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Capitalism displayed throughout the XXth centurghsyrodigious human capacities,
that its miraculous accomplishments -not only tedhgical- surpass the dreams of the
past and those of the present.

However, while objective and subjective conditiamsre created that render universal
civilisation feasible, and whilst the gates foruig social progress were thrown wide
open, the same capitalistic principle that has @dow be yet the mightiest demiurge of
progress accounted for social catastrophes of apreoedented scale and for
unspeakably horrendous crimes against humanity. gmbese, the present admixture
of generalised social inequity and universal abstiservitude stands as the most
enormous --if only because the new upsurge in abgtitccumulation prompted by this

dramatic contingency is unable to provide sociliéf®r even to restore the illusion of

a prospect thereof.. For some economists the warddchanged beyond recognition; for
others not so, because no question about the sgstestorical nature fits into that

portion of theory they happened to "receive”, noegithe claim for the emancipatory
mission of science strike a chord there.

The professional economist exorcises unedited oexces in the economic world by
the use of fashionable lexical novelties from whibleir sayings pick up an air of
technical solvency, that passes right away into jdwgon of news-people and
knowledgeable public. Such glossaries were notexmased by the use -to begin with-
but are used because they emanate from a consecgadiver. If economists of a
different breed tried some of the most currentorion the test bench of the original
scientific concepts, they couldn't fail to exposwse fashion-victims among their
colleagues that believe themselves to be updateithwndeed they are, in effect, but
with regards to a vogue that is itself anachronijists it consists in giving up reflection.

The economist involved in academia, the standasgameher, shuns the task, for
reasons he may or may not understand. It is ndbupm, he believes, to criticise the
consecrated truths, nor is it his business to lobd& the specific historical nature of
capitalism. It's no secret that aggregate capdtaliaulation may (and indeed does) run
into more than one problem, but as far as the argiconomist is concerned, this need
never bring up to consideration the present systeapacity to warrant general social
progress, nor the derisory question of whetherobtime development of this production
form carries an in-built limit. In sum, the pursearof economic science is not what the
lawful economist would care about -legitimatelydded, law-giving authorities laying
down the guidelines for research and educatiomrebyegoverning the moods of the
profession and driving the perceptions of the negea, will scorn at any undue
concern with the historicity of capital.. It ceribi belongs to the social nature of
science to be institutional, and it pertains toessence to be free, but under mature
capitalism institutionalised science is sorrily gokto its financial sources and thereby
subsumed by capital. Such mediation rouses sdembduction into a wild frenzy,
while badly hampering the concept. No wonder thatrent science embraces an



unwarrantable anti-metaphysical metaphysics, amdesses the fanaticism inherent in
this credo by purging itself from any pronouncemiait could be suspected of being
"philosophical”. In the midst of a thick ideologidag the label "philosophical” decries
beforehand the intellectual value of any statem&hgtever its contents, and casts upon
it the disgraceful stigma: "unscientific rubbiski)

The official discourse takes on the material formite direct administrative effects;
authorities exerting management power over thensfierealm abstain from incurring
themselves in such utterances as may become ird/olvilhe concept, to the point that
their policies are unspoken, implicit; yet thiseitéctual reluctance never inhibits them
from expressing either by action or omission thalues and sympathies, which they do
with natural eloquence, just "as a matter of fadtiis is, by means of blunt
"performative utterances". (2) This subsumptiorsaience under the Logos reified in
abstractly material accumulation never hampershihié-in imperative in science to
meet its own measure, that the aliened economistther academic or professional,
hallucinates in the nightmarish figure of an evikabt preying upon him. The
representation he has of his own professionalrpatiy is that of a portion of "human
capital”, an unstable asset unceasingly waninglsplescence, that he can only keep
up with by frenetically restoring it, without evetopping to taste the forbidden fruit.
His reaction to capital's urge will be conditiort®dthe adaptive abilities he was able to
acquire during his early days of captivity as alsti.

In times when unbelievable prodigies of science tegtinology are everyday news, the
general drive towards unceasing professional updateemingly transpires from the
same marvellous source of useful knowledge. Bigtoas as the economist, anxious as
he is to be duly recycled, receives the latest @magded admixture of standard wisdom,
instrumental approaches, and legitimating symiwdsmakes the dismal discovery that
"the day's paradigm" could not be more trifling. his perplexity, he cannot but
acknowledge that the subject-matter of politicarexmy is undergoing transformations
that put radically into question the elemental fdations of economic science. His
option is to abide by the concept or renounce atdigether.

