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i

not fix or realise themselves in “ANy PERMANENT” (‘‘PARTICULAR” is also
used) ‘‘sUBJECT OR VENDIBLE coMmoprTy” (apart from themselves).” The
sale of these to the public provides him with wages and profit.
And these services which he has thus bought enable him to buy
them again; that is to say, they themselves renew the fund from
which they are paid for. The same is true for example of the
labour of clerks employed by a lawyer in his office—except for
the fact that these services as a rule also embody themselves in very
BULKY “PARTICULAR suBJEcts” in the form of immense bundles of
documents.

It is true that these services are paid for to the snTrREPRENEUR OUL Of
the revenue of the public. But it is no less true that this holds
good of all products in so far as they enter into individual
consumption. It is true that the country cannot export these
services as such; but it can export those who perform the services.
Thus France exports dancing masters, cooks, etc., and Germany
schoolmasters. With the export of the dancing master, or the
schoolmaster, however, his revenue is also exported, while the
export of dancing shoes and books brings a return to the country.

If therefore on the one hand a part of the so-called
unproductive labour embodies itself in material use values which
might just as well be commodities (venpiBLeE commoDpITIES),” SO on the
other hand a part of the services in the strict sense which assume
no objective form—which do not receive an existence as things
separate from those performing the services, and do not enter into
a commodity as a component part of its value—may be bought
with capital (by the immediate purchaser of the labour), may
replace their own wages and yield a profit. In short, the
production of these services can be in part subsumed under
capital, just as a part of the labour which embodies itself in useful
things is bought directly by revenue and is not subsumed under
capitalist production.

Fourthly. The whole world of “commodities” can be divided into
2 great parts. First, labour capacity; second, commodities as
distinct from labour capacity itself. As to the purchase of such
services as those which train labour capacity, maintain or modify
it, etc., in a word, give it a specialised form or even only maintain
it—rthus for example the schoolmaster’s service, in so far as it is
“industrially necessary” or useful; the doctor’s service, in so far as
it maintains health and so conserves the source of all values,
labour capacity itself, etc.—these are services which yield in return

2 See this volume, p. 17.— Ed.
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a

“a vendible commodity, etc.”,* namely labour capacity itself, into
whose costs of production or reproduction these services enter.
Adam Smith knew however how little “epbucation” enters into the
production costs of the mass of working MEN. And in any case the
doctor’s services belong to the faux frais de production.” They can be
counted as the cost of repairs for labour capacity. Let us assume
that wages and profit fell simultaneously in total value, from
whatever cause (for example, because the nation had grown
lazier), and at the same time in use value (because labour had
become less productive owing to bad harvests, etc.), in a word, that
the part of the product whose value is equal to the revenue
declines, because less new labour has been added in the past year
and because the labour added has been less productive. If in such
conditions capitalist and workman wanted to consume the same
amount of value in material things as they did before, they would
have to buy less of the services of the doctor, schoolmaster, etc.
And if they were compelled to continue the same outlay for both
these services, then they would have to restrict their consumption
of other things. It is therefore clear that the labour of the doctor
and the schoolmaster does not directly create the fund out of
which they are paid, although their labours enter into the
production costs of the fund which creates all values whatsoever—
namely, the production costs of labour capacity.
[VII-311] Adam Smith continues:

“Thirdly, it seems, upon every supposition, improper to say, that the labour of
artificers, manufacturers, and merchants, does not increase the real revenue of the
society. Though we should suppose, for example, as it seems to be supposed in this
system, that the value of the daily, monthly, and yearly consumption of this class
was exactly equal to that of its daily, monthly, and yearly production; yet it would
not from thence follow, that its labour added nothing to the real revenue, to the
real value of the annual produce of the land and labour of the society. An artificer,
for example, who, in the first six months after harvest, executes 10 pounds worth
of work, though he should, in the same time, consume 10 pounds worth of corn,
and other necessaries, yet really adds the value of 10 pounds to the annual
produce of the land and labour of the society. While he has been consuming a
half-yearly revenue of 10 pounds worth of corn and other necessaries, he has
produced an equal value of work, capable of purchasing, either to himself, or to
some other person, an equal half-yearly revenue. The value, therefore, of what has
been consumed and produced during these six months, is equal, not to 10, but to
20 pounds. It is possible, indeed, that no more than 10 pounds worth of this value
may ever have existed at any one moment of time. But if the 10 pounds worth of
corn and other necessaries which were consumed by the artificer, had been
consumed by a soldier, or by a menial servant, the value of that part of the annual

a Ibid., p. 19.—~Ed.
b Overhead costs of production.— Ed.
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produce which existed at the end of the six months, would have been 10 pounds
less than it actually is in consequence of the labour of the artificer. Though the
value of what the artificer produces, therefore, should not, at any one moment of
time, be supposed greater than the value he consumes, yet, at every moment of
time, the actually existing value of goods in the market is, in consequence of what
he produces, greater than it otherwise would be” ([Garnier,] lc., pp. 531-33)
[Vol. 111, pp. 141-42].

Is not the value of the commodities at any time in the market
greater as a result of the “unproductive labour” than it would be
without this labour? Are there not at every moment of time in the
market, alongside wheat and meat, etc., also prostitutes, lawyers,
sermons, concerts, theatres, soldiers, politicians, etc.? These lads or
wenches do not get the corn and other necessaries or pleasures for
nothing. In return they give or pester us with their services, which
as such services have a use value and because of their production
costs also an exchange value. Reckoned as consumable ArTiCLEs,
there is at every moment of time, alongside the consumable
articles existing in the form of goods, a quantity of consumable
articles in the form of services. The total quantity of consumable
articles is therefore at every moment of time greater than it would
be without the consumable services. Secondly, however, the value
too is greater; for it is equal to the value of the commodities which
are given for these services, and is equal to the value of the services
themselves. Since here, as in every exchange of commodity for
commodity, equal value is given for equal value, the same value is
therefore present twice over, once on the buyer’s side and once on
the seller’s.

//Adam Smith goes on to say in reference to the Physiocrats:

“When the patrons of this system assert, that the consumption of artificers,
manufacturers, and merchants, is equal to the value of what they produce, they
probably mean no more than that their revenue, or the fund destined for their
consumption, is equal to it” (that is, to the value of what they produce) ([Garnier,]
lLc., p. 533) [Vol. 111, pp. 142-43].

In this the Physiocrats were right in relation to ouvriers and
maitres® taken together, rent forming only a special category of the
latter’s profit.//

[VII-312] //Adam Smith notes on the same occasion—i.e., in his
criticism of the Physiocrats—1. IV, ch. IX (edit. Garnier, t. III):

“The annual produce of the land and labour of any society can be augmented
only in two ways; either, first, by some improvement in the productive powers of the
useful labour actually maintained within it; or, secondly, by some increase in the quantity

of that labour. The improvement in the productive powers of useful labour depends
upon the improvement in the ability of the workman; and upon that of the machinery with

2 Workers and employers.— Ed.



Theories of Surplus Value. Adam Smith 25

which he works.... The increase in the quantity of useful labour actually employed within
any society must depend altogether upon the increase of the capital which employs it;
and the increase of that capital, again, must be exactly equal to the amount of the savings
from the revenue, either of the particular persons who manage and direct the
employment of that capital, or of some other persons, who lend it to them”
([Garnier,] pp. 534-35) [Vol. 111, pp. 143, 144].

Here we have a double cercle vicieux® First: the annual product
is augmented by greater productivity of labour. All means to
augment this productivity (in so far as this is not due to accidents
of nature such as a specially favourable season, etc.) require an
increase of capital. But in order to increase the capital, the annual
product of labour must be increased. First circle. Secondly: the
annual product can be augmented by an increase in the quantity
of labour employed. The quantity of labour employed, however,
can only be increased if the capital which “employs it” is first
increased. Second circle. Adam Smith helps himself out of both
vicious circles with “savings”, by which he means in fact the
transformation of revenue into capital.

To think of the whole rproriT as “revenue” for the capitalist is
already in itself wrong. The law of capitalist production requires
on the contrary that a part of the surplus labour, of the unpaid
labour, performed by the workman should be transformed into
caritaL. When the individual capitalist functions as a capitalist—
that is, as a functionary of capital—he himself may think of this as
saving; but it also appears to him as a necessary reserve fund. The
increase of the quantity of labour does not however depend only
on the number of workmen, but also on the length of the working
day. The quantity of labour can therefore be increased without
increasing the part of the capital that is converted into wages.
Similarly, on this assumption there would be no need to increase
the machinery, etc. (although it would wear out more quickly; but
this makes no difference). The only thing that would have to be
increased is the part of the raw material that resolves itself into
seed, etc. And it remains true that, taking a single country
(excluding foreign trade), surplus labour must first be applied to
agriculture before it becomes possible in the industries which get
their matiére brute® from agriculture. A part of this matiére brute,
such as coal, iron, wood, fish, etc. (the last-named for example as
manure), in a word, all fertilisers other than animal manures, can
be got by merely increasing the labour (the number of labourers
remaining the same). There can therefore be no lack of these. On

2 Vicious circle.— Ed.
b Raw material.— Ed.

3-176



26 The Production Process of Capital

the other hand it has been shown above that the increase of
productivity in its origin always presupposes merely the concentra-
tion of capital, not the accumulation of capital.'® Later however
each process supplements the other.//

//The reason why the Physiocrats preached latssez-faire, laissez-
passer,'’” in short, free competition, is correctly stated in the
following passages from Adam Smith:

“The trade which is carried on between these two different sets of people”
(country and town) “consists ultimately in a certain quantity of rude produce
exchanged for a certain quantity of manufactured produce. The dearer the latter,
therefore, the cheaper the former; and whatever tends in any country to raise the
price of manufactured produce, tends to lower that of the rude produce of the
land, and thereby to discourage agriculture.” But all fetters and restrictions placed
on manufactures and foreign trade make manufactured commodities, etc., dearer.
Therefore, etc. (Smith, [Garnier,] Lc., pp. 554-55) [Vol. III, pp. 158, 159].//

[VII-313] Smith’s second view of “productive” and “unproduc-
tive labour” —or rather the view that is interwoven with his other
view —therefore amounts to this: that the former is labour which
produces commodities, and the latter is labour which does not
produce “any commodity”. He does not deny that the one kind of
labour, equally with the other, is a commodity. See above.®
* “The labour of the latter ... has its value, and deserves its reward
as well as that of the former”* (that is, from the economic
standpoint; there is no question of moral or other standpoints in
the case of either the one or the other kind of labour). The
concept commodity however implies that labour embodies,
materialises, realises itself in its product. Labour itself, in its
immediate being, in its living existence, cannot be directly
conceived as a commodity, but only labour capacity, of which
labour itself is the temporary manifestation. Just as it is only in this
way that wage labour proper can be explained, so it is with
“unproductive labour”, which Adam Smith determines throughout
by the production costs required to produce the “unproductive
labourer”. A commodity must therefore be conceived as something
different from Ilabour itself. Then, however, the world of
commodities is divided into two great categories:

On one side, labour capacity.

On the other side, commodities themselves.

The materialisation, etc., of labour 1s however not to be taken in
such a Scottish sense as Adam Smith conceives it. When we speak
of the commodity as a materialisation of labour—in the sense of
its exchange value-—this itself is only an imaginary, that is to say, a

2 See this volume, p. 17.— Ed.
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The rate of profit® of Il is 30% higher than that of I.

The surplus value of II is 20% smaller than that of I.

II employs 66 %/s% more working days, while I appropriates only
'/18, or 11'/6%, more labour in a single day.

[VII-329] Mr. Mill has therefore proved that capitalist I—who
uses a total of 90 working days, '/s of which [is embodied] in
constant capital (seed, machinery, etc.), and employs 60 workers
whom, however, he pays only [the product of] 30 days—produces
one quarter of corn in 5 a day or in 95 of a day; so that in 90
working days he produces 180 grs, 60 qrs of which represent the
30 working days contained in the constant capital, 60 qrs the
wages for 60 working days or the product of 30 working days, and
60 grs the surplus value (or the product of 30 working days). The
surplus value of this capitalist I=100%, his profit=50%, for the
60 qrs of surplus value are not calculated on the 60 qrs, the part
of the capital laid out in wages, but on 120 qgrs, i.e., capital twice as
large (=variable capital+constant capital).

He has proved further that capitalist 11, who uses 100 working
days and lays out nothing in constant capital (by virtue of his
discovery), produces 180 qrs, 1 qr therefore='"/15 of a day, or s
of a day- (40 minutes) dearer than that of I. His labour is '/is less
productive. Since the worker receives a daily wage of 1 qr, as he
did previously, his wages have risen by !/, in REaL vaLUE, that is, in
the labour time required for their production. Although the
production cost of waces has now risen by '/is and his total product
is smaller in relation to labour time, and the surplus value
produced by him amounts only to 80%, whereas that of I was -
100%, his rate of profit is 80%, while that of the first was 50.
Why? Because, although the cost oF waces has risen for 1I, he
employs more workers, and because the rate of surplus value=the
rate of profit in the case of 11, since his surplus value is calculated
only on the capital laid out in wages, the constant capital
amounting to zero. But Mill wanted on the contrary to prove that
the rise in the rate of profit was due to a reduction in the production
cost of wages according to the Ricardian law. We have seen that this
rise took place despite the increase in the production cost of wages, that,
consequently, the Ricardian law is false if profit and surplus value
" are directly identified with one another, and the rate of profit is
understood as the ratio of surplus value or gross profit
{which=the surplus value) to the total value of the capital
advanced.

a In the manuscript “profit” is changed in Marx’s hand to “rate of
profit”.— Ed.
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Mr. Mill continues:

“A RETURN of 180 qrs could not before be obtained but by an outlay of 120 qrs;
it can now be obtained by an outlay of not more than 100.”2

Mr. Mill forgets that in the first case, the outlay of 120 qrs=an
outlay of 60 working days. And that in the 2nd case, the outlay of
100 grs=an outlay of 55°/3 working days (that is, 1 qr="/;3 of a
working day in the first case and '%/;s in the 2nd).

“The produce (180 grs) is still the result of the [same] quantity of labour as
before, the labour of 100 MEN.” 2

Pardon me! The 180 qrs were previously the result of 90
working days. Now they are the result of 100.

“A quarter of corn, therefore, is stili the produce of 19/,4 of a man’s labour.” 2

(Pardon me! It was previously the produce of %5 of a man’s
labour.)

“For a quarter of corn, which is the REMUNERATION of a single labourer, is indeed
the produce of the same labour as before.” 2

(Pardon me! Firstly, now 1 qr of corn is “indeed the produce”
of '%/13 of a working day, whereas previously it was the produce of
°/1s; it therefore costs '/i;5 of a day more labour; and secondly,
whether the qr costs %8 or /s of his working day, the
ReMUNERATION of an individual worker should never be confused
with the product of his labour; since it is always only a part of that
product.)

“It is now the produce of 19/;4 of a man’s labour, and nothing else” (this is
correct); “whereas formerly it required for its production the CONJUNCTION of that
quantity of labour+AN EXPENDITURE, in the form of REIMBURSEMENT OF PROFIT,
AMOUNTING TO }/5 more.”2

Stop! First of all [VII-330] it is wrong, as has been emphasised
repeatedly, to say that 1 qr previously cost '*/i5 of a working day
It only cost °/15. It would be even more wrong (if a gradatlon in
absolute falsehood were p0551ble) if there were added to these %/
of a working day “the conjunction of REIMBURSEMENT OF PROFIT,
AMOUNTING TO /5 MORe”. In 90 working days (taking constant and
variable capital together) 180 grs are produced
180 qrs=90 workmg days 1 qr="/150=" fa working day=%/,s. Con-
sequently, no con]unctlon * whatsoever is added to these °/i5 of a
working day, or to s working day which 1 qr cost in case No. L.
We here discover the real perusion which is the centre around
which the whole of this nonsense revolves. Mill first of all made a

2 See this volume, pp. 40-41.— Ed
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FOOL OF HIMSELF BY SUPPOSING THAT, IF 120 qrs are THE PRODUCE OF 60 DAYS OF
LABOUR, THE PRODUCE OF WHICH WAS DIVIDED TO EQUAL PARTS BETWEEN THE
60 LABOURERS AND THE CAPITALISTS, THE 60 qu WHICH REPRESENT THE CONSTANT
CAPITAL COULD BE THE PRODUCE OF 40 DAYS OF LABOUR. T HEY COULD ONLY BE THE
PRODUCE OF 30 DAYS, IN WHATEVER PROPORTION THE CAPITALIST AND THE LABOURERS
PRODUCING THOSE 60 qu MIGHT HAPPEN TO SHARE IN THEM.

Mais, passons outre® In order to make the priusion quite clear, let
us assume that not s, i.e., 20 grs of the 60 qrs of constant capital,
would be resolved into profit, but THE wHoLE aMOUNT OF THE 60 grs.
We can make this assumption all the more readily since it is not in
our interest, but in Mill’s, and simplifies the problem. Moreover it
is easier to believe that the carrraust who produces 60 qrs of
constant capital, discovers that 30 workers, who produce 60 qrs or
an equivalent value in 30 days, can be made to work for nothing,
without being paid any wages at all (as happens in the case of
corvée), than to believe in the ability of Mill’s capitalist to produce
180 qrs of corn without seed or fixed capital, simply by means
of a “discovery”. Let us therefore assume that the 60 qrs
contain only the profit of capitalist II, the producer of constant
capital for capitalist I, since capitalist I has the product of
30 working days to sell without having paid a single rarTHING to the
30 workers, each of whom worked one day. Would it then be
correct to say that these 60 grs, which can be entirely resolved into
profit, enter into the production costs of wages on the part of
capitalist I, in “conjuncTion” with the labour time worked by these
workers?

Of course, the capitalist and the workers in case I could not
produce 120 qrs or even one single quarter without the 60 qgrs
which form their constant capital and can be resolved into profit
alone. These are conditions of production necessary for them,
and conditions of production, moreover, which have to be paid
for. Thus the 60 qrs were necessary to produce 180. 60 of
these 180 grs replace the 60. Their 120 qrs—the product of their
60 working days—are not affected by this. If they had been able
to produce the 120 grs without the 60, then their product, the
product of the 60 working days, would have been the same, but
the total product would have been smaller, precisely because the
60 pre-existing working days would not have been reproduced.
The capitalist’s rate of profit would have been greater because his
production costs would not have included the expenditure on, or
the cost of, the conditions of production enabling him to make a

a But let us proceed.— Ed.
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surplus value of 60 qrs. The absolute amount of profit would have
been the same=60 qrs. These 60 qrs, however, would have
required an outlay of only 60 qrs. Now they require an outlay of
120. This outlay on constant capital therefore enters into the
production costs of the capitalist, but not into the production costs
of wages.

Let us assume that capitalist I1II, also without paying his
workers, can produce 60 grs in 15 working days by means of some
“discovery”, partly because he uses better machines, and so on.
This capitalist 111 would drive capitalist 1T out of the market and
secure the custom of capitalist I. The capitalist’s outlay would now
have fallen [VII-331] from 60 to 45 working days. The workers
would still require 60 working days to transform the 60 grs into
180. And they would need 30 working days in order to produce
their wages. For them 1 qr='/; working day. But the 180 qgrs
would only cost the capitalist an outlay of 45 working days instead
of 60. Since however it would be absurd to suggest that corn
under the name of seed costs less labour time than it does under
the name of corn pure and simple, we would have to assume that
in the case of the first 60 qgrs, seed corn costs just as much as it
did previously, but that less seed is necessary, or that the fixed
capital which forms part of the value of the 60 grs has become
cheaper.

Let us write down first of all the results so far obtained from the
analysis of Mill’'s “illustration”.

First, it has emerged that:

Supposirig that the 120 qrs were produced without any constant
capital and were the product of 60 working days as they were
previously, whereas formerly, the 180 qrs, 60 qrs of which were
constant capital, were the product of 90 working days. In this case,
the capital of 60 qrs laid out in wages=30 working days but
commanding 60 working days, would produce the same product
as formerly, namely, 120 qrs. The value of the product would
likewise remain unchanged, that is, 1 qr would='/s working day.
Previously the product was=to 180 qrs instead of 120 as at
present; but the 60 additional qrs represented only the labour
time embodied in the constant capital. The production cost of
waces has thus remained unchanged, and the waces themselves—in
terms of both use value and exchange value—have also remained
unchanged—1 gr being equal to '/; working day. Surplus value
would similarly remain unchanged, namely, 60 grs for 60 grs, or
'/s working day for '/; working day. The rate of surplus value in
both cases=100%. Nevertheless the rate of profit was only 50% in
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the first case, while it is now 100%. Simply because 60:60=100%,
while 60:120=50%. The increase in the rate of profit, in this case,
is not [due] to any change in the production cost of waces, but
merely to the fact that constant capital has been assumed to be
zero. The position is approximately similar when the value of
constant capital diminishes, and with it the total value of the
capital advanced; that is, the proportion of surplus value to capital
increases, and this proportion is the rate of profit.

As rate of profit surplus value is not only calculated on that part
of capital which really increases and creates surplus value, namely,
the part laid out in wages, but also on the value of the raw
materials and machinery whose value only reappears in the
product. It is calculated moreover on the value of the whole of the
machinery, not only on the part which really enters into the
valorisation process, i.e., the part whose wear and tear has to be
replaced, but also on that part which enters only into the labour
process.

Secondly, in the second example it was assumed that capital I
yields 180 qrs,=90 working days, so that 60 grs (30 working
days)=constant capital; 60 qrs=variable capital (representing 60
working days, for 30 of which the workers are paid); thus
wages=60 qrs (30 working days) and surplus value=60 grs (30
working days); on the other hand, capital 11 also yields 180 qgrs,
but these equal 100 working days, so that 100 qrs of the 180=
=wages, and 80 surplus value. In this case, the whole of the capital
advanced is laid out in wages. Here constant capital=0; the real
value of wages has risen although the use value the workers receive
has remained the same-—1 qr; but 1 qr is now=to '/ of a working
day whereas previously it was only=to °/i;5. The surplus value has
declined from 100% to 80%, that is, by '/5=20%. The rate of profit
has increased from 50% to 80%, that is, by 8/.=60%. In this case,
therefore, the real production cost of waces has not simply remain-
ed unchanged, but has risen. Labour has become less productive
and consequently the surplus labour has diminished. And yet the
rate of profit has risen. Why? Firstly, because in this case there is
no constant capital and the rate of profit consequently=the rate
of surplus value. In all cases where capital is not exclusively
laid out on wages—an almost impossible contingency in capi-
talist production—the rate of profit must be smaller than the
rate of surplus value and it must be smaller in the same propor-
tion as the total value of the capital advanced is greater than
the value of the part of the capital laid out in wages. Secondly,
[the rate of profit has risen because] II employs a considerably
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only in the form of rent. Especially when it is put alongside the
following passage, in which he determines the relative value of
silver and corn by the relative quantities of each that can be
produced in the same labour time.

*“If a man [can] bring to London an ounce of silver out of the earth in Peru,
in the same time that he can produce a bushel of corn, then one is the natural
price of the other; now, if, by reason of new and more easier mines, 2 man can get
two ounces of silver as easily as formerly he did one, then corn will be as cheap at
10s, the bushel as it was before at 5s., caeteris paribusa”

“Let a hundred men work 10 years upon corn, and the same number of men
the same time upon silver; I say that the neat proceed of the silver is the price of
the whole neat proceed of the corn, and like parts of the one the price of like parts
of the other.”

“Corn will be twice as dear when there are 200 husbandmen to do the same
work which an hundred could perform™ * (On Taxes and Contributions, 1667) (in the
edit. of 1679, pp. 31, 24, 67).3¢

The passages to which I alluded above are the following:

*“As trades and curious arts increase; so the trade of husbandry will decrease,
or else the wages of husbandmen must rise, and consequently the rents of land must
fall” * (p. 193). *“If trade and manufacture have increased in England ... if a
greater part of the people, apply themselves to those faculties, than there did
heretofore, and if the price of corn be no greater now, than when husbandmen
were more numerous, and the tradesmen fewer; it follows from that single reason
.. that the rents of land must fall: * As for example, suppose the price of wheat be
5s. OR 60d. the BUSHEL; now if the rent of the Jand whereon it grows be the third
SHEAF"; (i.e., PART, SHARE) “then of the 60d. 20d. is for the land, and 40d. for the
HUSBANDMAN: but if the HUSBANDMAN'S wages should rise 1/g, or from 8d. to 9d. per
day, then the HUSBANDMAN'S SHARE IN THE BUSHEL OF WHEAT rises FROM 40d. 1o 45 d.
AND CONSEQUENTLY THE RENT OF THE LAND MUST FALL FROM 20d. TO 15d. ... FOR WE
SUPPOSE THE PRICE OF THE WHEAT STILL REMAINS THE SAME: ESPECIALLY SINCE WE CANNOT
RAISE IT, FOR IF WE DID ATTEMPT IT, CORN WOULD [VI11-347] BE BROUGHT IN TO US (AS
INTO HOLLAND) FROM FOREIGN PARTS, WHERE THE STATE OF HUSBANDRY WAS NOT
CHANGED” (Political Arithmetick etc., edit. London, 1699, pp. 193, 194)

We come back to productive and unproductive labour. Garnier.
See Notebook VII, p. 319.°

Garnier. (G.) He brings forward various arguments against
Adam Smith (which are in part repeated by later authors).

First.

“This distinction is false, inasmuch as it is based on a difference which does not
exist. All labour is productive in the sense in which the author uses this word
productive. The labour of the one as of the other of these two classes is equally
productive of some enjoyment, commodity or utility for the person who pays for it,
otherwise this labour would not find wages.” ¢

a Other things being equal.— Ed.

b See this volume, p. 35.— Ed.

¢ Ibid., p. 35, 166-67.— Ed.

d Here and below Marx quotes Garnier in French.— Ed
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{//1t is therefore productive because it produces some use value
and is sold, has an exchange value, and is thus itself a
commodity.//

In developing this point, however, Garnier cites examples by
way of illustration, in which the “unproductive labourers” do the
same thing, produce the same use value or the same kind of use
value as the “productive”. For example:

“The servant who is in my service, who lights my fire, who dresses my hair, who
cleans and keeps in order my clothes and my furniture, who prepares my food,
etc., performs services absolutely of the same kind as the laundress or the seamstress
who cleans and keeps in order her customers’ linen; ... as the eating-house keeper,
cook-shop proprietor or publican who carries on his trade of preparing food for
persons whom it suits better to come and dine with him; as the barber, the
hairdresser, etc.”

(for Adam Smith, however, most of these fellows are as little
reckoned among productive workers as the servants)

“who perform immediate services; finally as the mason, the tiler, the joiner, the
glazier, the stove-setter, etc., etc., and the multitude of building labourers who
come when they are called to carry out restorations and repairs, and whose annual
income depends as much on simple repair and maintenance work as on new
construction.”

{Adam Smith nowhere says that the labour which fixes itself in a
more or less permanent object cannot be equally well repairs as
the making of new things.)®

“This kind of labour consists less in producing than in maintaining; its aim is
less to add to the value of the subjects to which it is applied than to prevent their
decay. All these labourers, including the servants, save the person who pays them the
labour of maintaining his own things™b

(They can therefore be regarded as machines for maintaining
value, or rather use values. Destutt de Tracy also asserts this view of
the “saving” of labour. See further on. The unproductive labour
of one does not become productive by saving the other unproduc-
tive labour. One of the two performs it. A part of Adam Smith’s
unproductive labour—but only the part which is absolutely
necessary in order to consume things, which so to speak belongs to
the costs of consumption (and then, too, only when it saves this time
for a productive worker)—becomes necessary as a result of the
division of labour. But Adam Smith does not deny this “division
of labour”. If everyone had to perform productive and unproduc-
tive labour, and through the dividing up of these kinds of labour
between 2 persons both were better performed, according to
Adam Smith this would in no way alter the circumstance that one
of these labours is productive and the other unproductive.)

@ Cf. this volume, pp. 17, 19-21.—Ed
b Ibid., pp. 164, 193.—Ed.
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“It is for that and for that alone that they most often labour”

(for one person to save the labour of looking after himself, 10
have to look after him—a curious way of “saving” labour; besides
“unproductive labour” of this kind is most often made use of by
those who do nothing);

“thus, either they are all productive, or none of them is productive” (l.c.,
pp- 171-72).

[VIII-348] Secondly. A Frenchman cannot forget the ponts et
chaussées® Why, he says, call productive

“the labour of an inspector or director of a private enterprise in trade or
manufacture, and non-productive, the labour of the government official who,
watching over the upkeep of public highways, of navigable canals and ports, of
monies and other important instruments destined to enliven commercial activity,
watching over the security of transport and communications, the carrying out of
conventions, etc., can with justice be regarded as the inspector of the great social
manufacture? It is labour of absolutely the same nature, though on a vaster scale”
(pp- 172-73).

In so far as such a lad takes part in the production (or
conservation and reproduction) of material things which could be
sold were they not in the hands of the State, Smith might call his
labour “productive”. “Inspectors of the great social manufacture”
are purely French creations.

Thirdly. Here Garnier falls into “moralising”.

Why should the “manufacturer of perfumery, who flatters my sense of smell”,
be productive and not the musician, who “enchants my ear”? (p. 173).

Smith would reply: because the former supplies a material
product and the latter does not. Morals and the “merits” of the
two lads have nothing to do with the distinction.

Fourthly. Is it not a contradiction that

the “violin maker, the organ builder, the music dealer, the mechanic, etc.”, are
productive, and the professions for which these labours are only “preparations”
are unproductive?

“All of them have, as the final aim of their labour, a consumption of the same kind.
If the result which some of them have in view does not deserve to be counted
among the products of the labour of society, why should one treat more favourably
what is nothing but a means for attaining this result?” (l.c., p. 173).

On this reasoning, a man who eats corn is just as productive as
the man who produces it. For with what aim is corn produced? In
order to eat it. So if the labour of eating is not productive, why
should the labour of cultivating corn be productive, since it is only
a means for attaining this result? Besides, the man who eats

a Lit.: bridges and roads—in France this designated the administration of roads
and communications.— Ed.
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produces brain, muscles, etc., and are these not just as worthy
products as barley or wheat?—an indignant friend of humanity
might ask Adam Smith. In the first place, Adam Smith does not
deny that the unproductive labourer produces a product of some
sort. Otherwise he would not be a labourer at all. Secondly, it may
seem strange that the doctor who prescribes pills is not a
productive labourer, but the apothecary who makes them up is.
Similarly the instrument maker who makes the fiddle, but not the
musician who plays it. But that would only show that “productive
labourers” produce products which have no purpose except to
serve as means of production for unproductive labourers. Which
however is no more surprising than that all productive labourers,
when all is said and done, produce firstly the means for the
payment of unproductive labourers, and secondly, products which
are consumed by those who do not perform any labour.

