’s extreme alienation and
revolutionary insurgence: a short-circuiting caused by the separation, the
subject is here the explosion of that inversion (of any naturalistic homology)
which only the relation between difference and totality can interpret.

It will be shown later that the most extreme form of alienation, wherein labour
appears in the relation of capital and wage labour, and labour, productive
activity appears in relation to its conditions and its own product, is a
necessary point of transition—and therefore already contains in itrelf, in
a still only inverted form, turned on its head, the dissolution of all Smszed
bresuppusitions of production, and moreover creates and produces the uncon-
ditional presuppositions of production, and therewith the full material
conditions for the total, universal development of the productive forces
of the individual {Grandrisse, p. 515; 414-15].

At this point the analysis resumes its explicit thread: the circulation of
capital and its process. It’s a matter of studying the socialization of capital
as a consequence of the contradictory dynamism of the law of the rate of
profit. A first stage of the analysis concentrates on the process of increasing
and continuous assumption of the social conditions of production by capital.
It is the dialectical moment of the thesis, of the positioning, of the affir-
mation—in all the potency of its abstraction.

The circulation of money was a “perpetuum mobile.” Such a characteristic
belongs also to the circulation of capital; but capital structures its mobility
in a substantial way, that is, it is a creative mobility. “The circulation of
capital is at the same time its becoming, its growth, its vital process. If
anything needed to be compared with the circulation of the blood, it was
not the formal circulation of money, but the content-filled circulation of
capital” (Grundrisse, p. 517, 416). Capital circulates in time and space
determining flows which are ever more coalesced, ever quicker temporally
and ever more integrated spacially. The social conditions of production are
formed, organized and dominated by the organization of circulation, by the
impulse capital gives to it. Therefore circulation is, above all, rbe expansion
of the potency of capital; and for the same reason it entails the appropriation of
all the social conditions and their placement in zwlorization. Even though
circulation does not produce surplus value, it nonetheless enables capital to
produce surplus value at every point of the circulation. The capitalistic
appropriation of circulation, ever more totalitarian, determines circulation
as the basis for production and reproduction until the limit is reached of a
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historical, effective (even though not logical) identification of production with
civeulation. "“This pulling away of the natural ground from the foundations
of every industry, and chis transfer of its conditions of production outside
itself, into a general context—hence the transformarion of what was pre-
viously superfluous into what is necessary, as historically created necessity—
is the tendency of capital. The general foundation of all industries comes
to be general exchange itself, the world market, and hence the rotality of
the activities, intercourse, needs, etc., of which it is made up” (Grundyisse,
p. 528; 426). Within a circalation so thoroughly invested by capital, labor
itself comes to be unified, not only in that part which is directly expropriated
and equalized by the rate of profit, but also in the part that constitutes
necessary labor. The Vergleichung takes place in labor too. “If the whole
society is regarded as one individual, then necessary labor would consist of
the sum of all the particular labour functions which the division of labour
separates off " (Grundrisse, p. 526; 425). The circulation of capital nnceasingly
transforms necessary labor into “socially” necessary labor. Circulation, then, invests
capital and its components, with the result that capital achieves an internal
homogeneity which constitutes an actual displacement of its category. The
socialization of capital is a process which determines, through circulation,
an irresistible compulsion towards expansion, appropriation and homoge-
neization—under the sign of a social totality. “The greater the extent to
which historic needs—needs created by production itself, social needs—
needs which are themselves the offspring of social production and intercourse,
are posited as necessary, the higher the level to which real wealth has become
developed” (Grandrisse, p. 527, 426).

It is necessary, however, to go a step further, at least in terms of clari-
fication; which is to say that this process of socialization of capital cannot
in any case be considered in a formal way. It represents # rea/ process. Through
circulation and socialization capital comes to be really unified. We must
therefore begin to see “‘the degree to which the real community has consti-
tuted itself in the form of capital” (Grandrisse, p. 531; 430). From the formal
to the real subsumprion—this passage entails the effective, functional and or-
ganic subjugation of all the social conditions of production and, concomi-
tantly, of labor as an associated force.

The highest development of capital exists when the general conditions of
the process of social production are not paid out of deductions of the social
revenne, the state’s taxes—where revenue and not capital appears as the
labour fund, and where the worker, although he is a free wage worker like
any other, nevertheless stands economically in a different relation—but
rather out of wpital as capital. This shows the degree to which capital has.
subjugated all the conditions of social production to itself on one side;
and, on the other side, hence, the extent to which social reproductive
wealth has been capitalized, and all the needs are satisfied through the
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exchange form; as well the extent to which the socially posited needs of the
individual, i.e. those which he consumes and feels not as a single individual
in society, but communally with the othefs—~whose mode of consumption
is social by the nature of the thing—are likewise not only consumed but
also produced through exchange, individual exchange [Grandrisse, p. 532;
431}, And quite obviously wdequate institutional forms for capiral and its
state correspond to this progress in the subsumption {Grandrisse, p. 531;
4301.

We must insist more on this development. Circulation, in fact, engénders
here a first productive effect. If “the comstant continuity of the process, the
unobstructed and fluid transicion of value from one form into the other, or
from one phase of the process into the next, appears as a fundamental
condition for production based on capital t6 a much greater degree than for
all earlier forms of production” (Grundrisse, p. 535; 433)—this is also a
condition for a leap, a mutation in capital’s nature. In his pages on profit Marx
had strongly insisted on the social conditions posed as a warranty of the
continuity of production, of the preservation of value, etc. But in that
analysis, capital was still a subject facing society, whose conditions of re-
production gratuitously exploited. But such duality and separation no longer
exist. Capital constitutes society, capital is entively social capital. Circulation
produces the socialization of capital. Marx fully appreciates this passage to
sacial capital and stresses it: “there opened up for us the prospect, which
cannot be sharply defined yet at this point, of @ specific relation of capital to
the communal, general conditions of social production, as distinct from the con-
ditions of a particular capital and its particular production process” (Grundrisse,
p. 533; 432). Therefore the leap to “social capital,” like the leap to “social
labor,” is not a generic one. It is a qualitative leap which permeates the category
of capital. Society appears to us as capital’s society. It is through this passage
that all social conditions are subsumed by capital, that is, they become part
of its “organic composition.” And besides the social conditions—which
present themselves in their immediacy—capital progressively subsumes all
the elements and materials of the process of circulation (money and exchange
in the first place, as functions of mediation) and, thereafter, all those per-
taining to the process of production, so that herein lies the foundation for
the passage from manufacture to big industry to social factory. Subsumed in their
turn are those elements pertaining to the process of the ideal and institutional
structure: here, in fact, lies the origin of the passage to the state of the ideal,
collective capitalist, of its realization. The real subsumption of labor and society
by capital: it is a passage which transforms Marx’s categories by giving them
from the start an incredibly strong dynamism; a passage that constitutes
somehow the keystone of his investigation; such a passage is here in the
Grandyisse posited with extreme force and clarity. It is a passage that dom-
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inates Marx's enterprise; it is a passage of extraordinary foresight; for us,
one of extraordinary felevance.

To stop at the characrerization of the expansive force of capital is not
enough. Capital is a relation, it’s a synthesis of an opposition; it's an
overdetermination of a separation. The thesis is opposed by the antithesis, negation
opposes affirmation. After having stressed the expansive function of circu-
lation, Marx submits its concept to dialectical analysis.

Circulation time therefore determines value only in so far as it appears as
a natwral barrier to the realization of labour time. It is in fact a deduction
from surplus labonr time, i.e., an increase of necessary labour time {Grundrisse,

p. 539; 4371.
Circulation time thus appears as a bayrier to the productivity of labonr =
an increase in necessary labour time = a decrease in surplus labour

time = a decrease in surplus value = an obstruction, a barrier to the self-
realization process {Selbstverwertungsprozess} of capital. Thus, while capital
must on one side strive 1o tear down every spatial barrier to intercourse,
i.e., to exchange, and conquer the whole earth for its market, it strives
on the other side to annihilate this space with time, i.e., to reduce to a
minimum the time spent in motion from one place to another {Grundrisse,
p. 539; 4381,

Time and space, after constituting the fabric of capital’s expansion in cir-
culation, appear now as barriers, as obstacles. As obstacles to be eliminated,
destroyed—by reducing space to time, by imparting to time the quickness of
transfers and transformations. But that's not all. We have already seen how
circulation is tendentially the entire society. In society, in the composition
of the productive forces, and not only in their highly abstract spatio-temporal
determinations, there exists another series of obstacles to the full development
of capital. And capital is forced within these determinations. It must get
rid of them in order to release its own potency-—and again, always, the
possibility of subversion.

Capital posits the production of wealth itself and hence the universal
development of the productive forces, the constant overthrow of its pre-
vailing presuppositions, as the presupposition of its reproduction, Value
excludes no use value; i.e., it includes no particular kind of consumption,
etc., of intercourse, etc., as absolute condition; and likewise every degree
of the development of the social forces of production, of intercousse, of
knowledge, etc., appear to it only as a barrier which it strives to overpower.
Its own presupposition—value—is posited as a product, not as a loftier
presupposition hovering over production, The barrier to capital is that this
entire development proceeds in a contradictory way, and that the working-




116 MARX BEYOND MARX

out of the productive forces, of general wealth, etc., knowledge, etc.,
appears in such a way that the working individual alienates himself {sich
entaussert); relates to the conditions brought out of him by his labour as
those not of his swn but of an alien wealth and of his own poverty. But this
antithetical form is itself fleeting, and produces the real conditions of its
own suspension. The result is: the tendentially and potentially general
development of the forces of production—of wealth as such—as a basis;
likewise, the universality of intercourse, hence the world markert as a basis.
The basis as the possibility of the universal development of the individual,
and the real development of the individuals from this basis as a constant
suspension of its barrier, which is recognized as a barrier, not taken as a
sacred Jimit. Not an ideal or imagined universality of the individual, but
the universality of his real and ideal relations. Hence also the grasping of
his own history as a process, and the recognition of nature (equally present
as practical power over nature) as his real body. The process of development
itself posited and known as the presupposition of the same. For this,
however, necessary above all that the development of the forces of pro-
duction has become the condition of production; and not that specific conditions
of production are posited as a limit to the development of the productive
forces {Grundrisse, pp. 541-42; 440}

Capital’s permanent vevolution discloses the motor of the movement. Every
time we come to a global definition of it the picture undergoes a reversal.
Separation, not contvadiction, moves the process. Capital’s expansion seems to be
a power expressing itself, but it is, instead, a hostile relation which has to
be resolved each time. The law of this movement does not consist of a
solution of some sort, but, on the contrary, it consists of the reopening of
the separation, in the endless re-positing of the obstacle. At this point the
analysis of obstacles must develop as a study of the cause of the movement.
Here, too, the argumentation develops rhetorically according to the triadic
scheme which, first, situated the transcendental conditions of movement
(space and time), and then indicated its concreteness and negation in the
theme of the obstacle as specificity of the insurgence of determinate an-
titheses; determinate but, again, abstract. The synthesis of the argument
must now be brought back to the foundation from which everything orig-
inates, to the law of class struggle. It is only class struggle thar moves
capital. The picture has been inverted. Thus we must go back to he relations
of living labor, and see the implantation of the obstacle within them. Must
we go through the relation of capital in order to asrive at this determination?
Certainly yes, but only to separate it, to consider the contradictory and
plural movement of its constitutive elements. So

circulation time in itself is a barrier to realization (necessary labour time is
of course also a barrier; but at the same time an element, since value and
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capital would vanish without it); it is a deduction from surplus labour
time or an increase in necessary labour time in relation to surplus labouy time.
The circulation of capital realizes value, while living labour creates value.
Circulation time is only a barrier to this realization of value, and, to that
extent, to value creation; a batrier arising not from production generally
but specific to production of capital, the suspension of which—ot the
struggle against which—hence also belongs to the specific economic de-
velopment of capital and gives the impulse for the development of its
forms in credit etc. Capital itself is the contradiction, in that, while it
constantly tries to suspend necessary labour time (and this is at the same time
the reduction of the worker to a minimum, i.e., his existence as mere
living labour capacity), surplus labour time exists only in antithesis with
necessary labour time, so that capital posits necessary labour time as a
necessary condition for its reproduction and realizarion. At a certain poin,
a development of the forces of material production—which is at the same
time a development of the forces of the working class—suipends capital irself
[Grundyisse, p. 543; 441-43].

The radicalness of Marx’s development of the logic of separation is at this
point totally evident. Again—but with an ever increasing power in pro-
portion to the degree of complexity of the categories—again then it is the
necessary labor/surplus labor telation that dictates the articulation of the
process, of the moment of expansion of capital and its contradictions—the
very contradictions that cause its movement. The articulation of capital is
a dialectic of “limits” functional to the increase of profit, it is a dialectic
of exploitation which can, must be blocked at the “limit” of the highest
exploitation, of the highest expansion of capital. The reason why capital
needs self-limitation for its self-valorization is clear: its process of valorization
is a strategy that must take into account the separation constituting the
concept of capital itself. The limit to the development has a strategic funcrion
in that it opposes the “obstacles” inherent in the production of surplus
value—obstacles defined, at first, at the level of circulation, but in the last
and decisive instance redefined and actively reconfigured on the terrain of
production, in the most immanent moment of the relation of production,
which is to say at the level of the separation between surplus labor and
necessary labor.

Capital forces the workers beyond necessary labour to surplus labour. Only
in this way does it realize itself, and create surplus value. But on the other
hand, it posits necessary labour only o the extent and in so far as it is surplus
labour and the latter is realizable as surplus value. It posits surplus labour,
then, as the condition of the necessary, and surplus value as the limit of
objectified labour, of value as such. As soon as it cannot posit value, it
does not posit necessary labour; and, given its foundation, it cannot be
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otherwise. It therefore restricts labour and the creation of value—by an
artificial check, as the English express it—and it does so on the same
grounds as and to the same extent that it posits surplus labour and surplus
value. By its nature, therefore, it posits a barrier to labour and value
creation, in contradiction to its tendency to expand them boundlessly.
And inasmuch as it both posits a barrier specific to itself, and on the other
side equally drives over and beyond every barrier, it is the living contra-
diction [Grandrisse, p. 421; 324}

We understand now what it means to say that “the real obstacle to capitalist
production is capital itself”: the real obstacle to capitalist production is the velation
of force that constitutes the concept of capital, it is the separation that constitutes
its development. On this terrain the very concept of capital becomes the
concept for a strategy, for a project that is constantly recalibrated for an
adequate, proportionate and expansive production of profit in accordance
with its controlling power. Limit, measure, proportion: these are the elements
defining capitalist strategy, they ate the figures in which it crystalizes. But,
in crystalizing, the capitalist strategy confines the potential development of
the productive forces within a capital-dominated relation, Will this limi-
tation ever be capable of exceeding the terms of the initial relation? No. In
this pattern capital can extend its power of determination up to the limit
of war and destruction. Rosa Luxemburg wrote marvelous pages on this
limit-obstacle relation. Here we want to bear in mind that the limit takes
shape as the result of a strategy confronting the obstacle that the proletariac
necessarily poses to the production of surplus value and reproduction of
capitalist control.

The expansive process of capital and the “permanent revolution” that it
must impose in order to overcome the obstacles to exploitation and to define
its own winning strategy, tend towards the bwilding of the “world market.”
More than once we have met this extension of the conditions of capitalist
production towards the highest degree of its expansion, towards the con-
stitution of a new realm of operation and control. We want to stop for a
moment on this subject, taking it, as Marx does, as an exemplification of
method on the theme of the expansive circulation of capital. It should be
stressed right away that if profit is the organization of capital as determined
by time, the world market is the organization of capital as determined by space.
Therefore in Marx the constitutive process of the world market follows the
thythms of profit formation, both formally and substantially. There is a
tension in Marx towards an identification of these two concepts: and the formidable
relevance of this hypothesis is not impaired by the fact that in the Grundrisse
(and even in the subsequent works) this identification is not fully elaborated.
Consequently we are interested in introducing here the conception of the
dialectic of the Weltmarkt because in and through it we grasp a new exposition
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of the problem of circulation, an exposition which emphasises some of the
results so far produced by the investigation.

Now, the world market has been present in the Grundrisse since the first
pages—already in the Chapter on Money—and has been untiringly repro-
posed at each fundamental passage, despite the fact that & special book on it
was contemplated. On this subject, too, the expository rhythm follows that
of the triadic logic: affirmation, negation, synthesis. By affirmation we mean
the linear description of the constitutive process of the Weltmarkt, of “the
autonomization of the world market” (Grundrisse, pp. 160-62; 78-81). In
this first approach other elements are assembled rather confusedly together
with the affirmation: here, for instance, the description of the substantially
linear mechanism is mingled with the determination of the obstacles that
it has to overcome somehow. Then the discourse becomes more impatient:
“the formation of the world market already at the same time contains the
conditions for going beyond it” (Grundyrisse, p. 161; 79—80). And a page
on communism, on the realized individual, comes immediately after this
(Grundrisse, pp. 162-63; 81). The density of the argument should not be
a reason for confusion; there’s a thread organizing it, clarifying it: in fact
both the moment of negation and of synthesis-supersession-subversion are
present. The argumentation stretches out. But we are not concerned with
the rhetorical and discursive movement: we are concerned with the substance,
which is, again, the emergence of the obstacle as the main theme. This emerges
at the level of both circulation and production: at the level of circulation
as a global process of differences and subsequent Awsgleichung, and at the
level of production as the impossibility of bringing the terms of production
back to a material operation of equalization and mediation. In a passage on
“coin and the world marker” (Grundyisse, pp. 226-28; 137-39), Marx em-
phasizes how “coin” is blocked in its confrontation with the world market
and, considering the stage of imperialist development that Marx refers to,
this is the least we can say. Difficulties, obstacles and differences are so
strong that, at the level of international exchange, “money has to be de-
monetized”; furthermore “it acquires a political ritle and talks, as it were,
a different language in different countries,” so that it loses its “symbolic”
nature and becomes again “the universal commodity.” But the moment of
recession of its value engenders a crisis, because capitalist development tends
always towards the world market, even in the absence of adequate instru-
ments of control. Capital does not content itself with just overcoming its
own obstacles: it wants also to overcome its own limits. All contradictions
are then set in motion, “the world market” represents in many respects “the
conclusion.” “The world market then, again, forms the presupposition of
the whole as well as its substratum.” It is the “Awufhebung,” the generalized
crisis of circulation which turns against production. Keeping in mind that
we are still on a monetary level, the description cannot but be provisional,
but later on in the Grundrisse (Grundrisse, pp. 408, 421-22, 44950, 541-42;
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324, 353-54, 440) the argument on the relation Weltmarkt-Ausgleichung-
Aufbobung is translated to a superior level. The linearity of development
unfolds now directly on the terrain of production: towards an international
capital, Certainly we can’t speak of a “universal capital”, it would be a “non-
thing”; we can speak, though, of “a capital in general” as the ideal term
of the “permanent revolution” of the capitalist relations of production. The
obstacles on this terrain have already become moments, key moments, real
passages to more advanced stages of capitalist organization. The linear de-
velopment is simply a theovetical hypothesis, while the reality of the Ansgleichung,
of the comparison and equalization of values, is, despite countless obstacles,
an ongoing process. But again, the result of the process vepresents the highest
potential of the contradiction.

The argument should be developed and summarized once more. There
is in the Grundrisse a constant tension towards the Weltmarkt, a tension
which configures the expansive power of capital in the terrain of both cit-
culation and production; an irresistible tension indeed. At times one might
even reasonably denounce Marx for cynicism, considering how much the
linearity of the process and the civilising function of capital are emphasized.
This tension is present also in subsequent works, namely in Capital. Too
often this reading has become an exclusive one: the theory of the stages of
development, whether in its Oriental or Western version, follows as direct
consequence of it. But this tension is not an exclusive one: on the contrary,
it is completely dependent on a mechanism made of (proletarian) obstacles
and (capitalist) limnits whose interrelation must be closely investigated. Cap-
ital’s circulation and expansion call for an endless and real reassumprion of
the social conditions of production which are subjected, always and again,
to the expansion of capital. This reassumption is a process of obstacles: it is a
formation of always renewed profit equalizations, Awsgleichungen and Ver-
gleichungen, of always renewed determinations of the average profit. Negation
Jollows affrmation in the dialectical thythm of the argumentation. We must
now look at this process of always renewed equilibria achieved by capital,
of always renewed, self-imposed limitations {capital is always a “dispropor-
tioned proportion” or a ‘proportioned disproportion”)}—we must, then, look
at this process from both sides. On one side we find the unbalanced rushing
forward of capital, up to the conquest of the largest space that can be invested
and occupied: it is the stage of accomplished imperialism—and it is the terrain
on which the supersession-subversion of this basis must take place. On the
other side we find that this spatial expansion of capital is nothing but an
ever broader process of constitution of the average profit: and it is here that the
conttadiction inherent in profit, the antagonism of its constitutive forces,
imposes itself. These two processes are collateral: in both their spatial,
extensive and intensive dimensions they lead to the third moment of the
dialectic, to the Awufbebung. We know that this expository form is abstract;
yet it tells us about capital’s motion with respect to its extreme tendency
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toward world occupation. On this terrain all the contradictions deepen. We
must insist, then, in pursuit of analysis, on these complications and see how the
dialectic of Weltmarkt-Ausgleichung-Aufbebung comes to be specifically deter-
mined each time. Each level of specificity determines an incredible richness
of the field of analysis; therefore, each determining specificity entails a global
displacement of the analysis. In the limited terms of the Marxist analysis, the
imperialistic process was still confronted with an indefinite “frontier,” which
is to say that it still had to mediate the national realities constituting an
effective barrier to the Vergleichung and the objective horizon of contradictions
which always determine the perspective and the moment of the crisis. We
are faced (and Marx himself comes close to our reading hypothesis in the
third volume of Capital) with a multinational reality of exploitation which
is enormously more advanced. We must, therefore, conclude that the more
the capitalist unification of the world and the real subsumption of world
society under capital advance, the more extensive and spatial theme of
imperialism comes to match with the intensive theme of exploitation, of
surplus value and class antagonism. Marx’s terms are maintained, if not
verified, beyond the punctual definition around which they have been de-
termined. The expansive, imperialistic process of capital and its tension
toward the constitution of average terms of world exploitation are then
simultaneously the result and the premise for the conditions of revolutionary
subjectivity. The imperialistic expansion of capital also represents its attempt
to escape the resented opposition inherent in its determination as capital.
Contradictions and antagonisms are motors which move capital toward ever
higher levels of contradiction and antagonism. Every result is a premise, a
new basis. Every regulative “limit” that capital poses to itself in this historical
pursuit is the basis for the insurgence of new obstacles. This indefinite
process encounters its blockage only in the class struggle. But the process
of circulation has achieved such a broad and powerful expansion that it
exposes the circulation of capital not only as an expression of its own collective
potency but also as the privileged terrain for the emergence of the power
antithetic to it. The theme of the world market is the most mature exemplification
of the revolutionary tendency of the capitalist development.

“Social capital” is the form in which the expansive power of capital is
consolidated through and upon circulation. An expansive power, which, as
we have seen, is also and above all a collective power. In this relationship
social capital is the subject of development. In operating circulation, capital posits
itself as sociality, as the capacity to engulf within its own development, in
an ever more determined manner, every socially productive force. The sub-
jectivity that this synthesis confers on capital represents what capital itself has
achieved through the process of subsumption, through the ever more coherent
and exhaustive acts of subjugationof society. Theverymodeaf productionis modified.
At first, capital assembles labor potentials which are given in society and
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reorganizes them in manufacture. Big industry, a further stage, represents a
productive situation in which social capital hasalready posited itselfasa subject,
that is, it has prefigured the conditions of production. The working conditions
and the labor processare preordained by the processof valorization: starting from
a certain moment—the constitution of capital as “social capital”—it will no
longer be possible rodistinguish labor from capital, labot from social capital and
the process of valorization. Labor is only that which produces capital, Capital is
the totality of labor and life.

“This continual progression of knowledge and experience,” says Babbage, “is our
great power.” This progression, this social progress belongs [to} and is
exploited by capital. All earlier forms of property condemn the greater
part of humanity, the slaves, to be the pure instruments of labour. His-
torical development, political development, art, science etc. take place in
higher circles over their heads. But only capital has subjugated historical
progress to the setvice of wealth [Grundrisse, pp. 589-90; 483-84].

But let’s follow the articulations of Marx’s thought. The pages imme-
diately before the above quotation are a summary of the very broad analysis
that in the First Book of Capitel and in the unpublished sixth chapter
describes in detail the passage from manufacture to big industry, from the
formal to real subjugation of labor—in short these pages constitute a succinct
yet complete scheme of a continuons categorial displacement, which is pertinent
to the particular historical passage Marx had in mind (from manufacture to
big industry), but which shows simultaneously the method of analysis and
definition of each subsequent passage (those present to us).

Like all productive powers of labour, i.e. those which determine the degree
of its intensity and hence of its extensive realization, the association of the
workers—the cooperation and division of labour as fundamental conditions
of the productivity of labour—appears as the productive power gf capital. The
collective power of labour, its character as social labour therefore the
collective power of capital. Likewise science. Likewise the division of labour,
as it appears as division of the occupations and of exchange corresponding
to them. All social powers of production are productive powers of capital,
and it appears as itself their subject. The association of the workers, as it
appears in the factory, is therefore not posited by them but by capital.
Their combination is not their being, but the being [Dasein] of capital.
Vis-a-vis the individual worker, the combination appears accidental. He
relates to his own combination and cooperation with other workers as a/léen,
as modes of capital's effectiveness. Unless it appears in an inadequate
form—e.g., small, self-employed capital-—capital already, at a certain
greater ot lesser stage, presupposes concentration both in objective form,
i.e. as concentration in one hand, which here still coincides with accu-
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mulation, of the necessaries of life, of raw material and instruments, or,
in a word, of money as the general form of wealth; and on the other side,
in subjective form, the accumulation of labour powers and their concen-
tration at a single point under the command of the capitalist. There cannot
be one capirtalist for every worker, but rather there has to be a certain
quantity of workers per capitalist, not like one or two journeymen per
master. Productive capital, or the mode of production corresponding to
capital, can be present only in two forms: manufacture and large scale
industry. In the former, the division of labour is predominant; in the
second, the combination of labour powers (with a regular mode of work)
and the employment of scientific power, where the combination and, so
to speak, the communal spirit of labour is transferred to the machine etc.
In the first situation the mass of (accumulated) workers must be large in
relation to the amount of capital; in the second the fixed capital must be
large in relation to the number of the many coopérative workers {Grundrisse,
p. 385; 479-801.

Hereafter Marx specifies in a thorough way (even from the ppint of view of
terminology) the passage from the formal to real subsuxrfptlon. Here'then
capital is a real subject, it is @ collective social force. C z:rczalat{on gave 1s this first
subject. Marx’s argumentation leaves off thus on this sub;ecnve‘element of
antagonism. Never has such a recognition been attributed to capital. Justly.

But even if at this point it is no longer possible to distinggish labor from
capital, the reasoning is nonetheless still open. The other f,ub)ecc, the work-
ing class subject, must emerge, since capitalist subsumption does not efface
its identity but just dominates its activity; this subject must emerge precisely
at the level to which the collective force of social capital has led the process.
If capital is a subject on one side, on the other labor must be a subject as well,

Above all, it must be & subject modified by its relation with capital. 1n the
successive process of the subsumptions, capital modifies the Flas?s composi-
tion, driving it to ever higher degrees of unity under and within its dom-
ination. At first.

che unification of their labours appears as a particular act, alongside which
the independent fragmentation of their labours continues. This is the first
condition necessary for money to be exchanged as capital for free labour. The
second is the suspension of the fragmentation of these many workers, so
that the individual capital no longer appears towards them merely as jocial
collective power in the act of exchange, uniting many exchanges, but rather,
gathers them in one spot under its command, into one manufaccory, and
no longer leaves them in the mode of production found already in exisience,
establishing its power on that basis, but rather creates a mode of production
corresponding to itself, as its basis. It posits the concentration of the workers
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in production, a unification which will occur initially only in a common
location, under overseers, regimentation, greater discipline, vegularity and the
posited dependence in production itself on capital. Certain faux frais de production
are thereby saved from the outset. (On this whole process compare Gaskell,
where special regard is had to the development of large industry in
England.) Now capital appears as the collective force of the workers, their
social force, as well as that which ties them together, and hence as the
unity which creates this force [Grundrisse, pp. 586-87; 481}, Here no
distinction between labor and capital can be made yet, even from a pro-
letarian standpoint (it is the stage of the union).

Subsequently, however the situation changes. We have a unity of the
working class which, although created by capital, has rid us of the isolation
of single workers and has brought us to the level of the unity of interests,
to the material basis of political uniry. “Thus from the outset (capital) appears
as the collective force, the social force, the suspension of individual isolation,
first that of exchange with the workers, then that of the workers themselves.
The workers’” individual isolation still implies their relative independence.
Hence their regroupment around the individual capital as the exclusive base
of their subsistence implies full dependence on capital, complete dissolution
of the ties becween the workers and the conditions of production” (Grandrisse,
p. 589; 483).

Now, a further step forward. This objective process, dominated by capital,
begins to reveal the new subjective level of the working class. A qualitative leap
occurs: the unity of working class behaviors begins to be self-sufficient.
Capital’s socialization is faced with the insurgence of working class antag-
onism. Working class subjectivity is revealed by the fact that: (1) the unity
capital has created allows the workers to break the exchange relation with
capital. In the capitalist process the exchange relation is superseded by the relation
of force berween the classes.

When competition permits the worker to bargain and to argue with the
capitalists, he measures his demands against the capitalists’ profit and
demands a certain share of the surplus value created by him; so that the
proportion itself becomes a real moment of economic life itself. Furcher, in
the struggle between the two classes—which necessarily arises with the
development of the working class—the measurement of the distance be-
tween them, which, precisely, is expressed by wages itself as a proportion,
becomes decisively important. The semblance of exchange vanishes in the
course {Prozess} of the mode of production founded on capital {Grundrisse,
p. 597; 491},

(2) In addition to this, the working class’ subjectivity is revealed by the fact
that the exchange relation is not valid among workers. We'll see this in detail
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in the next chapter: for the time being we just need to put it forth as an
essential complement to the fall of the exchange relation between workers
and capital.