Circumstances favouring one or other term of tHenaina reigned alternatively till
some time ago, in correspondence to the ebbs amd fbf capitalist accumulation.
Thereby ups and downs were brought about in thefnbpxpectations ("la promesse
de bonheur pour tous") that capital used to imstd the souls of those left behind. The
eighteenth century's illusion according to whicle ttapitalist form of society is in
accordance with eternal natural principles, howeesachronistic, is materially
necessary for the reproduction of the system. Thithe reason why scientific-like
dressings adorning the chimera deserve the higifistl honours. As long as material
progress lends seemingly sensible plausibility te hope of progress cum welfare
"pour tous", the question about the historical tgmf this particular form of civilisation
looks unwonted and intellectually twisted: till therage fades away, and the time is
ripe to recommence the concept. (3)

It is to such endeavour that we wish to contribotéhese pages, first by recalling how
and why economic science accomplished a missicgnancipation in the XVIII and
XIX centuries and gave it up in the XX century; sequently, by counterpoising
against present realities the "imago mundi" rendidvg political economy: the old
answers dealing with the new questions; finallyiny to anticipate the programmatic



dimensions of the discussion sketched out here.n@un references will be Smith and
Marx, raising the question of whether or not oumogpoch has been worthy of the
scientific programme of these authors. (4) The enusts of today, especially the
young, have to know where they are and whither geeyTo begin with, let them know
where they proceed from.

*

Political economy was a creature of the Enlightemimehat intellectual ferment

illuminating the rise of capitalism with those samights that cast the shadows that
cover it today. (5) The onward progression of modéought was initiated well before

the epoch that rightly called itself "the centufypbilosophy", and today its exhaustion
closes a cycle: the attempted construction of a&epinwithout metaphysics becomes
complicated in a metaphysics lacking a concept.

The history of modern economic thought is comprisétiin this arch. In the blazes of
the XVIIIith century, a man devoted his entire ifgetual career to the purpose of
resisting the inescapable fate of political econpwiyile at the same time, without this
being his purpose, he was founding it. He authdeveth "The Theory of Moral
Sentiments" and "The Wealth of Nations". Posteptgised the second work at the
expense of the first. Such discriminatory extolmesquired academic conventional
wisdom to establish that the emphatic pronouncenerithe contrary of the author
himself should be taken as irrelevant, or, as it rewe null. (6)

Let's name the false Smith as Adam Myth, and balittue Smith by his name, then we
can find several coincidences between them: bathes founders of modern political

economy (PE, henceforward); they upholded libemglisharacterised and baptised the
Mercantilist System and declared themselves itsrsvememies; they favoured free

commerce and trusted the harmonious balance dfsoiety to the providence of the

Invisible Hand; and, just to put a rather arbitrand to this enumeration that could be
stretched further, they were at one in giving née o notions bequeathed from the
ancient world, such as Social Division of Labourd &ercantile Value, and converted

them into the founding stone of the modern econasuience. The value question, in
the case of Myth, has little relevance, if any.

Against these similarities, the PE founded by Snsithot the same science of which the
paternity is attributed to Myth. Whilst the latisrscientific in character according to the
scientifist pattern that has become fashionablehm present time, the former is
scientific in a sense that is both more profound arore severely exigent: Smith's PE
pertains to Jurisprudence (indeed, to natural @urikence), and this inward connection
has the mission of discovering and explaining traural basis of the political
Constitution of a "well governed" society, whichtessay, a society ruled by laws that
are in accordance with nature. (7) According tot8nthese foundations are inherently
ethical: the profusion of material wealth will bé the same time the cause and the
consequence of the system of the freedom of valgetsonly if it conjugates with
convenient governmental measures providing the fiienaf education (in the most
ample sense) for all. The full significance of tfRE reaches the civic life!

Myth, on his side, is undoubtedly the fundamentalise great enthusiast of laissez
faire: he believes blindly in the civilising effecof this principle and is willing to put
humanity at large under the care of the invisitdad) which will automatically warrant



economic growth, as long and as far as its greatasger, State intervention, is
precluded. In the absence of this major menacegithksing effects of "laissez faire”
are certain.

