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Preface

Volume 29 of the Collected Works of Marx and Engels contains
writings belonging to the cycde of Marx’s economic works of
1857-1861. They include: the concluding part of the manuscript
of 1857-58— Outlines of the Critique of Political Economy (Rough
Draft); A Contribution to the Critique of Political Economy and
preparatory materials to it; two drafts of the Index to the 7
Notebooks; the original text of the second and the beginning of the
third chapter of A Contribution to the Critique of Political Economy; a
Draft Plan of the Chapter on Capital and the References to My Own
Notebooks. Together with the manuscripts included in Volume 28
of the present edition these writings represent a definite stage in
the shaping of Marxist political economy, a highly important
preparatory period in the creation of Marx’s main work, Capital.

The concluding part of the economic manuscript of 1857-58,
with which the volume begins, embraces the end of the Chapter
on Capital, namely the final subsections of Section Two, “Circula-
tion Process of Capital”, and Section Three, “Capital as Bearing
Fruit. Interest. Profit. (Production Costs, etc.)”, of which Marx only
wrote the beginning. The seventh and last notebook of this
manuscript also includes the “Addenda to the Chapters on
Money and on Capital”, which are very extensive and significant in
content.

This part of the manuscript deals mainly with the circulation of
capital. Marx’s novel approach to this problem compared with the
way in which it was dealt with by bourgeois economists is
manifested first and foremost in his considering production and
circulation of capital as a dialectical unity. The functioning of
capital, he stresses, represents a continuous movement, a constant
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transition from one state to another, a variation and change of
form. “This change of form and substance is similar to that in an
organic body” (see p. 51 of this volume).

In considering the circuit of capital, Marx traces the
metamorphoses of its components: fixed capital (value of the
instruments of production) and circulating capital (value of the
raw materials and labour power). He shows that the first transfers
its value to the product in parts, whereas the value of the second is
reproduced in the product entirely. Taking these specifics into
account, Marx establishes the relation between the time required
for circulation and the time required for the production of the
commodity, determines the effect of this relation on the rate of
surplus value, and reveals other aspects of the law-governed
connection between the various phases and forms of the move-
ment of social capital.

In capital’s circuit Marx singles out the exchange between
capital and labour power, calling this the “lesser circulation”. It is
precisely at this stage that circulation of capital appears as an
“exchange of equivalents which.is posited in form, but actually
supersedes itself, which posits itself as merely formal (the transition
of value into capital, where the exchange of equivalents turns into its
opposite and, on the basis of exchange, exchange becomes purely
formal, AND THE MUTUALITY I ALL ON ONE SIDE)...” (see p. 63). The very
growth of capital, its valorisation, Marx again stresses, takes place in
the sphere of exchange between capital and labour power through
the appropriation of the surplus value produced by the worker.
Exchange is here transformed into “the alienation of his labour” (see
p- 64). For this reason Marx regards “lesser circulation” as the
decisive link in capital’s circuit, the link which determines all the
others, as the substance of the whole process, the basic condition of
the existence of the capitalist mode of production.

The specifics of capital’s circuit determine the various ways in
which capitalist income is formed and distributed, and the source
of all kinds of capitalist income, as Marx proves, is surplus value.
In Section Three of the Chapter on Capital Marx endeavoured to
sum up the results of his analysis of the transformation of surplus
value into profit and other forms of non-earned income (interest,
etc.). He formulated here “the 2 immediate laws manifested to us
by this conversion of surplus value into the form of profit” (see
p- 146). The first of these laws is that the rate of profit is always
less than the rate of surplus value. The second law—that the rate
of profit tends to decrease—is characterised by Marx as the “most
important law” of modern political economy, a law which, “despite
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its simplicity, ... has never been grasped and still less has ... been
consciously formulated” (see p. 133). Marx linked this law with
technical progress and the increase in labour productivity, with the
change in the organic composition of capital, with the quicker
growth of its constant part, which comprises the value of the means
of production and the raw materials, in comparison with the
variable part, i.e., the part which goes to pay for labour power.
This relative increase of the share of constant capital necessarily
leads, as Marx shows, to a fall in the rate of profit, although the
amount of surplus value constantly increases due to the expansion
of capitalist production.

In Marx’s opinion, the tendency of the rate of profit to decrease
gives rise, among other things, to the growing discrepancy
between the development of society’s productive forces and the
bourgeois relations of production, and this discrepancy inevitably
leads to economic crises.

His analysis of the transformation of surplus value into profit
here, as in other parts of the manuscript where this problem is
dealt with, led Marx to the understanding of the law of average
profit and the price of production, which regulates the distribu-
tion of surplus value between branches of production with
different organic composition of capital. However, the study of
this process, as well as the investigation of the origin and economic
nature of the other converted forms of surplus value (commercial
profit, interest, ground rent), was far from being completed in the
first version of Capital. Marx continued his analysis of these
problems in his subsequent writings and it was in his Economic
Manuscripts of 1861-1863 that he achieved the scientific solution
of many problems facing him in this connection (see present
edition, Vols 30-34).

Marx devoted serious attention in his manuscript to scientific
and technical progress and its influence on production. He noted
capitalism’s inherent striving not only to constant expansion of
production, but also to its technical improvement, to mechanisa-
tion and automation and to the application of scientific discoveries
and inventions for this purpose. Looking into the future, he
pointed out that this tendency leads to increasing transformation
of “the production process from the simple labour process into a
scientific process, one forcing the powers of Nature into its service
and thus setting them to work in the service of human needs” (see
p- 86). At the same time Marx revealed the contradictory features
in the application of science to production under capitalism. He
showed that under capitalism technical progress is subordinated to
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the interests of increasing absolute and relative surplus value. The
results of technical progress frequently turn against the immediate
producers, from a means of easing labour technical progress
becomes an instrument of its intensification, furthering the
subordination of living labour to capital and turning the worker
himself into an appendage of the machine. “The activity of the
worker, restricted to a mere abstraction of activity, is determined
and governed in every respect by the movement of the machinery,
not vice versa” (see pp. 82-83).

Capitalist relations with their inherent antagonistic contradic-
tions, Marx stressed, stimulate scientific and technical progress
one-sidedly, limiting to a certain degree their harmonious and
all-round development and the utilisation of scientific and
technical achievements in the interests of all members of society.
From the fact that machine production is the true basis of
capitalism, Marx writes, “it in no way follows that its subsuming
under the social relation of capital is the most appropriate and
best social production relation for the application of machinery”
(see p. 85). Elsewhere he points out: “Beyond a certain point,
the development of the productive forces becomes a barrier to
capital, and consequently the relation of capital becomes a bar-
rier to the development of the productive forces of labour”
(see p. 133).

The conclusion to be drawn from these arguments is obvious:
only the communist system will give full scope to scientific and
technical progress, only under the communist system will full
development be given to the tendency towards the transforma-
tion of science, knowledge into an “immediate productive force”
(see p. 92). The application of science to production will really
become a lever for satisfying the requirements of the working
people and for saving labour time not for the purpose of
increasing the capitalists’ profit but for the benefit of society as
a whole.

With the establishment of communism Marx linked the elimina-
tion of that phenomenon inherent in class-antagonistic social
formations which he designated as the alienation of labour. In his
economic writings of the time, above all in the Outlines of the
Critique of Political Economy, Marx continues to use the concept of
“alienation” (in the original “Entiusserung”, “Verdusserung”) or
“estrangement” (“Entfremdung”), although here in his analysis of
economic relations this concept no longer plays such a universal
role as in the Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts of 1844. The
sphere of application of this category became less broad and more
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definite from the time when he had worked out the system of
economic concepts revealing the concrete operation of the
mechanism of capitalist exploitation. However, Marx considered
this broad concept quite suitable and accurately expressing the
existing reality for a philosophical generalisation of the exploiter
essence of the capitalist system and the destitution of those who
produce the material values, in the first place, of the wage
workers. Treating alienation as a historical category, he ex-
pounded its essence and peculiarity in capitalist society. Marx sees
in the transformation of the conditions and products of labour into
something alien and hostile to the worker a profound distortion of
the social nature of labour, a manifestation of the glaring
contradiction between the social character of production itself in
the capitalist epoch and the appropriation of its fruits by
property-owners. Marx stresses that capitalism is a system under
which “social wealth in huger portions confronts labour as an alien
and dominating force” (see p. 209). The emphasis is laid not on the
mighty potential of social labour, its capacity to materialise or
objectify natural resources, but on its “alienation”, on the fact that
“this enormous power” belongs “not to the worker, but to the
personified conditions of production, i.e. to capital” (p. 210).

Seeing alienated labour under capitalism as the extreme form of
alienation in general, Marx considered it a historically transient,
temporary phenomenon. When capitalist production is replaced by
collective production, he pointed out, the sources of all alienation
of labour will be eliminated, the perversion of its social character
will be overcome. On the basis of collective production there will
be created the material preconditions not only for the powerful
growth of the productive forces of society as a whole, but also for
the integral and all-round development of every worker. This, and
not an increase in surplus time, will be the purpose of saving
labour time under communism. On the other hand, leisure time
will in its turn be a most important factor of social progress. It will
broaden people’s outlook and knowledge, giving them access to all
the achievements of world culture, which is bound to have a
favourable effect on their role in production too. “The saving of
labour time,” Marx wrote, “is equivalent to the increase of free
time, i.e. time for the full development of the individual, which
itself, as the greatest productive force, in turn reacts upon the
productive power of labour. From the standpoint of the im-
mediate production process, it can be considered as the produc-
tion of fixed capital, this fixed capital BEING MaN HiMSELF” (see p. 97 of
this volume).
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The next series of Marx’s economic writings published in this
volume is directly connected with his work A Contribution to the
Critique of Political Economy, the first part of which was published
in book form in the summer of 1859. It was a landmark in the
history of Marxism. It was in this book that Marx made public for
the first time some of the findings of his theoretical research. The
book was not merely an elaboration of the corresponding sections
of the 1857-58 manuscript. In it Marx enriched and deepened his
understanding of the questions he analysed and made the
exposition more streamlined and systematic. Although the in-
creased bulk of the material obliged him to confine his analysis to
the commodity and money, devoting a special chapter to each
subject (the Chapter on Capital was not included in the final text),
the exposition nevertheless embraced the basic, major problems
of political economy, the elements which served as its foundation
and points of departure for analysing all its categories. By
elucidating these problems from fundamentally new positions
radically different from those of bourgeois economic doctrines,
Marx in substance revolutionised the very basis of political
economy as a science.

In his review of Marx’s book in the newspaper Das Volk in
August 1859, Engels pointed out that its purpose was by no means
“a discussion of some economic issue or other in isolation. On the
contrary, it is from the beginning designed to give a systematic
résumé of the whole complex of political economy and a coherent
elaboration of the laws governing bourgeois production and
bourgeois exchange. This elaboration is at the same time a critique
of all economic literature, for economists are nothing but
interpreters of and apologists for these laws” (see present edition,
Vol. 16, p. 472).

Marx’s preface to the first part of A Contribution to the Critique
of Political Economy is of exceptional methodological and theoreti-
cal significance. In it he reveals the profound link between the
general philosophical foundations of the dialectical and materialis-
tic world outlook, the understanding of the general laws of social
development and the scientific method of analysing economic
phenomena. By giving a concise survey of the history of his
economic studies Marx showed that they represented an organic
part of all his theoretical and practical revolutionary activity. The
development of each component element of the revolutionary
doctrine determined and stimulated progress in all the others.

The most valuable part of the preface is the characterisation of
the essence of the materialist conception of history discovered by
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Marx. The definition given here by Marx of the essence of
historical materialism reflected a new and higher stage in the
development of his theory of the historical process since that
theory was first expounded in the form of a harmonious
conception in The German Ideology in 1845. This classical
formulation took into account in a generalised form the new
results of Marx’s study of whole epochs in world history, of the
experience of the 1848-49 revolutions in Europe and of com-
prehensive research in the field of political economy. The
terminology and the system of concepts of historical materialism
were also perfected. In particular, the interpretation of history as
the process of succession of social formations was formulated in
the appropriate terms. (The very term “social formation” appears
for the first time on the last page of the principal economic
manuscript of 1857-58.)

In this work Marx expounded in a concentrated form the
fundamentals of his doctrine on the principal laws governing the
development of human society, on the aggregate of the produc-
tion relations, as forming the economic structure of society, its real
basis determining the political and juridical superstructures and,
in the final analysis, the various forms of social consciousness, on
the dialectical development of the productive forces and the
relations of production, on the inevitability—due to the conflict
between the developing productive forces and the obsolete
relations of production—of social revolution leading to the
replacement of one mode of production by another, more
progressive one, of the old social formation by a new one, a
replacement which in its turn involves an upheaval in the whole
enormous superstructure. “In broad outline, the Asiatic, ancient,
feudal and modern bourgeois modes of production may be
designated as epochs marking progress in the economic develop-
ment of society,” Marx wrote, making abstraction here of the
earliest stage in human development— primitive communism (see
p. 263). Capitalism, Marx stressed, is the last social formation
based on class antagonisms. However, within it the conditions are
created for the elimination of the antagonism, for the revolution-
ary transition to a higher system under which social production will
cease to be carried on in antagonistic forms. “The prehistory of
human society accordingly closes with this social formation,” Marx
notes (see p. 264).

As Lenin said, Marx gave in the preface to A Contribution to the
Critiqgue of Political Economy “an integral formulation of the
fundamental principles of materialism as applied to human society

2-785
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and its history”. In so doing he “indicated the way to a scientific
study of history as a single process which, with all its immense
variety and contradictoriness, is governed by definite laws”
(V. L. Lenin, Collected Works, Vol. 21, pp. 55, 57).

In his book Marx applied the method of materialist dialectics to
the study of economic problems in all their aspects, in particular to
analysing the commodity, labour, value and money. Unlike the
bourgeois economists, who considered the commodity and value
eternal and natural categories, Marx shows their historically
transient character. He notes that the product only takes the form
of a commodity under definite social relations, that commodity
production appears at a certain historical stage and passes through
various stages in its development from simple commodity produc-
tion to the capitalist type. Marx considers the commodity as an
elementary particle of capitalist society, the “unit” of bourgeois
wealth. He stresses that it is necessary to study the commodity in
order to elucidate the very nature of the contradictions which
manifest themselves in a more complex and developed form in
capital.

Economists prior to Marx had already noted the dual character
of the commodity as use value and exchange value, but they were
unable to clarify their actual correlation. Marx in his analysis was
the first to establish that use value and exchange value form a
contradictory unity reflecting the really existing contradiction
between the private and social labour of the commodity producers.
Analysing the commodity, Marx discovered that the contradiction,
inherent in the commodity is conditioned by the contradictory
character of the labour expended on its production. Here Marx
formulated with great precision the proposition concerning the
dual character of labour embodied in the commodity (concrete
labour and abstract, general labour) which he had already
established in his manuscript of 1857-58. In his own words, this
discovery was the “point of departure” which made it possible to
explain the true nature of value and a number of other most
important categories of political economy.

Basing himself on his study of the commodity and labour and
proceeding from the conclusions he had drawn in 1857-58, Marx
developed his theory of value. Sharing the view held by the classics
of bourgeois political economy on labour as the source of value, he
went further than his predecessors in analysing the nature of
value, clarifying the qualitative nature and the specifics of the
labour which creates it. He showed that value is the embodiment
of abstract, socially necessary labour, which is its measure. By his
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theory of value Marx provided the premisses for understanding
how surplus value arises in the process of exchange between
labour and capital.

It was in this book that Marx for the first time clearly disclosed
the meaning of the phenomenon which he later described in
Capital as ‘“commodity fetishism”. In the world of commodity
producers, especially at the capitalist stage, the external manifesta-
tion of economic laws, he stressed, is different from their essence.
On the surface the exchange of commodities appears to be an
exchange between things, the capacity to be exchanged seems to
be a natural, inherent property of the object itself, whereas in
reality commodity exchange is the result of historically determined
production relations between the producers. “Only the conven-
tions of everyday life make it appear commonplace and ordinary
that social relations of production should assume the shape of
things, so that the relations into which people enter in the course
of their work appear as the relations of things to one another and
of things to people” (see p. 276). This illusory appearance
by which properties expressing relations between people are
attributed to the things themselves, an appearance which
confused even such perspicacious economists as Smith and
Ricardo, is intensified all the more, Marx points out, as the
veiled economic relations between people are more complex
and more concealed by the surface phenomena of capitalist
society.

Marx achieved great perfection in elaborating the theory of
money. In the chapter “Money, or Simple Circulation” Marx
disclosed the economic essence of money, analysed its historical
origin and its role in bourgeois society. He demonstrated that
money is a necessary product of the development of commodity
exchange and serves as the complete expression of value, the
embodiment of that form of value in which the particular
individual labour which creates the commodity appears, through a
process of alienation, ‘“as its opposite, impersonal, abstract,
general—and only in this form social—labour” (see p. 308). Marx
elucidates in detail the causes determining the functioning of
precious metals, gold and silver, as money. In this chapter he
discusses in detail the functions of money as a measure of value, a
medium of circulation, a means of payment, a means of hoarding,
and finally as world money. On the basis of his analysis of these
functions Marx establishes the factors determining the amount of
money required in circulation and discloses other laws of money
circulation.

2*
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Each chapter in Marx’s book is provided with historical and
critical surveys: in the first chapter of the analysis of commodities,
in the second of theories of money as a standard of measure and a
medium of circulation. In these surveys and in a number of notes
Marx subjects to a critical analysis the views of bourgeois
economists and the utopian doctrines built on the illusion that the
contradictions of capitalism can be eliminated by reforming money
circulation, replacing the existing monetary systems by “labour
money”, and so on.

The book A Contribution to the Critique of Political Economy holds
a prominent place among the classical works of Marxism. Marx
himself later regarded the first volume of Capital as, in a certain
sense, its continuation. He considered it necessary in the first
section of that volume to summarise its contents for coherence of
exposition, at the same time substantially supplementing certain
aspects of the theories of the commodity, value, and price which,
from the standpoint of his new studies, had not been sufficiently
disclosed in A Contribution to the Critique of Political Economy.
Nevertheless, even after the publication of Capital this book did
not lose its independent scientific significance. A number of
propositions elucidated in detail in it, especially in the chapter on
money and in the historical excursions in the field of the theory of
the commodity and money circulation, were treated only cursorily
in Capital, the reader being practcally referred to the earlier
monograph for a more detailed acquaintance with them. Up to the
present time the book remains the best work on money in world
economic literature. It is important also as a model of the
application of the Marxist methodology in studying fundamental
economic and sociological processes.

This volume contains also manuscripts belonging to the pre-
paratory materials for A Contribution to the Critique of Political
Economy. These include the Index to the 7 Notebooks, which was
drawn up in the form of two drafts. The Index shows Marx’s
striving to group the materials of his basic rough manuscript in
connection with the transition to a new stage in the work on his
planned economic study, the stage of preparing it for publication.
Intending, at the time, to publish it in six books, Marx outlined in
one of the drafts in question the grouping of the material for the
first book, devoted to analysing value, money and -capital—
“capital in general”, as he entitled this section in his letter to
Engels on April 2, 1858, and in a letter to Lassalle on March 11 of
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the same year. In the second draft he systematised in greater
detail the material for the section on money.

The Index is of interest because it gives an idea of Marx’s
method of scientific work and of the character of the initial outline
for the first book of his intended study. In one of the drafts Marx
outlined for the first time the subdivisions of the section “Capital
in General”, which anticipated in a rudimentary form the
distribution of the material in the theoretical part of the future
Capital in three parts.

Among the preparatory materials is the extensive *“Original
Text of the Second and the Beginning of the Third Chapter of A
Contribution to the Critique of Political Economy”, written directly
before the final text. It contains several sections which were not
included in the final text because it was written before Marx
decided to confine himself in the first part of the book to the
chapters on the commodity and money and to publish the third
chapter as the second part of the work. For this reason the last
sections of the Chapter on Money—“The Manifestation of the
Law of Appropriation in the Simple Circulation” and “Transition
to Capital” and also the beginning of the chapter on capital in the
initial variant substantially supplement the final version as
published by Marx.

In these sections Marx shows in a systematic and precise form
the conditions for money’s transformation into capital, the
transition from simple money circulation to the circulation of
capital, defines the directions and sphere of study of the sources
of its growth, which are to be found in the exchange between
capital and the labour power of the producers and are realised in
the very process of capitalist production. Here the reader becomes
acquainted, as it were, with an intermediary stage in the analysis of
the economic foundations of capitalist society, a stage which
reveals the organic link between Marx’s theory of value, exchange
value, and money and his doctrine on surplus value. Marx’s study
of money’s metamorphosis, its transformation into capital, besides
throwing light on the historical sources of capitalism, also shows
the place of simple money circulation in the general movement of
capital as a subordinate link in its circuit. “The examination of the
simple circulation,” he writes, “shows us the general concept of
capital, because within the bourgeois mode of production the
simple circulation itself exists only as preposited by capital and as
prepositing it. The exposition of the general concept of capital
does not make it an incarnation of some eternal idea, but shows
how in actual reality, merely as a necessary form, it has yet to flow
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into the labour creating exchange value, into production resting
on exchange value” (see p. 505).

Two other manuscripts from the preparatory materials were
produced when A Contribution to the Critique of Political Economy
had already been published and Marx had resumed work on the
second part, which he had now decided to devote entirely to the
problems of “capital in general”.

A Draft Plan of the Chapter on Capital is a detailed text in
which the theoretical questions concerning capital are divided
into three parts: “The Process of Production of Capital”,
“Circulation Process of Capital”, and “Capital and Profit”. The
first two of these are worked out in particular detail. The section
“Varia” contains separate remarks and references to the corres-
ponding material in the manuscript of 1857-58, obviously in-
tended to supplement the above-named three sections. One of
the remarks is particularly characteristic; it reveals the Marxian
understanding of capital: “capital, not simple relationship, but
process” (see p. 516).

The plan as a whole served Marx as a general guideline in
creating new variants of his economic work. In the course of this
work the thought matured in Marx of concentrating the exposi-
tion of the problems of political economy not in six books as
planned in 1858, but around the questions which he wanted to
elucidate in the three above-named sections of the chapter on
“capital in general”. What formerly had been intended as the
scheme for one chapter or one part was now altered into the
structure of the whole work. The References to My Own Notebooks,
which Marx drew up in this connection, réflect his intention to
make use of the materials of his earlier manuscripts, including the
original text of A Contribution to the Critique of Political Economy,
which had a bearing on the given theme, omitting what had
already been utilised in the first part. The References therefore
represent a far more detailed scheme for working out the problem
of “capital in general” than that drawn up by Marx in 1858 in the
Index to the 7 Notebooks and are based on more extensive material.