Of all these comments, No. II is that of a Frenchman who can’t
forget his ponts et chaussées; No. III amounts only to morals;
No. IV either contains the stupidity that consumption is just as
productive as production (which is not true in bourgeois society,
where one produces and another consumes) or that some
productive labour merely produces the material for unproductive
labour, which Adam Smith nowhere denies. Only [No.] I contains
the correct point that Adam Smith, by his 2nd definition, calls the
same kinds of labour [VIII-349] productive and unproductive—or
rather that according to his own definition he would have to call a
relatively small part of his “unproductive” labour productive; a
point therefore that does not tell against the distinction, but against
the subsumption of certain activities under the distinction or the way
it is applied.

After making all these comments, the learned Garnier finally
comes to the point.

“The only general difference that can, it seems, be observed between the two
classes assumed by Smith, is that in the class which he calls productive, there is or
may always be some intermediary person between the maker of the object and the person who
consumes it; whereas in the class that he calls non-productive, there cannot be any
intermediary, and the relation between the labourer and the consumer is necessarily direct
and immediate. It is evident that there is necessarily a direct and immediate relation
between the person who uses the experience of the physician, the skill of the
surgeon, the knowledge of the lawyer, the talent of the musician or actor, or finally
the services of the domestic servant, and each of these different hired workers at
the moment of their labour; while in the professions constituting the other class, the
thing to be consumed being material and palpable, it can be the subject of many intermediary
exchanges after leaving the person who makes it before it reaches the one who
consumes it” (p. 174).
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In these last words Garnier shows, malgré lui® the concealed
association of ideas that exists between Smith’s first distinction
(labour which is exchanged against capital, and labour which is
exchanged against revenue) and his second (labour which fixes
itself in a material, vexpieLE commonrTy and labour which does not so
fix itself).” The latter by its nature cannot for the most part be
subordinated to the capitalist mode of production; the former can.
To say nothing of the fact that on the basis of capitalist production,
where the great majority of material commodities—material and
palpable things—is produced by wage labourers under the
domination of capital, [unproductive] labours (or services, whether
those of a prostitute or of the Pope) can only be paid for *either
out of the wages of the productive labourers, or out of the profits
of their employers (and the partners in those profits), quite apart
from the circumstances that those productive labourers produce
the material basis of the subsistence, and, consequently, the
existence, of the unproductive labourers.* It is however characteris-
tic of this shallow French cur that he, who wants to be an expert
in political economy and so an explorer of capitalist production,
considers inessential the feature which makes this production
capitalist—the exchange of capital for wage labour instead of the
direct exchange of revenue for wage labour or the revenue which
the labourer directly pays to himself. By so doing Garnier makes
capitalist production itself an inessential form instead of a
necessary —though only historically, that is, transiently necessary —
form for the development of the social productive powers of
labour and the transformation of labour into social labour.

“It would also always be necessary to deduct from his productive class all
labourers whose labour consists purely of cleaning, conserving or repairing finished
articles, and consequently does not put any new product into circulation” (p. 175).

(Smith nowhere says that the labour or its product must enter
into the circulating capital. It can enter directly into fixed capital,
like the mechanic’s labour repairing a machine in a factory. But in
this case its value enters into the circulation of the product, the
commodity. And the repairers, etc., who do this labour as servants,
do not exchange [VIII-350] their labour against capital but against
revenue.)

“It is in consequence of this difference that the non-productive class, as Smith

has observed, subsists only on revenues. In fact, since this class allows of no
intermediary between itself and the consumer of its products, that is to say, the

2 In spite of himself.— Ed.
b Cf. this volume, pp. 11-29.— Ed.
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/1 Petty. The following passage, where rent in general is treated as
a surplus value, a net product, should be compared with the one
quoted above from Petty*:

“Suppose a man could with his own hands plant a certain scope of land with
corn, that is, could plough, sow, harrow, reap, carry home, and winnow so much as
the husbandry of this land required. I say, that when this man hath subducted his
seed out of the proceed of his harvest, and also what himself hath both eaten and
given to others in exchange for clothes, and other natural necessaries; that the
remainder of corn is the natural and true rent of the land for that year; and the
medium of seven years, or rather of so many years as makes up the cycle, within
which dearths and plenties make their revolution, doth give the ordinary rent of
the land in corn. But a further, though collateral question may be, how much
money this corn or rent is worth; I answer so much as the money, which another
single man can save, ... if he employed himself wholly to produce and make it; viz.
let another man go travel into a countrey where is silver, there dig it, refine it,
bring it to the same place where the other man planted his corn: coyne it, etc. the
same person, all the while of his working for silver, gathering also food for his
necessary livelihood, and procuring himself covering, etc. I say, the silver of the
one must be esteemed of equal value with the corn of the other” (Traité des
taxes,*3 pp. 23 [-24]).//

Ganilh claims to have put forward a theory in his Théorie de
Uéconomie politigue (a book I don’t know) which Ricardo later
copied from him.** This theory is that wealth depends on net
product and not on gross product, and thus on the level of rroriT
and rent. (This is certainly not a discovery of Ganilh’s, who
distinguishes himself, however, by the way he puts it.)

SureLus vaLuE presents itself (has its real existence) in a surpLUS
PRODUCE in excess of the quantity of products which only replace its
original elements, that is, which enter into its production costs
and—taking constant and variable capital together—are equal to
the total capital advanced to production. The aim of capitalist
production is the surplus, not the product. The labourer’s
necessary labour time, and therefore also the equivalent in the
product with which it is paid for, is only necessary as long as it
produces surplus labour. Otherwise it is unproductive for the

capitalist.
s

The surplus value is equal to the rate of surplus value
multiplied by the number of simultaneous days’ labour or the
number of employed labourers, that is, by n. So S=%><n. This
surplus value can therefore be increased or reduced in two ways.

a See this volume, pp. 78-79.— Ed.

R*
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s . 2
For example, —Xn s equal to 2 xn=2S. Here S [VIII-365]
v

2 $ 2s
has doubled, because the rate has doubled, since - is ) +1s twice
2

N s
as much as — On the other hand, however — x2n would alsc be
v v

equal to . that is, also=28S. V, the variable capital, is equal to

the price of the single day’s labour muliiplied by the number of
labourers employed. If 800 labourers are employed, each costing
£1, then V=£800=£1x800, where n=800. Then if the surplus

- . 160 160 16 1
value 1s 160, its rate would be ——— = =_"" =" =90%. But
£1x800 800 80 5
h lus value itself is —2— x800, that is,——
the surplus value 1itsell 18 ————— , that 1s,
P £1x800 Llxn

With a given length of labour time, this surplus value® can only
be doubled by a double growth of productivity, or at a given level
of productivity, by a lengthening of the labour time.

. ) s
But what concerns us here is:2S8=—xn; and 25=—X%2n.
v v

The surplus value (cross amount of sQurplus value) remains the
same, if the number of labourers is reduced by half—is only n
instead of 2n, but the surplus labour performed by them each day
is twice as much as it was before. On this assumption, therefore,
two things would remain the same: first, the total quantity of
products produced; secondly, the total quantity of surrLUS PRODUCE
or net product. But the following would have changed: first, the
variable capital, or the part of the circulating capital expended in
wages, would have fallen by half. The part of the constant capital
which consists of raw materials would ditto remain unchanged, as
the same quantity of raw material as before would be worked up,
although this would be done by half the labourers employed
before. As against this, the part which consists of fixed capital has
increased.

If the capital expended in wages=£300 (£1 per labourer), it
would now=£150. If that expended in raw materials=£310, it

a The manuscript has “rate of surplus value”.— Ed.



Theories of Surplus Value. Adam Smith 109

would now=£310. If the value of the machinery=4 times as much
as the rest of the capital, it would now=1,600.** Therefore if the
machinery is worn out in 10 years, the machinery entering
annually into the product would=£160. We will assume that the
capital previously expended annually on instruments=£40, thus
only '/4. Then the account would stand:

Ma- Raw  Wages Toral Surplus value Rate of Total
chin-  mate- profit product
ery rial

Old capital 40 310 300 650 150 or 50% 231/,3% 800
New capital 160 310 150 620 150 or 100% 246/5,% 770

In this case the rate of profit has risen, because the total capital
has decreased—the capital expended in wages has fallen by
[£]150, the total value of the fixed capital has only risen by [£]120,
and so in all £30 less than before is expended.

But if the £30 left over is again employed in the same way, 8 /o
(or 1/2) in raw material, "%/ in machinery and B/ in wages, the
result would be:

Machinery Raw material Wages Surplus value

£7.14.6 £15 £7.5.6 £7.5.6

and taking both together:

Machinery Raw Wages Surplus {Rate of]
material value profit
New capital £167.14.6 £325 £157.5.6 £157.5.6 246/3,%

Total amount of capital expended: £650 as before. Total product
£807.5.6.

The total value of the product has risen; the total value of the
capital expended has remained the same; and not only the value,
but the amount of the total product has risen, since an additional
£15 in raw materials has been transformed into the product.

[VIII-366] “When a country is deprived of the aid of machines, and its labour is
carried out by hand, the labouring classes consume almost the whole of their
production. To the degree that industry makes progress, is improved by the
division of labour, the skill of the workmen, and the invention of machines, the
costs of production diminish, or in other words, a smaller number of labourers is
required to obtain a greater production” ([Ch. Ganilh, Des systémes déconomie
politique, Paris, 1821,] Vol. I, pp. 211-12).

That is to say, therefore, in the same degree as industry
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becomes more productive, the production costs of wages are
reduced. Fewer labourers are employed in relation to the product,
and these therefore also consume a smaller part of the product. If
a labourer without machinery needs 10 hours to produce his own
means of subsistence, and if with machinery, he only needs 6, then
(with 12 hours’ labour) in the first case he works 10 for himself
and 2 for the capitalist, and the capitalist gets '/ of the total
product of the 12 hours. In the first case 10 labourers will
produce a product for 10 labourers (=100 hours) and 20 for the
capitalist. Of the value of 120, the capitalist gets '/s=20. In the
second case, 5 labourers will produce a product for 5 labourers
(=30 hours), and for the capitalist 30 hours. Of the 60 hours the
capitalist now gets 30, that is, 1/5—3 times as much as before. The
total surplus value too would have risen, namely from 20 to 30, by
/5. When 1 appropriate /5 of 60 days, this is '/s more than when I
appropriate '/s of 120 days.

Moreover, the '/ of the total product that the capitalist gets is
also greater in quantity than before. For 6 hours now produce as
much product as 10 did before; 1 as much as '%/s, or 1 as much [as]
1He=1%, [before]. So the 30 surplus hours contain as much
product [as did previously] 30 (1+%/3)=30+/;=50. 6 hours
produce as much product as 10 did previously, that is, 30—or
bX6—produce as much as 5x10 did before.

The capitalist’s surplus value would therefore have risen and
also his surplus product (if he consumes it himself, or as much of
it as he consumes in natura). The surplus value can even rise
without the quantity of the total product being increased. For the
increase of surplus value means that the labourer is able to
produce his means of subsistence in less time than before, that
therefore the value of the commodities he consumes falls,
represents less labour time, and that therefore a certain
value=6 hours, for example, represents a greater quantity of the
use values than before. The labourer receives the same quantity of
product as before, but this quantity forms a smaller part of the
total product, as its value expresses a smaller part of the fruits of
the day’s labour. Although an increase in productive power in the
branches of industry whose product Nerter directly nor indirectly
enters into the formation of the labourer’s means of consumption
could not have this result-—since increased or reduced productivi-
ty in these branches does not affect the relation between the
necessary and the surplus labour—the result for these industries
would nevertheless be the same, although it did not originate from
a change in their own productivity. The relative value of their
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products would rise in exactly the same proportion as that of the
other commodities had fallen (if their own productivity had
remained the same); consequently, a proportionately smaller
aliquot part of these products, or a smaller part of the labour time
of the labourer which is materialised in them, would procure for
him the same quantity of means of subsistence as before. The
surplus value would therefore rise in these branches of labour just
as in the others. But what will then become of the 5 displaced
labourers? It will be said that capital has also been released,
namely, that which paid the 5 dismissed workers, who each
received 10 hours (for which they worked 12), that is, 50 hours in
all, which could previously have paid the wages of 5 labourers and
which [now] that wages have fallen to 6 hours can pay for
*/s=8"/3s days’ labour. Therefore now the capital of 50 hours’
labour that has been released can employ more labourers than
have been dismissed. But a capital equivalent to the whole
50 hours’ labour has not been released. For even assuming that
the raw material has become cheaper in the same proportion as
the increase in the quantity of it that is worked up in the same
labour time-—that is, assuming that the same increase of produc-
tive power has taken place in that branch of production—the
outlay for the new machinery nevertheless remains. Assuming that
this costs exactly 50 hours’ labour, it has certainly in no case
employed as many labourers as were put off. For this 50 hours’
labour was laid out entirely in wages, for 5 labourers. But in the
value of the machine, equivalent to 50 hours’ labour, both profit
and wages are contained, both paid and unpaid labour time. In
addition, constant capital enters into the value of the machine.
The number of machine-building labourers is smaller than the
number of labourers discharged; nor are they the same individuals
[VIII-367] as those discharged. The greater demand for labourers
in machine building can at most affect the future distribution of
the number of labourers, so that a larger part of the generation
entering the labour market—a larger part than before—turns to
that branch of industry. It does not affect those who have been
discharged. Moreover the increase in the annual demand for these
is not equal to the new capital expended on machinery. The
machine lasts for example for 10 years. The constant demand
which it creates is therefore equal annually to /1o of the wages
contained in it. To this '/, must be added labour for repairs
during the 10 years, and the daily consumption of coal, oil and
other matériqux instrumentaux in general; which in all amounts
perhaps to another */.
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/Nf the capital released were equal to 60 hours, these would
now represent 10 hours' surplus labour and only 50 necessary
labour. Thus if previously the 60 hours had been expended in
wages and 6 labourers had been employed, now it would be only
5.11

/IThe shifting of labour and capital which increased productive
power in a particular branch of industry brings about by means of
machinery, etc., is always only prospective. That is to say, the
increase, the number of new labourers flowing into industry, is distribut-
ed in a different way; perhaps the children of those who have been
thrown out, but not these themselves. They themselves vegetate
for a long time in their old TRADE, which they carry on under the
most unfavourable conditions, inasmuch as their necessary labour
time is greater than the socially necessary labour time; they
become paupers, or find employment in branches of industry
where a lower grade of labour is employed.//

/IA pauper, like a capitalist (rentier), lives on the revenue of the
country. He does not enter into the production costs of the
product, and consequently, according to Mr. Ganilh, is a
representative of exchangeable value. Ditto, a criminal who is fed
in prison. A large part of the "unproductive labourers"”, holders
of State sinecures, etc., are simply respectable paupers.//

/IAssume that the productivity of industry is so advanced that
whereas earlier %3 of the population were directly engaged in
material production, now it is only Vs Previously *h produced
means of subsistence for 'k; now Vs produce far Previously 7s
was net revenue (as distinct from the revenue of the labourers),
now Is. Leaving contradictions out of account, the nation would
now use 7s of its time for direct production, where previously it
needed?s;. Equally distributed, all *)s would have more time for
unproductive labour and leisure. But in capitalist production
everything seems and in fact is contradictory. The assumption
does not imply that the population is STAGNANT. For if the */s grow,
so also does the 7s; thus, measured in quantity, a larger number of
people could be employed in productive labour. But relatively, in
proportion to the total population, it would always be 50% less
than before. Those ?; of the population consist partly of the
owners of profit and rent, partly of unproductive labourers (who
also, owing to competition, are badly paid). The latter help the
former to consume the revenue and give them in return an
equivalent inSERVICES—or impose their services on them, like the
political unproductive labourers. It can be supposed that—with
the exception of the horde 01 flunkeys, the soldiers, sailors, police,
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into their individual consumption, and hence cannot form part of
the products on which they spend their revenue, since this would
be in contradiction to the use value of these commodities: their
use value by the nature of the case excludes individual consump-
tion. The producers of these unconsumable products, therefore,
can only consume their exchange value; that is to say, they must
first transform them into money in order to retransform this
money into consumable commeodities. But to whom are they
[IX-383] to sell them? To producers of other individually
unconsumable products? Then they would merely have one
unconsumable product in the place of the other. It is however
presupposed that this part of the products forms their revenue;
that they sell these commeodities in order to consume their value in
consumable products. For that reason they can only sell them to
the producers of products that can be consumed individually.
This part of the commodity exchange represents exchange of
one man’s capital for another man’s revenue, and of one man’s
revenue for another man’s capital. Only one part of the total
product of the producer of consumable products represents
revenue; the other part represents constant capital. He can neither
himself consume the latter, nor can he exchange it for the
consumable products made by others. He can neither consume in
natura the use value of this part of the product, nor can he
consume its value by exchanging it for other consumable products.
He must on the contrary transform it again into the natural
elements of his constant capital. He must consume industrially this
part of his product, that is, use it as means of production. But in
its use value his product is only capable of entering individual
consumption; he cannot therefore transform it again in natura
into his own elements of production. Its use value excludes
industrial consumption. So he can only industrially consume its
value. It is otherwise with the producers of the elements of
production of his product. He can neither consume in natura
this part of his product, nor can he consume its value by selling it
for other products that can be consumed individually. Just as little
as this part of his product can enter into his own revenue, can it
be replaced out of the revenue of producers of other individually
consumable products; since this would only be possible if he
exchanged his product for their product and so consumed the
value of his product, which cannot happen. But since this part of
his product, as well as the other part which he can consume as
revenue, by its use value can only be consumed as revenue, must
enter into individual consumption and cannot replace constant
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capital, it must enter into the revenue of the producers of
unconsumable products—it must be exchanged against that part
of their products whose value they can consume, or in other words
which represents their revenue.

If we look at this exchange from the standpoint of each of the
people exchanging, for A, the producer of the consumable
product, it represents a transformation of capital into capital. He
transforms the part of his total product which is equal to the value
of the constant capital it contains back again into the natural form
in which it can function as constant capital. Both before and after
the exchange it represents, in its value, only constant capital. For
B, the producer of the product that cannot be consumed, it is the
reverse: the exchange represents merely the transformation of
revenue from one form into another. He transforms the part of
his total product which forms his revenue,=the part of the total
product which represents labour newly added, his own labour
(capitalist and labourer)—into the natural form in which only he
can consume it as revenue. Both before and after the exchange it
represents, in its value, only his revenue.

If we look at the relation from both sides, then A exchanges his
constant capital for B’s revenue, and B exchanges his revenue for
A’s constant capital. B’s revenue replaces A’s constant capital, and
A’s constant capital replaces B’s revenue.

In the exchange itself //irrespective of the purposes of those
carrying it out// only commodities confront each other—and a
simple exchange of commodities takes place—the relation between
which is merely that of commodities, the designations of revenue
and capital having no significance here. Only the different wuse
value of these commodities shows that one lot can only serve for
industrial consumption, and the other only for individual con-
sumption, can only enter into this consumption. The various
practical uses of the various use values of various commodities,
however, concern their consumption and do not affect the process
of their exchange as commodities. It is quite a different thing
when the capitalist’s capital is transformed into wages, and labour
is transformed into capital. Here the commodities do not confront
each other as simple commodities, but capital as capital. In the
exchange we have just been considering sellers and buyers face
each other only as sellers and buyers, only as simple commodity
owners.

It is further clear that the whole of the product destined for
individual consumption or the whole product entering into
individual consurnption, in so far as it enters into it, can only be
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exchanged for revenue. The fact that it cannot be industrially
consumed means precisely that it can only be consumed as
revenue, i.e., only individually. //As noted above, we here abstract
from the transformation of profit into capital.?//

If A is a producer of a product that can only be individually
consumed, let his revenue be equal to '/5 of his total product, his
constant capital to ?/s. The assumption implies that he himself
consumes the first '/s, whether he [1X-384] consumes it all himself
in natura or only partly or not at all, or whether he consumes its
value in other articles of consumption; the sellers of these articles
of consumption then consume their own revenue in A’s product.
So the part of the consumable product which represents the
revenue of the producers of consumable products is consumed by
them either directly, or indirectly, through exchanging among
themselves the products to be consumed by them; in regard to this
part, therefore, where revenue is exchanged for revenue—here it is
the same as if A represented the producers of all consumable
products. He himself consumes '/5 of this aggregate amount, the
aliquot part which represents his revenue. This part, however,
represents exactly the quantity of labour which during the year
category A has added to its constant capital, and this quantity is
equal to the total sum of wages and profits produced by
category A during the year.

The other */5 of category A’s total product are equal to the value
of the constant capital, and must therefore be replaced by the
product of the annual labour of category B, which supplies
products that are ivconsumaBLE and only enter into industrial con-
sumption, as means of production into the production process.
But as these 2/; of A’s total product just the same as the first s,
must enter into individual consumption, it is taken by the producers
of category B, in exchange for the part of their product which rep-
resents their revenue. Category A has therefore exchanged the
constant part of its total product for its original natural form,
exchanged it retransformed for the newly delivered products
of category B; but category B has only paid for it with that part of
its product which represents its revenue but which it can only
consume in the products of A. It has thus in fact paid with its
newly added labour, which is completely represented by the part
of B’s product that is exchanged for the last ?/; of A’s product.
Thus A’s total product is exchanged for revenue. or passes
entirely into individual consumption. On the other hand (on the

a See this volume. p. 130~ Ed
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assumption that the transformation of revenue into capital is here
left out of account, being taken as=0) the total revenue of society is
also expended on product A; for the producers of A consume
their revenue in A, and so do the producers of category B. And
there is no other category besides these two.

The total product A is consumed, although it contains %/s
constant capital, which cannot be consumed by the producers of A
but must be retransformed into the natural form of their elements
of production. The total product A is equal to the total revenue of
society. The total revenue of society, however, represents the total
labour time which it has added during the year to the existing
constant capital. Now although the total product A consists of
newly added labour only as to /s, and as to */s of past labour that
has to be replaced it can be bought in its entirety by newly added
labour, because %/5 of this total annual labour must be consumed
not ln their own products but in the products of A. A is replaced
by ?/s more newly added labour than it itself contains, because
these #/3 are labour newly added in B, and B can only consume it
individually in A, just as A can only consume the same %/3
industrially in B. Thus the total product of A can in the first place
be entirely consumed as revenue, and at the same time its constant
capital can be replaced Or rather it can only be entirely consumed
as revenue because */5 of it are replaced by the producers of
constant capital, who cannot consume in natura the part of their
product representing revenue, but are obliged to consume it in A,
that is, through exchanging it for */; of A.

We have thus disposed of the final %5 of A.

It is clear that it makes no difference if a third category C exists,
whose products are consumable both industrially and individually;
for example, corn, by men or by cattle or as seed or as bread;
vehicles, horses, cattle, etc. In so far as these products enter into
individual consumption they must be consumed as revenue, direct
or indirect, by their own producers, or by the producers (direct or
indirect) of the part of the constant capital contained in them.
They therefore come under A. In so far as they do not enter into
individual consumption, they come under B.

The process of this second kind of exchange, where it is not
revenue that is exchanged against revenue but capital against
revenue—in which the whole constant capital must in the end be
resolved into revenue, that is, into newly added labour—can be
thought of in two ways. Let A’s product be for example linen. The
%/5 of the linen which are=to the constant capital of A (or its value)
pay for yarn, machinery and matiéres instrumentales. But the yarn

10*



140 The Production Process of Capital

manufacturer and the manufacturer of machinery [IX-385] can only
consume as much of this product as represents their own revenue.
The linen manufacturer pays the whole price of the yarn and
machinery with these /3 of his product. By so doing he has thus
replaced for the spinner and the machinery manufacturer their
total product which entered into the linen as constant capital. But
this total product is itself=to the constant capital and revenue—
one part being equal to the labour added by the spinner and
machinery manufacturer, and another part representing the value
of their own means of production,that is, for the spinner flax, oil,
machinery, coal, etc., and for the machinery manufacturer coal,
iron, machinery, etc. A’s constant capital,zg/g, has thus replaced
the total product of the spinner and machinery manufacturer,
their constant capital+the labour newly added by them-—their
capital+their revenue. But they can only consume their revenue in
A. After deducting the part of the 2)s of A which=their revenue,
with the rest they pay for their raw materials and machinery.
According to our assumption, however, the latter need not replace
any constant capital. Only so much of their product can enter into
product A—and therefore also into the products which are means
of production for A—as A can pay for. But A can only pay with
his */3 for as much as B can buy with his revenue, i.e., as much as
the product exchanged by B contains revenue, newly added
labour. If the producers of the final elements of production of A
had to sell to the spinner a quantity of their product which
represented a part of their own constant capital—that is, which
represented more than the labour they had added to their
constant capital-——then they could not accept payment in A,
because they cannot consume one part of this product. Conse-
quently what takes place is the opposite.

Let us trace the stages in reverse. Let us assume that the total
linen=12 days. The product of the flax-grower, of the iron
manufacturer, etc.,=4 days; this product is sold to the spinner and
the machinery manufacturer, who in turn add 4 days to it; these
sell 1t to the weaver, who again adds 4 days. The linen weaver can
thus himself consume '/3s of his product; 8 days replace his
constant capital for him and pay for the product of the spinner
and machinery manufacturer; these can consume 4 of the 8 days,
and with the other 4 they pay the flax-grower, etc., and thus
replace their constant capital; the last-named have only their
labour to replace with the last 4 days in linen.

The revenue, although it is assumed to be of the same
size,=4 days, in all 3 cases, is of different proportions in the
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Further:

“The labour of the manufacturer fixes and realises itself in some vendible
commodity.... Neither the labour performed by the menial servant, nor that of which
the necessity is supplanted by circulating capital,” //by this he means money// “‘do
naturally stock, or store themselves up in such a manner as to be transferred from
one to another for a defined value. The profit of the one and the other alike arises
from saving the labour of the owner or master. The similarity is indeed such, that it is
natural to suppose the same circumstances which led the one to be deemed
unproductive, would naturally create the same impression with relation to the
other” //and thereupon he quotes Smith, 1. II, ch. I1,84// (Lauderdale, l.c.,
pp. 144-45) [pp. 195-97].

Thus we would have the succession: Ferrier, Garnier, Lauder-
dale, Ganilh. The latter phrase about the “saving of labour™? is
particularly hard ridden by Tocqueville.

After Garnier appeared the inane Jean Baptiste Say's Traité
d’économie politique. He reproaches Smith in that

“he refuses the name of producis to the results of these activities.® He gives the
labour spent on them the name unproductive” (3rd ed., [Vol. 1,] p. 117).

Smith does not at all deny that “these activities” produce a
“result”, a “product” of some kind. He even expressly mentions

“the protection, security, and defence of the commonwealth” as “the effect of

their labour this year” (the labour of the servants of the public) (Smith, [Garnier,]
t. I1, L 11, ch. III, p. 313) {Vol. I, p. 95].

Say for his part sticks to Smith’s secondary definition, that

these “services” and their product “generally perish in the very instant of their
performance”, “in the very instant of their production” (Smith, l.c.).

Mr. Say calls these consumed ‘“services”, or their products,
results—in a word, their use value—

“immaterial products or values, which are consumed in the instant of their
production” [p. 116].

Instead of calling them “unproductive”, he calls them *“produc-
tive of immaterial products”. He gives them another name. But
then he declares further:

“that they do not serve to augment the national capital” (Vol. 1, p. 119). “A
nation in which there were a multitude of musicians, priests and officials, might be
pleasantly entertained, well educated and governed admirably well, but that would
be all. Its capital would not receive any direct increase from all the labour of these

industrious men, because their products would be consumed as fast as they were
created” (l.c., p. 119).

Thus Mr. Say declares these labours to be unproductive in the
2 See this volume, pp. 80, 193.—Ed

b E.g., those of the physician, actor, etc— Ed
¢ See this volume, p. 19.— Ed.
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most restricted sense used by Smith. But at the same time he
wants to appropriate Garnier’s “step forward”. Hence he invents a
new name for unproductive labours. This is his kind of originality,
his kind of productivity and way of making discoveries. And with
his customary logic, he refutes himself again. He says:

“It is impossible to accept the view of Mr. Garnier, who concludes from the fact

that the labour of physicians, lawyers and other similar persons is productive, that
it is as advantageous for a nation to increase it as any other labour” (l.c., p. 120).

And why not, if one kind of labour is as productive as the other,
and the increase of productive labour is in general “advantageous
for a nation”? Why is it not as advantageous to increase this kind
of labour as any other? Because, Say replies with his characteristic
profundity, because it is not at all advantageous to increase
productive labour of any kind above the need for this labour. But
then surely Garnier is right. For it is equally advantageous—that
is, equally disadvantageous—to increase the one kind of labours as
to increase the other kind above a certain quantity.

“The case is the same,” Say continues, “as with physical labour expended on a
product beyond what is necessary to make it.”

(Not more joiner’s labour should be employed to make a table
than is necessary for the production of the table. Or to patch up a
sick body, not more than is necessary to cure it. So Lawvers and
physicians should perform only the necessary labour for the
production of their immaterial product.)

“The labour which is productive of immaterial products, like all other labour, is
only productive up to the point at which it increases the utility, and consequently
the value”

(that is, the use value, but Say mistakes the utility for the
exchange value)

“of a product: beyond this point, it is a purely unproductive labour” (lLc.,
p- 120).

Say’s logic is therefore this:

It is not so useful for a nation to increase the “producers of
immaterial products” as to increase the producers of material
products. Proof: it is absolutely useless to increase the producers of
any kind of product, whether material or immaterial, beyond what
is necessary. Therefore it is more useful to increase the useless
producers of material products than those of immaterial products.
It does not follow in both cases that it is useless to increase these
producers, but only the producers of a particular kind in their
corresponding branch of production.
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[According to Say,] too many material products cannot [I1X-400]
be produced, nor can too many immaterial. But variatio delectat.”
So different kinds must be produced in both departments. And
moreover Mr. Say teaches:

“Sluggishness in the sale of some products arises from the scarcity of some
others” [l.c., p. 438].

