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The Commodity

The wealth of societies in which a capitalistic mode of production
prevails, appears as a ‘gigantic collection of commodities’ and the
singular commodity appears as the elementary form of wealth. Our
investigation begins accordingly with the analysis of the commodity.

The commodity is first an external object, a thing which satisfies
through its qualities human needs of one kind or another. The nature
of these needs is irrelevant, e.g., whether their origin is in the stomach
or in the fancy. We are also not concerned here with the manner in
which the entity satisfies human need; whether in an immediate way
as food — that is, as object of enjoyment — or by a detour as means of
production.

Each useful thing (iron, paper, etc.) is to be considered from a
double point of view, in accordance with quality and quantity. Each
such thing is a totality of many properties and is therefore able to be
useful in different respects. The discovery of these different respects
and hence of the manifold modes of utility of things is an historical act.
Of such a kind is the invention of social measurement for the quantity of
useful things. The diversity of the commodity-measurements arises
partly from the diverse nature of the objects to be measured, and
partly from convention.

It is the utility of a thing for human life that turns it into a use-value.
By way of abbreviation let us term the useful thing itself (or
commodity-body, as iron, wheat, diamond, etc.) use-value, good, arti-
cle. In the consideration of use-values, quantitive determination is
always presupposed (as a dozen watches, yard of linen, ton of iron,
etc.). The use-values of commodities provide the material for a study
of their own, the science of commodities. Use-value realizes itself only in
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THE COMMODITY 9
exchange-value is concerned, one commodity is, after all, quite as
good as every other, provided it is present in the correct proportion.

Hence, commodities are first of all simply to be considered as
values, independent of their exchange-relationship or from the form,
in which they appear as exchange-values.

Commodities as objects of use or goods are corporeally different
things. Their reality as values forms, on the other hand, their unity.
This unity does notarise out of nature but out of society. The common
social substance which merely manifests itself differently in different
use-values, is — labour.

Commodities as values are nothing but crystallized labour. The unit
of measurement of labour itself is the simple average-labour, the
character of which varies admittedly in different lands and cultural
epochs, but is given for a particular society. More complex labour
counts merely as simple labour to an exponent or rather to a multiple, so

that a smaller quantum of complex labour is equal to a larger quantum
of simple labour, for example. Precisely how this reduction is to be
controlled is not relevant here. That this reduction is constantly
occurring is revealed by experience. A commodity may be the product
of the most complex labour. Its value equates it to the product of
simple labour and therefore represents on its own merely a definite
quantum of simple labour.

A use-value or good only has a value because labour is objectified or
materialized in it. But now how are we to measure the quantity of its
value? By the quantum of the ‘value-forming substance’ (i.e., labour)
which is contained in it. The quantity of labour itself is measured by
its temporal duration and the labour-time in turn possesses a measuring
rod for particular segments of time, like hour, day, etc.

It might seem that, if the value of a commodity is determined by the
quantum of labour expended during its production, the more lazy and
incompetent a man the more valuable his commodity is, because he

needs all the more labour-time for its completion. But only the socially
necessary labour-time is labour-time required for the constitution of
some particular use-value, with the available socially-normal condi-
tions of production and the social average-level of competence and
intensity of labour. After the introduction of the steam-driven loom in
England, for example, perhaps half as much labour as before was
sufficient to change a given quantum of yarn into cloth. The English

hand-weaver needed in order to accomplish this change the same

labour-time as before, to be sure, but the product of his individual
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greater is the labour-time necessary for the production of an article,
and the greater its value is. The quantity of value of a commodity
varies directly as the quantum, and inversely as the productive power of
the labour embodying itself in the commodity.

Now we know the substance of value. It is labour. We know its unit
of measurement. It is labour-time. We have yet to analyse its form,
which precisely stamps the value as an exchange-value. Before we do
that we must develop the determinations which have already been
discovered in somewhat greater detail.