The 1857-61 period, to which the works of Marx published in
Volumes 28 and 29 belong, was thus marked by paramount results
in the development of Marxist thought. In these years there
appeared a whole cycle of economic manuscripts by Marx, the first
rough version of his Capital was produced, and his book A
Contribution to the Critique of Political Economy was published. It
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could not yet embrace Marx’s main discovery—his theory of
surplus value, which crowned the revolutionary upheaval he
wrought in political economy. However, in the form of a draft
research paper intended to clarify things for himself, Marx had
already evolved this theory as a whole; at least its main features
had been elucidated—the economic premisses for the formation
of surplus value, the basic aspects of this process, and its
determinant place in the entire system of bourgeois production
relations. The published first part of the conceived work contained
all the necessary postulates for expounding this theory.

Nevertheless Marx himself did not yet consider his study of this
central problem of political economy complete. Being an exacting
scientist, he set himself new research tasks, aiming in particular at
fully elucidatihg questions which he had only posed in his writings
of 1857-61, namely the problem concerning the correlation
between surplus value and its converted forms. This was the main
cause of the delay in publishing the second part of A Contribution
to the Critique of Political Economy and his subsequent decision not
to publish it at all because of a change in the general plan of his
intended work. Many years later Engels wrote in this connection to
one of the Russian socialists: “Marx worked out the theory of
surplus value in the fifties in solitude and stubbornly refused to
publish anything about it until he had fully clarified all the
conclusions to himself. That was the reason why the second and
subsequent parts of A Contribution to the Critique of Political
Economy were not published” (Engels to V. Y. Shmuilov, Feb-
ruary 7, 1893).

All the same, during the years 1857-61 Marx covered a gigantic,
and one may say the decisive part of the road to the summits of
the new economic science. This was a time of great scientific
accomplishments in comprehending the economic laws of the
development of capitalist society and in economically grounding
the inevitability of its revolutionary communist reorganisation.

*k ok Xk

This volume comprises rough manuscripts, partly unfinished,
and one work which appeared in print during the author’s
lifetime.

The translations of these writings, as of the manuscripts
included in Volume 28, are based on the text: Marx-Engels
Gesamtausgabe (MEGA), 11, 1; 11, 2, Berlin, 1976-1981.
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The fact that these manuscripts were rough drafts explains
many of their textual features and determines the principles of
their publication in the present edition, which were expounded in
a general form in the editorial preface to Volume 28. The
specifics of each of them and the corresponding form of
presenting them in this volume are mentioned in the notes.

In this edition the manuscripts are printed in a new English
translation. Foreign expressions including those in Greek and Latin
are given in the original language. English quotations, phrases,
expressions and individual words encountered in the original are set
in small caps. Some of the words are now somewhat archaic or have
undergone changes in usage. For example, the term “nigger”, which
has acquired generally—but especially in the USA—a more profane
and unacceptable status than it had in Europe during the 19th
century.

All the manuscripts included in the section “From the Prepara-
tory Materials” are here published in English for the first time.
The concluding part of the economic manuscript of 1857-58—
Outlines of the Critique of Political Economy (Rough Draft) is given in
a new English translation.

A Contribution to the Critique of Political Economy is published
according to the first edition of 1859 with the account being taken
of the amendments made by Marx himself in his own copy and in
a copy he presented to his friend Wilhelm Wolff. The English text
is based on the translation by Salo Ryazanskaya published in
K. Marx, A Contribution to the Critique of Political Economy, Progress
Publishers, Moscow, 1971. For the present edition this translation
was checked and made more precise and the arrangement of the
text was brought into conformity with the rules accepted in the
publication of similar works in other volumes.

The volume was compiled, the preface and notes were written
and all the indexes prepared by Tatyana Vasilyeva and edited by
Lev Golman (Institute of Marxism-Leninism of the CC CPSU).

The translations were made by Victor Schnittke and Yuri
Sdobnikov and edited by Svetlana Gerasimenko, Yelena Kalinina,
Margarita Lopukhina, Andrei Skvarsky and Yelena Vorotnikova
(Progress Publishers).

The scientific editor for this volume was Larisa Miskievich
(Institute of Marxism-Leninism of the CC CPSU).
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[1I1. CHAPTER ON CAPITAL)]

[Section Two]

[CIRCULATION PROCESS OF CAPITAL]

[Conclusion]?

[FIXED AND CIRCULATING CAPITAL]

[VI-19] Retournons maintenant ¢ nos moutons.?

Conceptually, the phases through which capital passes, which
constitute one turnover of capital, begin with the conversion of
money into the conditions of production. However, now that we
proceed not from capital in its process of formation, but from
capital as it has emerged from that process, it passes through the
following phases:

(1) The creation of surplus value, or the immediate process of
production. Its result is the product. (2) Bringing the product to
market. Conversion of the product into a commodity. (3) (@) The
entry of the commodity into ordinary circulation. Circulation of
the commodity. Its result: conversion into money. This appears as
the first moment of ordinary circulation. () Re-conversion of the
money into conditions of production: money circulation; in
ordinary circulation, commodity circulation and money circulation
always appear as allotted to two distinct subjects. Capital first
circulates as a commodity and then as money, and vice versa. (4)
The renewal of the process of production, which appears here as
the reproduction of the original capital and the process of
production of surplus [VI-20] capital.

The costs of circulation are reducible to the costs of movement;
the costs of bringing the product to market; the labour time which
is necessary for effecting the conversion from one condition into
the other. All these costs are, in essence, reducible to accounting
operations and the time they take (this the basis for a special,

a Let us return to our subject (literally: “...to our sheep”).— Ed.
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technical money business). (It will emerge later whether or not the
latter costs are to be regarded as deductions from surplus value).

In considering this movement, we find that the circulation of
capital, mediated by exchange operations, opens up, on the one
hand, to release the product into general circulation and to restore
itself by drawing from it an equivalent in the form of money. We
are not concerned here with what becomes of this product, which
has thus dropped out of the circulation of capital and reverted to
ordinary circulation. On the other hand, capital again ejects from
its circulation process its form as money (partly so, to the extent
that it is not wages), or it moves now in the form of money—after
it has realised itself in it as value and simultaneously posited in
itself the measure of its valorisation—but money only as means of
circulation, and absorbs from general circulation the commodities
necessary for production (the conditions of production). As a
commodity, it ejects itself from its circulation into general
circulation; as a commodity, capital also escapes from general
circulation and incorporates it into itself, into its movement, in order
to flow into the process of production. The circulation of capital is
thus related to general circulation, constituting a moment of it, while
general circulation itself appears to be posited by capital. This to be
discussed later.

The overall production process of capital includes both the
circulation process proper and the production process proper.
They constitute the two great divisions of its movement, which
appears as the totality of the two processes. On the one hand,
there is labour time, on the other, circulation time. And the
movement as a whole appears as the unity of labour time and
circulation time, as the unity of production and circulation. This
unity is itself movement, process. Capital appears as this dynamic
unity of production and circulation, a unity which can be
considered both as the totality of its production process and as the
particular process through which capital goes during a single
turnover, a single movement returning to itself.

The fact that capital needs circulation time, as well as labour
time, is, however, only the adequate, ultimate form of a condition
posed by production based upon the division of labour and
exchange. The costs of circulation are costs of the division of
labour and exchange, and are inevitably encountered in every less
developed, pre-capital, form of production carried on on this
basis.

As the subject, as value which dominates the various phases of
this movement and maintains and multplies itself in it, as the
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subject of these transformations, which occur in a circular way—a
spiral movement, a series of expanding circles—capital is circulat-
ing capital® Hence circulating capital is, to begin with, not a
particular form of capital. It is capital as such, in a more highly
developed determination, as the subject of the movement de-
scribed, which is capital itself as its own process of valorisation. In
this respect, therefore, every capital is circulating capital.

In simple circulation, circulation itself appears as the subject.
One commodity is cast out of it; another enters it. However, a
given commodity is only evanescent in it. Money itself, to the
extent that it ceases to be a means of circulation and is posited as
independent value, withdraws from circulation. By contrast, capital
is posited as the subject of circulation, and circulation as its very
life process.

However, while capital as the totality of circulation is circulating
capital, the transition from one phase to another, it is, in each
phase, also posited in a specific determination, confined to a
particular form, which negates it as the subject of the movement
as a whole. In each particular phase capital, therefore, is the
negation of itself as the subject of the various transformations.
Non-circulating capital. Capital fixe, properly speaking fixed
capital, fixed in one of the various determinations, phases,
through which it has to pass. As long as it persists in one of these
phases, that phase itself not appearing as a fluid transition—and
each phase has a certain duration—capital is not circulating but
fixed.

As long as it is tied up in the process of production, it is
incapable of circulation, and hence is virtually devalued. As long
as it is tied up in circulation, it is incapable of production, posits
no surplus value, is not capital-in-process. As long as it cannot be
thrown onto the market, it is fixed as a product; and as long as it
must remain on the market, it is fixed as a commodity. So long as
it cannot be exchanged for conditions of production, it is fixed as
money. Finally, if the conditions of production remain in their
form as conditions and do not enter into the process of
production, capital is once again fixed and devalued. Capital as
the subject which passes through all the phases, as the moving
unity, the unity-in-process comprising circulation and production,
is circulating capital; capital as itself locked up in any one of these
phases, as posited in its distinct forms, is fixed, or engaged capital. As
circulating capital it fixes itself, and as fixed capital it circulates.

Consequently, the distinction between circulating capital and
fixed capital appears first of all as a determination of the form of
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capital, depending on whether it appears as the unity of the
process or as a particular moment of it. The concept of dormant
capital, capital lying fallow, can only refer to its lying fallow in one
of these determinations, and it is a feature of capital that part of it
always lies fallow. This is manifested in the fact that part of the
national capital is always tied up in one of the phases through
which capital has to pass. Money itself, so far as it constitutes a
particular part of a nation’s capital, but always remains in the form
of means of circulation and hence never passes through the other
phases, is therefore regarded by A. Smith as a pseudo-form of
fixed capital.® Similarly, capital may lie fallow, be fixed in the form
of money, of value withdrawn from circulation. In crises—after
the moment of panic—at the time when industry lies stagnant,
money is fixed in the hands of Bankers, BiLL-BROKERS, €tc., and pants
after a rieLp oF EmpLovMENT in which it can be utilised as capital as the
hart pants after the water brooks.”

The fact that the determinations of capital as circulating and
fixed are, to begin with, merely capital itself posited in the two
determinations, first as the unity of the process, and then as a
particular phase of it, capital distinct from itself as a unity,— not
as two particular types of capital, capital of two particular types,
but as different formal determinations of the same capital—this fact
has given rise to a great deal of confusion in political economy. If
one aspect of a material product was seized upon according to
which it was to be regarded as circulating capital, it was easy to
point to the opposite aspect, and vice versa. Capital as the unity of
circulation and production is just as much their distinctness,
namely their falling apart in space and time. In each of these
moments, capital exists in a form which is indifferent to the other
moment. So far as the individual capital is concerned, the
transition from the one to the other appears to be a matter of
chance, dependent upon external, uncontrollable circumstances.
The same capital therefore always appears in both determinations,
which is expressed in the fact that one part of it appears in one
determination [VI-21] and the other in the other; one part as tied
up, the other as circulating. However, it circulates here not in the
sense that it is in the phase of circulation proper as distinct from the
phase of production, but that the phase in which it happens to be is a
fluid phase, a phase-in-process, leading on to the other phase. It is

2 A, Smith, An Inquiry into the Nature and Causes of the Wealth of Nations, Vol. 11,
London, 1836, pp. 271-85, and Vol. 111, 1839, pp. 70-106. (See present edition,
Vol. 28, p. 149.)— Ed.

b Psalms 42:1.— Ed.
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not tied up in either phase as such and hence is not checked in its
overall process.

E.g., the industrialist employs in production only part of the
capital available to him (whether borrowed or his own, is irrelevant
here; nor, if one considers total capital, does this affect the
economic process), because the other part needs a certain time
before it returns from circulation. The part active in production is
then the circulating one; the part in circulation is the fixed one.
The overall productivity of his capital is thus limited; the part
reproduced is limited, and therefore also the part which is thrown
into the market.

This also applies to the merchant: part of his capital is
immobilised in the form of srock v TrRapg, the other part circulates.
True, as in the case of the industrialist, now one part of his capital
adopts this determination, now another, but his total capital is
constantly posited in both determinations.

On the other hand, since this limit, arising from the nature of
the valorisation process itself, is not a fixed one but alters with the
circumstances, and capital may be closer to or further from its
adequate determination as circulating capital, and since the
splitting-up into these two determinations, with the valorisation
process simultaneously appearing as the process of devaluation,
contradicts capital’s striving for the greatest possible valorisation, it
invents coNTRIVANCEs to shorten the phase of its fixity. Moreover,
rather than coexisting side by side, the two determinations
alternate. During one period, the process appears as a completely
fluid one—the period of the maximum valorisation of capital.
During the other period, a reaction to the first one, the other
moment asserts itself all the more violently—the period of the
maximum depreciation of capital and stagnation of production.
The moments when the two determinations appear side by side
are themselves merely intermediate periods between these violent
transitions and upheavals.

It is very important to conceive of these determinations of
circulating and fixed capital as form determinations of capital in
general, since [otherwise] many phenomena of the bourgeois
economy—the period of the economic cycle, which is essentially
distinct from the time of the single turnover of capital; the effect
of new demand, and even of new gold- and silver-producing
countries, upon general production—cannot be understood.
There is no point in talking about the stimulus given by the
Australian gold* or by a newly discovered market. If it were not
inherent in the nature of capital to be never fully employed, i.e. to
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be always partly fixed, devalued, unproductive, no stimuli could
impel it to greater production. On the other hand, there are the
absurd contradictions in which those economists—even Ricardo—
get involved who assume that capital is always fully employed, and
who therefore can only explain an increase in production by the
creation of new capital. Every increase would then presuppose an
earlier one or an expansion of the productive forces.

These limits to production based on capital are inherent to a still
greater degree in the previous modes of production, in so far as
they are based on exchange. But they do not constitute a law of
production as such; when material production is no longer limited
by exchange value, but [solely] by its relation to the overall
development of the individual, all this business, with its convul-
sions and pains, comes to an end. We have already seen that
money transcends the barriers imposed by barter only by making
them general, i.e. by entirely separating purchase and sale from
one another.* Later we shall see that credit likewise transcends
these barriers to the valorisation of capital only by elevating them
to their most general form, by positing the period of overproduc-
tion and underproduction as two periods.

The value posited by capital in one turnover, one revolution, one
circuit, is = to the value posited in the production process, i.e. to the
value reproduced + the new value. Whether we consider the
turnover to be completed when the commodity has been converted
into money, or when the money has been reconverted into
conditions of production, the result, whether expressed in money
or in conditions of production, is always absolutely equal to the
value posited in the production process. Here, we take [the cost
of] the physical bringing of the product to the market as being
zero; or rather as forming part of the immediate production
process. The economic circulation of the product only begins
when it is put on the market as a commodity—only then does it
circulate. Here we are only dealing with the economic distinctions,
determinations and moments of circulation, not with the physical
prerequisites for bringing the finished product into the second
phase, its circulation as a commodity. This is of as little concern to
us as the technological process by which the raw material has been
transformed into a product. The greater or lesser distance of the
market from the producer, etc., is as yet of no concern to us.

a See present edition, Vol. 28, pp. 87-89.— Ed.
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What we want to state first of all is that the costs arising from
the traversing of the different economic moments as such, the
circulation costs as such, add nothing to the value of the product,
are not costs which posit value, whatever the labour involved.
They are mere deductions from the value produced. Suppose there
are two individuals, each of whom produces his own product, but
their labour is based on the division of labour, so that they
exchange with each other, and the utilisation of their product for
the satisfaction of their needs depends upon this exchange. The
time which the exchange would cost them, e.g. their bargaining
with each other and the calculations they must make to come to an
agreement, would obviously not add the least amount to either
their products or their exchange value.

If A claimed to B that he had spent such and such an amount
of time on the exchange, B would claim exactly the same to A.
Each of them loses exactly as much time in the exchange as the
other. The time taken by the exchange is the same for both of
them. If A demanded 10 thaler for his product—its equivalent—
and 10 thaler for the time it costs him to obtain the 10 thaler from
B, the latter would declare him ripe for the madhouse. This loss
of time arises from the division of labour and the need for
exchange. If A himself produced everything, he would not lose
any of his time on exchanging with B, or on converting his
product into money and the money back into a product.

The circulation costs proper (and they acquire a significant
independent development in the money business) are not reduci-
ble to productive labour time. They are by their very nature
confined to the time necessary to convert the commodity into
money and the money back into a commodity, i.e. to the time
needed for the translation of capital from one form into another.
B and A might now find that they could save time by introducing
a third person, C, as an intermediary between them, who would
devote his time to effecting the circulation process. This could come
about if, e.g., there were enough exchangers, enough subjects of
circulation processes for the time taken by them in the successive
acts of bilateral exchange over a year to be equal to a year. If
every individual in turn had to spend (say) '/ of a year in the act
of circulation, and if there were 50 of them, then one individual
could devote all his time to this occupation. If this individual were
paid only his necessary labour time, i.e. if he had to give up all his
time in exchange for the necessawies of Lirg, the remuneration he
would be receiving would be wages. But if he charged payment
for the whole of his time, the remuneration that he would receive
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would be an equivalent—in the form of objectified labour time.
Now, this individual would not have added anything to value; he
would merely have shared in the surplus value of the capitalists A,
B, etc. They would still have gained by this, since by assumption a
smaller amount would have been deducted from their surplus
value. (Capital is not merely a quantity, or merely an operation; it
is both at once.)

Money itself, [VI-22] in as much as it is made of precious metals
or, in general, in as much as its production involves expense—as
is the case even with, e.g., a paper currency—money itself, in as
much as it costs labour time, adds nothing to the value of the
objects exchanged, the exchange values. Its cost is, rather, a
deduction from these values, a deduction which must be borne
proportionately by the exchangers. The costliness of the instrument
of circulation, of the instrument of exchange, merely expresses the
costs of exchange. Rather than adding to value, they subtract from it.
E.g. gold and silver money are themselves values like any others
(not in the sense of money) to the extent that labour is objectified
in them. But the fact that these values serve as means of circulation
forms a deduction from available wealth.

It is the same with the production costs of the circulation of
capital. Circulation adds nothing to values. The circulation costs as
such do not posit value; they are the costs of realising values—
deductions from values. Circulation [appearslas a series of trans-
formations in which capital posits itself, but as far as value is
concerned, it adds nothing to capital but merely posits it in the
form of value. The potential value which is converted into money
by circulation is presupposed as the result of the production
process. To the extent that this series of processes takes place in
time and involves costs, costs labour time or objectified labour, the
costs of circulation are deductions from the quantity of value.

Assuming the costs of circulation to be zero, the result of one
turnover of capital, in terms of value, is equal to the value posited
in the process of production. lLe. the value preposited to
circulation is that which emerges from it. At most, a smaller value
may emerge from circulation—because of the circulation costs—
than that which entered into it. From this angle, circulation time
adds nothing to value; it does not appear alongside labour time as
time which posits value. If a commodity of a value of £10 has
been produced, circulation is necessary to set this commodity
equal to the £10, its value, which exists in the form of money. The
costs occasioned by this process, this alteration of form, are a
deduction from the value of the commodity. The circulation of
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capital is the alteration of form through which value passes in different
phases. The time which this process takes, or which is required to
effect it, forms part of the production costs of circulation, of the
division of labour, of production based on exchange.

This applies to one turnover of capital, i.e. to one passage of
capital through these its different moments. The process of capital
as value has money as its point of departure and ends in money,
but in a greater quantity of money. The difference is merely a
quantitative one. M—C—C—M has thus acquired a content. If
we consider circulation up to this point, we are back at the point
of departure. Capital has again become money. But it is now also
presupposed, it has now become a condition, that this money
becomes capital again, money which multiplies and maintains itself
by purchasing labour, by going through the process of production.
Its form as money is posited merely as a form, one of the many
through which it passes in its metamorphosis.

If we now consider this point not as the end-point, but—as we
must now consider it—as an intermediate point, or a new point
of departure, itself posited by the production process as a transitory
end-point and a merely apparent point of departure, then it is
clear that the reconversion of the value posited as money into
value-in-process, value entering into the production process, can
only occur—or that the renewal of the production process can only
take place—when the part of the circulation process which is
distinct from the production process has been completed.

The second turnover of capital—the reconversion of money into
capital as such, or the renewal of the production process, depends
on the time which capital requires to complete its circulation, i.e.
on its circulation time, as distinct from the production time. On the
other hand, we have seen that the total value produced by capital
(reproduced as well as newly produced value), which is realised in
circulation as such, is wholly determined by the production
process. Hence the sum of values that can be produced in a given
period of time depends upon the number of times the production
process can be repeated during this period. But the repetition of
the production process is determined by the circulation time,
which is equivalent to the velocity of circulation. The more rapid
circulation is and the shorter the circulation time, the more
frequently the same capital can repeat the production process.
Hence, in a given cycle of turnovers of capital, the sum of values
produced by it (therefore the sum of surplus values as well, since
capital always posits necessary labour only as labour necessary for
surplus labour) is directly proportional to the labour time and inversely
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proportional to the circulation time. In a given cycle, the total value
(hence also the sum of the surplus values posited) is equal to the
labour time multiplied by the number of turnovers of the capital.

Or, the surplus value posited by capital no longer appears to be
determined purely by the surplus labour it appropriates in the”
process of production, but by the coefficient of that process, i.e.
the number expressing the frequency of its repetition in a given
period of time. And this coefficient is determined by the
circulation time capital requires for one turnover. Consequently,
the sum of values (surplus values) is determined by the value
posited in one turnover multiplied by the number of turnovers
capital performs in a given period of time. One turnover of capital
" is equal to the production time+the circulation time. Assuming the
circulation time as given, the total time required for one turnover
depends upon the production time. Assuming the production time
[as given), the duration of one turnover depends upon the
circulation time. So far as circulation time determines the total
mass of production time in a given period of time, and so far as
the repetition of the production process, its renewal in a given
period, depends upon it, it is itself a moment of production, or
rather appears as a limit to production.