Therefore there can never be too many tables produced, but at
most perhaps too few dishes to be put on the tables. 1f physicians
incfease too much in number, what is wrong is not that their
sErRvICES are available in superfluity, but perhaps that the services of
other producers of immaterial products are in short supply—for
example, prostitutes (see l.c., p. 123, where the industries of
street-porters, prostitutes, etc., are grouped together, and where
Say ventures to assert that the ‘‘apprenticeship” for a prostitute
“amounts to nothing”).

In the end, the scales come down on the side of the
“unproductive labourers”. With given conditions of production, it
is known exactly how many labourers are needed to make a table,
how great the quantity of a particular kind of labour must be in
order to make a particular product. With many “immaterial
products” this is not the case. The quantity of labour required to
achieve a particular result is as conjecTuraL as the result itself.
Twenty priests together perhaps bring about the conversion that
one fails to make; 6 physicians consulting together perhaps
discover the remedy that one alone cannot find. In a bench of
judges perhaps more justice is produced than by a single judge
who has no control but himself. The number of soldiers required
to protect a country, of police to keep up order in it, of officials
“to govern it” well, etc.—all these things are problematical and are
very often discussed for example in the English Parliament;
although how much spinning labour is needed to spin 1,000 lbs of
twist is known very exactly in England. As for other “productive”
labourers of this kind, the concept of them includes the fact that
the utility which they produce depends only on their number,
consists in their number itself. For example, lackeys, who should
bear witness to their MasTER’s wealth and elegance. The greater the
number of them, the greater the effect they are supposed to
“produce”. Thus Mr. Say sticks to his point: “unproductive
labourers” can never be sufficiently increased in numbers.

Mr. G. Garnier had published in Paris in 1796 Abrégé éléementaire
des principes de léconomie politique. Along with the Physiocratic view

2 A change is diverting.— Ed.
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that agriculture alone is productive another is to be found (which
to a great extent explains his polemic against Adam Smith),
namely, that consumption (strongly represented by the ‘“unpro-
ductive labourers™) is the source of production, and that the
volume of the latter is to be measured by the volume of the
former. The unproductive labourers satisfy artificial needs and
consume material products, and are thus in every way useful. He
also polemises, therefore, against economy (thrift). On p. xiii of
his preface we find:

“The fortune of an individual is enlarged by saving; the public fortune, on the
contrary, derives its increase from the increase of consumption.”

And on p. 240, in the chapter on public debts:

“The improvement and extension of agriculture and consequently the progress
of industry and commerce have no other cause than the extension of artificial
needs.”

From this he concludes that public debts are a good thing, in
that they increase these needs.?

Le comte Destutt de Tracy: Elémens d’idéologie, IV* et V* parties.
Traité de la volonté et de ses effets, Paris, 1826 ([First edition] 1815).

“All useful labour is really productive, and the whole labouring class of society
equally deserves the name productive” (p. 87).

But in this productive class he distinguishes
“the labouring class which directly produces all our wealth” (p. 88)

—that is, what Smith calls THE PRODUCTIVE LABOURERS.

As against these, the sterile class consists of the rich, who
consume their rent of land or rent on money. They are the idle
class.

“The real sterile class is the class of idlers, who do nothing but live what is called
nobly on the products of labours performed before them, whether these products
are realised in landed property which they farm out, that is to say, which they lease
to a labourer, or whether they consist in money or goods that they lend for a
return, which also means to lease them. Those are the real drones of the hive
(fruges consumere natib)” (p. 87); these idlers “can expend nothing but their revenue.
If they break into [IX-401] their funds, nothing replaces them; and their
consumption, increased for the moment, ceases for ever” (p. 237).

“This revenue is ... only a deduction from the products of activity of the
industrious citizens” (p. 236).

How then does it stand with the labourers whom these idlers

a Marx wrote this sentence in French. See this volume, pp. 35, 79-84, 94-97.— Ed
b Born to consume the fruits (Horace, Epistolae, Liber primus, Epistola I1,
27).— Ed.
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directly employ? In so far as they consume commodities, they do
not consume actual labour, but the products of the productive
labourers. Here therefore we are dealing with labourers for whose
labour the idlers directly exchange their revenue, that is, with
labourers who draw their wages directly from revenue, not from
capital.

“Since the men to whom it” (the revenue) “belongs are idle, it is obvious that
they do not direct any productive labour. All these labourers whom they pay are
intended only to procure some enjoyment for them. No doubt these enjoyments
are of different kinds.... The expenditure of all this class of men ... feeds a
numerous population whose existence it makes possible, but one whose labour is
completely sterile.... Some of it may be more or less fruitful, e.g. the construction of
a house, the improvement of a landed estate; but these are particular cases when
for the time being they cause productive labour to be performed.65 Apart from
these minor exceptions, the whole consumption of this species of capitalists is
absolutely pure loss from the standpoint of reproduction, and an equally great
diminution of the wealth that has been acquired” (p. 236).2

//Real political economy a la Smith treats the carrtaList only as
personified capital, M—C—M, agent of production. But who is to
consume the products? The labourers?— Quod non.” The capitalist
himself? Then he is acting as a big idle consumer and not as a
capitalist. The owners of land and money rents? They do not
reproduce their consumption, and thereby are harmful to wealth.
Nevertheless, there are also two correct aspects in this contradic-
tory view, which regards the capitalist only as a real hoarder,
not an illusory one like the hoarder proper: 1) capital (and
hence the capitalist, its personification) is treated only as an agent
for the development of the productive forces and of production;
2) it expresses the standpoint of emerging capitalist society, to
which what matters is exchange value, not use value; wealth, not
enjoyment. The enjoyment of wealth seems to it a superfluous
luxury, until it itself learns to combine exploitation and consump-
tion and to subordinate itself to the enjoyment of wealth.//

“To find how these revenues” (on which the idlers live) “have been formed it is
always necessary to go back to the industrial capitalists” (p. 237, note).

The industrial capitalists—the 2nd sort of capitalists—

“include all the entreprencurs in any industry whatever, that is to say, all the
persons who, having capitals, ... employ their talent and their labour in turning
them to account themselves instead of hiring them to others, and who consequently
live neither on wages nor on revenues but on profiis” (p. 237).

In Destutt it is quite clear—as with Adam Smith before
him—that what on the surface is glorification of the productive

a Marx quotes Destutt partlv in German, partly in French.— Ed.
b But they don't.— Ed.
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labourer is in fact only glorification of the industrial capitalist in
contrast toLANDLORDS and SUCH MOWED CAPITALISTS as live only on their
revenue.

"They have... intheir hands almosall thewealth of society....It is notonly the
income from this wealth that they spend annualbyt even thefund itself, and
sometimes many timem theyear, whenthecourseof businessis rapid enoughto
make this possibleFor since in their capacityasindustrialists they spend onlyn
order thatthe money shall come backo them with a profit, themore theycan do
so on this condition, the greater their profits"(pp.237-38).

As for their personalconsumption,it is thesameasthat of the
idle capitalists. But it is

"in total moderate, because industrialisiseusually unassuming{(p. 238). But
it is different with their industrial consumption’it is nothing less than finalijt
returnsto them with profits" (l.e.). Their profit musbelarge enoughnotonly for
their "personal consumptionbut also” for "therent of land and theintereston
money which they obtain frontheidle capitalists" ([p.] 238).

Destutt is right on this. Rentsof land andintereston moneyare
only "deductions" from industrial profit, portions of the latter
given by the industrial capitalist from his gross profit WANDLORDS
and MONEYED CAPITALISTS.

"The revenuesof the rich idlers are only rents taken from industryijt is
industry alone that creates then{p. 248). Theindustrial capitalists "rent their"
(that is, theidle capitalists') "land, their housesndtheir money,andthey make
use of them in such a way as todraw profits from them higher than this rent
[p. 237]. Thatis, therent which theypay to theidlers, which thereforeis only a
part of this profit. This rent that they thusay to thedlers is "thesole revenuef
these idlersand thesole fund for their annual expenditures{(p. 238).

Up to here,ALL RIGHT. But how then does it stand with the wage
labourers (the productive labourers, who areemployed by the
industrial capitalists)?

"These haveno other treasurebuttheir everyday labour. This labour obtains
wages for them.... But whence come these wage#t?is clear that they come from
the propertiesof those [IX-402]to whom thewage labourers sell thelabour,thatis
to say,from the funds which are intheir possession beforehan@ndwhich are
nothing but theaccumulated productsf labours previously performedit follows from this
that the consumption paidfor by this wealth is the consumption of the wage
labourers,in thesense thatt is they whomit maintains,but atbottom it is notthey
who pay it, or atleast they onlypay for it with funds existing beforehamd the hands of
» thosewhoemploy them. Their consumption should therefdreregardedashaving
been madeby those whohire them. They only receive witbnehand andreturn
with the other.... It is therefore necessaryo regard notonly all that they" (the
wage labourers) "spentbut even all that they receiveas thereal expenditureand
consumptionof thosewho buy their labour. Thais sotrue thatin order to seewhether
this consumptionis more or less destructiveof wealth thathasbeen acquiredpr
even if it tendsto increaseit ... it isnecessaryto know what use the capitalists make of
the labour that theyouy" (pp.234-35).
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himself as a wage labourer. When I have a coat made for me at
home by a jobbing tailor, for me to wear, that no more makes me
my own entrepreneur (in the sense of an economic category) than it
makes the entrepreneur tailor an entrepreneur when [1X-415] he
himself wears and consumes a coat made by his workmen. In one
case the purchaser of tailoring labour and the jobbing tailor
confront each other as mere buyers and sellers. One pays money
and the other supplies the commodity into whose use value my
money is transformed. In this transaction there is no difference at
all from my buying the coat in a shop. Buyer and seller confront
each other simply as such. In the other case, on the contrary, they
confront each other as capital and wage labour. As for the
domestic servant, he has the same determinate form as the jobbing
tailor No. II, whom I buy for the sake of the use value of his
labour. Both are simply buyers and sellers. But the way in which
the use value is enjoyed in this case in addition brings in a patriarchal
form of relation, a relation of master and servant, which modifies the
relation [between buying and selling] in its content, though not in its
economic form, and makes it distasteful.

For that matter Rossi only repeats in other phrases what Garnier
said:

“When Smith wrote that nothing remained of the servant’s labour, he was
mistaken to a greater extent, we must say, than an Adam Smith should be
mistaken. A manufacturer manages himself a large manufactory which requires
very active and very assiduous supervision.... This man, not wanting to have
unproductive labourers around him, has no servants. He is then compelled to serve
himself.... What becomes of his productive labour during the time that he has to
devote to this so-called unproductive labour? Is it not evident that your serving
people perform a labour which enables you to apply yourself to a labour more
appropriate to your abilities? Then how can it be said that no trace remains of their
services? There remains everything that you do and that you could not have done
if they had not replaced you in the service of your person and your home” (lc.,
p. 277).

This is once more the labour-saving idea of Garnier, Lauderdale
and Ganilh.” According to this, unproductive labours would only
be productive in so far as they save labour and leave more time
for a person’s own labour, whether he is an industrial capitalist or
an unproductive labourer, who can perform a more valuable
labour through this replacement by a less valuable labour. A large
part of the unproductive labourers who would be excluded by
this are MeniAL sErvanTs (in so far as they represent only luxuries),
and all unproductive labourers who produce merely enjoyment
and whose labour I can only enjoy in so far as I wuse just as much

2 See this volume, pp. 80, 164.— Ed.
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time to enjoy it as its seller uses to produce it, to provide it for me. In
both cases there can be no talk of “saving” labour. Finally, even
really labour-saving personal services would only be productive in
so far as their consumer is a producer. If he is an idle capitalist,
they only save him the labour of doing anything at all: like a slut
having her hair curled or her nails cut instead of doing it herself,
or a roxHUNTER employing a stable-lad instead of being his own
stable-lad, or someone who is just a glutton keeping a cook instead
of cooking for himself.

Then these labourers would include too those who, according to
Storch (l.c. [p. 250]), produce “leisure”, through which a man gets
free time for pleasure, intellectual labour, etc. The policeman
saves me the time of being my own gendarme, the soldier of defend-
ing myself, the government official of governing myself, the
shoe cleaner of cleaning my shoes myself, the priest the time re-
quired for thinking, and so on.

What is correct in this matter is— the division of labour. Everyone,
apart from his productive labour or the exploitation of productive
labour, would have a number of functions to fulfil which would
not be productive and would in part enter into the costs of
consumption. (The real productive labourers have to bear these
consumption costs themselves and to perform their unproductive
labour themselves.) If these “services” are pleasant, then sometimes
the master performs them for the servant, as the jus primae noctis®
shows, or as is shown by the labour of ruling, etc., which the
masters have always taken on themselves. This in no way
obliterates the distinction between productive and unproductive
labour, but this distinction itself appears as a result of the division
of labour and thus furthers the general productivity of the
labourers by making unproductive labour the exclusive function of
one section of labourers and productive labour the exclusive
function of another section.

But even the labour of a number of MeniaL sErvanTs for mere
show, to satisfy vanity, “is not unproductive”. Why? Because it
produces something, the satisfaction of vanity, ostentaTION, the
exhibition of wealth (l.c., p. 277). Here once again we meet the
nonsense that every kind of service produces something—the
courtesan sensual pleasure, the murderer homicide, etc.® Moreover
Smith said that every form of this trash has its value. All that is
missing [IX-416] is that these sirvices are rendered gratis. That is

2 The right of the first night.— Ed.
b See this volume, p. 190.— Ed.
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not the point in question. But even if they are rendered gratis,
they will not increase (material) wealth by a single farthing.

Then the belletristic piffle:

“The singer (they claim), when he has finished singing, leaves us nothing.—He
leaves us a memory!” (Very fine!) “When you have drunk champagne, what
remains?... Whether the consumption does or does not follow closely on the act of
production, whether it takes place more or less rapidly, will bring about different
economic results, but the fact of consumption, of whatever kind it may be, cannot
deprive the product of its character as wealth. There are non-material products
which are of greater durability than certain material products. A palace lasts a long
time, but the Iliad is a source of even more durable pleasures” (pp. 277-78).

What bosh!

In the sense in which he is here speaking of wealth, as use
value, it is precisely consumption, whether slow or rapid (its length
depends on its own nature and on the nature of the object), and
only consumption, that makes the product wealth at all. Use value
has only value for use, and its existence for use is only its existence
as an object for consumption, its existence in consumption.
Drinking champagne, although this may produce a “hangover”, is
as little productive consumption as listening to music, although
this may leave behind “a memory”. If the music is good and if the
listener understands music, the consumption of music is more
sublime than the consumption of champagne, although the
production of the latter is a “productive labour” and the
production of the former is not.

If we consider all the twaddle against Smith’s distinction
between productive and unproductive labour, we find that
Garnier, and perhaps also Lauderdale and Ganilh (though the
latter said nothing new), exhausted [these polemics]. Those who
came later (apart from Storch’s unsuccessful effort) [produced]
merely pretentious literary arguments, learned prattle. Garnier is
the economist of the Directory and the Consulate, Ferrier and
Ganilh are the economists of the Empire. On the other hand
Lauderdale, the Earl, was far more concerned to make apologies for
consumers by presenting them as the producers of “unproductive labour”.
The glorification of servility and flunkeyism, of Tax caTHErers and
parasites, runs through the lot of them. Compared with these, the
rough cynical character of classical political economy stands out as
a critique of existing conditions.

One of the most fanatic Malthusians is the Revereno Thomas
Chalmers, who thinks that the only means for curing all social ills is
the religious education of the labouring class (by which he means
ramming down their throats the Malthusian population theory
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with edifying Christian priestly trimmings); at the same time he is
a great defender of all abuses, oF wasTEFUL EXPENDITURE by the State, of
fat livings for the clergy and of wild extravagance on the part of
the rich. He laments (p. 260 sqq.) the spirit of the time, the “‘Harp
AND HUNGER-BITTEN ECONOMY”’; and he wants heavy taxes, a good deal to
eat for the “higher” and unproductive workers, clergymen and so
on (l.c.). Naturally, he blusters about the Smithian distinction. He
devoted a whole chapter to it (Ch. XI) which contains nothing new
except that parsimony, etc., only harms “the productive labour-
ers”, but whose tendency is exemplified in the following summing
up:

This * “distinction seems to be nugatory, and withal, mischievous in applica-
tion” * (Lc., p. 344).

And in what does this MiscHIEF consist?

*“We have entered at so much length into this argument, because we think the
political economy of our days bears a hard and hostile aspect towards an ecclesiastical
establishment; and we have no doubt, that to this, the hurtful distinction™ of Smith has
largely contributed”* (Thomas Chalmers, Professor of Divinity, On Political
Economy, in Connexion with the Moral State and Moral Prospects of Society, 2nd ed.,
London, 1832, p. 346).

By the ‘“rccresiasticar estaBLIsHMENT the cleric means his own
church, the Cuurcr of England as By Law “estasLisHEp”. Moreover he
was one of the fellows who Hap rosTERED this “ESTABLISHMENT’ UPON
Irsraxp. The parson is at least plain spoken.

[IX-417] Before we finish with Adam Smith, we will cite two
further passages, the first, in which he gives vent to his hatred of
the unproductive covernment; the second, in which he aims to
explain why the advance of industry, etc., presupposes free labour.
Concerning Smith’s hatred of the clergy.72

The first passage runs:

*“It is the highest impertinence and presumption, therefore, in kings and
ministers, to pretend to watch over the economy of private people, and to restrain
their expense, either by sumptuary laws, or by prohibiting the importation of
foreign luxuries. They are themselves always, and without any exception, the
greatest spendthrifts in the society. Let them look well after their own expense, and
they may safely trust private people with theirs. If their own extravagance does not
ruin the State, that of their subjects never will” * (ed. McCulloch, B. 11, Ch. 11},
p. 122).

And once more the following passage”:

**“The labour of some of the most respectable orders of society is, like that of
menial servants, unproductive of any value,” * //it has VALUE, and therefore costs an
equivalent, but it produces no vaLUE// *“and does not fix or realise itself in any

2 Chalmers has “definition”.— Ed.
b See this volume, pp. 16, 17, 163.— Ed.
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permanent subject, or vendible commodity.... The sovereign, for example, with all
the officers both of justice and war who are under him, the whole army and navy,
are unproductive labourers. They are the servants of the public, and are maintained
by a part of the annual produce of the industry of other people.... In the same class
must be ranked ... churchmen, lawyers, physicians, men of letters of all kinds;
players, buffoons, musicians, opera-singers, opera-dancers, etc.” * (l.c., pp. 94, 95).

This is the language of the still revolutionary bourgeoisie, which
has not yet subjected to itself the whole of society, the State, etc.
All these illustrious and time-honoured occupations—sovereign,
judge, officer, priest, etc.,—with all the old ideological castes
to which they give rise, their men of letters, their teachers and
priests, are from an economic standpoint put on the same level as the
swarm of their own lackeys and jesters maintained by the
bourgeoisie and by idle wealth—the landed nobility and idle
capitalists. They are mere servants of the public, just as the others
are their servants. They live on the PRODUGE OF OTHER PEOPLE'S INDUSTRY,
therefore they must be reduced to the smallest possible number.
State, church, etc., are only justified in so far as they are
committees to superintend or administer the common interests of
the productive bourgeoisie; and their costs—since by their nature
these costs belong to the faux frais de production—must be reduced
to the indispensable minimum. This view is of historical interest in
sharp contrast partly to the standpoint of antiquity, when material
productive labour bore the stigma of slavery and was regarded
merely as a pedestal for the idle citizen, and partly to the
standpoint of the absolute or aristocratic-constitutional monarchy
which arose from the disintegration of the Middle Ages—as
Montesquieu, still captive to these ideas, so naively expressed them
in the following passage (Esprit des lois, B. VII, Ch. IV {p. 171]):

“If the rich do not spend much, the poor will perish of hunger.”2

When on the other hand the bourgeoisie has won the battle, and
has partly itself taken over the State, partly made a compromise
with its former possessors, and has likewise given recognition
to the ideological castes as flesh of its flesh and everywhere
transformed them into its functionaries, of like nature to itself;
when it itself no longer confronts these as the representative of
productive labour, but when the real productive labourers rise
against it and moreover tell it that it lives on OTHER PEOPLE'S INDUSTRY;
when it is enlightened enough not to be entirely absorbed in
production, but to want also to consume “in an enlightened way”’;
when the intellectual labours themselves are more and more

2 Marx quotes in French.— Ed
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transfer capital from one to the other. Machinery [goes] to the
iron producer, iron to the peasant, grain to the maker of starch or
spirits, etc. In the end it might again come into the hands of the
machine builder, and pass from him to the iron producer, etc.,
and thus it might circulate a capital of £40,000 or more and might
continually flow back to whoever first paid it out. Mr. Proudhon
concludes from this that that part of the profit made on this
£40,000 which consists of interest on money, and is therefore paid
out by the different capitalists—for example, by the machine
builder to the man who lent him £1,000, by the iron producer to
the man who lent him £1,000 which he spent long ago for coal,
etc., or in wages, etc.—that these £1,000 vield the total interest that
the £40,000 bring in. So that if the rate of interest was 5%,
£2,000 in interest. From which he makes the correct calculation
that the £1,000 have brought in 200%. And he is a critic of
political economy par excellence!*

But although M—C—M, representing the money circulation
between capitalist and labourer, in itself does not imply any act of
reproduction, nevertheless this is implied by the continuous
repetition of this act, the continuity of the return circuit. There
cannot be a buyer continually becoming a seller without the
reproduction of the commodity which he sells. In fact, this holds
good for everyone except those who live on rent or interest or
taxes. But in some cases the return movement M—C—M always
takes place if the transaction is to be completed—as in the case of
the capitalist in relation to the labourer, or LanpLorp or drawer
of rent (with these latter, there is a simple return of the money).
In other cases the act is completed when commodities are bought,
when the movement C— M—C has been concluded, as in the case
of the labourer. It is this act which he continually renews. His
initiative is always as seller, not as buyer. The same holds good for
all money circulation [X-429] which is merely expenditure of
revenue. The capitalist himself, for example, consumes a certain
amount each year. He has converted his commodity into money,
in order to pay out this money for commodities which he wants
for his final consumption. Here there is C—M-—C, and there is
no return of the money to him; but the return is to the seller (the
sHoPKEEPER for example), whose capital is replaced by the expendi-
ture of revenue.

Now we have seen that an exchange takes place, a circulation of
revenue against revenue. The butcher buys bread from the baker;

2 See this volume, p. 240.— Ed.
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the baker meat from the butcher; both consume their revenue.
They do not pay for the meat that the butcher himself eats or the
bread that the baker himself eats. Each of them consumes this part
of his revenue in natura It is however possible that the meat
bought by the baker from the butcher replaces not the latter’s
capital but his revenue—that part of the meat sold by him which
not only represents his profit but the part of his profit which he
wants to consume himself, as revenue. The bread that the butcher
buys from the baker is also an expenditure of his revenue. If the
two run accounts with each other, one or the other of them has
only to pay the balance. There is no money circulated in respect of
the part of their reciprocal purchases and sales which balances out.
Let us however assume that the baker has to pay the balance and
that this balance represents revenue for the butcher. Then he
spends the money from the baker on other articles of consump-
tion. Assuming that this is £10, which he spends with the tailor. If
the £10 represents revenue for the tailor, he spends it in a similar
way; in turn, he buys bread with it, etc. In this way the money
flows back to the baker, no longer however as a replacement of
revenue, but as a replacement of capital.

A question that can still be raised is: in M—C—M, as carried
through by the capitalist, when it represents self-valorising value,
the capitalist draws more money out of circulation than he threw
into it. (This was what the hoarder actually wanted to do but did
not succeed in doing. For he does not draw more value in the
form of gold and silver out of circulation than he threw into it in
the form of commodities. He possesses more value in the form of
money, whereas previously he had more value in the form of
commodities.) The total production costs of his com-
modity=£1,000. He sells it for £1,200, because his commodity
now contains 20% or '/s unpaid labour—Ilabour that he has not
paid for but nevertheless sold. How then is it possible for all
capitalists, the class of industrial capitalists, continually to draw
more money out of circulation than they put into it? First it can be
said that on the other hand the capitalist continually puts in more
than he draws out. His fixed capital had to be paid for. But he
sells it only in the measure that he consumes it, only bit by bit. It
always enters only to a much smaller extent into the value of the
commodity, while it enters in its entirety into the process of
producing the commodity. If its circulation is 10 years, only /1o of
it enters annually into the commodity, and no money circulates in
respect of the other %/, as they do not in any way come into
circulation in the form of a commodity. That is the first point.
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5 and meanwhile return to

We will consider this problem later,®
Quesnay.

But first one other point. The return of bank-notes to a sank
which discounts bills or makes apvances in notes is quite a different
phenomenon from the return of money which we have been
considering up to now. In this case the transformation of the
commodity into money is anticipated. It receives the form of
money before it is sold, perhaps before it is produced. Or perhaps
it has already been sold (for bills of exchange). In any case it has
not yet been paid for, not yet reconverted into money. This
transformation is therefore in any case anticipated. As soon as it is
sold (or deemed to be sold) the money flows back to the bank,
either in its own notes, which thus come back out of circulation, or
in notes of other banks, which are then exchanged for its own
(between the Bankirs)—so that then the notes of both are
withdrawn from circulation, return to their starting-point—or in
gold and silver. If this gold and silver is demanded for bank-notes
which are in some third person’s hands, the notes come back. If
the notes are not converted, a similar quantity of gold and silver is
taken out of circulation, and now lies in the bank’s reserves instead
of the notes.

In all these cases the process is this:

The existence of the money (transformation of the commodity
into money) was anticipated. As soon as it is actually transformed
into money, the transformation into money takes place a second
time. This second existence of it as money, however, returns to the
starting-point—it cancels out, takes the place of its first existence
as money, and comes back out of circulation to the bank. It is
perhaps the same identical quantity of notes that expressed its first
existence which now expresses its second. The bill of exchange for
example has been discounted by a yarn manufacturer. He has
received the bill of exchange from the weaver. With the £1,000 he
pays for coal, raw cotton, etc. The various hands through which
these notes pass in payment for their commodities finally spend
them on linen, and so the notes come to the weaver, who on the
day the bill matures pays the spinner the identical notes, and the
spinner in turn takes them back to the bank. It is by no means
necessary that the second (posthumous) transformation of the
commodity into money—after the transformation in anticipa-
tion—[X-430] should be carried through in different money from
the first. And so it seems as if the spinner has in fact got nothing,
since he borrowed notes, and the end of the process is that he gets
them back again and returns them to the issuer. In fact however
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these identical notes have served as means of circulation and
means of payment during this period, and the spinner has used
them in part to pay his debts, and in part to buy goods needed for
the reproduction of the yarn, and in this way he has realised a
sureLus (through the exploitation of his workmen), a part of which
he can now pay back to the bank. Likewise in money, since more
money has flowed back to him than he had expended, advanced,
laid out. How? That again brings us to the question we had
meanwhile held over.

So back to Quesnay. We come now to the 3rd and 4th acts of
circulation. '

L (the LanDLORD) buzs manufactured commodities from S (sterile
class, manufacturer)® (line a—c in the Tableau?) for 1,000. Here
money, £1,000, circulates commodities to the same amount.
//Because what takes place is a single act of exchange. If L bought
from S in instalments and similarly received his rent from F (the
FarMER) in instalments, the £1,000 of manufactured commodities
could be bought say with £100. For L buys manufactured
commodities from S for £100; S buys means of subsistence from F
for 100; F pays 100 of rent to L; and when this had occurred
10 times, 10X£100 of commodities would have passed from S to
L, and from F to S, and 10X£100 of rent from F to L. The whole
circulation would then have been carried out with £100. If F
however pays the rent in a single payment, a part of the £1,000
which is now in the possession of S and of the £1,000 which is
again in F’s possession might lie in their money-boxes, and the
other part be in circulation.// Commodities to the value of £1,000
have now passed from S to L; on the other hand, money to the
value of £1,000 has passed from L to S. This is simple circulation.
Money and commodities merely change hands in the reverse
direction. But in addition to the £1,000 of means of subsistence
which the farmer has sold to L and which have thus gone into
consumption, the £1,000 of manufactured commodities which S
has sold to L have also gone into consumption. It must be noted
that these existed before the new harvest. (Otherwise L could not
buy them with the product of the new harvest.)

S for his part now buys means of subsistence to the value of
£1,000 from F. Now a second '/s of the gross product has fallen out
of circulation and into consumption. As between S and F, the
£1,000 functions as means of circulation. But at the same time two
things take place here which do not take place in the process

2 See this volume, p. 204.— Ed.
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betweenS and L. In that proces$ reconverted into money one
part of his product—manufactured goods to the amount of
1,000 millions. But in the exchange witk he transforms the
money again into means of subsistence (which for
Quesnay=wages), and in this way replaces the capital which he
had expended in wages and consumed. Treisansformationof

the £1,000 into means of subsistence expresses, in the case of L,
mere consumption, but in the case 8fit expresses industrial
consumption, reproduction; for he retransforms a part of his
commodity into one of the elements in its production—means of
subsistence. The one metamorphosis of the commodity, its
retransformation from money into commodity, thus in this case
expresses at the same time the beginning of its real, not merely
formal, metamorphosis—the beginning of its reproduction, the
beginning of itsretransformation into its own production ele-
ments; in this transaction there is at the same time metamorphosis
of the capital. But for L revenue is merely converted from the
form of money into the form of commodity. This implies only
consumption.

In the second place, however, sinBduys means of subsistence
from F for £1,000, the second £1,000 whi€hpaid as money-rent
to L returns to F. But it only returns to him because he draws it
back out of circulation, buys it back, with an equivalent—£1,000
in commodities. It is the same as if the LANDLORD had bought from
him £1,000 of means of subsistence (in addition to the £1,000);
that is to say, as if the landlord had had the second part of his
money-rent delivered by the FARVER in commodities, and had then
exchanged these commodities for commodities frEBMSONLY LIFTS
FOR L THE SECOND PART OF THE £2,000 IN COMMODITIES WHICR HAS PAID TO L
IN MONEY. If payment had been in kindfF would have given L
£2,000 in means of subsistence; L would have consumed £1,000
of these himself, and exchanged the other £1,000 in means of
subsistence with S, for the latter's manufactured goods. In this
case there would only have been: (1) TRansFER of the 2,000 millions
in means of subsistence fromk to L; (2) a barter transaction
between L and S, in which the former exchanges £1,000 in means
of subsistence against £1,000 in manufactured goods, and vice
versa.