A thing can be a use-value without being an exchaflige-value. This is
the case wherever the human relevance of the thing is not mediated by
labour. So air, virgin land, brush in'a wild.state, wood growing in wild
conditions, etc. A thing can be useful and be the product of human
labour without being a commodity. A man who satisfies his own need
through his product creates use-value, to be sure, but not a commodi-
ty. In order to produce a commodity, he must produce not merely
use-value, but use-value for others — social use-value. Finally, no entity
can be a value without being an object of use. If i1 is useless, then the
labour contained in it is also useless, does not count as labour and,

hence, does not form a value.

Originally, the commodity appeared to us as a two-sided entity,
use-value and exchange-value. As we consider the matter more closely
it will appear that the labour which is contained in the commodity is
two-sided, also. This aspect, which I am the first to have developed in
a critical way, is the starting point upon which comprehension of
political economy depends.

Let us consider two commodities, a coat and 10 yards of linen,
perhaps. Let the first have twice the value of the second, so that if 10
yards of linen = w, the coat = 2w,

The coat is a use-value which satisfies a particular need. In order to
produce it, a particular kind of purposeful productive activity is
required. This is determined in accordance with purpose, manner of
operation, object, means and result. The labour whose usefulness is
represented in the use-value of its product or in the product in such
wise that its product is a use-value, let such labour here be called for
simplicity’s sake simply useful labour. From this viewpoint it is con-
stantly under consideration with respect to the utility, production of
which is the intent of the labour.

Just as coat and linen are qualitatively different use-values, so the
deployments of labour which mediate their realities are qualitatively
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necessity of nature for the sake of mediating the material interchange
between man and nature (i.e., human life).

The use-values coat, linen, etc. — in brief, the commodity-bodies
— are connections of two elements, natural matter and labour. If one
subtracts the total sum of all different instances of useful labour which
lurk inside the coat, linen, etc., there always remains a material
substrate left over which is present naturally without the interference
of man. Man can only proceed in his producing like nature does
herself; i.e., only change the forms of material. And what is more, in
this labour of formation itself he is constantly supported by natural
forces. Labour is not, therefore, the only source of those use-values
which are produced by it — material wealth. Labour is its father, as
William Petty says, and the earth is its mother.

Now let us pass from the consideration of the commodity insofar as
it is a use-object to that of commodity-walue (i.e., exchange-value).

According to our assumption the coat has double the value of linen.
This, however, is only a quantitative difference, which is not yet of
immediate interest to us. We recall, therefore, that if the value of a
coat is twice as great as that of 10 yards of linen, then 20 yards of linen
have the same amount of value as a coat. As values, a coat and linen are
things of equal substance, objective expressions of similar labour. But
tailoring and weaving are qualitatively different kinds of labour. Con-
ditions of society, however, are found, wherein the very same person
alternately tailors and weaves; and both these modes of labouring are
therefore merely modifications of the labour of one and the same indi-
vidual, and are not yet specific definite functions of different indi-
viduals: just as the coat which our tailor makes today, and the trousers
which he is to make tomorrow only presuppose variations of the same
individual labour. Appearance itself teaches, moreover, that in our
capitalistic society a given portion of human labour is adduced alter-
nately in the form of tailoring or in the form of weaving on each
occasion in accordance with the shifting direction of the demand for
labour. This changing of form which labour endures may occur not
without friction — but it must occur. If one disregards the determi-

nacy of productive activity and therefore disregards the useful charac-
ter of labour, it remains true about it that it is an expenditure of human
labour-power. The labour of a tailor and weaving, although they are
qualitatively different productive activities, are both productive
expenditure of human brain, muscle, nerve, hand, etc., and are both
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of human labour-power. Tailoring and weaving are formative elements
of the use-values coat and linen precisely by virtue of their different
qualities; but they are only the substance of coatwalue and linen-value
insofar as there is an abstracting from their specific quality and both
possess the same quality, the quality of human labour. Coat and linen,
however, are not only values in general, but are values of definite
magnitude and in accordance with our assumption the coat is worth
twice as much as 10 yards of linen. What is the origin of this difference
in their magnitudes of value? It is the fact that linen contains only half
as much labour as the coat, so that labour power has to be expended
for a period of twice the time taken for the production of the latter as
for the production of the former.