It is the nature of capital, of production based upon it, that
circulation time becomes a moment determining labour time, the
production of value. The independence of labour time is thereby
negated, and the production process itself is posited as determined
by exchange, so that the social relation and the dependence on
this relation in immediate production is posited not merely as a
material moment, but as an economic moment, a determination of
form. The maximum of circulation—the limit to the renewal,
through circulation, of the production process—is obviously
determined by the duration of the production time during one
turnover.

Suppose that the production process of a given capital, i.e. the
time it requires to reproduce its value and to posit surplus value,
takes three months. (Or the time that is necessary to complete a
certain quantity of product=the total value of the producing
capital+surplus value.) In this case, the capital could not, under
any circumstances, renew the process of production or valorisation
more frequently than four times a year. The maximum number of
turnovers this capital could make in the course of a year would be
4, i.e. there would be no interruptions between the completion of
one production phase and the beginning of another. The
maximum of turnovers would be equivalent to continuity of the
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production process; as soon as the product was completed, new
raw material would be worked up into product. The process
would be continuous not merely within a single [VI-23] phase of
production; there would also be continuity of the phases themselves.

But suppose now that, at the end of each phase, the capital
requires one month of circulation time in order to assume once
more the form of conditions of production. In this case, it could
only perform three turnovers a year. In the first case, the number
of turnovers =1 phase X 4; or 12 months divided by 3. The
maximum production of value by capital in a given period of time
is this time period divided by the duration of the production
process (the production time). In the second case, the capital
would perform only three turnovers a year; it would repeat the
valorisation process only three times. The sum of its valorisation
processes would therefore='?/,=3. Here the divisor is the total
circulation time required by the capital: 4 months; or the
circulation time it requires for one production phase X by the
number of times this circulation time is contained in a year.

In the first case, the number of turnovers=12 months,one year,
the given time, divided by the duration of one production phase,
or by the length of the production time itself. In the second case,
it equals the same time divided by the [total] circulation time.
There is maximum valorisation of capital, and maximum
continuity of the production process, if circulation time =0, i.e. if
the conditions under which capital produces, its limitation by
circulation time, the need to pass through the different phases of
its metamorphosis, are transcended. Capital necessarily strives to
posit circulation time as=0, i.e. to transcend itself, for 1t is only
capital that posits circulation time as a moment determining
production time. It is the same as transcending the necessity of
exchange, of money and of the division of labour based on them,
i.e. the same as transcending capital itself.

If for the time being we abstract from the conversion of surplus
value into surplus capital, a capital of 100 thaler that produced a
surplus value of 4% on the total capital in the production process,
would in the first case reproduce itself 4 times, and would, by the
end of the year, have posited a surplus value of 16. By the end of
the year the capital would=116. It would be the same as if a
capital of 400 had made one turnover in a vyear, likewise
producing a surplus value of 4%. In relation to the total
production of commodities and values, surplus value has quad-
rupled. In the other case, a capital of 100 thaler would only
produce a surplus value of 12; the total capital at the end of the
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year=112. In relation to the total production—whether of values
or use values—the difference would be still more significant. In
the first case, a capital of 100 would have converted e.g. 400
thaler’s worth of leather into boots, while in the second case it
would have converted only 300 thaler’s worth of leather.

Hence the total valorisation of capital is determined by the
duration of the production phase—which we assume here, for the
time being, to be identical with labour time X by the number of
turnovers, or renewals of the production phase, in a given period
of time. If the number of turnovers were only determined by the
duration of one production phase, the total valorisation would be
determined solely by the number of production phases contained
in a given period of time. Or the number of turnovers would be
absolutely determined by the production time itself. This would be
the maximum of valorisation. So it is clear that circulation time,
considered absolutely, is a deduction from the maximum of
valorisation < than absolute valorisation. Therefore, it is impossible
for any velocity of circulation or reduction of circulation time to
bring about a valorisation > than that posited by the production
phase itself. The most that velocity of circulation could effect—
and then it would have to rise to o—would be to posit circulation
time as=0, i.e. to abolish itself. Therefore, it cannot constitute a
positive value-creating moment, since its abolition—circulation
without circulation time—would imply the maximum possible
valorisation; its negation would imply that the productivity of
capital had attained its highest possible level. //The productivity of
capital as capital is not the productive power which multiplies use
values, it is capital’s capacity to produce values, the degree to
which it produces values.// The total productivity of capital=the
duration of one production phase X by the number of times it is
repeated during a certain period of time. But this number is
determined by circulation time.

Assume that a capital of 100 makes 4 turnovers in a year, i.e.
completes the production process 4 times. At the end of the year,
taking surplus value as 5% each time, the surplus value produced
would be 20. On the other hand, for a capital of 400 that
completed one turnover in a year, surplus value, given the same
percentage, would also be 20. Hence a capital of 100 which
circulated 4 times a year would yield a gain of 20%, while a capital
4 times as big which turned over only once, would yield a profit of
only 5%. (We shall see presently, on closer examination, that the
surplus value is exactly the same.) It appears, therefore, that size
of capital can be compensated for by velocity of circulation, and
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velocity of circulation by size of capital. The appearance is thus
created that circulation time is in itself productive. We must,
therefore, use this casz to clear the matter up.

Another question which arises is this: If 100 thaler is turned
over 4 times a year, each time at, say, 5%, the production process
could be commenced at the beginning of the second turnover with
105 thaler, and its product would be 110'/,; at the beginning of
the third turnover, 110'/,, the product of which would be 115 °%/g;
at the beginning of the fourth turnover, 1159/, and at its end,
1215/, 600. The actual numbers chosen are without significance
for the matter in hand. The point is that if a capital of 400 turns
over only once a year, at 5%, the gain can only be 20; whereas if a
capital a quarter as large turns over 4 times at the same
percentage, the gain is 14!/, more. It thus appears that the
mere moment of turnover—the fact of repetition—that is to say,
a moment determined by circulation time, or rather by circulation,
not merely realises value, but increases it in absolute terms. This,
too, must be investigated.

Circulation time expresses merely the velocity of circulation; the
velocity of circulation is merely a limit upon circulation. Circulation
without circulation time—i.e. the passage of capital from one phase
to another with the same speed with which one concept supplants
another—would be the maximum, i.e. the coincidence of the
renewal of the production process with its completion.

The act of exchange—and the economic operations by means of
which circulation takes place are reducible to a succession of
échanges—up to the point where capital relates not as a commodity to
money or as money to a commodity, but as value to its specific use
value, labour—the act of exchanging value in one form for.value in
the other, money for a commodity or a commodity for money (and
these are the moments of simple circulation), posits the value of one
commodity in terms of another, thus realising it as exchange value,
or, to put it another way, it posits the commodities as equivalents.
The act of exchange thus posits value, in so far as values are
presupposed; it realises the determination of the objects of exchange
as values. But an act which posits a commodity as value or, what
comes to the same thing, which posits another commodity as its
equivalent—or, the same thing again, posits the equivalence of the
two commodities—obviously adds nothing to value itself, just as
the sign * neither increases nor decreases the number which follows
it.

If I posit 4 as +4 or —4, it remains, irrespective of the sign, equal
to itself, 4, after this operation, and does not become either 3 or 5.
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Similarly, if I [VI-24] exchange one Ilb. of cotton, with an
exchange value of 6d., for 6d., it is posited as value; and it can
equally be said that the 6d. is posited as value in the Ib. of cotton;
in other words, the labour time contained in the 6d. (the 6d.
regarded here as value) is now expressed in terms of another
material representing the same labour time. But since by the act of
exchange the Ib. of cotton and the 6d. of copper are each equated
to their value, it is impossible that this exchange should bring
about a quantitative increase in the value of the cotton or the
value of the 6d., or in the sum of their values.

Exchange, as the positing of equivalents, merely alters the form;
it realises the potentially existing values; realises the prices, 1¥ you
Like. A positing of objects, e.g. of a and b as equivalents cannot
raise the value of a, for this act posits a as equal to its own value,
hence not as unequal to it. It is posited as unequal only with
respect to the form, in so far as it was not posited as value
previously. At the same time, this act posits the value of a as equal
to the value of b, and the value of b as equal to that of a. The sum
of values exchanged =the value of a+the value of b. Each
remains=to its own value; hence their sum remains equal to the
sum of their values. Exchange, as the positing of equivalents, cannot
therefore, by its very nature, raise the sum of values or the value
of the commodities exchanged. (That things are different in the
exchange with labour is due to the fact that the use value of
labour itself posits value, but is not directly connected with its
exchange value.)

A single exchange operation cannot increase the value of what is
exchanged, nor can a sum of exchanges.

/It is essential to make this clear since the distribution of
surplus value among capitals, the calculation of aggregate surplus
value among individual capitals—this secondary economic opera-
tion—gives rise to phenomena that in ordinary political economy
are confused with primary ones.//

Whether I repeat an act which does not produce any value once
or an infinite number of times, 1T caNNOT cHANGE ITs NaTURE by virtue
of its repetition. The repetition of an act which does not produce
value can never turn it into an act which does. E.g., the number '/,
expresses a definite proportion. If I convert '/, into decimals,
positing it as 0.25, its form is altered, but this alteration of form
leaves the value unchanged. Similarly, if I convert a commodity
into the form of money, or money into the form of a commodity,
the value remains the same; but its form has changed.

It is clear, therefore, that circulation—since it comes down to a
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series of operations in which equivalents are exchanged—cannot
increase the value of the circulating commodities. Hence if labour
time is required to effect this operation, i.e. if values must be
consumed—for all consumption of values comes down to the
consumption of labour time or objectified labour time, products—
if circulation involves costs, and if circulation time costs labour
time, then this is a deduction, a relative abolition of the circulating
values, their devaluation by the amount of the circulation costs.

Suppose we have two workers—a fisherman and a hunter—
who exchange with each other. The time that both of them lose in
effecting the exchange would produce neither fish nor game; it
would be a deduction from the time during which they can
produce values, the one by fishing and the other by hunting,
objectifying their labour time in a use value. If the fisherman
wished to compensate for this loss by demanding more game from
the hunter, or by giving him fewer fish, the hunter would similarly
be entitled to compensation. They would sustain the same loss.
These costs of circulation, of exchange, could only appear as a
deduction from their total product or the value they had created.
If they commissioned a third person, C, to carry on these
excHANcEs, and in this way avoided the direct loss of labour time,
each of them would have to cede a proportional part of his
product to C. All they could gain by this would be a greater or
smaller [reduction of] loss. However, if they worked as joint
proprietors, no exchange would take place, but, rather, joint
consumption. The costs of exchange would therefore be elimi-
nated. Not the division of labour, but the division of labour as
based on exchange. J. St. Mill is therefore wrong in treating the
circulation costs as the necessary price of the division of labour? They
are merely costs of the naturally evolved division of labour, a
division based not upon community of property, but upon private
property.

The circulation costs as such, ie. the consumption of labour
time or of objectified labour time, values, occasioned by the
operation of exchange and by a series of exchange operations, are
therefore a deduction either from the time used for production or
from the values posited by production. They can never increase
value. They belong to the faux frais de production,” and these
belong to the immanent costs of production based on capital. The

a ]. St. Mill, Essays on Some Unsettied Questions of Political Economy, London, 1844,
pp. 55, 56.— Ed.
b Overhead costs of production.— Ed.
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merchant business and stiL More the money business proper—to
the extent that their sole function is to perform the operations of
circulation as such, e.g. the determination of prices (the measure-
ment and calculation of values), in general, to perform these
exchange operations as a function rendered independent by the
division of labour, and hence represent this function of the overall
process of capital—represent merely the faux frais de production of
capital. In so far as they reduce these faux frais, they contribute to
production, not by producing value but by diminishing the
negation of the values produced. If they confined themselves to
performing this function, they would always represent only the
minimum of the faux frais de production. If they enable the
producers to produce more values than they could produce
without this division of labour, and so much more that a surplus
remains after paying for this function, then they have, in effect,
increased production. However, in this case, the values have
increased not because the operations of circulation have created
value, but because they have absorbed less value than they would
have done otherwise. However, they are a necessary condition for
production by capital.

The time lost by a capitalist in carrying out exchange is not as
such a deduction from labour time. He is a capitalist—i.e. the
representative of capital, personified capital——only in as much as
he relates to labour as alien labour and appropriates and posits
alien labour time. Hence circulation costs do not exist in the sense
that they take away the time of the capitalist. His time is posited as
superfluous time: not-labour-time, time that does mot produce value,
although it is capital that realises the value produced. The fact that
the worker must work surplus time is identical with the capitalist’s
not having to work; it follows that his time is posited as
not-labour-time, and that he does not work even the necessary time.
The worker must work surplus time to be allowed to reify, utilise,
i.e. objectify, the labour time necessary for his reproduction. On
the other hand, the capitalist’s necessary labour time, too, is
therefore free time, time not required for his immediate subsis-
tence. Since all free time is time for free development, the capitalist
usurps the free time created by the workers for society, i.e.
civilisation, and Wade is indeed right in this sense when he
equates capital with civilisation.*

In so far as circulation time claims the time of the capitalist as

a J. Wade, History of the Middle and Working Classes, 3rd ed., London, 1835,
pp. 161, 162 and 164.— Ed.
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such, it is, from the economic viewpoint, exactly of as much
concern to us as the time he spends with his doxy. If TiMe is MoNEy,
this applies, from the standpoint of capital, only to alien labour
time, which is, indeed, the money of capital in the most basic sense
of the word. With respect to capital as such, circulation time can
be equated with labour time only in so far as it interrupts the time
during which capital can appropriate alien labour time-—and it is
clear that this relative devaluation of capital adds nothing to its
valorisation, but can only detract from it—or in so far as
circulation costs capital objectified alien labour time, values.
[VI-25] (E.g., because capital must pay someone else to perform
this function.) In both cases, circulation time only comes into
consideration in so far as it cancels, negates alien labour time,
whether by interrupting the process of appropriation of alien
labour time by capital, or by obliging capital to consume part of
the produced value in order to accomplish the operations of
circulation, i.e. in order to posit itself as capital. (This must be
carefully distinguished from the prRIVATE CONSUMPTION OF THE CAPITALIST.)

Circulation time comes into consideration only in its relation
to—as a limit upon, negation of —the production time of capital; but
this production time is the time during which capital appropriates
alien labour, the alien labour time posited by capital. It is the
greatest confusion to regard the time spent by the capitalist on
circulation as time positing value or, indeed, time positing surplus
value. Capital as such has no labour time other than its production
time. The capitalist does not concern us here at all, except as
capital. As such, too, he is active only in the overall process which
we have to analyse. Otherwise one could even imagine that the
capitalist is entitled to compensation for the time during which he does not
earn money as the wage worker of another capitalist—or else that he
loses that time. That it belongs to the production costs. The time he
loses or employs as a capitalist is, in general, lost time, placé a fonds
perdu,” from this viewpoint. We shall have to discuss later the
so-called labour time of the capitalist—as distinct from that of the
worker—which is supposed to form the basis of the capitalist’s
profit as waces sui generis.

Nothing is more common than to include transport, etc., in so
far as they are connected with commerce, among the pure costs of
circulation. By bringing a product to market, commerce gives it a
new form. Of course, it only changes the spatial location of the
product. But we are not concerned with the way in which its form

2 A wasted fund.— Ed.
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is altered. Commerce imparts a new use value to the product (and
this is true right down to the retailer, who weighs, measures and
packs it up, thus giving the product a form that makes it suitable
for consumption). This new use value costs labour time and hence
is simultaneously exchange value. The bringing to market is part
of the production process itself. The product is a commodity, is in
circulation, only when it is on the market.

//“In every species of industry the entrepreneurs become sellers of products,
while the entire rest of the nation and often even foreign nations are buyers of
these products... The continuous, constantly repeated movement made by
circulating capital in departing from the entrepreneur and in returning to him in
the form it first possessed, is comparable to its traversing a circle. Hence the name
‘circulating’ applied to capital, and ‘circulation” applied to its movement” (Storch,
Cours d'économie politique, Vol. 1, Paris, 1823, pp. 404-05. Notebook,? p. 34).2

“In the broad sense, circulation includes the movement of every commodity
which is exchanged” (p. 405, Lc.). “Circulation is effected by exchanges ... once
money is introduced, they [commodities] are no longer exchanged, they are sold”
(pp- 405-06, l.c.). “To put a commodity into circulation, it is sufficient to offer it
[for sale]... Wealth in circulation: commodity” (p. 407, l.c.). “Commerce is only a
part of circulation. The former comprehends only the purchases and sales by
merchants; the latter those by all entrepreneurs and even all INHABITANTS” (p. 408,
l.c).

“Circulation is real, and its value increases the annual product, only as long as
the costs of circulation are indispensable for getting the commodities to the consumers.
From the moment when it exceeds this measure, circulation is artificial and no
longer contributes in any way to the enrichment of the nation” (p. 409). “In recent
years, we have seen examples of artificial circulation in Russia, at St. Petersburg.
The stagnation of foreign trade had forced the merchants to adopt a different
method of investing their idle capital; no longer being able to use it to import
foreign commodities and to export domestic ones, they hoped to profit by buying
and reselling commodities available on the market. Enormous quantities of sugar,
coffee, hemp, iron, etc., passed rapidly from one merchant to another, and often a
commodity changed hands twenty times without leaving the warehouse. A
circulation of this type offers merchants all the opportunities of a game of chance.
But while it enriches some, it ruins others, and the national wealth gains nothing
from it. Similarly in the circulation of money... An artificial circulation of this type,
which is only based upon the simple variation of prices, is called agiotage” (pp. 410,
411). “Circulation only benefits society in so far as it is indispensable for bringing
the goods to the consumer. Every detour, retardation, intermediate exchange
which is not absolutely necessary to bring this about, or which does not contribute
to diminishing the costs of circulation, harms the national wealth by needlessly raising
the prices of commodities” (p. 411).

“Circulation is the more productive the more rapid it is, i.e. the less time it
requires to enable the entrepreneur to dispose of the finished product which he
offers for sale, and to regain his capital in its original form” (p. 411). “The
entreprencur can only recommence production after he has sold the finished

2 Marx reproduces these and the following passages from Storch in German
translation, using many French words and phrases.— Ed.
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product and has used the price in purchasing new matiéres and new salaires. Hence,
the more promptly circulation brings about these two effects, the more quickly is
he in a position to recommence his production, and the greater the profit his
capital yields in a given period of time” (pp. 411-12). “A nation whose capital
circulates rapidly enough to return several times a year to him who first set it in
motion, is in the same position as the labourer in a favourable climate, who can
raise three or four harvests in succession on the same land each year” (pp. 412,
413). “A slow circulation makes the objects of consumption more expensive
(1) indirectly, by diminishing the volume of commodities that could exist;
(2) directly, because as long as a product is in circulation iis value is progressively
increased by the interest on the capital employed in its production. The more
slowly circulation goes on, the more this interest piles up, needlessly raising the
price of the commodity.” “Means for the shortening and acceleration of
circulation: (1) formation of a special class of workers solely occupied in commerce;
(2) ease of transportation; (3) money; (4) credit” (p. 413).//

Simple circulation consisted of a multitude of simultaneous or
successive exchanges. Strictly speaking, their unity as circulation
existed only from the standpoint of the observer. (Exchange may
be a matter of chance, and it more or less has this character where
it is confined to the exchange of the surplus, and does not
embrace the entire production process.) In the circulation of
capital, we have a series of exchange operations, of acts of
exchange, each of which constitutes a qualitative moment vis-a-vis
the other, a moment in the reproduction and growth of capital. A
system of exchanges, exchange of matter, if seen from the angle
of use value; a change of form, if seen from the angle of value as
such. The product is related to the commodity as use value to
exchange value; the commodity is related similarly to money. Here
the one series attains its peak. Money is related to the commodity
into which it is reconverted, as exchange value to use value, and to
an even greater degree the same is true of the relation of money
to labour.

[VI-26] In so far as capital in every moment of the process is
itself the possibility of transition into its other, next phase, and is
thus the possibility of the whole process which expresses the
life-act of capital, each of the moments appears as potentially
capital —hence commodity capital, money capital—alongside the
value which posits itself as capital in the production process. The
commodity may represent capital as long as it can be converted
into money, i.e. as long as it can purchase wage labour (surplus
labour). This from the aspect of the form deriving from the
circulation of capital. From the material aspect, the commodity
remains capital as long as it constitutes raw material (in the strict
sense or partly processed), instrument, and means of subsistence
for the workers. Each of these forms is potential capital. Money is,

3-785
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on the one hand, realised capital, capital as realised value. From
this aspect (considered as the end-point of circulation, where it
must also be considered as the point of departure), money is
capital »xat’égoxmp.” It is then once again capital, especially in
relation to the production process, to the extent that it is
exchanged for living labour. On the other hand, when the
capitalist exchanges it for commodities (purchases new raw
materials, etc.), it appears not as capital but as means of
circulation; merely a vanishing mediator by means of which the
capitalist exchanges his product for its primary elements.
Circulation is not a merely external operation for capital. Just as
it only becomes capital by means of the productlon process, in
which value is perpetuated and increased, so it is reconverted into
the pure form of value—in which both the traces of its becoming
and 1ts specific being in use value are extinguished—only by
means of the first act of circulation. The repetition of this act, i.e.
of the life-process [of capital], is only made possible by the second
act of circulation, which consists in the exchange of money for the
conditions of production and is the introduction to the act of
production. Circulation therefore belongs within the concept of
capital. Initially, money or accumulated labour appeared as a
prerequisite for, and hence preceding, the exchange with free
labour. But the apparent independence of the objective moment
of capital in relation to labour was cancelled, and objectified
labour, which becomes independent in value, appeared in every
respect as the product of alien labour, the alienated product of labour
itself. In similar fashion, capital now appears first as presupposed
to its circulation (capital as money was presupposed to its
becoming capital; but capital as the result of value absorbing and
assimilating living labour appeared as the point of departure of
the circulation of capital, not of circulation in general), as if capital
existed independently, indifferent to and without this process. But
the movement of the metamorphoses it has to go through appears now as a
condition of the production process itself, just as much as its result.
Capital in its reality thus appears as a series of turnovers in a
given period. It is no longer merely a single turnover, a single
circulation, but the positing of turnovers, of the entire process. Its
positing of value therefore appears as determined (and value is
capital only in so far as it is value which perpetuates and multiplies
itself) (1) qualitatively: since it cannot renew the phase of
production without passing through the phases of circulation;

4 In the true sense.— Ed.
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(2) quantitatively: since the quantity of values which it posits
depends upon the number of turnovers it performs in a given
period; (3) since circulation time thus appears from both aspects
as a limiting principle, a barrier to production time and vice versa.
Hence capital is essentially circulating capital. While appearing as
owner and master in the workshop of the production process, it is,
from the angle of circulation, dependent and determined by the
social nexus, which at the point where we still find ourselves
causes capital to enter into simple circulation and figure in it
alternately as C over against M and M over against C.