But instead of this, 4 acts have taken place: [X-431] (1) TRANSFER
of £2,000 in money fromF to L; (2) L buys means of subsistence
for £1,000 from F; the money flows back to F, serving as means of
circulation; (3) L buys manufactured goods frogfor £1,000 in
money; the money functions as means of circulation, changing
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idleness of great numbers in times OF DEPRESSION in TRADE, it will be found that our
annual production is created and distributed by less than 1/5 of the communITyY,
working, on the average, 10 hours a day” (p. 83).

“We suppose that the wealthy non-producers of every descriptior, with their
families, and dependents, amount only to 2 millions of persons, yet this number
alone would cost the working classes £30,000,000 annually, if their maintenance
were averaged, like that of the latter, at £15 per head” (pp. 83, 84). “But upon the
most moderate computation their maintenance will cost not less than £50 per head.
This gives a total of £100,000,000 as the annual cost of the mere drones of
society—the utterly unproductive” (p. 84).

“Add to this? the double and quadruple ALLOWANCE received by the various
classes of small proprietors, manufacturers, and tradesmen, in the shape of [X-444]
profit and interest. Upon the most moderate computation, the share of wealth
enjoyed by this extensive portion of the COMMUNITY will amount to not less than
£140,000,000 annually, above the average of what is received by an equal number
of the best paid of the working class. Thus, along with their government, the 2
classes of idlers and livers on profit—comprising perhaps 1/, of the entire
population—absorb about £300,000,000 annually, or above one half of the entire
wealth produced” (plp. 84,] 85). “An average loss of above £50 per head to every
working man in the empire! ... This leaves no more than an average of £11 per
head per annum, to be divided amongst the remaining 3/4 of the nation. From
calculations made in 1815, it appears that the annual income of the whole people
of the UNITED KINGDOM amounted to about £430,000,000; of which the working
class received £99,742,547, and the rent, pension, and profit class £330,778,825!
The whole property of the country was at the same time calculated to be worth
nearly three thousand millions of pounds sterling” (p. 85).

Cf. the list of King® etc.

1844: ENGLAND. POPULATION: NOBILITY AND GENTRY=1,181,000. TRADESMEN,
FARMERS, etc.=4,221,000 (combined total—5,402,000). LABOURERS, PAUPERS,
etc.=9,567,000. Banfield (T.C.), The Organisation of Indusiry, 2nd ed., London, 1848
[pp.- 22-23].

[X-445] g) Mr. RODBERTUS

DRITTER BRIEF AN V. KIRCHMANN VON RODBERTUS.
WIDERLEGUNG DER RICARDOSCHEN LEHRE VON DER GRUNDRENTE
UND BEGRUNDUNG EINER NEUEN RENTENTHEORIE, BERLIN, 1851 %

The following remark has to be made beforehand: supposing
the necessary wage=10 hours, then this is most easily explained in
the following manner. If 10 hours’ labour (i.e., a sum of
money=10 hours) enabled the agricultural labourer, on an aver-
age, to purchase all the necessary means of subsistence, agricultur-
al, industrial products, etc., then this is the average wage for
UNSKILLED LABOUR. We are thus concerned here with the value of his
daily product which must fall to his share. In the first place this
value exists in the form of the commodity which he produces, i.e.,
[in] a certain quantity of this commodity, in exchange for which, after

2 Bray has “likewise”.— Ed.
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deducting what he himself consumes of the commodity (ir [he does
consume any of it]), he can procure for himself the necessary
means of subsistence. Not only the use value which he himself
produces, but industry, agriculture, etc., thus come into the
estimation of his necessary “income”. But this is inherent in the
concept of commodity. He produces a commodity, not merely a
product. We need therefore waste no words about this.

Mr. Rodbertus first investigates the situation in a country where
there is no separation between land ownership and ownership of
capital. And here he comes to the right conclusion that rent (by
which he means the entire surplus value) is simply=to the unpaid
labour or the quantity of products which it represents.

In the first instance it is noteworthy that Rodbertus only takes
into account the growth of relative surplus value, i.e., the growth
of surplus value in so far as it arises out of the growing
productivity of labour and not the growth of surplus value derived
from the prolongation of the working day itself. All absolute
surplus value is of course relative in one respect. Labour must be
sufficiently productive for the worker not to require all his time to
keep himself alive. But from this point the distinction comes into
force. Incidentally, if originally labour is but little productive, the
needs are also extremely simple (as with slaves) and the masters
themselves do not live much better than the servants. The relative
productivity of labour necessary before a proFt-mMoNcER, a parasite,
can come into being is very small. If we find a high rate of profit
though labour is as yet very unproductive, and machinery, division
of labour, etc., are not used, then this is the case only under the
following circumstances: either as in India, partly because the
requirements of the worker are extremely small and he is
depressed even below his modest needs, but partly also because
low productivity of labour is identical with a relatively small fixed
capital in proportion to the share of capital which is spent on
wages or, and this comes to the same thing, with a relatively high
proportion of capital laid out in labour in relation to the total
capital; or finally, because labour time is excessively long. The
latter is the case in countries (such as Austria, etc.) where the
capitalist mode of production is already in existence but which
have to compete with far more developed countries. Wages can be
low here partly because the requirements of the worker are less
developed, partly because agricultural products are cheaper
or—this amounts to the same thing as far as the capitalist is
concerned —because they have less value in terms of money.
Hence the quantity of the product of, say, 10 hours’ labour, which

17+
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must go to the worker as necessary wages, is small. If, however, he
works 17 hours instead of 12 then this can be made good. In any
case because in a given country the relative value of labour
falls in proportion to its productivity, it must not be imagined that
wages in different countries are inversely proportional to the pro-
ductivity of labour. In fact exactly the opposite is the case. The
more productive one country is relative to another in the world
market, the higher will be its wages as compared with the other.
In England, not only nominal wages but real wages are higher than
on the Continent. The worker eats more meat; he satisfies more
needs. This, however, only applies to the industrial worker and
not the agricultural labourer. But in proportion to the productivity
of the English workers their wages are not higher.

Quite apart from the variation in rent according to the fertility
of the land, rent as such—hence the modern form of landed
property—would already be possible, it could exist, because the
average wage of the agricultural labourer is below that of the
industrial worker. Since, to start with, by tradition (as the farmer of
the old times turns capitalist before capitalists turn farmers) the
capitalist passed on part of his gain to the LanoLorp, he compensated
himself by forcing wages down below their level. With the labourers’
desertion of the land, wages had to rise and they did rise. But hardly
has this pressure become evident, when machinery, etc., is
introduced and the land once more boasts a (relative) sureLus
roruLaTioN. (Vide England.) Surplus value can be increased, without
the extension of labour time or the development of the productive
power of labour, by forcing wages below their traditional level. And
indeed this is the case wherever agricultural production is carried on
by capitalist methods. Where it cannot be achieved by means of
machinery, it is done by turning the land over to sheep grazing. Here
then we already have a potential basis of [X-446] rent since, in fact, the
agricultural labourer’s wage does not=the average wage. This rent
would be feasible quite independent of the price of the product,
which is=to its value.

Ricardo is also aware of the second type of rent increase, which
arises from a greater product sold at the same price,* but he does
not take it into account, since he measures rent per qr and not per
acre. He would not say that rent has risen (and in this way rent can
rise with falling prices) because 20 qrs [at] 2s. is more than 10
[quarters at] 2s. or 10 qrs [at] 3s.

Incidentally, however the phenomenon of rent may be ex-

2 D. Ricardo, On the Principles of Political Economy...— Ed.
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plained, the significant difference between agriculture and industry
remains, in that in the latter, excess surplus value® is created by
cheaper production, in the former, by dearer production. If the
average price of 1 1b. of yarn=2s. and I can produce it for ls.,
then, in order to gain an increased market for it, I will necessarily
sell [it] for 1s. 6d. [or] at any rate below 2s. And what is more, this
is absolutely necessary, for cheaper production presupposes
production on a larger scale. So, compared with before, I am now
glutting the market. I must sell more than before. Although 1 Ib.
of yarn costs only ls. this is only the case if I now produce, say,
10,000 lbs as against my previous 8,000 lbs. The low cost is only
achieved because fixed capital is spread over 10,000 lbs. If I were
to sell only 8,000 lbs, the wear and tear of the machines alone
would raise the price per lb. by 176=20%. So I sell at below 2s. in
order to be able to sell 10,000 lbs. In doing so, I am still making
an excess profit of 6d., i.e., of 50% on the value of my product
which is 1s. and already includes the normal profit. In any case, I
am hereby forcing down the market price with the result that in
general the consumer gets the product more cheaply. But in
agriculture I sell at 2s. since, if I had sufficient fertile land, the
less fertile would not be cultivated. If the area of fertile land were
enlarged, or the fertility [of the] poorer soil so improved that I
could satisfy demand, then this game would end. Not only does
Ricardo not deny this, but he expressly calls attention to it.
Thus if we admit that the varying fertility of the land accounts
not for rent itself, but only for the differences in rent, there
remains the law that while in industry, on an average, excess profit
arises from the lowering of the price of the product, in agriculture
the relative size of rent is determined not only by the relative
raising of the price (raising the price of the product of fertile land
above its value) but by selling the cheaper product at the cost of
the dearer. This is, however, as I have already demonstrated
(Proudhon),” merely the law of competition, which does not
emanate from the “soil” but from ‘“capitalist production” itself.
Furthermore, Ricardo would be right in another respect, except
that, in the manner of the economists, he turns a historical
phenomenon into an eternal law. This historical phenomenon is
the relatively faster development of manufacture (in fact the truly
bourgeois branch of industry) as against agriculture. The latter has

2 In the manuscript the German term is followed by its English equiva-
lent.— Ed.

b See K. Marx, The Poverty of Philosophy (present edition, Vol. 6,
pp. 197-206).— Ed.
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become more productive but not in the same ratio as industry.
Whereas in manufacture productivity has increased tenfold, in
agriculture it has, perhaps, doubled. Agriculture has therefore
become relatively less productive, although absolutely more pro-
ductive. This only proves the very queer development of bourgeois
production and its inherent contradictions. It does not, however,
invalidate the proposition that agriculture becomes relatively less
productive and hence, compared with [the value of] the industrial
product, the value of the agricultural product rises and with it also
rent. That in the course of development of capitalist production,
agricultural labour has become relatively less productive than
industrial labour only means that the productivity of agriculture
has not developed with the same speed and to the same degree.

Suppose the relation of industry A to industry B is as 1:1.
Originally agriculture [was] more productive because not only
natural forces but also a machine created by nature play a part in
agriculture; right from the start, the individual worker is working
with a machine. Hence, in ancient times and in the Middle Ages
agricultural products were relatively much cheaper than industrial
products, which is obvious (see Wade®) from the ratio of the two
within the average wage.

At the same time let 1:1 indicate the fertlity of the two
[branches of production]. Now if industry A=10, [i.e.] its fertility
increases tenfold while industry B merely increases threefold,=3,
then whereas the industries were previously as 1:1 they are now
as 10:3 or as 1:%o. The fertility of industry B has decreased
relatively by 7/1o although absolutely it has increased threefold. For
the highest rent it is] the same-—relatively to industry—as if it
had risen because the poorest land had become "/1o less fertlle

Now it does not by any means follow, as Ricardo supposes,” that
the rate of profit has fallen because wages have risen as a result of
the relative increase in the price of agricultural products [X-447].
For the average wage is not determined by the relative but by the
absolute value of the products which enter into it. It does however
follow that the rate of profit (really the rate of surplus value) has
not risen in the same ratio as the productive power of
manufacturing industry, and this is due to agriculture (not the
land) being relatively less productive. This is absolutely certain.
The reduction in the necessary labour time seems small compared
with the progress in industry. This is evident from the fact that

2 [J. Wade,] History of the Middle and Working Classes.., London, 1833,
p.- 25.—Ed
b See D. Ricardo, On the Principles of Political Economy..., pp. 111-12.—Ed
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Now to Mr. Rodbertus.

According to Rodbertus, no raw material enters into agricultural
calculations, because, so Rodbertus assures us, the German peasant
does not reckon that seeds, feeding stuffs, etc. cost him anything.
He does not count these as production costs; in fact he
miscalculates. In England, where the rarmMir has been doing his
accounts correctly for more than 150 vyears, there should
accordingly be no ground rent. The conclusion therefore should
not be the one drawn by Rodbertus, that the farmer pays a rent
because his rate of profit is higher than in manufacture, but that
he pays it because, as a result of a miscalculation, he is satisfied
with a lower rate of profit. Dr. Quesnay, himself the son of a
tenant farmer and closely [acquainted] with French farming,
would not have received this idea kindly. Quesnay includes the
“raw material” which the tenant farmer needs, as one of the items
"in the annual outlay of 1,000 million, although the farmer
reproduces it in natura.’

Although hardly any fixed capital or machinery is to be found
in one section of manufacture, in another section—the entire
transport industry, the industry which produces change of
location, [using] wagons, railways, ships, etc.—there is no raw
material but only tools of production. Do such branches of
industry yield a rent apart from profit? How does this branch of
industry differ from, say, the mining industry? In both of them
only machinery and matiére instrumentale are used, such as coal for
steamships and locomotives and mines, fodder for horses, etc.
Why should the rate of profit be calculated differently in one
sector than in the other? [Supposing] the advances to production
which the peasant makes in natura='/s of the total capital he
advances, to which we would then have to add %/5 in advances for
the purchase of machinery and wages, the expenditure amounting
to 150 grs. If he then makes 10% profit [this would be] equal to
15 grs, i.e., the gross product would be 165 qrs. If he now
deducted '/5=30 qrs and calculated the 15 qrs only on 120, then
he would have made a profit of 12'/; [%].

Alternatively, we could put it in this way: The value of his
product, or his product=165 qrs (=£330). He reckons his
advances to be 120 qrs (£240), 10% on this=12 qrs (£24). But his
gross product=165 qrs; from which thus 132 qrs are to be
deducted, which leaves 33 qrs. But from these, 30 gqrs are

a [F.] Quesnay, Analyse du tableau économique. In: Physiocrates..., Part 1, Paris,
1846, p. 58 et seq.— Ed.
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deducted in natura. This leaves an exTra prOFIT of 3 qrs (=£6). His
total profit=15 qrs (£30) instead of 12 qrs (£24). So he can pay a
rent of 3 qrs or £6 and fancy that he has made a profit of 10%
like every other capitalist. But this 10% exists only in his
imagination. IN ract, he has made advances of 150 qrs, not of
120 grs and on these, 10% amounts to 15 qrs or £30. InracT he
received 3 qrs too few, '/4 of the 12 qrs which he actually received
[X-459], or /s of the total profit which he should have received,
because he did not consider '/s of his advances to be advances.
Therefore, as soon as he learnt to calculate according to capitalist
methods, he would cease to pay rent, which would merely amount
to the difference between his rate of profit and the normal rate of
profit.

In other words, the product of unpaid labour embodied in the
165 qrs=15 qrs=£30=30 labour weeks. Now if these 30 labour
weeks or 15 qrs or £30 were calculated on the total advances of
150 grs, then they would only form 10%; if they were calculated
only on 120 grs, then they would represent a higher percentage,
because 10% on 120 grs would be 12 qrs and 15 qrs are not 10%
of 120 qrs but 12'2%. In other words: Since the peasant did not
include some of his advances in the account as a capitalist would
have done, he calculates the surplus labour he has saved on too
small a portion of his advances. Hence it represents a higher rate
of profit than in other branches of industry and can therefore
yield a rent which is based solely on a miscalculation. The game
would be over if the peasant realised that it is by no means
necessary first to convert his advances into real money, i.c., to sell
them, in order to assess them in money, and hence to regard them
as comrodities.

Without this mathematical error (which may be committed by a
large number of German peasants but never by a capitalist FARMER)
Rodbertus’ rent would be an impossibility. It only becomes
possible where raw material enters into production costs, but not
where it does not. It only becomes feasible where the raw material
enters [into production] without entering into the accounts. But it
is not possible where it does not enter [into production], although
Mr. Rodbertus wants to derive his explanation of the existence of
rent not from a miscalculation, but from the absence of a real 1Tem
of expenditure.

Take the mining industry or the fisheries. Raw material does
not figure in these, except as matiere instrumentale, which we can
omit, since the use of machinery always implies (with very few
exceptions) the consumption of matiéres instrumentales, the food of
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the machine. Assuming that the general rate of profit is 10% and
£100 are laid out in machinery and wages; why should the profit
on 100 amount to more than 10, because the 100 have not been
expended on raw material, machinery and wages, but have been
expended on raw material and wages only? If there is to be any
sort of difference, this could only arise because in the wvarious
instances, the ratio of the values of constant capital and variable
capital is in fact different. This varying ratio would result in varying
surplus value, even if the rate of surplus value is taken to be
constant. And if varying surplus values are related to capitals of
equal size, they must of course yield unequal profits. But on the
other hand the general rate of profit means nothing other than
the equalisation of these inequalities, abstraction from the organic
components of capital and reduction of surplus value, so that
capitals of equal size yield equal profits.

That the amount of surplus value depends on the size of the
capital employed does not hold good—according to the general laws
of surplus value—for capitals in different spheres of production,
but for different capitals in the same sphere of production, in which
it is assumed that the organic component parts of capital are in the
same proportion. If one says for example: the volume of profit in
spinning, for instance, corresponds to the size of the capitals
employed (which is also not quite correct, unless one adds that
productivity is assumed to be constant), this in fact merely means
that, given the rate of exploitation of the spinners, the total
amount of exploitation depends on the number of exploited
spinners. If, on the other hand, one says that the volume of profit
in different branches of production corresponds to the size of the
capitals employed, then this means that the rate of profit is the
same for each capital of a given size, i.e., the volume of profit can
only change with the size of this capital. In other words, the rate
of profit i1s independent of the organic relationship of the
components of a capital in a particular sphere of production; it is
altogether independent of the amount of surplus value which is
realised in these particular spheres of production.

Mining production ought to be considered right from the start
as belonging to industry and not to agriculture. Why? Because no
product of the mine is used, in natura, as an element of
production; no product of the mine enters in kind, straight from
the mine, into the constant capital of the mining industry (the
same applies to fishing and hunting, where the outlay consists to a
still higher degree of the instruments of labour and wages or
labour itself). [X-460] In other words, because every element of

19-176
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production in the mine—even if its raw material originates in
the mine—not only alters its form, but becomes a commodity, i.e.,
it must be bought, before it can re-enter mining as an element of
production. Coal forms the only exception to this. But it only
appears as a means of production at a stage of development when
the exploiter of the mine has graduated as a capitalist, who uses
double entry book-keeping, in which he not only owes himself his
advances, i.e., is a debtor against his own funds, but his own funds
are debtors against themselves. Thus just here, where in fact no
raw material figures in expenditure, capitalist accounting must
prevail from the outset, making the illusion of the peasant
impossible.

Now let us take manufacture itself, and in particular that section
where all the elements of the labour process are also elements in
the valorisation process; i.e., where all the production elements
enter into the production of the new commodity as items of
expenditure, as use values that have a value, as commodities. There
is a considerable difference between the manufacturer who
produces the first intermediate product and the second and all
those that follow in the process towards the finished product. The
raw material of the latter type of manufacturers enters the
production process not only as a commodity, but is already a
commodity of the 2nd degree; it has already taken on a different
form from the first commodity, which was a raw product in its
natural form, it has already passed through a second phase of the
production process. For example, the spinner: His raw material is
cotton, itself a raw product (already a commodity too), but the raw
product as commodity. The raw material of the weaver however is
the yarn produced by the spinner; that of the printer or dyer is the
woven fabric, the product of the weaver; and all these products,
which reappear as raw materials in further phases of the process are
at the same time commodities.'®

[X-461] We seem to have returned here to the question with
which we have already been concerned on two other occasions,
once when discussing John Stuart Mill," and again during the
general analysis of the relationship between constant capital and
revenue.”?® The continual recurrence of this question shows that
there is still a hitch somewhere. Really this belongs into Ch. III on
profit.?® But it fits in better here.

2 See this volume, pp. 55-59.— Ed
b Ibid., pp. 59, 114.—Ed.
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For example:

4,000 lbs cotton =£100;
4,000 lbs yarn=£200;
4,000 YARDS CALICO=£400.

On the basis of this assumption, 11b. cotton=6d., 1 Ib.
yarn=1s., 1 varp [calico]=2s.
Given a rate of profit of 10%, then
A in £100, the outlay= 9010/;; and the profit= 91/,
B in £200, the outlay=1819/;; and the profit= 182/},
C in £400, the outlay=3637/;; and the profit= 364/,

A =cotron [the product of the] peasant (I); B=yarn [the product
of the] spinner (II), C=woven fabric [the product of the] weaver
(I11).

Under this assumption it does not matter whether A’s 90 '/}
itself includes a profit or not. It will not do so if it constitutes
self-replacing constant capital. It is equally irrelevant for B,
whether the £100 includes profit or not, and ditto with C in
relation to B.

The relationship of B (the corron.grower) or I, of S (spinner) or
II and of weaver or III is as follows:

I) Outlay= 9010/, Profit= 91/, Total= 100
1I) Outlay=100 (I)+ 819, Profit=182/,, Total =200
1) Outlay=200 (I)+1637/,, Profit=364/,, Total=400

The grand total=700.
Profit=91/1,+182/,,+364/;

Capital advanced in all 3 sections: 9019/, +1819/,,+3637/,,=636%,
Excess of 700 over 6364/1;=637/),. But 637/;:636%,,=10: 100.

Continuing to analyse this rubbish, we obtain the following:

I) Outlay= 9019/, Profit= 91/, Total =100
11) Outlay=100 (I)+ 819, Profit=10+ 82/, Total =200
I1I) Outlay=200 (I1)+1637/; Profit=20+164/, Total =400

1 does not have to repay any profit, because it i1s assumed that
his constant capital of 90'/;; does not include any profit, but
represents purely constant capital. The entire product of I figures
as constant capital in II’s outlay. That part of constant capital
which=100 yields a profit of 9'/;; to 1. The entire product [of]
11=200 enters into III’s outlay, and thus yields a profit of 18%/,.
However, this does not in any way alter the fact that I's profit is
not one iota larger than 1I's or III's, because the capital which he
has to replace is smaller to the same degree and the profit

19*
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constant capital therefore grows, ditto machinery and its value.
Hence the rate of profit can fall with the reduction in wages. The
rate of profit is dependent on the amount of surplus value, which is
determined not only by the rate of surplus value, but also [by] the
number of workers employed.

Rodbertus correctly defines the necessary wage as equal to

“the amount of necessary subsistence, that is to a fairly stable definite quantity of
material products for a particular country and a particular period” (p. 118).

[X-475] Mr. Rodbertus then puts forward in a most intricately
confused, complicated and clumsy fashion, the propositions set up
by Ricardo on the inverse relationship of profit and wages and the
determination of this relationship by the productivity of labour.
The confusion arises partly because, instead of taking labour time
as his measure, he foolishly takes quantities of product and makes
non-sensical differentiations between “level of the value of the
product” and ‘“magnitude of the value of the product”.

By “level of the value of the product” this stripling means nothing
other than the relation of the product to the labour time. If the
same amount of labour time yields many products then the value of
the product, i.e., the value of separate portions of the product is
low, if the reverse, then the reverse. If one working day yielded
100 lbs yarn and later 200 lbs then in the 2nd case the value of
the yarn would be half what it was in the first. In the first case its
value="/100 of a working day; in the second, the value of the lb. of
yarn='/s00 of a working day. Since the worker receives the same
amount of product, whether its value be high or low, i.e., whether it
contains more or less labour, wages and profit move inversely, and
wages take more or less of the total product, according to the
productivity of labour. He expresses this in the following intricate
sentences:

“..Jf the wage, as necessary subsistence, is a definite quantity of material
products, then, if the value of the product is high, the wage must have a high
value, if it is low, it must constitute a low value and, since the value of the product
available for distribution is assumed as constant, the wage will absorb a large part if
the value of the product is high, a small part of it, if its value is low and finally, it
will therefore leave either a large or a small share of the value of the product for
rent. But if one accepts the rule that the value of the product equals the quantity
of labour which it cost, then the level of the value of the product is again determined
purely by the productivity of labour or the relationship between the amount of product
and the quantity of labour which is used for its production ... if the same quantity
of labour brings forth more product, in other words, if productivity increases, then
the same quantity of product contains less labour and conversely, if the same
quantity of labour brings forth less product, in other words, if productivity
decreases, then the same quantity of product contains more labour. But the quantity
of labour determines the value of the product and the relative value of a particular
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quantity of product determines the level of the value of the product....”” Hence “the higher
the productivity of labour in general, the higher” must “be rent in general”
(Ilpp.] 119-20).

But this is only correct if the product, for whose production the
worker is employed, belongs to that seecies which—according to
tradition or necessity—figures in his consumption as a means of
subsistence. If this is not the case, then the productivity of this
labour has no effect on the relative height of wages and of profit,
or on the amount of surplus value in general. The same share in the
value of the total product falls to the worker as wages, irrespective
of the number of products or the quantity of the product in which
this share is expressed. The division of the value of the product in
this case is not altered by any change in the productivity of labour,

“II) If with a given value of the product, the level of rent in general is given,
then the level of ground rent and of capital gain bear an inverse relationship to
one another, and also to the productivity of extractive labour and manufacturing
labour respectively. The higher or lower the rent, the lower or higher the capital
gain and vice versa; the higher or lower the productivity of extractive labour or of
manufacturing labour, the lower or higher the rent or capital gain, and alternately
also the higher or lower is the capital gain or rent” (l.c., [p.] 116).

First [in thesis] I) we had the Ricardian [law] that wages and
profit are related inversely?

Now the second Ricardian [law]—differently evolved or, RaTHER,
“made involved”—that profit and rent have an inverse relation.

It is obvious, that when a given surplus value is divided between
capitalist and landowner, then the larger the share of one, the
smaller will be that of the other and vice versa. But Mr. Rodbertus
adds something or mis own which requires closer examination.

In the first place, Mr. Rodbertus regards it as a new discovery
that surplus value in general //“the value of the product of labour
which is in fact available for sharing out as rent’//, the entire
surplus value filched by the capitalists, “consists of the value of the
raw product+the value of the manufactured product” ([p.] 120).

Mr. Rodbertus first reiterates his “discovery” of the absence of
“the value of the material” in [X-476] agriculture. This time in the
following flood of words:

“That portion of rent which accrues to the manufactured product and
determines the rate of capital gain is reckoned as profit not only on the capital
which is actually used for the production of this product but also on the whole of
the raw product value which figures as value of the material in the capital fund of
the manufacturer. On the other hand, as regards that portion of rent which

accrues to the raw product and from which the profit on the capital used in raw
material production is calculated according to the given rate of profit in manufacture”

2 See this volume, p. 306.— Ed.
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(ves! given rate of profit!) “leaving a remainder for ground rent, such a material
value is missing” ([p.] 121).

We repeat: quod non!

Assume that a ground rent exists—which Mr. Rodbertus has not
proved and cannot prove by his method—that is to say, a certain
portion of the surplus value of the raw product falls to the
LANDLORD.

Further assume that:

“the level of rent in general” (the rate of surplus value) “in a particular value of
the product is also given” ([p.] 121).

This amounts to the following: For instance, in a commodity of
£100, say half, £50, is unpaid labour; this then forms the fund
from which all categories of surplus value, rent, profit, etc., are
paid. Then it is quite evident that one sHAREHOLDER in the £50 will
draw the more, the less is drawn by the other and vice versa, or
that profit and rent are inversely proportional. Now the question
is, what determines the apportionment between the two?

In any case it remains true that the revenue of the manuracTurer
(be he acricuLTurisT or industrialist)=the surplus value which he
draws from the sale of his manufactured product (which he has
pilfered from the workers in his sphere of production), and that
rent of land (where it does not, as with the waterfall which is sold
to the industrialist, stem directly from the manufactured product,
which is also the case with rent for houses, etc., since houses can
hardly be termed raw product) only arises from the excess profit
(that part of surplus value which does not enter into the general
rate of profit) which is contained in the raw products and which
the FARMER pays over to the rLaNDLORD.

It is quite true that when the value of the raw product rises [or
falls], the rate of profit in those branches of industry which use
raw material will rise or fall inversely to the value of the raw
product. As I showed in a previous example,”® if the value of
cotton doubles, then with a given wage and a given rate of surplus
value, the rate of profit will fall. The same applies however to
agriculture. If the harvest is poor and production is to be
continued on the same scale (we assume here that the commodities
are sold at their value) then a greater part of the total product or
of its value would have to be returned to the soil and after
deducting wages, if these remain stationary, the rarMEr’s surplus
value would consist of a smaller quantity of product, hence also a
smaller quantity of value would be available for sharing out

4 See this volume, pp. 60-65.— Ed.
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between him and the raxprorp. Although the individual product
would have a higher value than before, not only the amount of
product but also the remaining portion of value would be smaller.
It would be a different matter if, as a result of demand, the
product rose above its value, and to such an extent that a smaller
quantity of product had a higher price than a larger quantity of
product did before. But this would be contrary to our stipulation
that the products are sold at their value.

Let us assume the opposite. Supposing the cotton harvest is
twice as rich''? and that that part of it which is returned direct to
the soil, for instance as fertiliser and seed, costs less than before.
In this case the portion of value which is left for the corron-grower
after deduction of wages is greater than before. The rate of profit
would rise here just as in the cotton industry. True, in one yard of
catico, the proportion of value formed by the raw product would
now be smaller than before and that formed by the manufacturing
process would be larger than before. Assume that cavico costs 2s. a
yard when the value of the cotton it contains=1s. Now if cotton
goes down from 1s. to 6d. (which, on the assumption that its
value =its price, is only possible because its cultivation has become
more productive), then the value of a yard of cauico=18d. It has
decreased by '/4=25%. But where the corTon-grower previously
sold 100 lbs at 1s., he is now supposed to sell 400 at 6d. Previously
the value=100s.; now 1t is 200s. Although previously cotton
formed a greater proportion of the value of the product—and the
rate of surplus value in cotton growing itself decreased simulta-
neously—the corron-grower obtained only 50 yds of carico for his
100s. cotton at 1s. per lb.; now that the Ib. [is sold] at 6d., he
receives 133'/5 yds for his 200s.

On the assumption that the commodities are sold at their value,
it is wrong to say that the revenue of the producers who take part
in the production of the product is necessarily dependent on the
portion of value [X-477] represented by their products in the total
value of the product.

Let the value of the total product of all manufactured
commodities, including machinery, be £300 in one branch, 900 in
another and 1,800 in a third.