If, therefore, with respect to the use-value, the labour contained in
the commodity counts only qualitatively, with respect to the mag-
nitude of exchange-value it counts only quantitatively, after being
already reduced to human labour without further quality. In the
former case, what is at issue is the how and what of labour; and in the
latter case, what matters is its how much, its temporal duration. Since
the quantity of exchange-value of a commodity measures only the
quantum of the labour contained in it, hence commodities within a
certain proportion to one another must always be equally large
exchange-values.

If the productive power of (say) all the useful deployments of labour
required for the production of a coat remains unchanged, then the
magnitude of value of the coats rises along with their own quantity. If
one coat represents x days of labour, then two coats represent 2x days
of labour, etc. But now assume that the labour-time necessary for the
production of a coat rises to twice as much, or falls to half as much. In
the first instance, a coat has as much value as two coats had previously;
and in the latter case, two coats have only just so much value as

previously one had, although in both cases a coat performs the same
tasks as before and the useful labour contained in it remains of the
same beneficence as before. But the labour-guantum expended in its
production has changed.

A larger quantum of use-value in and for itself forms larger material
wealth, two coats being more than one. With two coats two human
beings can be clad, and with one coat only one human being,
etc. Nevertheless, a fall in the magnitude of value of material wealth
may correspond contemporaneously to a rise in its mass. This con-
trary motion is produced by the two-sided specification of labour.
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The value of a commodity is called itsrelative value, if it is represented
in the use-value of another commodity in this fashion.

The relative value of a commodity can change, although its value
remains constant. And, going the other way, its relative value can
remain constant, although its value changes. The equation: 40 yards of
linen = 2 coats presupposes after all that both commodities cost
equally much labour. With every change in the productive power of
the deployments of labour which produce them there is a change in
the labour-time necessary for their production. Let us consider the
influence of such changes upon relative value.

I. Let the value of the linen change, while the coat-value remains
constant. If the labour-time expended in the production of linen
doubles (perhaps as a consequence of increasing sterility of the soil
employed in growing flax), then its value doubles. In place of: 40
yards of linen =2 coats, we would have: 40 yards of linen = 4 coats,
since 2 coats now contain only half as much labour-time as 40 yards of
linen. If the labour-time necessary for the production of linen
decreases by half, on the other hand (perhaps as a consequence of
improved looms), in that case the linen-value sinks by half. In consid-
eration of this we now have: 40 yards of linen = I coat. The relative
value of commodity A (i.e. its value expressed in commodity B) rises
and falls in direct ratio to the value of commodity A, while the value of

commodity B remains equal.

II. Let the value of linen remain constant, while the coat-walue
changes. If the labour-time necessary for the production of the coat
doubles under these conditions (perhaps as a consequence of a disap-
pointing shearing of sheep), then we have instead of: 40 yards of linen
= 2 coats, now: 40 yards of linen =1 coat.If the value of the coat falls by
half, on the other hand, then: 40 yards of linen = 4 coats. Given a
constant value for commodity A, its relative value (expressed in
commodity B) falls or risesin inverse ratio to the change in value of B.

If one compares the different cases sub I and II, what emerges is
that one and the same change of relative value can be initiated from
completely opposite causes. The equation: 40 yards of linen = 2 coats
becomes 1) the equation: 40 yards of linen = 4 coats, either because
the value of linen doubles or the value of the coat falls by half, and 2)