Yet this circulation is a mist veiling an entire world, the world of
the interconnections of capital, which affix the property deriving
from circulation, from social intercourse, to this intercourse and
rob it of the independence of seLrsusTaINING PROPERTY as its
characteristic feature. Two views of this world, as yet lying in the
distance, have already opened up to us: [firstly,] at the point where
the circulation of capital precipitates from its circle the value
which capital posits and circulates in the form of the product, and
secondly, at the point where capital draws another product from
circulation into its circuit, converting this product itself into one of
the moments of its existence. At the second point, it presupposes
production, though not its own immediate production. At the first
point, it may presuppose either production, if its product is itself
the raw material for other production; or consumption, if its
product has acquired the final fosm that makes it suitable for
consumption. That much is clear that consumption does not have
to enter into its circle directly. The characteristic circulation of
capital is, as we shall see later, still CIRCULATION BETWEEN DEALERS AND
pEaLers.’ CircuLaTioN BETWEEN pEaLiRs and consumers, identical with
retail trade, is a second circle, which does not fall within the
immediate sphere of circulation of capital. It is a path it traverses
after and simultaneously with traversing the first path. The
simultaneity of the different paths traversed by capital, like that of its
different determinations, only becomes evident when many
capitals are presupposed. In the same way, the life-process of man
consists in his passing through a succession of ages; at the same
time, all ages of man exist alongside one another, distributed to
different individuals.

In so far as capital’s production process is, at the same time, a
technological process—production process pure and simple—
namely, the production of particular use values by means of
particular labour, in short, production carried on in a way
determined by this purpose itself; in so far as of all these

3
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production processes, the most fundamental appears to be that by
which the body reproduces for itself the necessary exchange of
matter, i.e. produces means of subsistence in the physiological
sense; In so far as this production process coincides with
agriculture, which either directly (as in the case of cotton, flax,
etc.) or indirectly, by means of the animals it feeds (silk, wool,
etc.), simultaneously supplies a large part of the raw materials for
industry (in effect, all that are not supplied by the extractive
industries); in so far as reproduction in agriculture in the
temperate zone (the homeland of capital) is tied up with the
general telluric circulation, i.e. harvests are mostly of an annual
nature—in so far as all this is so, the year is generally taken as the
period of time with respect to which the sum of turnovers of
capital is calculated and measured (except that the year is
calculated differently for the different branches of production),
just as the natural working day provided such a natural unit as
measure of labour time. Accordingly, in the calculation of profit,
and even more in that of interest, we see the unity of circulation
time and production time--capital—posited as such and acting as
its own measuring-rod. Capital itself as capital-in-process—i.e.
capital performing a turnover—[VI-27] is regarded as working
capital, and the fruits wHicH 11 1s surrosep To viELD are calculated with
respect to its working time—the -total circulation time of one
turnover. The mystification to which this gives rise is inherent in
the nature of capital.

Before we embark upon a more detailed analysis of the
arguments outlined above, let us first examine the distinctions
between fixed capital and circulating capital given by the econom-
ists. Above, we have already come across a new moment which
enters in the calculation of profit as distinct from surplus value.?
Similarly, another new moment must emerge now between profit
and interest. Surplus value in relation to circulating capital
obviously appears as profit, in distinction to interest as surplus
value in relation to fixed capital.

Profit and interest are both forms of surplus value. Profit is
contained in price, and hence ceases and is realised as soon as
capital has reached that point in its circulation at which it is
reconverted into money, or passes over from its form as
commodity into the form of money. The striking ignorance upon
which Proudhon’s polemic against interest is based [will be discussed]
later on.

2 See present edition, Vol. 28, p. 485.— Ed.
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(Yet, lest we forget it, here once more ad vocem® Proudhon: The
problem of surrLus vaLue, which is a source of much trouble for all
Ricardians and anti-Ricardians, is solved by this bold thinker
simply by mystifying it. “ Tout travail laisse un surplus”, “je le pose en
axiome”..." The basic formula to be looked up in my notebook.’
The fact that labour is done in excess of necessary labour is turned
by Proudhon into a mystical property of labour. Surplus value
cannot be explained by the mere growth of the productive power
of labour; for while the latter may increase the quantity of
products produced in a definite labour time, it can give no
rLus-vaLuE to them. It is only relevant here in as much as it sets free
surpLus TIME, TIME for labour in excess of necessary labour. The sole
extra-economic Fact here is that man does not need all his time for
the production of Necessaries, that he has free time at his disposal
in excess of the labour time necessary for subsistence, and hence
can use it also for surplus labour. But there is nothing mystical
about this, since his NEcessaries are small in the same measure as is
his labour power?® in the primitive condition. And wage labour, in
general, makes its appearance only when the productive power has
already been developed to such an extent that a significant
amount of time has been set free. This setting-free is already an
historical product here. Proudhon’s ignorance is only EQuaLLep BY
Bastiat’s décroissante rate du profit qui est supposé d’étre léquivalent
d’une rate du salair croissante Bastiat gives a dual expression to this
Nonsense, which he borrows from Carey: firstly, the rate of profit
falls (i.e. the ratio of surplus value to the capital employed);
secondly, prices fall, but value, i.e. the total sum of prices,
increases. This merely means that what grows is the cross proFIT,
not the rate of profit.)

Firstly, fixed capital in the sense in which we have used it above.
Defined by John St. Mill (Essays on Some Unsettled Questions of
Political Economy,) (p. 55) as tied-down capital, capital which is not
DISPOSABLE, MOt avalLaBLE, stuck fast in a particular phase of its
overall circulation process. In this sense he correctly says, as does
Bailey too in the above quotations,” that a large part of a country’s
capital always lies idle.

a As regards.— Ed.

b “All labour gives rise to a surplus”, “I take it as an axiom.”— Ed.

¢ Falling rate of profit, supposed to be the equivalent of a rising rate of
wages.— Ed.

d This refers to the quotations, in the previous section, from [S. Bailey,] Money
and Its Vicissitudes in Value, London, 1837, and ]. St. Mill, Essays on Some Unsettled
Questions of Political Economy. See present edition, Vol. 28, pp. 503-04, 535-36.-— Ed.
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“The distinction into fixed and floating capital is more apparent than
real. For example, gold is FIXED CAPITAL; FLOATING only as far as it is consumed for
GILDING, etc. Ships are fixed capital, ALTHOUGH LITERALLY FLOATING. FOREIGN
RAILWAY SHARES ARE ARTICLES OF COMMERCE IN OUR MARKETS; SO MAY OUR RAILWAYS
BE IN THE MARKETS OF THE WORLD; AND SO FAR THEY ARE FLOATING CAPITAL, ON A PAR
WITH GOLD” (Anderson, The Recent Commercial Disiress, etc., London, 1847, p. 4)
(Notebook I, 27).9

According to Say, [fixed capital is] capital

“so engaged in one kind of production that it can no longer be diverted from it
to be employed in another kind of produciion” (Traité d’économie politique, Vol. II,
Paris, 1817, p. 430).2

The identification of capital with a particular use value, use
value for the process of production. The fact that capital as value
is tied to a particular use value—use value within production—is
at any rate an important aspect. It expresses more than does the
inability to circulate, which essentially means only that fixed capital
1s the opposite of circulating capital.

In his Logic of Political Economy ([London, Edinburgh, 1844,]
pp- 113-14) (Notebook X, 4),'° De Quincey says:

“CIRCULATING CAPITAL, IN ITS NORMAL IDEA, MEANS ANY AGENT WHATEVER”
(marvellous logician) “USED PRODUCTIVELY WHICH PERISHES IN THE VERY ACT OF BEING
USED.”

(According to this, coal would be circulating capital, and so would be
oil, but not cotton, etc. It cannot be said THAT COTTON PERISHES BY BEING
TRANSFORMED INTO TWIST OR CALICO, AND SUCH TRANSFORMATION MEANS CERTAINLY
USING IT PRODUGCTIVELY!)

“Capital is FIXED, if the object serves, repeatedly, again and again, for the same
operation, AND BY HOW MUCH LARGER HAS BEEN THE RANGE OF ITERATIONS, BY SO
MUCH MORE INTENSELY i THE TOOL, ENGINE, OR MACHINERY ENTITLED TO THE
DENOMINATION OF FIXED” (pp. 113-14) (Notebook X, 4).

According to this, circuraTiNG carrtaL would perish, be consumed, in
the act of production; fixed capital-——which for greater clarity is
defined as roor, encInNE, or macuinery (and which therefore excludes,
€. g., the iMproveMenTs incorporated in the soil)—would serve
repeatedly for the same operation. The distinction concerns here
only the technological difference in the act of production; it does
not concern the form at all. CircuraTine and Fixep cariTaL, in the
distinctions given here, may well possess features on the strength
of which one agent, “any acent wHaTever”, is Fixep capital and the
other cmrcuLATING, but NEITHER OF THEM [pOSS€sses] ANY QUALIFICATION
WHICH WOULD ENTITLE IT TO THE ‘‘DENOMINATION”’ OF CAPITAL.

2 Marx quotes in French.— Ed.
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According to Ramsay ([An Essay on the Distribution of Wealth,
Edinburgh, London, 1836,] IX, 83-84)"

“only the approvisionnement® is CIRCULATING CAPITAL, because the capitalist MUST
PART WITH IT IMMEDIATELY and it does not enter into the process of reproduction at all,
but is exchanged direct for living labour, for consumption. All other capital (raw
material, t0oo) REMAINS IN THE POSSESSION OF ITS OWNER OR EMPLOYER UNTIL THE
PRODUCE IS COMPLETED” (l. c. [p. 21]). “CIRCULATING CAPITAL CONSISTS ONLY OF
SUBSISTENCE AND OTHER NECESSARIES ADVANCED TO THE WORKMAN, PREVIOUS TO THE
COMPLETION OF THE PRODUCE OF HIS LABOUR” (l.c. [p. 23]).

With respect to the approvisionnement, he is right in so far as
it is the only part of capital which circulates during the produc-
tion phase itself, and from this aspect it is circulating capital par
excellence. On the other hand, it is wrong to maintain that Fixep capitarL
REMAINS IN THE POSSESSION OF ITS OWNER OR EMPLOYER Nno longer than or only
“uNTIL THE PRODUCE Is coMPLETED”’. Hence later, too, he defines rixep
CAPITAL as

“ANY PORTION OF THAT LABOUR (BESTOWED UPON ANY COMMODITY) IN A FORM IN
WHICH, THOUGH ASSISTING TO RAISE THE FUTURE COMMODITY, IT DOES NOT MAINTAIN
LABOUR” [p. 59).

(But how many comMopITIES DO NoT MAINTAIN LaBour! 1. e. do not
belong to the articles of the worker’s consumption. In Ramsay’s
view, these are all fixed capital)

(If the interest on £100 at the end of the first year or of the
first three months is £5, then at the end of the first year, the
capital will be 105 or 100 (1 + 0.05); at the end of the 4th year, it
will =100 (1+0.05)*=£121. £%/100 and £ '/1600=£121 11s. /s
farth. or £121 11s. 0.6 farthing. Therefore it yields £1 11s. ®/;
farthing over and above 20.)

[VI-28] (In the question posed above,’ it is assumed that on the
one hand a capital of 400 turns over only once in a year, while on
the other [a capital of 100 turns over] four times, in both cases at
5%. In the first case the capital would yield 5% once a year, i.e. 20
on 400; in the second case, 4 X 5%, likewise 20, on 100 in a year.
The velocity of circulation would compensate for the size of the
capital; just as in simple money circulation, 100,000 thaler which
circulates three times a year is=to 300,000, but so also is 3,000
which circulates 100 times. But if the capital circulates four times a

a Means of subsistence.— Ed.
b See this volume, pp. 18-19.— Ed.
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year, it is posstble that the surplus gain itself is added to the capital
in the second turnover and turned over with it. In this way the
difference of £1 11s. 0.6 farthing would come about. But this
difference in no way follows from the presupposition. Only the
abstract possibility exists. What follows from the presupposition is,
rather, that three months are necessary to turn over a capital of
£100. Then, if, e.g., the month = 30 days, to turn over a capital of
£105—assuming the same turnover ratio, the same relation of the
turnover time to the size of the capital—would take not 3 months
90 x 105 9450
but* 105:x=100:90; x= —— =
100 100
4'/; days. The first difficulty is thereby completely resolved.)
(The fact that a larger capital with a slower turnover does not
produce more surplus value than a smaller capital with a relatively
more rapid turnover, in no way means in itself that a smaller
capital turns over more rapidly than a larger one. In so far as the
larger capital consists of more fixed capital and must seek out
more distant markets, this is indeed the case. The size of the
market and the velocity of circulation are not necessarily inversely
related. This relationship only occurs when the available physical
market is no longer the economic market, i.e. when the economic
market moves farther and farther away from the place of
production. Incidentally, to the extent that this does not stem
from the mere distinction between fixed and circulating capital,
the moments determining the circulation of the different capitals
cannot, as yet, be discussed here at all. It may be observed in
passing that in so far as trade posits new points of circulation, i.e.
brings different countries into the sphere of commerce, discovers
new markets, etc., this is something quite different from the mere
circulation costs, which are required to effect a definite number of
exchange operations. It is the positing of exchange itself, not of
operations of exchange. Creation of markets. This point will have
to be considered specially, before we nave pone wiTH cIRCULATION.)

= 94°/1, days = 3 months

Let us now continue our examination of the views on ‘“rixep”
and ‘‘CIRCULATING cAPITAL”.

“Depending on whether capital is more perishable or less perishable, i.e. must be
reproduced more frequently or less frequently in a given period of time, it is called
circulating capital or fixed capital. Furthermore, capital circulates, or returns to its
employer, in very unequal times. E.g., the wheat bought by a farmer to sow is

* On the other hand, it could be assumed that, with continuity of the
production process, the surplus obtained is converted into capital every 3 months.
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comparatively a fixed capital to the wheat purchased by a baker to make into loaves”
(Ricardo, [On the Principles i){ Political Economy, and Taxation, 3rd edition, London,
1821, pp. 26-27,] VIII, 19)

Then he also remarks:

“Different proportions of fixed and circulating capital in different trades; different
durability of fixed capital itself” (Ricardo, lc. [p. 27)).

“Two kinds of COMMERCE may employ capital of equal value, but it may be very
differently divided with respect to the part which is fixed, and that which is
circulating. They may even employ an equal value of fixed capital and of
circulating capital; but the durability of the fixed capital may be very unequal. E.g.,
one may have steam-engines to the value of £10,000, the other, ships.” (This from
the translation of Ricardos book [published] by Say, [Des principes de l'économie
politique et de Uimpot, 2nd ed.,} Vol. 1, [Paris, 1835,] pp. 29, 30).

What is wrong, from the outset, is that, according to Ricardo,
capital is “more or less perishable”. Capital as capital, value, is not
perishable. Yet the use value in which the value is fixed, in which
it exists, is “more or less perishable” and must therefore “be
reproduced more frequently or less frequently in a given period of time”.
Hence the distinction between fixed capital and circulating capital
is reduced here to the greater or lesser necessity to reproduce a given
capital, in a given period of time. This is one distinction made by
Ricardo.

The different degrees of durability or different degrees of fixity of
capital, i.e. the different degrees, the relative duration of the relative
fixity, is the second distinction. So that fixed capital itself is fixed
more or less. The same capital appears in the same business in two
different forms, particular modes of existence, as fixed and circulating,
hence exists doubly. To be fixed or circulating appears as a
particular determinateness of capital, apart from that of being
capital. But it necessarily must proceed to this particularity.

Finally, as [regards] the third distinction, “that capital circulates,
or returns, in very unequal times’, Ricardo means by it, as his
example of the baker and the farmer shows, merely the difference
in the time for which capital in different branches of business,
according to their specificity, is fixed, engaged in the phase of
production as distinct from that of circulation. Fixed capital
therefore occurs here as we had it before, as fixedness in each
phase; except that the specifically longer or shorter fixedness in
the phase of production, in this definite phase, is regarded as
positing a characteristic feature, a particularity, of capital.

Money sought to posit itself as imperishable value, as eternal
value, by relating negatively to circulation, i.e. to exchange with
real wealth, perishable commodities, which are dissolved in
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transient enjoyments, as Petty very neatly and very naively puts it.
In capital, the imperishability of value is posited (To A CERTAIN DEGREE)
in that capital, while of course embodying itself in, adopting the
form of, perishable commodities, just as constantly changes form,
alternately adopting its eternal form as money and its perishable
form as commodities. The imperishability is posited as the only
thing it can be, perishability that is perishable— process—life. But
capital maintains this ability only by constantly sucking in,
vampire-like, living labour as its life-blood.

The imperishability—the durability of value in its form as
capital—is only posited by reproduction, which itself is dual,
reproduction as commodity, reproduction as money and unity of
these two reproduction processes. When reproduced as a com-
modity, capital is fixed in a particular form of use value, and
hence is not universal exchange value, or indeed realised value, as it
should be. That it has posited itself as value in the act of
reproduction, in the production phase, it only proves through
circulation. The greater or lesser perishability of the commodity in
which [VI-29] value exists, requires slower or more rapid
reproduction of that value, i.e. repetition of the labour process.

The particular nature of the use value in which value exists, or
which now appears as the body of capital, appears here as itself
determining the form and the action of capital; as giving one capital
a particular quality as compared with another; as particularising it.
Hence, as we have already seen on repeated occasions, nothing is
more mistaken than overlooking the fact that the distinction
between use value and exchange value, which in simple circula-
tion, to the extent that it is 7realised, lies outside the economic
determination of form, lies outside it in general. We have found,
rather, that at the different stages of the development of economic
relations exchange value and use value are determined in
different relations, and that this determinateness itself appears as
a different determination of value as such.

Use value itself plays a role as an economic category. Where
precisely it does so, emerges from the development itself. E.g.
Ricardo, while believing that bourgeois political economy deals
only with exchange value and treats use value merely as exoteric,
derives precisely the most important determinations of exchange
value from use value, from their mutual relation: for instance, rent,
the minimum level of wages, and the distinction between fixed and

2 W. Petty, Several Essays in Political Arithmetick, London, 1699, pp. 178-79 and
195-96.— Ed.
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circulating capital, to which precisely he attributes a very important
influence on the determination of prices (THROUGH THE DIFFERENT
REACTION PRODUCED UPON THEM BY A RISE OR FALL IN THE RATE OF WAGES).
Similarly in the relationship of demand and supply, etc.

The same determination appears once in the determination of
use value and then in that of exchange value, but at different
stages and with different significance. Using is consuming,
whether for production or for consumption. Exchange is this act
mediated by a social process. The using itself may be posited by,
and be a mere consequence of, exchange; on the other hand,
exchange may appear simply as a moment of using, etc. From the
standpoint of capital (in circulation), exchange appears as the
positing of its use value; while, on the other hand, its use (in the
act of production) appears as positing for exchange, as the
positing of its exchange value.

It is the same with production and consumption. In the
bourgeois economy (as in every economy) they are posited in
specific distinctions and in specific unities. The point is, precisely,
to understand this differentia specifica. Mr. Proudhon’s or the social
sentimentalists’ [assertion] that they are the same gets one
nowhere.”

The good thing about Ricardo’s analysis is that, to begin with,
the moment is emphasised of the necessity of more rapid or slower
reproduction; that, hence, the greater or lesser perishability, the
slower or more rapid consumption (in the sense of self-
consumption), is considered with respect to capital itself. L.e., the
relationship of use value for capital itself.

Sismondi, on the contrary, at once introduces a determination
which is initially exoteric to capital: direct or indirect consumption by
man, i.e. whether the object is a direct or an indirect means of
subsistence for him. He associates this with the more rapid or slower
consumption of the object itself. The objects which serve directly as
means of subsistence are more perishable, because intended for
consumption, than those which help to make means of subsistence.
The latter type of objects are meant to be durable; their
perishability is fate. He says:

“Fixed capital is consumed slowly, in an indirect manner, to help to reproduce what
man destines for his use; circulating capital never ceases to be directly employed
for the use of man. Whenever a thing is consumed, it is consumed for one person
sans retour®; at the same time, there may be a person for whom its consumption

a See present edition, Vol. 28, pp. 31 and 339-40.— Ed.
b Irrevocably.— Ed.
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implies its reproduction” (Sismondi, [Nouveaux principes d'économie politique, 2nd
ed., Vol. I, Paris, 1827, p. 95] VI).13

He also represents the relationship thus:

“The first transformation of the annual consumption into permanent installations
suitable for increasing the productive forces of future labour [is] fixed capital; this first
labour is always accomplished by a labour, represented by a wage, exchanged for
means of subsistence, which the worker consumes in the process of labour. Fixed
capital is consumed gradually” (i.e. is gradually used up). Second transformation:
“Circulating capital consists of the seeds to be worked up by labour (raw material) and
the worker’s consumption” (l.c. [pp. 97-98, 94]).

This is more relevant to the origin [of capital]. Firstly, the
transformation of fixed capital itself into what is merely a stationary
form of circulating capital, fixed circulating capital; secondly, the
purpose: the one is intended to be consumed as means of
production, the other as product; or the different ways in which a
thing is consumed, determined by its role among the conditions of
production in the production process.

Cherbuliez simplifies the matter in the sense that circulating
capital [is] the consumable, fixed capital the non-consumable, part of
capital.® (The one can be eaten up, the other cannot. A very asy
METHOD OF TAKING THE THING.)