If it is true to say that the proportion in which the value of the
whole product is divided between the value of the raw product
and the value of the manufactured product determines the
proportion in which the surplus value—the rent, as Rodbertus
says—is divided into profit and ground rent, then this must also
be true of different products in different spheres of production
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where raw material and manufactured products participate in
varying proportions.

Suppose out of a value of £900, manufactured product accounts
for £300 and raw material for £600, and that £1=1 working day.
Furthermore, the rate of surplus value is given as, say, 2 hours on
10, with a normal working day of 12 hours, then the 300
[manufactured product] embody 300 working days, and the 600
[raw product] twice as much, 2X300. The amount of surplus value
in the one=600 hours, in the other=1,200. This only means that,
given the rate of surplus value, its volume depends on the number
of workers or the number of workers employed simultaneously.
Furthermore, since it has been assumed (not proved) that of the
surplus value which enters into the value of the agricultural
product a portion falls to the ranbLorp as rent, it would follow that
in fact the amount of ground rent grows in the same proportion as
the value of the agricultural product compared with the “man-
ufactured product”.

In the above example the ratio of the agricultural product to the
manufactured product=2:1,=600:300. Suppose in another case it
is as 300:600. Since the rent depends on the surplus value
contained in the agricultural product, it is clear that if this
{amounts to] 1,200 hours in the first case as against 600 in the
2nd, and if the rent constitutes a certain part of this surplus value,
it must be greater in the first case than in the 2nd. Or—the larger
the portion of value which the agricultural product forms in the
value of the total product, the larger will be its share in the surplus
value of the whole product, for every portion of the value of the
product contains a certain portion of surplus value and the larger
the share in the surplus value of the whole product which falls to the
agricultural product, the larger will be the rent, since rent
represents a definite proportion of the surplus value of the
agricultural product.

Let the rent be /1 of the agricultural surplus value, then it is
120 hours if the value of the agricultural product is 600 out of the
900 and only 60 if it is 300. According to this, the volume of rent
would in fact alter with the amount of the value of the agricultural
product, hence also with the relative value of the agricultural
product in relation to the manufactured product. But the “level”
of the rent and of the profit—their rates—would have absolutely
nothing to do with it whatsoever. In the first case the value of the
product=900 of which 300 is manufactured product and 600
agricultural product. Of this, 600 hours surplus value accrue to
the manufactured product and 1,200 to the agricultural product.
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because the amount of capital advanced rises. If rent is /5 and it
becomes !/, then 20x}/s=4 and 50x!/10=5. That's all. But if
conditions of production in intensive cultivation became the same
as those prevailing on an average in industry, instead of only
approximating to them, then rent for the least fertile land would
disappear and for the most fertile it would be reduced merely to
the difference in the land. Absolute rent would no longer exist.
Now let us assume that, as a result of increasing demand,
the movement is from I to II. [Category] I pays the absolute rent,
II would pay a differential rent, but the price of wheat (value
for I, excess value for 1I) remains the same. The rate of profit, too,
[is supposed] not to be affected. And so on till we come to IV.
Thus the level, the rate of rent is also rising if we take the total
capital laid out in I, 1I, III, IV. But the average rate of profit
from II, III, IV would remain the same as that from I, which
equals that in industry, the general rate of profit. Thus if
[XI-491] we go on to more fertile land, the amounT anD RATE of rent
can grow, although the rate of profit remains unchanged and the
price of wheat constant. The rise in level and amount of rent would
be due to the growing productivity of the capital in II, I1I, IV, not
to the diminishing productivity in I. But the growing productivity
would not cause a rise in profits and a fall both in the price of the
commodity and in wages, as happens necessarily in industry.
Supposing, however, the reverse process took place: from IV to
111, 11, I. Then the price would rise to 6s. 8d. at which it would
still yield a rent of £10 on £100 on 1. For the rent of wheat on IV
[amounts to] £17/es on £100, of which, however, £77/s5 are the
excess of its price over the value of 1.* [Category] I gave 360 qrs at
£100 (with a rent of £ 10 and the value of the BusheL at 6s. 8d)
I1—432 qrs. II1—518%5 qrs and IV—622%/ss qrs. But the price
per qr of 6s. 8d. yielded IV an excess rent of £77/ss per 100. IV
sells 3 qrs for £1 or 622%5 qrs at £207%/zs. But its value is only
£120, as in I; whatever is above this amount is excess of its price
over its value. IV would sell the gr at its value, or raTHER the BUSHEL,
if he sold it at 3s. 10%/5,d. and at this price he would have a rent
of £10 on 100. The movement from IV to III, 111 to 1Y and Il to
I, causes the price per qr (and with it the rent) to rise until it
eventually reaches 6s. 8d. with I, where this price now yields the
same rent that it previously yielded with 1V. The rate of profit
would fall with the rise in price, partly owing to the rise in value
of the means of subsistence or raw materials. The transition from

2 See this volume, p. 330.— Ed.
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1V to III could happen like this: Due to demand, the price of IV
rises above its value, hence it yields not only rent but excess rent.
Consequently III is cultivated which, with the normal average
profit, is not supposed to yield a rent at this price. If the rate of
profit has not fallen as a result of the rise in price of IV, but
wages have, then III will yield the average profit. But due to the
supply from III, wages should rise to their normal level again;
fthen] the rate of profit in III falls, etc.

Thus the rate of profit falls with this downward movement on
the assumptions which we have made, namely, that 111 cannot yield a
rent at the price of IV and that III can only be cultivated at the
old rate of profit because wages have momentarily fallen below
their level.

Under these conditions [it is again possible for] the Ricardian
law {to apply]. But not necessari]y, even according to his
interpretation. It is merely possible in CERTAIN c1rcumstances In
reality the movements are contradictory.

This has disposed of the essence of the theory of rent.

With Mr. Rodbertus, rent arises from eternal nature, at least of
capitalist production, because of his “value of the material”. In
our view rent arises from an historical difference in the organic
component parts of capital which may be partially ironed out and
indeed disappear completely, with the development of agriculture.
True, the difference in so far as it is merely due to variation in
actual fertility of the land remains even if the absolute rent
disappeared. But—quite apart from the possible ironing out of
natural variations— differential rent is linked with the regulation of
the market price and therefore disappears along with the price
and with capitalist production. There would remain only the fact
that land of varying fertility is cultivated by social labour and, despite
the difference in the labour employed, labour can become more
productive on all types of land. But the amount of labour used on
the worse land would by no means result in more labour being
paid for {the product] of the better land as now with the
bourgeois. Rather would the labour saved on IV be used for the
improvement of III and that saved from III for the improvement
of II and finally that saved on II would be used to improve I.
Thus the whole of the capital eaten up by the landowners would
serve to equalise the labour used for the cultivation of the soil and
to reduce the amount of labour in agriculture as a whole.

[XI-492] //Adam Smith, as we saw above,® first correctly

a See present edition, Vol. 30, pp. 376-91, 398-403.— Ed.
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interprets value and the relation existing between profit, wages,
etc. as component parts of this value, and then he proceeds the
other way round, regards the prices of wages, profit and rent as
antecedent factors and seeks to determine them independently, in
order then to compose the price of the commodity out of them. The
meaning of this change of approach is that first he grasps the
problem in its inner relationships, and then in the reverse form, as it
appears in competition. These two concepts of his run counter to
one another in his work, naively, without his being aware of the
contradiction. Ricardo,.on the other hand, consciously abstracts
from the form of competition, from the appearance of competi-
tion, in order to comprehend the laws as such. On the one hand he
must be reproached for not going far enough, for not carrying his
abstraction to completion, for instance, when he analyses the value
of the commodity, he at once allows himself to be influenced by
consideration of all kinds of concrete conditions. On the other
hand one must reproach him for regarding the phenomenal form
as immediate and direct proof or exposition of the general laws, and
for failing to interpret it. In regard to the first, his abstraction is
too incomplete; in regard to the 2nd, it is formal abstraction which
in iself is wrong.//

Now to return briefly to the remainder of Rodbertus.

“The increase in wages, capital gain and ground rent respectively, which
arises from the increase in the value of the national product can raise neither the
wages nor the capital gain of the nation, since more wages are now distributed
among more workers and a greater amount of capital gain accrues to capital
increased in the same proportion; ground rent, on the other hand, must rise since
this always accrues to land whose area has remained the same. It is thus possible to
explain satisfactorily the great rise in land value, which is nothing other than
ground rent capitalised at the normal rate of interest, without having to resort to a
fall in productivity of agricultural labour, which is diametrically opposed to the idea
of the perfectibility of human society and to all agricultural and statistical facts”
({pp.] 160-61).

D’abord® it should be noted that Ricardo nowhere seeks to
explain the “great rise in land value”. This is no problem at all for
him. He says further, and Ricardo even noted this explicitly (see
later in connection with Ricardo), that—given the rate of
rent—rent can increase with a constant value of corn or
AGRICULTURAL PRODUCE.” This increase again presents no problem for
him. The rise in the rentaL while the rate of rent remains the
same, is no problem for him either. His problem lies in the rise in

a First of all.— Ed.
b See this volume, p. 529.— Ed.
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the rate of rent, i.e., rent in proportion to the AGRICULTURAL CAPITAL
advanced, and hence the rise in value not of the amount of
AGRICULTURAL PRODUCE, but the rise in the value, for example, of the
quarter of wheat, i.e., of the same quantity of AGRICULTURAL PRODUCE;
in consequence of this the excess of its value over the average
price increases and thereby also the excess of rent over the rate of
profit. Mr. Rodbertus here begs the Ricardian problem (to say
nothing of his erroneous ‘“value of the material”).

The rate of rent can indeed rise relatively to the capital
advanced, in other words, the relative value of the agricultural
product can rise in proportion to the industrial product, even
though agriculture is constantly becoming more productive. And this
can happen for 2 reasons.

Firstly take the above example, the transition from I to II, III, IV,
i.e., to ever more fertile land (but where the additional supply is
not so great as to throw I out of cultivation or to reduce the
difference between value and average price to such an extent that
IV, III, II pay relatively lower rents and I no rent at all). If I's
rent amounts to 10, II’'s to 20, II’s to 30 and IV’s to 40 and if
£100 are invested in all 4 types of land, then I's rent would be Yo
or 10% on the capital advanced, IT's would be /10 or 20%, IID's
would be 3/ or 30% and IV’s rent would be % or 40%.
Altogether 100 on 400 capital advanced, which gives an average
rate of rent of '%/,=25%. Taking the entire capital invested in
agriculture, the rent amounts now to 25%. Had only the
cultivation of land 1 (the least fertile land) been extended, then the
rent would be 40 on 400, 10% just as before, and it would not
have risen by 15%. But in the first case (if 330 BusaELs resulted
from an outlay of £100 on I) only 1,320 susuiLs would have been
produced at the price of 6s. 8d. per susurL. In the second case,
1,518 susuers have been produced at the same price. The same
capital has been advanced in both cases.'”

But the rise in the level of the rent here is only apparent.”?’ For
if we calculate the capital outlay in relation to the product, then
100 [would have been] needed in I to produce 330 and 400 to
produce 1,320 BusueLs. But now only 100+90+80+70, i.e., £340 122
are needed to produce 1,320 susuiLs. £90 in II produce as much
as 100 in I, 80 in III as much as 90 in II and 70 in IV as much as
80 in III. The rate of rent [has] risen in II, III, IV, compared
with 1.

If we take society as a whole, it means that a capital of 340 [was]
employed to raise the same product, instead of a capital of 400,
that is 85% [of] capital [advanced].
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[X1-493] The 1,320 susHes [would] only be distributed in a
different way from those in the first case. The farmer must hand
over as much on 90 as previously on 100, as much on 80 as
previously on 90 and as much on 70 as previously on 80. But the
capital outlay of 90, 80, 70 gives him just the same amount of
product as he previously obtained on 100. He hands over more,
not because he must employ more capital in order to supply the
same product, but because he employs less capital; not because his
caprtal has become less productive, but because it has become
more productive and he is still selling at the price of 1, as though
he still required the same capital as before in order to produce the
same quantity of product.

Apart from this rise in the rate of rent—which corresponds to
the uneven rise in excess profit in individual branches of industry,
though here it does not become fixed—there is only one other
possibility of the rate of rent rising although the value of the
product remains the same, that is, labour does not become less
productive. It occurs either when productivity in agriculture
remains the same as before but productivity in industry rises and
this rise expresses itself in a fall in the rate of profit, in other
words when the ratio of variable to constant capital diminishes.
Or, alternatively, when productivity is rising in agriculture as well
though not at the same rate as in industry but at a lower rate. If
productivity in agriculture rises as 1:2 and in industry as 1:4, then.
it is relatively the same as if it had remained at one in agriculture
and had doubled in industry. In this case the ratio of variable
capital to constant capital would be decreasing in industry twice as
fast as in agriculture.

In both cases the rate of profit in industry would fall, and
because it fell the rate of rent would rise. In the other instances
the rate of profit does not fall absolutely (rather it remains
constant) but it falls relatively to rent. It does so not because it itself
is decreasing but because rent, the rate of rent in relation to the
capital advanced, is rising.

Ricardo does not differentiate between these cases. Except in
these cases (that is where the general ratio of constant to variable
capital alters as a result of the increased productivity of industry
and hence increases the excess of value of agricultural [products]
above their average price or where the rate of profit, although
constant, falls relatively because of the differential rents of the
capital employed on the more fertile types of land) the rate of rent
can only rise if the rate of profit falls without industry becoming
more productive. This is, however, only possible if wages rise or if
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[X1-508] 111) The HIGHEST AND LOWEST PRICES in each DECENNIAL PERIOD

HIGHEST LOWEST
1750-1759 36s. 45/,0d. 53s. 4d. (1757) 928s. 10d. (1750)
1760-1769 40s. 49/,d. 53s. 9d. (1768) 26s. 9d. (1761)
1770-1779 45s. 32/,0d. 59s. 8d. (1774) 33s. 8d. (1779)
1780-1789 46s. 92/,4d. 59s. 8d. (1783) 35s. 8d. (1780)
1790-1799 57s. 65/,,d. 78s. 7d. (1796) 48s. 0d. (1792)

Yearly AVERAGE for the 50 years (from] 1750 to 1799: 45s. 313/5,d.

1V) The HIGHEST AND LOWEST YEARLY AVERAGE PRICES
in each DECENNIAL PERIOD

HIGBEST - LOWEST

1800-1809 84s. 85/,od. 119s. 6d. (1801) 58s. 10d. (1803)

113s. 10d. (1800)
1810-1819 9ls. 48/,,d. 126s. 6d. (1812) 65s. 7d. (1815)

109s. 9d. (1813) 74s. 4d. (1814)

106s. 5d. (1810) 74s. 6d. (1819)
1820-1829 58s. 97/,pd. 68s. 6d. (1825) 44s. 7d. (1822)
1830-1839 56s. 85/,0d. 66s. 4d. (1831) 39s. 4d. (1835)
1840-1849 555, 114/4d. 69s. 5d. (1847) 44s. 6d. (1849)
1850-1859 53s. 47/,0d. 74s. 9d. (1855) 40s. 4d. (1850)

YEARLY AVERAGE for the 50 years [from] 1800 to 1849: 69s. 6%/5d.
YEARLY AVERAGE for the 60 years [from] 1800 io 1859: 66s. 914/ ):d.

Hence YEARLY AVERAGES:

T641-1649 ..o 60s.  52/4d.
1650-1699 ..o 445, 21/gd.
1700-1749 .... . 855, 929/.d.
1750-1799 ... 455, 31%/5,d.
1800-1849 ......o.ooooeeeeeeeeeeseeerrne 69s.  6%5d.
1850-1859 ....omvooooooeeeoeeeeoeeeeoeenere. 53s. 47/,pd.

West says himself:

*“In an improved state of agriculture produce may be raised on the second or
third quality of land at as litle cost as it could under the old system upon the first
quality” * (Sir Edward West, Price of Corn and Wages of Labour, London, 1826,
p- 98).

Hopkins grasps correctly the difference between absolute and
differential rent:

“The PRINCIPLE OF COMPETITION renders impossible 2 RATES OF PROFIT in the
same country, and this determines the RELATIVE RENTS but not the GENERAL
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AVERAGE OF RENT” (Thomas Hopkins, On Rent of Land, and Its Influence on Subsistence
and Population, London, 1828, p. 30).13!

[XI-508a]* Hopkins makes the following distinction between
productive and unproductive labour or, as he says, between
primary and secondary:

*“If all labourers were employed for the same end, or object, as the diamond
cutter and the opera singer, in a short time there would be no wealth to subsist
them; because none of the wealth produced would then become capital. If a considerable
proportion were so employed, wages would be low; because but a comparatively
small part of what was produced would be used as capital;—but if only a few of
the labourers were so employed, and, of course, nearly all were ploughmen,
shoemakers, weavers, etc., then much capital would be produced,and wages could
be proportionally high”* (lLc., pp. 84-85). *“With the diamond cutter and the
singer, must be classed all those who labour for the landlords, or annuitants, and
who receive a part of their income as wages: all, in fact, whose labours terminate
merely in producing those things which gratify landlords and annuitants, and who
receive in return for their labours, a part of the rent of the landlord, or of the
income of the annuitant. These are all productive labourers, but all their labours
are for the purpose of converting the wealth which exists, in the shape of rents and
annuities, [into some other form,} that shall, in that other form, more gratify the
landlord and annuitant, and therefore they are secondary producers. All other
labourers are primary producers”* (Lc., {p.] 85).

Diamonds and song are both realised labour and can—like all
commodities—be converted into money and as money into capital.
But in this transformation of money into capital we must
distinguish two things. All commodities can be converted into
money and as money into capital, because in the form of money
their use value and its particular natural form become extinct.
They are objectified labour in that social form in which it is
exchangeable for any real labour, therefore convertible into any
form of real labour. On the other hand, whether the commodities
which are the product of labour can as such become elements of
productive capital once again, depends on whether the nature of
their use values permits them to re-enter the process of
production—be it as objective conditions of labour (tools and
material) or as subjective conditions of labour (means of subsis-
tence of the worker) (in other words [as] elements of constant or
of variable capital).

“In Ireland, according to a moderate estimate and the census of 1821, the
WHOLE NET PRODUCE which goes to the LANDLORDS, the GOVERNMENT AND the

TITHE-OWNERS, amounts to £203/, million, the WHOLE WAGES, however, only to
£14,114,000” (Hopkins, l.c., [p.] 94).b

a Marx mistakenly wrote “508” on two pages; later he added “a” on the second
page.— Ed.

b Marx quotes Hopkins with some alterations.— Ed.
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“The CULTIVATORS IN ITALY generally paying from }/g to more than /5 of the
PRODUCE as rent to the LANDLORD, with MODERATE SKILL IN AGRICULTURE, and A
SCANTY SUPPLY OF FIXED CAPITAL. The greater part of the POPULATION is composed
of SECONDARY PRODUCERS and LANDLORDS and GENERALLY THE PRIMARY PRODUCERS
ARE A POOR AND DEGRADED CLASS” (p[p. 101-]02).

“The same was the CASE in France under Louis XIV. According to Young, rent,
TITHES and TAXES amounted to £140,905,304. Cultivation moreover was very poor.
The poPULATION of France, at that time, is stated to have been 26,363,074. Now if
there had been 6 MILLIONS OF LABOURING POPULATION (which is too high a figure),
each FAMILY would have had to furnish annually, either directly or indirectly, AN
AVERAGE of ABOUT £23 OF NET WEALTH TO THE LANDLORDS, THE CHURCH AND THE
GOVERNMENT. According to Young, and taking into account various other factors,
the labouring family produced annually £42 10s.; £23 of which were PAID AWAY TO
OTHERS, and £19 10s. REMAINED TO SUBSIST ITSELF” (l.c., [pp.] 102-04).2

The dependence of population on capital.

*“The error of Mr. Malthus and his followers is to be found in the assumption,
that a reduction of the labouring population would not be followed by a
correspondent reduction of capital!”* (l.c., [p.] 118.) “Mr. Malthus forgets that the
DEMAND [for labourers 1S] LIMITED BY THE MEANS OF PAYING WAGES and that these
MEANS DO NOT ARISE SPONTANEOUSLY, BUT ARE ALWAYS PREVIOUSLY CREATED BY
LABOUR” (lc., [p.] 122).

This conception of the accumulation of capital is correct. But the
MEANS can grow, l.e., the quantity of surplus probuce or surplus
LABOUR can grow, without a proportionate growth in the quantity of
labour.

“Stranige that [there is] a *strong inclination to represent net wealth as beneficial
to the labouring class, because it gives employment though it is evidently [XI-509]
not on account of being net, that it has that power, but because it is wealth—that
which has been brought into existence by labour: while, simultaneously, an additional
quantity of labour is represented as injurious to the labouring classes, though that
labour produces 3 times as much as it consumes” * (L.c., {p.] 126).

*“If by the use of superior machinery, the whole primary produce could be
raised from 200 to 250 or 300, while net wealth and profit took only 140,* it is
clear *that there would remain as a fund for the wages of the primary producers
110 or 160 instead of 60" * (lLc., [p.] 128).

*“The condition of labourers is rendered bad either by crippling their
productive power, or by taking from them what they have produced” * ([p.] 129).

*“No, says Mr. Malthus, the weight of your burthen has nothing whatever to do
with your distress; that arises solely from there being too many persons carrying it” *
(l.c., [p.] 134).

*“In the general principle, that cost of production regulates the exchangeable
value of all commodities, original materials are not included; but the claim which
the owners of these have upon produce, causes rent to enter into value” * (Thomas
Hopkins, Economical Enquiries Relative to the Laws which Regulate Rent, Profit, Wages,
and the Value of Money, London, 1822, [p.] 11).

*“Rent, or a charge for use, arises naturally out of ownership, or the
establishment of a right of property”* (Lc., [p.] 13).

*“Any thing may yield a rent if it is possessed of the following qualities:—

@ Here Marx summarises Hopkins’ ideas.— Ed.
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First,—It must exist in a degree of scarcity; Secondly,—It must have the power to
aid labour in the great work of production”* (l.c., [p.] 14).

“Of course one must not take the CASE WHERE LAND SO PLENTIFUL, COMPARED
WITH THE LABOUR AND STOCK TO BE EMPLOYED UPON IT, //ABUNDANCE OR SCARCITY OF
LAND are of course relative, and are related to the DISPOSABLE QUANTITY OF LABOUR
AND CAPITAL// THAT NO CHARGE FOR RENT COULD BE MADE, BECAUSE IT WAS NOT
scarce” (lc., [p.]21).

“The LORD may obtain in some countries 50%, in others not 10.2 In the
fertile regions of the East, MAN CAN SUBSIST UPON }/3 of the PRODUCE OF HIS LABOUR
EMPLOYED UPON THE LAND; BUT IN PARTS OF SWITZERLAND AND NORWAY, AN EXACTION
OF 10% MIGHT DEPOPULATE THE COUNTRY ... WE SEE NO NATURAL BOUNDS TO THE RENT
THAT MAY BE EXACTED, BUT IN THE LIMITED ABILITIES OF THE PAYERS” ([p.] 31), and
“WHERE INFERIOR SOILS EXIST, THE COMPETITION OF THOSE INFERIOR SOILS AGAINST
THE SUPERIOR” ([pp.] 33-34).

“There is much *common land in England, the natural fertility of which is
equal to what a large part of the land now cultivated was prior to its being taken into
cultivation; and yet the expense of bringing such common lands into cultivation is so
great, as to cause them not to yield the ordinary interest for the money expended in
improving them, leaving nothing as vent for the natural fertility of the soil: and this with
all the advantages of an immediate application of labour, aided by stock skilfully
applied, and furnished with manufactures cheaply produced;* in addition *good
roads* in the neighbourhood, etc.... *The present land proprietors may be
considered the owners of all the accumulated labour which has for ages been expended, in
bringing the country to its present productive state” * (l.c., [p.] 35).

This is a very important circumstance in relation to rent,
especially when the population suddenly grows significantly, as it
did from 1780 to 1815, consequent upon the advance in industry,
and hence a large portion of hitherto uncultivated land is suddenly
brought into cultivation. The newly cultivated land may be as
fertile as or even more fertile than old land was, before centuries of
cultivation had accumulated in it. But what is demanded of the
new land—if it [this product] is not to be sold at a dearer price—is
that its fertility must be equal firstly to the natural fertility of the
cultivated [XI-510] land+secondly to the artificial fertility which
has been engendered by cultivation, but which has now become its
natural fertility. The newly cultivated land would thus have to be
much more fertile than the old had been before its cultivation.

But it will be said:

The fertility of the cultivated land originates in the first place
from its natural fertility. Thus it depends on the natural condition
of the newly cultivated land whether or not it possesses this
fertility arising from and owing to nature. In either case it costs
nothing. The other part of the fertility of cultivated land is an
artificial product, owing to cultivation, the investment of capital.
But this part of productivity involves production costs which are

# Hopkins has: “in others 10 per cent”.— Ed.



368 The Production Process of Capital

repaid as interest on the fixed capital which has been sunk into
the land. This part of rent is merely interest on the fixed capital
tied up in the land. Hence it enters into the production costs of
the product of the previously cultivated land. Hence only the same
capital needs to be thrown into the uncultivated land for it to
obtain this second part of fertility; and as with the first, the
interest on the capital which has been employed to bring forth this
fertility will enter into the price of the product. Why then should
it not be possible to cultivate new land—unless it is more
fertile—without the price of the product rising? If the natural
fertility is the same, then the difference is brought about only by
the capital invested and, in both cases alike, the interest on this
capital enters into production costs to the same extent.

However, this reasoning is wrong. A portion of the costs of
bringing the land into cultivation, etc., is no longer liable to be
paid for, because, as Ricardo has already observed, the fertility
thus created has party coalesced with the natural quality of the soil
(this applies to the costs of clearing, draining, levelling, the
chemical change of the soil resulting from continued chemical
processes, etc.). Thus if {the product of] the newly cultivated land
is to sell at the same price as [that of] the last cultivated land—the
land must be sufficiently fertile for this price to cover that part of
the costs of bringing it into cultivation which enters into its own
production costs but which has ceased to enter into the costs of the
previously cultivated land, because it has coalesced with the
natural fertility of the land.

*“A stream, favourably situated, furnishes an instance of a rent being paid for
an appropriated gift of nature, of as exclusive a kind as any that can be named.
This is well understood in" manufacturing districts, where considerable rents are
paid for small streams of water, particularly if the fall is considerable. The power
obtained from such streams being equal to that atforded by large steam-engines, it
is as advantageous to use them, though subject to the payment of a heavy rent, as it
is to expend large sums in the erection and working of stcam-engines. Of streams,
too, there are somie larger. some smaller. Contiguity to the seat of manufacrure is
also an advantage which commands a higher rent. In the counties of York and
Lancaster there is probably a much greater difference between the rents paid for
the smallest and the largest streams of water, than there is between the rents paid
for 50 of the least and 50 of the most fertile acres that are in common
cultivation” * (Hopkins, l.c., [pp.] 37-38).

If we compare the averace prices given earlier® and deduct firstly
what is due to perrrciaTioN (1809-13) and secondly what is due to
particularly bad scasons such as 1800 and 1801, then {we shall
find that] a very important element is the amount of new land

2 See this volume, pp. 363-64.— Ed
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cultivated ATA GMEN MOMENT OR DURING A GIVEN PERIOD. A rise in price on
the cultivated land here indicates a growth in population and hence
an excess in price; on the other hand, the same increase in
demand brings about THE CULTIVATION OF FRESH SOIL. If proportionately
the amount [of cultivated land] has greatly increased, then the
rising price, and the higher price than in the early period merely
shows that a large part of the costs of bringing land into cultivation
enters into the ADDITIONAL QUANTITY OF FOOD CREATED. If the price had
not risen, this CREATION would not have taken place. Its effect, a fall
in price, can only come into evidence later, because the price of
the RECENTLY CREATED FOOD comprises an element of the cost of
production or price, that has long become extinct in the older
applications of capital to land, or in the older portions of
cultivated soil. The difference would be even greater if, conse-
guent upon the increased productivity of labour, the cost of
appropriating soil to cultivation, had not greatly fallen, as
compared to the costs of cultivation in former, bygone periods.

[XI-511] The transformation of new land, whether more or
equally or less fertile than old land, into such a state (and this state
is given by the general rate of adaptation to culture prevailing
on the existing land under cultivation) as to enable it for ap-
plication of capital and labour—under the same conditions under
which capital and labour is employed on the average quantity of
cultivated soil—this adaptation must be paid for by the costs of
converting waste land into cultivated land. This difference of cost
must be borne by the newly cultivated land. If it enters not into
the price of its produce, there are only two cases possible, un-
der which such a result can be realised. Either the produce of
the newly cultivated land is not sold at its real value. Its price
stands below its value, as is in fact the case with most of the land
bearing no rent, because its price is not constituted by its own
value, but by the value of the produce derived from more fertile
soils. Or the newly cultivated land must be so fertile, that, if it was
sold at its immanent, own value, according to the quantity of
labour realised in it, it would be sold at a less price than the price
of produce grown on the formerly cultivated soil.

If the difference between the inherent value of its product and
the market price settled bv the value of the cultivated soil is such,
that it amounted for instance to 5%, and if on the other hand the
interest, entering into its costs of production on the part of the
capital employed to bring it up to the level of productive ability,
common to the old soils, amounted also to 5%, then the newly
cultivated land would grow produce able to pay at the old market
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chapters on rent, profits and wages. The 26th chapter, “On Gross
and Net Revenue”, is an appendix to the chapters on wages,
profits and rent. Finally, the 27th chapter “On Currency and
Banks” stands quite apart from the rest of the work and merely
consists of further explanations and in part modifications of views
put forward in his earlier writings on money.

The Ricardian theory is therefore contained exclusively in the
first 6 chapters of the work. It is in respect of this part of the
work that I use the term faulty architectonics. The other part
(with the exception of the section on money) consists of
applications, elucidations and addenda which, by their very nature,
are jumbled together and make no claim to being systematically
arranged. But the faulty architectonics of the theoretical part (the
first 6 chapters) is not accidental, rather it is the result of Ricardo’s
method of investigation itself and of the definite task which he set
himself in his work. It expresses the scientific deficiencies of this
method of investigation itself.