the equation: 40 yards of linen = 1 coat, either because the value of

linen sinks by half or the value of the coat rises to twice as much.
III. Let the labour-quanta necessary for the production of linen
and coat vary contemporaneously, in the same direction and same
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just value in general, but value of a specific magnitude — and a coat,
however, contains precisely just so much labour as 20 yards of linen. By
this relationship to the coat, linen swats different flies with one stroke.
By equating the other commodity toisself as value, it relates itself to itself
as value. By relating itself to itself as value, itdistinguishes itself from
itself as use-value, at the same time. By expressing its magnitude of value
in the coat (and magnitude of value is both things: value in general, and
quantitatively measured value), it endows its reality as value with a
Jform of value which differs from its immediate existence. By revealing
itself in this manner as a thing which is differentiated within itself, it
reveals itself for the first time really as a commodity — a useful thing
which is at the same time value. Insofar as linen is use-value, it is an
independent thing. Its value appears, on the other hand only in relation-
ship to another commodity (e.g., the coat), which a coat is, is qualita-
tively equated to it (the linen), and consequently in some specific
quantity counts as equivalent to it, replaces it and is exchangeable for
it. Hence, value only acquires an individual form which is different
from use-value only through its manifestation as exchange-value.

The expression of the value of linen in the coat impresses a new
form upon the coat itself. After all, what is the meaning of the

" value-form of linen? Evidently that the coat is exchangeable for it.

Whatever else may happen to it, in its mundane reality it possesses in
its natural form (coat) now the form of immediate exchangeability with
another commodity, the form of an exchangeable use-value, or Egquival-
ent. The specification of the Equivalent contains not only the fact that
acommodity s value at all, but the fact that it in its corporeal shape (its
use-value) counts as value for another commodity and consequently is
immediately at hand as exchange-value for the other commodity.
As value, linen is composed exclusively of labour, and forms a
transparently crystallized precipitate of labour. In reality this crystal
is very murky, however. In so far as labour is detectable in it (and not
every embodiment of commodity reveals the trace of labour), it is not
some undifferentiated human labour, but rather: weaving, spinning,
etc. — which, in addition, are by no means the only components of its
substance but of course are leavened with matter derived from nature.
In order to retain linen as a merely corporeal expression of human
labour one has to abstract from all that which makes it to be really a
thing. Any objectivity of human labour which is itself abstract (i.e.,
without any additional quality and content) is necessarily an abstract
objectivity — athing of thought. In that fashion, a web of flax turns into
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ally by each other — of the same relative value-expression, but divided
like poles between the two commodity-extremes which have been set
equal.
Quantitative determinacy is not included in the equivalent-form of a
commodity. The determinate relationship (e.g., in which coat is the
equivalent of linen) does not flow from its equivalent-form, the
form of its immediate exchangeability with linen, but from the determi-
nation of the amount of value by labour-time. The linen is only able to
represent its own value in coats, by relating itself to a determinate
coat-quantum as a given quantum of crystallized human labour. If the
coat-value changes, then this relationship also changes. But in order
that relative value of linen may change, it has to be present, and it can
only be formed upon given coat-value. Now, whether the linen repres-
ents its own value in 1, 2 or x coats depends (under this presupposi-
tion) completely upon the amount of value of a yard of linen and the
number of yards whose value is supposed to be manifested in the form
of coats. The amount of value of a commodity can only express it in the
use-value of another commodity as relative value. A commodity only
obtains the form of an immediately exchangeable use-value (which is
what is meant by ‘equivalent’) on the other hand, only as the material
in which the value of another commodity is expressed.

This distinction is obscured by a characteristic peculiarity of the
relative value-expression in its simple or first form. The equation: 20
yards of linen = 1 coat (or 20 yards of linen are worth a coat) includes,
after all, precisely the identical equation: 1 coat = 20 yards of linen (or
one coat is worth 20 yards of linen). The relative value-expression of
the linen, in which the coat figures as Equivalent, thus contains from
the reverse the relative value-expression of the coat, in which the linen
figures as Equivalent.