Storch, in a passage already cited above® (34 in the Notebook),
vindicates for circulating capital in general the property of capital
to circulate. But he refutes himself by arguing® that

“all fixed capital is originally derived from circulating capital and must
constantly be maintained at the expense of the latter”.d

(Hence it derives from circulation, or is itself circulating in its
first moment and constantly renews itself by means of circulation;
consequently, though it does not enter into circulation, circulation
enters into it.) Storch adds further on:

“No fixed capital can bring in revenue except by means of circulating capital” (26, b
Notebook).14

We shall come back to this later.

//**Reproductive consumption is not, properly speaking, an expense, but merely
an advance, since it is reimbursed to him who grants it.” Storch’s polemic against
Say [Considérations etc.], p. 54 (p. 5b, second notebook on Storch).

2 A. Cherbuliez, Richesse ou pauvreté, Paris, 1841, pp. 16-19.— Ed.
b See this volume, p. 24— Ed.

¢ H. Storch, Cours d'économie politique, Vol. 1, p. 246.— Ed.

d Here and below Marx quotes Storch in French.— Ed.
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(The capitalist gives back to the worker a part of his own
surplus labour in the form of an avance for which he must
reimburse the capitalist not merely with an equivalent, but with
surplus labour.)//

(The formula for the calculation of compound interest is:
S=c¢ (1+1i)" (S is the total volume of capital ¢ after the lapse
of m years at an interest rate of i.)

The formula for the calculation of an anwuvrry is:

c(l+ 1) )

x (the annuITY) = .
A4+ + o (4

In the preceding analysis, we divided capital up into constant
value and wvariable value® This is always correct when capital is
considered within the production phase, ie. in its immediate
valorisation process. How capital itself, as presupposed value, may
alter its value, depending upon whether its reproduction costs rise
or fall, or also as a result of a fall in profits, etc., obviously does
not belong here, where the general concept of capital is discussed,
but in the section dealing with capital as real capital, as the
reciprocal effect of many capitals upon each other.

//Because competition appears historically as the dissolution of
guild compulsion, government regulation, internal tariffs and the
like, within the country, and as the abolition of shutting-off,
prohibition or protection, on the world market—in short, because
it appears historically as the negation of the limits and barriers
peculiar to the production stages preceding capital-—and because
historically it was quite correctly described and [VI-30] advocated
by the Physiocrats as laissez faive, laissez passer, it has accordingly
been considered in terms of that, purely negative, its purely
historical, aspect. On the other hand, this has led to the even
greater stupidity of regarding competition as the clash of the un-
fettered individuals actuated only by self-interest—as the mutual
repulsion and attraction of the free individuals, and hence as the
absolute form of existence of free individuality in the sphere of
production and exchange. Nothing could be further from the
truth.

(1) If free competition dissolved the barriers of earlier
production relations and modes of production, one must d’abord®
take into account that what was a barrier to free competition, was

2 See present edition, Vol. 28, pp. 291-323 and 352-53.— Ed.
b First of all.— Ed.
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an immanent limit for earlier modes of production, within which
they spontaneously developed and moved. These limits became
barriers only after the productive forces and relations of
intercourse had attained a level of development sufficient for
capital as such to begin to act as the regulating principle of
production. The limits it swept away were barriers to its
movement, development, realisation. In so doing, it by no means
abolished all limits, or all barriers, only the limits that did not
correspond to it, that were barriers to it. Within its own
limits—much as they may appear, from a higher viewpoint, as
barriers to production and be posited as such by capital’s own
historical development—it feels itself to be free, unconfined, i.e.
limited only by itself, only by its own conditions of life. Just as
guild industry in its heyday found in the guild organisation
absolutely the kind of freedom which it needed, i.e. the
production relations which corresponded to it. Indeed, it posited
these relations out of itself and developed them as its own
immanent conditions, hence not at all as external and restricting
barriers. From the historical aspect, the negation of the guild
system, etc., by capital through free competition merely means
that capital, once it had grown strong enough, tore down, by
means of the mode of intercourse adequate to it, the historical
barriers which hindered and impeded the movement adequate to
it.

Yet competition is far removed from having only this historical
significance or from being only this negativity. Free competition is
the relation of capital to itself as another capital, i.e. the real
behaviour of capital as capital. It is only at this point that the inner
laws of capital—which only appear as tendencies in the initial
historical stages of its development-—are first posited as laws;
production based upon capital only posits itself in its adequate
forms in so far and to the extent that free competition is
developed. For free competition is the free development of the
mode of production based upon capital; the free development of
its conditions and of its process as constantly reproducing these
conditions.

In free competition, it is capital that is set free, not the
individuals. As long as production based on capital is the
necessary, hence the most appropriate, form for the development
of society’s productive power, the movement of individuals within
the pure conditions of capital appears as their freedom. But then
it is also dogmatically affirmed as such by continual references to
the barriers which free competition has demolished. Free competi-
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tion is the real development of capital. By means of it, that which
corresponds to the nature of capital, to the mode of production
based upon capital, to the concept of capital, is posited as an
external necessity for the individual capital. The reciprocal
compulsion exerted under free competition by capitals upon one
another, upon labour, etc. (the competition of workers among
themselves is merely another form of the competition of capitals)
is the free, and at the same time real, development of wealth as
capital. This is so much the case that the most profound economic
thinkers, e.g. Ricardo, presuppose the absolute dominance of free
competition as essential for studying and formulating the adequate
laws of capital, which simultaneously appear as the vital tendencies
dominating it.

On the other hand, free competition is the adequate form of the
productive process of capital. The further free competition is
developed, the purer do the forms of the movement of capital
emerge. What Ricardo, e.g., has thereby admitted, malgré lui, is
the historical nature of capital, and the restricted character of free
competition, which is merely the free movement of capitals, i.e.
their movement within conditions which are not part of any
dissolved earlier stages, but are capital’'s own conditions. The
dominance of capital is the presupposition for free competition,
just as the Roman imperial despotism was the presupposition for
the free Roman “private law”.

As long as capital is weak, it itself still looks for the crutches of
past modes of production, or of modes of production which pass
away with its rise. As soon as it feels strong enough, it throws the
crutches away and moves according to its own laws. As soon as it
begins to feel that it itself is, and is known to be, a barrier to
development, it takes refuge in forms which, while apparently
completing the dominance of capital by curbing free competition,
simultaneously proclaim the dissolution of capital and of the mode
of production based upon it. What is inherent in the nature of
capital is actually externalised, as an outward necessity, only by
competition, which is merely the forcing by the many capitals of
the immanent determinations of capital upon one another and
upon themselves. Hence not a single category of the bourgeois
economy, not even the most basic one, e.g. the determination of
value, really comes into its own [other than] through free
competition, i.e. through the actual process of capital, which
appears as the reciprocal effect of all capitals and all other
relations of production and commerce determined by capital upon
one another.
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Hence, on the other hand, the absurdity of regarding free
competition as the ultimate development of human freedom, and
the negation of free competition as equivalent to the negation of
individual freedom and of social production based upon individual
freedom. It is merely the kind of free development possible on the
limited basis of the domination of capital. This type of individual
freedom is therefore, at the same time, the most sweeping
abolition of all individual freedom and the complete subjugation
of individuality to social conditions which assume the form of
objective powers, indeed of overpowering objects—objects in-
dependent of the individuals relating to one another.

To bring out the essence of free competition is the only rational
answer to its glorification by the prophets of the mippLe cLass and to
its anathematising by the socialists. If it is argued that within free
competition individuals, in pursuing their purely private interest,
realise the common or rataer the general interest, this means
merely that they press upon each other under the conditions of
capitalist production and hence their mutual repulsion itself only
reproduces the conditions under which this interaction takes place.
Incidentally, once the illusory view of competition as the alleged
absolute form of free individuality begins to vanish, this is proof
that the conditions of competition, i.e. of production based upon
capital, are already felt to be and thought of as barriers and
therefore already are barriers, and to a constantly increasing
degree. The assertion that free competition is equivalent to the
ultimate form of development of the productive forces, and hence
of human freedom, boils down to the assertion that the rule of the
MIDDLE cLass is the terminal point of world history—certainly an
agreeable thought for the parvenus of the day before yesterday.//

[VI-31] Before continuing our survey of views on fixed and
circulating capital, let us for a moment return to something
discussed earlier.

For the time being we assume that production time coincides
with labour time. The case in which there are, within the
production phase itself, interruptions conditioned by the tech-
nological process will be considered later.

Suppose that the production phase of a capital is 60 working
days, 40 of which are necessary labour time. Then, under the law
developed earlier, surplus value, or the new value posited by
capital, i.e. the alien labour time appropriated, = 60 — 40; = 20. Let
this surplus value (=20) be represented by S, and the production
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phase—or the labour time used during the production phase—by
p. In a given period of time, (which we shall call Z)—e.g., 360
days—the total value produced can never be greater than the
[sum of value produced within the] number of production phases
contained in 360. The highest possible coefficient of S—i.e. the
maximum of surplus value that capital can produce under the
given assumptions—is equal to the number of repetitions of the
production of S in 360 days. The maximum number of times this
process——the reproduction of capital, or rather, now, the repro-
duction of its production process—can be repeated is determined
by the ratio of the production period to the overall time period
within which the former is to be repeated. If the given time=360

days, and the duration of the production phase=60 days, then

V4
360 or—-, i.e. 6, is the coefficient which shows how many times p

60
is contained in Z, or how many times, given its own immanent
limits, the process of reproduction of capital can be repeated in
360 days.

Self-evidently, the maximum quantity of S that can be
produced, i.e. of surplus value that can be posited, is determined
by the number of processes in which S can be produced in a given

time period. —g- expresses this relation. The quotient of %or q is
the largest possible coefficient of S in the time period of 360 days,

in general in Z. STZ or Sq is the maximum [surplus] value [that
VA .
can be produced in Z}. If -- =g, Z=pq, i.e. the entire duration of

Z would be production time: the production phase p is repeated
as many times as it is contained in Z. The total [surplus] value
produced by capital in a given period of time would then be=to
the surplus labour appropriated by it in one production phase X by
the number of times this production phase is contained in the
given time.

Hence, in the above example, = 20-**/so =20x6= 120 days. The

. . VA
magnitude ¢, i.e. R would express the number of turnovers of

i . zZ . . .
capital; but since Z=pq, P=7, i.e. the duration of one production

phase would be equal to the total time divided by the number of
turnovers. One production phase of capital would therefore equal
one turnover. Turnover time and production time would then be
completely identical; hence the number of turnovers would be



42 Outlines of the Critique of Political Economy

determined exclusively by the ratio of one production phase to
total time.

However, in this case, circulation time has been assumed as=0.
Actually, it has a certain length, which can never become=0. Now
assume that for every 60 days’ production time or 60 production
days, 30 circulation days are required. This circulation time,
required for p, can be designated as ¢. In this case, one turnover
of capital, i.e. the total time it requires before it is in a position to
repeat the valorisation process, the positing of surplus value, is
equal to 30+60,=90 days (=p+c¢) (U (turnover)=p+c).

In a period of 360 days, a turnover taking 90 days can be
repeated only % , L.e. 4 dmes. The surplus value of 20 could

then be posited only 4 times; 20X4=80. In 60 days, the capital
produces 20 surplus days; yet it must circulate for 30 days, i.e. it
cannot posit any surplus labour, any surplus value, during these
30 days. For the capital this is the same (so far as the result is
concerned) as if in 90 days it had only posited a surplus value of
20 days. Formerly, the number of turnovers was determined by

z ; now it is determined by “__,or Z, Formerly, the maximum
P : p+c U

[surplus] value was = ; the surplus value actually produced now
. Sz 360 360

s s (20- 60+30—2 ———20><4 80). The number of

turnovers is, therefore, equal to the total time divided by the sum
of the production time and the circulation time; and the total
[surplus]) value is S multiplied by the number of turnovers. But
this formula is not enough yet to express the relations of surplus
value, production time and circulation time.

The maximum of [surplus] value creation is expressed by the

SZ . .. . . . ..
formula - the maximum limited by circulation time is given by

Sz SZ . . .
Par: (or 7). Subtracting the second quantity from the first, we
get:

Sz Sz SZ(p+c)—SZp _SZp+SZc—SZp = Sic

p ptc  ppto plp +¢) T plp+c)’

. . SZi SZ
The difference is therefore ———— , — Xpic .

p(pto)
Sz
magnitude ==, or §', as we may represent [surplus] value in

The

the second determination, 1is expressed by the formula
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§'=

Sz —(EX c
p p “p+c
formula, others have to be brought in.

). Before we continue the analysis of this

) z . . , ,
If the quotient of ol designated as ¢’, then ¢’ expresses the

+
number of times U=(p+c¢) is contained in Z, the number of

V4 . .
turnovers. ——— =¢’; hence Z=pq'+cq’. In this equation, pg’
expresses the total production time and cq’ the total circulation
time.

Designate the total circulation time as C (so ¢¢'=C).
(Z (360)=4x60 (240)+4x30 (120). From what has been presup-
posed, g'=4. C=cq’=4c; 4 being the number of turnovers. As we

. . . SZ .
saw earlier, the maximum of [surplus] value creation = —-, but in

that case Z was assumed to be equal to the production time. Yet
now the actual production time is Z—¢q’, as also follows from the
equation. Z=pq’ (total production time)+¢q’ (total circulation time,
Z—

or C). Consequently, Z—C=pq’. As a result, S - is the

maximum of [surplus] value creation. For the production time is
not 360 days but 360 days — ¢q’, i.e. — 4x30, or — 120; hence [the
total surplus value produced is]

360—-120 20x240
0-( 60 )= 60
[VI-32] Finally, as regards the formula

SZ (SZ c )_360)(20__(20)(360 30 )=

St="0 60 80 304160

=80.

pctp
30 3 1
=120—(120x56)=6x20—(6><20><3 =20><6—(20><6><—3—) or

1
=120—-(120X§)= 120—-40=80,

it means that [surplus] value is equal to the maximum [surplus]
value, i.e. to the [surplus] value determined purely by the relation
of production time to total time, minus the number which
expresses how many times the circulation time is contained in this
maximum, and this number is the maximum itself multiplied by
the number of times one turnover is contained in ¢ in the
circulation time per turnover, or divided by the number which
expresses how many times ¢ is contained in ¢+p or C in Z
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If ¢ were=0, S’ would be = ipZ_, and would thus be at its

maximuni. S’ grows smaller in the same measure as c increases,
g

and hence is mversely related to it, for the factor C_-F—P and the

Sz SZ
number —>< , or 2L , which is to be subtracted from
sz c—i—p p U

5 the maximum {surplus] value, increase in the same measure.

[ _ 4
c+p U
turnover of capital. If we multiply the numerator and the

C . . . .
- 7 expresses the relation of circulation time to one

denominator b ’ et: car__ ¢ (“C—“i_"l‘)'
1 Y 4. we st LI Tz ‘Fp 30+60 3/°

c . . . .
T or 7, expresses the relation of circulation time to total
. . 360 . o ¢
time, since < =120. The turnover (c+p) is contained in ¢ “Fp

C
or 1/, (or-— ) [times].

We therefore have three formulas:

,_Sz s
) S ot U
2) S S(Z S(Z—0)
, Sz ¢
® S o ( o= {p (p
AYARNIVAS
Hence 5¢:5= —p—r —(—ZP—Q; or 8$¢:8=Z:(Z-C). The

maximum [surplus] value relates to the actual {surplus] value as a
given period of time relates to this period minus total circulation

time. Or also Sq:S'=(pq'+cq’ ):(pq' + cq’—cq)=(p+c):p.

Concerning (3):

S’=§Z?_<Sixcjp):.${§——<§—xcc+p)}or, since p£=q,

S'=S8(g—gq-

=38(g— g+ )

c+p

The total surplus value is therefore equal to the surplus value
posited in one production phase, the coefficient of the latter value
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being the number of times the production time is contained in the
total time minus the number of times the circulation time of one
turnover is contained in this latter number.

1

U— S S
S(q—q7)=Sq (1 = =Sq(Z~ =20 =2

U U p+c’

which is the first formula. Hence formula (3) means ... formula
(1): The total surplus value is equal to the surplus value produced
in one production phase multiplied by the total time, divided by
the turnover time, or multiplied by the number of times the sum
of production time and circulation time is contained in the total
time.

Formula (2): The total [surplus] value is equal to the surplus
value multiplied by the total time minus the total circulation time,
divided by the duration of one production phase.

(The basic law developed under competition, as distinct from
that established with respect to value and surplus value, is that
value is determined, not by the labour contained in it, or by the
labour time in which it is produced, but by the labour time in
which it can be produced, or by the labour time necessary for
reproduction. Only in this way is the individual capital in reality
placed under the conditions of capital in general, although the
original law seems to have been overthrown. But it is only thus
that necessary labour time is posited as determined by the
movement of capital itself. This is the basic law of competition.
Demand, supply, price (production costs) are further determina-
tions of form; price as market price; or general price. Then the
positing of a general rate of profit. On the basis of the market
price, capitals are then allocated to different branches. Lowering
of production costs, etc. In short, here all determinations appear
in inverse order as compared with their appearance in capital in
general. There price is determined by labour; here labour is
determined by price, etc., etc.

The action of the individual capitals upon one another has the
effect, precisely, of forcing them to behave as capital; the
apparently independent operation of the individual capitals, and
their chaotic collisions, are precisely the positing of their general law.
The market acquires yet another meaning here. The action of
capitals as individual ones upon each other thus becomes precisely
their positing as general ones, and the abolition of the apparent
independence and autonomous existence of individual capitals.
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This abolition takes place to an even greater extent in credit. And
the extreme form to which this abolition proceeds, but which is, at
the same time, the uliimate positing of capital in its adequate form,
is joint-stock capital.)

(Demand, supply, price, production costs, the opposition of
profit and interest, the different relations between exchange value
and use value, consumption and production.)

So we have seen that the surplus value that capital can posit in a
definite period of time is determined by the number of times the
valorisation process can be repeated, or the capital can be
reproduced, within that period, but that the number of these
reproductions is determined by the relation of the duration of the
production phase, not to the total time period, but to this total
time minus circulation time. Circulation time therefore appears as
time during which the [VI-33] ability of capital to reproduce itself,
and therefore to reproduce surplus value, is suspended. Hence its
productivity—i.e. its production of surplus values—is inversely
related to circulation time, and would attain its maximum level if
the latter dropped to zero.

Since circulation is the passage of capital through the different,
conceptually determined moments of its necessary metamorphosis,
of its life process, it is an indispensable condition for capital, one
posited by capital’s own nature. In so far as this passage takes
time, capital cannot increase its value during this time, for it is
not-production time, it is time in which capital does not
appropriate living labour. Hence, circulation time can never
increase the value produced by capital, but can only posit time
which posits no value, i.e. can only appear as a limit to the increase
of value, its limiting effect being measurable by the ratio it bears
to labour time. Circulation time cannot be reckoned as value-
producing time, the latter only being labour time which objectifies
itself in value. It is not part of the production costs of value; nor is
it part of the production costs of capital; but it is a condition
which impedes capital’s self-reproduction.

Obviously, the obstacles to the valorisation of capital—i.e. to its
appropriation of living labour—do not constitute a moment of its
valorisation, of its positing of value. Therefore, it is ludicrous to
take the term production costs in the original sense here. Or we
must set the production costs apart as a particular form from the
labour time which objectifies itself in value (as we must set profit
apart from surplus value). But even then, circulation time does not
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form part of the production costs of capital in the same sense as
wages, etc., do. It is an rtem which comes into the reckoning in the
settling of accounts between individual capitals, because they share
out the surplus value among themselves in certain general
proportions.

Circulation time is not time in which capital produces value, but
time in which it realises the value produced in the production
process. Circulation time does not increase the quantity of value,
but posits it in other appropriate determinations of form,
converting it from the determination of product into that of
commodity, from that of commodity into that of money, etc. The
fact that the price, which previously had a notional existence in
the commodity, is now really posited, and that the commodity is
now actually exchanged for its price, money, does not increase this
price, of course.

Circulation time, therefore, does not appear as time which
determines value; and the number of turnovers, as far as it is
determined by circulation time, does not appear as indicating that
capital introduces a new value-determining element, one which
belongs to it, sut generis, as distinct from labour. On the contrary,
it appears as a limiting, negative principle. Hence the necessary
tendency of capital is circulation without circulation time, and this
tendency is the basic attribute of credit and the credit contrivances
of capital. On the other hand, credit is, therefore, also a form in
which capital seeks to posit itself as distinct from the individual
capitals, or in which the individual capital seeks to posit itself as
capital as distinct from its quantitative limit. However, the most
that it can achieve in this LiNE is, on the one hand, Fcrrrious capital.
On the other hand, credit merely appears as a new element of
concentration, of the swallowing-up of capitals by individual
centralising capitals.

From one aspect, circulation time is objectified in money. The
attempt of credit to posit money as a merely formal moment, so
that money mediates the change of form without itself being
capital, i.e. value. This is a form of circulation without circulation
time. Money is itself a product of circulation. We shall see later
how capital creates new products of circulation in credit.

But if, on the one hand, capital strives for circulation without
circulation time, it seeks, on the other, to attribute the value of
production time to circulation time as such, to attribute value to it in
the various organs by which the process of circulation time and
circulation is mediated; to posit all of them as money, and in a
further determination as capital. This is another aspect of credit.
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All this springs from the same source. All the requirements of
circulation, money, conversion of commodity into money, conver-
sion of money Into commodity, etc., may be traced back to
circulation time, although they adopt various, apparently quite
heterogeneous, forms. The machinery designed to reduce circula-
tion time is itself part of it

Circulation time is that time of capital which may be regarded as
the time of its specific movement as capital, as distinct from
production time, during which it reproduces itself, exists not as
already produced capital which has merely formal transformations
to undergo, but as capital-in-process, creative capital, sucking its
life-blood from labour.

The opposition of labour time and circulation time comprises
the entire doctrine of credit, as this involves, i.a., the problem of
curreNcy, etc. Of course, apart from circulation time being a
deduction from the possible production time, real costs of circulation
come into evidence later, i.e. it emerges that values which have
already been posited in reality, must be expended in circulation. But
IN FacT capital only burdens itself with all these costs—deductions
from the surplus value already produced —in order to increase the
sum of surplus values that can be produced, e.g., in a year, that is, to
increase the aliquot part of production time contained in a definite
time period—i.e. to reduce circulation time.