The chapter on circulation reaches here a first conclusion. The capitalist
tendency is paralleled by the working class tendency, the extension of the
exchange relation through circulation is paralleled by its destruction. The
constitution of social capital is paralleled by the emergence of the social class
of workers, who are at first unified by capital at the level of its social
development, and secondly by themselves—in material composition and
identity—by the destruction of the exchange relation as a basis of the as-
sociated existence of the workers. We have thus seen the explosion of the
form antithetic to the collective force of capital, to its expansion: a new subject
is now on the terrain. Marx has presented the genealogy of this new subject
to us, he has offered us a model of analysis which proposes constant dis-
placements of investigation and reality. The organic composition of capiral
does ot enclose the political composition of the working class, bxz it indicates
it as its external antagonist. Again the dialectic of sepavation is posed at the very
center of the methodical logic and veal development. The synthesis of the analysis
of circulation presents an extreme and adequate development of the antag-
onism to us. It is here only a potentiality. But let’s proceed with Marx and
with the Grandrisse; we'll find ourselves in the presence of formidable de-
velopments.




Lesson Seven

The Theory
of the Wage
& Its Developments

A. The antithetical form of capitalist development once again: an
essential articulation of the Grumdrisse. ] B. The Book on the
Wage and the polemic it stirs up: its central position in the genesis
and the development of Marxian thought. [] The Book on the Wage
as foundation and as development. [ ] From the wage to the sub-
ject. [J C. Circulation and small-scale circulation. ] Money and
small-scale circulation. {_] The logic of separation in the theory of
circulation: the theory of the wage, the guiding thread of the theory
of the subject; it permits us to give the theory a new
foundation, ] D. The “Fragment on Machines”: the logic of sep-
aration at work. [ The collective power of subjectivity and the
constitution of the social individual of the communist rev-
olution. [] E. Notes disguised as a conclusion: the metamorphoses
of the theory of value, the path of subjectivity, the methodology
confirmed.

We must deepen the analysis undertaken in Lesson 6 and the conclusions
of that lesson, The antithetical form of capitalist development, the explosion
of the logic of separation, could appear to be more a description than a
proof. It is now a question of attaining the level of the newe Darstellung, the
level at which all of the terms of the proof are displaced. It is a question
of seeing that the antithetical character of capital is not only a result: it is
a result, but this antithetical form is also the key, the gemeral chavacteristic of
development. In cerrain of its aspects, the constituting process which led us
to the definition of social capital must be completely reversed. This is
absolutely obvious if we cling to the simple coherence of Marx’s approach,
That approach, as we have often repeated all along the path of our argu-
mentation, proposes the thematic of surplus value as the basic law to be
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fully developed. This is what gives to the concept of social capiral the distinct
mark of duality and of antagonism. This is what allows a second moment
of explaining the law: the more capitalist socialization expands, the more
its antagonistic character deepens (qualitatively) and grows (quantitatively).
The synthesis of the spacial-temporal categories integrates the fundamental
contradiction of the law of profit. The actual structure of the Grundrisse is
based on this integration through successive stages. We enter here into the
conclusive stage of the argumentation. This stage comes after the expansive
effects of the theory of surplus value or of the theory of exploitation have
undergone—in the Excarsus on Crises and in Die Formen—a first synchronic
and categorial contraction and then a second diachronic and historical con-
traction—after these expansive effects have undergone those contractions
necessary to their presentation and their examples. Now these effects develop
in a new space, a space which is social, collective and general. The rule of
antagonism must now appear in all its originality and with all its force. The
process of valorization, when it reaches this totalitarian dimension, must
allow proletarian self-valorization to appear. It must allow its own antagonism
to develop in all its potential. We will analyse this articulation of Marx’s
thought at length in the following pages. Its resolving character will appear
clearly. We could say that the Grundrisse comes to completion with this
“Fragment on Machines” (which is precisely the terms of our analysis in this
Lesson), and thus that the logical rhythm of Marx’s argument here reaches
its fullness. What follows the “‘Fragment on Machines” (there is almost all
of Notebook VII) is mostly complementary to these conclusions. What
follows is a deepening and development of various partial lines of argument
begun in other earlier phases of the work. The material is certainly very
important, but not essential. We are thus at a fundamental articulation in
the center of this seond part, of this second side of the analysis of the
Grundrisse tepresented by the theory of circulation. Let us take up the text
where we left it at the end of Lesson 6. The progression of Marx’s argument
appears here to surge forward. The argument proceeds by waves which
advance and subside. The wave that now subsides brought us social capital,
and in subsiding it uncovers its antithesis: working class subjectivity. Let us
go discover this category of the logic of separation’in its most developed
form, there where the condensation of capital is strongest: this is the same
procedure as Marx’s.

That necessary labor and its creativity are hidden under the form of the
wage—this is what we learn by dwelling on the theory of surplus value.
This reality which is hidden—but still unique and powerful as a productive
force—is found everywhere the law of surplus value operates. It joins in all
the law’s movements. This means that in order to attain working class
subjectivity, in otder to illuminate its role, we must above all explore the
wage-form in order to break the envelope that hides the vitality of value,
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that pumps out its substance and gives it the appearance of the productivity
of capital. That means, essentially, to discover the laws of movement of the
wage, which, by developing itself independently (ot relatively independently)
from the general movement of commodities, can lead us to that particular
reality which is now covered up. This project was present, as we have seen,
in the “outline” of the Grundrisse, in the plans Marx had for the development
of his research. Then, in the drafting of Capiral, it disappeated. This specific
Book which would have been consecrated to the wage disappeared from
Capital as a separate Book. Why? Roman Rosdolsky (pp. 57-62) has asked
the question explicitly, or rather he has asked two questions: (1) What were
the themes that should have been developed in this book? (2) Why did Marx
renounce his plan for a special “Book on Wage Labor”? The response that
Rosdolsky gives to the first question is satisfying. That which he gives to
the second is less so. We will see this a litcle further on. But first let us see
which themes would have been included in this book on waged labor. A
long and careful analysis allows us to make up a list. Here are the essentials:

Grundyisse, p. 264; 175: the wage as a form of existence of the proletariat
face to face—in citculation——with the two other classes.

Grundvisse, pp. 281-82; 193-94: the forms of the wage. Piece wages: the
demystification of the illusion of participation that it contains.

Grandyisse, pp. 398—401; 302-04: the relationship wage/global population
and the relation necessary labor/surplus labor. Towards the payment
of necessary labor as a payment of the reproduction of a social totality.

Grundrisse, p. 416; 319: necessary labor as the limit of the exchange value
of living labor power (downward rigidity of wages?).

Grundrisse, p. 426 and footnote; 329: on the other side, on the laws of
the reduction of the wage beyond the limits of necessary labor. The
historical evolution of the forms of the wage.

Grundrisse, pp. 464-65; 368-69: again on the historical evolution of the
wage-form: the demystification of the wage as the appearance of ex-
change between equals. Labor power as “property” of the worker.

Grundyrisse, pp. 520-21; 420: “small-scale circulation,” or the wage as
revenue in the sphere of circulation.

Grandyisse, pp. 607-08; 501: the wage and the excess of workers.

Grundyisie, pp. 817-18; 702: the hypothesis of the minimum wage. The
fluidity of this hypothesis in the development of the analysis.

Taking account of these points and of other fundamental problems (such
as the reduction of concrete labor to abstract labor and the reduction of
particular human workers to simple, undifferentiated average labor. On the
question of skilled labor also see Rosdolsky, pp. 506-20), Rosdolsky moves
to the resolution of the second problem and concludes that Marx dropped
the special book on wage labor because “the strict separation of the categories
of capital and wage labor, which the old outline envisaged, could only be
taken up to a certain point and then had to be abandoned.” Which means




130 MARX BEYOND MARX

that all these listed themes must be considered as elements subaltern to the
analysis of capital.

But this is not true. It is not true, as we have already underlined here and
there, for some of these themes; nor is it true for the others, as we will see.
But it is also not true in general; because all these elements must be con-
sidered to be subordinated, not to the laws of capital but, to the laws of the
class struggle. As we have already seen: “the praportion itself becomes a real
moment of economic life itself. Further, in the struggle between the two
classes—which necessarily arises with the development of the working
class—the measurement of the distance between them, which, precisely, is
expressed by wages itself as a proportion, becomes decisively important. The
semblance of exchange vanishes in the course { Prozess} of the mode of production
founded on capital” (Grandrisse, p. 597; 491).

At this stage we need to restate the problem. Rosdolsky can help us
through a remark that he makes, which for him is secondary, He notes that
the reduction of concrete labor to abstract labor and the reduction of pat-
ticular workers to average social labor do not demand, strictly speaking, a
chapter on the wage. These reductions involve the elaboration of the theory
of surplus value. They were thus at the base of the theory of capital. Fundamental
reductions, yes, veritable foundations: why repeat it? We can respond to
the rhetorical question of Rosdolsky. We must repeat it because the fun-
damental character of Marx’s discovery of surplus value (and of the reductions
which found it) cannot be exhausted in the book on capital. Because each
time this fundamental element appears, it imposes a different logical thythm
on the analysis: the logic of separation against an all-resolving dialectic. Perhaps
we should say, from this point of view, that if “she Book on the Wage” was
not written, it was not because it represented—at the level of the theory
of capital—a problem that had already been resolved, but because on the
contrary, the whole theory of capital can only base itself and develop by way of the
theory of the wage. The former refers constantly to the latter and contains it.
My point of view is an extreme one, I know this: beginning with Lesson
1, I already deplored the absence of this “Book on the Wage” which intro-
duced an essential element of ambiguity. But now, here, we are perhaps
able to show that this ambiguity has tripped up almost all interpreters of
Marx, but not Marx himself.

Let us return to the heart of the problem. The chapter on the wage founds
the chapter on capital in so far as concrete labor is transformed into abstract
labor, in so far as distinct and skilled labor is transformed into simple average
labor. This transmutation is not a completed synthesis, a given on which
to build: it is a fendency—an antagonistic tendency. Productive labor, labor
power, do not constitute an immobile motor out of which capital is created:
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they exist throughout the articulations of capital, they animate in a contra-
dictory fashion all the objectifications of capital. The formation of the relation
of force between the classes—at a certain level of capitalist development—
expresses in a real and collective way what was already present in the capiralist
refation from the beginning. The circulation of capital intervenes—spatially
and temporally (as an averaging factory—to allow the dualism of the concept
to explode and to take the form of a duality of subjects. But always on the
same basis, that of a continuous process that never stops. There is not a
single category of capital that can be taken out of this antagonism, out of
this perperually fissioning flux. Nor can we subordinate a supposed theory
of the wage to the theory of capital. When the wage actually does appear
in the first volume of Capital, taking over a number of themes explicitly
launched in the Grundrisse, it appears as an “independent variable.” Its laws
flow from the condensation into a subject of the revolt against work contained
in capitalist development. They present themselves immediately as rules of
independence. The whole system of categories such as it exists when the
wage is introduced must therefore change. We must pass from the extraction
of absolute surplus value to the organization of the extraction of relative
surplus value, from the formal subsumption to the real subsumption of
society by capital. The increase in the value of necessary labor that results
from the struggle over the working day and over its reduction demands a
geneval displacement of the categorical forms of accumulation and of capitalist
reproduction. The foundation of the theory of capital is continually forced
to submit to this dynamic.

This is true so far as the categories are concerned. But this is not sufficient.
The fact that the wage must appear, always and despite everything, as a
variable that is independent of the process of capital engenders a sequence of
¢ffects that we can follow on all levels of development. The chapter on the
wage is not only the implicit foundation, but also the guiding thread to the
development of Marx’s theory of capital. At the very moment that we succeed
in defining the first categorical themes, we must deal with their historical
variations and their particular determinations: the point of view of the wage
dominates here. The opposition is given from the beginning: “The exchange
of a part of the capital for living labour capacity can be regarded as a
particular moment, and must be so regarded, since the labour market is
ruled by other laws than the product matket, etc.” (Grandrisse, p. 521;
420). Here, in fact, the main problem is that of necessary labor, which
consolidates itself more and more fully, at ever more itreversible levels. And
all this “belongs to the section on wages.” What does it mean, “other laws’?
It means that the logic of separation dominates. In other words, the wage
is, as far as its social quantities are concerned, an independent magnitude that
varies independently. Its rigidity is irreversible and given in the analysis.
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It is true that this rigidity can change. Let us suppose, for example, that
in order to obtain some constancy in the law of profit necessary labor is fixed
at the necessary minimum of wages. This is only a totally abstract hypothesis.
In reality, we must study historically the rigidities that are based on a real
relation of force. “All of these fixed suppositions themselves become fluid
in the further course of development” (Grundrisse, p. 817; 702). In practice
then, “the standard of necessary labour may differ in various epochs and in
various countries.” For capital, on the contrary, “at any given epoch, the
standard is to be considered and acted upon as a fixed one. To consider these
changes themselves belongs altogether to the chapter on wage labor.” (Grun-
drisse, p. 817; 702).

But the contrast between these contradictory assertions leaves a poten-
tiality hanging undeveloped—yes, the reality of the class struggle. The wage is
an independent variable in so far as the quantity, the quality, the value of necessary
labor ““must” be a fixed dimension for capital, The contradiction constituted by
the capitalist relationship evolves within this contradictory relation. There
is no alternative: capital can only mature through the logic of separation.
The pole of separation is formed by the wage, by this mass of necessary labor
whose value capital must absolutely fix, no matter what—and which is in
fact mobile, variable. Its value is not determined once and for all in exchange,
but is the result of the class struggle, when it fails to become the dictatorship
of the proletariat. Independence determines the struggles, fixes the possi-
bilities and the development. It is the struggle which consolidates the values
of necessary labor and poses them as historical entities: the sign of a totality
of needs, of behaviors, of acquired values that only the struggle succeeds in
modifying and developing—and this according to the possibilities that living
labor contains, as a function of the historical transformations it has undet-
gone, possibilities that are always linked with the productive transformations
of capital. Let us examine this power of living labor: in the form of the wage
it shows only the mystified aspect of its existence, this fixity that capital
demands in order to measure it. But once we go beyond this necessity that
capital imposes, we can see in the wage, beyond the wage, the palpitation
of living labor in all its social reality, with all the power of its antagonism.
And we can see this at every stage of Marx’s reasoning. We can perceive
these never-ending pulsations at each moment of capitalist development.
The complexity of the problem is dizzying. In so far as we refuse the
objectivist interpretations of the “schoo/ of capital-logic"—which infinitely
assert the power of capital to possess and command all development—in so
far as we reject this, it seems to us that we must also avoid the path of
subjectivity which imputes capital to an objectification fout conrt. But those
are not the theoretical tensions—terrible simplifications—that interest us.
What does interest us, on the contrary, is the ambiguity of the process, the
absence of a solution, the exhausrion of any law of command at this level.
In the Grandrisse we can read each theoretical passage within this extreme
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variability of the velationship of force. We can, with reason, regret the uncer-
tainty of Capital on this question: that book gives only a fragmented clas-
ification. It only shows moments of this singular whole that is the
development of the categories. Whar it fails to give us—and what the
Grundrisse does give us-—is the global framework, the background within
which this antagonism is situated. The wage, the quantity of necessary labor
are not only the basis of capitalist development, they also determine, in a
general way, the fundamental laws. There lies the creative function of necessary
labor, its irresistible wpward bias. From being a condition, the theory of the
wage becomes the rule of development. We cannot read the Grundrise (as
an anticipation of the course of history) without inducing that separation
dominates the whole process. The separation, from the workers’ point of
view, is the consolidation of a historically given reality; it is the productive
power of the free subject which dominates on this terrain.

The analysis progresses. The veil of mystery which enveloped work when
it had the form of the wage has been torn, now we need to rip it away
completely, All the elements that we have underlined as we have gone along
converge here to form a combination rich in creativity, In the first place,
the power of living labor, the real key to the whole dynamic of production,
is the motor that transforms nature into history. Remember how, from the
first pages of the analysis, when money began to represent the rarified but
powerful space of social command, living labor began to rise up untiringly
before it? Remember how, in its development, living labor takes the form
of “real” abstraction, of workers’ society, of mediator of production? The red
thread of abstract labor traces a constituting process. 'The more work becomes
abstract and socialized—this is the second element that displaces the anal-
ysis——the more the sphere of needs grows. Work creates its own needs and
forces capital to satisfy them. The progressive evolution of needs gives a
concretization to the unity, to the different composite unities created by the
progression of abstract and social labor. The wage is formed on the basis of
these needs—to mystify the individuality, henceforth clear, of the masses of
necessary labor that this process has consolidated. A third element: this
individuality tends to become subjectivity. This means that the connection
between needs and the individual materiality of their composition must
come to life. The relation with capital breaks the subjection to economic
necessity, comes to life in the only way that matter can come to life: as
behavior, as power (potenza). This power is subjectivity. It is irreducible.
Capital is forced to see itself as relation, as proportion, as a rule imposed
on a separation. The form of the relation is both sides of the struggle. The class
struggle and politics are henceforth at the center of economic theory. If the
theory of surplus value introduces into economic theory the fact of expoitation, the
Marxist theory of circulation introduces the class struggle. It is at this stage that
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we can fully understand what the book on waged labor is for Marx. It is the
theoretical reasoning that leads from economics to politics, it is the im-
mersion of the political in the economic and vice versa. The theory of surplus
value brought out and described the cell-form of bourgeois society; here it
is a question of analysing and unveiling the organic, developed, mature
relation of capital. All the threads come together. As we will see further on,
the fruits of this discovery are inestimable. It may have been difficult to
cross over the line separating this second side of Marx’s work: we can now
progress more easily in the vast landscape that opens up before us. The
theme of the book on waged labor is this and this alone: from the wage ts the
subject, from capital relation to the class struggle. Marx didn’t write a sepatate
book on the wage because his whole work constantly rerurns to this theme.
Without ever relaxing it seeks to approach the class struggle, subversion,
revolution. Now we must examine how the worker-subject develops an
independent logic.

Let us take up the analysis of the text at the point where we left it at the
end of Lesson Six. The chapter on “small scale civculation.” We find here an
immediate example of the possibility of inverting the reading of capital from
the point of view of subjectivity. Whether this possibility actually develops
obviously depends on the state of the historical class relations. What we
want to underline here is that these terms outline the theoretical (tendential)
possibility of proletarian independence within capital.

“Within circulation as the total process, we can distinguish between large-
scale and small-scale circulation. The former spans the entire period from
the moment when capital exits from the production process until it enters
again. The second is continuous and constantly proceeds simultaneously with
the production process. It is the part of capital which is paid our as wages,
exchanged for labouring capacity” (Grundrisse, p. 673; 565). What are the
characteristics of this second and “small-scale” circulation? What are its effects?
Above all small-scale circulation is the sphere where the value of necessary
labor is reproduced and determined. ‘“The labour time contained in labour
capacity, i.e. the time required to produce living labour capacity, is the
same as is required—presupposing the same stage of the productive forces——
to reproduce it, i.e. to maintain it” (Grundrisse, p. 673; 565-66). This
production and reproduction-conservation of labor power are present in cir-
culation but in a particular manner. This implies that “the circulation of
the part of capital which is posited as wages accompanies the production
process, appears as an economic form-relation alongside it, and is simulta-
neous and interwoven with it” (Grundrisse, p. 674; 566). This means that
the capitalist relation, exchange and exploitation do not annul the independence of
the proletarian subject. Better: the tangling up which is born out of the dualism
of the forms of circulation is characteristic of the emergence of an irreducible
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subject, one that nothing can pacify. The values that are linked with the
subject influence the capitalist process. “Here is the only moment in the
circulation of capital where consumption enters directly.” (Grandrisse, p.
675; 367). Productive consumption? It is not a question of entering onto
this uncertain terrain. We must simply and always underline the immediate
and insoluble aspect of the relationship. It is present in all of Marx’s re-
flections: “Thus the circulating capital here appears directly as that which
is specified for the workers' individual consumption; specified for direct
consumption generally, and hence existing in the form of finished product.
Thus, while in one respect capital appears as the presupposition of the
product, the finished product also at the same time appears as the presup-
position of capital—which means, historically, that capital did not begin
the world from the beginning, but rather encountered production and prod-
ucts already present, before it subjugated them beneath its process. Once
in motion, proceeding from itself as basis, it constantly posits itself ahead
of itself in its vartous forms as consumable product, raw material and in-
strument of labour, in order constantly to reproduce itself in these forms.
They appear initially as the conditions presupposed by it, and then as its
result. In its reproduction it produces its own conditions. Here, then—
through the relation of capital to living labour capacity and to the patural
conditions of the latter’s maintenance—we find circulating capital specified
in respect of its use value” (Grundrisse, p. 675; 567).

In respect of its wse valne: this is what founds the insoluble character of the
relation. Necessary labor touches products and transforms them, through
its own consumption, into use values. Only necessary labor has this capacity
to oppose its own resistance to capitalist valorization, a resistance that is its
own conservation and reproduction. A resistance that does not consist of
simply a point of immobility, but rather is itself # cycde, a movement, a
growth. “The payment of wages is an act of circulation which proceeds
simultaneously with and alongside the act of production” (Grundrisse, p.
676; 568). Simultancity and parallelism distinguish the independence of the worker-
subfect, its own self-valovization face to face with capitalist valorization. Modern
economists outline this relationship between the two opposed forms of va-
lorization as a double spiral or a double windmill of parallel convergences;
they well know how many crises are by this process determined, a process
which at any rate always contains the formal possibility of crisis. And it has
this possibility increasingly as the power of the proletariat grows. The
relation is no longer dialectical, it is an antagonistic relation, always dom-
inated, but full of risks and insurrections. Capital cannot separate itself
from this relation. It must recompose it, and in order to do this it must
bend to the relation, not only in its abstract form but also in its contents.
“Small-scale circulation between capital and labour capacity. This accom-
panies the production process and appears as contract, exchange, form of
intercoutse; these things are presupposed before the production process can
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be set going. The part of capital entering into this circulation—the ap-
proy:s:onnement—-is circulating capital. It is specified not only in respect
to its form; in addition to this, its use value, i.e. its material character as
a consumable product entering directly into individual consumption, itself
constitutes a part of its form.” (Grundrisse, p. 678; 570). The two Jaces of
the wage (Grundrisse, pp. 593-94; 639—40; 759) dissolve. It appears rather
as a second face completely redone as worker revenne; it denies all comple-
fnentarity with respect to capital and rises up in opposition to it. The
insistence of Marx on this dynamic of small-scale circulation is very important
for us. The theoretical hypothesis is as usual rigid @nd flexible: rigid in the
indicative tendency; flexible in the historical relations it experiences. From
this last point of view, we should not be astonished that Marx returns
frequently to the real conditions of the process and insists, showing punc-
tually his sharp sense of history, on the fact that capital, at the stage that
was present to him, dominates petty circulation and recuperates it within
the overall process of circulation. But this in no way undermines the an-
tagonistic power with which small-scale circulation appears: not only as a
fact but as a dynamic process, as a tendency. It is this passage from fact to
dynamic process which characterizes small-scale circulation. We have seen
in the abstract how the creative power of labor becomes subject; we can now
see how this movement is accomplished concretely. Small-scale circulation
is the space within which the sphere of needs related to necessary labor
develops. Thus it takes form and cortitutes itself dynamically, consolidates
itself in the composition of labor power, in the composition of the working
class. It reproduces itself and grows, finally defining itself as the potential
of struggle.

Several problems appear here. The first is that of deepening the constituting
articulation described here. The second will be to analyse the general antag-
onistic consequences which flow from this first apparition in the completed
form of the proletarian subject. It is not the place to deepen these points:
as far as I am concerned, I have tried to formalize some of them in the last
part of my book La forma Stato (Milan: Feltrinelli, 1977). We will sometimes
return to this but always with haste. Yet we should nevertheless remember
that we are touching here one of the censral points in the political debate of
Marxism. It is on the issue of how these questions should be developed that
revolutionary Marxists are divided. 1 am not so much concerned for the
moment with which side one prefers (supposing that such similar theoretical
situations exist); I only want to underline that on these questions we must
go our different ways. For Marx the historical judgment passed on the phase
of self-valorization is an objective one. For us, at the level of composition {and
of power) reached by the working and proletariat class, it has become totally
subjective. This means that each relation is maintained by the will, that each
determination founds a development, that each episode is significative of a
tendency. Moreover, the basis of self-valorization has expanded to the point
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where we can define the revolutionary project as the construction of an opposition
power based on the class dynamic. A dynamic of power. Of power: because use
value is for the proletariat an immediate revindication and immediate practice
of power. Necessary labor can only be defined—even if it is a purely abstract
definition—in terms of power; rigidity, irreversibility, pretension, subver-
sive will to insurrection. Use-value. Use-value is indispensable for defining
small-scale circulation. The dualism is complete from the point of view of
the tendency: a new proclamation of power. The dualism is the actuality
of the crisis for capital or, at any rate, the precariousness of its development.

Let us examine this carefully. We ate already beyond Marxism. It is
around these propositions that a large number of vulgar Marxists fail to
understand Marx. These are theoretical problems which lead us—at a min-
imum—to regret the split in Marxist thought between an objectivist (eco-
nomic) position and a subjectivist (political) position and to denounce—
thereafter—the lack of an adequate and sufficient political perspective. Marx
is seen as objectivistic and economistic and interpreted as an alibi for the
paralysis of revolutionary thought and action. It thus becomes necessary to
demand the anity of Marxist thought beyond Marxism, beyond the orthodoxy
of a suffocating tradition. We do not want to deny that partial examination
can find aspects of Marx's thought that are apparently separated from the
unity of the project. Nor do we want to deny that one can read numerous
pages of Marx (especially those collected and published in the German circles
of the Second International) purely and simply through the spectacles of
objectivism. We have, ourselves, often brought out the gap that exists
between the Grundrisse (and the unity that marks its project) and Capital
(whose development is not without lapses in the dialectic). On the other
hand what we want to say is that there is no possibility of giving a general
interpretation of Marx's thought by employing objectivist considerations and
by always recurning his analysis co that of the economy. It is from this point
of view that we radically critique the recent rising tide of vulgar Marxism
with its catastrophic and consoling aspects, its objectivist and opportunist
aspects, and its always economistic bent. Should we take the field against
some of the common elements of these recent interpretations? Why not. We
have everything to win. Let us consider, for example, while remaining within
the theme of small-scale circulation and proletarian self-valorization, the
Marxist treatment of the “reproduction schemes” of Volume II of Capital. It
is clear that the logic of separation that we see at work in the Grundrisse
denies that these schemes can really work. It considers them only as an
approximation, as adequate as it can be for a reality that is in fact profoundly
broken up and rent by antagonism. This does not mean that we should
throw garbage on these schemes: it means simply that they can setve to
approach productive circulation and its concept from the point of view of
economic unity, or, of the accoanting unity of the process. To make of these
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abstractions, which are situated at a very high level of abstraction, schemes
that can be used to interpret the class struggle; to try—in negative or positive
ways—to find the logical coherence in order to obtain a necessary force to
recognize the spaces and objectives of the class struggle; this is an error and
a pettiness, This single piece of fabric within which reproduction grows,
in an antagonistic manner, is something else, we have seen this. It 1s
something else and far more complicated.

The concept of self-valorization, with all its density, refers us back to the
concept of money as it was elaborated in the first pages of the Grandrisse.
Money is general, social, abstract and antagonistic. From both sides we have
forms that are opposed to each other in a contradictory way. We must underline
the antagonistic aspect of the relationship. Money is the great mediator of capitalist
development (the quantity theory is linked with this function) and it even
represents the command of capital in this mediation constituted by the class
relation (the Keynesian theory of money represents this aspect). Confronted
with self-valorization, these functions fade. Small-scale circulation seems to reject
the functions of money, even though money can function within it in terms of
simple commodity cireulation. Within this small-scale circulation, the se-
quence M-C-M’ does not hold: money exchanged between proletarians is
use-value. Money is subordinated to self-valorization. Naturally this analysis will
seem abstract and full of utopianism if it does not take account of the way
in which a contradictory relation is established between the collective forces,
It is less abstract as soon as we situate it at this level. It is, for example,
impossible today to appreciate the antagonistic class relations that run
through the social functions of capitalist exploitation (State-as-entrepreneur,
public expenses, etc.) if we do not take account of these dimensions of the
problem. The veduction of money to the pure and simple function of command, on
one side of the relation, eguals its subordination to self-valorization on the other
side of the relation. And this occurs in antagonistic terms. Well, it is all
this that Marx begins to examine theoretically in these chapters. The con-
ditions are all given: the emergence of the subjectivity of the two classes,
the general and social character of their formation, the antagonistic nature
of their confrontation in circulation and in reproduction. The possibility of
defining the categories of capital in a new way, by beginning with Marx’s
teaching, the possibility of giving new foundations and a new and adequate
formulation to the character of social capital in our time, depends on this
thematic: money ( command)—self-valorization, more than on any other Marxist
moment. It is only by taking this thematic as point of departure that we
can perhaps grasp the actual class antagonism in its real dimensions. Here,
too, we will discover the possibility of raising the level of analysis such that
we can understand the political mechanisms of capital and the problem of
power. At the heart of this relationship, the capitalist relation is immediately
a relation of power. The same is true from the working class point of view.
This means that after having seen the potential of the Marxist theory of the
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wage develop with the elaboration of the theory of the subject, we are now
going to be able to take it as a point of reference in order to revise and
found the most important categories of the theory of the class struggle. It is
4 question of implementing the logic of separation at every level. It
is a question of understanding the crisis as a constituting moment of every
apparition, of every concretization of capital. It is a question of reviewing
the whole outline of Capital and of confronting it point by point with the
modifications implied by the development of the class struggle today. As
far as I am concerned, I am always stupified to see the power of Marx’s
intuitions, the extraordinary anticipations of the Grundrisse. But that does
not allow us to avoid the work of creation that we must give here.

To Summarize. It seems to me that the MaiXist theoty of the wage and
the theéoretical openings it creates allow us to define the fundamental moment
where the theory of the class struggle enters into the theory of circulation.
Once the social determinations of capital and its progressive power are solidly
set out and reviewed, then we come face to face with the rule of antagonism.
Important results follow. Above all from the point of view of the analysis
of the working class: little by little a subjective direction émerges which takes
on more and thore materiality, to wind up determinifig the real composition
of the class. The path that runs in this direction is open, and we will see
in the following pages how Marx proceeds. In the second place, the logic
of separation defines the general space where the analysis can develop; the
space where we find a few anticipations that tend to found anew the main
categories. At this point all we can do is follow the development of Marx's
thought in the Grandrisse, in the pages that follow the analysis of “small-
scale circulation.”