Although both determinations of the value-form or both modes of
manifestation of the commodity-value asexchange-value are onlyrela-
tive, they do not both appear relative to the same degree. In the relative
value of the linen (20 yards of linen = 1 coat), the exchange-value of
linen is expressly manifested asits relationship to another commodity. As
far as the coat is concerned, it is admittedly an Equivalent insofar as
linen is related to the coat as form of appearance of its own value, and
hence as something immediately exchangeable with itself (the linen).
Only within this relationship is the coat an Equivalent. But it con-
ducts itself passively. It seizes no kind of initiative. It finds itself in
relationship because things relate themselves to it. The character
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ity in only a very limited and one-sided way. If I compare the linen, for
example, with other commodities instead of coats, then I also obtain
other relative value-expressions, other equations (like 20 yards of linen =
u coffee; 20 yards of linen = v tea, etc.). The linen has just as many
different relative value-expressions as there exist commodities different
from it, and the number of its relative value-expressions constantly
increases with the number of kinds of commodities which newly enter
into existence.

The first form (20 yards of linen = 1 coat) yielded two relative
expressions for the value of 7wo commodities. This second form yields
the most variegated mosaic of relative expressions for the value of the
same commodity. In addition, there seems to be nothing gained either
for the expression of the amount of value (for the amount of value of
linen — which obviously remains the same in every expression — is
just as exhaustively expressed in ‘20 yards of linen = 1 coat’ as in ‘20
yards of linen = u coffee, etc.”), the coffee and the etcetera are only
single Equivalents, just as the coat was.

Nevertheless, this second form contains within itself an essential
development of form. For latent in it is, after all, not only the fact that
linen happens to express its value at one time in coats, and at another
in coffee, etc., but the fact that it expresses its value as much in coatsas
in coffee, etc.: either in this commodity or that or the third, etc. The
continuing determination is revealed as soon as this second or
developed form of the relative value-expression is manifested in its con-
nection. We obtain then:

I1. Second or developed form of relative value: 20 yards of linen = one
coator = u coffee or = v teaor = x iron or = y wheat or etc., etc. z
commodity A = u commodity Bor = v commodity Cor = w commod-
commodity D = x commodity E or = y commodity F or = etc.

The first thing is obviously that the first form constitutes the basic
element of the second, for the latter consists of many simple relative
value-expressions, as ‘20 yards of linen = one coat’, ‘20 yards of linen

= u coffee’, etc.

In the first form (20 yards of linen = 1 coat) it may appear like an
accidental fact that these two commodities are exchangeable in this
specific quantitative relationship. In the second form, however, a back-
ground which is essentially different from and determinant of the
accidental appearance immediately shines through. The value of the

linen remains equally large, whether expressed in coat, or coffee, or
iron, etc., in innumerably different commodities belonging to the
most different possessors. The accidental relationship of two indi-
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They are henceforward only quantitatively different, which is the
reason why one coat, u coffee, x iron, etc. — i.e., different quanta of
these different things — equal 20 yards of linen (equal to the same
quantum of objectified human labour). It is through their common
value-expression in the material, linen, therefore, that all com-
modities differ as exchange-values from their own use-values and relate
at the same time to one another as amounts of value, equate themselves
qualitatively to one another, and compare themselves quantitatively.
Only in this unified relative value-expression do they all appear for the
first time as values for one another, and their value consequently
obtains for the first time its corresponding form of appearance as
exchange-value. As opposed to the developed form of relative value
(form II) which manifests the value of a commodity in the environ-
mentof all other commodities, we call this unified value-expression the

' universal relative form of value. :

Inform IT (20 yards of linen = 1 coator = u coffee,or v teaor x iron,
etc.), the form in which the linen developsits relative value-expression,
it relates itself to each individual commodity (coat, coffee, etc.) as a
specific Equivalent, and to all of them together as to the environment of
its specific forms of the Equivalent. No individual species of commodity
counts any longer with respect to the linen as simple Equivalent, as in
the particular Equivalent, but only as specific Equivalent whereby the
one Equivalent excludes the other. In form III (which is the reciprocal
second form, and is therefore contained in it), the linen appears on the
other hand as the general form of the Equivalent for all other com-
modities. It is as if alongside and external to lions, tigers, rabbits, and
all other actual animals, which form when grouped together the
various kinds, species, subspecies, families etc. of the animal king-
dom, there existed also in addition the animal, the individual incarna-
tion of the entire animal kingdom. Such a particular which contains
within itself all really present species of the same entity is a universal
(like animal, god, etc.). Just as linen consequently became an indi-
vidual Equivalent by the fact thatone other commodity related itself to
it as form of appearance of value, that is the way linen becomes — as
the form of appearance of value common to all commodities — the
umversal Equivalent universal value-body, universal materialization of
abstract human labour. The specific labour materialized in it now