But all this is altogether different in the case Srhith. To begin with, the lexical
expressions usually considered as the most chasdicten Adam Myth, either never
appear in his writings, as is the case of "laigage", or only very rarely, like "invisible
hand"; and even if they do, it is in the senseadfia equity, that comes from natural
philosophy traditions: a connotation that is rathéen to the vicarious prophet and
entirely ignored by those that usually invoke h@ertainly Smith also sees in the free
unfolding of market relations the sine qua non dbordl of an advanced civilisation.
Only in the large markets of immense ecumenical edision, human labour's
productive capacities bloom in all their splendamrgd humanity may reap the fruits of
the division of labour. Yet Smith never ceases ia imsistence that such high
civilisation is only possible provided it is fourdlen moral principles, and consecrates
his career to investigate those principles. (8)

If, however, such condition weren't met, the efeof the commercial system on
civilisation would be dismal and devastating. Theomp would find themselves
defenceless at the mercy of the rich and the govent. As for the State, Smith, at one
with Locke, denounces the "government" to be afiGtconstrued by the rich in order
to defend themselves from the poor. The greedy a@its "are not, nor should ever be,
the governors of humanity”. The benefits of theiaadivision of labour would be lost,
or worse. From infinite blessings they would becoca¢éamities, and would end by
destroying humanity. Here Smith speaks over thed$ieaf his own fellow
contemporaries and over those of the subsequemtrageons, directly addressing us,
men of today. (9)

Finally, Myth is certainly liberal, to the marro®mith is also liberal, but in a rather
different sense. For while Myth's liberalism hashireg to do with political liberalism,
Smith's economic liberalism can only be understaedan inseparable aspect of his
political philosophy. If, however, we do make tmgproper abstraction and (just as the
interpretative tradition we are criticising stilbels) consider Smith's PE, paying no heed
to its essential links with his political philosgpheven then his economic liberalism
remains essentially different from Myth's. Smithliigeral in the field of economic
science in the same sense as before him, in thi#neat) the masters of physiocracy
were liberals. As one of them, Dupont de Nemouxplagns it, they founded on liberal
principles "a body of doctrine, definite and contelewhich clearly lays down the
natural rights of man, the natural order of socieynd the natural laws most
advantageous to men united in a society". (10)

We needn't pin-point here Smith's precise standingng the various liberal currents of
his times. Suffice it to indicate that his work st®a purpose that is common to them
all: to discover the basic principles governing trew-born modern society. True, to
counterpoise a progressive Smith to a reactionartnMould just amount to substitute
one fake for another one. Both are conservativbsjtaonce again, in quite opposite a
sense. It remains distinctive of Smith that he $ade in earnest the admonitions of the
"Tory" reaction against the dangers inherent irgpges, and tries to give a positive turn
to their objections. He argues that the bourgeowsldls prosperity can be made



compatible with the traditional virtues and moralues and, furthermore, that without
these it wouldn't even be sustainable.

The liberal principle was conceived by means ofrangformative critique of an
aristocratic ideology from feudal inspiration. Thiansformation process was initiated
and, in substance, completed, by the liberalismthef XVIith century, mainly by
Hobbes and Locke. Liberalism admits the prevalefaeason over faith; hence, in its
search for substantial grounding of State legitiynéchas to do without Theology and,
most of all, without the authority of the Churcke ib worldly or celestial. The essence
of liberalism is the right of rebellion: this na#éliright (exclusive, in its origin, to the
nobility) is the building rock on which the liberabtions of social pact and political
mandate stand. (11) Needless to say, this is @rfafrom the liberalism that Myth
would stand for, namely, the present strand ofdiliem, of which Myth is said to carry
the banner, which advocates the unrestricted pofvecumenically centralised capital.

Or, taking into consideration that Smith inscrib@s lifetime work in the liberal
traditions of his time, and especially that hisagest contributions are in the line of a
liberal critique of the intellectual heritage fra@assical and Christian philosophies, to
depict Smith as the archenemy of the Commerciale8yss just as arbitrary as to see in
him a late representative of Stoicism in a GrecoaRo lineage. (12) Smith has a
critical stance on both questions, which are, gwew, inseparable, and his position is
negative and positive. Negative, because he refjleetdoctrine favouring a commercial
society deprived of ethical values, as much asdemtifies authoritarian and Stoic
overtones in the idea, which he opposes, of a lsocier founded upon virtue. And
positive on both questions, because on the one anthdicates commerce as, again, a
sine qua non condition of progress (as a fully tmed social division of labour is
correlative with an unbounded extension of the m)k and on the other hand he
argues that such progress can only be grounded aral mprinciples. These, in his
conception, are of a natural condition, so thay theed not, should not, and cannot be
imposed despotically.

In sum, Smith is far from sharing Adam Myth's bliogtimism regarding capital. It is

true that the rigorous concept of the historicadreleter involving economic categories
will still have to wait for a long century, till Ma& starts publishing his later Werke. Yet
in spite of the fact that Smith never really graspieis concept, his comprehension of
the limits of the system is nonetheless remarkaidgrous, and, if we abide by his

argument, his verdict on the present exhaustiarapitalism is conclusive.