Basing ourselves on what we have obtained so far, we can now take up
the “Fragment on Machines.” This is, without doubt, thé highest example
of the use of an antagonistic and constituting dialectic that we can find,
certainly in the Grandrisse, but perhaps also in the wholé 6f Marx’s work.
The chapter on machines covers the last pages of Not{éb“;ook VI and the
beginning of Notebook VII (Grandrisse, pp. 690-7 12; 582-600). This chap-
ter was written at the end of February 1858 and is located, we have already
pointed this out, at the peak of Marx’s theoretical tension in the Grandrisse.
It is also a moment of logical conclusion. Henceforth the process of capital
develops through a series of critical elements, as much from the point of
view of synchronic construction of the categories as from the point of view
of their diachronic, historical determination: to the point where the antag-
onism takes on the form of working class subjectivity. At this point the
antagonism opens into subversion. It is now a matter of bringing the different
threads together, to hatvest the totality of the process in all its richness. Let
us begin again at the béginning and move forward.
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The analysis begins with the dialectic of Jiving labor. This living labor
finds itself inserted into “the dynamic, constituting unity of the labor
process”. This unity deepens, and changes form as capital, through the
machine, or the “automatic system of machinery,” subsumes labor. The auto-
matic system of machinery is

set in motion by an automaton, a moving power that moves itself; this
automaton consisting of numerous mechanical and intellectual organs, so
that the workers themselves are cast merely as its conscious linkages. In
the machine, and even more in machinery as an automatic system, the use
value, i.e., the material quality of the means of labour, is transformed into
an existence adequate to fixed capital and to capital as such; and the form
in which it was adopted into the production process of capital, the ditect
means of labour, is superseded by a form posited by capital itself and
corresponding to it. In no way does the machine appear as the individual
worker’s means of labour. Its distinguishing characteristic is not in the
least, as with the means of labour, to transmit the worker’s activity to the
object; this activity, rather is posited in such a way that it merely transmits
the machine’s work, the machine’s action on to the raw material—super-
vises it and guards against interruptions. Not as with the inscrument,
which the worker animates and makes into his organ with his skill and
streagth, and whose handling therefore depends on his virtuosity. Rather,
it is the machine which possesses skill and strength in place of the worker,
is itself the virtuoso, with a soul of its own in the mechanical laws acting
through it; and it consumes coal, oil etc (matitres instrumentales), just as
the worker consumes food, to keep up its perpetual motion. The worker’s
activity, reduced to a metre abstraction of activity, is determined and
regulated on all sides by the movement of the machinery, and not the
opposite. The science which compels the inanimate limbs of the machinery,
by their construction, to act purposefully, as an automarton, does not exist
in the worket’s consciousness, but rather acts upon him through the ma-
chine as an alien power, as the power of the machine itself. The appro-
priation of living labour by objectified labour—of the power or activity
which creates value by value existing for-itself—which lies in the concept
of capital, is posited, in production resting on machinery, as the character
of the production process itself, including its material elements and its
material motion. The production process has ceased to be a labour process
in the sense of a process dominated by labour as its governing unity.
Labour appears, rather, merely as a conscious organ, scattered among the
individual living workers at numerous points of the mechanical system;
subsumed under the total process of the machinery itself, as itself only a
link of the system, whose unity exists not in the living workers, but rather
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rules it; a power which as the appropriation of living labour, is the form
of capital. The transformation of the means of labour into machinery, and
of living labour into mere living accessory of this machinery, as the means
of its action, also posits the absorption of the labour process in its material
character as a mere moment of the realization process of capital. The
increase of the productive force of Jabour and the greatest possible negation
of necessary labour is the necessary tendency of capital, as we have seen.
The transformation of che means of labour into machinery is the realization
of this tendency. In machinery, objectified labour materially confronts
living labour as a ruling power and as an active subsumption of the latter
under {self, not only by appropriating it, but in the real production
process itself; the relation of capital as value which appropriates value-
creating activity is, in fixed capital existing as machinery, posited at the
same time as the relation of the use value of capital to the use value of
labour capacity; further, the value objectified in machinery appears as a
presupposition against which the value-creating power of the individual
labour capacity is an infinitesimal, vanishing magnitude; the production
in enormous mass quantities which is posited with machinery destroys
every connection of the product with the direct need of the producer, and
hence with direct use value; it is already posited in the form of the product’s
production and in the relations in which it is produced, that it is produced
only as a conveyor of value, and its use value only as condition to that
end. In machinery, objectified labour itself appeats not only in the form
of product or of the product employed as means of labour, but in the form
of the force of production itself. The development of the means of labour
into machinery is not an accidental moment of capital, but is rather the
histotical reshaping of the traditional, inherited means of labour into a
form adequate to capital. The accumulation of knowledge and of skill, of
the general productive forces of the social brain, is thus absorbed into
capital, as opposed to labour, and hence appears as an attribute of capital,
and more specifically of fixed capital, in so far as it encers into the production
process as a means of production proper. Machinery appears, then, as the
most adequate form of fixed capital, and fixed capital, in so far as capital's
relations with itself are concerned, appears as the most adequate form of capital
as such. In another respect, however, in so far as fixed capital is condemned
to an existence within the confines of a specific use value, it does not
correspond to the concept of capital, which, as value, is indifferent to
every specific form of use value, and can adopt or shed any of them as
equivalent incarnations. In this respect, as regards capital’s external re-
lations, it is circulating capital which appears as the adequate form of capital,
and not fixed capital [Grandrisse, pp. 692-694; 584-86].
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in the living (active) machinery, which confronts his individual, insig-
nificant doings as a mighty organism. In machinery, objectified labour
confronts living labour within the labour process itself as the power which

To simply comment on these quoted pages would necessitate going back
over everything we have said already; it’s not worth the trouble. It is more
useful to underline a few particular points which appear here and to under-
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stand how Marx used them to move forward. The first point is an intensive
one: the labor process is taken as a simple elemsnt of the process of valovization. The
second point is extensive: productive capital extends into civculation. Real sub-
sumption of labor can’t but be (in the same moment) real subsumption of
society. Of society, in other words of the productive social forces, especially
of science. “The entire production process appeats as not subsumed under
the direct skilfulness of the worker, but rather as the technological application
of science” (Grundrisse, p. 699; 587). And Marx continues, insisting on the
subsumption of the social productive forces—in their totality—on their
being totally functional to the development of capital. The moment arrives
when the whole system is displaced and advances. First from the point of
view of an intensive analysis, that is with respect to be labor process and its
subsumption to the process of valorization. Here, the displacement of cat-
egories signifies the capitalist dissolution of working class use value.

To the degree that labour time—the mere quantity of labour—is posited
by capital as the sole determinant element, to that degree does direct
labour and its quantity disappear as the determinant principle of produc-
tion—of the creation of use values—and is reduced both quantitatively,
to a smaller proportion, and qualitatively, as an, of course, indispensable
but subordinate moment, compared to general scientific labour, techno-
logical application of natural sciences, on one side, and to the general
productive force arising from social combination {Gliederang} in total pro-
duction on the other side——a combination which appears as a natural fruit
of social labour (although it is a historic product). Capital thus works
towards its own dissolution as the form dominating production [Grandrisse,
p. 700; 587-88}.

Furthermore, in the second place, from the point of view of an extensive
analysis. Here circulating capital appears as productive capital by taking zhe
form of planning and of control of the reproduction of society. The sub-
sumption of society has become the production of that same society. The
displacement is total. “So does it now appear, in another respect, as a quality
of cirenlating capital, to maintain labour in one branch of production by
means of co-existing labour in another” (Grandrisse, p. 700; 588).

This exchange of one's own labour with alien labour appears here not as
mediated and determined by the simultaneous existence of the labour of
others, but rather by the advance which capital makes. The worker’s ability
to engage in the exchange of substances necessary for his consumption
during production appears as due to an attribute of the part of circulating
capital which is paid to the worker, and of citculating capital generally.
It appears not as an exchange of substances between the simultaneous
labour powers, but as the metabolism {Stoffywechsel} of capital; as the ex-
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istence of circulating capital; the productive power of labour into fixed
capital (posited as external to labour and as existing independently of it
(as object {sachlichP); and, in circulating capital, the fact that the worker
himself has created the conditions for the repetition of his labour, and that
the exchange of this, his labour, is mediated by the co-existing labour of
others, appears in such a way that capital gives him an advance and posits
the simultaneity of the branches of labour. (These last two aspects actually
belong to accumulation.) Capital in the form of circulating capital posits
itself as mediator between the different workers [Grandrisse, pp. 700-701;
588].

Ac this stage, the capitalist appropriation of society is total. The subjectivity
of capital has been violently activated. Machines and science have constituted
and produced it. But the separation within the category bas not been suppressed.
The antagonism must reproduce itself at the highest level of power. The
displacement of antagonistic dialectic must be totally revealed and operate
fully at this stage. You can criticize all you like this way Marx has of
proceeding via large tranches of argument which appear as relatively exterior
one to another, this somewhat mechanical way of linking up the develop-
ments. We would sometimes wish to find a more interior, more subtle,
more refined dialectic. We could skip these improvised displacements which
emerge suddenly and leave us breathless, reminding us of the taste of a
certain “catastrophism.” Yet, it seems to us difficult to imagine that we
could develop a logical argument as powerful, ot such an incredible capacity
of prediction of capitalist development, in terms that would not be necessarily
rigid but would still be scrong, powerful, marked by an exceptional scientific
tension. Here thought possesses such strength that it cannot be reduced to
a simple caricature. The cleavage reappears and the process advances. The
separation occurs within the process. “But to the degree that large indusery
develops, the creation of real wealth comes to depend less on labour time
and on the amount of labour employed than on the power of the agencies
set in motion during labour time, whose ‘powerful effectiveness’ is itself in
turn out of all proportion to the direct labour time spe nt on their production,
but depends rather on the general state of science and on the progress of
technology, or the application of this science to production (Grundrisse, pp.
704-705; 592). But from within the process where it was hidden the sep-
aration #5 swddenly displaced to the outside and there takes the form of an
independent subjectivity. In the conditions of the process described already

real wealth manifests itself, rather—and large industry reveals this—in
the monstrous disproportion between the labour titme applied, and its
product, as well as in the qualitative imbalance between labour, reduced
to a pure abstraction, and the power of the production process it super-
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intends. Labour no longer appears so much to be included within the
production process; rather, the human being comes to relate more as
watchman and regulator to the production process itself. (What holds for
machinery holds likewise for the combination of human activities and the
development of human intercourse.) No longer does the worker insert 2
modified natural thing {Naturgeganstand} as middle link between the object
{Objeks} and himself: rather, he inserts the process of nature, transformed
into an industrial process, as a means between himself and inorganic nature,
mastering it. He steps to the side of the production process instead of
being its chief actor. In this transformation, it is neither the direct human
labour he himself performs, nor the time during which he works, but
rather the appropriation of his own general preductive power, his under-
standing of nature and it is, in a word, the development of the social
individual which appears as the great foundation-stone of production and
~of wealth. The theft of alien labour time, on which the present wealth is based,
appears a miserable foundation in face of this new one, created by large-
scale industry itself. As soon as labour in the direct form has ceased to be
the great well-spring of wealth, labour time ceases and must cease to be
its measure, and hence exchange value [must cease to be the measure]} of
use value. The surplus labour of the mass has ceased to be the condition for
the development of general wealth, just as the non-Llebour of the fow, for the
development of the general powers of the human head. With that, pro-
duction based on exchange value breaks down, and the direct, material
production process is stripped of the form of penury and antithesis. The
free development of individualities, and hence not the reduction of nec-
essary labour time 5o as to posit surplus labour, but rather the general
reduction of the necessary labour of society to a minimum, which then
corresponds to the artistic, scientific etc. development of the individuals
in the time set free, and with the means created, for all of them. Capital
itself is the moving contradiction, {in} that it presses to reduce labour time
to a minimum, while it posits labour time, on the other side, as sole
measure and source of wealth. Hence it diminishes labour time in the
necessary form so as to increase it in the superfluous form; hence posits
the superflucus in growing measure as a condition—cquestion of life or
death—for the necessary. On the one side, then, it calls to life all the
powers of science and of nature, as of social combination and of social
intercourse, in order to make the creation of wealth independent (telatively)
of the labour time employed on it. On the other side, it wants to use
labour time as the measuring rod for the giant social forces thereby created,
and to confine them within the limits required to maintain the already
created value as value. Forces of production and social relations—two
different sides of the development of the social individual—appear to
capital as mere means, and are merely means for it to produce on its
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limited foundation. In fact, however, they ate the material conditions to
blow this foundation sky-high [Grundrisse, pp. 705-706; 59294},

The first result produced by the logic of separation is to displace the
relationship necessary labor/surplus labor to situate it at the level of the
capacity of capital to subsume society, and to transform the velation between
two complete, opposed subjectivities that are hostile to the point of destroying
each other reciprocally. This is impossible for capital, which lives on exploi-
tation. It is possible for the proletariat, whose power (potenza) becomes more
and more immense as capital tries to destroy its identity. Capital seeks a
continual reduction in necessary labor in order to expand the proportion of
surplus value exrorred, but the more it succeeds individually with workers
taken one by one, the more necessary labor benefits the collectivity and is
reapptropriated by absorbing the great collective forces that capital would
like to determine purely for its own account. The compression of necessary
individual labor is the expansion of necessary collective labor and it constructs a
“social individual,” capable not only of producing but also of enjoying the
wealth produced. After a first analysis, Marx returns to the argument,
retraces the path that he had at first jumped, takes up again each category
of the threads that allowed the displacement of the analysis and redefines
the law of value at this new level of complexity. Various indices—sometimes
allusive, sometimes precise—allow us to advance in our research. Each time
the categories work in a teversed way: to surplus labor, the motor of de-
velopment, is opposed non-work; to capitalism is opposed communism.

The creation of a large quantity of disposable time apart from necessary labour
time for society generally and each of its members (i.e. room for the
development of the individuals’ full productive forces, hence those of
society also), this creation of not-Jabour time appears in the stage of capital,
as of all earlier ones, as not-labour time, free time, for a few. What capital
adds is that it increases the sutplus labour time of the mass by all the
means of art and science, because its wealth consists directly in the ap-
propriation of surplus labour time; since value directly its purpose, not use
value. It is thus, despite itself, instrumental in creating the means of social
disposable time, in order to reduce labour time for the whole society to
a diminishing minimum, and thus to free everyone's time for their own
development. But its tendency always, on the one side, 10 craave disposable
time, on the other, to convert it into surplus labour. If it succeeds too well at
the first, then it suffers from surplus production, and then necessary labour
is interrupted, because no surplus labour can be vealized by capital. The more
this contradiction develops, the more does it become evident that the
growth of the forces of production can no longer be bound up with the
appropriation of alien labour, but that the mass of workers must themselves
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appropriate their own surplus labour. Once they have done so—and dis-
Dposable time thereby ceases to have an antithetical existence—then, on one
side, necessary labour time will be measured by the needs of the social
individual, and, on the other, the development of the power of social
production will grow so rapidly that, even though production is now
calculated for the wealth of all, disposable time will grow for all. For real
wealth is the developed productive power of all individuals. The measure
of wealth is then not any longer, in any way, labour time, but rather
disposable time. Labour time as the measure of value posits wealth itself as
founded on poverty, and disposable time as existing in and becanse of the
antithesis to surplus labour time; or, the positing of an individual's entire
time as labour time, and his degradation therefore to mere worker, sub-
sumption under labour. The most developed machinery thus forces the worker
to work longer than the savage does, or than bhe bimself did with the simplest,
crudest rools {Grundrisse, pp. 708-709; 595-96}.

Some want to see, in this fierce demand by Marx for a communism that is
liberation from exploitation, the mark of individualism and of humanist com-
passion. Even if that were so, there is certainly no evil there. However, it
is not the case. It is not the case because, if we stay at the level of categories,
we must remember that the communist destruction of the law of value (or
better, its overthrow and reversal) suppresses and denies the individual
elements of individual productivity on which—from the capitalist point of
view and the corresponding Marxist analysis—it is based. The displacement
is here totally completed. To social capital corresponds the collective worker.
Once more the temporal dimension demands and implies an extensive spatial
dimension. “As the basis on which large industry rests, the appropriation
of alien labour time, ceases, with its development, to make up or to create
wealth, so does divect labour as such cease to be the basis of production since,
in one respect, it is transformed more into a supervisory and regulatory
activity; but then also because the product ceases to be the product of isolated
direct labour, and the combination of social activity appears, rather, as the
producer” (Grundrisse, p. 709; 596-97). In the communist revolution, the in-
dividual is social. Social but concrete, he is exaltation and overdetermination,
expansion of enjoyment, founder of that expansion.

Real economy—saving—consists of the saving of labour time (minimum
(and minimization) of production costs); but this saving identical with
development of the productive force. Hence in no way abstinence from
consumption, but rather the development of power, of capabilities of pro-
duction, and hence both of the capabilities as well as the means of con-
sumption. The capability to consume is a condition of consumption, hence
its primary means, and this capability is the development of an individual
potential, a force of production. The saving of labour time {is] equal to
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an increase of free time, i.e. time for the full development of the individual,
which in turn reacts back upon the productive power of labour as itself
the greatest productive power. From the standpoint of the direct production
process it can be regarded as the production of fixed capital, this fixed
capital being man himself. It goes without saying, by the way, that direct
labour time itself cannot remain in the abstract antithesis to free time in
which it appears from the perspective of bourgeois economy. Labour cannot
become play, as Fourier would like, although it remains his great contri-
bution to have expressed the suspension not of distribution, but of the
mode of production itself, in a higher form, as the ultimate object. Free
time—which is both idle time and time for higher activity—has naturally
transformed its possessor into a different subject, and he then enters into
the direct production process as this different subject. This process is then
both discipline, as regards the human being in the process of becoming;
and at the same time, practice { Ausubuang}, experimental science, materially
creative and objectifying science, as regards the human being who has
become, in whose head exists the accumulated knowledge of society. For
both, in so far as labour requires practical use of the hands and free bodily
movement, as in agriculture, at the same time exercise {Grundrisse, pp.

711-12; 599-600}.

It is time to draw some conclusions about this important book on the
wage—that is to say the unfolding of the logic of separation. We can now
outline in its totality the path followed by the antithetical form of capitalist
development. In the first place, beginning with the theory of surplus value,
in other words in the terms and categories of the theoretical framework of
the first part of the Grundrisse, a framework which is completely reversed
in the second part. The theory of surplus value is reversed. Where, in capital’s
project, labor is commanded by surplus labor, in the proletariat’s revolutionary
project reappropriated surplus labor is commanded by necessary labor. In the first
part of the Grundrisse, the theory of value appeared to us as an abstract
subordinate of the theory of surplus value, from the point of view of the
exploited class. Here, the theory of value is no longer simply subordinated.
It undergoes, in this subordination, an important displacement and is sub-
jected to a fundamental metamorphosis. In other words, when the theory
of value can not measure itself by a quantity of labor time or by an individual
dimension of labor, when a first displacement leads it to confront social time
and the collective dimension of labor, at this moment the impossibility of
measuring exploitation modifies the form of exploitation. The emptiness that appears
in the theory of value, the evacuation of any element of measure which is
not a generic reference to social industriousness, the liberation of social
industriousness and its constitution in collective individuality, does not
suppress the law of value but reduces it to a mere formality. Of course,
formality does not mean a lack of efficacy. Formality does not mean a lack
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of meaning. The form of the law of value is, on the contrary, efficient and full
of meaning, but efficacy and meaning are given to it only by its #vationality,
by the end of the progressive and rationalizing function of exploitation. The
form is the empty, miserable base of exploitation. The form of value is pure
and simple command, the pure and simple form of politics—of the “essential
inessentiality,” as the young Marx would say in Hegelian terms. We are
here at the culminating point of a process in which the power relations—
rationally established—regulated and included within the development of
capital—are reversed. Where the relation of rationality inverts itself. The
inversion is total. The law of surplus value continues to rule, but in reversed
terms. Non-work, the refusal of work becomes the worker’s point of view,
the basis from which the law of value can be inverted and the law of surplus
value reinterpreted. The second patt of the Grundrisse is this process in
action. We could have entitled our Lesson: “The Metamorphoses of the Law
of Value” and the following Lesson, which we consecrate to “the comcepr of
communism,” could be called “the refusal of work”; finally, the Ninth Lesson,
in which we will treat the mechanisms of “enlarged reproduction,” could also
have as title: “Worker Self-valorization.” All in all we have here rapidly traced
the whole path of liberation and communism. But when we speak of this
path, we speak of a subject which is linked to it. A subject which materially
possesses as a power the keys to the reversal of the law of surplus value.
Nevertheless, above all let us remember the result at which we have arrived,
that is to say this law of value which is emptied, which is reduced to being
only an empty form of capitalist command. Empty and efficient. Efficient
and irrational. Irrational and cruel.

What does it mean, from the class point of view, to possess the key to
the reversal of surplus value? Some have thought that this proposition allows
us to say this: capital, when there is a reversal, becomes working class use-value.
This is false. Whoever tries to prove it must work within the logic of
separation and will find himself stuck in the dualism of the capital relation.
On another side it would be to stop before the inversion occurs: that is, it
would be to invert the concept of capital instead of its reality, instead of
its relation. This would not definitively split the capital relation but would
globally attribute an opposed valence to its concept by hypostatizing a
superior will to the relation. By imagining it. By self-illusion. By mysti-
fication. Mystification, because along this path worker behavior appears as
an “equivalent” to capitalist behavior? Worker behavior becomes command
over the capital relation and not destruction—Dby necessary labor—of the
capitalist appropriation of surplus labor. It is a typically sophistic treatment:
in so far as it is a question of critique, capital is a relation that must be
broken; when we pass from critique to theory, capital becomes something
to be dominated. But that is only possible for capital, which can objectify
its own negation. It is not possible for the working class, which denies that
which is its negation. It is possible for capital, which mystifies the relation
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and encloses it in objectivity. It cannot be possible for the worker-subject
who unveils the mystification and moves the relation to the foreground.

We insist on this critique for several different reasons. In the first place,
because of the falsity of the results that are obtained from the point of view
we have criticized: this view hypostatizes capital when it makes it a working-
class use value, whereas there can only be working-class use value in the
accummulated part of surplus labor that it is possible to reappropriate, that
part which can be reduced to non-work, to working class liberty, to self-
valorization. This part is negation, the wealth of negation. In the second
place, because the point of view that I have criticized winds up giving
autonomy to the political in a very mystified way: the political in this case
is not the new form of the law of value but rather is a relation superior to
capital and independent of it. In the Grundrisse there are no relations superior
to capital that are not functions of capitalism, that are not forms taken by
capital’s command as it develops. To break it from inside, to not seek outside
points of references, to smash it beginning with worker subjectivity as
negation and as potential wealth (which is already used in its global aspect
by capital); in sum, to deepen the rupture of the capital velation from within this
relation; basing oneself on the contradictory essense of the law of surplus
value: this is the only path that we find in Marx, in the Grundrisse, and in
all his work. A work in which we can find contradictions, divisions and in
which we can—and we freely admit to this—prefer some parts to others.
But not because in the other parts we can not find the same unity of the
critique of political economy and the critique of the political that we see in the
Grundrisse. At the point we have reached, and this can be seen in the present
polemic, we begin to master subjectivity, Marx’s acceptance of subfectivity, its
working class and proletarian development. Here we have accentuation of sep-
aration which is implicitly contained, as an element of definition in the
theory of surplus value, which shows us the theory of the wage, the devel-
opment and dynamism that gives to the working-class pole—liberated from
the capital relation in the theory of the wage—the theory of “small-scale
circulation.” The general displacement undergone by this antagonistic terrain
through the theories of machinery, of social capital, and of real and global
social subsumption—well, all that leads to the theory of the social individual
and of communism as the negation of the capital relation. Not as an inversion
of capitalist command, bt as an inversion of the relation between necessary
labor and surplus labor, as the negation and reappropriation of surplus labor.
The path of subjectivity lies within the capital relation, it does not try to
imagine alternatives, but knows how, as it deepens its separation, to destroy
the relation. The path of subjectivity is an intensive path. It is a continual
and coherent recomposition of successive negations. It raises necessary labor
to the point where it can destroy surplus labor.

In this intensity which characterizes separation we find maximum liberty.
The social individual is multilaterality. The highest intensity of difference
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is the highest approach to communism. When the capital relation has réached
the point where it explodes, the liberated negation is not a synthesis. It
knows no formal equivalences whatsoever, Working-class power is not the reversal
of capitalist power, not even formally. Working-class power is the negation of
the power of capital. It is the negation of the centralized and homogeneous
power of the bourgeoisie, of the political classes of capital. It is the dissolution
of all homogeneity. This methodological “plural”, this multilaterality
triumphs. We cannot impese on liberated subjectivity any uniform and flat
scheme for otganizing social reality. Surplus labor had a uniform aspect in
the capitalist project. The wage refigured the shape of capital. When the
wage as it developed became self-valorvization and reappropriation of surplus
labor, it was the end of all rules useful for development. There is no more
profit because labor productivity is no longer translated into capital. There
is no more capitalist rationality. Subjectivity not only liberates itself, it
liberates a totality of possibilities. It draws a new horizon. Labor productivity
is founded and spread socially. It is both a magma which gathers and
recomiposes everything, and a network of streams of enjoyment, of propo-
sitions and inventiops which spread out across a land made fertile by the
magma. The communist revolution, the emergence in all irs power of the
social individual, creates this wealth of alternatives, of propositions, of
functions. Of liberty. Never has communism appeared as synonymous with
liberty as in these pages of the Grundrisse that we have just studied.

Lesson Eight

Communism &
Transition

The problem of communism and the problem of transition in the
Grundrisse. ] Synthesis of the material covered? A critique of this
synthesis and of the way of posing the problem. [] (a.) On the
humanism of Marx. A new thematic proposition: transition rather

" than utopia, or demystification and inversion. The great dynamic
themes; from prehistory to history, communism building itself. [] (b.)
The demystification and development of the categories of the critique
of political economy. The great substantial themes. The content of
commurism. From demystification to inversion, from substantial
‘themes to the form of the transition. [] (c.) Transition and subjec-
tivity. Transition and constituting praxis. The power (potenza) of
the inversion: the suppression of work. [] (d.) The refusal of work
as the communist mode of production. ] Giving the dialectic back
to capital and the destruction of utopia.

From the wotld market to communism, Where we have arrived in our
reasoning, after all our insistence on bringing out the subjective dimension
of the process, is a kind of path that always appears as a veritable paradox.
It is nevertheless a path that Marx indicates more than once: in the outline
of the Grandrisse (pp. 227-28; 139) and in the outline of page 264 (175):
“At last, the world market. Bourgeois society dominates the state. Crises.
The dissolution of the mode of production and of the form of society founded
on exchange-value. Individual work seen clearly in its social form and vice
versa.” Communism springs forth from the intensity of the contradictions
that are contained in the concept of world market: at once a moment of
maximum capitalist integration and a moment of maximum antagonism,
a synthesis of the temporal and spatial determinations of capital’s process.
Posed in these terms, the problem of communism does not even recognize the problem
of the transition, it does not know the problem of subjectivity: it can pose
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them as moments internal to capital, as symptoms, as detours of objectivity,
it can not pose them as specific problems. The question of “what is com-
munism?” which runs through Marx’s discourse from the Manuscripts up
until the German ldeology in a very central way (and we must not forget that
it is a question which is at the center of Hegel’s thought after the Umrisse
der Nationalokonomie of 1844), this question, in the form in which it is being

posed here, seems more an objective than a methodical function, more a

transcendental object of research than its motor. What is communism? How
does the passage to this “superior form of the mode of production” that we
call communism work? The traditional response to these two problems takes
the form of @ unique process, internal to capital’s dialectic. Communism is seen
as beyond a leap, beyond a catastrophe produced by the antagonistic de-
velopment of capital. The problem of the transition disappeared behind that
of defining communism, and this last is presented as a transcendence in
relation to capitalist development. Paradoxically, what unifies the path to
communism and to transition is their common negation of capital, the
objective side of this negation. Both constitute, in some sense, an “after-
wards.”

Obviously this way of posing the problem does not please me at all. It
seems unrealistic and utopian. Above all, this position is situated very much
outside the overall development of the Grundrisse, as we have read it up to
this point. The points of this theme that defines communism are all derived
from the growing antagonism of capitalist development. Their development
follows the different determinations of subjectivity, of its constitution in
global and antagonistic terms, within the radical inversion of the law of
surplus value. It is thus that I can understand the subjective insistence of
Marx’s discourse on catastrophe as a prospective determination marked by
revolutionary passion. It is around this concept of crisis and catastrophe that
are combined, as we have seen, the elements that meet in the genesis of the
Grundrisse. Once that is said, the problem still remains completely open.
To confuse these paths means to deny another fundamental characteristic of Marx's
thought. To think through the transition in the form of communism leads
in reality to the suppression of the problem of the transition. It means (for better
or worse) to cut it into two fragments, one which serves as an introduction
and is situated within capital, in the interstices of its contradictions, the
other which finally comes after and reveals itself in a space beyond the
catastrophe in the full liberty of communism. Now, what interests us is zbe
process of liberation, that which lies between the introduction and the con-
clusion. Putting the two paths together has an enormous theoretical im-
plication: it homogenizes the two concepts, suppressing all possibility of
separating the logical substance and the historical quality or hypostatizing
them in some dialectic of stages and hierarchy. By combining the two paths
we recognize implicitly the communist character of the process of liberation.
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But what is the point if this combining offers me no space for determining
this process of liberation?

Let us examine the Grandrisse on this question of communism: we must
now present our hypothesis. And it is the one that emerges from all the
research that we have done until now, and that we must still verify here:
it is not the transition that reveals itself (and eliminates itself) in the form of
communism, but vather it is communism that takes the form of the transition.