True, it also emerges that in practice circulation time does not
really interrupt production time (except in crises and DEPRESSIONS OF
TrADE). But this is merely because each capital is divided up into
portions, with one part in the production phase and the other in
the circulation phase. Not the whole of a given capital is active,
but, e.g. (depending on the ratio of circulation time to production
time), /s, /. of it, while the other part is involved in circulation.
Or it may be that a given capital is doubled (e.g., by means of
credit). For this capital—[for] the original capital—it is then the
same as if circulation time did not exist at all. But then the
capital it has borrowed is in that picar. And if we abstract from
the question of ownersHip, it is again quite the same as if one capital
had been divided into two. Instead of a being divided into two
and b being divided into two, a draws & to itself and then divides
up into a and b. Illusions concerning this process are widespread
among the credit cranks (who are seldom creditors, but raTHER
debtors).

We have already indicated® that the dual and contradictory

2 See the beginning of the previous paragraph.— Ed.
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condition of capital, continuity of production and the necessity for
circulation time, or, also, continuity of circulation (not circulation
time) and the necessity for production time, can only be fulfilled
by dividing capital into portioris, one of which circulates as finished
product, and the other reproduces itself in the production process, and
these portions alternate; when the one returns to phase P
(production process), the other leaves it.

This process takes place day after day, and also within longer
intervals (time dimensions). The whole capital and the total value
have been reproduced as soon as both portions have gone through
the production process and the circulation process, or also as soon
as the second portion re-enters into circulation. Thus the point of
departure is also the end point. Hence the turnover depends on
the size of the capital, or ratuer, here, still on the total sum of these
two portions. Only when it has been reproduced, has the whole
turnover been completed; otherwise, only '/, '/s, '/x of it
depending upon the proportion of the constantly circulating part.

[VI-34] It was further emphasised that each part could be
regarded in opposition to the other as fixed or circulating and that
they did in fact alternately adopt these roles in relation to each
other. The simultaneity of the different phases of the process of
capital is only made possible by the fact that capital is divided and
rejects portions, each of which is capital, but capital in a different
determination.

This change of form and substance is similar to that in an
organic body. If, e.g., it is said that the body reproduces itself
within 24 hours, it does not do so all at once; rejection in one
form and renewal [in] another are spread out in time and take
place simultaneously. Incidentally, in the body the bone-structure
is fixed capital; it is not renewed in the same time as flesh and
blood. Consumption (self-consumption), and hence reproduction,
proceed with different degrees of rapidity. (Here we, therefore,
already have the transition to many capitals.) The important thing
here above all is to keep in mind, as yet, only capital as such; for
the determinations developed here are determinations which make
value in general into capital, constitute the differentia specifica of
capital as such.

Before going any further, we shall once again draw attention to
the important point that circulation time—i.e. the time during
which capital is separated from the process in which it absorbs
labour into itself, i.e. the labour time of capital as capital—merely
transposes presupposed value from one determination of form into
the other, but it is not an element which creates or increases value.
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By converting a value of 4 days’ labour which existed in the form
of twist, into a value of 4 days’ labour which exists as money, or a
symbol recognised as the representative of 4 days’ labour in
general, 4 general working days, the presupposed and measured
value is translated from one form into the other, but it is not
increased. The exchange of equivalents leaves them, gqua quantities
of value, the same after the exchange as they were before it. If we
assume a single capital, or treat the various capitals of a country as
one capital (national capital) as distinct from that of other
countries, it is clear that the time during which this capital is not
active as productive capital, 1.e. posits no surplus value, is a
deduction from the valorisation time at its disposal.

Such time appears—conceived in this abstract form, still wholly
disregarding the costs of circulation itself—as a negation, not of
the valorisation time actually posited, but of the possible valorisa-
tion time, i.e. possible if circulation time were zero. Plainly, the
national capital cannot regard the time during which it does not
multiply itself as time during which it does. Nor can, e.g., an
isolated peasant regard the time in which he cannot harvest or
sow, in which in general his labour is interrupted, as time which
enriches him. That capital, used as it is, and necessarily so, to
considering itself as productive and yielding fruit independently
of labour, of its absorption of labour, assumes itself to be fruitful
at all times, and reckons its circulation time as time producing
value—as production cost—1s QUITE ANOTHER THING. .

One therefore sees the error when Ramsay, e.g., says

“THAT THE USE OF FIXED CAPITAL MODIFIES TO A CONSIDERABLE EXTENT THE
PRINCIPLE THAT VALUE DEPENDS ON QUANTITY OF LABOUR. FOR SOME COMMODITIES ON
WHICH THE SAME QUANTITY OF LABOUR HAS BEEN EXPENDED, REQUIRE VERY DIFFERENT
PERIODS BEFORE THEY ARE FIT FOR CONSUMPTION. BUT AS DURING THIS TIME THE
CAPITAL BRINGS NO RETURN, IN ORDER THAT THE EMPLOYMENT IN QUESTION SHOULD
NOT BE LESS LUCRATIVE THAN OTHERS IN WHICH THE PRODUCE IS SOONER READY FOR

USE, IT IS NECESSARY THAT THE COMMODITY, WHEN AT LAST BROUGHT TO MARKET,
SHOULD BE INCREASED IN VALUE BY ALL THE AMOUNT OF PROFIT WITHHELD.

(It is already presupposed here that capital as such always yields
a uniform profit, as a healthy tree yields fruit.)

s

“THIS SHEWS HOW CAPITAL MAY REGULATE VALUE INDEPENDENTLY OF LABOUR.
E.g., wine in the cellar. (Ramsay, [An Essay on the Distribution of Wealth, p. 43,] IX,
84,)11

This is as if circulation time-—alongside labour time, or on the
same scale as it— produced value. Capital, of course, includes both
moments. (1) Labour time as the moment which produces value.
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(2) Circulation time as the moment which limits labour time and
hence the total production of value by capital; a moment necessary
because value, or capital, in the form in which it immediately
results from the production process, is certainly value, but value
which has yet to be posited in its adequate form. The time
required for this change of form—i.e. the time which elapses
between production and reproduction—is time which depreciates
capital. While, on the one hand, the determination of capital as
circulating, as capital-in-process, implies continuity, it equally
implies the interruption of continuity. ’

The economists correctly define circulation, the revolution that
capital must go through to kindle itself for new production, as une
série d’échanges. But by doing so, they admit that this circulation
time does not increase the quantity of value, and hence cannot be
time positing new value. For a série déchanges, whatever the
number of échanges it comprises, and whatever the amount of time
required to perform these operations, is merely an exchange of
equivalents. The positing of values—the extremes mediated-—as
equal, obviously cannot posit them as unequal. In quantitative
terms, they can neither have been increased nor decreased by the
exchange.

The surplus value produced during one production phase is
determined by the surplus labour set in motion by capital during
that phase (the surplus labour appropriated). The sum of surplus
values that capital can produce in a certain period of time is
determined by the repetition of the production phase during this
period; or by the turnover of capital. The turnover, however, is
equal to the duration of the production phase + the duration
of circulation, ie. equal to the sum of circulation time and
production time. The turnover approaches production time the
more closely the shorter circulation time is, i.e. the time which
elapses between capital sortant de la production et rentrant dans elle”

Surplus value is v racT determined by the labour time objectified
during one production phase. The more often capital is repro-
duced, the more often the production of surplus value takes place.
The number of reproductions=the number of turnovers. Hence
total surplus value [S']=SXnU (n is the number of turnovers).

S§’=SxnU; therefore S =ﬁsl,7. If the production time required by

a capital of £100 in a certain branch of industry equals 3 months,
the capital could turn over 4 times a year; and if the S value

2 Leaving production and its re-entry into it.— Ed.
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produced each time=5, the total surplus value would=5 (the S
produced in one production phase)x4 (the number of turnovers
determined by the relation of production time to the year)=20.
But since circulation time is, e.g., '/s of production time, 1
turnover would=3+1 months, i.e. 4 months, and the capital of
100 could turn over only 3 times a year [; S']=15. Therefore,
although the capital posits an S value of £5 in 3 months, [it] is the
same for it as if it only posited a [surplus] value of 5 in 4 months,
since it can only posit one of 5%3 in a year. It is the same for it as
if it produced an S of 5 per 4 months; i.e. as if in 3 months it
produced only '/, or 3%/, and in the one month of circulation 1'/,.

To the extent that the turnover is distinct from the duration
posited by the conditions of production itself, it=circulation time.
The latter, however, is not determined by labour time. Hence the
sum of surplus values posited by capital in a given period of time
appears to be determined, not simply by labour time, but by
labour time and circulation time, [VI-35] in the proportions given
above. But the determination which capital introduces here into
the positing of value is, as shown above, a negative, limiting one.

If, e.g., a capital of £100 requires 3 months, say 90 days, for
production, it could, if circulation time=0, turn over 4 times a
year, and all of it would be continuously active as capital, i.e. as
positing surplus labour, as value multiplying itself. If 80 of the 90
days represented necessary labour, 10 would represent surplus
labour. Assume now that circulation time was 33'/3% of produc-
tion time or /3 of it; i.e., 1 month to 3. Circulation time would
then equal *°/3; one-third of production time, or 30 days; c='/; p.

(C=§‘)

WeLL. The question is: how large a proportion of this capital can
now be continuously engaged in production? during the whole
year? If the capital of 100 had worked for 90 days, and circulated
as a product of 105 for a month, then during this month it could
not employ any labour at all.

(Of course, the 90 working days can be 3, 4, 5, xx90,
depending upon the number of workers employed during those
90 days. They would only=90 days if only 1 worker were
employed. But for the time being, we are not concerned with this.)

(In all these calculations, it is assumed that surplus value is not
re-capitalised, but that the capital continues to work with the same
number of workers. Yet it is only with the realisation of the
surplus [value] that the entire capital as well is again realised as
money.)
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Le., for one month, the capital could not be employed at all.

(The capital of 100 constantly employs, e.g., 5 workers;
contained in it is their surplus labour, and the product which is
circulated is never the original capital but that which has absorbed
the surplus labour and hence has a surplus value. Strictly
speaking, therefore, the circulation of a capital of 100 is to be
understood as the circulation of a capital of, e.g., 105, i.e. of the
capital together with the profit posited in 1 act of production. But
at this point, that erreur® is of no consequence, notably in dealing
with the above question.)

Suppose that twist worth £100 has been produced at the end of
3 months, and 1 month passes before I receive the money and can
recommence production. Now to set the same number of workers
to work during the 1 month when the capital circulates, I must
have a surplus capital of £33 /s, for if £100 sets a certain amount
of labour in motion for 3 months, /s of £100 would set it in
motion for one month.

At the end of the 4th month, the capital of 100 would reTurn
into the production phase, and that of 33'/5 would enter into the
circulation phase. Given the same relation, the latter would take '/;
of a month for circulation, and hence would come back into
production after 10 days.

The first capital could only re-enter circulation at the end of the
7th month. The 2nd capital, which entered into circulation at the
beginning of the 5th month, would return, say, on the 10th day of
the 5th month, re-enter circulation on the 10th of the 6th month
and return on the 20th of the 6th month. It would then re-enter
circulation on the 20th of the 7th month, and return at the end of
the 7th month. So the first capital would be resuming its course at
precisely the moment when the 2nd would be returning.
Beginning of the 8th month and return at etc. Beginning of the
9th etc.

In a word: if the capital were '/; larger—precisely the amount
made up by circulation time—it could give continuous employ-
ment to the same number of workers. But it can also continuously
maintain itself in the production phase by constantly employing /s
less labour. Suppose the capitalist began with only 75 of his
capital; at the end of the 3rd month production would be
completed, and one month would be needed for circulation.
During this month, however, he could still carry on production,
since he has kept a capital of 25 on hand; and if he needs 75 to

2 Inaccuracy.— Ed.
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set a certain amount of labour in motion for 3 months, he needs
25 to set a corresponding amount in motion for 1 month. He
would continuously have the same number of men working. Each
of his commodities takes '/;; of a year to sell.

If the sale of his commodities always takes [a time equal to] /s
of production time, so etc. It should be possible to solve this
problem by means of a very simple equation, to which we shall
come back later. Properly speaking, it does not belong here. But it
is important because of the problems of credit later.

Meanwhile thus much is clear. Call production time pi
circulation time ct, and capital C. C cannot be simultaneously in its
production phase and in its circulation phase. If it is to continue to
produce while it circulates, it must divide itself up into 2 parts, of
which one is engaged in the production phase and the other in the
circulation phase, the continuity of the process being maintained
thus: when part a is posited in the former determinateness, part b
is posited in the latter. Let the portion always engaged in
production be x Then x=C-b (where b is the part of capital
engaged in circulation). C=b+x If ct circulation time, were zero,
b would also be zero; and x would be equal to C. b (the part of
capital engaged in circulation):C (total capital)=ct (circulation
time): pt (production time). b:C=ct:pt; i.e. the ratio of the part of
capital in circulation to total capital is given by that of circulation
time to production time.

If a capital of 100 turns over at a gain of 5% every 4 months,
with one month’s circulation time per 3 months’ production time,

total surplus value will, as we have seen,® = 5—42 M (month)

=5%x3=15; instead of 20, if ¢=0, for in that case,
5x12 .

S'= %—=20. But now 15 is the gain yielded at 5% by a capital of

75 whose circulation time = 0; which turns over 4 times a year;
which is always employed. At the end of the 1st quarter, 33/, at
the end of the year, 15. (But it would only turn over a total capital
of 300, as against 400 if, in the former case, ct=0.)
Consequently, a capital of 100, with circulation time of 1 month
per 3 M production time, can continuously empLoy productively a
capital of 75; a capital of 25 is always in circulation and
unproductive. 75:25=3M:1M; or, if we call the part of capital
employed in production p, that in circulation ¢, and the
corresponding time periods ¢’ and ¢, then p:c=¢:c. (p:c=1:'/s.)

a See this volume, pp. 40-47, but there time is reckoned in days, not months.— Ed.
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The ratio of the part of C engaged in production to that in
circulation is always 1:'/5; this /5 is continuously represented by
varying component parts. But p:C=75:100=%/4; c¢="/y; p:C=1:*/
and c¢:C=1:4. The total turnover=4M; p: U=3M:4M=1:%,.

[VI-36] In the circulation of capital, there is a simultaneous
change of form and material.® We must begin here not with
money, but with the production process as the presupposition. In
production, so far as the material aspect is concerned, the
instrument is expended and the raw material is worked up. The
result is the product—a newly created use value, which is
different from its elemental presuppositions. As regards the
material aspect, first a product is created in the production
process. This is the first, and an essential material change. On the
market, in the exchange with money, the product is ejected from
the circulation of capital and falls within the sphere of consump-
tion, becomes an object of consumption, whether for the final
satisfaction of an individual need or as the raw material of another
capital.

In the exchange of the commodity for money, the material
change and the change of form coincide, for in money precisely
the content itself belongs to the economic determination of form.
And the reconversion of capital into the material conditions of
production implies here the reconversion of money into commodi-
ty. A definite use value is reproduced, just as is value as such. But
just as the material element from the outset, at its entry into
circulation, was posited here as a product, so at the end of
circulation the commodity is again posited as condition of
production. To the extent that money figures here as means of
circulation, it is, on the one hand, in fact, merely the mediator
between production and consumption, in the échange, where
capital rejects value from itself in the form of the product; and,
on the other hand, the mediator between production and
production, where capital rejects itself in the form of money and
draws the commodity into its circulation in the form of condition
of production.

From the material aspect of capital, money appears merely as

2 Here the following passage is crossed out in the manuscript: “Firstly, capital
exists as money, which at this stage we still can conceive of in the form of
undeveloped metallic money. Here form and content are abstractly identical; the
material of value and its form are the same; taken in the abstract, since capital
as.”— Ed.

4-785
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means of circulation; from the formal aspect, it appears as the
nominal measure of its valorisation and, during a particular phase,
as value-for-itself. Hence capital is C—M—M—C to just the same
extent as it is M—C—C—M, and in such a way that both forms
of simple circulation are, at the same time, determined further
here: M—M, is money that produces money, and C—C, is a
commodity whose use value is both reproduced and increased.
With respect to money circulation, which at this point appears
both as entering into the circulation of capital and as determined
by it, we will only observe en passant®—since au fond® the issue can
only be dealt with after we have considered the many capitals in
their action and reaction upon one another—that obviously
money is posited here in different determinations.

Up to this point, we have assumed that production time and
labour time coincide. However, in, e.g., agriculture, interruptions
in labour occur within production itself, prior to the completion of
the product. The same labour time may be employed and yet the
duration of the production phase may differ, because labour is
interrupted. If the only difference is that in one case longer
labour is required to finish the product than in the other, no cask aT
aLL is consTiTutep. For then it is clear that, in conformity with the
general law, the product which contains a greater quantity of
labour is of correspondingly greater value, and if reproduction in
a given period of time is less frequent, the value reproduced is so
much the greater. 2X100 is precisely as much as 4x50. This is as
valid for surplus value as for total value.

The unequal duration [of the production process] for different
products, although exactly the same quantity of labour time (i.e.
accumulated and living labour together) is employed upon them,
is the question. Ostensibly, fixed capital operates here entirely by
itself, without the intervention of human labour, like, e.g., the
seed committed to the earth’s womb. If additional labour is
needed, this is to be subtracted. The question is to be posed in its
pure form.

If circulation time is the same here, the turnover is less frequent
because the production phase lasts longer. Therefore, production
time+circulation time=1U is greater than when production time
coincides with labour time. The time required here to bring the

a In passing.— Ed.
b Basically.— Ed.
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product to maturity, the interruptions of labour involved, consti-
tute conditions of production here. Non-labour time is a condition
for labour time, necessary to actually posit the latter as production
time. Obviously, the question must be discussed later, in connec-
tion with the equalisation of the rate of profit. Yet we must clear
the ground here. ,

The slower rerurn—this is the essential point—is due here, not
to circulation time, but to the very conditions under which labour
becomes productive; it is part of the technological conditions of
the production process. What must be absolutely denied, since it is
perfectly absurd, is the idea that a natural circumstance which
prevents capital in a certain branch of production from exchang-
ing itself in the same time with the same quantity of labour time,
as another capital does in another branch of production, can in
any way contribute to increasing its value. Value, and hence
surplus value too, is not equal to the time the production phase
lasts, but to the labour time employed during this production
phase, both objectified labour time and living. The latter alone can
produce surplus value—and does so in the proportion which it
bears to the objectified labour time employed—because it alone
yields surplus labour time. //It is clear that other determinations
also come into play in the equalisation of the rate of profit. But
here we are dealing with the creation of surplus value, not with its
distribution.//

Hence, it has been correctly asserted that from this viewpoint,
e.g. agriculture is less productive (productivity refers here to the
production of values) than other industries. Just as in another
respect—in so far as the growth of productivity in it directly
diminishes necessary labour time—it is more productive than all other
industries. Yet in itself this circumstance can only benefit it where
capital and the GENERAL FORM OF PrODUCTION corresponding to it are
already dominant.

This interruption within the production phase already implies
that agriculture can never be the sphere with which capital begins,
where it originally establishes itself. The interruption contradicts
the most fundamental conditions of industrial labour. Hence it is
only through its reaction that agriculture is vindicated to capital
and farming becomes industrial. Requires a high degree of
development of competition, on the one hand, and advanced
chemistry, machinery, etc., i.e. manufacturing industry, on the
other. Therefore, historically too agriculture never appears in a
pure form in the modes of production that precede capital or
correspond to the lower stages of its development. Rural sideline

4%
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industries, e.g., spinning, weaving, etc., must make ve for the:
limitation on the employment of labour time in this sphere—a
limitation resulting from these interruptions.

The non-coincidence of production time and labour time can, in
general, only be due to natural conditions which here stand
directly in the way of the utilisation of labour, ie. of the
appropriation of surplus labour by capital. Of course, far from
constituting apvantaces, these obstacles in capital’s way rather
involve it, de son point de vue®, in losses.

Strictly speaking, the whole cast is only to be mentioned here as
an example of fixed capital, capital fixed in a particular phase.
The only thing to be noted here is that capital creates no surplus
value as long as it employs no living labour. The mere
reproduction of the fixed capital employed posits no surplus
value, of course.

(In the human body, as in capital, the reproduction of the
various constituent parts does not take place in equal periods of
time. Blood is renewed more quickly than muscle, muscle more
quickly than bone, which in this respect may be considered as the
fixed capital of the human body.)

[VI-37] As means by which circulation may be accelerated,
Storch lists: (1) the formation of a class of “workers” who are
solely occupied with trade; (2) improvement of the means of
transport; (3) money; (4) credit. (See above.”)

This higgledy-piggledy enumeration shows the entire confusion
of the political economists. Money and the money circulation—
what we called simple circulation—is the presupposition, condition
of both capital itself and of the circulation of capital. Hence,
money as it exists, as a relation of commerce belonging to a stage
of production antecedent to capital, money as money, in its
immediate form, cannot be said to accelerate the circulation of
capital, but is, rather, its presupposition. When we speak of capital
and its circulation, we are dealing with a stage of social
development at which money is not introduced as a discovery, etc.,
but is a presupposition. To the extent that money in its immediate
form itself possesses value, is not merely the value of other
commodities, the symbol of their value—for if something im-
mediate in itself is to be something else which is likewise
immediate, it can only represent the latter thing, be, d'une maniére
ou d’une autreS a symbol—to the extent that money itself possesses

2 From its point of view.— Ed.
b See this volume, p. 25.— Ed.
¢ In one way or another.— Ed.
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value, is itself objectified labour in a particular use value, it retards
the circulation of capital, rather than accelerates it.

If one considers both aspects in which money appears in the
circulation of capital, as means of circulation and as the realised
value of capital, it forms part of the circulation costs to the extent
that it itself is labour time, employed, on the one hand, to reduce
circulation time, and, on the other, to represent a qualitative
moment of circulation—the reconversion of capital into itself as
value-for-itself. In neither aspect does it increase value. On the
one side, it is a form of representing value which involves
expenses, costs labour time and hence constitutes a deduction
from surplus value. On the other side, it can be regarded as a
device that saves circulation time, and hence sets time free for
production. But to the extent that money itself, as such a device,
costs labour and is a product of labour, it represents faux frais de la
production® in relation to capital. It figures among the circulation
costs.