In the XIXth century economic science suffers twoese amputations. In the first half
of the century PE is torn off from Philosophy. hetsecond half, she is deprived of the
Value Theory and becomes unable thereafter, amsegoence, to make some most
relevant distinctions (between value and mercanid¢ue, money and means of
circulation, market equilibrium and production diuium, capital rotation and capital
reproduction). Thus, her subject-matter-soul wasdveut adrift: not even the Jivaro
head-reducing practices were ever so cruel. (13)



The first excision, which went almost unnoticed Imot without consequences, cuts
right across the grand lineage in PE that MarxecaClassic. The label does justice to
the best scientific production, but it blurs thesesgtial difference between the XVllith
and XIXth centuries, between PE as an expressiomasfufacture capitalism, i.e., as
this science was brought to life before the indaktevolution, and PE consecutive to
the configuration of industrial capitalism: not piletween Smith and Ricardo, but also
between David Hume and Alfred Marshall! The nexdgalating PE with philosophy
persists, but it does thenceforward become extrinsmssive, poor, ideological. Such
mutations must be underlined, if only because tm®gtly persist through the XXth
century, seriously impairing both Social Sciencd Bhilosophy. In contrast with Smith
and, for that matter, with Hume, Ricardo has najHike a philosophical project. The
same must be said of his followers and, a fortwfrhis detractors. (14)

Since Ricardo's Principles, the civic purpose dgisaps from economic science almost
altogether, while the projections of PE towards itRal Philosophy become
downgraded into mere "policy advises". What theneooic lobby-man of the XIXth
century has in mind, just the same as his earlgstocs, the mercantilists acting in the
courts of absolutist monarchies up to the timekaefis X1V, is to have an influence (if
not a high hand as Colbert's) over the governmesdtsnomic policies. Whether
knowingly or otherwise, every single economisthis disciple of some philosopher, big
or small. Only a few could (and actually did) tehere their bequest came from, as was
the case of Ricardo and Edgeworth, at the beginaimd) at the end of the century,
respectively: and both acknowledged the same piplusal tutor, who would
thereafter extend his tutelage over the XXth cefgufEconomics”. The name, of
course, was Jeremy Bentham.

Bentham's extraordinary influence cannot be expthigither in terms of his profundity
or his originality, for he lacked both. The celdbchlemma that was wrongly attributed
to him, "the greatest happiness for the greatestbeu of people”, had been voiced
repeatedly during the previous century, not onlyhi& continent (Beccaria) but also in
Scotland (Hutcheson). However, this formula hadeneveen taken in such a one-
sidedly narrow utilitarist sense as when Edgewdttiwards the end of the XIXth
century) proclaims it as the "sovereign principlél5) A century earlier, when the
Enlightenment was struggling to set thought freemfrmediaeval theology, and to
emancipate philosophy from the fetters of theologgppiness was more associated
with virtue than with satiety.

In those XVIith and XVIlith centuries the articulan between PE and philosophy
was still an active intellectual mission of the rfmr: the economic concepts
displayed themselves in a philosophic medium, arehdhe grand philosophy found
inspiration in that authentically modern sciencatttook modern civil society as its
subject-matter. (16) It was thus that the youngXMewuld find PE "philosophically
digested" (as pointed at by Pierre Naville) inwWarks of Hegel. The Wealth of Nations
relates itself with ("natural") Jurisprudence irettame way as, in the philosophy of
Shaftesbury (Smith's senior at Glasgow), the artigilves himself with his work: "The
beautifying, not the beautified, is the really biatlf. (17)

*



The second amputation that sundered PE was madgblegsprepared, and even
anticipated, by the first. It has to be borne imanhithat when Marx undertook the
critigue of PE, the latter, represented in thosees by the Ricardian school, was
already undergoing a process of impoverishmenttrautfallen into discredit. Outside

the Ricardian tradition, authors converging intae tNeo-classic approach were
simultaneously (yet mostly independently from omether) laying the platform of a

new economic discipline: the one that was soondoncthe seat of PE as the official

economic doctrine, in spite of the fact that itked the concept of value, and even
invoking this weakness as a title for scientifigrdty. However, long before these alien
initiatives picked up recognition, found coherenard gathered momentum, the main
representatives of the Ricardian orthodoxy had dbeg best (or their worst) to get rid

of what they deemed a theoretical dead weight. WMene still Ricardians, though not

Classics.