Rosdolsky (pp. 413—35), when he treats the problem of communism in
Marx, underlines—putting aside the two characteristics usually brought out,
the centrality of communism in the work of Marx and Engels, and the
struggle against both opportunism and utopianism—the importance and the
pertinence in Marx, in the dialectic, both his descent from and his divergence
from the utopians. In other words, for Rosdolsky the Marxist dialectic is
entirely permeated by a positive utopia, by the power of utopia, simply
tempered by the conscience of having to give it a materialist force. It is
surprising that Rosdolsky—a Marxist grown up in the school of leftist
communism of the 1920s—knows how to see in Marx the important function
of positive utopia! And we can not deny a certain power to this suggestion:
positive utopia always sets very precise limits between the camp of revo-
lutionaries and that of opportunists. And yet his insight is not entirely
convincing. Because it does not see, it does not sufficiently underline the
indeterminacy of the proposed synthesis and of the dialectical process. This
dialectic which becomes one with communism, with obstinancy, but which
does not embrace the process, is a key too general and too generic. It risks
giving new force to that “bewitchment of method” in the name of which
all distinction—and the process that only differences can animate—fades,
flattens out to the point of disappearing. On the one side we have the
flattening of communism, of its concept that we reduce to the dimension of
objective logic, of determinism; on the other side and in opposition, we find
the “leap,” the new quality, politics and voluntarism posed in all their
fullness and violence. Let us remember—as Rosdolsky does (p. 424)—the
positions of Marcuse. On the one side, the increasingly consistent power
(potenza) of capital over work, the terrible Moloch taking form; on the other

“side, again a “bewitching,” but no longer the one produced by the deter-

minist method. Rather, a “qualitative leap” into the beyond. To the capitalist
exaltation of the organization of work is opposed the abolition of work. The
dice are cast, Marcuse’s romanticism is satisfied. Yet the problem is not to
be found there. It is not a matter of detailing this leap: we must overthrow’
everything, the process, its antagonism the constituting logic, the appearance
of subjectivity, and everything that exists between the organization of work
and its abolition. The Marxist method is not based on paradox, but on the
total and original unity of economics and politics, on the capacity to follow
the path according to the point of view of the transformation. In the second

I
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place, Marx’s method is affirmed by a continual displacement of the terms
of analysis, a displacement that results from the multiplicity of forms that
the relations of force take on. The categories are modified as the subjects
are modified. That is, along with—and this is the third important point—
the historical determinations of the process. It is not a question of defining
the transition in terms of communism but rather, after having homogenized
the two terms (and this does not mean that they are the same), to degfine
communism by the transition, When we have thus reposed the problem, # #
a question of subfect, of its struggle, of its displacement. It is the process that
globally constitutes communism which steps to the front.

If, on the contrary, we accept the Marxist fiction of the transition in the
form of communism, we are inevitably thrown back to positions that have
nothing to do with the dialectic. There we find happily gathered all the
models of bumanism. A generic humanism which reigns there where the
method of the tendency seems to be incapable of transforming itself into a
method of displacement: the tendency becomes the organic unfolding of
human nature (even if it is defined historically). The orgy of totality, rebirth,
and plenitude to which we give ourselves over has quite justly aroused
indignation. Althusser is not wrong to consider as a decisive sign of good
Marxism the tracing of clear limits and the exclusion of this insipid blub-
bering from theory. But let us not exaggerate either the importance of these
elements, let us not introduce ulterior, fictional classifications into the de-
velopment of Marxist thought! We will have occasion to return to the so-
called humanism of Marx: but it is interesting to see it already for what it
is—the fruit of impatience with theory, a usage of positive utopia destined
to homogenize transition and communism, the contradictory residue of the
materialist method of separation, of the constitutive method of subjectivity.
To say that communism takes the form of the transition means for us following the
ved thread that serves as woof to antagonistic subjectivity. In avoiding humanism,
some would also seek to avoid the theoretical areas of subjectivity. They are
wrong. The path of macerialistn passes precisely through subjectivity, The
path of subjectivity is the one that gives matetiality to communism. The
working class is subjectivity, separated subjectivity, which animates devel-
opment, crisis, transition and communism.

We must thus take this theme of communism in the Grundrisse and
separate from it all considerations, all methodologies (however patiently
justified by Marxist fictions) that do not bring to the fore the materialist
process of subjectivity. The synthesis of the paths that Marx proposed—the
path that passes through the determinism of the world market and the one
that leaps toward communism—must be separated and reversed. We can
only confront these paths if we analyse the determinations which subjectively
represent the process of transition. We must resolurely demystify and over-
throw all kinds of necessity and determinism actributed to the process of
transition.
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What does it mean to demystify? It means to follow the formation of
communism through all of the particular moments of the critique of political
economy. From this point of view, the Grundrisse is fundamentally a work
of demystification.

OQur method indicates the points where historical investigation must enter
in, or where bourgeois economy as a merely historical form of the pro-
duction process points beyond itself to earlier historical modes of produc-
tion. In order to develop the laws of bourgeois economy, therefore, it is
not necessary to write the real bistory of the relations of production. But the
correct observation and deduction of these laws, as having themselves
become in histoty, always leads to primary equations—Ilike the empirical
numbers e.g. in natural science—which point towards a past lying behind
this system. These indications {Andestung}, together with a correct grasp
of the present, then also offer the key to the understanding of the past—
a work in its own right which, it is to be hoped, we shall be able to
undertake as well. This correct view likewise leads at the same time to
the points at which the suspension of the present form of production
relations gives signs of its becoming—foreshadowings of the future. Just
as, on one side the pre-bourgeois phases appear as merely histovical, i.e.
suspended presuppositions, so do the contemporary conditions of produc-
tion likewise appear as engaged in suspending themselves and hence in positing
the historic presuppositions for a new state of society (Grundrisse, pp. 460-61;
364-65).

The path along which the categories advance seems clear: while progressing
in history, they continually take the historical phases as conditions, the
present as history, the future foreseen as movement of becoming. We must
thus examine, even if it is by fits and starts, zbe great dynamic themes of the
formation of communism. This is the moment when the categories of the
critique of political economy are demystified—we will see shortly the mo-
ment when these categories invert themselves as a result of the practical
recognition of the subject.

Making use now of this approach, and of the methodology such as we
have presented and delimited it, we can easily work through numerous
passages which allow the specification of the Marxist definition of com-
munism and of its historical evolution. Almost all the chapters that we have
read include a Jogic of communism, beginning with the Chapter on Money.
At that point where money is considered a social relationship (Grandrisse,
pp. 156-63; 74-82)—let us remember well these passages: it is from the
very power of extraneation that the “law of three stages” is engendered, and
from this emerges the power of 2 radical alternative—where money appears
as a social collective relation, beyond the mystification that it presents, we
can see outlined the third stage of the development of individuality. “Free
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individuality, based on the universal development of individuals and on their
subordination of their communal, social productivity as their social wealth,
is the third stage” (Grundrisse, p. 158; 75). Some of the characteristic aspects
of money—its sociality, the representation of collective productivity, the
measure and symbol of social patrimony—are immediately inverted. We
might say that the category "“money” only lives for the possibility of inverting
itself. To demystify means to understand the category as an inversion. This
is what happens with the category of “money”: it refers to the possibility,
to the necessity of inversion, it deploys itself to control this inversion, given
the violence of this tension, of this rupture. (And, in parenthesis, let us
underline the fundamentally anti-humanist sense of terms such as “universal
individual”. This term depends more on the overthrow of the brutality of
money relations, of their socializing force, than on some naturalist or his-
toricist consideration, or on some continuist consideration. The separation is
radical, and it serves not only as a key to achieving the snversion, but also
as a matrix of constitution. If we really want to find something of humanism
or of ambiguity in Marx’s thought, we must look for it in those moments
where the dialectical process pretends to function in terms of recomposition
and sublimation.) The idea of communism, to return to our reasoning,
functions as a pole of rupture for each category of capital, as its critical
antithesis. Here, when it comes to money, the idea of communism takes
the form of inversion of a fully developed sociality, as is that of money. The
passage from prebistory to history, which is also the passage to the domination
of man over narure and over history, the passage to communism, depends
on the total facticity of the operation: it is the efficacy of the liberated subject
which opposes and inverts the mystified efficacy of capitalist socialization.
Grundrisse (pp. 487—89; 387—88): here again is an example of what the
theme of communism takes from the inversion, from the critique of the
categories. It is nothing less than the category of “universal exchange,” the
category itself of the “bourgeois world,” which is to be inverted here.

In fact, however, when the limited bourgeois form is stripped away, what
is wealth other than the universality of individual needs, capacities, pleas-
ures, productive forces etc., created through universal exchange? The full
development of human mastery over the forces of nature, those of so-called
nature as well as of humanity's own nature? The absolute working-out of
his creative potentialities, with no presupposition other than the previous
historic development, which makes this totality of development, i.e. the
development of all human powers as such the end in itself, not as measured
on a predetermined yardstick? Where he does not reproduce himself in one
specificity, but produces his totality? Strives not to remain something he
has become, but is in the absolute movement of becoming? In bourgeois
economics—and in the epoch of production to which it cotresponds—this
complete working-out of the human content appears as a complete emp-
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tying-out, this universal objectification as total alienation, and the tearing
down of all limited, one-sided aims as sacrifice of the human end-in-itself
to an entirely external end. This is why the childish world of antiquity
appears on one side as loftier. On the other side, it really is loftier in all
matters where closed shapes, forms and given limits are soughe for. It is
satisfaction from a limited standpoint; while the modern gives no satis-
faction; or, where it appears satisfied with itself, it is wvulgar {Grandrisse,
p. 488; 387-88].

The bourgeois world is emptiness, alienation and vulgarity; communism is richness
of needs, expansion, abstract (though seeking to concreiize itself) universality of needs.
The abstract category refers to concrete inversion. Prebistory to bistory. The “true
community” that we find a few pages further on (Grandrisse, p. 496; 396)
forms the woof of the category of progress in bourgeois society: it is in so

far as it is the inversion. And; “It will be shown later that the most exireme

form of alienation . . . already contains in ##self, in a still only inverted form,
turned on its head, the dissolution of all limited presuppositions of production,
and moreover creates and produces the unconditional presuppositions of
production, and therewith the full material conditions for the total, universal
development of the productive forces of the individual” (Grundyisse, p. 515;
414-15). It is here that we find rising up those terms both magical and
matked by the brand of infamy, “in an inverted form,” “upside down,”
terms that some have sought to give an exhaustive or metaphysical expla-
nation: for our part, the course of our analysis leads us to a more lucid
explanation—it is evident that these terms are those of a language that
speaks of the reversal of categories, of revolutionary tension pointed beyond
them, totally inside of development. The woof of inversion is everywhere,
everywhere the point of view of the worker-subject imposes its power.

It is when we arrive at those moments where Marx’s description of cap-
italist development, as development of the productive force of capital and
conclusion of human prehistory, is strongest and most complete—for ex-
ample in the Grundrisse (pp. 584-90)—that the great dynamic themes of
communism, which find their source in the exasperation of the separation
contained in the capital relation, appear with the most formidable clarity.
Let us reread the cited pages: capital with all its power of expansion extends
abstract labor to the whole of society, pushing cooperation and the division
of labor to its extreme limits. Bach category of this passage is dowble: thus
the cooperation as well as the division of labor is at once richness of needs
and incessant displacement of the concept of individualicy, But this duplicity
is not false, it is not a case of competition. It is double on all sides, such that
capitalist development is the reverse image of the communist process, an
image which is as disfigured and insane as the progression of capital is
advanced. When this opposition reaches its extreme point, when subversion
remains the only path to follow, associated human labor achieves its pal-
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ingenesis. We must not with false modesty deny the value of terms such
as palingenesis or catastrophe at this level of development. Capital is just
too ugly for that.

Further on, Marx analyses the fundamental law (and the mystification)
of capitalist development, the law of competition, and in so doing he insists
on the power of capitalist liberty: but this liberty has @ narrow base. “It is
nothing more than free development on a limited basis—the basis of the
rule of capital. This kind of individual freedom is therefore at the same time
the most complete suspension of all individual freedom, and the most com-
plete subjugation of individuality under social conditions which assume the
form of objective powers, even of overpowering objects—of things inde-
pendent of the relations among individuals themselves” (Grundyisse, p. 652;
545). The law of competition is also an outline of what the development
of capital contains as force of opposition and of separation: communism, a
potent reversal of everything.

To demystify the categories of capital means to expose to the light of day
the laws of movement of history. The fundamental law is that which constructs
the possibility of communism. From this point of view, to remain at de-
mystification, communism is wilding itself. It is in the process of building
itself as radical and extreme antithesis. The theme of liberty and the wealth
of needs, of the contradictory development of the forms of production, and
finally the theme of crisis, all meet here. They are present within each
category as its reversal. Here, when we speak of communism, the reversal is
powerful and synthetic. The contradictory form has the appearance of an in-
surmountable obstacle, of an obstacle that grows larger along with the
development of the “permanent revolution” of capital. There is no solution
to this process. No capitalist equilibrium can hold. Even less can a prop-
osition that seeks socialism remain solid: the theory of state property, of
planning, of equality in exploitation are all derived from the permanent
revolution of capital. There is no possible equilibtium, not even a categorical
one, when each element of the ideal synthesis is invalidated by antagonism.
This emerges because the development of opposition is at least as tendentious
as is the development of capital. Each one has its objectives. We know that
of capitalism, and that of the working class and the proletariat we begin to
see as a reversal of poles. It is not enough. In the Grundrisse, beyond this
reaffirmation of the categories (reversal of the categories of capital, a new
workers’ foundation to these categories) we can still read passages where this
term of demystification begins to constiture itself as subject and to convert the
process which consists of defining “communism” as a residue—incompres-
sible perhaps, but still a residue—in order to make it the motor of an
alternative.

At this point we must begin to speak of the subject. But we are not yet up
to it. So let us advance with Marx, be measured steps. Let us take, before
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everything else, the great dynamic and antithetical theme of communism:
its reversed model. But we still lack the research and the definition of the contents
of communism. Before tackling again the theme of the communist subject,
we need to illuminate the antithetical character and also the antithetical rooz
of communism. This antithetical rooting consists of the synthesis of the
liberation of the productive forces and the appearance of the antithetical
subject. Liberation of the productive forces? What does that mean? It means
that at a certain level of capitalist development, capitalist command ceases
to be necessary. “Capital appears as the condition of the development of the
forces of production as long as they require an external spur, which appears
at the same time as their bridle. It is a discipline over them, which becomes
superfluous and burdensome at a certain level of their development, just like
the guilds etc.” (Grundrisse, p. 415; 318). The appearance of the antithetical
subject. What does that mean? It means that communism can only found
itself on the birth, between the stéps of development, of a new collective
individuality, which invents new rales of production and of development. The
liberated subject opens a new world of new collectively unfolded needs.

Surplus value in general is value in excess of the equivalent. The equiv-
alent, by definition, is only the identity of value with itself. Hence surplus
value can never sprout out of the equivalent; nor can it do $o originally
out of circulation; it has to arise from the production process of capital
itself. The matter can also be expressed in this way: if the worker needs
only half a working day in order to live a whole day, then, in order to
keep alive as a worker, he needs to work only half a day. The second half
of the labour day is forced labour; susplus labour. What appears a5 surplus
value on capital’s side appears identically on the worker’s side as surplus
labour in excess of his requirements as worker, hence in excess of his
immediate requirements for keeping himself alive. The great hiscoric qual-
ity of capital is to create this surplus labour, superfluous labour from the
standpoint of mere use value, mere subsistence; and its historic destiny
{Bestimmung} is fulfilled as soon as, on one side, there has been such a
development of needs that surplus labour above and beyond necessity has
itself become a general need arising out of individual needs themselves—
and, on the other side, when the severe discipline of capital, acting on
succeeding generations {Geschlechrer}, has developed general industrious-
ness as the general property of the new species {Geschlecht) and, finally,
when the development of the productive powers of labour, which capital
incessantly whips onward with its unlimited mania for wealth, and of the
sole conditions in which this mania can be realized, have flourished to the
stage where the possession and preservation of general wealth require a
lesser labour time of society as a whole, and where the labouring society
relates scientifically to the process of its progressive reproduction, its re-
production in a constantly greater abundance; hence where labour in which
a human being does what a thing could do has ceased. Accordingly, capital
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and labour relate to each other here like money and commodity; the former
is the general form of wealth, the other only the substance destined for
immediate consumption. Capital’s ceaseless striving towatrds the general
form of wealth drives labour beyond the limits of its natural paltriness
{Naturbedurftighkeit}, and thus creates the material elements for the devel-
opment of the rich individuality which is as all-sided in its production as
in its consumption, and whose labour also therefore appears no longer as
labour, but as the full development of activity itself, in which narural
necessity in its direct form has disappeared; because a historically created
need has taken the place of the natural one. This is why capital is productive;
i.e. an essential velation for the development of the social productive forces, It ceases
to exist as such only where the development of these productive forces
themselves encounters its barrier in capital itself. [Grandrisse, p. 324-25;
230-31}%.

Work is no longer work, it is work which is liberated from work. The content of
communism thus consists in a reversal which suppresses at the same time
the object reversed. Communism is only reversal of work in so far as this
reversal is suppression: of work. Liberation of the productive forces: certainly,
but as a dynamic of a process which leads to abolition, to negation in the
most total form. Turning from the liberation-from-work toward the going-beyond-
of-work forms the center, the heart of the definition of communism. We must not
be afraid to insist on this theoretical moment: the liberation of living labor
exalts its creative power, the abolition of work is what gives it life in every moment.
The content, the program of communism are a development of universal
needs which have emerged on the collective but miserable basis of the
organization of waged wortk, but which in a revolutionary way signify the
abolition of work, its definitive death.

We have advanced in this way in our definition of the communist project.
We have been able to grasp not only the power of reversal, on the level of
history or of theory, but also the content of this reversal. Now we must go
further. Conditions have sufficiently matured that we can see this reversal
become dynamic, by itself, independent and autonomous. The communist
subject emerges as the conclusion of this reversal.

From the demystification of the process to its inversion. It is no longer a
question of the road which leads from prehistory to history, but of revolution
in its synchronic and punctual aspect. The inversion receives subjectivity
as a result of demystification and makes of it the condition of communism.
The transition appears heve as the exclusive form of the formation of communism.

There are two orders of considerations to be developed here. The first
concerns method. Here, above all we must see that Marx’s method atrives
at its most developed definition. It is when Marx takes on the thematic of
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communism that the method exposed in the Imtroduction finds its full ap-
plication. It functions fully when communism takes the form of the tran-
sition. There is no other exposition of communism possible except that of the transition.
Otherwise it is an ineffable concept. All Marxist categories are categories of
communism. It is thus that they escape from the possibility of “scientific
use’——in the bourgeois sense of the term—but also from a reformist usage.
Marxist categories are not only permeated by a permanent and irreducible
duality, but this duality appears in the form of antagonism, and that an-
tagonism in the form of reversal. To make use of Marxist categories means
to push them to this necessary reversal, to allow oneself to be pushed to this
incredible experience. Marxist categories are subversive categories; categories
that emerge from the process of subversion. The categories are taken in the
logic of the antagonistic tendency whose development is made up of suc-
cessive displacements of the system of categories. The theory interrupts the
historical process to the point of making its continuity impossible, to remodel
it completely in the process of rupture and of transformation. It is not only
the substantial categories (money, work, capital, etc.) that are revolutionary,
there are also those belonging to the mode or to the method (limit, obstacle,
process, transformation, etc.). In the interaction which occurs, the concept
becomes the element of a movement which in developing takes the form of
an antagonism, of an antithetical power (potenza). The transformation, within
this logic of rupture, constitutes an opposition taken at its strongest level.
Materialist logic—in so far as it is adequate to grasp the real-—is rich with
the power (potenza) of creation of the real, of the class struggle. Communism
is only concept from the point of view of method, in so far as it remains a
dynamic term of transformarion.

The second order of consideration concerns the historical concretization of
the thematic of transformation which is inherent in the concept. We must
once again trace the whole theoretical path, already examined in its other
aspects, and see how this path is, at each moment, for each category, marked
by this element of revolutionary becoming. Nevertheless we will see here
only a few essential elements. (Grandrisse, p. 157; 77): we are still in the
analysis of “money as social relation.” All oppositions seem to disappear into
its universality. So much so that there are those—such as socialists, such
as Proudhonians—who consider money as a “reverse face” of communism.
There is nothing mote false: the category is only the face of a quite opposite
essence.

But within bourgeois society, the society that tests on exchange value, there
arise relations of circulation as well as of production which are so many
miges to explode it. (A mass of antithetical forms of the social unity,
whose antithetical character can never be abolished through quiet meta-
morphosis. On the other hand, if we did not find concealed in society as
it is the material conditions of production and the corresponding relations
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of exchange prerequisite for a classless society, then all attempts to explode
it wonld be quixotic.) [Grandrisse, p. 159; 79801,

This, as concerns money, exchange value by autonomasia. But all this is
also true for work. With Grundrisse, pp. 167—68; 88—89, we are at the heart
of the analysis that elaborates the concept of abstract labor, and thus the
mediation between the time of work and social production. The forms are
ever more antithetical as the mediation progresses. Communism appears as
the concept of the overthrow of work, of its subtraction from command.
That which seems the conclusion of a process—the constitution of social
production—has as its only effect to produce another, the social liberation
of the subject. The subject thus begins to constitute itself. In order to rid
itself once and for all of its antithetical character and to become hegemonic,
it only lacks one element: recognition.

The recognition { Evkennung} of the products as its own, and the judgement
that its separation from the conditions of its realization is improper—
forcibly imposed—is an enormous {advance in] awareness {Bewwusstsein},
itself the product of the mode of production resting on capital, and as
much the knell to its doom as, with the slave’s awareness that he cannot
be the property of another, with his consciousness of himself as a person, the
existence of slavery becomes a merely artificial, vegerative existence, and
ceases to be able to prevail as the basis of production. [Grundrisse, p. 463;
36667},

Recognition, consciousness, revolution. It is the moment in the method
where the “obstacle” materializes. This passage is extremely important be-
cause it is where subjectivity appears as a specific and organic element of the material
class composition: the subjectivity which expresses itself here is an element
certainly revolutionary, but which is situated completely within the con-
tradictory structure of the relations of production. The subject is able to
develop itself, to liberate itself from the relations of production in so far as
it liberates them and dominates them. The self-valorization of the proletarian
subject, contrarily to capitalist valorization, takes the form of auto-determi-
nation in its development. Marx follows this process. He attempts to en-
compass it by approximation. He grasps auto-determination in the capacity
of the social body to present itself as the activity that regulates universality.
(For example: Grandrisse, pp. 612-13; 505). But this way of seeing the
process of the transition as a process rooted in science, understood as an
activity regulating all natural and material forces, is, in effect, an approx-
imation. We must go to the heart of the matter: science, incorporated in
work, #s productive force, subsumed by capital, must only be more radically
libevated in so far as the contradictory process which founds its development
is at its end. It is only at a very high level of integration that there is the

Communism & Transition 163

possibility of a rupture sufficiently profound and efficacious to construct a
perspective of auto-determination. Approximation, allusion is not adequate.
Often (for instance, Grundrisse, p. 540; 439) the way in which Marx deals
with science is humanistic and scientistic; the deepening of the contradictory
nature of the concept of science is weakened by this. But this does not
happen, the analysis is even very expressive and very powerful, at the moment
when the antithetical force—the process of proletarian auto-determination—
begins with the definition of the highest level of the subsumption of society
(and thus also of science) within capital. Here again is the “Fragment on
Machines” (see Lesson Seven). Communism bas the form of subjectivity, communism
is & constituting praxis. There is no part of capital that is not destroyed by
the impetuous development of the new subject. This subject shows such a
power of subjective upheaval that all the vestiges of the old order are carried
away. The transition is a constituting process in the fullest sense, which is
based entitely on that space defined by the most radical alternatives. Marx
beyond Marx. Beyond vulgar determinism. Beyond all hypotheses implying
homogeneity. The most ingenuous revolutionary consciousness can find here
plenty for the most sublime exaltation. The inversion of the inversion that
capital has operated against work is, in the “Fragment on Machines,” not
an operation of overthrowing, but an operation of constitution. The capitalist
inversion, with alienation, plays not only on distribution but finds itself at
the foundation of the mode of production: the inversion of the inversion
reaches this foundation.

Returning, still in Notebook VII, to the examination of this relation,
Marx reasons as follows:

The fact that in the development of the productive powers of labour the
objective conditions of labour, objectified labour, must grow relative to
living labour—this is actually a tautological statement, for what else does
growing productive power of labour mean than that less immediate labour
is required to create a greater product, and that therefore social wealth
expresses itself more and more in the conditions of labour created by labour
itself >——this fact appears from the standpoint of capital not in such a way
that one of the moments of social activity—objective labour—becomes the
ever more powerful body of the other moment, of subjective, living labour,
but rather—and this is important for wage labour—that the objective
conditions of labour assume an ever more colossal independence, repre-
sented by its very extent, opposite living labour, and that social wealth
confronts labour in more powerful portions as an alien and dominant
power. The emphasis comes to be placed not on the state of being objectified,
but on the state of being alienated, dispossessed, sold {Der Ton wird gelegr
nicht auf das Vergegenstindlichtsein, sondern das Entfremdet-, Entiussers-,
Veramssertsein}; on the condition that the monstrous objective power which
social labour itself erected opposite itself as one of its moments belongs
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not to the wortker, but to the personified conditions of production, i.e.
to capital. To the extent that, from the standpoint of capital and wage
labour, the creation of the objective body of activity happens in antithesis

to the immediate labour capacity—that this process of objectification in’

fact appears as a process of dispossession from the standpoint of labour or
as appropriation of alien labour from the standpoint of capital-—to that
extent, this twisting and inversion {Verdrehung und Verkebrung} is a veal
{phenomenon}, not a merely supposed one existing merely in the imagination
of the workers and the capitalists. But obviously this process of inversion
is a merely bistorical necessity, a necessity for the development of the forces
of production solely from a specific historic point of departure, or basis,
but in no way an wbslure necessity of production; rather, a vanishing one,
and the result and the inherent purpose of this process is to suspend this
basis itself, together with this form of the process. The bourgeois econ-
omists are so much cooped up within the notions belonging to a specific
historic stage of social development that the necessity of the objectification
of the powers of social labour appears to them as inseparable from the
necessity of their alienarion vis-a-vis living labour. But with the suspension
of the immediate character of living labour, as merely individual, ot as
general merely internally or merely externally, with the positing of the
activity of individuals as immediately general or soia/ activity, the ob-
jective moments of production are stripped of this form of alienation; they
are thereby posited as property, as the organic social body within which
the individuals reproduce themselves as individuals, bur as social indivi-
duals. The conditions which allow them to exist in this way in the re-
production of their life, in their productive life's process, have been posited
only by the historic economic process itself; both the objective and the
subjective conditions, which are only the two distinct forms of the same
conditions.

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

It requires no great penetration to grasp that, where e.g. free labour

Communism & Transition 165

ot wage labour arising out of the dissolution of bondage is the point of
departure, there machines can only a#ise in antithesis to living labour, as
property alien to it, and as power hostile to it; i.e. that they must confront
it as capital. But it is just as easy to perceive that machines will not cease
to be agencies of social production when they become e.g. property of the
associated workers. In the first case, however, their distribution, i.e. that
they ds nor belong to the worker, is just as much a condition of the mode
of production founded on wage labour. In the second case the changed
distribution would start from a changed foundation of production, a new
foundation first created by the process of history.

One can develop no more clearly the Marxist thesis. The revolutionary
subject emerges from the relation with capital at this stage. The inversion
that this—cthe subject—operates against capital is an operation which is not
even any longer a reappropriation. Reappropriation is a teem which becomes
insufficient and ambiguous when there are new foundations. Awto-determi-
nation of the subject thus qualitatively modifies the process. The subject deploys
its power to the point of reappropriating the objectified labor itself—which
until now was the enemy of living labor—and is henceforth dominated by
living labor. There is no more room, at this stage of the analysis, for themes
of demystification: the thematic inversion is so radical that it creates an
incommensurable distance from the misery of exploitation.

We arrive then ar the end of Marx’s discourse on communism in the
Grundrisse. As we have seen, communism is in no case a product of capitalist
development, it is irs vadical inversion. It is the demystification which becomes
the reversal of capitalist development. Communism is neither a teleology
of the capitalist system nor its catastrophe. It is a new subject which takes
form, which transforms reality and destroys capital. Communism is thus a
concept that we can only formulate within the form of the transition. The
movement of inversion is powerful, so much so that the form of the transition
is not simply antithetical, but rather constitutive of a new subject, and of
its potential for total transformation. To mark this transformation in the
most rigorous way possible, Marx insists on the abolition of work. Work
which is liberated is liberation from work. The creativity of communist work
has no relation with the capitalist organization of labor. Living labor—by
liberating itself, by reconquering #ts own wse value, against exchange value—
opens a universe of needs of which work can become a part only eventually.
And in this case, it is a question of work as essential, collective, nonmystified,
communist work: instead of work as capitalist construction. The reversal is
total, it allows no kind of homology whatsvever. It's a new subject. Rich and
joyous. Marx said it there is no need to exaggerate it. Marx said it ten
times, a hundred times. The only funny thing about the whole affair is the
shame that too many—almost all—Marxists need to repeat—rto read these




166 MARX BEYOND MARX

passages. As for the rest there is nothing funny, there is only the enormous
pain of the struggle to abolish work.

Beginning there, we can make a few remarks on the consequences that
result from this way of approaching communism. Which is to say the central
space occupied by the abolition of work in the thematic of transition implies
the need to examine the theoretical conditions peculiar to this articulation.
We must now, faced with all the current stereotypes, pose the problem of
the relation between communism and planning. What is this problem doing
in the articulation of the “abolition of work and of the transition”? There
is no doubt that Marx considered planning as a quality of communism,
Nevertheless, too often based on Engels, this relation has been understood
either in the simple terms of socialization “statilization” of the relations of
production, or in terms of “superior economic rationality.” It is evident if
we examine the Grundpisse that this is not the point. Communism is planning
only in so far as it is the planned abolition of work. Planning is an expression
(and a condition) of the associated character of work which must suppress the alien
characters of command and its reification. It is thus an economic rationality
which is not superior, but different. So different that there can be no homology
between them. When the conditions and the objective of the abolition of
work do not exist, planning is only a new form of capitalist command—its
socialist form. It is here that the Marxist critique of socialism exerts all its
force. Socialism is not—and can in no case be—a stage ot a passage toward
communism. Socialism is the highest form, the superior form of the economic
rationality of capital, of the rationality of profit. It still thrives on the law
of value, but carried to a degree of centralization and of general synthesis
which connects the forms of socialist planned economic management to the
functioning of the political and juridical machinery of the State. Socialism
keeps alive, and generalizes, the law of value. The abolition of work is the inverse
mark of the law of value. This question of the abolition of work renders
impossible all homogeneity between capitalist planning and communist plan-
ning. We must again strongly criticize the dialectrical logic which authorizes
levels of homogeneity in the development of oppositions; it is on the contrary
the logic of radical dualism that we must see at work. The extinction of the
law of value—which the “Fragment on Machines” allowed us to see in the
Grundrisse—is at the base of the transformation of its functioning (in the
capitalist involution) into the law of pure command. But the expression of
the functioning of the logic of antagonism is already there. Each relationship,
each movement of homogeneity, each element of relative rationality is sup-
pressed by the disappearance of the law of value. The continuity of the
capitalist relation is definitively broken. There is only the logic of antago-
nism—based on opposed and irreducible subjects—that can function here.
Each polarity possesses its own criteria for planning. An independent plan-
ning. Worker and proletavian auto-valorization is the Planning of the abolition of
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work, The saturation of social spaces produced by the socialist planning of
capitalism is a result of monstrous fragility: each segment is contradictory,
not only with regard to the immediacy of the antagonism that it reveals but
also with respect to the framework of opposition, of the planning to abolish
work, to which it is linked. The refusal of work, its planned organization
by the working and proletarian class, measures the quantity and quality of
the transition, measures not this stupid approach of utopia, but the concrete
constituting process determined by the subject. The process thus undergoes
a displacement; really a dislocation. Planning becomes something irreducil?le
to capital, socialism a term (when it represents an economic category) ir-
reducible to communism, The communist subject takes form in this process,
on the same base as these radical displacements. Its maltilaterality is not only
rich in needs, it is also (as the theory of class composition teaches us) rich
with successive syntheses.