The original circulation cost is circulation time itself in
opposition to labour time. The real circulation costs are themselves
objectified labour time—machinery for reducing the original costs
of circulation time. Hence money in its immediate form, as it is
appropriate to a stage of production which historically precedes
capital, appears to capital as a circulation cost, and -capital
therefore seeks to convert it into a form adequate to capital itself,
and thus to turn it into a [mere] representative of one of the
moments of circulation, a representative which costs no labour
time and does not itself possess any value. The aim of capital is
therefore to abolish money in its traditional, immediate reality,
and to convert it into something which is posited and likewise
transcended, solely by capital, into something purely notional So
one cannot argue, as Storch does, that money is in general a
means for accelerating the circulation of capital. On the contrary,
it must be argued that capital seeks to transform money into a
purely notional moment of its circulation, and to elevate it into the
adequate form corresponding to capital. The abolition of money
in its immediate form appears as a demand of money circulation
which has become a moment of capital circulation; because in its
immediate, presupposed form, money constitutes a barrier to the
circulation of capital.

Circulation without circulation time is the tendency of capital.
Hence also the positing of the instruments which only serve to

2 Overhead costs of production.— Ed.
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reduce circulation time, in determinations of form posited solely by
capital, in the same way as the different moments through which
capital passes in circulation are qualitative determinations of its
own metamorphosis.

The formation of a special trading estate—i.e. a development of
the division of labour which has transformed the very business of
exchanging into a particular kind of labour—naturally implies
that the sum of exchange operations must already have attained a
certain level.

(If 100 people spent !/;g of their labour time on exchange, each
man would be an exchanger to the extent of '/ip0. '/100
exchangers would represent onk sincLe MaN. To the 100, there could
then be one merchant. The separation of trade from production
proper, or the fact that exchange itself is represented to the
exchangers by a special person, in general presupposes a CERTAIN
pecrek of development of exchange and intercourse. The merchant
represents all buyers to the seller, and all sellers to the buyer; so
he is not one of the extremes, but rather the middle term, of the
exchange; hence he appears as mediator.)

The formation of a merchant estate, which presupposes the
formation of money, even if not developed in all its moments, is
likewise presupposed by capital and thus cannot be adduced as
that which mediates its specific circulation. Since trade is, both
historically and conceptually, a presupposition for the rise of capital,
we shall have to come back to it before we conclude this chapter,
since it belongs in the section on the origin of capital or the one
preceding it.

The improvement of the means of transport, as far as it means
the facilitation of the physical circulation of commodities, does not
belong here, where only the determinations of form peculiar to
the circulation of capital are considered. The product only
becomes a commodity, only emerges from the production phase,
when it is put onto the market. On the other hand, the means of
transport are relevant here in so far as the time taken by capital to
return—i.e. circulation time—is bound to increase with the
distance separating the market from the place of production.
From this angle, reduction of circulation time with the help of
means of transport therefore appears as directly relevant to the
analysis of the circulation of capital. Yet, strictly speaking, this
belongs in the theory of the market, which itself belongs in the
section on capital.

Finally, credit. This form of circulation, etc., direcdy posited by
capital and hence deriving specifically from the nature of capital,
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this differentia specifica of capital, is lumped in by Storch, etc.,
together with money, the trading estate, etc., which belong in
general to the development of exchange and of production more or
Less based upon it. To state the differentia specifica is here both part
of the logical development of the matter in hand and the key to
understanding its historical development. Historically, too, we find
that in, e.g., England (and similarly in France) the attempts to
replace money by paper coincide with the rise of capital, as do, on
the other hand, the attempts to give capital, as far as it exists in
the form of value, a form posited exclusively by capital itself, and,
finally, the attempts to found credit. (E.g., Petty, Boisguillebert.)

Within circulation as the total process, we can distinguish
between the greater and the lesser circulation. The former
embraces the entire period from the moment when capital
emerges from the production process until it returns into it. The
latter is continuous and takes place simultaneously with the
production process itself. It involves the part of capital which is
paid out as wages, exchanged for the labour capacity.?

This circulation process of capital, this exchange of equivalents
which is posited in form, but actually supersedes itself, which
posits itself as merely formal (the transition of value into capital,
where the exchange of equivalents turns into its opposite and, on
the basis of exchange, exchange becomes purely formal, anp THE
MUTUALITY IS ALL ON ONE sIDE), this circulation process of capital is to be
developed thus:

The values which are exchanged are always objectified labour
time, a mutually presupposed quantity of labour present (as a use
value) in the form of an object. Value as such is always an effect,
never a cause. It expresses the quantity of labour by which an
object 1s produced, and hence that by which-—assuming the same
level of the productive forces—it can be reproduced.

The capitalist does not directly exchange capital for labour or
labour time; he exchanges time contained, worked up in
commodities, for time contained, worked up in the living labour
capacity. The living labour time which he gets through exchange is
not the exchange value of the labour capacity but its use value.
Just as a machine is not exchanged or paid for as the cause of
effects but as itself an effect; not by relation to its use value in the
production process but as a product—a definite quantity of
objectified labour. The labour time contained in the labour
capacity, i.e. the time necessary to produce the living labour
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capacity, is the same as is necessary—given the same level of the
productive forces—to reproduce it, i.e. to maintain it.

Hence the exchange carried on between capitalist and [VI-38]
worker is totally in accordance with the laws of exchange;
moreover, it is its ultimate development. For as long as the labour
capacity itself is not being exchanged, production is not as yet
based upon exchange, and exchange is, rather, merely a narrow
circle resting upon non-exchange as its basis, as in all stages
preceding bourgeois production. But the use value of the value
which the capitalist has acquired in the exchange is itself the
element of valorisation and its measure, living labour and labour
time. Moreover, the capitalist has acquired more labour time than
is objectified in the labour capacity, 1.e. more labour time than it
costs to reproduce the living worker.

Hence, by acquiring in the exchange the labour capacity as an
equivalent, capital has acquired labour time—to the extent that it
exceeds the quantity contained in the labour capacity—without
giving an equivalent for it; it has appropriated alien labour time
without exchange, by means of the form of exchange. The exchange
therefore becomes a merely formal one; and, as we have seen,” as
capital develops further, even the appearance is eliminated that
capital was giving in exchange for the labour capacity anything
other than the latter’s own objectified labour, i.e. giving anything
at all for it

This inversion [Umschlag] is thus due to the fact that the
ultimate stage of free exchange is the exchange of the labour
capacity as a commodity, as value, for a commodity, for value, that
it is acquired as objectified labour, but its use value consists in
living labour, i.e. in the positing of exchange value. The inversion
is due to the fact that the use value of the labour capacity as value
is itself the value-creating element, the substance of value and the
substance which increases value. Hence in this exchange the
worker gives up his value-creating and value-increasing living
labour time in exchange for the equivalent of the labour time
objectified in him. He sells himself as an effect. As cause, as
activity, he is absorbed by and incarnated in capital. Thus
exchange is inverted into its opposite, and the laws of private
property—liberty, equality, property—property in one’s own
labour and the ability to freely dispose of it—are inverted into the
propertylessness of the worker and the alienation of his labour, his
relation to it as alien property and vice versa.

a See present edition, Vol. 28, pp. 381-83.—Ed.
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The circulation of the part of capital posited as wages
accompanies the production process, appears as an economic
relation of form alongside it, and is simultaneous and iNTERwoVEN
with it. It is this circulation that posits capital as such; it is the
condition of its valorisation process and posits not merely a formal
determination of that process, but its substance. It is the
continuously circulating part of capital, which does not for a
moment enter into the production process itself, and continually
accompanies it. It is the part of capital that does not for a moment
enter into its reproduction process, which is not the case with the
raw material. The approvisionnement of the worker emerges as a
product from the production process, as its resultant. But as such
it never enters into the production process, because it is rivisuED
rropuct intended for individual consumption. It enters directly into
the worker’s consumption, and is directly exchanged to serve that
purpose. Hence it is, in distinction from both raw material and
instrument of labour, circuLaTiNG capiTAL %at’gé€oxv.”

This is the only moment in the circuit of capital at which
consumption directly enters into it. At this point, where the
commodity is exchanged for money, it may be exchanged by
another capital as raw material for new production. Further,under
the presuppositions of capital, it is not the individual consumer
but the merchant that confronts capital, and he buys the
commodity merely to resell it for money. (This presupposition
concerning the trading estate is in general to be developed. It
implies that circulation among peacers is different from that
between pearers and consumers.®)

Therefore circulating capital appears here directly as capital
intended for the individual consumption of the workers; in
general, as intended for immediate consumption and therefore
existing in the form of finished product. Hence, if, on the one
hand, capital appears as the presupposition of the product, the
finished product appears, to the same extent, as the presupposi-
tion of capital—which in terms of history means that capital did
not create the world afresh, but rather found production and
products already in existence before it subjugated them to its
process. Once in motion, setiing out from itself, it continuously
presupposes itself in its different forms as consumable product,
raw material and instrument of labour, in order to continuously
reproduce itself in these forms. They appear first as the conditions
presupposed by capital itself, and then as its result. In reproduc-
ing itself it produces its own conditions.

a Par excellence.— Ed.
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Hence we find that—because of the relation of capital to the
living labour capacity, and to the natural conditions of the
maintenance of the latter—circulating capital is also determined in
respect of use value, as directly entering into individual consump-
tion and subject to be consumed as a product. It has therefore
been incorrectly concluded that circulating capital is, in general,
consumable capital, as though coal, oil, dyes, etc., instruments, etc.,
soil improvements, etc., factory buildings were not all equally
consumed, if by consumption one is to understand the abolition of
their use value and their form. But, just as much, none of these
are consumed, if individual consumption, consumption in the
proper sense, is meant thereby.

In this circulation, capital continuously rejects [part of] itself as
objectified labour so that it may assimilate living labour power, the
air it needs to live. Now as for the worker’s consumption, it
reproduces one thing—the worker himself as living labour
capacity. Since this reproduction of him is a condition of capital, the
consumption of the worker also appears as the reproduction, not directly of
capital, but of the circumstances in which alone it is capital. The living
labour capacity forms part of the conditions for the existence of capital just
as much as raw material and instrument do. Hence capital reproduces
itself doubly, in its own form, [and] in the consumption of the worker, but
only to the extent that it reproduces him as living labour capacity.
Capital, therefore, calls this consumption productive—productive,
not in so far as it reproduces the individual, but the individuals as
labour capacity.

If Rossi objects to wages being included twice in the calculation,
first as the revenue of the worker and then as reproductive
consumption of capital,® his objection is valid only in reference to
those who cause wages to enter directly into the production
process of capital as value. For the payment of wages is an act of
circulation, which takes place simultaneously with and alongside
the act of production. Or as Sismondi says in this connection, the
worker consumes his wages non-reproductively; but the capitalist
consumes them productively,” in so far as he exchanges them for
labour, which reproduces the wages and more than the wages.

This refers to capital itself only considered as an object. But in
so far as capital is a relation, notably a relation to the living labour
capacity, the worker’s consumption reproduces this relation, or

* P. Rossi, Cours d'économie politique. Année 1836-1837. In: Cours d’économie
politique, Brussels, 1843, pp. 369-71.— Ed.

b S. de Sismondi, Nouveaux principes d’économie politique etc., Vol. 1, pp. 87 and
93,— Ed.
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capital reproduces itself doubly: as value, by its exchange with
labour—as the possibility of recommencing the valorisation
process, of once again acting as capital; and as a relation, by
means of the worker’s consumption, which reproduces him as
labour capacity exchangeable for capital, for wages as part of
capital.

From this circulation between capital and labour there follows,
therefore, the determination of part of capital as constantly
circulating, approvisionnement; constantly consumed; constantly to
be reproduced. Strikingly displayed in this circulation is the
difference between capital and money, between the circulation of
capital and that of money. Capital pays, e.g., weekly wages; the
worker takes his wages to the épicier;® etc., who directly or
indirectly deposits it with the sanker; and the following week, the
factory owner takes it from the banker again, in order again to
distribute it among the same workers, etc., and so on. The same
sum of money continuously circulates new portions of capital. But
the sum of money itself does not determine the portions of capital
thus circulated. If the money value of wages rises, the circulating
medium will rise too; but the volume of the circulating medium
does not determine the rise. If the production costs of money did
not fall, no increase in the amount of money would have any
effect on the portion of it entering into this circulation. Here
money appears as mere means of circulation. Since there is a large
number of workers to be paid simultaneously, a certain sum of
money is simultaneously necessary, a sum that increases with their
number. On the other hand, if the money is turned over quickly, a
smaller quantity of it is necessary than in situations in which there
are fewer workers, but the machinery of the money circulation is
not so well ordered.

This circulation is a prerequisite of the production process and
thereby of the circulation [VI-39] process as well. On the other
hand, if capital did not return from circulation, this circulation
between worker and capital could not begin anew. Hence it is, for
its part, conditioned by the fact that capital passes through the
different moments of its metamorphosis outside the production
process. Its failure to do so would not be due to an insufficient
supply of money as means of circulation, but because either capital
was not available in the form of products, [i.e.] this part of
circulating capital was absent; or because capital had not posited
itself in the form of money, i.e. had not realised itself as capital. Yet

a Grocer.— Ed.
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this too would not be due to the quantity of means of circulation,
but to the fact that capital had not posited itself in the qualitative
determination as money. For it to do so, it need not at all be
posited in the form of uarp cash, in the immediate money form,
and whether or not it posited itself in this form would once again
depend not on the quantity of money in circulation as means of
circulation, but on the exchange of capital for value as such. Again
a qualitative, not a quantitative, moment, as we shall argue in
more detail when we come to speak of capital as money. (Interest,
etc.)

Considered as a whole, circulation therefore appears in three
forms:

(1) The total process—the passage of capital through its
different moments. Here capital is posited as in flux, as
circulating. To the extent that each of the moments constitutes a
virtual interruption of the continuity, and can set itself up as an
obstacle to the transition into the next phase, capital here likewise
appears to be fixed in different relations, and the different modes
of this fixity constitute different capitals: commodity capital,
money capital, capital as conditions of production.

(2) The lesser circulation between capital and labour capacity. It
accompanies the production process and appears as a contract,
exchange, a form of intercourse, which is a presupposition for the
production process to be set in motion. The part of capital which
enters into this circulation— approvisionnement—Iis circulating capi-
tal xar’éfoxmy.? Not only is it determined in regard of form, but
its use value, i.e. its material determination as a consumable product
entering directly into individual consumption, itself constitutes part
of its determination of form.

(3) The greater circulation, the movement of capital outside the
production phase, the time during which it does so appearing as
circulation time in contrast to labour time. From this opposition
between capital engaged in the production phase and capital
emerging from it, there results the distinction between fixed and
fluid capital. The former is capital which is fixed to the production
process and consumed in it; certainly it derives from the greater
circulation, but it does not return into it, and in so far as it circulates,
it only does so in order to be consumed in, to be confined to, the
production process. :

a Par excellence.— Ed.
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The three different forms of circulation of capital give rise to
the three distinctions between circulating and fixed capital; they
posit one part of capital as circulating xaréfoxtv, because it
never enters into the production process, but constantly accom-
panies it; and, thirdly, they yield the distinction between fluid and
fixed capital. Circulating capital in form No. 3 also includes No. 2,
since the latter likewise forms a contrast to fixed capital. Yet No. 2
does not include No. 3.

The part of capital that as such belongs to the production
process is the part of it which, in its material aspect, serves only as
means of production; is the mediator between living labour and the
material to be worked up. A part of the fluid capital, e.g., coal, oil,
etc., also serves only as means of production. Everything that only
serves as a means to maintain in operation a given machine, or
another machine that keeps in motion the former. This distinction
will have to be examined more closely. D’abord, this does not
contradict determination 1, for fixed capital as wvalue also
circulates, in the degree in which it is used up. It is precisely in
this determination as fixed capital—i.e. in the determination in
which capital has lost its fluidity and is identified with a definite
use value, which deprives it of the ability to be transformed —that
developed capital, in as much as we have so far known it as
productlve capital, presents itself most strlkmgly, and it is prec1sely
in this apparently inadequate form, and in its increasing ratio to
the form of circulating capital in No. 2, that the development of
capital as capital is measured. A pretty contradiction. To be
developed.

The different kinds of capital, which in political economy come
in from without like snow from the sky, appear here as just so
many precipitates of the movements to which the nature of capital
itself gives rise, or rather of this movement itself in its different
determinations.

Circulating capital constantly

“PARTS” from the capitalist in order to return to him in the first form. Fixed
capital does not do this (Storch).

“CIRCULATING CAPITAL THAT PORTION OF THE CAPITAL WHICH DOES NOT YIELD
PROFIT TILL IT IS PARTED WITH; FIXED ETC. YIELDS SUCH PROFIT, WHILE IT REMAINS IN
THE POSSESSION OF THE OWNER” (Malthus). “Circulating capital yields no revenue or
profit to its owner, while it remains in his possession. Fixed capital yields profit to him
without changing owners, and without requiring circulation” (A. Smith)a

a H. Storch, Cours d’économie politique, Vol. 1, pp. 405 and 420; Th. R. Malthus,
Definitions in Political Economy, London, 1827, pp. 237-38; A. Smith, Recherches sur
la nature et les causes de la richesse des nations, Paris, 1802, Vol. 11, pp. 197-98.— Ed.
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From this viewpoint, the definition given above cannot be
correct, since the departure of capital from its owner (partir de son
possesseur) is precisely the alienation of property or possession
which occurs in the act of exchange, and since it is the nature of
all exchange value and hence of all capital to become value for its
owner by being alienated. If fixed capital existed for its owner
without the mediation of exchange and of the exchange value it
comprises, fixed capital would v ract merely be use value, and
consequently not capital.

But what underlies the above definition is this: as value fixed
capital does circulate (even though merely in a piecemeal fashion,
successively, as we shall see). As use value capital, it does not. Fixed
capital, considered in its material aspect, as a moment of the
production process, never goes beyond 1its BOUNDARIES; Is not
alienated by its possessor; remains in his hands. It only circulates
with respect to its formal aspect as capital, perennial value. In
circulating capital, there is no such distinction between form and
content, use value and exchange value. In order to circulate as, to
be, exchange value, it must enter into circulation as use value, be
alienated as such. Use value for capital as such is only value itself.
Circulating capital is realised as value for capital only by being
alienated. As long as it remains in the capitalist’s hands, it only
has value in itself; it is not posited; only Svvaper, not
actu.” Fixed capital, on the contrary, is only realised as value as
long as it remains in the hands of the capitalist as use value, or,
expressed as a physical relation, as long as it remains in the
production process, which can be regarded as the inner organic
movement of capital, its relating to itself, as against its animalistic
movement, its existence for other purposes. Hence, since fixed
capital remains in the production process once it has entered into
it, it also vanishes in it, is consumed in it. The length of the time
taken by this vanishing does not as yet concern us.

From this angle, therefore, what Cherbuliez calls matiéres
instrumentales” such as coal, wood, oil, tallow, etc., which are
completely destroyed in the production process and which possess
only use value for that process itself, are part of fixed capital. But
the same materials have a use value outside production too and
can also be consumed in other ways, just as buildings, houses, etc.,
are not necessarily intended for production. They are fixed capital

2 Only potentially, not actually.— Ed.
b Instrumental materials. See A. Cherbuliez, Richesse ou pauvreté, pp. 14-15.—
Ed.
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not by virtue of the particular mode of their existence, but by
virtue of the use made of them. They become fixed capital by
entering into the production process. They are fixed capital as
soon as they are posited as moments of the production process of
capital; because then they [VI-40] lose their quality of being
potential circulating capital.

Just as the part of capital which enters into the lesser circulation
of capital—or capital, so far as it enters into this movement—the
circulation between capital and labour capacity, the part of capital
circulating as wages-—taken in its material aspect, as use value—
never departs from circulation and never enters into the production
process of capital, but is always rejected by that process as a product,
as the result of a prior process of production, so the part of capital
determined as fixed capital, on the contrary, never departs as use
value, in its material existence, from the production process and never
re-enters into circulation. While fixed capital enters into circulation
only as wvalue (as part of the value of the finished product),
circulating capital enters into the production process only as value,
since necessary labour is the reproduction of wages, of the part of
the value of capital that circulates as wages. This is, therefore, the
first determination of fixed capital; and seen from this angle fixed
capital also embraces the matieres instrumentales.

Secondly: Fixed capital, however, can only enter into circulation
as value to the extent that it vanishes as use value in the
production process. It enters as value into the product—i.e. as
labour time worked up or preserved in it—to the extent that it
vanishes in its independent form as use value. In consequence of
its being used it is used up, but in such a way that its value is
transferred from its form into that of the product. If it is not
used, is not consumed in the production process itself—if the
machine is idle, if the iron rusts and the wood rots—its value of
course vanishes with its transitory existence as use value. Its
circulation as value corresponds to its consumption as use value in
the production process. Its total value is fully reproduced, i.e.
returns from circulation, only when it has been completely
consumed as use value in the production process. As soon as it has
been completely resolved in value and, hence, has completely
entered into circulation, it has completely disappeared as a use
value, and must therefore be replaced as a necessary moment of
production by a new use value of the same kind, i.e. it must be
reproduced. The necessity of its reproduction, i.e. its reproduction
time, is determined by the time in which it is used up, consumed,
within the production process.
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In the case of circulating capital, the reproduction is determined
by circulation time; in the case of fixed capital, the circulation is
determined by the time in which it is used up as use value, in its
material existence, within the act of production, i.e. by the time
within which it must be reproduced. A thousand lbs of twist can
be reproduced as soon as it has been sold and the money received
for it re-exchanged for cotton, etc., in short for the elements of
production of twist. Its reproduction is therefore determined by its
circulation time. A machine valued at £1,000, which lasts for 5
years, i.e. is only used up after 5 years has passed, and then is
merely scrap iron—is used up each year to the extent of, say, Ve,
if we assume the averace [rate] of consumption in the production
process. Only /5 of its value, therefore, enters into circulation each
year, and it is only upon the passage of the 5 years that the whole
of it has entered into and returned from circulation. [The rate of]
its entry into circulation, therefore, is determined solely by the
length of the time during which it is used up, and the time its
value takes to enter wholly into circulation and return from it is
determined by its overall reproduction time, the time in which it
must be reproduced.