CuarTir I is “On Value”. It is subdivided into 7 sections. The
first section actually examines whether wages contradict the
determination of the values of commodities by the labour time
they contain. In the third section Ricardo demonstrates that the
entry of what I call constant capital into the value of the
commodity does not contradict the determination of value and
that the values of commodities are equally unaffected by the rise
or fall in wages. The 4th section examines to what extent the
determination of EXCHANGEABLE VALUES by labour time is altered by
the application of machinery and other fixed and durable capital,
in so far as it enters into the total capital in varying proportions in
different spheres of production. The 5th section examines how far
a rise or fall in waces modifies the determination of values by
labour time, if capitals of unequal durability and varying periods
of turnover are employed in different spheres of production.
Thus one can see that in this first chapter not only are commodities
assumed to exist—and when considering value as such, nothing
further is required —but also wages, capital, profit and even, as we
shall see, the general rate of profit, the various forms of capital as
they arise from the process of circulation, and also the difference
between ‘“‘NATURAL AND MARKET PRICE”. This latter, moreover, plays a
decisive role in the following chapters, 11 and IlI: “On Rent” and
“On the Rent of Mines”.

In accordance with his method of investigation, the second
chapter, “On Rent” [XI1-526]—the 3rd “On the Rent of Mines” is
only a supplement to this—again opens with the question: Do
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landed property, and rent, contradict the determination of the
value of commodities by labour time?

This is how he opens the 2nd chapter “On Rent”:

*““It remains however to be considered, whether the appropriation of land, and
the consequent creation of rent, will occasion any variation in the relative value of

commodities, independently of the quantity of labour necessary to production”*
(Principles of Political Economy, 3rd ed., London, 1821, p. 53).

In order to carry out this investigation, he introduces not only,
en passant, the relationship of “MARKET PRICE” AND “‘REAL PRICE”
(MONETARY EXPRESSION OF VALUE) but postulates the whole of capitalist
production and his entire conception of the relationship between
wages and profit. The 4th chapter “On Natural and Market
Price”, the 5th “On Wages” and the 6th “On Profits” are thus not
only taken for granted, but fully developed in the first two
chapters “On Value” and “On Rent” (and in Chapter III as an
appendix to II). The later 3 chapters, in so far as they bring any
new theoretical points, fill in gaps here and there, and provide
closer definitions, which for the most part should by rights have
found their place in I or IIL.

Thus the entire Ricardian contribution is contained in the first
two chapters of his work. In these chapters, the developed
relations of bourgeois production, and therefore also the de-
veloped categories of political economy, are confronted with their
principle—the determination of value—and examined in order to
determine the degree to which they directly correspond to this
principle and the position regarding the apparent discrepancies
which they introduce into the value relations of commodities.
They contain the whole of his critique of hitherto existing political
economy, the determined break with the contradiction that
pervades Adam Smith’s work with its esoteric and exoteric method
of approach, and, at the same time, because of this critique, they
produce some quite new and startling results. Hence the great
theoretical satisfaction afforded by these first two chapters; for
they provide with concise brevity a critique of the diffuse and
meandering old conceptions, present the whole bourgeois system
of economy as subject to one fundamental law, and extract the
quintessence out of the divergency and diversity of the various
phenomena. But this theoretical satisfaction afforded by these first
two chapters BECAUSE OF THEIR ORIGINALITY, unity of fundamental
approach, sivpLeness, concentration, depth, novelty and comprenEn.
SIVENESS, is of necessity lost as the work proceeds. Here too, we are
at times captivated by the originality of certain arguments. But as
a whole, it gives rise to weariness and boredom. As the work
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proceeds, there is no further development. Where it does not
consist of monotonous formal application of the same principles to
various extraneous matters, or of polemical vindication of these
principles, there is only repetition or amplification; at most one
can occasionally find a striking chain of reasoning in the final
sections.

In the critique of Ricardo, we have to separate what he himself
failed to separate. His theory of surplus value, which of course exists
in his work, although he does not define surplus value as distinct
from its particular forms, profit, rent, interest. Secondly, his theory
of profit. We shall begin with the latter, although it does not belong
into this section, but into the historical appendix to Section IIL*

Before we go on, just a few comments on how Ricardo confuses
the definitions of “vacue”. Bailey’s polemic against him is based on
this; it is however also important for us.”

First of all Ricardo speaks of ““varue v excrance” and, like Adam
Smith, defines it as ‘““THE POWER OF PURCHASING OTHER Goops”’ (Principles,
p- 1). This is exchange value as it appears at first. Then, however,
he proceeds to the real determination of value:

*“It is the comparative quantity of commodities which labour will produce, that
produces their present or past relative value”* (Lc., p. 9).

“ReLaTivE vaLUE” here means nothing other than the excHaNcEasLE
vaLve as determined by labour time. But RELATIVE vaLUuE can also
have another meaning, namely, if I express the exchange value of
a commodity in terms of the use value of another, for instance the
exchange value of sugar in terms of the use value of coffee.

*“Two commodities vary in relative value, and we wish to know in which the
variation has taken place” * (p. 9).

Waicn variaTion? Ricardo later also calls this “RELATIVE vALUE”
““CcOMPARATIVE VALUE” (p. 448 et seq.). We want to know in which
commodity ‘“the variaTion” has taken place. This means the
variaTioN of the “value” which was called “RreLaTIVE vaLUE” above.
For instance, 1 lb. sugar=2 Ibs coffee. Later 1 lb. sugar=4 lbs
coffee. The “variaTioN” which we want to know about is: whether
the “mnecessary labour time” has altered for sugar or for coffee,
whether sugar costs twice as much labour time as before or
whether coffee costs half as much labour time as before and which
of these “variaTions” in the labour time required for their
respective production has called forth this variaTion in their
exchange relation. This “RELATIVE or coMpaRATIVE vaLUE” of sugar and

a See this volume, p. 399.— Ed.
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And in the following Section V (Charrer I) he continues on the
same LINEs, in other words, he only investigates how the cosr rrices
of commodities can be altered by A VARIATION IN THE VALUE OF LABOUR, OR
wacEs, not when the proportion of Fixep and CIRCULATING CAPITALS is
different in TwWO EQUAL CAPITALS IN TWO DIFFERENT OCCUPATIONS, but when
THERE IS ‘' UNEQUAL DURABILITY OF FIXED CAPITAL” Or ‘‘UNEQUAL RAPIDITY IN THE
RETURN OF THE CAPITALS TO THEIR OWNERs’. The correct surmise implied
in Section IV, regarding the difference between cost prices and
vaLues brought about by the general rate of profit,is here no
longer noticeable. Only a secondary question is examined here,
namely, the variaTioN in the cost prices themselves. This secTion,
therefore, is in fact of hardly any theoretical interest, apart from
the occasional mention of differences in the form of capitals
arising from the circulation process.

*“In proportion as fixed capital is less durable, it approaches to the nature of
circulating capital. It will be consumed and its value reproduced in a shorter time, in
order to preserve the capital of the manufacturer”* (p. 36).

Thus the Lesser purasiiTy and the difference between rixep and
CIRCULATING capital in general, are reduced to the difference in the
period of reproduction. This is certainly a determination of decisive
importance. But by no means the only one. Fixed capital enters
wholly into the labour process and only in successive stages and by
instalments into the valorisation process. This is another major
distinction in their form of circulation. Furthermore: fixed capital
enters— necessarily enters—only as exchange value into the process
of circulation, while its use value is consumed in the labour process
and never goes outside it. This is another important distinction in
the form of circulation. Both distinctions in the form of circulation
also concern the period of circulation; but they are not identical
with the pecrees [of durability of capitals] and the piFrerences [in the
period of circulation].

Less durable capital constantly requires a greater quantity of
labour,

*“to keep [it] in its original state of efficiency; but the labour so bestowed may
be considered as really expended on the commodity manufactured, which must
bear a value in proportion to such labour” (pp. 36-37). “If the wear and tear of the
machine were great, if the quantity of labour requisite to keep it in an efficient
state were that of fifty men annually, I should require an additional price for my
goods, equal to that which would be obtained by any other manufacturer who
employed fifty men in the production of other goods, and who used no machinery
at all. But a rise in the wages of labour would not equally affect commodities
produced with machinery quickly consumed, and commodities produced with

machinery slowly consumed. In the production of the one, a great deal of labour
would be continually transferred to the commodity produced” *
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//but he is so occupied with his' GENERAL RATE OF PROFIT, that he does
not see that thereby a relatively *great deal of surplus labour
would be continually transferred to the commodity//

“in the other very little would be so transferred”

//hence very little surplus labour, hence much less value, if the
commodities exchanged according to their values//.

“Every rise of wages, therefore, or, which is the same thing, [XI-540] every fall
of profits, would lower the relative value of those commodities which were
produced with a capital of a durable nature, and would proportionally elevate
those which were produced with capital more perishable. A fall of wages would
have precisely the contrary effect”* (pp. 37-38).

In other words: The ManuFacTURER who employs FIXED CAPITAL OF LESS
puraBiLiTY employs relatively less fixed capital and more capital
expended in wages, than the one who EMPLOYS CAPITAL OF GREATER
purasiLiTY. This case is therefore identical with the previous one,
illustrating how a variarion in waces affects capitals, one of which
consists. of relatively, proportionately, more fixed capital than the
other. THERE 1s NoTHING NEW [here].

What Ricardo further says about mMacHiNery on pp. 38-40 should
be held over until we come to Cuarrer XXXI “On Machinery”.®

It is curious how Ricardo, at the end, almost expresses the
correct idea in a passing phrase only to let it go again and after
touching upon it, returns again to his dominating idea of the
effect of an ALTERATION IN THE VALUE OF LaBOUR on cosT PricEs and finally
concludes the investigation with this secondary consideration.

The passage containing the allusion is the following:

*“It will be seen, then, that in the early stages of society, before much
machinery or durable capital is used, the commodities produced by equal capitals
will be nearly of equal value, and will rise or fall only relatively to each other on
account of more or less labour being required for their production;” *

//the final clause is badly worded; it refers moreover not to vaLue
but to commoprries, and is meaningless, unless it refers to their
rrices; for to say that varues FaLL in proportion to labour time
means that VALUES FALL OR RISE AS THEY RISE OR FALL//

*“but after the introduction of these expensive and durable instruments, the
commodities produced by the employment of equal capitals will be of very unequal value;
and although they will still be liable to rise or fall relatively to each other, as more
or less labour becomes necessary to their production, they will be subject to
another, though a minor variation, also, from the rise or fall of wages and profits.
Since goods which sell for £5,000 may be the produce of a capital equal in amount
to that from which are produced other goods which sell for £10,000, the profits on

a See present edition, Vol. 32; XIII—734-35 of Marx’s manuscript.— Ed.
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their manufacture will be the same; but those profits would be unequal, if the prices of the
goods did not vary with a rise or fall in the rate of profits”* (pp. 40-41).
In fact Ricardo says:
Capitals of equal size produce commodities of equal values, if the
.ratio of their organic component parts is the same; if equally large
portions of them are expended on wages and on the conditions
of labour. The same quantities of labour, therefore equal
values //apart from the difference which might arise through the
circulation process// are then embodied in their commodities. On
the other hand, capitals of equal size produce commodities oF very
UNEQUAL VALUE, when their organic composition is different, namely,
when the proportion between the part existing as fixed capital and
the part laid out in wages differs considerably. Firstly, only a part
of the fixed capital enters into the commodity as a component part
of value, consequently the magnitude of their values will greatly vary
according to whether much or little fixed capital is employed in
the production of the commodity. Secondly, the part laid out in
wages—calculated as a percentage on capital of equal size—is
much smaller, therefore also the total labour embodied in the
commodity, and consequently the surplus labour //given a working
day of equal length// which constitutes the surplus value. If,
therefore, these capitals of equal size—whose commodities are of
unequal values and these unequal values contain unequal surplus
values, and therefore unequal profits—if these capitals because of
their equal size are to yield equal profits, then the prices oF THE
GOODS (AS DETERMINED BY THE GENERAL RATE OF PROFIT ON A GIVEN OUTLAY) must
be very different from the vaLugs o THE coops. Hence it follows, not
that the vaLues have altered their nature, but that the rrices are
different from the varuves. It is all the more surprising that Ricardo
did not arrive at this conclusion, for he sees that even if one
presupposes cosT PricEs determined by the GENERAL RATE OF PROFIT, a
chanige in the RrATE oF prROFIT (Or RATE OF waces) must change these
cost prices, so that the rate or proriT [XI-541] in the different Trapes
may remain the same. How much more therefore must the
ESTABLISHMENT OF A GENERAL RATE OF PROFIT change UNEQUAL vALUEs since this
GENERAL RATE OF PROFIT is in fact nothing other than the levelling out
of the pirFERENT RATES OF surrLus VALUE in different commodities
produced by EQUAL CAPITALS.

Having thus, if not set forth and comprehended, at any rate
virtually demonstrated, the difference between cost and vaLug, cost
pricis and values of commodities, Ricardo ends with the following
sentence:

*“Mr. Malthus appears to think that it is a part of my doctrine, that the cost and
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value of a thing should be the same;—it is, if he means by cost ‘cost of production’
including profits” * (p. 46, note). (That is, outlay+PROFIT as determined by the
GENERAL RATE OF PROFIT.)

With this erroneous confusion of cosr prices and varues, which he
has himself refuted, he then proceeds to consider rent.

With regard to the influence of the VARIATIONS IN THE VALUE OF LABOUR
UPON THE COST PRICE OF GoLp, Ricardo says the following in Skcrion VI,
Cuarter It

* “May not gold be considered as a commodity produced with such proportions
of the two kinds of capital as approach nearest to the average quantity employed in
the production of most commodities? May not these proportions be so nearly
equally distant from the two extremes, the one where little fixed capital is used, the
other where little labour is employed, as to form a just mean between them?” *
(.c., p. 44).

This is far more applicable to those commodities into whose
composition the various organic constituents enter in the averace
proportion, and whose period of circulation and reproduction is
also of averace length. For these, cosT price and vaLue coincide,
because for them, and only for them, average profit coincides with
their actual surplus value.

As inadequate as sections IV and V of Cuarter I appear in their
consideration of the inFLUENCE of the VARIATIONS IN THE VALUE OF LABOUR
on “ReraTIvE vaLUEs”, theoretically a secondary matter compared
with the transformation of vaLues iNTo cosT prices through the avirace
RATE OF PROFIT, sO important is the conclusion which Ricardo draws
from this, thereby demolishing one of the major errors that had
persisted since Adam Smith, namely, that the raising of wages,
instead of reducing profits, rases THE rRiCES OF commopiTies. This is
indeed already implied in the very concept of varves and is in no
way altered by the transformation of values into cost rices, since
this, in any case, only affects the distribution of the surplus value
made by the total capital among the various TRADES OT DIFFERENT CAPITALS
IN DIFFERENT SPHERES OF PRODUCTION. But it was important that Ricardo
stressed this point and even proved the opposite to be the case. He
is therefore justified in saying in Section VI, CHarrer I:

* “Before 1 quit this subject, it may be proper to observe, that Adam Smith, and
all the writers who have followed him, have, without one exception that 1 know of,
maintained that a rise in the price of labour would be uniformly followed by a rise
in the price of all commodities.” *

//This corresponds to Adam Smith’s 2nd explanation of vaiug,
according to which it is equal to the QUANTITY OF LABOUR A COMMODITY
CAN PURCHASE.//?

2 See present edition, Vol. 30, pp. 376-84.— Ed.
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*“I hope I have succeeded in showing, that there are no grounds for such an
opinion, and that only those commodities would rise which had less fixed capital
employed upon them than the medium in which price was estimated,” * (here RELATIVE
VALUE is=to the EXPRESSION of the VALUE IN MONEY), * “and that all those which had
more, would precisely fall in price when wages rose. On the contrary, if wages fell,
those commodities only would fall, which had a less proportion of fixed capital
employed on them, than the medium in which price was estimated; all those which
had more, would positively rise in price” * (p. 45).

With regard to money prices this seems wrong. When gold rises
or falls v VALUE, FROM WHATEVER causes, then it does so to the same
extent for all commodities which are assessed in it. Since it thus
represents a relatively unchangeable medium despite its changea-
bility, it is not at all clear how any reLaTive comBivaTiON of fixed
capital and circulating capital in gold, compared with commodities,
can bring about a difference. But this is due to Ricardo’s false
assumption that money, in so far as it serves as a medium of
circulation, exchanges as a commeodity for commodities. Com-
modities are assessed in money before it circulates them.
Supposing wheaT were the mepium instead of gold. If, for example,
consequent upon a rise in wages, WHEAT as a commodity into which
enters more than the avirace variable instead of constant capital,
were to rise relatively in its price of production, then all
commodities would be assessed in wheat of higher “relative
value”. The commodities into which more fixed capital entered,
would be expressed in less wheat than before, not because their
specific price had fallen compared with wheat but because their
price had fallen in general. A commodity which contained just as
much labour—-as against accumuLATED LaBOUR—as wheat, would
show its rise [in price] by being expressed in more wheat [X1-542]
than a commodity whose price had fallen as compared with wheat.
If the same causes which raised the price of wheat, raised, for
example, the price of clothes, then although the clothes would not
be expressed in more wheat than previously, those [commodities],
whose price had fallen compared with wheat, for instance corron,
would be expressed in less. Wheat would be the medium in which
the difference in the price of corron and clothes would be
expressed.

But what Ricardo means is something different. He means that:
because of a rise in wages, wheat would rise as against corTon but
not as against clothes. Thus clothes would exchange for wheat at
the old price, whereas corrons would exchange against wheat at
the higher price. In itself, the assumption that variations in the
price of wages in England, for instance, would alter the cost price
of gold in California where wages have not risen, is utterly absurd.
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The levelling out of values by labour time and even less the
levelling out of costprices by a general rate of profit does not take
place in this direct form between different countries. But take
even wheat, a home product. Say that the gqr of wheat has risen
from 40s. to 50s., i.e., by 25%. If the dress has also risen by 25%,
then it is worth 1 gr of wheat as before. If the cottoN has fallen by
25%, then the same amount of cottoN which was previously worth
1 gr is now only worth 6 BusHeLs of wheat.'*! And this expression
in wheat represents exactly the ratio of the prices of cortoNn and
clothes, because they are being measured in the same medium, ir
1 qr of wheat.

Moreover, this notion is absurd in another way too. The price of
the commodity which serves as a measure of value and hence as
money, does not exist at all, because otherwise, apart from the
commodity which serves as money | would need a second
commodity to serve as money—a DOUBLE MEASURE OF VALUES. The
relative value of money is expressed in the innumerable prices of
all commodities; for in each of these prices in which the exchange
value of the commodity is expressed in money, the exchange value
of money is expressed in the use value of the commodity. There
can therefore be no talk of a rise or fall in the price of money. |
can say: the price of money in terms of wheat or of clothes has
remained the same; its price in terms of cortoN has risen, or,
which is the same, that the money price of cottoN has fallen. But |
cannot say that the price of money has risen or fallen. Bigardo
actually maintains that, for instance, the price of money in terms
of COTTON has risen or the price of cottoN in terms of money has
fallen, because the relative value of money has risen as against that
of cottoN while it has retained the same value as against clothes or
wheat. Thus the two are measured with an unequal measure.

This Section VI "On an Invariable Measure of Value" deals
with the "measure of value" but contains nothing important. The
connection between value, its immanent measure—i.e., labour
time—and the necessity for an external measure of the values of
commodities is not understood or even raised as a problem.

The very opening of this section shows the superficial manner
in which it is handled.

*"When commodities varied in relative value, it would be desirable to have the
means of ascertaining which of them fell and which rose in real value, and this
could be effected only by comparing them one after another with some invariable

standard measure,? which should itself be subject to none of the fluctuations to
which other commodities are exposed"* (pp. 41-42). But *"there is no commodity

# Ricardo has "standard measure of value".— Ed.
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“high wages of labour and high profits of steck are naturally things, which scarce ever go
together, except in the peculiar circumstances of new colonies” ([Garnier,] p. 187)
[Vol. I, pp. 153-54].

Here Adam Smith tries, like Ricardo—but To a CerTAIN POINT Wwith
more success—to give some approximate explanation of high
profits:

“A new colony must always for some time be more under-stocked in proportion
to the extent of its territory, and more under-peopled in proportion to the extent
of its stock, than the greater part of other countries. They have more land than
they have stock to cultivate. What they have, therefore, is applied to the cultivation
only of what is most fertile and most favourably situated, the land near the sea shore and
along the banks of navigable rivers. Such land too is frequently purchased at a
price below the value even of its natural produce.” (IN FACT, therefore, it costs
nothing.) “Stock employed in the purchase and improvement of such lands must
yield a very large profit, and consequently afford to pay a very large interest. Its
rapid accumulation in so profitable an employment enables the planter to increase
the number of his hands faster than he can find them in a new settlement. Those
whom he can find, therefore, are very liberally rewarded. As the colony increases, the
profits of stock gradually diminish. When the most fertile and best situated lands have been
all occupied, less profit can be made by the cultivation of what is inferior both in soil and
situation, and less interest can be afforded for the stock which is so employed. In
the greater part of our colonies, accordingly, [...] the ... rate of interest has been
considerably reduced during the course of the present century” ([Garnier,]
pp- 187-89) [Vol. 1, p. 154].

This is one of the foundations of the Ricardian explanation of
why profits fall, although it is presented in a different way. On the
whole, Smith explains everything here by the competition between
capitals; as capitals grow, profit falls and as they diminish, profit
grows,” and accordingly wages rise or fall conversely.

[X1-556] “The diminution of the capital stock of the society, or of the funds
destined for the maintenance of industry, however, as it lowers the wages of
labour, so it raises the profits of stock, and consequently the rate of interest.t By
the wages of labour being lowered, the owners of what stock remains in the society
can bring their goods at less expense to market than before, and less stock being
employed in supplying the market than before, they can sell them dearer”
([Garnier,] pp. 191-92) [Vol. I, pp. 156-57].

Then he talks about the highest possible and the lowest possible
rates [of profit].

The “highest rate” is that which, “in the price of the greater part of
commodities, eats up the whole of what should go to the rent of the land, and
leaves only what is sufficient to pay the labour of preparing and bringing them to
market, according to the lowest rate at which labour can anywhere be paid, the bare
subsistence of the labourer” ([Garnier,] pp. 197-98) [Vol. 1, p. 161].

2 In the manuscript: “as capitals grow, profit grows and as they diminish, profit
falls”.— Ed.
b Smith has “the interest of money”.— Ed.
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“The lowest ordinary rate of profit must always be something more than what is
sufficient to compensate the occasional losses to which every employment of stock is
exposed. It is this surplus only which is neat or clear profit” ([Garnier,} p. 196)
[Vol. I, p. 160].

Adam Smith himself v racr characterises what he says about the
NATURAL rale OF PROFIT:

“Double interest is in Great Britain reckoned, what the merchants call a good,
moderate, reasonable profit; terms which I apprehend mean no more than a common
and usual profit” ([Garnier,} p. 198) [Vol. 1, p. 162}

And indeed, Smith calls this “common and usual profit” neither
moderate nor good, but his term for it is “the ~NaruraL rate or
rror1t”’. However, he does not tell us at all what it is or how it is
determined although we are supposed to determine the “~NaTurRaL
rricE” of the comMoprty by means of this “NaruraL rate oF proFIT”.

“In countries which are fast advancing to riches, the low rate of profit may, in
the price of many commodities, compensate the high wages of labour, and enable
those countries to seli as cheap as their less thriving neighbours, among whom the
wages of labour may be lower” ([Garnier,] p. 199) [Vol. I, p. 162].

Low profits and high wages are not reciprocally opposed here,
but the same cause—the QUICK GROWTH OR ACCUMULATION OF CAPITAL—
produces both. Both enter into the price; they constitute it. If
therefore one is high while the other is low, the price remains the
same, etc.

Adam Smith here regards profit purely as a surcHarck, for at the
end of the chapter he says:

“In reality high profits tend much more to raise the price of work than high
wages” ([Garnier,] p. 199) [Vol. I, p. 162]. If, for example, the wages of all the
working people in linen manufacture were to rise by twopence a day, this would
only raise the price of the “piece of linen” by the number of twopences equal to
the number of people employed, “multiplied by the number of days during which
they had been so employed. That part of the price of the commodity which
resolved itself into wages would, through all the different stages of the
manufacture, rise only in arithmetical proportion to this rise of wages. But if the
profits of all the different employers of those working people should be raised 5
per cent, that part of the price of the commodity which resolved itself into profit,
would, through all the different stages of the manufacture, rise in geometrical
proportion to this rise of the rate of profit2... In raising the price of commodities
the rise of wages operates in the same manner as simple interest does in the
accumulation of debt. The rise of profit operates like compound interest”
([Garnier,] pp. 199-201) [Vol. I, pp. 162-64].

At the end of this cuarrer Adam Smith also tells us the source of
the whole notion, that the price of the commodity, or its value, is

2 Smith has “rise of profit”.— Ed.
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made up out of the values of wages and profits—namely, the amis
du commerce® the faithful practitioners of competition:

“Our merchants and master-manufacturers complain much of the bad effects of
high wages in raising the price, and thereby lessening the sale of their goods both
at home and abroad. They say nothing concerning the bad effects of high profits.
They are silent [XI-557] with regard to the pernicious effects of their own gains.
They complain only of those of other people” ([Garnier,] p. 201) [Vol. I, p. 164].

Cuarter X [is entitled] “Of Wages and Profit in the Different
Employments of Labour and Stock”. This is only concerned with
detail and therefore belongs into the chaarrer on competition. In its
way, it is very good. It is completely exoteric.

(Productive and unproductive labour:

“The lottery of the law [...] is very far from being a perfectly fair lottery; and
that, as well as many other liberal and honourable professions, are, in point of

pecuniary gain, evidently under-recompensed” ([Garnier,] t. I, 1.°I, ch. X, pp. 216-
17) [Vol. I, p. 1751

Similarly he says of soldiers:

“Their pay is less than that of common labourers, and in actual service their
fatigues are much greater” ([Garnier,] t. I, 1. I, ch. X, p. 223) [Vol. 1, p. 180].

And of sailors in the navy:

“Though their skill and dexterity are much superior to that of almost any
artificers, and though their whole life is one continual scene of hardship and
danger ... their wages are not greater than those of common labourers at the port
which regulates the rate of seamen’s wages” ([Garnier,} t. I, 1. I, ch. X, p. 224)
[Vol. I, p. 181].

Ironically:

“It would be indecent, no doubt, 1o compare either a curate or a chaplain with
a journeyman in any common trade. The pay of a curate or chaplain, however,
may very properly be considered as of the same nature with the wages of a
journeyman” ([Garnier,] t. I, 1. I, ch. X, p. 271) [Vol. I, p. 217].

He expressly says of ‘“‘men of letters” that they are uUNDERPAID
because of their too great numbers and he recalls that before the
invention of printing, “a scholar and a beggar” ([Garnier,] t. I, 1. I,
ch. X, [plp. 275[-277)) [Vol. I, pp. 220-21] were synonymous, and
seems to apply this, 1N a cErRTAIN sENSE, to men of letters.)

The chapter is full of acute observations and important
comments.

“In the same society or neighbourhood, the average and ordinary rates of profit
in the different employments of stock should be more nearly upon a level than the

pecuniary wages of the different sorts of labour” ([Garnier,] Lc., p. 228) [Vol. I,
p- 1841

2 Friends of commerce (an expression used by Fourier).— Ed.
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“The extent of the market, by giving employment to greater stocks, diminishes
apparent profit; but by requiring supplies from a greater distance, it increases
prime cost. This diminution of the one and increase of the other seem, in most
cases, nearly 1o counterbalance one another” (in the case of such articles as bread,
meat, etc.) ([Garnier,] Lc., p. 232) [Vol. 1, p. 187].

“In small towns and country villages, on account of the narrowness of the market,
trade cannot always be extended as stock extends. In such places, therefore, though
the rate of a particular person’s profits may be very high, the sum or amount of
them can never be very great, nor consequently that of his annual accumulation. In
great towns, on the contrary, trade can be extended as stock increases, and the
credit of a frugal and thriving man increases much faster than his stock. His trade
is extended in proportion to the amount of both” ([Garnier,] l.c., p. 233) [Vol. 1,
pp. 187-88].

Regarding the false statistical presentation of wages, for instance
in the 16th, 17th, etc., centuries, Adam Smith quite rightly
observes that the wages here were only, for example, the wages of
cortizrs,” who, when not occupied around their corraces or
working for their masters (who gave them a house, “a small
garden for pot-herbs, as much grass as will feed a cow, and,
perhaps, an acre or two of bad arable land”, and, when they
employed them, a very poor wage)

“are sald to have been willing to give their spare time for a very small
recompense to anybody, and to have wrought for less wages than other labourers”
([Garnier,] p. 241) [Vol. 1, p. 192). “The daily or weekly recompense, however, seems
to have been considered as the whole of it, by many writers who have collected the

prices of labour and provisions in ancient times, and who have taken pleasure in
representing both as wonderfully low” ([Garnier,] p. 242) [Vol. I, pp. 193-94].

He makes the altogether true observation that:

“this equality in the whole of the advantages and disadvantages of the different
employments of labour and stock, can take place only in such as are the sole or
principal employments of those who occupy them” ([Garnier,] p. 240) {Vol. I,
p. 192].

This point, incidentally, has already been quite well set forth by
Steuart, particularly in relation to AGRICULTURAL WAGES—as soon as
TiME becomes precious.'*

[X1-558] With regard to the accumulation of capital in the towns
during the Middle Ages, Adam Smith very correctly notes in this
chapter that it was principally due to the exploitation of the
country (by trade as well as by manufacture). (There were in
addition the usurers and even haute finance; in short, the money
merchants.)

“In consequence of such regulations” [i.e., regulations made by the guilds],
“indeed, each class” (within the town corporate) “was obliged to buy the goods they
had occasion for from every other within the town, somewhat dearer than they

otherwise might have done. But in recompense, they were enabled to sell their own
just as much dearer; so that so far it was as broad as long, as they say; and in the
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dealings of the different classes within the town with one another, none of them
were losers by these regulations. But in their dealings with the country they were all
great gainers; and in these latter dealings consists the whole trade which supports
and enriches every town. Every town draws its whole subsistence, and all the
materials of its industry, from the country. It pays for these chiefly in two ways:
first, by sending back to the country a part of those materials wrought up and
manufactured; in which case their price is augmented by the wages of the workmen,
and the profits of their masters or immediate employers; secondly, by sending to it a part
both of the rude and manufactured produce, either of other countries, or of
distant parts of the same country, imported into the town; in which case too the
original price of those goods is augmented by the wages of the carriers or sailors, and
by the profits of the merchants who employ them. In what is gained upon the first of
those two branches of commerce, consists the advantage which the town makes by its
manufactures; in what is gained upon the second, the advantage of its inland and
foreign trade. The wages of the workmen, and the profits of their different
employers, make up the whole of what is gained upon both. Whatever regulations,
therefore, tend to increase those wages and profits beyond what they otherwise would be,
tend to enable the town to purchase, with a smaller quantity of its labour, the produce of a
greater quantity of the labour of the country.”