The analysis returns to the subject and to its constitutive force. Beginning
with the refusal of work—which has transformed itself into a planned and
rational abolition of work—we have seen the subject pose the conditions of
its own self-constitution. But the outline is of a strategic order. The refusal
of work constitutes the subject-—in that it projects into the world, in that
it constitutes @ mode of production. It is not up to Marx, nor to us, to offer
previews of this subject. What we can say is simply that the communist
mode of production includes the totality of the social and economic deter-
minations which belong to the definition of each of these modes of produc-
tion. We can only embrace the specter of future relations in all its breadth
at the level of totality. It is important to underline that—in this precise
situation of the extinction of the rationalizing function of the law of value—
the measure, the proportions, and the finality of the development of the
communist mode of production emerge entirely from the refusal of work,
from the subjective practice of the suppression of work which is more and
more planned collectively.

To reintroduce the idea of totality does not mean that we place all discourse
on communism at the level of totality, it does not mean that we reduce the
whole of development to the unfolding of strategy. In fact, it means tfhe
contrary. The refusal of work shows—with the totality of the project yhich
characterizes it, and in 2 way that is happily contradictory with this project—
a greatv multiplicity of aspects, a great wealth and liberty of movements of
a complex autonomy. Each step toward communism is a moment of extension
and of expansion of the whole wealth of differences. Differences and ruptures.
I would like, at this point, to suggest the consideration of the explosive
metaphors of Marx (the capitalist world must “explode” etc.). It is a theme
which comes back continually, not as a mark of a certain catastrophism, but
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rather as the growth of the movement of liberation of the subject toward
communism. The rebellion, the subversion which is rooted in the necessity
of the antagonism, forms a process of liberation by acts which are just as
important as the totality of the process. How else can we understand a
revolutionary mechanism whose method is the suppression of work, unless
it is as a process of liberation? How can we imagine the totality of com-
munism if it is not as a risk which is continually assumed and repeated in
all its plenirude? Communism in the form of the transition is a process of
which we know the origin, with which we share the path. No one can tell
us, outside of the way that we proceed and fight, what will be the conclusion.
No homology in objective terms can hold: the communist future can only be
constructed. All of its quality resides in the solidity of its foundations, in the
power of the project which animates it.

This result, to which Marx’s considerations on communism come, appears
convincing to me. There is no doubt that the framework has changed from
what we had at the beginning of this analysis. We have left this joining of
paths which from time to time held communism back between the links
of objective necessity and of its catastrophic development, or even in the
rose fingers of utopia.

While digging into these themes, while pausing on the subjective arric-
ulation of the process, while displacing the emphasis from the theoretical
to the practical level, the theme of communism has melted into that of the transition,
it has rooted itself in the antagonistic nature of Marxist logic. All the
determinations, little by lictle, have converged toward this new space, around
this new process. All the remnants of a dialectical, continuist logic have
disappeared. Let us admit nevertheless that often Marx’s examination of
communism is marked by dialectical residues and allusions: but these are
not decisive “in the last instance.” On the contrary, the path is sketched—
on the basis of many methodological and substantial determinations—-in
terms of antagonism. The center of Marx’s path is to be found there, where
we have noted the passage from demystification to inversion. When the inversion
exerts all its power on all the levels and categories essential to Marxist
analysis and invests categories like “money, abstract labor, machines,
science,” etc., there is no longer the shadow of any ambiguity. The dialectic
is returned to capital. Materialism becomes the only horizon, entively animated by
the logic of antagonism and by subjectivity. The communist transition follows
at this stage the path which leads from auto-valorization to auto-determi-
nation, to an ever greater and more total independence of the proletarian
subject, to the multilaterality of its way. The transition is the terrain of the
final demystification of all utopias, be they idealist or scientist; it founds
communism as it traverses subjectivity in all its complexity, in all its mul-
tilaterality. It is the refusal and the inversion of all dialectic. It is Marx who
demystifies himself as well. Marx beyond Marx. The content of this process is
perfectly adequate to its form: the antagonistic and subfective process of the suppression
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of work. Communism is the destruction of capital in every sense of the term.
It is non-work, it is the subjective, collective and proletarian planning of
the suppression of exploitation. It is the positivity of a free constitution of
subjectivity. All utopias become impossible.




Lesson Nine

Capitalist Development &
Revolutionary Class

The problem of the dynamic of communism. [] Its positive and
negative determinations: from the crisis of the law of value to the
reappearance of use value. (Indetermination.) [] Theoretical con-
ditions necessary to resolve the problem: social production as pro-
ductive circulation; productive circulation and its contradictions as
the foundation and constituting process of the proletarian social
individual. [} Conditions of method and limits to the Marxist dis-
course. [ | Displacement of the category of “productive labor”: the
revolutionary class. [] New historical conditions so that the tran-
sition can be translated into the dynamic of communism, [] Self-
valorization, the theoretico-practical kernal of the project.
[ Communism as motor and agent of destruction of capitalist de-
velopment. [] (For the critique of communism: the categories of
the overthrow of capital.)

The power to invert capitalist development that communism, with its own
dynamic and process, sets to work, is immense, But that must not make
us forget the dampening effect of the dialectical residue of Marxist discourse.
We must liberate ourselves from it and give a definition, and explication
of the dynamic of communism, that is not generic. We need to achieve a new
exposition of communism through the form of the transition. We have clarified the
logic of antagonism, the plural logic at work in Marx’s discourse. We have
seen it literally explode. We have seen it clear away numerous obstacles that
are the stubborn fruit of dialectical habits. Let us now see how that logic
is simultaneously reinforced by certain general determinations, upheld by
some original theoretical conditions, and verified by new historical condi-
tions. Let us now seek to see how the analysis advances, by displacing itself
theoretically and liberating itself from its limits. To root the analysis of the
transition in materiality will signify that we will truly speak of the dynamic
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of communism. Whatever has been the power of the inversion—and we have
seen that it is immense—it is however only an allusion, a risk, an horizon.
To materialize communism by transforming it into a process: there is the
new problem. We need to go to the heart of that problem.

And, in fact, there are diverse determinations which can help us do this.
Above all those determinations which have a negative function—which em-
phasize the crisis in capitalist development, but which at the same time
concretely define the framework. The Law of Value dies. The force and the
efficiency with which it appears, at the level of the socialization of capital,
such as we have seen in the Grandyisse, are demystified. The Law of Value
passes over from appearance to misery: both are efficient, but the first form
is rational, the second only constraining. There is no longer any relationship
with the (average) time of (abstract) labor, there is no longer any determinant
proportionality between necessary labor and surplus labor. The progressive
appearance of the Law of Exploitation depended on that. Once capital and
global labor power have completely become social classes—each independent
and capable of self-valorizing activity—then the Law of Value can only
represent the power (porenza) and the violence of the relationship. It is the
synthesis of the relationships of force. All positive determinations have
become negative. Command, the planning of command, the forced over-
determination of crisis: there is the Law of Value at the stage of the “Fragment
on Machines.” The Law recognizes its own emptiness and defines the ne-
gativity of those who are opposed to it as antagonism. The appearance, the
illusion of synthesis, must recognize itself as being pure appearance and
illusion. It is not a synthesis that is produced, bur an act of strength that
forces a conclusion. Thus the pole which is that of the working class liberates
itself, makes itself independent, We can see there an enormous power that
corresponds to the inversion. But does this supposition take into account
the real power that it expresses? We can found a positive dialectic of de-
velopment on this moment of independence and of liberation; but the move-
ment of liberation tells us nothing of the content or of the positivity of this
liberation. Nothing of its dynamic, of its process. The truth that we can deduce
from the extinction of the Law of Value, and of its meramorphosis into & Law of
Command, is a partial truth. The shortening of the horizon of exchange value
risks having as a consequence the rendering opaque of any framework of
reference. (It is not by accident that many, faced with the depth of the crisis
of capitalism, cry out warnings of the rebirch of fascism at every corner of
the street. We will not resolve the problem by denying it. If the allusion
to communism is founded only on the extension of the Law of Value, it will
remain a fruitless, unpassable allusion.)

On the other hand it is certain that the extinction of the Law of Value
effectively liberates & real space for proletarian independence. A space constellated
and nebulous but nevertheless real, one which accumulates use values, needs,
and more or less immediate acts. But the simple demand for use valne does not
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by itself vesult in a solution, in something determinate. It has been by remaining
at this level that many in the history of Marxism have come to a dead stop
in the rheme of transition, have gotten stuck in an unsolvable scientific
puzzle. It has seemed desirable that the movement of inversion has, in itself,
the necessary force to describe the path to communism. As a result we have
seen the exaltation of one characteristic of bourgeois thought by recuper-
ating—in the description of communism—the framework, reversed but still
homologous, of the market. Capitalism, crisis, subversion: the unspecified
effect was the creation of a free but empty space. Empty: it is filled only
by a new spontaneity, overthrown and reversed. Just like the market. In
this framework, “the universal individual” is an emptry positivity. A dialectic
of inversion that continues to live in the immediacy of use value has no
significance. Certainly, here the determination wants to be positive—but
it fails. The process of inversion is qualitatively differenc from the process
which produces the crisis of value and of its Law: the second process has
only a critical and allusive potency. It is not simply because of this that the
first process fulfills its task; it is not satisfied with the inversion. The attempts
of those theoreticians who have tried to find a solution to this puzzle have
not been vety satisfying. The most famous of these attempts has been that
based on the idea of the sverdetermination of process, which consists of opposing
to the capitalist violence of the synthesis the proletarian violence of the
inversion. But what can this extreme tension of proletarian violence mean—
when it is not organized on the marerial power (potenza) of real inversion—
other than the tragically efficient and terrible reappearance of the domination
of value? By staying purtely and simply at the level of the inversion, we can
not succeed in liberating ourselves from the emptiness of a use value totality
which is immediately indifferent, and we fall, inevitably, into voluntarist
and terrorist solutions to the problem. Use valne, taken by itself, can vesolve
nothing., The immediacy of the child who denounces is just as naked as is
the king. By saying this I am not confusing one with the other. I hold
myself resolutely on one side. But I am not, because of that, satisfied with
this immediacy. It is a beginning, a rediscovered origin, a felicitous moment.
But if it is not transformed into the dynamic of communism, it is only
empty and dangerous. The only element it has in common with the dynamic
of communism and with the process of inversion is to affirm the violence
of the passage, to demystify all possibilities of pacifist hypotheses, to pose
force as the decisive element. It is in this that we find its primordial link
to communism. Proletarian violence, insofar as it is a positive allusion to
communism, is an essential element of the dynamic of communism. To
suppress the violence of this process can only deliver it—tied hand and
foot——to capital. Violence is a first, immediate, and vigorous affirmation of
the necessity of communism. It does not provide the solution, but it is
fundamental. It is perhaps the only means, insufficient but appropriate, for
use value to emerge on this level of analysis (and on the interpreted reality)
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from the indistinct horizon of behaviors. Proletarian violence is a symptom
of communism.

We cannot pose and resolve the problem of the dynamic of communism
by placing it on very strong theoretical and categorical oppositions. The
only result, as we have seen, would be indeterminacy. Approaching the
terrain of a solution, the adequate conditions of a solution, implies deci-
phering concretely the terrain of the dynamic of communism. And with
appropriate terms. It is not a question of following indefinitely the trans-
formations in the class composition and the modes of production, a path
which privileges static analysis, within which each change in worker behavior
hypostatizes abstractly the definite categories. “Bewitch the method, freeze
research.” Nor is it a question of being satisfied with an objective definition
of the crisis of the Law of Value and of the totalitarian extension of the
sequences of power to the whole society. “After me, the flood!” Marx is
conscious of all that. In the Grandrisse he poses the problem and defines the
conditions of solution. The elements of a solution can only still be terribly
far off, something which limits his approach. Nevertheless the solution is,
after all, indicated with a very great precision and a very strong approxi-
mation. Even if he cannot give it in a very determined form, Marx comes
close to the solution to the problem of the dynamic of communism. Let's
look at this at various points. In the Grundrisse Marx follows from the
beginning the theme of surplus value, up to the crisis and to catastrophe,
up until the moment when the antagonism traverses each of the categories
of exploitation and finds an historical anchor. Next, after a second great
movement of his analysis, Marx takes the theme of circulation to show the
great antagonistic social forces at work up to the final explosion of com-
munism. From the two sides it is still an abstract discourse. From the two
sides, in order to arrive ar communism, there must be a jump. Even when
the vision of the path is, as in the second phase of the reasoning, subjectivized,
there too it is the triumph of indeterminacy. Marx is conscious of this limit
and wants 1o go beyond ir. If he can not go beyond it, his whole theoretical
approach risks falling into objectivism, a deformation of method from which
not even Capital is exempt. The indeterminacy at which the analysis arrives
must not engender a lack of resolution. Now, says Marx, let’s try to put
together under the same yoke the process of surplus value and its enormous
and odious quantity of exploitation (and the extreme logic of antagonism
it produces)}—let us try to put that together with the other process, that
of socialization within the circulation of capital and of global labor power.
The antagonism must become social, global labor power must become a vevoln-
tionary class against capitalist development. Throughout the final part of the
Grundrisse Marx tries hard to reach this new level of exposition. Let us say
immediately that the results are not completely satisfying. We will see why.
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But they are not less consistent. It is here, in reality, at this stage of the
analysis, that on the side of capital the category of profit takes form, and
on the side of the working class the categories of social antagonism and self-
valorization begin to emerge. Within this process, we can correctly tackle
the problem of the dynamic of communism: for Marx and for ourselves. The
fact that Marx himself could only achieve partial results must not block us,
but rather, on the contrary, it should stimulate us to follow his hypothesis.

Putting together, within the perspective of proletarian subjectivity, the
thematics of exploitation and circulation constitutes the fundamental the-
oretical condition for solving the problem of the dynamic of communism.
Already within the perspective of capital, Marx had advanced in this direc-
tion. As we saw in Lesson 5, the definition of the category of profit—whose
most developed definition is to be found in the pages we are now consid-
ering—was derived from the close conjugation of the theory of surplus value
with that of circulation. The Awusgleichung of exploitation, its internal equal-
ization at the mean, the construction in this mode of the law of capitalist
development, is born from the distension of the relation of exploitation
within the social circuit, ot better, in the circuit of the socialization of
capitalist production. The Ausgleichung of subversion and of proletarian va-
lorization must take the same path, but in the other direction. And taking
account of this reversal is only a beginning. There is no possible homology
between the two paths, that of capital and that of the proletariat. This
decides the logic of the antagonism. The moment of inversion ruptures all
possibility of homology, and liberates absolute diversity. We must, however,
examine this moment of reversal. It is not insignificant that it appears, and
can only appear—as we saw—there where the law of exploitation dissolves
itself into circulation, and there where productive circulation transforms
itself into the antagonism of social subjects. Marx—within the historical
limits inherent in his project, but with the force of exploration and antic-
ipation which characterizes him—is able to advance on the two terrains. He
fully resolves the first problem (which is to say that of the constitution of
productive citculation) and approaches a solution to the second (that of
antagonism at the social level). If he resolves the first problem, it is because
the theoretical base which he uses is the same that serves to pose the problem
of profit. If he can only approach the solution to the second problem, it is
because at this point the theoretical base is not sufficient. As long as one
could accumulate, by drawing on the arsenal of givens, the means of defining
the independence of the proletarian subject, Marx accumulated. But here,
in order to advance, there is only a mature revolutionary practice that can allow
us to displace the problem completely, to fully develop the subject. The tendency
wants to verify itself in a concrete determination, exactly as abstraction seeks
to determine itself. The historical limits to the experience of class struggle
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block this process where the tendency verifies itself, The power of the analysis
can nevertheless push forward the tendency, can expose it in such a pro-
vocative way within reality that it will only require very little for workers’
struggles to realize che fully determined category that Marx indicated: that
of the “other” workers' movement. But let us leave this until later.

Money—negative relationship with circulation. When Marx begins to
introduce this theme he sees immediately its great importance. According
to a first interpretation, this affirmation signifies that circulation is not
sufficient to money, that money maintains a relation with circulation that
does not exhaust the meaning of circulation. Circulation, in fact, is an
intermediary of production. In this sense, money is presented positively as
an “instrument of production, since circulation no longer appears in its primitive
simplicity, as quantitative exchange, but as a process of production, as a
real metabolism. Thus money is itself stamped as a particular moment of
this process of production” (Grandrisse, p. 217; 130). But here is a second
point to explore. Negative money becomes positive. Even more, this mu-
tation must change the general concept of circulation. “The constant continuity
of the process, the unobstructed and fluid transition of value from one form
into the other, or from one phase of the process into the next, appears as
a fundamental condition for production based on capital to a much greater
degree than for all earlier forms of production” (Grandyisse, p. 535; 433).
In this situation, the power of capital shows an unbelievable fluidity, in-
terchangeability, inventiveness.

Before everything, from an objective point of view, within the perspective
of capital itself:

But while capital thus, as the whole of circulation, is circalating capital,
is the process of going from one phase into the other, it is at the same
time, within each phase, posited in a specific aspece, restricted to a par-
ticular form, which is the negation of itself as the subject of the whole
movement. Thetefore, capital in each of its particular phases is the negation
of itself as the subject of all the various metamorphoses. Not-circulating
capital. Fixed capital, actually fixated capital, fixated in one of the different
particular aspects, phases, through which it must move. As long as it
persists in one of these phases—{as long as} the phase itself does not appear
as fluid wransition—and each of them has its duration, {then} it is not
circulating, {but} fixated. As long as it remains in the production process
it is not capable of circulating; and it is virtually devalued. As long as it
remains in circulation, it is not capable of producing, not capable of
positing surplus value, not capable of engaging in the process as capital.
As long as it cannot be brought to market, it is fixated as product. As
long as it has to remain on the market, it is fixated as commodity. As
long as it cannot be exchanged for conditions of production, it is fixated
as money. Finally, if the conditions of production remain in their form
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as conditions and do not enter into the production process, it is again
fxated and devalued. As the subject moving through all phases, as the
moving unity, the unity-in-process of circulation and production, capital
is circulating capital; capital as restricted into any of its phases, as posited
in its divisions, is fixated capiral, tied-down capital, As circulating capital
it fixates itself, and as fixated capital it circulates {Grundrisse, pp. 620-21;
514151

Let us now see what follows from the subjective point of view. In fact,
capital appears here as subject, as a dynamic and creative unity. But capital
is a velation. Inside this velation, proletarian antagonism must develop itself to attain
full and complete subjectivity. The subsumption of circulation by the production
of capital must liberate the antagonism at this same level. To these conditions
of socialization (which we examined in Lesson 6) we must add that the
emergence of the other subject, of the proletarian subject, can't but extend irself to
the whole sphere of circulation. At the same time the movement of the proletarian
subject is such that it engenders a complex dynamic of natural and historical
powers that confront it. Naturally, this is a general definition. But a stable
one. At this degree of socialization, production is so profoundly mixed with
circulation that they constitute a capitalist relation whose social efficiency
continues to grow. It is precisely at this stage that the proletarian subject
also takes a social dimension.

If social production subsumes circulation and poses it as productive cir-
culation—and therefore also proposes at this level an equally profound and
extensive conception of the movement of the working class—in sum, if all
of that is given, we must proceed to see how Marx works on this canvas and
what results he draws concerning the fundamental problems that we have
posed. Does there thus exist an avea of expansion for the socialized class that the
level of antagonism has rendered independent? To say that Marx resolved this
problem would be (as we have recalled) false. But that takes nothing from
the fact that Marx constantly comes close to the solution, that he is expressly
looking for it. Furthermore, it is true that the results of this research are
partial. But we must add that, if we have only apptoximations that are
essentially negative, if they take form primarily in the analysis of the new
contradictions that socialized capital has engendered, it is always easy to see
that these are not residual results, not simply negations of the positive
definition of capital and of its development. These are scattered elements,
but nevertheless true, of 2 compact class reality that we have begun, through
the contradictions, to grasp. Their episodic character does not prevent them
from being significant. It is thus time to examine how, in the face of and
in the interior of productive circulation, the subject—as proletarian sub-
ject—conquers autonomous space and dynamics.

The first point which requires our attention is Marx’s examination of the
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contradiction between exchange value and use-value in productive circula-
tion. He notes:

The particular nature of use value, in which the value exists, or which now
appears as capital's body, hete appears as itself a deerminant of the form
and of the action of capital; as giving one capital a particular property as
against another; as particularizing it. As we have already seen in several
instances, nothing is therefore moré erroneous than to overlook that the
distincrion between use value and exchange value, which falls outside the
characteristic economic form in simple circulation, to the extent that it
is realized there, falls outside it in general {Grandrisse, p. 646; 539-40].

We must concretize this analysis:

One and the same relation appears sometimes in the form of use value and
sometimes in that of exchange value, but at different stages and with a
different meaning. To use is to consume, whether for production or con-
sumption. Exchange is the mediation of this act through a social process.
Use can be posited as, and can be, a mere consequence of exchange; then

again, exchange can appear as merely a moment of use, etc. [Grundrisse,
p. 647; 540 1.

In summary: “Use value itself plays a role as an economic category”
(Grundrisse, p. 646; 540). What sense must we give to this enlarged field
of action of use value? Certainly not that of recognizing—as “Monsieur
Proudhon and his social-sentimentalists” would like—that exchange value
and use value are identical at this degree of socialization. On the contrary,
the social exrension of capitalist circulation makes exchange value and use
value appear above all as contradictory, always contradictory. The most im-
portant case of this dynamic contradiction is described in the chapter on small-
scale circulation (Grundrisse, pp. 673—78; 565—71) that we examined at length
in Lesson 7. But this relationship can also become antagonistic, as we have
already seen. In fact, capitalist reproduction must submit here to a double
movement: on one side, reproduction through valorization, on the other,
the reproduction that the working class operates on and of itself. The dif-
ference, which is contradictory by principle, can become antagonistic as it
develops.

When does the possibility of antagonism become actualized? It seems to
me that this development begins to appear when Marx returns the analysis
of the contradiction to the question of the nature of the class composition,
of the nature of the quality of exploitation. “As to production founded on
capital, the greatest absolute mass of necessary labour together with the
greatest relative mass of surplus labour appears as a condition, regarded
absolutely” (Grundrisse, p. 608; 302). It is the relationship between mass
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and rate of surplus value which is in questiofi. A relationship which (as we
saw in Lesson 5) is completely internal to the theme of the crisis; capital
is pushed by the law of profit (as law of appropriation) to extend its power
to the maximum, but at the same time it finds itself completely exposed
to suffer the esutitercoup of exploitation. When the law disappears from the
abstract horizon of the “tendency” to descend to the level of historical
relations between classés in struggle, necessary labor, its massification, the
articulation between its definition and use value—all that completely sub-
jectivizes our relation. It gives it a maximum subjective intensity. It is here
that many of the thteads that we have followed begin to come together:
necessary labor, use value, up to and including the negative determination
derived from the éxtinction of the law of value. On this level, capizalist relations
are veduced to a relation of force. Not only because capital fails to impose the
law of value, and thus to teaffirm its own legitimacy, but above all because
the working-class side of the relation has subjectivized itself and rises up
as an antagonistic force.

We must now consider a third elemenz; it is an important element because
it allows us to make progress on the question of working class composition
at this stage of socialization. Now, Marx asks himself, at this stage of the
analysis, in the presence of such a strong interpenetration of circulation and
production, before such dramatically accentuated antagonisms—what hap-
pens? The most important phenomenon to underline is that in these con-
ditions the function of intermediary played by the equivalent is reduced.
Capital, which has always seen the time of circulation as an obstacle for
production, which has always tended to reduce to the minimum the con-
tradiction between the time of production and the time of circulation, finds
itself stuck in a relationship of force which, while needing to continue the
game, also sees the mortal character of this solution. “It is the necessary
tendency of capital to strive to equate circulation time to 0; i.e. to suspend
itself, since it is capital itself which posits circulation time as a determinant
moment of production time. It is the same as to suspend the necessity of
exchange, of money, and of the division of labour resting on them, hence
capital itself” (Grundrisse, p. 629; 522). Horizontal equivalence must dom-
inate circulation, just as vertical equivalence must dominate exploitation:
one can not follow both paths at once. The simultaneity of circulation and
production, the antagonism in production, renders impossible the attribution
of a sign to equivalence. They destroy all the functions of control which can
influence these contradictions before they become antagonistic: and especially
those of money. (See on this subject Grundrisse, pp. 659 and following; 551.)
Inversely, the power of opposition that we have seen root itself in use value
and in the massification of necessary labor, finds here an enormous space of
collective liberation. The more constraining and efficient aspect of capitalist
control withers: that of the determination of inequality by the use of equiv-
alents.
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But this is not enough. A new contradiction appears here. We know that
fixed capital contains the potential for reproducing the totality of society,
We also know that it does not enter into circulation as use value (Grundyisse,
p. 717; 604). We also know that fixed capital commands, organizes hier-
archically, and renders functional all the mechanisms of reproduction of
capitalist society. But we also know that this reproduction is only possible
under the pressure of human needs (Grandrisse, pp. 741—43; 629—30). Now,
at the point where we have arrived, these relations become impossible,
because on the one side capiral no longer possesses the key to interpret
development (equivalence), and on the other, workers’ use value becomes
very strongly antagonistic as it develops the sense of its own subjectivity.
Fixed capital opposes itself as an enemy to worker subjectivity. Tension is at its
maximum, it becomes the theoretical base of a struggle where each of the adversaries
suppresses the other. The contradiction, which in the beginning only appeared
as a possibility, has shown its reality, to the point of transforming itself
into antagonism. The terms of antagonism, rigidified in the expectation of
violence, have henceforth as their basis the exclusion of the adversary.

We have made a good forward step. We begin to see how the dynamic
of communism is an independent process within the contradictions of mature
capitalist development. The dynamic of communism rests on the emergence
of subjectivity allowed by the crisis of mature capitalist development—
passively, simply allowing it space—but which also finds in this crisis the
possibility to expand and enrich itself. Capitalist production, when it takes over
society, renders inextricable the linkage of production and circulation. Circulation
and production become, litcle by little, concepts which imply each other
in the manner of production and reproduction. The social antagonism of the
capital relation eventually ruptures this compact universe by exploding. The
concept and the reality of the working class ave displaced and reach the level where
this explosion occurs. It is not simply the new antagonism between “worker”
and “proletarian” which is displaced, but the composition of the proletarian
class. Within this space, it is a process of collective constitution of the class
which develops. It is evident that it is only its recomposition into a unity
which gives it a sense. It is evident that only the complex and subjective
way in which all these aspects find themselves unified, only the punctual
pertinence of the antagonism and its violence, allow this emergence to
develop in its totality . . . But that does not imply that we must not also
follow the different passages that the pages of the Grandrisse have already
indicated. The universal individual of the class begins to appear here as an
activity which valorizes him/herself through use value, then massifies and
raises the value of necessary labor to very rigid levels. His/her power carries
in itself the end of all capitalist laws of equivalence, of all possibility of
rationally mystifying exploitation. Finally, still in these pages of the Grun-
drisse, the process that constitutes the universal individual presents itself in a totally
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conflictual relation with the functioning of fixed capital: it is a question of
determining who controls it, who commands the necessary intermediary
which fixed capital needs to reproduce society. In the same process where
the social, universal individual constitutes him/herself, he/she shows the
capacity and the strength for this command.

Communism thus begins to descend from the clouds, insofar as the in-
version of the capitalist process—which the Marxist method requires for
defining communism—is achieved, and it invades the horizon of the con-
stituting process. The universal individual can no longer appear as the fruit
of a humanist nostalgia: he/she is the product of a materialist process and we must
connect to the materialist character of this analysis, every leap of quality,
every qualitative deepening of the subject. A last remark: there is nothing
“socialist” in this process. In socialism there is only the development of
mature capitalism. Communism does not come in a “subsequent period,”
it springs up contemporaneously as a process constituting an enormous power
of antagonism and of real supersession.

Nevertheless, we vemain with an approximation. 1 mean that Marx shows us
a path more than he proceeds down it himself. The theoretical elements he
gives us are more ideas tossed out than systematic developments. Even if this
path which goes from the inversion to constitution is of fundamental importance.
From this point of view, the most consistent limit of Marxist thought is
perhaps of a methodological order. This means that this formidable unifi-
cation of the theory of surplus value with that of productive circulation is
not able to completely displace its own terms. Each time that we meet these
great theoretical moments we have the impression that an enormous force
of gravity holds us back, preventing us from penetrating the quality of the
synthesis, from arriving at a new understanding of the composing elements.
So that, each time that we seem to have finally traversed a segment of the
constituting process, we find Marx at the same moment giving us a new
illustration—with theoretical improvements at an extraordinary level—
either of the theory of surplus value, or of the theoty of productive circulation.
The displacement is not conscious of itself, the results are not able to stand
by themselves. And yet, Marx possesses the instruments of the mewe Dar-
stellung, he was drawn to this operation of the displacement of terms which
might have allowed him to transform the basis of his research and to attain
the end he sought. Just as his dialectical logic has been replaced by the logic
of separation, which permitted him—around the wage, small-scale circu-
lation, the theme of needs—to construct the antagonistic figure of the
subject, similarly, the relation between subjectivity and cycle, the passage
from the law of value to the law of self-valorization, the exhaustion of all
the possibilities carried in the operation of going beyond the law of value—
all this must have been able to appear, must be theoretically possible. And
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it was in part, as we have seen. But not completely. In fact, the Marxist
method remains at the limits traced by the historically possible experience,
and the most advanced theoretical figure that it draws remains at this limit.
As we have already remarked with respect to the “Book on the Wage,” and
even more $o here with relation to the Book on the Constitution of the Social
Individnal of Communism, it is the lag of workers’ organization that blocks the
Jurther development of theory. We can almost suspect Marx of being afraid of
falling into utopianism. Of being afraid of the non-commensurability of
theory and of organization, of possible organization.