Fixed capital enters into the product only as value, whereas the
use value of circulating capital has persisted in the product as its
substance, and has merely acquired another form. This distinction
introduces an essential modification into the turnover time of a tot-
al capital divided into fixed and circulating capital. Suppose that the
total capital is §; the circulating part of it is ¢, and the fixed part,

f. Let the fixed capital constitute S ; the circulating capital 5.
X

Let the circulating capital turn over 3 times a year, the fixed
capital only twice in 10 years. Within 10 years, f or % turns over
twice, while in the same 10 years 7 turns over 3x10=30 times. If
S were=to % , L.e. if the capital wholly consisted of circulating capital,
its turnover, U, would be=30; and the total capital turned over in

S . .
10 years would be=30x 7 But the fixed capital turns over only

twice in 10 years. Its U’'=2, and the total fixed capital turned
28 S S . .

over= —. But S=—y+~; , and its total turnover time=the sum of

the turnover times of these two parts. If the fixed capital turns

over twice in 10 years, ?/;, or '/5 of it turns over in one year; while
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the circulating capital turns over 3 times in one year. 5% turns

over once a_year.

The question boils down to this: assuming that a capital of 1,000
thaler consists of 600 circulating capital and 400 fixed capital, i.e.
3/ circulating and /s fixed capital, that the fixed capital lasts for 5
years, hence. turns over once in 5 years, and that the circulating
capital turns over 3 times a year, what is the average turnover
number, or turnover time, of the total capital? If it were wholly
circulating capital, it would turn over 5X3, or 15 times; the total
capital turned over in the 5 years would be 15,000. However, ¥/; of
the capital only turns over once in 5 years. Consequently, of these
400 thaler *®/s, i.e. 80 thaler, turn over in a year. Of the 1,000
thaler 600 turn over 3 times a year, and 80 once a year. That is to
say, only 1,880 would turn over in the whole year; in the 5 years,
therefore, 5x1,880=9,400 will turn over; i.e. 5,600 less than if the
capital wholly consisted of circulating capital. If the latter were the
case, the total capital would turn over once in /s of a year.?

[VI-41] If the capital=1,000, with ¢=600 and turning over twice
a year, and f=400 and turning over once a year, then 600 (*/5 S)

28
5X2
Hence in half a year, 600+200=800 (i.e. c+%) turns over.

turns over in half a year; and **/; or (:—) similarly in half a year.

Correspondingly, in a whole year 2x800, or 1,600 thaler,
turns over; 1,600 thaler in a ?rear; i.e. 100 in '?/;; months, and
therefore 1,000 in '/, or 7'/;, months. The entire capital of
1,000 thus turns over in 7'/, months, as compared with the 6
months required if it consisted wholly of circulating capital.
7Y9:6=1:1Y; or 1:°/,.°

Suppose the capital=100, made up of 50 circulating and 50
fixed, with the former turning over twice a year and the latter
once. Then !/, of 100 turns over once in 6 months, and '/, of 100
likewise once in 6 months. Therefore, %/, of the capital turns over
in 6 months, %/, of 100 in 6 months; or 75 in 6 months, and 100 in
8 months. If 2/, of 100 turns over in 6 months and 1/, of 100 (}/,
the fixed capital) in the same time, this means that 8/, of 100 turns
over in 6 months. Consequently, '/; turns over in % or 2 months,
and so */4 of 100, or 100, in 6+2, or 8 months.

The total turnover time of capital=6 (the turnover time of the

a2 Here Marx crossed out several lines containing another version of this
calculation.— Ed.
b Thus in the manuscript.— Ed.
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entire circulating capital and '/ of the fixed capital or '/4 of the
total capital)+°/;, i.e.+ this turnover time divided by the number
which expresses the proportion of the remaining fixed capital to
the capital turned over in the turnover time of the circulating
capital. So in the above example: /s of 100 turns over in 6
months, ditto /s of 100; therefore %*5s of 100 in 6 months;
therefore the remaining '/s of 100 in /, months; therefore the
total capital in 6+°%/, months=6+1'/y; or 7'/;, months.?

Expressed in general terms: The average turnover time=the
turnover time of the circulating capital+this turnover time divided
by the number of times the remaining part of the fixed capital is
contained in the total sum of capital which was circulated in this
turnover time.

Suppose there are 2 capitals each of 100 thaler. One is entirely
circulating capital, the other is half fixed capital. Both operate at a
gain of 5%. The one turns over entirely twice a year; in the other,
the circulating capital likewise twice, and the fixed capital only
once. The total capital turned over in the first case would be 200,
and the profit 10; in the second, there would be 1 turnover in
8 months, or '/; in 4, i.e. 150 would be turned over in 12 months
and its profit would be 7'/.

This sort of calculation has tended to harden the common
delusion that circulating capital or fixed capital yields gain by
means of some MysTERIOUS INNATE POWER, @ delusion manifest even in
Malthus’s statement that “circulating capital yields gain if its
POSSESSORS PART WITH IT, etc.”; similarly, in the passages cited above
from his Measure of Value, etc., namely in the way he describes the
accumulation of the profits of fixed capital® The greatest
confusion and mystification has arisen from the failure of the
hitherto economic doctrines to consider the theory of surplus gain
in its purity. Instead, they have lumped it together with the theory
of real profit, which is all about the way the different capitals
share in the general rate of profit. The profit of the capitalists as a
class, or the profit of capital as such, must be there before it can
be distributed, and it is the height of absurdity to wish to explain
its origin by its distribution.

It follows from the above that profit diminishes because the
turnover time of capital increases in proportion to the increase of
the component part of it which is called fixed capital.

a Here Marx crossed out several lines containing a formula for determining the
turnover time of the part of capital— Ed.

b Here Marx crossed out a formula representing this proposition.— Ed.

¢ See present edition, Vol. 28, pp. 487-99 and this volume, p. 69.— Ed.
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//The size of capital is assumed to be permanent, but this does
not concern us here anyway, since the proposition is valid for
capital of whatever size. Capitals differ in size, but the size of each
individual capital is equal to itself. Hence as long as capital is only
considered in its quality as capital, it may be of any size. But
if we consider 2 capitals in distinction from one another, the
difference in their size introduces a relation of qualitative
determinations. Their very size becomes a quality distinguishing
them from one another. This is an essential aspect showing how the
consideration of capital as such differs from that of one capital in
relation to another, or from that of capital in its reality-—and size is
only ONE SINGLE INSTANCE.//

A capital of the same [VI-42] size, 100 in the example above,
would turn over completely twice a year, if it consisted entirely of
circulating capital. But it is only turned over twice in 16 months,
or only 150 thaler is turned over in a year, because half of it is
fixed capital. As the number of times a capital is reproduced in a
given time declines, or as the quantity of it reproduced in a given
time declines, there is also a decline in the production of surplus
time or surplus value, since capital in general posits value only to
the extent that it posits surplus value. (At least, this is its tendency,
its adequate action.)

As we have seen, fixed capital circulates as value only in the
degree in which it is used up or consumed as use value in the
production process. But the time in which it is thus consumed and
must be reproduced in its form as use value depends upon its
relative durability. Its durability, or its greater or lesser perishabili-
ty-—i. e. the greater or lesser length of time for which it can
continue to repeat its function within the repeated production
processes of capital—this determination of its use value, therefore,
becomes here a form-determining moment, i. e. a determinant of
capital with respect to its formal, not its material, aspect. Hence
the necessary reproduction time of fixed capital, just as much as
the proportion it constitutes of the whole capital, modify here the
turnover time of the total capital and therefore its valorisation. A
greater durability of capital (the duration of its necessary
reproduction time) and a higher proportion of fixed capital to
total capital, therefore, have precisely the same effect on valorisa-
tion as a slower turnover, occasioned either by the fact that the
market from which capital returns as money is more distant, and
hence more time is needed for it to run the course of circulation
(e. g., capitals which work in England for the East Indies market
return more slowly than those which work for less distant foreign
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markets or for the HOME MaRkET); or because the production phase
itself is interrupted owing to natural conditions, as in agriculture.
Ricardo at first emphasised the influence of fixed capital upon the
valorisation process; but then he jumbled all these determinations
together, as can be seen from the passages cited above.?

In the first case (fixed capital) [the rate of] the turnover of
capital is diminished because fixed capital is only slowly consumed
within the production process, or because of the length of time
required for its reproduction. In the second case, the diminished
[rate of] turnover is due to the lengthening of circulation time (in
the first case the fixed capital necessarily circulates always with the
same velocity as the product, in so far as it does circulate, enter
into circulation, because it does not circulate in its material form
of existence but only as value, i. e. as a notional component of the
total value of the product), to be more precise, to the lengthening
of the circulation time of the second half of the circulation proc-
ess proper, the reconversion of money. In the third case, the
diminished [rate of] turnover is due to the longer time required by
capital to emerge from the production process as a product, not,
as in the first case, the longer time capital takes to perish in the
production process. The first case is peculiar specifically to fixed
capital; the other belongs to the category of non-fluid fixed
capital, capital fixed in any phase of the total circulation process
(FIXED CAPITAL OF A CONSIDERABLE DEGREE OF DURABILITY, OR CIRCULATING CAPITAL
RETURNABLE AT DISTANT PERIoDs. McCulloch, [ The] Principles of Political
Economy, [London, 1825, p. 300] Notebook, p. 15).

Thirdly: Up to this point, we have considered fixed capital only
from one angle—in as much as its distinctions are posited in terms
of its particular, specific relation to the circulation process proper.
Considered from this angle, it shows further distinctions. Firstly,
its value returns piecemeal, whereas each portion of circulating
capital is exchanged wholly, because in the case of circulating
capital the existence of value coincides with that of use value.
Secondly, we have hitherto only considered the effect of fixed
capital upon the average turnover time of a given capital. But we
must also examine the effect it has on its own turnover time.
The latter circumstance becomes important where fixed capital
appears not as a mere instrument of production within the
production process, but as an independent form of capital, e. g., in
the form of railways, canals, roads, waterworks, as capital wedded to
the soll, etc.

a See this volume, pp. 32-35.— Ed.
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This latter determination is especially important with respect to
the proportions in which the total capital of a country is divided
up into these two forms [fixed and circulating capital]. Then the
way in which fixed capital is renewed and maintained; the
economists argue that it can yield revenue only by means of
circulating capital, etc. Au fond, this boils down to a consideration
of the moment in which fixed capital appears not as a particular,
independent existence alongside and outside circulating capital, but
as circulating capital transformed into fixed capital.

But what we want to consider first at this point is the relation of
fixed capital, not towards the outside, but as given by the fact that
it remains locked up in the production process. Fixed capital is
posited by its being a particular moment of the production process
itself.

//We are not in any way arguing that fixed capital is, in every
determination, capital which does not serve individual consump-
tion but production alone. A house can just as well be used for
production as for consumption; similarly all vehicles: a ship or a
wagon can be used both for pleasure trips and as means of
transport; a road can be used as means of communication for
production proper, as well as for strolling along, etc. We are not at
all concerned with fixed capital in this second relation; for at this
point we are discussing capital only as valorisation process and
production process. The second determination will enter when we
come to discuss interest. Ricardo can only have this determination
in mind when he says:

“Depending on whether capital is more perishable or less perishable, i.e. must
be reproduced more frequently or less frequently in a given period of time, it is
called circulating capital or fixed capltal” (Ricardo, [On the Principles of Political
Economy, and Taxation, p. 26] VIII, 19%).!

On that basis, a coffee pot would be fixed capital, and the
coffee, circulating capital. The economists regard people’s social
relations of production, and the determinations acquired by things
subsumed under these relations, as natural properties of the things.
This crude materialism is an equally crude idealism, indeed a
fetishism which ascribes to things social relations as determinations
immanent to them, and thus mystifies them. The difficulty of
defining any thing at all as fixed or circulating capital by reference
to its natural character has brought the economists here, as an
exception, to the idea that things themselves are neither fixed nor

a See this volume, pp. 32-33.— Ed.



78 Outlines of the Critique of Political Economy

circulating capital, hence probably not capital at all, as little as it is
the natural property of gold to be money.//

(Lest we forget it, we must add to the points enumerated above
the circulation of fixed capital as circulating capital, i.e., the
transactions by which it changes its owners.)

“Fixed capital—engaged: capital so engaged in one kind of production that it can no
longer be diverted from it to be employed in another kind of production” (Say,
[ Traité d’économie politique, Vol. 11, p. 430,] 2116)a

“Fixed capital is consumed in order to help to reproduce what man destines for his
use ... consists of permanent installations suitable for increasing the productive forces of future
labour” (Sismondi, [Nouveaux principes d’économic politique, Vol. 1, pp. 95, 97-98]
VI).b13

“Fixed capital is the capital which is necessary to maintain the instruments,
machines, etc., of labour” (Smith, [ Recherches sur la nature et les causes de la richesse
des nations], Vol. II, p. 226).

“FLOATING CAPITAL IS CONSUMED, FIXED CAPITAL MERELY USED IN THE GREAT WORK
OF PRODUCI;ION" ({ The] Economist, [No. 219, 6 November 1847, p. 1271] Notebook
VI, p. )1

“It will be shown that the first stick or stone he took into his hand to help him
in the pursuit of those objects, by performing part of his work, fulfilled exactly the
same function as the capitals employed at present by the mercantile nations”
(Lauderdale, [Recherches sur la nature et lorigine de la richesse publique, Paris, 1808,]
p- 87, Notebook 8, a).c 14 “It is one of the characteristic and distinguishing features
of the human species thus to supplant labour by capital transformed into machinery”
(p- 120) (p. 9, Notebook Lauderdale). “Now it will be seen that the profit of capital
always derives either from its supplanting a portion of labour which would
otherwise have to be performed by the hand of man; or from its performing a
portion of labour which is beyond the reach of the personal exertion of man to
accomplish” (p. 119, L c.).

Lauderdale takes issue with Smith and Locke, [VI-43] whose
belief that labour is the source of profit has, according to
Lauderdale, the following result:

“If this notion of the profit of capital were strictly correct, it would follow that
profit is not an original source of wealth but a derivative one; and capital could not
be considered a source of wealth, its profit being only a transfer from the pochet of the
labourer into that of the capitalist” (1. c., pp. 116, 117).

“The profit of capital always derives either from its supplanting a portion of
labour which would otherwise have to be performed by the hand of man; or from
its performing a portion of labour which is beyond the reach of the personal
exertion of man to accomplish” (p. 119, 1. c., [Notebook] p. 9, b).

“It should be noted that if the capitalist, by the use he makes of his money,
saves a certain amount of labour to the class of consumers, he does not substitute for it

a See this volume, p. 30. Marx quotes in French.— Ed.

b See this volume, pp. 35-36. Marx quotes partly in French.— Ed.

< This and the following passages from Lauderdale are quoted in French in the
manuscript. In one quotation (from p. 116) Marx occasionally uses German
words.— Ed.
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an equal portion of his own; which proves that it is his capital, and not himself, that
performs it” (10, Notebook, L c., p. 132).

“If Adam Smith had not imagined that the effect of a machine was to facilitate
labour or, as he expressed himself, to increase the productive power of labour (it is
a strange confusion of ideas that has led Dr. Smith to describe the effect of capital
as increasing the productive power of labour. According to this logic, one could
very well claim that shortening a circuitous road between two given places by half means
doubling the velocity of the walker), he would have seen that it was by supplanting
labour that the funds paid for the machine yielded profit, and he would have
attributed the origin of profit to this very circumstance” ([Notebook,] p. 11;
p. 137).

“Capital, whether fixed or circulating, in home trade, far from serving to set
labour in motion, or adding to the productive power of labour, is, on the contrary,
only useful and profitable in these two situations: either it supplants the necessity
of a portion of labour that would otherwise have to be performed by the hand of
man, or it performs a certain kind of labour that is beyond the powers of man
himself to accomplish.”

This, Lauderdale says, is not a purely verbal distinction.

“The idea that capital sets labour in motion, and that it adds to its productive
power, gives rise to the opinion that labour is everywhere proportioned to the
quantity of existing capital; that the industry of a country always corresponds to the
funds employed; from which it follows that the increase of capital is by far the best
and unlimited means of augmenting wealth. If, instead, we admitted that capital
can have no other useful and profitable employment than that of supplanting or
performing a certain kind of labour, we would draw the natural conclusion that the
State can derive no advantage from possessing more capital than can be employed
in performing or supplanting labour in the production and manufacture of things
required by the consumer” (pp. 150-52, [Notebook,] pp. 11, 12).

To prove his proposition that capital is, independently of
labour, a source sui generis or proriT and thus or wearts, he points to
the surplus profit which the owner of a newly invented machine
derives before his brevet d’invention® expires, and competition
depresses prices, and then concludes with the words:

“This alteration in the rule of charging does not prevent the profit” (for the use
value) “of the machine from being received out of a fund of the same nature as
that which it was paid from before the expiration of the patent: this fund is always
that part of the revenue of the couniry which formerly was destined to pay the wages of the
labour supplanted by the new invention” (1. c., p. 125, [Notebook,] p. 10, b).

Ravenstone, on the contrary, argues (IX, 32)'' that:

MACHINERY CAN SELDOM BE APPLIED WITH SUCCESS TO ABRIDGE THE LABOURS OF AN
INDIVIDUAL; MORE TIME WOULD BE LOST IN ITS CONSTRUCTION THAN COULD BE SAVED BY
ITS APPLICATION. IT IS ONLY REALLY USEFUL WHEN IT ACTS ON GREAT MASSES, WHEN A
SINGLE MACHINE CAN ASSIST THE LABOURS OF THOUSANDS. 1T IS ACCORDINGLY IN THE
MOST POPULOUS COUNTRIES WHERE THERE ARE MOST IDLE MEN THAT IT IS ALWAYS MOST

2 Patent.— Fd.
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ABUNDANT. IT IS NOT CALLED INTO ACTION BY A SCARCITY OF MEN, BUT BY THE FACILITY
WITH WHICH THEY ARE BROUGHT TOGETHER” (l. ¢.) [ Thoughts on the Funding System,
and Its Effects, London, 1824, p. 45].

[FIXED CAPITAL AND THE DEVELOPMENT
OF THE PRODUCTIVE FORCES OF SOCIETY]

“Division of machines into (1) those applied to produce power; (2) those whose aim
is simply the transmission of power and the performance of labour” (Babbage, [ Traité
sur Uéconomie des machines et des manufactures, pp. 20-21,] Notebook, p. 10).214

“FacToRry signifies the cooperation of different classes of workers, adults and
non-adults, skilfully and diligently watching over a system of productive machinery
continually kept in operation by a central [source of] power, and excludes any
workshop the mechanism of which does not form a continuous system, or which
does not depend on a single driving force. Examples of the latter are dyeing works,
brass foundries, etc.—This term, in its strictest sense, implies a vast automaton,
made up of a large number of mechanical and intellectual organs working together
and without interruption, to produce the same object, all these organs being
subordinated to a self-powered driving force” (Ure, [Philosophie des manufactures,
Vol. I, Brussels, 1836, pp. 18-19] p. 1314).

The capital which is consumed in the production process
proper, or fixed capital, is emphatically means of production. In a
broader sense, the entire production process and each of its
moments, as well as each moment of circulation—so far as its
material aspect is considered—is merely means of production for
capital, to which value alone exists as an end in itself. Raw material
itself, from its material aspect, is means of production for the
product, etc.

But to determine the use value of fixed capital by its being
consumed in the production process proper is the same as saying
that it is used only as a means in this process, and itself exists
merely as an agent for the transformation of raw material into
product. As such means of production, its use value may consist in
its being merely a technological condition for the process to take
place (the place in which the production process is carried on), as
in the case of buildings, etc., or in 1ts being an immediate
condition for the operation of the means of production proper, as
all matieres instrumentales are. Both are, in turn, merely material
presuppositions for carrying on the production process in general,
or for the application and maintenance of the means of labour.
And the means of labour in the strict sense serves only within

2 Marx quotes from Babbage partly in German and partly in French. The
following quotation from Ure is in French.— Ed.



Chapter on Capital 81

production and for production, and has no other use value.

Inidally, when we discussed the transition of value into capital,
the labour process was simply included into capital, and with
respect to its physical condition, the material form in which it
existed, capital appeared as the totality of the conditions for this
process, and accordingly fell into definite qualitatively different
portions: the material of labour (this, not raw material, is the correct
and conceptual expression), means of labour and living labour? On
the one hand, capital, according to the material form in which it
existed, was divided up into these three elements; on the other,
the moving unity of these elements was the labour process (or the
entering of these elements into process with one another), and
their inert unity was the product. In this form, the material
elements— material of labour, means of labour and living labour—
appear merely as the essential moments of the labour process itself,
which is appropriated by capital. But this material aspect of
capital—or its determination as use value and real process—
diverged completely from the determination of its form. In this
determination itself

(1) the 3 elements in which capital appears priot to the
exchange with labour capacity, prior to the actual process,
appeared merely as quantitatively different portions of capital
itself, as quantities of value, whose unity is formed by capital itself
as their sum. The material form, the use value, in which these
different portions existed, did not affect the homogeneity of this
determination. From the viewpoint of their formal determination,
they only appeared as reflecting the fact that quantitatively capital
fell into distinct portions.

(2) Within the process itself, the distinction between the element
of labour and the other two, as regards form, consisted only in
that labour was determined as positing value, and the other two as
constant values. Yet as far as their distinctness as use values, the
material aspect, was concerned, it was quite extrinsic to the formal
determination of capital. Now, however, in the distinction between
circulating capital (raw material and product) [VI-44] and fixed
capital (means of labour), the distinction between the elements as
use values is, at the same time, posited as a distinction of capital as
capital, in its formal determination. The relationship of the factors
to each other, which was only quantitative, now appears as a
qualitative distinction of capital itself and as determining its overall
movement (turnover). In terms of physical substance, too, the

2 See present edition, Vol. 28, pp. 224-27.— Ed.
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material of labour and the product of labour, the neutral
precipitate of the labour process, as raw material and product, are
no longer determined as the material and product of labour but as
the use value of capital itself in different phases.

As long as the means of labour remains means of labour in the
strict sense, as it was—directly, historically—included by capital
into its valorisation process, it only undergoes a formal change in
that it now appears not merely as means of labour from its
material aspect, but at the same time as a particular mode of
existence of capital, one determined by the overall process of
capital—as fixed capital.

Once included into the production process of capital, however,
the means of labour passes through a series of metamorphoses
until it ends up as the machine, or rather as an automatic system of
machinery (system of machinery; automatic merely means the most
complete, most adequate form of machiner<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>