thereby counts as universal form of realization of human labour, as
universal labour.
During the process in which the value of commodity A is displayed
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consequently their social form. Social form of the commodity and
value-form or form of exchangeability are thus one and the same thing.
If the natural form of a commodity is at the same time its value-form,
then the commodity possesses the form of immediate exchangeability
with other commodities and consequently an immediately social form.

29

The simple relative value-form (form I) ‘One coat = 20 yards of

linen’, differs from the universal relative value-form, ‘One coat = 20
yards linen’ only by the fact that this equation now forms a member in

the series:

20 yards of linen

2 » » »

1 coat =
u coffee =
Vv tea =
etc
In actuality, it differs thus only in the fact that the linen has
continued its development from a singular to a umiversal Equivalent.
Thus if in the simple relative expression of value it is not that com-
modity which expresses its amount of value, but rather that commod-
ity in which the amount of value is expressed which is the one that
obtains the form of immediate exchangeability (equivalent form: hence,
immediately social form), the same thing holds true for the universal
relative value expression. But in the simple relative form of value this
distinction is merely formal and evanescent. If the coat expresses its
value in a relative way (that is, in linen) in the equation ‘One coat = 20
yards of linen’, and the linen acquires thereby the form of Equivalent,
then the very same equation includes immediately the reciprocity ‘20
yards of linen = one coat’, in which it is the coat that acquires the form
of Equivalent and the value of the linen is expressed in a relative way.
This constant and correlative development of the value-form of both
commodities as relative value and as Equivalent no longer takes place.
If the universal relative value-form, ‘One coat = 20 yards of linen’,
(where the linen is universal Equivalent) is turned around into ‘20
yards of linen = one coat’, the coat does not thereby become universal
Equivalent for all other commodities, but only a particular Equivalent
of the linen. The relative value-form of the coat is only universal
because it is the relative value-form of all other commodities at the
same time. What holds true of the coat, holds true of coffee, etc. It
follows, therefore, that the universal relative value-form of com-
modities excludes these very commodities from the universal form of
Equivalent. On the other hand, a commodity like linen is excluded
from the universal relative value-form as soon as it possesses the

" »” » LE ]
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nature does not in general find itself in an immediately exchangeable or
social form, by virtue of the fact that its immediate form is the form of
its use-value, not of its value.

One does not by any means actually detect in the form of universal
immediate exchangeability that it is a contradictory form of commodity:
just as inseparable from the form of not immediate exchangeability as
the positivity of one pole of a magnet is from the negativity of the
other. Consequently, one can imagine that one could impress the
mark of immediate exchangeability on all commodities at the same
time, just as one can also imagine that one could make all workers into
capitalists. Actually, however, universal relative value-form and univer-
sal Equivalent-form are the contradictory, reciprocally-presupposing
and reciprocally repelling poles of the very same social form of com-
modities.

As immediate social materialization of labour, linen is (as the univer-
sal Equivalent) materialization of immediately social labour, while other
bodies of commodities, which represent their value in linen, are
materializations of not:immediately social labours.

Actually, all use-values are only commodities because they are
products of private labours which are independent of one another — private
labours which, however, depend materially upon one another as
particular members (even though rendered self-sufficient) of the
primordial system of division of labour. In this fashion, they hang
together socially precisely through their differentiation, their particular
usefulness. That is exactly the reason why they produce qualitatively
differing use-values.