Two remarks on this subject. First, a new verification of what we already
said in Lesson 1, that is: there is never with Marx, and above all in the
Grundrisse, a theoretical attitude detached not so much from practice (from
the possibility of verification in practice) as from organization (from the
possibility of conversion into organization). That appears to be foolish if we
remember the political conditions under which Marx worked. And yet, that's
the way it was. And it is 2 good lesson. The second observation that we need
to make, with reference to the limits implicit in the method, hete too is
of extraordinary theoretical consequence: the process of self-valorization and
of constitution of the communist individual succeeds in displacing not only
the general terms of discourse but also the central motor of its development.
Which means that the theme of constitution forces us to penetrate into a
theoretical phase where the concrete determination of proletarian behavior,
the collective praxis of the proletariat becomes a theoretical motor, the woof
of a theoretical proposition, a subject with an extraordinary power of freedom
and self-presentation. At this stage of theoretical displacement, it is the
presupposition that changes. It is 2 mutation of the subject that is produced.
Without a concrete experience of this mutation, it is difficult to go beyond
simple allusion. We would not want to attribute to Marx a clear and sharp
consciousness of this evolution of the theory, and thus justify in some way
its limits. I repeat, these limits derive from the lag of workers’ organization.
Besides, the theoretical imagination of Marx went well beyond this, as we
have seen. This said, it remains true that the newe Darsiellung in this process—
henceforth ripe with the constitution of the collective individual of com-
munism—must transform itself, more and more, into a Selbsz-Darsteliung.

Let us return again to this limit of Marxist thought. Even when Marx
conjugates most narrowly production and reproduction, be is not able to
illuminate,in sufficiently explicit terms, the social labor process in all its mate-
riality. The relationship between production and reproduction still remains
fairly generic. That is, Marx shows us how the system reproduces itself and
how the antagonism reproduces itself, on the whole, but he never redescends
to examine the nature of the labor process at this stage of productive circulation,
not does he examine the nature of productive labor. Now, let us pause to
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examine this concept of productive labor. What Marx tells us we have often
had occasion to examine. Productive labor is that which produces surplus
labor. With this we are in agreement. The problem appears when we seek
out where we can find surplus value and what are its circuits of production.
Now, when production and reproduction are so closely mixed one with the
other, we can no longer distinguish productive labor from reproductive
labor. Productive circulation gathers, in the assembly line of social capital, all
social work defined as directly or indirectly, immediately or mediately pro-
ductive. Here average, social abstract labor, which forms the very first
categories of Marxist analysis, displaces itself to take a very dense historical
dimension, a concrete dimension: which is itself an element of the consti-
tution of the universal individual of communism. The extension of the
concept and of the reality of productive labor, to circulation, to reproduction,
forces the appearance not only of the historical character but also of the
multiple variety of the constituting process of the historical individuality
of the communist subject. Well, this process in the definition, in the the-
oretical level that he reached, allowed Marx to accomplish this extension.
But he did not do it. In fact, the Marxist definition of productive labor is
a reductive definition, which is linked to the socialist axiology of manual
labor. It remains conditioned by this axiology even when the theoretical
conditions have changed. And how profoundly! There was only one complete
displacement of the concept of productive labor which would permit the defi-
nition of the revolutionary class. To conserve this socialist axiology in order
to define this concept, while all the other equipment and definitions of the
system have been displaced forward, was frankly useless and sterile. Marx
suffered the noxious effect of the limits of the workers’ movement.

But let us continue to examine, on the other side, the theoretical pos-
sibilities implicitly contained in the concept of productive labor. Its evolution
from production to reproduction through productive circulation is a precious
index of the development of the constituting praxis of the social individual
of communism. Within this development, the revolutionary class will be
the category whose independent development will include the multiplicity
of forms and of productive labor relations and will accumulate them as
potential and as alternative powers to capitalist valorization. The refusal of
work, as the content of communism and as measure of the process of liberation
which leads to its realization, appears here, when it is placed in relation
with the universality of productive labor, as also having a productive essence.
This is due to its exercising of its massified power to destroy the universality
of exploitation and to liberate its creative energies, creative energies that
the universality of cooperation in production, that the successive displace-
ments of production bave produced, have enormously enlarged. The revo-
lutionary class, by self-valorization, takes on a significance whose intensity and
expansion make it appear as the vesult of development and of its total inversion. The
abstract and generic aspects of the Marxist definition of the universal in-
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dividual, taken in the literal sense, are here completely eclipsed. We can
recuperate here completely, if not to the letter, Marx’s method: it is that
which leads us to analyse the deepening of productive cooperation, to always
considér collective force as a constituting praxis. It seemed at one moment
that the formidable expansion of the theoretical framework, an expansion
capable of taking into account the antagonism of the whole society, was not
able to link up in its own analysis the intensity of the thrust toward the
deepening of cooperation and the expression of its power both creative and
destructive. But all the necessary conditions to correct this deviation are
now present and can be recuperated. In this sense, I think that the definition
that Marx gives of the dynamic of communism leads in new directions. The
global displacement of all the terms of capitalist development must be
simultaneously the displacement of all the terms of the constitution of the
subject. This no longer appears as a simple antagonistic pole: rather it
appears very much as revolutionary class, wealth, and self-valorization.

To materialize communism, to make it into an historical force more fully
than was possible for Marx, is the project for today. Today, where the
conditions of capitalist development and the conditions of worker organi-
zation have matured. A project for today, but one that is still based on the theory
of Marx. We can imagine this as a trajectory that the real movement traverses.
It is only the real movement that transforms the indication of communism
contained in the discourse on the transition into the constituting process:
the dynamic of communism. It is the further development of capitalism, the
maturing of tendencies defined by Marx which gives a reality to the fully
developed effort to materialize the definition of communism. In terms of
dynamism, of path, in terms of class. It is evident that we are not taking
into account here the theme of transition such as we find it in the history
of orthodox political Marxism. Here the critique of the political, far from
representing a terrain that Marx should have one day covered, is presupposed.
The “orthodox™ transition is a pure and simple invention, a horrible mys-
tification. In Marxist analysis, the dynamic of communism appears as an
antagonistic process which invests the totality of capitalist domination over
society and takes over from it the subjective position of the proletariat in
order to render it independent, free, rich. The path to traverse becomes a
repeated but continuous accumulation of moments of rebellion and of the
expression of needs, where subjective functions are distributed which some-
times determine and take over new spaces of valorization. Multilaterality,
difference are a substantial attribute of the development of proletarian wealth.
Today, we have before our eyes, both the very high level of capitalist
integration of society and the wealth of needs and movements of reappro-
priation of the proletariat: it is at this level that we can varify the Marxist
path. And it is there. It is sufficient to have the desire and the strength to
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see it. It is a path that is a source of permanent war among classes, probably
a very long path, material at every point. There is no possibility whatsoever
of taking away from the proletariat this process, this path of revolution.

A revolution which has finally recuperated the importance of its definition:
a revolution which is based on the materiality of the collective subject. The
irreversibility of the path traced by Marxist science is rooted in the materiality
of the class composition and strengthens it in its necessaty combat—"fatal”
combat, Marx says—determined against the enemy. The eternal and boring
discussions to discover if it is possible or not (and it is always the lacter
conclusion which is reached not by passion but by reasoning) are closed.
Here there is no decision to take: in the revolution one is or is not, in
communism one lives or does not. The decision is forward, in the conditions
of the class war.

To materialize communism, to make it an historical force, is thus to have as
resolved, in reality, the Marxist problem of its dynamic. We can pose this problem
from another point of view and in an equivalent manner, in terms of the
composition of class. It is a matter of showing how the composition of class
determines in an irreversible manner the direction of the communist move-
ment. All the theoretical conditions are now brought together. The problem
is posed from the historical point of view and we can only resolve it through
a constitutive phenomenology of collective praxis which is able to recuperate
in itself the determinacy of the historical development of the class, given
the present conditions of class composition. Not to celebrate them: but for
exploring the concrete determinations, more and more concrete, of the
process of self-valorization. We always return to the same point: the inde-
pendence, the autonomy of working-class valorization. Capital sees it emerge;
capital sees in it, without difficulty, the fundamental key for explaining the
crisis, the loss of efficiency of all its categories relevant to control. It is more
difficult to turn this consideration around to the workers point of view,
because here the negative, the force of destruction is not enough to furnish
an explanation. It is the proper character of the wealth of the development
of self-valorization to achieve a positivity, strong and rational, to explain
its own development. And it is a difficult demand to satisfy. It is simpler
to consider the limiting movements of capital, to define the stategy which
appears on the border between the warring classes. But when we must
descend to this tangle of tactical initiatives which constitutes the woof of
self-valorization we only succeed in giving ourselves vague and scattered
definitions. Certain positive elements are purely and simply given. In the
first place, the character—both multilateral and cumulative—of class com-
position. A strategy of self-valorization must be based on the variety of
dynamics which flow from this level of workers’ sociality, from the wealth
and diversity of pressures, from needs, from behaviors. The capacity to attack
each of the articulations of the incessant capitalist recomposition of the cycle.
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The manner in which this wealth and this variety express themselves imposes
on capital a total flexibility in the control it exerts. But beware, the flexibility
is only on capital’s side: the variety, the multilaterality, the dynamism, the
wealth of the workers side are not flexible, but rather rigid. And that is
the second point to keep in mind. The syntheses which, displacing themselves,
form within the permanent process of the constitution of the composition
of the class the qualitative leaps that this development effects, all that is
constituted materially in the composition of class. Capital can control, can
block this process of constitution, but it can never invert it. The moment
of blooming of the antagonistic class pole that Marx pointed out to us in
the development of the hypotheses of the socialization of the dialectic, this
moment is inscribed materially: in the reality of necessary labor. In the rhird
istance, at last, we must keep in mind that the class composition adds to
its multilaterality and rigidity a supplementary element: the productive violence
of the highest level of cooperation it presents. We can finally name the class
composition for what it has become: communist composition. Its dynamic
is marked by the communist character of the premise, it is continuously
animated, stretched by this characteristic. Nothing can explain better than
this element the incessant alternation of violence and program, of war and
of the massification of objectives, of the attack of the avant-garde and of the
resistance, in the historical expression of the movement of proletarian self-
valorization.

In order to better outline the character of this dynamism, Jet ws now look
to see how the class enemy bebaves. It is sensitive to the autonomy assumed by
the social cooperation of the proletariat in the movement of self-valorization.
It is so sensitive that it continuously remakes the frame of reference and
strategic perspective of capital, taking account of this insurgence. Capital
will attempt to respond to the multilaterality of worker initiative by trying
to continually recompose the social framework, in terms of a socialized,

iffused and enlarged assembly line. It will thus try to bring together various
indefinite stimuli, but by decomposing them, segmenting them in produc-
tion and reproduction. It amounts to a purely artificial, political control
because, as we have seen in the second point, the rigidity of autonomy is
such that it blocks all operations that would make cuts or impose recessions.
The political and violent character of the relation of capital will be shown
at least by the impossibility of planning the tension of workers’ cooperation
in the phase of self-valorization. Here capital will simply be constrained to
attempt to make an end by using force against force, in opposing violence
to violence. All of this demonstrates in my view that communism—the
communist reality of the class composition—already anticipates and con-
ditions the forms that will be taken on by capitalist development. Com-
munism appears, in its role as dynamic and constituting element, as the
motor and the force which destroys capitalist development. All the dynamics
that Marx has indicated—which we have seen in the last movement of the
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Grundrisse and which represent the initial articulation of a process which was
developing—all these dynamics find here cheir conclusion. The contradiction
is no longer indicated but actual: its terms are antagonistic, but even more
ate they separation, difference and contary development. The conditioning
which self-valorization imposes on capitalist development is no longer an
effect of the dialectic resolved within capitalist relations; it is on the contrary
a veritable conditioning, a logic imposed on the adversary through positions
of force—separate positions which are self-determining. We can thus advance
today “beyond Marx” on this path that Marx posed from the first few
cobblestones. But once the leap is done, the image of the realization of
communism, its dynamic, has such a strong connotation that we must really,
despite our own incredulity, repeat to ourselves: yes, we have gone beyond
Marx.

Many have said that Capira/ functions poorly to help us understand con-
temporary capitalist development. Especially revisionists—who did not wait
for the modern transformations of capitalism to say it. Revisionism repeats
it by loathing the revolutionary spirit that animated Marx’s work. But
beyond these malicious motivations revisionism—and after it numerous tend-
encies attached to the same orthodox analysis—have found sufficient space
to support their complaints. Some say we must modernize, that we must
reposition, at the present phenomenological level of capital and within the
social development of capital, the fundamental concepts of the Marxist
tradition: the concept of capital, of working class, of imperialism. How can we
respond other than in the affirmative? All of my discourse is located on this
terrain of modernization. But is this way of looking at things sufficient?
Let’s see. In the first place, there is no doubt that we must give new foundations
to Marxist categories by taking account of the social character of capitalist
development. From this point of view the Grundrisse is in advance of Capital
because n it the social character of the categories appears immediately as fundamental.
The heavy threads of the private-public dialectic that a legal critique allows
to survive in the Marxist critique of political economy are almost absent in
the Grandyisse. That said, it does not mean that we can find in the Grandrisse
a total reformulation of the categories. Surely not. There are moments that
show a very great originality in the definitions, but it is beyond doubt that
even where Marx goes farthest, he only—as we have underlined—rmakes an
allusion to the new social reality of capital. Where the Grandrisse goes far
beyond the effores made on the first point (new bases for categories in the
necessity of socialization) is rather around the definition of secial antago-
nism. There the categories break with any possible reformist conception and
define a second fundamental element of the modernization of Marx’s cate-
gories.,

Let us pause a moment and examine this last element. This gives not
only the originality but also the modernity, the actunlity of the Grundrisse.
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Marx’s insistence emphasizes heve the union of the theory of socialization and the
theory of surplus value. The latter makes it possible to consider the former in
antagonistic terms. The first allows us to carry the second to universal levels.
“To universal levels” means that the work of modernization and the re-
founding of Marxist categories must be able to grasp in its object the
development of capital managed by the state and that the increasingly impetuons
multinational mode of production is growing to the international level. The critique
of political economy can't but be, simultaneously a critique of the political,
a critique of socialism, a critique of the multinationality. But these universal
levels are nevertheless levels of real antagonism. The development of capital
within the state-form, the insertion of political mechanisms within the
dynamic of accumulation, the elaboration of the way of producing (that some
call “post-Taylorism”) where at center is the question of political control,
all of that places the antagonism worker-State at the center of the critical
dynamic. Marx indicated, and often too frequently, especially in the Gran-
drisse, that to say State is only another way of saying capital. The development
of the mode of production leads us to recognize that to say State is the only
way to say capital: a socialized capital, a capital whose accumulation is done
in terms of power, a transformation of the theory of value into a theory of
command; the launching into circuit and the development of the State of
the multinationals. The development of Marxist categories, their refounding, must
not make us forget, at the risk of destroying all theoretical effort, zhis
centrality. We must reformulate the concept of capital starting from the
statist centralization of the mechanisms of accumulation and planning, start-
ing from the massive reorganization of the multinational capitalist central-
ization of all instruments and changes in production and reproduction. From
the Grundrisse to Capital? Yes, but in this one precise sense. And in another
sense which is complementary to this, organically complementary: the anal-
ysis of the dynamic of communism. It is only at this level that we can
propose to analyse the dynamic of communism, at this degree of intensity
of antagonism. We must grasp the progress of capitalist accumulation in
a reversed form. But we can not do this if we do not reduce this concept
of inversion to that of separation. The relation of capital is a relation of force
which tends toward the separate and independent existence of its enemy:
the process of workers' self-valorization, the dynamic of communism. An-
tagonism is no longer a form of the dialectic, it is its negation. There’s much talk
of “negative thought” these days. Well, negative thought, ripped from its
bourgeois origins, is a fundamental element of the wotkers' point of view,
Let us begin to use it, it will give some fruits! Some fruits to harvest, to
nourish the development of the healthy solidity of worker cirtique, in all
its independence,

Even more so, once all that is admitted, we still must traverse the most
interior and most important path: that which demands the analysis of collecsive
praxis, of proletarian independence. Let us re-examine on this point a fun-
damental passage of Marxist methodology:
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To begin with, capital forces the workers beyond necessary fabour to
surplus labour. Only in this way does it realize itself, and create surplus
value. But on the other hand, it posits necessary labour only to the extent
and in so far as it is surplus labour and the latter is realizable as surplus
value. 1t posits surplus labour, then, as the condition of the necessary, and
surplus value as the limit of obijectified labour, of value as such. As soon
as it cannot posit value, it does not posit necessary labour; and, given its
foundation, it cannot be otherwise. It therefote restricts labour and the
creation of value—by an artificial check, as the English express it—and
it does so on the same grounds as and to the same extent that it posits
surplus labour and surplus value. By its nature, therefore, it posits a barvier
to labour and value-creation, in contradiction to its tendency to expand
them boundlessly. And in as much as it both posits a barrier specific to
itself, and on the other side equally drives over and beyond every barrier,
it is the living contradiction [Grandrisse, p. 421; 3241

We have already read and commented on this passage for another point.
We now want to reread it, to reverse it, convinced that this methodology
can permit us to rediscover the directior. of development of this zew “living
comtradiction” that is the working class and the proletariat on the communist path.
A path where each limit—rigidity of the composition of class, determined
level of necessary labor, etc.—appears as an obstacle. But where for capital
limits exist and are considered as obstacles only in order to found again
limits and proportions, here, from the worker point of view, the limit
appears as an obstacle in its proper sense, as coming from the other side.
This manner of seeing is that of the antagonism, where the overcoming of
the obstacle does not tend to create new limits but rather to develop most
fully the use-value and the power of living labor. In this passage, with this
method, worker subjectivity becomes the revolutionary class, the universal
class. In this passage, the constituting process of communism finds its full developmens.
We must immediately underline that in this light the antagonistic logic
ceases to have a binary rhythm, ceases to accept the fantastical reality of the
adversary on its horizon. It refuses the dialectic even as a simple horizon. It
vefuses all binary formulae. The antagonistic process tends here to hegemony,
it tends to destray and to suppress its adversary. Deny the dialectic: that eternal
formula of Judeo-Christian thought, that circumlocution for saying—in the
Western world—rationality. In Marx we have read the most advanced project
of its destruction, we have seen enormous steps forward in this direction.
We must now engage ourselves completely. It is only on this terrain that
we will be able to begin to speak of new categories: not of capital but for
the overthrow of capital.

Here, at the end of our work, it seems to me that we can consider as
satisfied the intuition with which we began. We must liberate the revolu-
tionary content of the Marxist method. The path of the Grundrisse offers for
this a fundamental basis. Advancing within it, rediscovering the mechanisms
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which push Marxist thought forward, we arrive at last at the central point:
the Marxist critique of all dialectical forms. It is there, finally, that we find the
practical character of Marx’s thought. The end of the dialectic? Yes, because
the act of thinking here does not have any autonomy from the collective
force, from the collective praxis which constitutes the subject as dynamism
tending toward communism. The adversary must be destroyed. Only com-
munist practice can destroy it, and must, accomplishing that and developing
itself, liberating the rich independent multilaterality of communism.

Epilogue

The Theory of Autonomy in Negri’s Other Writings

Marx Beyond Marx is more easily understandable when it is situated in
the context of Negri’s other writings on the theory and practice of autonomy,
only a small number of which have been translated into English.* Here, |
will give an account of those writings and relate them to the themes of Marx
Beyond Marx.,

Workers and the State (1972) contains two essays by Negri, one of which—
“Marx on the Cycle and the Crisis”"——is crucial for an understanding of his
later work. Here, in an embryonic form, one encounters several of the
concepts which will be essential to the later, more elaborated theory of
auronomy. The most important emphasis is the active role played by workers’
struggle (lotta operaia) in determining economic development and its crisis.
This once established, Negri can argue that workers already possess sufficient
power to overthrow the capitalist State, since the State planning economy
rests on a precarious antagonistic relation between capital and labor, in which
labor plays the determining role.

Negri reads the economy politically. What seems, in purely economic
terms, an equilibrium is in fact a relation of antagonistic forces; what seems
an objective structure is in fact the product of subjective activity. The
economy is not a system of “objective” laws operating independently of
social agents. It is, rather, an antagonistic relation between subjects. Thus,
he argues that economic development is a problem and a project of capitalist
power. Development is determined by the antagonism between capital and
labot, more specifically by the relation between surplus value and the wage.
That irreducible dualism imposes crisis as a necessity on capital. After 1917
and the example of Russia, Negti sces emerging an increasing autonomy of
the working classes of western Burope, and this calls forth responses on the
patt of the bourgeoisie to reorder this antinomy into an equilibrium. Keynes
represents the promotion of development, based on the use of artificial
instruments according to a formal model of equilibrium, as an alternative
to crisis. Schumpeter, in his theory of business cycles, represents a political
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definition of development as a means of attaining class domination. Capital
uses the crisis to rearrange the fundamental relation of forces. The cycle
contains crisis as a function of its process.

Negri finds both Keynes and Schumpeter foreshadowed in Marx’s writings
on the crisis. Marx sees capitalism’s periodic cycles as containing necessary
crises. Equilibrium is in fact a median or an accident; “normal” development
is in fact the anormal possibility of crisis. More significantly, Negri em-
phasizes the active role Marx attributes to the working class in inducing
crises. Marx argues that wage pressure produces a falling rate of profit and
that this tendency is produced solely by competition between the classes.
Negri adds that since development is dependent on the desire for profit, in
the seemingly objective process of development one must read an antagonistic
class relation—a political relation of force berween subjects, in other words,
not an objective law. The crisis of the falling rate of profit is the result of
a relation of forces, of the tendencies and counter-tendencies of subjects in
struggle. The working class raises the level of the necessary labor wage, and
capital is constrained by this action to diminish the amount of living labor
incorporated into production. The workers’ struggle constitutes an irredu-
cible limit to capitalist development. And even as capital uses the crisis to
reassert the fundamental relation of forces, this merely displays the precar-
iousness of capitalist development. The use of the crisis also realigns social
segmentation—"the political composition of the classes”—and this radical-
izes the class antagonism and extends it throughout society. Capital is
irreducibly given over to this dialectic of development and crisis.

The solution Negri sees emerging is the “social planning State.” Political
violence and repression overcome the precariousness of capitalist economic
development in a way which is not possible in mere economic practice. The
organization of development has become the development of organization.
Planning is central to this process. The more capitalism is planned and
socially organized, the less it requires the crisis as a weapon. Because the
planning State has become so necessary to capital, it must become an object
of working class subversion. Negri bases this political call on his previous
economic argument. First, he assumes that worker power is already possible
because of the determining role workers’ struggles play in current capitalist
economic development. He assumes the subjective determination of objective
movements. Negri privileges mass actions over intuitive vanguardism. He
recalls Luxemburg’s concept of the worker struggle as “continuity of inde-
pendent power, the vitality of itrepressible action.” Negri occasionally speaks
of the necessity of mixing Lenin and Luxemburg, and it is fitting that at
this point he should also call for a rediscovery, on the part of the working
class, of Lenin’s emphasis on breakage (spezzare), of violent rupture. This
leads to the second economic basis for the political call to move against the
planning State. If capital is dependent on development, which rests on a
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precarious fundamental relation, so that capital demonstrates the necessity
of crisis for its own salvation, then breakage is both necessary and possible.
Capital cannot have development except in the form of crisis, of an antag-
onism of classes which makes necessary the role of the planning State. Because
it is founded on the forced closure of an irreducible antagonism, the State
constitutes the weakest link in capitalism. It is the last resort of capiral,
and, hence, its breakage becomes the first recourse of workers power (porere
operaia ).

The other essay in Workers and the Stare is “John M. Keynes and the
Capitalist Theory of the State of '29.” Negti sees 1929 as a fundamental
moment in the development of the modern State. [t was in many ways a
response to 1917, a crisis which allowed capital to develop measures for
controlling the working class. Taylorism (the rationalization of production)
and Fordism (the massification of production—hence, the “mass worker”)
were designed to take Bolshevism away from the workers, but such measures
only relaunched class composition on a higher level. A higher degree of
control was needed, so that workers’ autonomy could be channeled to serve
the interests of capital. By assuming a Keynesian norm of equilibrium,
capital merged the economic and the juridical, and made out any working
class action which disturbed equilibrium to be illegal. The Keynesian in-
struments of state interventionism and the management of circulation turned
all of society into a factory. And economic development was assured by an
alliance between the bourgeoisie and the socialists,

Negri congratulates Keynes on recognizing the autonomy of the working
class, but he points out a paradox in Keynes’ attempt to use the working
class for capitalist development. The attempt works not because the working
class is always inside capitalism, but because it can always be outside. It
always threatens to be outside, to assert its autonomy, and the political
project of Keynesianism consists of recuperating this threat. Capital cannot
do without labor, but the working class can do without capital.

In Crisis of the Planning State (1974) the central concern is the question
of organization. 1t was written at a time when the “area of autonomy” was
beginning to hold national meetings in Florence and Bologna, partly to
discuss the relationship between the spontaneous mass movement and the
traditional workers’ organization.?

Negri begins with an analysis of the way money reflects the irrepressible
contradiction of capitalism, the antagonistic social relation upon which it
is based. Money indicates capital's power over that relation in the form of
the law of value. Since wage labor is the essential basis of production, money
also points out the crisis of that domination. Rising wage pressure encroaches
upon the seemingly independent (mystified, because value is simply an
expression of political force) operations of the law of exchange value. The
myth of equivalence (and political equality) which conceals the extraction
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of surplus value cannot be maintained. The tendency of capital at this point,
Negri argues, is to seek control beyond money, and this rakes the form of
planning.

The rule of planning is broken by the emergence of the autonomy of the
working class. “‘Socialist” planning should give rise to a harmony which
descends from the law of value to the determination of the social whole.
This can only be given as the reduction of difference (between the classes)
into unity., Nevertheless, irrationality cannot be expunged from the crisis
of circulation. And, Negri argues, this is not simply a crisis of structural
proportion, but a manifestation of the proportion between the classes, of
their antagonism. Capitalist planning ultimately is impossible because of
the heterogeneity of the organic composition of capital. The independence
of the labor force is irrepressible, and this means that the relation berween
the extraction of labor value and profit must remain indeterminate. The
recognition that capiral cannot be determined apart from workers’ struggles,
from the actions of the total labor force, leads to the demand that capital
overdetermine the system, as a mature rule of development. Keynesian
“socialism” is a response to this exigency. Crisis is wielded to put limits on
the productive force of labor; destruction serves the self-conservation of
capital. Keynesianism becomes a permanent desire to block a potential
development of the productive force of labor whose explosion could only
mean the triumph of communism, conceived here in the terms Marx uses
in the Grundrisse as the unfettered production of wealth and the consequent
full development of each individual. Such a development would destroy
capitalism by breaking the limits on production and on human development
which the law of value requires. Over-production and disproportionate wages
reduce profic within the regime of the law of value. Hence, the permanence
of crisis and of stagnation becomes a condition of the permanence of capital.

This concept of productive labor, as the immanent possibility of com-
munism (defined as the full realization and reappropriation of human wealth)
and as, in consequence, a political threat to the law of value and to capital,
is essential to the theory of autonomy. It is followed in the text by another
essential concept: as capital attempts to recompose itself, to resolve in its
autonomy the contradictions of practice, the contradictions reappear at a
deeper level. The antagonism is irreducible; the totality of power of capiral
merely means that on the other side will stand the totality of power of a
recomposed proletariat. The ultimate solution to this problem is its con-
tainment by the State.

The tendency Negri sees at work in Italy in the early 70s resides in labor
as a revolutionary subject, representing the unique source of wealth and the
actuality of communism in its productivity, contradicted by capital’s need
to reduce the amount of living labor incorporated into production in order
to counter the falling rate of profit. Socialism is thus impossible because no
relation berween labor and exchange value can escape being antagonistic.
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And communism is necessary as the untrammeled production which is sub-
versive of the limits imposed by exchange value. Productive forces and social
relations, which, for capital, are merely a means toward maintaining pro-
duction on a limited basis, can become conditions for making this basis
explode. What would emerge would be a communism where, as Marx put
it, labor time would cease to be a measure of wealth, or exchange value a
measure of use value. The theoretico-practical task which accompanies this
assessment of the tendency implicit in the potency of the process of labor
productivity is direct appropriation, as a practical recognition of the social
conditions of production. Labor is already an immediate participation in the
world of wealth, and to recognize this is to propose to the proletarian
organization a necessary mass content for its program: the direct appropri-
ation of produced social wealth by the producers.

In the next chapter of Crisis, Negri addresses the relation between the
workers’ organization and the political composition of capital. The political
composition of capital is characterized by the metamorphosis of the planning
State into a crisis State marked by the free managment of command for the
sutvival of capital. The crisis State presents itself today as the crisis of the
national State in relationship to the multinational corporation. With the
demise of Keynesianism as a form of internal policy, the multinational
corporation assumes the general command over development. This is in
reaction to the actions of the mass workers, Capirtal reintroduces the division
of labor against the mass worker. As massification was used in the 20s against
the professional base of the workers’ struggle, now selective participation
is used against the mass base. The norm of the command over labor in the
factory is spread throughout society. The political project of the proletarian
organization must therefore break the political support of capital—the cor-
poration and the factory. Just as earlier the assertion of autonomy was the
proper character of class behavior against the planning State, of the proportion
of necessary labor to surplus value, now direct social appropriation is the
proper character of class behavior against the State of “disvalue” and of
enterprise-command.