//Here, therefore,—[Garnier,] t. I, 1. I, ch. X, p[p. 258-]1259
[Vol. I, pp. 206-07]—Adam Smith returns to the correct determi-
nation of value, the determination of value by the quantity of
labour. This should be quoted as an example when dealing with his
theory of surplus value. If the prices of the commodities which are
exchanged between town and country are such that they represent
equal quantities of labour, then they are equal to their values.
Profit and wages on both sides of the exchange cannot, therefore,
determine these values, but the division of these values determines
profit and wages. That is why Adam Smith finds that the town,
which exchanges a smaller quantity of labour against a greater
quantity of labour from the countryside, draws excess profit and
excess wages compared with the country. This would not be the
case if it did not sell its commodities to the country for more than
their value. In that case “profits and wages” would not increase
“beyond what they otherwise would be”. If, therefore, profits and
wages are at their natural level, then they do not determine the
value of the commodity, but are determined by it. Profit and
wages can then only arise from a division of the given value of the
commodity which is posited in advance of them; but this value
cannot be posited by, cannot result from, profits and wages which
are themselves posited in advance of the value.//

“They give the traders and artificers in the town an advantage over the
landlords, farmers, and labourers in the country, and break down that natural
equality which would otherwise take place in the commerce which is carried on
between them. The whole annual produce of the labour of the society is annually divided

between those two different sets of people. By means of those” (town) “regulations
a greater share of it is given to the inhabitants of the town than would otherwise fall
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B, namely, C and D and E. And we shall assume in C that the
demand grows, so that all classes of A and B can continue to
produce, but at the market value of B, at which I A still yields a
rent. In D we assume that [the demand] is sufficient for I A to
continue to yield the normal profit but no longer a rent. And we
shall assume in E that the price falls sufficiently to eliminate I A
from the market [XI-572] but that the fall of the price
simultaneously leads to the absorption of the 32'/s surplus tons
from II B.

The case assumed in A and B is possible. It is possible that if the
rent is reduced from £10 to barely 16s., I A would withdraw its
land from this particular form of exploitation and let it out to
another sphere of exploitation, in which it can yield a higher rent.
But in this case, II B would be forced through the process
described above, To wiTHDRAW /3 OF His capitaL, if the market did not
expand upon the appearance of the new market value.

C
Capi- Absolute Number Market Individ- Total Rent Differen-
tal rent of value ual value tial rent
tons value
Ist
class 100 £19/;4 60 L1115 £2 £11010/,5 £10,,  —£98/,,
or
155/135.
1Ind 100 £10 65 1, £11,5 120 0
IlIrd 100 10 75 111/, 13/ 1386/, +£186/,,
IVth 100 10 991/y L1115 £11/g, 17010/, +5010/,4
Total: 400  3010/,; 2921/, 540 693/,5
D
Capi- Absolute Market Cost Number Total Differen-
tal rent value price of value tial rent
tons

Ist
class 100 0 L8  £15/ 60 £110 0 (=)
IInd 100 9Y £15/¢ 65 119Y - (laten?)
I1Ird 100 10 £15/ 75 1371/, +17Y,
IVth 100 10 15/4 921/, 1697/,9  +497/),
Total 400 291/, 2021/, 536/, 671/;52

a2 The manuscript has “661/g”. Marx changed this to “671/9” later, in a
summary table (see the table between pp. 480-81 of this volume).— Ed.



480 The Production Process of Capital

E e
Capi- Absolute Market Cost Number Total Differei:" 1
tal rent value price of vatue dal rent
tons

IInd 100 £33/, £199  £19%4 65 1138/, — vacat?
[HIrd 100 10 £1%5 75 1311/, +111,
1Vih 100 10 £19%9 95 1661/, +461/4
Total: 300 233, 235 4111/, +571/,

[XI-5731 Now let us compile the tables, A, B, C, D and E, but in
the manner which should have been adopted from the outset.
Capital, Total value, Total product, Market value per ton, Individual
value, Differential Value,® Cost Price, Absolute rent, Absolute rent in
tons, Differential rent, Differential rent in tons, Total rent. And then
the totals of all classes in each table.'

[X1-575] COMMENT ON THE TABLE (P. [XI-] 574)

It is assumed that a capital of 100 (constant and variable capital)
is laid out and that the labour it employs provides surplus labour
(unpaid labour) amounting to /s of the total capital advanced, or a
surplus value='"/;. If, therefore, the capital advanced=£100, the
value of the total product must be £120. Supposing furthermore
that the average profit=10%, then £110 is the cost price of total
product, in the above example, of coal. With the given rate of
surplus value or surplus labour, the £100 capital transtorms itself
into a value of £120, whether poor or rich mines are being
exploited; in a word: The varying productivity of labour—whether
this variation be due to varying natural conditions of labour or
varying social conditions of labour or varying technological
conditions—does not alter the fact that the value of the com-
modities equals the quantity of labour materialised in them.

Thus to say the value of the product created by the capital of
100=120, simply means that the product contains the labour time
materialised in the £100 capital+'/s of labour time which is unpaid
but appropriated by the capitalist. The total value of the
product=£120, whether the capital of 100 produces 60 tons in
one class of mines or 65, 75 or 92'/, in another. But clearly, the
value of the individual part, be it measured by the ton, as here,
the quarter or yard etc., varies greatly according to the productivi-
ty. But to stick to our table (the same applies to every other mass
of commodities brought about by capitalist production) the value
of 1 ton=£2, if the total product of the capital=60 tons, 1e.,

a None.— Fd.
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60 tons are worth £120 or represent labour time=to that which is
materialised in £120. If the total product=65 tons, then the value
of the individual ton=£1 16'% 3. or £1'Y5; if it amounts to
75 tons, then the value of the individual ton=£1%5 or £1 12s.;
finally, if it=92'/; tons, then the value per ton=£1"/s5; or £1
5% /3;5. Because the total mass of commodities or tons produced by
the capital of 100 always has the same value,=£120, since it always
represents the same total quantity of labour contained in £120, the
value of the individual ton varies, according to whether the same
value is represented in 60, 65, 75 or 92/, tons, in other words, it
varies with the different productivity of labour. It is this difference
in the productivity of labour which causes the same quantity of
labour to be represented sometimes in a smaller and sometimes in
a larger total quantity of commodities, so that the individual part
of this total contains now more, now less, of the ABSOLUTE AMOUNT OF
LABOUR EXPENDED, and, therefore, accordingly has sometimes a larger
and sometimes a smaller value. This value of the individual ton,
which varies according to whether the capital of £100 is invested
in more fertile or less fertile mines and therefore according to the
different productivity of labour, figures in the table as the
individual value of the individual ton.

Hence nothing could be further from the truth than the notion
that when the value of the individual commodity falls with the
rising productivity of labour, the total value of a product produced
by a particular capital—for instance, 100—rises because of the
increased mass of commodities in which it is represented. For the
value of the individual commodity only falls because the total
value—the total quantity of LaBOUR ExPENDED—Iis represented by a
larger quantity of use values, of products. Hence a relatively
smaller part of the total value or of the LaBour xpenpED falls to the
individual product and this only to the extent to which a smaller
quantity of labour is absorbed in it or a smaller amount of the
total value falls to its share.

Originally, we regarded the individual commodity as the result
and direct product of a particular quantity of labour. Now, that
the commodity appears as the product of capitalist production, there
is a formal change in this respect:

The mass of use values which has been produced represents a
quantity of labour time, which=the quantity of labour time contained
in  the capital (constant and variable) consumed in its
production+the unpaid labour time appropriated by the capitalist.
If the labour time contained in the capital, as expressed in terms
of money, amounts to £100 and this capital of £100 comprises
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£40 laid out in wages, and if the surplus labour time amounts to
50% on the variable capital, in other words, the rate of surplus
value=50%, then the value of the total mass of commodities
produced by the capital of 100=£120. As we have seen in the first
part of this work,” if the commodities are to circulate, their
exchange value must first be converted into a price, i.e., expressed
in terms of money. Thus [XI-576] before the capitalist throws the
commodities on to the market, he must first work out the price of
the individual commodity, unless the total product is a single
indivisible object, such as, for example, a house, in which the total
capital is represented, a single commodity, whose price according to
the assumption would then=£120,=the total value as expressed in
terms of money. Price here=MONETARY EXPRESSION OF VALUE.
According to the varying productivity of labour the total value
of £120 will be distributed over more or fewer products. Thus the
value of the individual product will, accordingly, be proportionally
equal to a larger or a smaller part of £120. The whole operation is
quite simple. For example, if the total product=60 tons of coal,
60 tons=£120 and 1 ton=£"%/6=£2; if the product is 65 tons, the
value of the individual ton=£"/5=£1"/15 or £1 16"%/3s. (=£1
16s. 11'/;5 d). 1If the product=75 tons, the value of the individual
ton="2%/,=£1 12s.; if it=92'/s tons, then it=£1 "Y5=£1 53/gs.
The value (price) of the individual commodity thus=the total value
of the product divided by the total number of products, which are
measured according to the standard of measurement—such as
tons, quarters, yards,etc.—appropriate to them as use values.
If, therefore, the price of the individual commodity equals the
total value of the mass of commodities produced by a capital of
100, divided by the total number of commodities, then the total
value=the price of the individual commodity Xthe total number of
individual commodities or it equals the price of a definite quantity
of 1individual commoditiesxXthe total amount of commodities,
measured by this standard of measurement. Furthermore: The
total value consists of the value of the capital advanced to
production+the surplus value; that is of labour time contained in
the capital advanced+the surplus labour time or unpaid labour
time appropriated by the capital. Thus the surplus value contained
in each individual part of the commodity is proportional to its
value. In the same way as the £120 is distributed among 60, 65, 75
or 92'/; tons, so the £20 surplus value is distributed among them.
When the number of tons=60, and therefore the value of the

2 See K. Marx, A Contribution to the Critique of Political Economy (present edition,
Vol. 29, pp. 303-05).— Ed.



Theories of Surplus ValueRicardo 483

individual ton='%%/4o=£2 or 40s., then 7e of this 40s. or £2=6%/5s.,
is the share of the surplus value which falls to the individual ton;

the proportion of surplus value in the ton which costs £2 is the
same as in the 60 which cost £120. The [ratio of] surplus value to
value remains the same in the price of the individual commodity
as in the total value of the mass of commodities. In the above
example, the total surplus value in each individual

ton—°/6072/6%/3 of 20,='/6 of 40 as above. Hence the surplus
value of the single ton multiplied by 60 is equal to the total

surplus value which the capital has produced. If the portion of
value which falls to the individual product—the corresponding

part of the total value—is smaller because of the larger number of
products, i.e., because of the greater productivity of labour, then
the portion of surplus value which falls to it, the corresponding

part of the total surplus value which adheres to it, is also smaller.
But this does not affect the ratio of the surplus value, of the newly
created value, to the value advanced and merely reproduced.
Although, as we have seen,® the productivity of labour does not
affect the total value of the product, it may however increase the
surplus value, if the product enters into the consumption of the
worker; then the falling price of the individual commodities or,

which is the same, of a given quantity of commodities, may reduce
the normal wage or, which is the same, the value of the labour
capacity. In so far as the greater productivity of labour creates
relative surplus value, it increases not the total value of the
product, but that part of this total value which represents surplus
value, i.e., unpaid Ilabour. Although, therefore, with greater

productivity of labour, a smaller portion of value falls to the

individual product—because the total mass of commodities which
represents this value has grown—and thus the price of the
individual product falls, that part of this price which represents

surplus value, nevertheless, rises under the above-mentioned
circumstances, and, therefore, the proportion of surplus value to
reproduced value grows //actually here one should still refer to
variable capital, for profit has not yet been mentioned//. But this is
only the case because, as a result of the increased productivity of
labour, the surplus value has grown within the total value. The
same factor—the increased productivity of labour—which enables
a larger mass of products to contain the same quantity of labour
thus lowering the value of a given part of this mass or the price of
the individual commodity, reduces the value of the Ilabour

# See this volume, ppl109-11.—Ed.
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for the 292'/; tons, IV and III exert pressure on II, until the
market price falls to £1°/, at which price the classes 1V, III, 11
and 1 find room for their product on the market, which at this
(XII-591] market price absorbs the whole product. Through this
fall in price, supply and demand are balanced. As soon as the
ADDITIONAL SUPPLY surpasses the capacity of the market, as deter-
mined by the old market value, each class naturally seeks to force
the whole of its product on to the market to the exclusion of the
product of the other classes. This can only be brought about
through a fall in price, and moreover a fall to the level where the
market can absorb all products. If this reduction in price is so
great that the classes I, 11, etc., have to sell below their production
costs,”® they naturally have to witHpRAw [their capital from
production]. If, however, the situation is such that the reduction
does not have to be so great in order to bring the output into line
with the state of the market, then the total capital can continue to
work in this sphere of production at this new market value.

But it is further clear that in these circumstances it is not the
worst land, I and 11, but the best, III and IV, which determines
the market value, and so also the rent on the best sorts of land
determines those on the worse, as Storch correctly grasped in relation
to this case.''®

IV sells at the price at which it can force its entire product on to
the market overcoming all resistance from the other classes. This
price is £1%/6. 1f the price were higher, the limits of the market would
contract and the process of mutual exclusion would begin
anew.

That 1 determines the market value [is correct] only on the
assumption that the abpitionaL sureLy from 1I, etc, is only the
appiTioNAL suppLy which the market can absorb at the market value
of I. If it is greater, then I is quite passive and by the room it
takes up, only compels II, III, IV to react until the price has
contracted sufficiently for the market to be large enough for the
whole product. Now it happens that at this market value, which is
IN FacT determined by IV, IV iwself pays a differential rent of
£49 /12 in addition to the absolute rent, III pays a differential
rent of £17%/; in addition to the absolute rent, 1I, on the other
hand, pays no differential rent and moreover, only pays a part of
the absolute rent, £9 /s, instead of £10, i.e., not the full amount of
the absolute rent. Why? Although the new market value of £1°/¢ is
above its cost price, it is below its individual value. If market value
were equal to its individual value, it would pay the absclute rent of
£10, which is equal to the difference between individual value and

33
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cost price. But since it is below that, it only pays a part of its
absolute rent, £9'/ instead of £10; the actual rent it pays is equal
to the difference between market value and cost price, but this
difference is smaller than that between its individual value and its

cost price.

//The actual rent=the difference between market value and cost
price.//

The absolute rent=the difference between individual value and
cost price.

The differential rent=the difference between market value and
individual value.

The actual or total rent=the absolute rent+the differential rent,
in other words, it is equal to the excess of the market value over
the individual value+the excess of the individual value over the
cost price or=the difference between market value and cost price.

1f, therefore, the market value=the individual value, the
differential rent=0 and the total rent=the difference between
individual value and cost price.

If the market value is > than the individual value, the
differential rent=the excess of the market value over the individual
value; the total rent, however,=this differential rent+the absolute
rent.

If the market value is < than the individual value, but greater
than the cost price, the differential rent is a negative quantity,
hence the total rent=the absolute rent+this negative differential
rent, i.e., minus the excess of the individual value over the market
value.

If the market value=the cost price, then on the whole rent=0.

In order to put this down in the form of equations, we shall call
the absolute rent AR, the differential rent DR, the total rent TR,
the market value MV, the individual value IV and the cost price
CP. We then have the following equations:

[XI1-592] 1. AR=IV-CP=+y
2. DR=MV-1V=x
3. TR=AR+DR=MV-IV+IV- CP—y+x—MV Ccp
Ir MV, > 1V, then MV-IV=+x Hence: DR positive and
TR=y+x
And MV-CP=y+x. Or MV—y—x=CP or MV=y+x+CP.
Ir MV<IV, then MV-1V=-x Hznce: DR negative and
TR=9y-
And MV-CP=y—x Or MV+x=IV. Or MV+x—y=CP. Or
MV=y—x+CP.
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Ir MV=1V, then DR=0, x=0, secaust MV-IV=0.

Hinee TR=AR 4+ DR=AR+0=MV —-IV+IV-CP=0+1V-CP=
=IV-CP=MV-CP=+

Ir MV=CP, [then] TR or MV-CP=0.

In the circumsTances assumed, 1 pays no rent. Why not? Because
the absolute rent=the difference between the individual value and
the cost price. The differential rent, however,=the difference
between the market value and the individual value. But the
market value here=the cost price of 1. The individual value of
I=£2 per ton, the market value= £1 %/e. The differential rent of I
therefore=£1 5/6 £2 which=—£"'s. The absolute rent of I,
however,=£2—£1%/;, in other words,=the difference between its
individual value and its cost price=+£ /6. Since, therefore, the
actual rent of I=the absolute rent (£ '/s) and the differential rent
(—£'16), it=+£"/e—£'/6=0. Thus category 1 pays neither differen-
tial rent nor absolute rent, but only the cost price. The value of its
product=£2; [it is] sold at £1°/, that means '/1o below its
value,=8"/s% below its value. 1 cannot sell at a higher price,
because the market is determined not by I but by IV, I1I, II in
opposition to I. 1 can merely provide an apprTionaL sueeLy at the
price of £1°%s.

That I pays no rent, is due to the racr that the market value=its
cost price.

This ract, however, is the result:

Firstly of the relatively low productivity of I. What it has to supply, is
60 apprTional Tons at £1°%/s. Suppose instead of supplying only 60
tons for £100, 1 supphed 64 tons for [£] 100, i.e., 1 ton less than
class I11. Then only £93 7/, capital would have to be invested in I in
order to supply 60 tons. The individual value of one ton in I
would then be £175 or £1 17%/ss.; its cost price: £1 14 3/ss. And
since the market value=£1 5/5—£1 162/35 the difference between
cost price and market value=2 "Jass. And on 60 tons this would
amount to [XII-593] a rent of £6 17'/ss.

1f therefore all the circumstances remained the same and I were
more productive than it is by /15 (since ®/15=4), it would still pay a
part of the absolute rent because there would be a difference
between the market value and its cost price, although a smaller
difference than between its individual value and its cost price.
Here the worst land would therefore still bear a rent if it were
more fertile than it is. If I were absolutely more fertile than it is,
II, 111, IV would be relatively less fertile compared with it. The
difference between its and their individual values would be
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smaller. The fact that I bears no rent is therefore just as much due
to the circumstance that it is not absolutely more fertile as to the
fact that II, III, IV are not relatively less fertile.

Secondly, however: Given the productivity of I as 60 tons for
£100. If 11, 111, 1V, and especially 1V, which enters the market as
a new competitor, were less fertile, not only relatively as against I,
but absolutely, then 1 could yield a rent, even though this would
only consist of a fraction of the absolute rent. For since the market
absorbs 292/, tons at £1°%, it would absorb a smaller number of
tons, for instance 280 tons at a market value higher than £1°%s.
Every market value, however, which is higher than £1 56, i.e.,
higher than the production costs of I, yields a rent for I,=to the
market value minus the cost price of I.

It can thus equally well be said that I yields no rent because of
the absolute productivity of IV, for as long as II and III were the
only competitors on the market, it yielded a rent and would
continue to do so even despite the advent of 1V, despite the
appiTioNaL suprLy—although it would be a lower rent—if for a
capital outlay of £100 IV produced 80 tons instead of 92/, tons.

Thirdly: We have assumed that the absolute rent for a capital
outlay of £100=£10,=10% on the capital, or /11 on the cost price,
and that therefore the value {of the product yielded by] a capital
of £100 in agriculture=£120 of which £10 are profit.

It would be wrong to assume that if we [say]: £100 capital is laid
out in agriculture and if one working day=£1, then 100 working
days are laid out. In general, if a capital of £100=100 working
days then, in whatever branch of production this capital may be
laid out, [the value of the product created by this capital] is never
[=to 100 working days]. Supposing that one gold sovereign equals
one working day of 12 hours, and that this is the normal working
day, then the first question is, what is the rate of exploitation of
labour? That is, how many of these 12 hours does the worker work
for himself, for the reproduction (of the equivalent) of his wage, and
how many does he work for the capitalist gratis? [How great,]
therefore, is the labour time which the capitalist sells without having
paid for it and which is therefore the source of the surplus value and
serves to augment the capital? If the rate [of exploitation]=50%,
then the worker works 8 hours for himself and 4 gratis for the
capitalist. The product=12 hours=£1 (since according to the
assumption, 12 hours labour time are contained in one gold
sovereign). Of these 12 hours=£1, 8 recoup the capitalist for the
wage and 4 form his surplus value. Thus on a wage of 13'/ss., surplus
value=6%/3s.; or on a capital outlay of £1, itis 10s. and on £100, £50.
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Then the value of the commodity produced with the £100 capital
would be £150. The profit of the capitalist in fact consists in the
sale of the unpaid labour contained in the product. The normal
profit is derived from this sale of that which has not been paid
for.

[XII-594] But the second question is this: What is the organic
composition of the capital? That part of the value of the capital
which consists of machinery, etc., and raw material is simply
reproduced in the product, it reappears remaining unaltered. This
part of the capital the capitalist must pay for at its value. It thus
enters into the product as a given predetermined value. Only the
labour used by the capitalist is merely partly paid for by him,
although it enters wholly into the value of the product [and] is
wholly bought by him. Assuming the above to be the rate of
exploitation of labour, the amount of surplus value for capital of
the same size will, therefore, depend on its organic composition. If
the capital a,=80¢+20v, then the value of the product=110 and
the profit=10 (although it contains 50% unpaid labour). If the
capital b,=40c¢+60v, then the value of the product=130, and the
profit=30 although it too contains only 50% unpaid labour. If the
capital ¢=60¢+40v, then the value of the product=120 and
the profit=20% although, in this case too, it comprises 50%
unpaid labour. Thus the 3 capitals=300 vyield a total
profit=10+30+20=60, and this makes an average of 20% for 100.
This average profit is made by each of the capitals if it sells the
commodity it produces at £120. The capital a: 80¢+20y, sells at
£10 above its value; capital b: 40¢+60v, sells at £10 below its value;
capital ¢: 60c¢+40v sells at its value. All the commodities taken
together, are sold at their value: 120+120+120=£360. In fact the
value of a+b+c=110+130+120=£360. But the prices of the
individual categories are partly above, partly below and partly at
their value so that each yields a profit of 20%. The values of the
commodities, thus modified, are their cost prices, which competi-
tion constantly sets as centres of gravitation for market prices.

Now assume that the £100 laid out in agriculture is composed
of 60c+40v (which, incidentally, is perhaps still too low for v),
then the value=120. But this would be=to the cost price in the
industry. Suppose therefore in the above case that the average
price for a capital of [£] 100=£110. We now say that if the
agricultural product is sold at its value, its value is £10 above its
cost price. It then yields a rent of 10% and this we assume to be
the normal thing in capitalist production, that in contrast to other
products, the agricultural product is not sold at its cost price, but at
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Capital Qrs of Total Market Individual value
corn value value per gr
£ per qr
£
I 100 60 120 2 £2[=40s.]
I 100 65 130 2 £11115=£1 1612/4s.
111 100 75 150 2 £195=£1 12s.
Total 300 200 400
Differential Cost price per gr Absolute Differen-
value per gr rent tial
£ rent
£
1 0 £15/g=£1 162/gs. 10 0
11 £2/15=81/,ss. £19,3=£1 1311/s. 10 10
111 £2/5=8s. £17/5=£1 91/gs. 10 30
30 40
Absolute  Differential Rental Rental in
rent rent £ qrs
in qrs in grs
1 5 0 10 5
II 5 5 20 10
111 5 15 40 20
15 20 70 35

In order to examine the problem in its pure form, one must
assume that the magnitude of the capital employed in I, II, III is in
all 3 classes affected equally by the reduction in the price of
constant capital (100). For the wuneven effect only concerns
differential rent, and has nothing to do with the matter in hand.
Supposing, therefore, that as a result of improvements, the same
amount of capital, which previously cost £100, now only costs 90,
it would thus be reduced by /i, or 10%. The question is then how
the mprovements affect the composition of AcRicULTURAL capital.

If the proportion of capital used as wages [to constant capital]
remains the same, then, if 100=60¢+40v, 90=54¢+36v, and in
this case the value of the 60 qrs on land I=£108. But if the
reduction in price were such that the same constant capital which
previously cost 60, now only cost 54, but that v (or the capital laid
out in wages) now only cost 32%/; instead of 36 (had also fallen by
'/10), then 86%/5 would be laid out instead of 100. The composition
of this capital would be 54¢+32 2/,u. And reckoned on 100, the
composition would be 62 Ysc+3875v. Under these circumstances,
the value of the 60 qrs on I would=£102?%;. Finally, let us assume
that although the value of the constant capital decreases, the
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capital laid out in wages remains the same absolutely, it therefore
grows in proportion to the constant capital; so that the capital of 90
which has been laid out=50¢+40v, the composition of [a capital
of] 100 would=55"/ac+44*/5v.

Now let us see what happens to corn and money rent in these
3 cases. In case B the proportion of ¢ to v remains the same
although the value of both decreases. In C the [X11-610] value of
¢ decreases, but proportionately, that of v decreases even more.
In D, only the value of ¢ decreases, not that of v

First let us reproduce the original table contained on the previous page.”

[XII-611] From the accompanying table it is evident that:

Originally in A the ratio is 60¢+40v; the capital invested in each
class is {£] 100. The rent in money amounts to £70, in corn to
35 grs.

In B the constant capital becomes cheaper so that only £90 [are]
invested in each class, the variable capital however becomes
cheaper in the same proportion, so that the ratio remains the
same. Here the money rent falls, the corn rent remains the same;
[the] absolute rent is also the same. Money rent decreases because
the capital invested decreases. Corn rent remains the same,
because less money [produces] more corn the ratio remaining the
same.

In C cheaper constant capital; but [the value of] v decreases
even more, so that the constant capital becomes relatively dearer.
Absolute rent falls. Corn rent falls and money rent falls. Money
rent, because capital in general has decreased significantly, and
corn rent, because absolute rent has fallen while the differences
[between the classes] have remained the same, therefore all of
them [corn rents] fall equally.

In D, however, the case is completely the reverse. Only the
constant capital falls; the variable capital remains the same. This
was Ricardo’s assumption. In this case, because of the fall in capital,
the money rent falls, though the fall is quite insignificant, in
absolute figures it is only '/s, but in proportion to the capital laid
out, it rises considerably. The corn rent, on the other hand, grows
absolutely. Why? Because the absolute rent has risen from 10 to
12%/9%, because v has grown in proportion to ¢. Hence:

2 See the insertion between pp. 536 and 537.— Ed.

35-176
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Absolute Abso- Differ- Absol- Diffe- Rent- Rent-
Capital rent lute ential ute ren- al al
% rent rent rent tal £ qrs
£ £ qrs rent
qrs
A) 60c+40v 10(%) 30 40 15 20 70 85
B) 54c¢+36v
(60c+40v) 100%] 27 36 15 20 63 35

C) 54c+322/3v

(621/9c+371/9v)  83/,% 92217/y5 £34 4s. 1845/,5) 20 5622y, 3345/,
D) 50c+40v

(555/gc+44%qv)  192/g% 33  36%; 18 20 692, 38

Ricardo continues:

* “Whatever diminishes the inequality in the produce obtained from successive
portions of capital employed on the same or on new land, tends to lower rent; and
whatever increases that inequality, necessarily produces an opposite effect, and tends
to raise it” * (p. 74).

The *inequality can be increased, while capital is withdrawn and
while sterility decreases, or even while the less fertile land is
thrown out of the market.*

(Lanprorp and capitalist. In a vreaper of 15th July, 1862, the
Morning Star [examines] whose duty it is (voluntarily or compul-
sorily) to surporT the pIsTRESSED (as a result of the coTtron ramine and
the CIVIL WAR IN AMERICA) WORKMEN IN THE COTTON MANUFACTURE DISTRICTS OF
LANCASHIRE, etc. It says:

*“These people have a legal right to maintenance out of the property they have
mostly created by their industry.... It is said that the men who have made fortunes by
the cotton industry are those upon whom it is especially incumbent to come
forward with a generous relief. No doubt it is so ... the mercantile and
manufacturing sections have done so.... But are these the only class which has
made money by the cotton manufacture? Assuredly not. The landed proprietors of
Lancashire and North Cheshire have enormously participated in the wealth thus
produced. And it is the peculiar advantage of these proprietors to have
participated in the wealth without lending a hand or a thought to the industry that
created it.... The mill-owner has given his capital, his skill, and his unwinking
vigilance to the [XII-612] creation of this great industry, now staggering under so
heavy a blow; the mill-hand has given his skill, his time, and his bodily labour; but
what have the landed proprietors of Lancashire given? Nothing at all—literally
nothing; and yet they have made from it more substantial gains than either of the
other classes ... it is certain that the increase of the yearly income of these great
landlords, attributable to this single cause, is something enormous, probably not
less than threefold.” *
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The capitalist is the direct exploiter of the workers, noT onLy the
direct appropriaTOR, BUT the direct crREaTOR OF SURPLUS LaBOUR. But since
(for the industrial capitalist) this can only take place through and
in the process of production, he is himself a functionary of this
production, its pirector. The rLanpLorp, on the other hand, has a
claim—through landed property (to absolute rent) and because of
the physical differences of the various types of land (differential
rent)-——which enables him to pocket a part of this sureLus LABOUR Or
SURPLUS VALUE, to whose bpirRecTion and creation he contributes
nothing. Where there is a conflict, therefore, the capitalist regards
him as a mere superfetation, a Sybarite excrescence, a parasite on
capitalist production, the louse that sits upon him.)

CHarTir III “On the Rent of Mines”.

Here again:

* “this rent” {of mines) “as well as the rent of land, is the effect, and never the
cause of the high value of their produce”* (p. 76).

So far as absolute rent is concerned, it is neither EfFFECT nor cAUSE
of THE “HIGH vAaLUE", but the *effect of the excess of value over cost
price. That this excess is paid for the produce of the mine, or the
land, and thus absolute rent is formed, is the effect, not of that
excess, because it exists for a whole class of trades, where it does
not enter into the price of the produce of those particular trades,
but is the effect of landed property.