If they did not, then these use-values would not become com-
modities for one another. On the other hand, this differing useful
quality does not yet make products into commodities. If a peasant
family produces coat, linen and wheat for its own consumption, then
these things confront the family as differing products of their family
labour, but do not confront one another reciprocally as commodities.
If the commodity were immediately social (i.e., common) labour, then
the products would acquire the immediately social character of a
common product for its producers, but not the character of com-
modities for one another. Nevertheless, we do not have far to seek, in
this case, for that in which the social form of the private labours
consists, which are contained in the commodities and are independent
of one another. It already yielded itself out of the analysis of the
commodity. The commodities’ social form is their relationship to one
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the universal Equivalent-form separates a commodity off as some-
thing totally secluded from all other commodities, and finally because
this (the commodity’s form) is actually no longer the product of the
relationship of any singular commodity. i
From our present standpoint the universal Equivalent has not yet
by any means ossified, however. What was the way in which linen was
metamorphosed into the universal Equivalent, actually? By the fact
that it displayed its value, first in one single commodity (form I), then
in all other commodities in order in a relative way (form II), and
thereby all other commodities reflexively displayed their valuesinitin
arelative way (form III). The simple relative value-expression was the
seed out of which the universal Equivalent-form of linen developed. It
changes its role within this development. It begins by displaying its
amount of value in one other commodity and ends by serving as
material for the value-expression of all other commodities. What
holds for linen holds for every commodity. In its developed relative
value-expression (form II) — which only consists of its many, simple
value-expressions — the linen does not yet figure as universal Equi-
valent. Rather, every other commodity-body forms in this case linen’s
Equivalent , is thereby immediately exchangeable with it and is there-
fore able to change places with it.
So we obtain finally:
Form IV: 20 yards of linen = one coator = u coffeeor = vteaor = x
iron or = y wheat or = etc.
One coat = 20 yards of linenor = u coffeeor = v teaor = xironor =
y wheat or = etc.
u coffee = 20 yards of linenor = one coator v teaor x iron or y wheat
or v tea or = etc.

V tea =etc.
But each of these equationsreflexively yields coat, coffee, tea, etc. as

universal Equivalent and consequently yields value-expression in
coat, coffee, tea, etc. as universal relative value-form of all other
commodities. It is only in its opposition to other commodities that a
commodity turns into the universal Equivalent-form; but every com-
modity turns into the universal Equivalent-form in its opposition to
all other commodities. If every commodity confronts all other com-
modities with its own natural form as universal Equivalent-form, the
result is that all commodities exclude themselves from the socially

valid displaying of their amounts of value.
Obviously, the analysis of the commodity yields all essential deter-
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amount of value (the duranon of nme of that expenditure, or the
quantity of labour), it is clear that the quantity is distinguishable from
the quality of labour in a way which is even perceptible with the naked
eye. Inall conditions, it was the time of labour which the production of
necessities costs that had to be of concern to man, although not to the
same degree at different levels of development. Finally, as soon as
men work for one another in any manner, their labour acquires in
addition a social form.

Let us take Robinson Crusoe on his island. Modest as he naturally
is, nevertheless he has various needs to satisfy and must therefore
perform useful labours of various sorts, make tools, build furniture,
tame llamas, fish, hunt etc. We do not refer at this time to praying and
other such activities, since our Robinson derives enjoyment from