For Negri, the concept of the productive, creative, and inventive subject
of labor is inseparable from the political task which derives necessarily from
that concept. If labor is the living source of value and of wealth, and if
exchange value-cum-enterprise command sets limits on the realization of
that productive potential for wealth, then the concept of‘a revolutionary
organization requires a consciousness of the growth of a new revolutionary
subject, one rich in inventive potential, accompanied by a consciousness of
the monstrosity of the rule of the law of value. This entirely political reading
of the tendency implicit in capitalist economic development would see the
class’ potential for invention as in itself destructive of capital’s power. Capital
attempts to contain labor, but only because it is itself contained (and de-
termined) by labor. For example, the arbitrariness of command reflects the
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destruction of the stability between the State and the unions, indicates the
precariousness of the institutional functions of the State, and reveals the
extreme condition into which the working class has put the State. The
process which first saw the working class as entirely within capital, now sees
capital as entirely within the working class.

Along with the essay on Marx’s theory of crisis, Negri’s “Workers’ Party
Against Work” (1974) is a key text of the theory of autonomy. In it he
discusses the problem of moving from the mass autonomous workers’ move-
ment to a workers’ party organization.

He beings with a definition of crisis, not as a mechanistic breakdown,
but rather as something which can only be understood in terms of the
relations of force between the classes and their internal political composition.
The crisis is caused by the developed composition of the working class. If
capital depends on value extracted from labor, then crisis occurs when the
working class no longer valorizes for capital. It is on the basis of an analysis
of the relationship between crisis and working class action that the tasks of
a workers’ party organization can be determined. At this point, Negti praises
Lenin’s concept of the “determinate social formation,” but he also argues
that the present-day working class composition requires a new concept of

-organization. Reformist organizations (i.e. the CPI) have blocked the con-
tinuity of organization within the class. The new organization must live the
life of the class in an adequate way. Hence, although it is necessary to move
from class composition to organization, the reverse must also be true.

Negri next describes the coming into being of a mass working class subject
as a result of the actions of capital in reaction to the worker-induced crisis
of the falling rate of profit. As always, Negri’s point of reference here is
Marx’s description in the Grundrisse of a communism of the direct appro-
priation by workers of the value they produce, thus abolishing the regime
of value and of work. The falling rate of profit can be countered by increasing
the mass of products, but this makes evident the contradiction between
production and valorization, since not all the value of the mass of products
can be realized. Too great a mass leads to a crisis of realization and over-
production. The resolutive mechanism of the capitalist process is broken by
the necessary presence in production of a unified worker subject, the result
of the massification of social productive forces in response to the falling rate
of profit. This subject presents itself as a power which puts in increasingly
drastic terms the possible alternative of the appropriation of the mass of
products. The contemporary crisis is thus a combination of the falling rate
of profit and the mass attacks carried out by a subject capital itself was
constrained to construct in order to secure valorization. The working class
has become a radical obstacle to capitalist development. As Negri puts it,
the catastrophe of capital is the working class.

The most important point here is the contradiction between the expansive
mass productivity of labor and the limits capital must place on it in order
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to guarantee the realization of value. That massification of productive forces
i already the communism Marx describes, only without the direct appro-
priation by workers of their product. What capitalists see as ozer-production
is simply communist production, an excess which guarantees a fully devel-
oped social individual and an end to the necessity of wage work. But the
massification of production also constructs the subject capable of breaking
the constraints capital puts on this potential communism.

Capital’s reaction to the obstacle to profit which the working class poses
is planning and reformism, but these fall apart as a result of stagnation (due
to the falling rate of profit) and inflation (due to wage demands), both
symptoms of the appropriation of profit by the new proletarian mass reunited
in a productive subject. Beyond planning and reformism lies command, the
logic of the power of the State, as capital’s only recourse. The fall of value
is the result of the struggles of the massified class, and value can only be
restored by making the factory/enterprise into the moment of the complete
recuperation of the social product. The command form of the enterprise is
applied to all society. The enterprise State thus accepts crisis and recomposes
itself on the basis of that crisis.

Today, Negri goes on to argue, the fundamental character of class com-
position in Italy is the irreducibility of the autonomous actions of the class.
He sees in the mass tendency to refuse work—the movement from factory
work to the tertiary or service sector, the spontaneous refusal of the regime
of training for abstract labor—a prefiguration of Marx’s descripton of com-
munism as enjoyment not discipline, as the absence of work in free, creative
activity. In relation to this, the unions and the reform parties merely con-
stitute a redistribution of the law of value. Negri perceives the tendency
which is in the process of realizing itself and the political needs which derive
from the political class composition as being the unification of the class, the
destruction of wage labor, and the political struggle for appropriation.

On the basis of the two processes at work in the contemporary situation—
the social massification of the productive forces and the imposition of the
enterprise as the form of social organization (corporatism)—Negri concludes
that the vanguard of the proletariat is the workers of the large facrories,
who are the principal object of exploitation and whose labor is most valorized.
(At this time in the early 70s, the workers most active in the “area of
autonomy” were the chemical, machine tool, and automobile workers. Negri
will later change this position in light of the emergence of the “social”
worker.)

Because command has replaced the law of value as the means of assuring
capitalist domination, the working class, in constituting itself as an orga-
nization, must develop a force of command and a capacity of violence equal
to that of the padroni. Negri considers the possibility of a Leninist party,
organized “from above,” and rejects it. The Leninist question of workers’
alliances has been transformed into a problem of the unification along the
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internal lines of the proletariat, from below or inside, not from above. And
because the refusal of work is taken as a given, the Leninist concept of the
party as the director of a passage to socialism conceived as a higher orga-
nization of work must be rejected. Today, communism consists of the im-
mediate use of accumulated wealth, ourside and beyond any logic of the labor
process. This is the express exigency of workers’ power, as well as the direct
cause of capital’s crisis. Therefore, appropriation, the thematic of the con-
temporary workers’ organization, comprehends the Leninist thematic of in-
surrection, as that which induces economic crisis and, potentially, breaks
the political character of capital’s concrol. It is a science, not an art.

This identification of an “economic” activity—appropriation—with po-
litical power is another major principle of the theory of autonomy. The
workers organization now bases struggle not on the errors of the bosses (as
in Lenin’s conjunctural theoty), but rather on its own potential (potenza).
Negti dislikes the word “party” for this new organization because it suggests
the formal character of the Leninist party, its centralization, discipline, and
division of labor. Nevertheless, the word should be used, he concludes,
because it indicates the independence of the proletariat as an organization
as well as the uninterrupted character of the revolution.

At this point, he argues, the political task is to articulate factory struggle
with struggles in the social terrain, wage actions with subversion. (This
book was written at a time when the Italian urban struggle was expanding
to include issues of services, public expenditure, housework, housing, etc.)
In addition, the vanguard and the mass process, Lenin and Luxemburg,
must be combined. The concept of a vanguard party of the mass must unify
the struggle for the wage and the revolutionary struggle for power. It must
also include armed struggle, since the law of value, once it is stripped of
its capitalist mystification, is revealed to be a law of terrorism, the violence
of a mere relation of force. Because the “State of law” of the liberal tradition
and the “State of labor” of the reformist tradition ate impelled to transform
the disaster of the falling rate of profit into the permanence of capitalist
command, only armed struggle can revise the structure of power.

At this point in “Workers' Party Against Work,” Negri proceeds to
elaborate upon what he means by such an organization. A party based on
the present political class composition cannot be a top-down Leninist or-
ganization, as we have seen. The composition of the ¢lass is that of an
independent variable in planning and an obstacle in development. The party,
therefore, must undertake the reversal of the capitalist management of the
extinction of the law of value from below, through mass actions. Because
the working class, in its autonomy, is an obstacle to profit, the task of the
party is to break the mystifying image which capital’s power has over the
class, to break its command. The growth of working class power in society
is thus acknowledged as being inseparable from the affirmation of its power
against the State. Because the autonomous activity of the class is based in
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marerial needs, the communist content of its political program is already
expressed in absenteeism, sabotage, and direct appropriation. The party
ceases its function of representation; it is no longer the consciousness of the
class. The mass vanguards, already in the immediacy of their actions, contain
the totality of revolutionary consequences which derive from them; these
actions become organisms of workers’ power which already expresses the
program of communism. The party, therefore, is merely the executive organ
of workers’ power (potere operaia). It is the specular opposite of the capitalist
process of valorization; its object of attack is the law of value as domination
over labor; thus, it seeks to empower workers’ autonomy as “the communist
power of non-work.”

This does not constitute, Negri insists, an old consecration of the party;
rather, what is acknowledged is “‘the paramount necessity of its function.”
With the State, the party should also be extinguished. And prior to that
moment, the party is subordinated to the movement of the working class.
Negri describes Lenin’s Bolshevik party as a party based on a class com-
position determined by the importance of the professional worker. It imposed
the law of value and the discipline of the professional worker on the revo-
lutionary movement. With the crisis of 1929, the period of the central party
came to an end, and with it, the socialism of the professional worker. The
impoverishment of the social composition of the working class in Europe,
due to its massification after 1929, marks the beginning of a new practice
of the party. The class vanguards at the level of the mass discover the use
of the wage and the identification of democratic struggle with political
struggle. For the center is substituted the circulation of the mobility of
inexhaustible wage objectives and factory guerilla warfare. All this derived
from the new consciousness the class had in the socially planned economy
(in Italy after 1948). This gave rise to a new figure of unity, of an integral
and autonomous subject, of the mass worker and of the vanguards of
the masses. In reaction to this autonomy-—that is, the slow erosion of pro-
fit—capital eventually developed the separation of command.

On the basis of this configuration of political class compositions, the
vanguard workers are not officers of a red army, but instead functions of
workers’ power. The more the working class constitutes itself as a social
individual, the less there is a problem of power, the less party vanguard
delegation is conceded. Worker recomposition is at this point directly po-
litical; the class’ management of its own power requires no mediation. The
party is only an aspect of this necessity. The working class can use it, but
only when its activity dominates the party.

The problem the movement faces (in the early 70s), according to Negri,
is that of bringing autonomy to the level of political direction. He describes
three phases of the autonomy movement. During the first, in the 60s, there
was a diffuse molecularity of struggles. This diffusion tended roward re-
unification in a party during the second phase in the late 60s. The third
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period consists of the building of institutions of attack for the party and of
the attempt to build a cycle of armed struggle and appropriation. The
problem at this stage is how to construct an organization without the fe-
tishization of the party. Like other Italian theorists, Negri turns to the
example of the IWW. Such examples show that liberation is not something
which awaits communism; it can grow in the process of struggle as the form
and the result of workers’ power.

The appendices published with “Workers' Party Against Work” are worth
noting. One is entitled “Theses on the Crisis: the Multinational Worker.”
Negri analyzes the right-wing attack against Keynesianism and the workers’
response to it. That response aims at productivity and the division of labor
founded on it. The capitalist counterattack takes place on the international
level as monetary reorganization and the development of an international
division of labor. The power of multinational corporations extinguishes the
concept of national sovereignty and abolishes any notion of “the autonomy
of the political” (a reformist theme in Italy, where it is used to justify
participation in government with Christian Democrats). Negri describes
social democracy as the specific form of terror of the multinationals, the
militarization of command over labor. He goes on to criticize the theory of
“State monopoly capitalism” which describes the internationalization of cap-
ital only in the market. This permits a fascization and isolation of internal
national relations, as well as the development of revolutionary alliances with
the bourgeoisie. The theory lacks any sense of international capitalist pro-
duction, hence of an international proletatiat. Failing to note the socialization
of capitalist production, it sees centralization without socialization, and
hence, the State seems fascist and technocratic. This leads to the claim that
revolution is possible on a national basis through a strategy of democratic
recomposition uniting all progressive forces (essentially the CPI strategy).
Negri calls instead for a multinational organization of workers and for the
use of autonomy against social-democratic terrorism. He thinks it is essential
to use the weapon of the social wage, and to move from the factory to
society. The wage struggle then becomes a struggle for appropriation (for
public expenditure—services and a social wage—without a wage work equiv-
alent exchange) and an attack on bourgeois property prmcxples as well as
an artack on the process of profit realization in commodxty circulation.
Capital responds by segmenting labor and by curtailing the social wage. The
factory is separated from society and the workers from the proletariat. (The
CPI doctrine of “productive labor” participates in this exclusion of the
unemployed.) Consequently, Negri emphasizes the importance of the mar-
ginalized proletariat (students, unemployed, house workers) in the struggle.
Because the wage struggle encounters an increasing rigidity on the part of
capital, the struggle is shifted to the terrain of reappropriation (in the sphere
of reproduction). And, Negri concludes, armed struggle becomes a necessity
of the multinational worker.
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“One Step Forward, Two Back: The End of the Groups” is a critique of
the groups which formed in 68 and dissolved in the early '70s. These
militanes were too individualistic, according to Negri, and out of touch
with the workers’ movement. They lacked a theoretical analysis which could
have linked them to the movement of the masses. Negri describes their
histoty, from the Spring of 1969 to the Spring of 1973 and the occupation
of the Fiat Mirafiori plant, in terms of three phases. The first phase was
characterized by an autonomy of workers’ actions; the project was unified
as an indentification with the object. The object was egalitarianism, and the
movement itself was egalitarian. The refusal of the contract and the refusal
of work became one. The vanguard was interchangeable with the mass.
During the second phase, demands were extended to include the guaranteed
wage. Bur the organizing process which sought to co-ordinate the discon-
tinuities of the movement was broken. The groups of militants went on the
attack without mass support and failed. The Spring of 1972 marked the end
of the groups, but the movement of proletatians and workers continued
without them. It was at this time that the need for a continuous and
organized conscious political relation was felt. The plant occupation at Mir-
afiori in 1973 marks out the third phase. Direction for the attack resided
entirely within the movement. Negri reads the event as manifesting a unify-
ing function which at this point began to form the nervature of an orga-
nization. Autonomy, as he puts it, began to write its own What Is To Be
Done? It is predicated upon the constant expansion of wage demands and
the consciousness that the wage is power. And he points out that the newer
young workers bring to the organization a new consciousness of the relation
between wage struggle and the struggle for power, as well as between factory
struggle and struggle in the community.

It is in the final appendix—"QOrganizational Articulations and Whole
Organization: the Party of Mirafiori”—that Negri offers an example of what
he means by a “workers’ party.” The problem he poses is that of the relation
between the necessary disarticulation of the instances of attack and the level
of workers’ power of the whole organization. Thete can be no workers’
concept of a party which does not involve the immediate exercise of power.
In this light, it is necessaty to demystify the neo-Leninist Third Interna-
tionalist concept of delegational representation. The Mirafiori occupation
indicated an alternative—a party where the workers trust in their own mass
power. Negri argues that this does not reflect spontaneism because the
movement was informed and interpreted by the conscious initiative of the
vanguards who staked out the terrain and provided direction. The need now
is to attend to the “continuous discontinuity” of the relation between the
moments of attack and the mass movement. And this is especially true in
terms of moving from the factory to society, of joining the different functions
of attack (houseworkers, unemployed, students, marginals) against capital’s
attempts at disarticulation. Finally, what Negri privileges in the Mirafiori
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experience is the mass character of the movement, that it was an immediately
working class organization, that it was vertically integrated from the level
of attack to the mass level (overcoming spontaneism), and that it had a
directly political character as the exercise of power.

Although not published until 1977, Negri’s critical study of Lenin—The
Factory of Strategy, which is in many ways a companion piece to “Workers’
Party Against Work”—was originally a course of lectures given in 1973,
Negri criticizes Lenin, but through a close consecutive reading of Lenin's
writings, he also finds much that is of value to his own theory of revolution.

Negri praises Lenin for correctly determining the form of political or-
ganization suited to the particular class composition of the Russian- prole-

tariat. But he also points out that the composition of the Italian working
class is quite different, and this historical transformation makes necessary
a new organizational strategy. By political class composition here, Negri
means the determinateness of needs, actions, and levels of political con-
sciousness that the working class as a subject reveals at a determined moment
of history. Whereas Negri's referent is the revolutionary mass worker, Lenin’s
was the vanguard of industrial workers. The isolated and minoritarian status
of that vanguard (its political class composition) determined the necessity
of an organization external to the proletariat. The diffusion of spontaneous
struggle in Russia also made necessary a central patty to unify the diverse
struggles and to accumulate them into a more powerful and destructive
force. For Lenin, the party is a factory because, Negri argues, of its capacity
to act as a multiplier on the revolutionary spontaneity of the workers, turning
this primary material of insubordination into a revolutionary accumulation
and transforming it into a general capacity of attack against the adversaryi
Workers learn the discipline and organization required for the party in the
factory. Lenin’s use of the analogy of the factory is thus representative of the
technico-political composition of the class in Russia at the time. The com-
position of the class determined the need for external direction. And the
underdeveloped condition of Russia determined that the struggle against
exp{oication should be a struggle for economic development. Negri defines
Leninism as the capacity of a party, of a subjective will transformed into a
collective brain, to assume workers’ needs and to invert them, through
adequate organizational means, from the impotence of demand into the force
of attack, from the subversion of the State to the practice of power. Defined
in this way, Leninism can be seen as a permanent feature of the Marxist
political project,

The contemporary political class composition of the Italian proletariat is
rather different, and this means that a different form of organization is
required. The working class is no longer isolated; the mass worker turns the
abstractness of labor into a general, intersectoral and territorial mobility.
Also, planning has transformed the nature of capital. Control is no longer
centralized, but instead extended beyond the factory to all society. The
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isolation of the Russian vanguard was determined by 4 laige pre-capiralist
sector, but today there is no outside to capitalism. For Lenin, all economic
struggles are political, but political struggle is not only economic. Now,
economic struggle and political struggle are identified completely. The move
from particularity (the minority vanguard) to generality (the unifying party),
the economic to the political, loses all significance in thé present context.
Capital has conquered society, operating a real subsumption of labor, but
in so doing it has developed a social individual directly capable of com-
munism. It is possible now to read communism in the class. Lenin's party,
on the other hand, belongs to the period of the merely formal subsumption
of labor, and this imposed the necessity of further development before a class
composition could be attained which was capable of communism. Today,
Lenin’s vanguard has become a vanguard of the mass. The concept of or-
ganization has become internal to class composition. This, Negri suggests,
is a much more dialectical concept of the relation than Lenin's (who always
risks separating the subjective and the objective). But the modern party is
defined by a higher level of class homogeneity, Whereas Lenin’s party was
delegational, there is no longer a need for representatives of the working
class’ interests, Acting autonomously, the working class itself becomes an
obstacle which constructs contraditions to capitalist development.

On a more general level, Negri thinks that a révision of the concept of
the party is necessary. The new party is a mass-detéfmined organization,
and he points for examples to the Paris Commune and the Mirafiori occu-
pation. The Russian Soviet as an organization of immediate workers’ power,
although it could not last in Russia, applies today because it indicates in
the masses a possible source of legitimate power based on the activity of the
masses. Lenin believed the Soviets should be mediated by the generality of
the insurrectional process organized in a party. Today, the traditional party
is no longer a solution. Now, there is a sovietization of the masses against
the decentralization of capital. In Lenin’s time, the Soviets were characterized
by two contradictions: that between the diffusion-socialization of power and
insurrection, and that between the Sovietism of the masses (without dele-
gation), that is, the socialization of workers’ power, and the mediating
otganization of insurrection. Lenin could not solve these contradictions be-
cause of his definition of power as a natural, non-dialectical absolute—a
definition very close to a bourgeois conception. The first contradiction can
be solved by a concept of power as a dialectical absolute, a relation of forces;
the second by recognizing that one needs not one instrument of mediation,
but many continuous and punctual furictions of the management of civil
war. The Leninist notion of a single party insurrection is today replaced by
a concept of permanent civil war. Where Lenin drew a straight line of
mediation from spontaneism to the Soviets through the party for an insur-
rection against autocracy, today, autonomy moves from the Sovietism of the
masses to the self-organizing proletariat of the extinction of work through



204 MARX BEYOND MARX

a civil war against the contemporary form of bourgeois dictatorship. Au-
tonomy consists of a plurality of points of organization, a plural mobilization
of all legal and illegal kinds of struggle, the coordination of an entire
“molecular web,” and the progressive accumulation of moments of encouri-
ter. The highest class consciousness today consists in the realization that
power resides not in a representative or a delegate but in the class itself.

Lenin’s greatest limitation, according to Negri, is that it was impossible
for him to show the struggle against the State as a struggle against work.,
Hegemony -over development, as Lenin’s socialist organization of work, is
not yet liberation from development. But the highly developed level of the
productive forces today means it is possible to move directly to communism,
skipping an intermediate “socialist” stage and extinguishing the law of value
once and for all. Whereas planning was a positive value for Lenin, today it
is the first thing to be attacked, since it is simply a form of capitalist
command. This need lays the ground for determining the significance of
contemporary auronomy conceived as proletarian liberation born from the
particularity of a subject, the autonomous particularity of its interests.
Lenin’s greatest contributions to revolutionary theory are the necessity of
constructing organizations in terms of the political composition of the class,
the location of revolutionary potential in a class subject capable of trans-
forming reality, and the notion that the best method of revolution is that
of the tendency as a theoretico-practical anticipation based on an anaysis of
the existing social formation. Class composition determines organization,
although an underdeveloped class composition can mean that the relation
must be inverted, as was the case in Russia.

Proletarians and the Stare (1976) is Negri’s critique of the CPI strategy of
historical compromise with the Christian Democrats. He begins by describ-
ing the current crisis of the falling rate of profic and capital’s restructuring
in reaction to it. The major strategy of reaction is socialization, the extension
of the command over labor into the domain of circulation. Command becomes
the planning of crisis through money. But capitalist control fails in the face
of stagflation. Energy and automation supply additional modes of control
which help place capital beyond workers’ struggles. But by far the most
important means of control is the centralization of the world market. The
multinational corporation disarticulates the unity of capital’s control, and
the State is replaced by the multinationals. Contro! is achieved through the
world markets and money.

Negri sees the historical compromise as an integral part of this capitalist
restructuring of the relations of production. In the face of the autonomous
refusal of work, the “socialism” of the compromise could only be repressive,
since it is committed to the norm of capitalist development. The compromise
assumes an ideology of work—of employment and of productive labor. It
would exercise control over the crisis by the weapon of unemployment, thus
isolating the workers from the proletariat, the factory from society, pre-
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venting the coming to unity of the proletariat. The new planning Stan?,
Negri says, would simply amount to workers’ participation in the exploi-
tation of workers. It rests on a mystification of the neutrality of the State
as a mechanism which can be taken over. But, Negri argues, the State is
in fact organic with capitalist development and the world market; there is
no “autonomy of the political” of the sort preached by CPI theorists. Today,
there is no such thing as “civil society,” a domain distinguishable from the
political; civil society has become subsumed to the State. Because of the
irreducible antagonism between the State as the center of command. for
production and the proletarian force of social production, all revolgnons
from above within the State (like the compromise) must necessarily be
directed against the other pole, that is, the working class. Hence, now, §lass
struggle must be directed against the State, and therefore, against reformism,
in as much as reformism is part of the State.

In the next section of Proletarians and the State, Negri describes the effects
of the restructuring of capital on the working class. In response to the
workers’ struggles of the 60s, capital has restructured itself in order to ggin
more flexibility against labor and to reduce the cost of labor. Restructuring
has taken the form of increased technical control and segmentation, the
integration of individual and collateral enterprises {(credit), and the intex_'-
national reorganization of industry (decentralization of labor). All of this
amounts to greater socialization, tertiarization, and flexibility. It has pro-
duced a separation of workers from unemployed, separation between enter-
prises, the proletarianization of the social strata of labor, th\? rr‘iakmg
unproductive of productive labor through tertiarization, the territorial fie-
centralization of mass production, the introduction of capitalist production
into all sectors of society, the destruction of all working class concentration,
and reformism. But it has also meant the emergence of the social (as opposed
to the mass) worker, as well as a new proletariat. Since the working class
must always reverse the intention of capital, greater articulations, to counter
division, must be sought. More and more, the movement must pass from
a fight for wages to a fight for power over production. Now, the struggle
becomes entirely political, and it moves against the State as the instance of
command over production.

The historic compromise is part of this restructuring process. Negri calls
the CPI the party of order and of work, a contention sustained by the party’s
support for the police State measures undertaken against the Autonomy
Movement. Its public management would rationalize the relations of p%anned
exploitation. The party acts against the needs of the working class, just as
it did after the war and in 1968. Because the efforts of the class are inserted
in an fnterclass scheme, the party’s project can only be understood as benefiting
capital’s restructuring. The antagonism cannot be pacified; hence, toc%ay,
the State is always repressive. Negri concludes that there can be no possible
working class use of State institutions of the sort proposed by the CPL
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In the following section, Negri describes a central point of the theory of
autonomy: the elaboration of a politics based on labor and class composition,
The passage from the mass worker to the social worker brings with it a new
horizon of needs. But increased needs under the reign of exchange value
merely increases the power of capital (by increasing demand). Work-labor
is a use value which is not a reflection of exchange value. It is the only source
of wealth independent of capital. The use value of labor as activity, force
of production, and inventiveness is the opposite of exchange value. In the
subordination of the use value of labor to exchange value, Negti sees the
only possibility of rebellion. It is only through the use value of labor that
one can subtract from capital its control over itself, so that capital becomes
a use value for labor. Against the system of needs, then, is defined the system
of struggle. When exploitation is strongest, insubordination becomes great-
est. Labor is the only productive force which is opposed to the reigning
productive relations. Set opposite the dictatorship of exchange value is the
hegemony of the useful particularity of living labor. This implies the pos-
sibility that labor can valorize itself against capital, moving from need to
struggle. Class composition thus becomes the cagegory of communist tran-
sition. The proletariat becomes the subject of the successful reappropriation
of the productive forces by the class. The realization of enjoyment contains
the possibility of revolution. It is important therefore that the composition
tends toward organization. But, Negri cautions, the emerging “party” must
be conceived not as a vanguard, but as the motor of transformation of a
system of mass struggles, an organ for the mass reappropriation of power—
against wage labor and as the invention of communism.,

It is in this context that the historic compromise’s intention to retain
wage labor must be understood. Struggle should instead move against nec-
essary labor through the wage. And the wage struggle tends to transform
itself into a struggle for appropriation. Negri says that the dictatorship of
the proletariat cannot be understood outside such an appropriation. It does
not mean a capitalism of the State. The CPI, he argues, opposes the dic-
tatorship of the proletariat because it would imply the dissolution of the
party into the legitimate materiality for generating workers’ power. Auton-
omy, on the contrary, implies direct appropriation. The new class compo-
sition makes necessary a redefinition of the theme of mediation which
underlies the exteriority of the Leninist party in relation to the class. Now,
the antagonism is not mediated by delegation or by being delayed into the
future. And the mediation of class consciousness is replaced by a directly
collective and practical knowledge which is moving toward the construction
of an alternative to capitalism. Consciousness is insinuated materially into
reality, denying the mediation of abstract theory and reducing mediation
to a tendential function. The historic compromise constitutes another form
of mediation. Against this, proletarian action shifts the center away from
the party. The only real pluralism is the plurality of the organizations of
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workers” power and not the plurality of electoral parties crowding together
into a single catch-all government. .

Working class recomposition focuses on the wage, but it leads to w1fler
demands and objects (2 widening of the social wage, for examplfa) wh.xch
point toward the demand for a2 new mode of production. The manipulation
of capital by labor through the refusal of work leads to a fundamgntal law
of the transition to communism. It becomes possible when the working cla§s
subordinates capital to its actions, producing crises rather than economic
development. The proletariat tends in its own actions to break the chains
of reformist mediation. But repression is organic to capital, and the refori
mists, through the compromise, participate in repression. In addi'tion', Negti
argues that up against the power of multinational capital, the historic com-
promise would lose. : ‘ .

Autonomy defines its tasks against the historic compromise. It gmphas:zes
that the marginal disarticulation of labor produces new needs which are not
reducible to those of wage labor (the social wage, public expenditure for
services). Against the capitalist image of separation and clivis:ionT autonomy
insists that all are exploited. In political terms, it acts against the. institutions
of capitalist command, and seeks to transform contradictions into antago-
nisms. It tries to show how all arctempts at State solutions. to the crisis c?f
legitimation merely amount to an increase of exploitation. Agtonomy is
moving tendentially toward the organization of a party, but th1§ can only
be a party in action, without neutrality or mediation, and conceived as an
accumulation of struggles. The road moves from practice to the theory of
practice. Negri outlines three points of attack: the attack against wage labor,
the destruction of the legitimacy of restructuration (the compromise), and
the preparation for the militant struggle against capital’s use of force. He
suggests a party form which would be the development of an e.ffectfve
directive function, but, he adds, only mass power can decide this directive
capacity. N

The subtitle of The State Form (1977), Negri's next work—""For a Critique
of the Political Economy of the Constitution”—indicates the direction the
book takes in further undermining the CPI theory of “civil society” and of
the “autonomy of the political.” The State form, particularly the Italiap
constitution of 1948, is embedded in the capitalist economy. Therefore, it
is not a neutral political mechanism which can be occupied by means of
compromise; the State is a direct function of political economy, and it must
be uncompromisingly attacked if capitalism is to be overcome.

Negri begirs with a consideration of the implications of the CPI's attempt
to assume a place in the constitutional government. The phenomenon
indicates the development of a new form of domination—the corporate
State—which absorbs civil society into the State, following in the wake of
a new form of worker insubordination. The workers’ movement of the 60s
was characterized by worker self-valorization against capital, the self-rec-
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ognition of the mass worker and the formation of the social worker. Since
Negri assumes class composition to be fundamental, he sees the constitution
of the State changing according to changes in class composition. The con-
stitutional reaction to ‘68, for example, was the development of the crisis
State. The need for a new concept of legitimation led to corporate co-
determination between classes, the social democratic solution which saw the
constitution and administration become direct functions of capital command.
This meant that anyone opposing economic development was criminalized.
The new constitutional reforms amount to exploitation with political legi-
timation. The critique of political economy is therefore necessarily a critique
of administration, the constitution, and the State. All law relates to changes
in social relations. In this light, the purpose of the 1948 constitution was
to disarm the working class. The CPI theory of civil society fails to grasp
this relation; it does not realize that civil society cannot function outside
the reproduction of capital. In consequence, Negri calls for a “revolutionary
function of theory” to combat the “Italian ideology” with its concepts of
hegemony, war of position, historic compromise, democratism, the auton-
omy of the political, the long march through the institutions, and the
neutrality of the State.

Negri does an exegesis of the Italian constitution which underscores the
way it disarms the working class through rhetorical and conceptual manip-
ulation. It terms Italy a “democracy founded on labor,” but this basis in
productive labor is sublated into the terms of the bourgeoisie—liberal eco-
nomic development. Labor becomes a bourgeois category. By making social
production out to be for the good of all, the constitution suppresses class
antagonism. The “socialist” obligation to work is thus related to democracy
and equality by the bourgeoisie. Negri argues that this “social State” of the
constitution permits a resolution of the contradiction between the rationality
of law and the irrationality of capitalist accumulation by substituting an
integration of classes for economic self-regulation in the marker. All of
society becomes a medium of accumulation, a social factory.