In regard to differential rent it may be said, that it is the effect of
“high value”; so far as by “high value” is understood the excess of
the market value of the produce over its real or individual value,
for the relatively more fertile classes of land or mine.

That Ricardo understands by the “exchangeable value” regulat-
ing the produce of the poorest land or mine, nothing but cost price,
by cost price nothing but the advances+the ordinary profit, and
that he falsely indentifies this cost price with real value, will also be
seen from the following passage:

“The metal produced from the poorest mine that is worked, must al least have
an exchangeable value, not only sufficient to procure all the clothes, food, and
other necessaries consumed by those employed in working it, and bringing the
produce to market, but also to afford the common and ordinary profits to him who
advances the stock necessary to carry on the undertaking. The return for capital
from the poorest mine, paying no rent, would regulate the rent of all the other
more productive mines. This mine is supposed to yield the usual profits of stock. All that
the other mines produce more than this, will necessarily be paid to the owners
for rent”* (pp. 76-77).

Here, therefore, [he says] in plain language: RENT=EXCESS OF THE
PRICE (EXCHANGEABLE VALUE iS the same here) OF THE AGRICULTUR-
AL PRODUCE OVER ITS COST PRICE, THAT 1S OVER THE VALUE OF CAPITAL

35
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ADVANCED+THE USUAL (AVERAGE) PROFITSOFSTOCK. Hence,if theVaile ofthe
AGRICULTURAL PRODUCE is higher than its€COST PRICE,it can pay rent quite
irrespectively of differences in landTHE POOREST LANDAND THE POOREST
MINE can PAY THE SAME ABSOLUTE RENTAS THERICHEST. If its value were no
higher thanits cost price, rent could only arise froroheEXCESS OF
THE MARKET VALUE OVER THEREAL VALUE OF THEPRODUCE DERIVED FROM RELATIVELY
MORE FERTILE SOILS,ETC.

* "If equal quantities of labour, with equal quantities of fixed capital, could at all
times obtain, from that mine which paitho rent, equal quantitiesof gold...the
quantity" (of gold) "indeed would enlarge witlthe demand,but itsvalue wouldbe
invariable" * (p. 79).

What appliestogold andmines, appliestocorn andLAND. Hence
if thesame typesof land continuedto beexploited andcontinued
to yield thesame productfor thesame outlayin labour [XII1-613],
then thevalue of thepound of gold or thequarterof wheat would
remain the same, althoughits quantity would increase withthe
demand. Thus its rent (theAMOUNT, not the RATE OFRENT) would also
grow without anyCHANGE in the PRICEOFPRODUCE. More capital would
be employed, ALTHOUGH WITH CONSTANTLY UNIFORM PRODUCTIVITY. This is
one of the major causes of the rise in tARSOLUTE AMOUNT of RENT,
QUITE APART FROM ANY RISEIN THEPRICE OFPRODUCE, AND, THEREFORE, WITHOUT ANY
PROPORTIONAL CHANGEIN THERENTS PAID BY PRODUCEOFDIFFERENT SOILS AND MINES.

CHAPTER XXIV "Doctrine of Adam Smith concerningheRentof
Land."

This chapteris of great importancefor thedifference between
Ricardo andAdam Smith.Weshall postponea fuller discussionof
this (in so far as itaffects Adam Smith),to when we considerex
professo Adam Smith's doctrine after thaf Ricardo."

Ricardo begins by quoting a passage from Adam Smith showing
that he correctly determined when tHRRICE of the AGRICULTURAL
PRODUCE yields a rent andwhen it does not. But on thether hand
Smith thought thatSOME PARTSOF THE PRODUCE OF LAND, such asFOOD,
must always yielda rent.

In this context Ricardo says the following, which is significant
for him:

* "| believe thatas yet inevery country, fromtherudest to themost refined,
there is land of such a quality that it cannot yielda produce more than sufficiently
valuable to replace thestock employed uporit, together withtheprofits ordinary and
usual in that country. In America we allknow that thisis thecase,and yet no one

maintains thattheprinciples which regulate rentaredifferent in that countryand
in Europe"* (pp. 389-90).

# Seethis volume, pp.551-78.— Ed.
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The price of meat therefore has to rise to the point where it pays
not only the labour which is employed in stock raising, but also:

“the rent which the landlord, and the profit which the farmer could have drawn from such
land employed in tillage. The cattle bred upon the most uncultivated moors, when
brought to the same market, are, in proportion to their weight or goodness, sold at
the same price as those which are reared upon the most improved land. The
proprietors of those moors profit by it, and raise the rent of their land in preportion
to the price of their cattle.”

(In this passage Adam Smith correctly derives the differential
rent from the surplus of the market value over the individual
value. In this case, however, the market value rises, not because
there is a transition from better to worse, but from less fertile to
more fertile land.)

“..It is thus that, in the progress of improvement, the rent and profit of
unimproved pasture come to be regulated in some measure by the rent and profit of
what is improved, and these again, by the rent and profit of corn” ([Garnier,] I,
pp- 310-11) [Vol. 1, p. 247].

“But where there is no local advantage ..., the rent and profit of corn, or
whatever else is the common vegetable food of the people, must naturally regulate,
upon the land which is fit for producing it, the rent and profit of pasture.”
([Garnier,] (p. 315) [Vol. I, pp. 249-50].

“The use of the artificial grasses, of turnips, carrots, cabbages, and the other
expedients which have been fallen upon to make an equal quantity of land feed a
greater number of cattle than when in natural grass, should somewhat reduce, it might
be expected, the superiority which, in an improved country, the price of butcher’s
meat naturally has over that of bread.” (Lc.) “It seems accordingly to have done
so” etc. (L.c.) [Vol. I, p. 250].

Having thus set forth the relationship between rent yielded by pasture
and by tilled land, Smith continues:

“In all great countries, the greater part of the cultivated lands are employed in
producing either food for men or food for cattle. The rent and profit of these
regulate the rent and profit of all other cultivated land. If any particular produce
afforded less, the land would soon be turned into corn or pasture; and if any
afforded more, some part of the lands in corn or pasture would soon be turned to
that produce” ([Garnier,] I, p. 318) [Vol. I, p. 252].

Then he speaks of vineyards, fruit and potager,® etc.

“The rent and profit of those productions, therefore, which require either a
greater original expense of improvement in order to fit the land for them, or a
greater annual expense of cultivation, though often much superior to those of corn
and pasture, yet when they do no more than compensate such extraordinary
expense, are in reality regulated by the rent and profit of those common crops”
([Garnier,] 1, pp. 323-24) [Vol. I, p. 256].

Then he passes on to sugar cultivation in the colonies [and]
tobacco.

a Vegetable gardens.— Ed.
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“It is in this manner that the rent of the cultivated land, of which the produce
is human food, regulates the rent of the greater part of other cultivated land”
({Garnier,] 1, p. 331) [Vol. 1, p. 262].

“In Europe, corn is the principal produce of land, which serves immediately for
human food. Except in particular situations, therefore, the rent of corn-land
regulates in Europe that of all other cultivated land” ([Garnier, I] pp. 331[-32]
[Vol. I, p. 262].

Adam Smith then returns to the Physiocratic theory, as
interpreted by him, namely that food creates consumers for itself.

If corn were replaced by some other crop, which with the same system
yielded a much greater quantity of food on the most common land, then “the
rent of the landlord, or the surplus quantity of food which would remain to him,
after paying the labour, and replacing the stock of the farmer, together with its
ordinary profits, would necessarily be much greater. Whatever was the rate at
which labour was commonly maintained in that country, this greater surplus could
always maintain a greater quantity of i, and, consequently, enable the landlord to
purchase or command a greater quantity of it” ([Garnier,] I, p. 332) [Vol. [,
pp. 262-63].

Adam Smith cites rice as an example.

“In Carolina ... the planters, as in other British colonies, are generally both farmers
and landlords, and rent, consequently, is confounded with profit ((Garnier,} 1, p. 333)
[Vol. 1, p. 263].

[X1I-628] The rice field, however,

“is unfit either for corn, or pasture, or vineyard, or, indeed, for any other
vegetable produce that is very useful to men; and the lands which are fit for those
purposes are not fit for rice.” ([Garnier,] I, 334) [Vol. I, p. 264]. “Even in the rice
countries, therefore, the rent of rice lands cannot regulate the rent of the other
cultivated land which can never be turned to that produce” ([Garnier,] I, p. 334)
[Vol. I, p. 264].

Second example, potatoes (Ricardo’s criticism of this has been
mentioned earlier?®). If potatoes became the principal food, in
place of corn,

“the same quantity of cultivated land would maintain a much greater number of
people; and the labourers being generally fed with potatoes, a greater surplus would
remain after replacing all the stock, and maintaining all the labour employed in
cultivation. A greater share of this surplus, too, would belong to the landlord.
Population would increase, and rents would rise much beyond what they are at
present” ([Garnier,] I, p. 335) [Vol. I, p. 265].

A few more comments on wheaten bread, bread made of
oatmeal, and on potatoes conclude the first section of Chapter XI.

One can therefore sum up this section, which deals with the
product of land which always pays a rent, as follows: after postulating
the rent of the principal vegetable food, it sets forth how this rent

a See this volume, pp. 549-50.— Ed.



566 The Production Process of Capital

regulates the rent of cattle-breeding, wine-growing, market gar-
dening, etc. There is nothing about the nature of rent itself, except
the general thesis that, provided rent exists, its amount is
determined by rertiiTy and situation. But this only relates to
differences in rents, differences in the magnitude of rents. But
why does this product always pay a rent? Why is its ORDINARY PRICE
always higher than its surricienT PricE? Smith leaves price out of
account here and reverts to the Physiocratic theory. What runs
through i1, however, is that the pemanp here is always so great
because the product itself creates the demandeurs, [since it creates]
its own consumers. Even provided that this were so it is
incomprehensible why the pemanp should rise above the suerLy and
thus force the price above the surmcient Price. But there is here a
secret recollection of the image of the naturaL rrice which includes
rent as well as profit and wages and which is paid when suerLy
corresponds with DEMAND.

“When the quantity brought to market is just sufficient to supply the effectual

demand, and no more, the market price naturally comes to be exactly ... the same
with the natural price” ([Garnier,] I, p. 114) [Vol. 1, p. 95].

It is however characteristic that Adam Smith nowhere in this
scotion states this clearly. In opening Chapter XI, he had just said
that rent does not enter into price as a component part. The
contradiction was too conspicuous.

Part II: Of the Produce of Land which sometimes
does, and sometimes does not, afford Rent.

It is actually only in this section that the general nature of rent
is first discussed.

“Human food seems to be the only produce of land, which always and necessarily
affords some rent to the landlord” (Why “always” and “necessarily”, has not been
shown.) “Other sorts of produce sometimes may, and sometimes may not,
according to different circumstances” ([Garnier,] Lc., I, p. 337) [Vol. I, p. 267].

“After food, clothing and lodging are the two great wants of mankind” ({Garnier,
1], Le., p. 338) [Vol. I, p. 267].

“Land, in its original rude state, can afford the materials of clothing and
lodging to a much greater number of people than it can feed” As a result of this
“superabundance of those materials” in proportion to the number of people the
land can feed, i.e., in proportion to the population, these materials “cost” little or
nothing. A large part of these “materials” lies around unused and useless “and the
price of what is used is considered as equal only to the labour and expense of fitting it for
use”. This price however affords “no rent to the landlord”. On the other hand,
where the land is in an improved state, the number of people whom “it can feed”,
i.e., the population, is greater than the quantity of those materials which it supplies,
at least “in the way in which they require them, and are willing to pay for them”,
There is a relative “scarcity” of these materials “which necessarily augments their
value”. “There is frequently a demand for move than can be had.” More is paid for them
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than “the expense of bringing them to market. Their price, therefore, can always
afford some rent to the landlord” ([Garnier,] I, pp. 338-39) [Vol. I, pp. 267-68).2

[X11-629] Here therefore an explanation of rent [is] derived,
from the excess of pEmanp over the suprLy which can be provided at

the sufficient price.

The original materials of clothing were the furs and skins “of the larger
animals”. Among nations of hunters and shepherds, whose food consists chiefly in
the flesh of animals, “every man, by providing himself with food, provides himself with
the materials of more clothing than he can wear. If there was no foreign commerce, the
greater part of them would be thrown away as useless. Through the additional
DEMAND provided by foreign trade, the price of this SURPLUS of materials is raised
above what it costs to send them to be sold. This price affords, therefore, some rent to the
landlord. Through its market in Flanders, English wool thus added something
to the RENT of the land which produced it” ([Garnier,] I, pp. 339-40) [Vol. I,
pp. 268-69].2

Foreign trade here raises the price of an acricurTuraL by-product
to such an extent that the land which produces it can yield soME
RENT.

“The materials of lodging cannot always be transported to so great a distance as
those of clothing, and do not so readily become an object of foreign commerce.
When they are superabundant in the country which produces them, it frequently
happens, even in the present commercial state of the world, that they are of no
value to the landlord”” Thus a stone quarry in the neighbourhood of London may
yield a rent, whereas in many parts of Scotland and Wales, it may not. Similarly
with timber. “In a populous and well-cultivated country” it will provide a rent, but
“in many parts of North America” it will rot on the ground. The landowner
WOULD BE GLAD TO GET RID OF IT. “When the materials of lodging are so
superabundant, the part made use of is worth only the labour and expense of
fitting it for that use. It affords no rent to the landlord, who generally grants the
use of it to whoever takes the trouble of asking it. The demand of wealthier nations,
however, sometimes enables him to get a rent for it” ([Garnier,] I, pp. 340-41)
[Vol, 1, pp. 269-70].

Countries are populated, not in proportion to the number of people “whom
their produce can clothe and lodge, but in proportion to that of those whom it can
feed When food is provided, it is easy to find the necessary clothing and lodging.
But though these are at hand, it may often be difficult to find food. In some parts
even of the British dominions what is called a house, may be built by one day’s
labour of one man...”. Among savage and barbarous nations, /oo of the labour of
a whole year will be sufficient to provide them with what they require in clothing
and lodging. The other 99/;4 are often necessary to provide them with the food
they need. “But when by the improvement and cultivation of land the labour of one
family can provide food for two, the labour of half the society becomes sufficient to
provide food for the whole.” The other half can then satisfy the other wants and
fancies of mankind. The principal objects of those wants and fancies are clothing,
lodging, household furniture, and what is called equipage. The desire for food is
limited. Those other desires are unlimited. Those who possess a surplus of food
“are always willing to exchange the surplus”. “The poor, in order to obtain food”,

a Marx quotes partly in French, partly in German, with some alterations.— Ed.
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exert themselves to satisfy those “fancies” of the rich, and, moreover, compete with
one another in their endeavours. The number of workmen increases with the
quantity of food, i.e., in proportion to the progress of agriculture. [The nature of]
their “business” admits of “the utmost subdivisions of labour”; the [quantity of]
materials which they work up therefore increases even more rapidly than their
numbers. “Hence arises a demand for every sort of material which human
invention can employ, either usefully or ornamentally, in building, dress, equipage,
or household furniture; for the fossils and minerals contained in the bowels of the
earth; the precious metals, and the precious stones.

*“Food is, in this manner, not only the original source of rent, but every other part
of the produce of land which afterwards affords rent, derives that part of its value
from the improvement of the powers of labour in producing food by means of the
improvement and cultivation of land” ([Garnier,] I, pp. 342-45) [Vol. I, pp. 270-
72].2

What Smith says here, is the true physical basis of Physiocracy,
namely, that the creation of surplus value (including rent) always
has its basis in the relative productivity of agriculture. The first
real form of surplus value is surrLus oF acricuLTURAL PRODUCE (foOd),
and the first real form of surrLus labour arises when one person is
able to produce the food for two. Otherwise this has nothing to do
with the development of rent, this specific form of sureLus vALUE,
which presupposes capitalist production.

Adam Smith continues:

The other parts of the produce of the land (apart from food), which later
afford rent, do not afford it always. The demand for them, even in the most
cultivated countries, is not always great enough “to afford a greater prjce than what is
sufficient to pay the labour, and replace, together with its ordinary profits, the stock which
must be employed in bringing them to market. [X11-630) Whether it is or is not such,
depends upon different circumstances” ([Garnier,] 1, p. 345) [Vol. I, p. 272].2

Here therefore again: Rent arises from the demand being
greater than the supply at the sufficient price which only includes
wages and profits, but no rent. What else does this mean, but that the
suprLy at the sufficient price is so great that landed property cannot
offer any resistance to the equalisation of capitals or labour? That
therefore, even though [landed] property exists legally, it does not
exist in practice, or cannot be effective as such in practice? Adam
Smith’s mistake is that he fails to recognise that [landed] property
sells [products] above the sufficient price, if it sells [them] at their
value. His positive point, compared with Ricardo, is that he realises
it depends on the circumstances, whether or not [landed] property
can assert itself economically. It is therefore essential to follow this
part of his argument step by step. He begins with the coal mine,
then goes over to timber and then returns to the coal mine, etc.
Accordingly we shall let him start with timber.

2 Marx quotes partly in French, partly in German, with some alterations.— Ed.
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the end of the section on Hodgskin in Notebook XVIII, pp. 1084-1086 (present
edition, Vol. 33), also bear on this subject.—241

Marx is rendering the sense of Linguet’s statement, which reads: “Their spirit
[of the laws] is to sanctify property.”—241

Marx is conveying the sense of Linguet’s statement, which reads: “Property
then must be prior to them [the laws].” —242

Ci. the manuscript of 1857-58 (present edition, Vol. 28, p. 229), where Marx
quoted socialists as saying, “we need capital, but not the capitalist”.—247

Marx is referring 1o A Scheme of the Income and Expence of the Several Families of
England, Calculated for the year, 1688 compiled by Gregory King, one of the first
English statisticians, and included by Charles D’Avenant into his book An Essay
upon the Probable Methods of Making a People Gainers in the Balance of Trade
(London, 1699). See also this volume, pp. 32-33.—250

With an analysis of the theory of rent on p. X—445 of the manuscript of
1861-63, Marx begins the study of a new set of problems associated with the
forms of surplus value. The key issue is Ricardo’s economic doctrine.

According to the original table of contents drawn up for Notebook X,
the unfinished section “f) Bray” was to be followed by the section “g) Ricardo”
(see Note 2). However, Marx digressed from this plan and passed on to the
new theory of rent advanced by Rodbertus.

He was prompted to do so by Lassalle’s request, made in a letter, of June 9,
1862, that he return Rodbertus’ book on rent which Lassalle had lent him. A
critical analysis of Rodbertus’ erroneous views on rent was also a way of passing
on to a study of Ricardo's theory, since the latter denied the existence of
absolute rent and considered the correlation between value and the price of
production basing himself on this assumption.-——250

In this instance, by raw materials Marx understands objects of labour provided
by nature.—256

In Notebook IV of his manuscript of 1861-63 (present edition, Vol. 30, p. 264
et seq.) Marx describes as the first division of labour the division of labour within
society between producers of commodities who are independent of one
another, and as the second division of labour the division of labour within a
capitalist enterprise, in particular, within a manufactory’s workshop. Cf. Capital,
Vol. I, Ch. XIV, Sect. 4 (present edition, Vol. 35).—258

The 162/3% which the peasant receives are calculated on total production
costs.— 259

The term “gverage price” (Durchschnittspreis) is used here by Marx in the
sense of price of production, i.e. the production costs (¢+v) plus average
profit. The very term “average price” shows that here the reference is to the
“average market price over a long period, or the central point towards which
the market price gravitates”, as Marx goes on to explain (this volume, p. 530).
Marx first uses this term in Notebook VI of the manuscript of 1861-63 (see
present edition, Vol. 30, p. 400).—262
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On the difference between period of production and labour time in
agriculture, see the manuscript of 1857-58 (present edition, Vol. 29, pp. 58-60).
See also Capital, Vol. II, Ch. XIII (present edition, Vol. 36).—262, 405

Marx describes capitalists as “hostile brothers” at the end of Chapter X of
Volume II1 of Capital (present edition, Vol. 37).—264

Examining capital in his manuscript of 1861-63, Marx based himself on the
plan he had evolved when preparing the manuscript of 1857-58. A special
study of competition was to make up the second section of the book On Capital
(see present edition, Vol. 40, p. 298).

Later, when working on the manuscript of the third volume of Capital
(chapters VIII-XII), Marx decided that some of the questions associated
with competition should be considered in the section dealing with average
profit and price of production (see present edition, Vol. 37).—264

Marx discusses Buchanan’s concept of the monopoly price of agricultural
products below (see this volume, p. 387) and on p. X11—644 of the manuscript
of 1861-63 (present edition, Vol. 32).

Marx’s analysis of Hopkins’ views on rent is to be found in this volume,
pp. 366-68.—268

By the radical bourgeois Marx meant James Mill, John Stuart Mill, Antoine
Cherbuliez and others. See present edition, Vol. 6, p. 203; Vol. 4, pp. 286-87;
Vol. 30, pp. 361 and 373; this volume, p. 379.—278

In the manuscript there follows a passage dealing with a cotton-grower, a
spinner and a weaver. From the profit which each of them receives
individually, Marx passes on to the size of the profit made when the weaver is
assumed to be also the cotton-grower and the spinner. However, Marx was not
satisfied with what he had written. He broke off the passage, deleted it and
proceeded with a clearer exposition of his ideas.—282

Marx is referring to Notebook XII of excerpts compiled in London in 1851.
The excerpt from Thomas Hopkins’ Economical Enquiries Relative to the Laws
which Regulate Rent, Profit, Wages, and the Value of Money (London, 1822) is to
be found on p. 14 of the notebook. Later, he wrote down the passage again on
the cover of Notebook XIII of his manuscript of 1861-63 (see present edition,
Vol. 32, Addenda).—289

See T. R. Malthus, Principles of Political Economy..., 2nd ed., London, 1836,
p- 268, and also Marx’s manuscript of 1861-63, pp. X11I1-—765-766 (present
edition, Vol. 32).—303

Here Marx speaks about the doubling of the harvest, while the calculations
imply that it has quadrupled.—310

This passage from Rodbertus is quoted by Marx with the “necessary changes”
arising from the fact, overlooked by Rodbertus, that the value of the machinery
and other means of production necessarily enters into the value of the product
of agriculture in just the same way as the value of agricultural raw materials
enters into the product of manufacturing industry. Earlier in the manuscript,
Marx quoted this passage in the way it was worded by Rodbertus (see this
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volume, pp. 291, 292). The term “machine value” (Maschinenwert) is coined by
Marx, not without irony, by analogy with Rodbertus’ “value of the material”
(Materialwert). All words belonging to Marx are interspaced.—315

Marx is referring here to Buchanan, Sismondi, Hopkins, Jones and others. See
p- XVIII—1123 of the manuscript of 1861-63 (present edition, Vol. 33).—327

Marx uses the specified method of calculating the total amount of rent later, in
the section marked in the contents of Notebook XI as “Table, with
elucidation, of differential rent”. See this volume, p. 470 et seq.—329

See H. Storch, Cours déconomie politique.., Vol. 2, St. Petersburg, 1815,
pp- 78-79. Marx also discusses this view of Storch’s in Capital, Vol. 111,
chapters X and XXXIX (present edition, Vol. 37).—331, 507

Further on Marx does not always consistently adhere to this statement. This,
however, changes nothing in the line of his argument.—331

The pages preceding and following this passage show that Marx probably mixed
up value and average price, since if newly cultivated land I’ is less fertile than
land 1, its average price is above the value of the product of land 1. As land
can be brought into cultivation only if it yields at least average profit, the price
of the product should be above the value of land I, ie. higher than 6s.
8d.—333

Marx wrote that on the question of the market value of agricultural products
Ricardo and Storch were both right and wrong since “both of them have failed
to consider the average case”. See Capital, Vol. III, Ch. X, Note 30 (present
edition, Vol. 37).—334

Here Marx disregards the profit accruing to the agricultural capital laid out in
classes I, 11, III and IV. If the £100 capital laid out in I produces 330 bushels
at 6s. 8d. per bushel, the value of the total product of I amounts to £110, of
this £10 falls to rent and, consequently, there is no profit. The same applies to
the value of the total product of the four classes with an outlay of £100 in
each, which comes to £500, consisting of £400 to replace the capital outlay, and
£100, the total rent of classes I, 11, III and IV, that is, £10+£20+£30+£40.—
339

A rise in the level (rate) of rent as a result of the emergence of differential
rents paid by capitals used on more fertile soil is “only apparent” in the sense
that it is based on ‘“false social value”, which Marx discusses in greater detail in
Capital, Vol. 111, Ch, XXXIX (see present edition, Vol. 37). As Marx explains
below, a capitalist leasing more fertile land sells his product at the price of the
product yielded by less fertile land, “as though he still required the same
capital as before in order to produce the same quantity of product” (this
volume, p. 340).—339

Marx probably uses the figures 90, 80 and 70 as the difference between the
capitals invested in classes 11, III and IV, on the one hand, and the differential
rents yielded by them, on the other (in class 11, £100 of the capital yields £10
of differential rent, in class III-—£20, and in class IV—£30). If one makes
exact calculations proceeding from the fact that the product of class IT equals
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360 bushels, of class III-~390 bushels, and of class IV—420 bushels, the
figures will be as follows: £912/3, £848/;3, and £78%/,.—339

Marx is referring to the book by Joseph Townsend, A Dissertation on the Poor
Laws (London, 1786), which he quotes in Notebook III of his manuscript of
1861-63 (present edition, Vol. 30, p. 205) in the section “2) Absolute Surplus
Value”. The three passages quoted by Marx can also be found in Capital,
Vol. I, Ch. XXV, Sect. 4 (see present edition, Vol. 35)—345

An allusion to the Corn Law of 1815 which prohibited the import of corn into
Britain for as long as the price of corn in the country remained below 80s. per
quarter.— 349

A reference to the Leipzig University Professor Roscher, a vulgar economist.—
350

See A Dissertation on the Poor Laws (London, 1786), by Joseph Townsend, and also
Notebook VII of the manuscript of 1857-58 (present edition, Vol. 29,
pp. 221-22) and James Steuart, An Inquiry into the Principles of Political
QOeconomy..., in three volumes, Dublin, 1770.—350

Marx ironically calls Roscher by the name of the major Greek historian
Thucydides since, as he wrote on p. XV—922 of the manuscript of 1861-63
(present edition, Vol. 32), “Professor Roscher ... modestly proclaimed himself
to be the Thucydides of political economy”. Roscher’s presumptuous reference
to Thucydides can be found in the preface to the first edition of his Die
Grundlagen der Nationaldkenomie..., Stuttgart and Tibingen, 1854.—352

In conformity with Marx’s instructions, the passage below, on pp. XI—501-02,
has been placed at the end of p. 500 of the manuscript.—353

By its substance this sentence belongs to pp. 352-53 of this volume.

Marx is referring to Edward West's Essay on the Application of Capital to
Land, with Observations Shewing the Impolicy of Any Great Restriction of the
Importation of Corn... and David Ricardo’s An Essay on the Influence of a Low Price
of Corn on the Profits of Stock; Shewing the Imexpediency of Restrictions on
Importation..., both published in London in 1815.—356

Marx did not return to the analysis of these views of Roscher’s in the
manuscript of 1861-63. He touched on Roscher’s view of nature as a source of
value in Capital, Vol. 1, Ch. VIII, note (see present edition, Vol. 35). See also
Capital, Vol. III, Ch. XLVIII (present edition, Vol. 37).—361

Marx is paraphrasing a passage from Hopkins which reads: “The great source
of error in Mr. Ricardo’s theory of rent, seems to be the confounding together
of the relative rents of lands, of different degrees of fertility, with the general
average rate of rent.

“The principle of competition, which renders it impossible that there
should be two rates of profit in the same country, the very basis upon which his
theory of rent is founded; can and does constantly determine all lands to be let,
at their proper relative rents.”—365
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Marx writes at greater length about enclosures in England in Capital, Vol. I,
Ch. XXVII (see present edition, Vol. 35).—370

James Anderson quotes here from Ricardo d’Agricoltura by Camillo Tarello da
Lonato (16th cent.). Anderson refers to the first edition, which appeared in
Mantua in 1567, but quotes from its French translation published by the
Société économique in Berne.—372

Cf. the corresponding passage in Anderson: “I wish to employ such a diversity
of illustrations as may seem best calculated to operate upon the perceptions of
men who are under the influence of those multitudinous prejudices which
prevail among us at the present day. No one of these prejudices appears to me
to be of more pernicious tendency, than that which supposes that an increased
population must naturally tend to produce a scarcity of provisions in every
country...”—372

By fertility of land Marx understands the sum total of rent yielded by this
land.—376

In Capital, Vol. 1, Ch. XXVII, Marx writes that between 1801 and 1831,
3,511,770 acres of common land were stolen from the English agricultural
population “and by parliamentary devices presented to the landlords by the
landlords” (see present edition, Vol. 35).—383

See Adam Smith, An Inquiry into the Nature and Causes of the Wealth of Nations;
with Notes and an Additional Volume by David Buchanan. In three volumes. Vol.
II, Edinburgh, London, 1814, p. 55, note.—387

In Ricardo’s book, Marx classifies as chapters on taxes, apart from the twelve
chapters (VIII-XVIII and XXIX) dealing with taxes proper, also chapters XXII
(“Bounties on Exportation and Prohibitions of Importation”) and XXIII (“On
Bounties on Production”), which likewise touch upon taxation; under Ricardo’s
theory, bounties are paid from a fund which is made up of various taxes on the
population.—392

The term “cost price” (Kostenpreis or Kostpreis) is used by Marx in three
different ways, in the sense of 1) the cost of production for the capitalist (¢ +v);
2) the “immanent cost of production” of the commodity (¢+v+s), which is
identical with the value of the commodity, and 3) the price of production
(¢+v+average profit). In this passage as elsewhere in notebooks X-XIII of the
manuscript (see this volume and present edition, Vol. 32), the term “cost price”
is used in the sense of the price of production or average price. Marx writes
in particular: “... the price which is required for the supply of the commodity, the
price which is required for it to come into existence at all, to appear as a
commodity on the market, is of course its price of production or cost price” (see this
volume, p. 559).

In notebooks XI1V-XV of the manuscript (see present edition, vols 32 and
33). Marx uses “Kostenpreis” to mean the price of production or, alternatively,
the production costs for the capitalist.

The threefold use of the term stems from the fact that in political economy
the term “Kosten” had three meanings, as was noted by Marx on
pp. X1V —788-790 and XV-—928 of the manuscript of 1861-63 (see present
edition, Vol. 32).