ie. Subs,
thce ’vﬁm C‘:"“P’“afb’, to prove that tht::z:lca;.:; il;c-a them and regards such activity as recreation. Despite the variety of his
A comenidi P S€s out of productive functions, he knows that they are only various forms of
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which are much more wondrous than if 1 Wooden head caprices | them without particular mental exertion. And nevertheless all essen-
da%‘: : ftall of & sudden began to tial determinations of value are contained therein.
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* Hack economist of Marx’s day.
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because they are members of the primordial division of labour are
dependent upon one another) on all sides are constantly reduced to
their socially proportional measure by the fact that in the accidental
and perpetually shifting exchange relationships of their products the
labour-time which is socially necessary for their production forcibly
obtrudes itself as a regulating natural-law, just as the law of gravity
does, for example, when the house falls down on one’s head. The
determination of the amount of value by the labour-time is conse-
quently the mystery lurking under the apparent motions of the rela-
tive commodity-values. The producers’ own social movement posses-
ses for them the form of a motion of objects under the control of which
the producers lie instead of controlling the motion. As far as concerns
the value-form finally, we note that it is just exactly this form which
objectively veils the social relationships of private workers and conse-
quently the social determinations of private labours, instead of laying
them bare. If I say that coat, boots, etc. relate themselves to linen as
universal materialization of abstract human labour, the insanity in
such a way of putting things leaps into view. But if the producers of
coat, boots, etc. relate these commodities to linen asuniversal Equival-
ent, then the social relatedness of their private labours appears to them
in exactly this insane form.

Such forms as these constitute precisely the categories of bourgeois
economy. They are the socially valid — thus objective — forms of
thought, for relationships of production of this particular historically
determined social mode of production.

The private producers only enter into social contact for the first
time through their private products: objects. Thesocial relationships of
their labours are and appear consequently not as immediately social
relationships of persons in their labours, but as objectified relationships
of persons, or social relationships of objects. The first and most univer-

sal manifestation of the object as a social thing, however, is the
metamorphosis of the product of labour into a commodity. The mysti-
cism of the commodity arises, therefore, from the fact that the social
determinations of the private labours of the private producers appear
to them as social natural determinanions of products of labour; from the
fact, that is, that the social relationships of production of persons appear
as social relationships of objects to one another and to the persons
involved. The relationships of the private workers to the totality of
social labour objectify themselves over against them and exist, conse-
quently, for them in the forms of objects. To a society of commodity
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but not yet does man master the process of production — such forms
count for their bourgeois consciousness as just such a self-evident
natural necessity as productive labour itself. Pre-bourgeois forms of
the social productive organism are accordingly treated by Political
Economy roughly like pre-Christian religions are treated by the
Fathers of the Church.

Just how drastically a section of the economists is deceived by the
fetishism which sticks to the world of commodities (or by the objective
illusion of the social determinations of labour) is proved among other
things by the tediously pointless contention about the role of nature in
the formation of exchange-value. Since exchange-value is a determi-
nate social style of expressing the labour which has been applied to a
thing, it can no more contain natural matter than the rate of exchange,
for example.

The commodiry-form was still relatively easy to see through as the
most universal and most undeveloped form of bourgeois production,
which for that reason appears even in earlier periods of production,
although not in the same prevailing (and hence characteristic) way.

But as for more concrete forms like Capital, for example? The
fetishism of classical economics here becomes palpable.

In order not to anticipate, however, let another example concerning
the commodity-form itself suffice. It has been observed that in the
relationship of commodity to commaodity (e.g., of shoe to shoe-shine

boy) the use-value of the shoe-shine boy (i.e., the utility of his real,
material properties) is completely irrelevant to the shoe. The shoe-
shine boy is of interest to the commodity, shoe, only as form of
appearance of its own value. So if commodities could speak, they
would say: ‘Our use-value may be of interest to a man. But it does not
inhere in us insofar as we are things. It is our exchange-value that
inheres in us as things. Our own circulation as commodity-things
proves that. It is only as exchange-values that we relate ourselves to
one another.” Now just listen to how the economists speak forth from
the very soul of the commodity: ‘Value (exchange-value)isa property
of things, riches (use-value) of man. Value, in this sense, necessarily
implies exchanges, riches do not.” (Anonymous, 1821) ‘Riches (use-

value) are the attribute of man; value is the atmribute of commodities. A

man or a community is rich; a pearl or a diamond is valuable. . . A

pearl or a diamond is valuable as a pearl or diamond .’ (S. Bailey) Up to

now, no chemist has discovered exchange-value in pearl or diamond.

Our authors, who lay claim to special critical depth find, nevertheless,

that use-value inheres in objects independently of their material prop-

erties, but their exchange-value on the other hand inheres in them as
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