The material productivity of the law consists in the overcoming of struggle
and conflict. This is the function of making labor the basis of social pro-
duction. The subordination of labor is a condition of social organization and
of capital accumulation. Capital wants to be the only wealth, but it is bound
up with labor as the unique producer of wealth. This contradiction is over-
come through the constitution which recognizes the valorization of labor,
but simultaneously integrates it into capital through a social factory orga-
nization. However, to the concentration of capiral necessarily corresponds
a growth in workers’ power. The constitution seeks integration, but the
increasing valorization and development of capitalism reproduces struggle
on increasingly higher levels. This leads to a crisis of legality. Command
then becomes the general exigency of economic development. The more
capital is socialized, the greater adequation exists between law and reality,
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the more imperative and consensus coalesce. The integration of labor into
the constitution implies a concomitant subordination. The socialist concept
of the disappearance of the State here becomes the capitalist utopia of total
consensus for the management of accumulation.

The homogeneity of this corporate social factory would seem to be belied,
however, by modern labor legislation, the necessity of which seems to be-
token the inevitability of conflict. Capital is forced to recognize the necessity
of its other and of conflict with it. The constitution, then, seeks to substitute
a norm of collective administration for open-ended contract negotiation. The
purpose of the production of law—to resolve conflicts—is made clearer. It
is born from an accord, and it reproduces it—for the sake of organized
production. Negri concludes by pointing out an aporia, or irresolvable con-
tradiction, in the constitution’s assumptions about itself. If, as the consti-
tution implicitly acknowledges, labor is the general origin of value and of
social production, and if the constitution presents itself as a general science,
that is, as law, then the face of labor legislation cannot be written off as a
merely particular episode. Ir relates to the general level, and what it indi-
cates—against the corporatist mystification of the constitution’s claim to
social integration—is the necessity of contradiction and of class conflict.
Negri relates this aporia to changing class composition. When the consti-
tution was written, the mass worker, the subject of autonomy, had not yet
been created by capitalist production. Hence, it was still possible to imagine
a social order based on collective contracts.

The solution to the aporia is the social planning State. Negri plots its
emergence in this way. Capital moves toward a general model of abstraction,
which includes the complete alienation of labor on the social level. The
capitalist project always responds to contestation and seeks its overcoming.
Hence, the massification of abstract labor is perennially threatened by its
transformation into a totality of content, of living labor force, as opposed
to the abstract labor capital requires in its mass production base. To the
massification of the formal intensity of the unification of economic devel-
opment in the capitalist model must correspond unavoidably a maximum
of unification of the labor force. The constitution tries to ignore the in-
subordination of labor; labor appeats in the constitution as abstract, as a
formal moment in social production, without any analysis of the concrete
conditions of production. The formalism of the constitution operates an a
priori elimination of the accidentality labor contestation might introduce
into the abstract generality of the constitutional model of social production
in a social State.

The problem is that in passing from the formal unification of the con-
stitution to the functional effectivity of unification in reality, conflicts have
to be recognized which contradict the formality of the legal system. The
abstract unifies; the concrete separates. And the more the concrete separates
(the greater the level of worker contestation), the more there is a tendency
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in capital toward the unification of abstract labor. But equally, abstract labor
necessarily indicates revolt and insubordination in relation to capital. The
question then is how to restore the totality which the abstract formal gen-
erality of constitutional law afforded? Capital, Negri argues, makes use of
the very mobility of labor which opposes it. It recognizes the right of labor
and of unions, and in-this way, it resolves conflicts. The formal constitutional
model of corporate social production can be realized only as a negation of
a negation (labor contestation). The positive result is the social planning
State which assures accumulation, realizes the abstract model, orients the
entire activity of social normativity, and affirms the unicity of the labor force
in determining the process of valorization. The planning State completes
the “constitutionalization of labor.” It makes labor the basis of the social
State through planning and ordering for a total process. Through a dialectical
mediation, continuity is achieved; contestation and conflict are eliminated.
And it shows that beyond consensus lies power.

There is, then, an antinomy between abstract and concrete labor, between
formal integration and substantive conflict. The constitution must be under-
stood as operating against the desire to attack the social totality based on
labor. Only authority can guarantee the working of the formal model. This
is the function of juridical science which, in the service of imperativism,
lends normativity to the interests of capital. The role of the constitution in
all this is to guarantee the continuity in society which capital requires. The
possibility of civil war must be reduced. All conflict must be resolved in
favor of economic development. The contradiction of abstract and concrete
labor is mediated by the transcendence of the State. But the unity of the
State can be turned inside out; then, there exists only the irreducible con-
tradiction of the two forms of labor. Negri concludes that the bourgeois
world is dialectical and integrative, while the world of workers’ struggles
is not, because it depends on keeping the contradiction open.

In another chapter of The State Form, Negri takes issue with Pasukansis’
theory of law and the Bolshevik theory of transition; it is another crucial
moment in the development of the theory of autonomy. He argues that law
is not superstructural; in the form of law, the command of capital as ex-
ploitation is exercised. There is, then, a direct link between law (diritto)
and surplus value. Law is the form of relation between the organization and
command of exploitation. As violence and command, it is necessary for
production. The relations of production are produced by law. This means,
however, that at the moment when an identity of law and command seems
to be attained, the antagonism implicit in capitalist social relations expresses
itself. Law is therefore both the identity of authority and the first line of
crisis. In relation to this antagonism within the unity of capitalist society,
law becomes general domination. There is no proletarian law. Therefore,
in the transition to communism, law founded on antagonism will become
extinct. The State of law will no longer be possible. Negri criticizes the
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Bolsheviks for conceiving of the transition in terms of a mere socialization
of property, a replacement of the relations of the market with relations of
the organization of social property, of social work. This is not enough;
workers’ struggles must move against the basis of property itself, the law
of work-value, the regulator of exploitation. Property is nothing more than
determinate concentration of capitalist command, of the enforcement of the
law of value. At this point, Negri cites a highly significant passage in Marx:
“The suppression of private property is thus realized only when it is conceived
as the suppression of work. . . . An ‘organization of work’ is therefore a
contradiction.” In Pasukansis, law is saved by the myth of social work which
exists outside the process of valorization. But, Negri counters, the work
process and the valorization process cannot be separated. In the transition,
law cannot be separated from exploitation. The communist struggle against
work and the State must also be against law as the specific authoritative
form of the relation between the State and organized labor.

At this point, Negri once again takes up the Communist Party theory
of State monopoly capitalism in order to demonstrate its political paucity.
The theory pitches civil society against the monopoly State in favor of
democracy as a defense against fascism. The theory fails to see the complete
process of the social reproduction of capitalism; instead, it concentrates on
specific areas like science and technology. The only goal it can project is the
restoration of the rationality of capitalist development—"'socialism”™—
purged of the monopoly deviation. In this scenario, the workers’ struggle
against exploitation is marginalized.

The Marxist alternative, Negri argues, sees the State as being integral
with capitalist exploitation and accumulation. The State is not separate from
production, and the planning State in particular is necessary for capitalist
valorization. “Stamokap” misses this point, fetishizes civil society, and sub-
stitutes a struggle in circulation for the struggle against wage labor. The
relative autonomy of the State is nothing more than the continuity and
permanence of capitalist command. In planning, objectified command be-
comes a part of the labor process, and the capitalist machine becomes “po-
litical” through and through.

Negri goes on to argue that one form of State control—public expenditure,
the social wage—can be used by workers against the State. By incredsing
the quantity of needs and the level of demands, a point of qualitative
explosion, a “fiscal ctisis of the State,” can be reached. Economic attacks
of this sort (for work or social wages) are immediately political because they
are against the State organization of the relation between consensus and
production. Consensus is an internal function of the relations of production.
Mutations in legitimation have led to an increased role of the State, as a
response to the falling rate of profit. The State becomes directly productive
through the oligopolistic investment of public expenditure. This helps the
accumulation of social capital, and “productivity” is the legitimating term
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of the complete process. But a gap opens between the productivity of business
(the rallying cry which legicimates capitalist development in the “general
interest”) and the real terrain of accumulation (the cooperating social whole
controlled by the State), and this becomes a space for struggle through the
reduction of productivity and the accentuation of the dysfunctions of the
social accumulation of the capital State. Both the work wage and the social
wage become potentially descructive. Bur this struggle requires a recognition
of society as a factory and of the State as a boss, as well as a breaking of the
fetish of productivity as a weapon of legitimation. Instead, legitimation
must be referred to the complete needs of the proletariat,

In terms of the tendency of class struggle to move against the State, Negri
criticizes Gramsci’s notion of hegemony and the use the CPI makes of it in
promoting calls for alliances and compromise. Hegemony is in fact subsumed
under the capitalist command for profit, which makes civil society into a
project of the productive process and of the structure of power. Civil society
is dead; it is assumed into capitalist development and the social unity of
productive labor. On the other hand, Negri sees the struggle for radical
democracy, against the increasingly authoritarian nature of consensus, as a
fundamental matter of class struggle, because such struggle affects the re-
lation berween necessary labor and surplus value (upon which the whole
system hangs).

Negri views ltalian socialism as the utopian subsumption of social fabor
into capital, as itself a moment in class struggle. It merely raises to a higher
level the new antagonism between labor and capital. It is at this higher level
today that subjectivity becomes the key to the process of communist pre-
figuration. As the increasing demand for wages (both relative and social),
the reappropriation of work time, autoreductions (the highest form of strug-
gle of the mass worker), resistance, and appropriation, the consciousness of
class manifests itself as the immediate recuperation of the wealth of labor.
Appropriation thus liquidates the socialist mediation of social domination.

The Marxist theory of the State, then, consists of the imputation of a
tendency to a revolutionary subject. It centers on the necessary transformation
of productive relations. Negri calls for a dictatorship of the proletariat which
he defines in terms of a radical transformation of the law of value. Unlike
bourgeois democracy, which is merely the shell of capitalist domination over
the working class, this dictatorship can only be the capacity of the masses
to manage their own power. This does not exist in the East, where there
is instead a dictatorship of the party bureaucracy. The law of value still
obtains in the USSR, and the working class there is used to increase social
productivity.

Negri concludes The State Form with a chapter whose subtitle is “Toward
a Critique of the Material Constitution: worker self-valorization and the
party hypothesis.” He argues that two forces act against capitalist devel-
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opment based on co-management between capital and the parties and unions
of the working class: the social dimension and the emancipatory quality of
the labor force. These two forces demonstrate that exchange is inadequate
to put the collective power of socially cooperating labor in action; only
communist production, beyond the law of value, can realize the full potential
of productive labor. The constitution of 1948 was founded on the social
organization of value, conflictuality, and exchange. But the constitution
collapses around the failure of the law of value due to the growth and rigidicy
of necessary labor through capitalist socialization. The class’ refusal of work
defines modes of worker self-valorization (as opposed to contributing labor
for the valorization of capital) in reproduction which disturb the proportion
required for the law of value to function. The solution is command and co-
management. The restored corporate form mystifies the break-up of the
constitution and stabilizes capital.

As capital becomes socialized, reproduction becomes a sphere of antag-
onism and struggle. Capital’s dependence on the reproduction of the worker
opens the possibility of the relative independence of the needs, consumption,
and use values of the working class in response to capitalist development.
The process of reproduction, which subsumes circulation, presents conditions
for antagonism, for a manifestation of the independence of the working class.
Circulation is reduced to production, but this means that it also is contam-
inated by the antagonisms of production.

Negti believes it is possible to break reproduction. This is the role of the
“other” workers’ movement.® Because of the automomous quality of this
movement (that, for example, it refuses to be repressively controlled by
reformist institutions such as “workers” parties and unions), capital loses
the possibility of neutrality, democratic containment, and the quantitative
weapon of the wage; it must become repressive. The form repression takes
is public administration. New constitutional forms, ones which function as
factory-enterprise-command, are required today because only an open affir-
mation of inequality can overcome the crisis: Since the State subsumed civil
society (eliminating law, liberty, and equality), the working class is no
longer part of civil society. The “other” workers’ movement constructs in
itself its own society (self-valorization). There is no longer an exchange
between labor and capital. Its place is taken by command.

Negri ends The State Form by calling for the organization of the diverse
self-valorizing autonomous wotkers’ struggles into a parcy. If the State is
the party of capital, then the party is the State of the working class. The
essence of the party is the subjectivity of the class, and it accumulates
workers’ actions until they culminate in a qualitative leap to power. Break-
down is never automatic; only workers’ struggles (refusal of work, self-
valorization, appropriation) channeled by a party can bring it about. The
task of the party is to centralize the various proletarian sectors (workers as




214 MARX BEYOND MARX

well as unemployed, house workers, students, etc.) in a project for wages
which spreads the base of scruggle for a complete re-appropriation of social
productivity.

Negri was unjustly imprisoned as a terrorist, despite his written criticisms
of terrorism. In light of this accusation, it is interesting to note the tactics
he privileges in The State Form: throwing nuts into machinery as a part of
general factory sabotage, delaying the production line, “urban guerillas
without guns,” the use of laws, takeovers, and squatting—in short, “legality
as a weapon.”

In Domination and Sabotage (1978), Negri defines autonomy as a dual
project: destructuration of the economic system and destabilization of the
political regime. This dual project provokes an effort at restructuration on
the parr of capital which aims at an elimination of the antagonistic element
in the working class. But the working class tends to separate itself from the
process of capitalist development, to refuse capitalist valorization and to
engage instead in self-valorization, which Negri defines here as the form
power assumes in an advanced workerist position, the global, mass, pro-
ductive figuration of a project of insurrection for the abolition of the State,
The personal is political, in that proletarian self-love merges with class
hatred.

Negri formulates his argument in terms of the thematic of discontinuity
which has been making its way into Italy from France in the 70s. Whereas
the orthodox dialectic, which provides a basis for communist party thinking,
operates in terms of hamology, totality, and resolution, the philosophy of
discontinuity emphasizes non-homologous otherness or heterogeneity, the
fractured and incomplete nature of “totality,” and the impossibility of full
resolution. It is in many ways the philosophic equivalent of autonomy and
is in France associated with the names of Deleuze, Derrida, Foucaulr, and
Lyotard. Negri writes that it is only by insisting on his difference and
otherness, and on the otherness of the class movement, that there can be
ruptures of the sort that provide hope for renewal. The workers” movement
is discontinuous; it is continuously remaking itself by destroying its old
organizational forms, By defining itself as other than the totality of capitalist
development, the movement operates a destructuration-sabotage of it. There
can be no homology between the movement and capitalist development.
The totality of capitalism is thus seen as a “forced relationship”; it is struc-
tured by a destructuration which is the product of the proletarian subject.
The purpose of capitalist restructuration is to reimpose conclusiveness on
this destructuration, but working class self-valorization is irreducibly dis-
continuous; it has nothing to do with the homologies of rationalist or his-
toricist progressivism. As autonomy, it refuses the goal of economic
development. “The rupture and recognition of the class’ own productive
force removes any possibility of a resolutive dialectic.”
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Capitalist power resides in the simultaneity of the processes of production
and reproduction, whereas “for the proletariat it means developing the in-
dependence of its own processes of reproduction, its dis-symmetry, its dis-
continuity.” Negri calls for a linkage between wage struggles and the
struggle for public expenditures as part of a program designed to disrupt
the simultaneity of production and reproduction. This would develop the
unity of productive labor against the attempt by capital to divide workers
from other proletarian sectors. Negri- argues that the unemployed must
oppose the arrogance of salaried income; the privileged position of the factory
and the wage must be extended to include the majority of proletarians. If,
as Negri believes, the proletarian movement represents the extreme disso-
lution of the concept of power, then within the movement, the wage struggle
must become political, general, and egalitarian. It must act principally on
the terrain of public spending, for the self-valorization of the overall repro-
duction of the entire prolerariat.

Negri returns to the problem of autonomous organization. He defines the
party as a function of proletarian power, a guarantor of the process of self-
valorization, and an army that defends the frontiers of the independence of
the proletariat. Only working class self-valorization (as wage and public
spending pressure, the refusal of work, direct appropriation, etc), however,
can exercise the logic of separation, and this is the sole source of proletarian
power. Negri points out that whenever in history the party becomes up-
permost, the revolution is finished. In autonomy, power dissolves into a
network of powers; only a diffuse network of powers can organize revolu-
tionary democracy. The independence of the class is to be constructed via
the autonomy of single, individual revolutionary movements. Unity will be
the product of moments of power which are pluralistic.

For Negri, the question of violence is fundamental, as the immediate
refusal of work, the inducement of capitalist crisis through the class’ reap-
propriation of the mechanisms of its own reproduction (via public expend-
iture), and the eventual exclusion of the enemy. To waylay hasty accusations
of “totalitarianism,” it should be pointed out that Negri also speaks here
of democracy and freedom as necessary components of self-valorization, whose
object is the total use of wealth in the service of collective freedom. The
bourgeoisie excludes violence even as it practices it. For Negti, the only way
to overcome the violence of history is to acknowledge its reality.

Negri concludes this book on a note of optimism. The balance of power,
he contends, has been reversed; the working class is now the stronger power.
The more the form of domination perfects itself, the more empty it becomes,
the more working class refusal grows and becomes full of rationality and
value. And the goal of refusal is to unleash the proletariat's productive
potential which is now constrained by capiralist domination.

Marx Beyond Marx (1979) is the most comprehesive statement of the
theory of autonomy. One point that Negri makes that is necessary to bear
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in mind in order to understand his next book on Spinoza is that communism
is immediately given in inverted form in the categories of capital. For
example, the specific characteristics of money (sociality, the representation
of collective productivity, the measure and sign of social patrimony) can be
immediately reversed into communism, Capitalist development is the inverse
image of the process of communism, as a radical and extreme antithesis
(liberation, the wealth of needs, the reverse of the crises of “over”-produc-
tion). When the opposition becomes extreme, then associated labor will be
transformed. The emergence of an antithetical subject and the liberation of
the forces of production will legislate that capitalist command is no longer
necessary. There will be new rules of production and development. The two
most important features of Negri’s communism are first, that it is the result
of the activity of a constituting subject, and second, that it consists of the
liberty of this subject’s labor from the capitalist form of value and of work.
The communist future can only be constructed; it is not the product or
teleology of capitalism’s logical development, but rather a new subject form-
ing itself by destroying capital and transforming reality. (As Negri puts it,
communism is not inevitable; hence, it is all the more inevitable.) The
communist refusal of work unleashes the multiplicity of free movement of
this subject, its complete autonomy. But what is necessary to see is that
this multiplicity and potential “over”-productivity is already contained (in
the dual sense of limited and housed) in capitalism. Communism, as a
dynamic and constitutive subjective element—human productive poten-
tial—is the motor of capitalist development; this is why Negri is so opti-
mistic. The materialization of communism will thus consist of the
development of the use values of living labor beyond the limits capital value
imposes. The transition to communism is the material self-construction of
an autonomous subject,

At first glance, The Savage Anomaly: Essay on Power and Potential in Baruch
Spinoza (1980), the study of Spinoza which Negri wrote while in prison,
seems to mark a radical break from his preceding works. In it, he returns
to the analysis of 17th-century politics and philosophy which was his concern
in Descartes politico (1970), before he undertook a mote engaged form of
writing. Yet Savage Anomaly is not all that anomalous. In it, Negri constructs
a reading of Spinoza which justifies his own political and philosophical
position.

Negri reads Spinoza as privileging “potential” (potenza) against power.
One can see immediarely how this relates to Negri's notion of communism
as the liberation of human collective productive capacity from the law of
value and capitalist work, two forms of power. Potential is the materialist
production and constitution of being in Spinoza. It also names collective
human activity as a world-constituting practice. Potential has both an on-
tological and a political dimension, and the two necessarily articulate. On-
rologically, it describes the constitutive collective practice that produces the
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world as an open-ended dynamic activity. The collectivity is the “multi-
tudes,” and the activity is progressive liberation. Politically, therefore, po-
tential is the basis of a revolutionary democracy, constituted by consensus.
By interweaving the concepts of material production and political consti-
tution, Spinoza demystifies the philosophical basis of the 17th-century bour-
geois absolute State, that is, the rational idealist dualism of mind and body,
mind and world. Elevated, like the mind, above the world of material
production, the State becomes transcendental command and power, beyond
determination by the collective practice of the masses. It is for this reason
that Negri will argue that Spinoza’s political theory is actually to be found
in his metaphysics. The metaphysical concept of potential in a non-dualist
materialist philosophy necessarily leads to an ethics of need, passion, and
generosity, as well as to a politics of republican constitution and liberation.
Hence, Negri argues, Spinoza puts the problem of democracy on a material
basis, within the problem of production and against all the current mysti-
fications of the State. He is anomalous in relation to the new 17th-century
capitalist order of production because his work represents the transgression
of all ordering which is not freely constituted by the masses. His “new
rationality” consists of a constitutional ontology founded on needs and the
organization of the collective “imagination” (a principle of inventive pro-
duction). Philosophy and politics, therefore, like constitution and produc-
tion, are inseparable in Spinoza. The fact that the writing of the Tractatus
Theologico-politicus. a political tract, interrupts the writing of the Ethics, a
philosophical document, is not an accident as far as Negri is concerned. It
simply shows that the activity of discovery mimes the discovery of activity.

I will discuss only those parts of the book which relate to the theory of
autonomy; I won’t enter into historical or textual detail. It is enough to say
that Negri has performed a fine materialist and historical analysis. He de-
scribes the development of Spinoza’s work in terms of the political economy
of the Dutch Republic, the cultural milieu of the counter-Reformation, and
Spinoza’s own perambulations. And he outlines an antagonistic dual tradition
of political theory—Hobbes/Rousseau/Hegel vs. Machiavelli/Spinoza/Marx—
which clearly is pertinent to the current situation in Italy.

For Negti, Spinoza is a post-bourgeois philosopher who writes against the
grain of the ideological requirements of the Dutch bourgeoisie. Rather than
a utopia which merely idealizes the capitalist market in the face of a crisis,
Spinoza writes a dystopia which acknowledges the practical material basis
of human life in need and desire, the conflictuality which is the consequence
of this basis, and the collectivity of human production which is the only
possible ethical solution to that conflictuality. Spinoza is radically anti-
transcendental. His method follows the diffuse expansion of material po-
tential rather than taking the form of a finalist, teleological dialectic, which
mediates difference, conflict, and the plurality of modes of being into an
abstract resolution which would be the identity of power. Potential is always
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at odds with power in Spinoza. The power of dialectical mediation subsumes
the individual inte the universal. The emphasis on potential reverses this
transcendental metaphysic by promoting an insertion into the world, an
exaltation of the plurality of modes, in politics, history, and in the phen-
ozgen(.)logy' of singular and collective life. Spinoza’s logic follows the con-
stitutive process of teality, It posits material being as porenza, activity, a
cp{xstruction, within which human productive activity is situated. The po-
%mcal implication of the emphasis on human production as potential is that
it opposes the subsumption of that activity into a principle of transcendence,
of power. Political society will not be based on obedience, but rather on
consensus. For Spinoza, the State is not founded on law, but instead on
liberation, which is equatable with constitution, the free expansion of human
productive potential.

The notion of potential is subversive of power because it implies an open-
endedness and a counter-finality of constitution and production which fore-
grounds the principles of displacement and transformation, both of which
undermine the bases of power in stability and absolutism. Philosophical
finalism always makes a historical world order out to be of the indissoluble
order of nature; hence, it legitimates power and command. Spinoza’s concept
of the human being as an activity, as a subject of construction and the
producer of the world, dislocates any finality assigned to a particular world
order. The horizon of human constitutive potential is open; the world is
'fzvhat is not yet. This, according to Negti, is what makes Spinoza an anomaly
in terms of the dominant culture of the 17th century. With its emphasis
on the collectivity of the multitude, and its opposition to the rigid indi-
vidualism of the capitalist market, Spinoza’s metaphysic is a declaration of
the irreducibility of the forces of production to the bourgeois order. It is
an affirmation of the productive force of humankind and a demystification
of all bourgeois ideology which hides domination exercised over that pro-
ductive force. As in Negti’s other writings on the problem of the antagonism
between capitalist command and worket autonomy, the problem of the
crossing between productive force and productive relation appears here as
crucial. In Spinoza, there is no possibility of a separation of productive
relations from productive forces (as in the absolutist State of the 17th century
bourgeoisie). He negates the distinction between civil society and the State.
Civil society and politics are completely interwoven. ;

This argument has two important consequences which set off echoes in
the theory of autonomy. The first is that the 17th-century order of capitalist
development, as a result of economic crises, required an ideology of ascesis
and ordering which placed limits on productive accumulation. Spinoza’s
philosophy of potential as an infinite activity of constructive production
which remained open counters this bourgeois necessity. The limitlessness
of potential is posed against the limitations imposed by power. The second
consequence is that power can only be determined as subordinate to the
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social potential of the “multitude.” The collapsing of the distinctions be-
tween civil society and politics, productive forces and productive relations,
in Spinoza implies that State power can only be constitutionally organized.
This represents a negation of the absolutist State, of the separation of Stare
of capitalist “original accumulation” (the exercise of State force to consolidate
early capitalism) from society, and an espousal of a constitution founded on
opposition to power and the affirmation of autonomy. The modernity of
Spinoza’s concept of the political constitution of the real resides in its de-
struction of the notion of the autonomy of the political and an affirmation
of the hegemony and autonomy of the collective needs of the masses,
Spinoza's metaphysic, then, presents being asa productive force and ethics
as the phenomenological articulation of productive needs. It affirms pro-
ductive forces as a terrain of liberation, much like the theory of autonomy.
In Spinoza, as in the theory of autonomy, production and constitution,
collective human productive activity and the political arrangement of society,
are presented as inseparable. Production is inside the structure of being, and
human activity extends nature by transforming it into second nature, some-
thing produced by human kind. The political constitution in Spinoza is
what mediates the passage from nature to second nature. Therefore, according
to Negri, it is the productive machinery of the destruction of power, con-
ceived as transcendence and control over the productive masses. In this
frame, power is seen as contingent in relation to the truly constitutive
principle of the world, which is potential. The legitimation of command
is based on the separation of the relation between relations of production
and forces of production, and in Spinoza such a separation cannot obtain.
Productive force, once liberated from the constraints of bourgeois productive
relations, shows itself to be immediately constitutive, and it shows the
possibility that the world can be transformed according to desire. And this
last, one might say, is the conclusion of the theory of autonomy. As Negri
words it in his political writings: “Communism as a minimal program.”

The first major political piece that Negri published in prison is entitled
Class Politics: Motor and Form, The Five Campaigns Today. It is an appendix
to a forthcoming book to be called War and Commaunism. He calls for a critical
reassessment of the 70s. He repudiates the Red Brigades’ strategy of armed
terrorism, blaming it for the current straits in which the movement finds
itself. He argues that a new level of class composition has been attained
which calls for a new “class politics” that would be “the conscious mediation
of the constitutive activity of the proletarian practice of needs.” The period
of pure-auto-valorization is over, and now is a time requiring auto-deter-
mination through a political mediation of the movement. Hence, the “fifth
campaign” he outlines calls for the formation of a political stratum for the
direction of the communist movement, the strategic definition of its func-
tions, and the political mediation of the class struggle. Once again arguing
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for the refusal of work and for the constitutive communist potential of the
proletariat within capitalism, Negri emphasizes that this political mediation
must grow directly out of the class’ activity. The taking of power can only
be the form of this material. The seizure of State power alone, without an
anchor in the composition of the class, merely reproduces the bourgeois
autonomization of the political, places the vanguard before the mass, and
leads to socialism as planned capitalism.

Negri's argument is characteristically optimistic. The crisis, he writes,
must be made the key to reconstructing the movement. It should not be
seen as a catastrophe, but rather, as a source of creativity. Once one sees the
possiblity of communism in the crisis, then peace itself, not armed struggle,
becomes a weapon against capitalist development. The revolutionary passage
can only grow out of the long, material process of the class composition of
the proletariat. That composition has now reached a higher level thar requires
a higher level of political mediation, not that of the micro-groups of the
70s, but one that is more unitary in character, not a party, but a political
mediation of counter-power that would translate the constitutive mobility
of the class subject into a political mobility.

Of the two traditional options which offer themselves now as possible
strategies—tyrannicide or the right of resistance—Negri chooses resistance,
“destruction through mass insubordination,” rejecting the Brigades’ brand
of tyrannicide. Collective tevolt, he argues, will constitute communism.
The political struggle comes first, and it assumes the immediacy of needs
as an essential moment in the revolutionary passage. And there is a political
need in the proletariat for wealth and liberty that is not answered by either
the Brigades’ terrorism or the CPI's statist alternative.

Negri concludes by listing the five “campaigns” that are needed today:
first, the struggle against work as the exercise of counter-power and as the
immanence of communism; second, the fight over public expenditures for
services that affect the proletariat’s reproduction of itself; third, the nuclear
struggle and the critique of science as power; fourth, the struggle against
the authoritarian State through education and the construction of a mass
front; and finally, the creation of a political stratum for directing the move-
ment. At a time of great pessimism in the Italian movement, Negri still
sees grounds for hope within oppression. “Every suture,” he writes, “opens
new wounds.”

Michael Ryan
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Notes

1. The conference of Socialist Economists has produced an excellent
volume entitled Working Class Autonomy and the Crisis (Red Notes, 1979),
which contains several short texts by Negri, as well as a full translation f)f
1l dominio ¢ il sabotaggio. A short resume of Negri's works is available in
French—Benjamin Coriat, ““I'opéraisme italien,” in Dizz!em'quas,. no. ?)0. 4

2. See Potere Operaio: Per una internazionale della avanguardie rivolnzionarse
(Flotence, 1974) and Awtonomia Operaia (Rome, 1976). For an account of
the role young workers and the student movement played in tra.nsformmg
autonomy from a primary workers' orientation to a broader sggaal W‘orkeg
strategy, see Paolo Bassi and Antonio Pilati, I giovanni ¢ la crisi degli anni
settenta (Rome, 1978). .

3. See Karl-Heinz Roth, Die ‘andere’ Arbeiterbewegung (Munich, 1974),
a book Negri frequently refers to. Roth argues through a history off the
German working class movement from the time of the Second Intematxonail’
down to the present that the methods now being used to control the “other,
autonomous workers’ movement in Germany are essentially those developed
during the Fascist period.
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