For, according to Marx, who was the original creaibthis label, the true "classics"
were those masters that endeavoured to underdianchpitalist system in its "inward
concatenations”, in contradistinction with "vulganonomists" that stood prisoners of its
"outward concatenations”. And Ricardo was great, s disciples were unable to
grasp, let alone work out, his yet unaccomplisheton regarding capital. Only Marx
would stand up to the task of developing this cphdeeyond Ricardo. By dealing
critically with the theory of capital, he discovdréhe dialectical inner sequence from
commodity, through money, to capital, and was tih&t fo display the whole set of
identities, polar oppositions and necessary tramsitbetween these categories, from
commodity form of value to capital form of surplaswe, from commodity circulation
to capital rotation (the latter mediated by tharfer). It was for him to present for the
first time capital reproduction as the processyumihd concrete totality of all these
determinations.

The disastrously declining Ricardian school let go askance the "inward
concatenations”, and its contribution regardingséhof "outward" nature was scant or
null. The Neo-classic doctrine (that was to keegased within the latter articulations,
namely, the market) never fought a true battlersiahe classic view, but just walked
into an abandoned niche. Quite contrarily, Marxiique was truly and decidedly
transformative, as it poised PE against its owmgenties till its immanent transitions
were disclosed and put in motion. Thus, the (Marktaeory resulting from the critique
of PE would and should be nothing more than a "sssmy evolvement" of the same
PE. (18) Such a critique against a consecratedidectonsists mainly in its thorough
exposition. But PE, the highest representatiorhefdpecifically bourgeois social view,
was far from enjoying the height of its prestigadavas put under siege both from
without and from within. This peculiar circumstanm®ught a complication to Marx's
critiqgue, for while he had to set out the theorywas about to surpass, he had to
vindicate its real and lasting contributions.

This effort left a mark in Das Kapital and confoeddthe present century, that read
Marx mostly in a Ricardian key. (19) Marxist PE &ns mostly lethargic during the
XXth century, except for some analytical progressdly surpassing a Ricardian
horizon. Thus, when MPE manages to free itself ftbeneconomics mainstream, it gets
caught in the epistemological mainstream. The rattéth the excuse of demanding
from science empirically "falsifiable” propositigndogmatically denies the relational



dimension of the concept, which is non "falsifidbland on that account (with the

additional and quixotic excuse of its crusade agaandiffuse metaphysics), rejects the
concept as concept. If the official economic disseugnored PE for a century, feigning
ignorance of its past accomplishments, haughtilgindful of its subject, its method,

its main problems, its conceptual rigours; andafer on, official Economics looked

away from the dramatically renewed theoretical erimes as are today imposed upon
social science by present historical transformatioecurring in its specific object:

capitalism; if, finally, it was able to usurp, amgt away with it, the throne that

belonged to PE without taking care of the dutigsciable to this patrimony and

especially of its scientific debts, then all thiasmpossible because late XIXth century
PE suffered from an inborn weakness. Its virtugbesiority should have certainly

worked to her advantage but instead made her seralle that it turned out that PE
was not defeated, or even attacked, but just gayeamd tumbled down, by an

implosion.

The field that PE left unattended was not colonigga rival school or an entrenched
doctrine of the same science but by a quite diffedéscipline, one such that its subject
matter comprises no more than a portion of PEtged a particular province thereof.
This new discipline ignores the notion of commoditfue. Given the fact that

capitalist production is essentially commodity protlon, commodity-value is nothing

less than the all-unifying concept of modern PEpit@dist reproduction in its concrete

totality is the dynamic unit comprising two dis@gbrocesses, that together involve
reproduction of reproducible products. One prodssthe formal mutation of these

products, which takes place within the market sph#re other process comprised in
production is production in the narrow sense, ciimg] in the technico-material

conformation of the same products. The new disugptionfines its attention to the first
of these spheres; not because she's unaware sétioed, which she is certainly not,
but because the conceptual integration, the diaddbtality (the differentiated unit) of

both spheres falls beyond its grasp; as a consequdime notion of a value principle

governing dynamic adjustment in the production cdtrte is all but senseless in its
view. A fortiori, the idea that laws of historicatansformation of the capitalist

production are immanent to this system is hardiyalbde or even meaningful in a vision
so unilaterally confined.

Despite (or perhaps due to) this severe limitatihis approach will for some time
exhibit a remarkable fertility, its main contribaris revolving around the notion of
"general equilibrium”. However, in such limited Bgoound "general equilibrium™ only
signifies market equilibrium, so that the very bfstts rendered by this approach fall
far outside its own reach and can only be enjoygdding recovered into the PE
concept. (20)

To announce that they broke loose from the preceif, the founders of the new
science are fond of the idea of a new baptism, §@lthat several names are suggested,
like "Catalactics" (Whately) and "Economics" (JespiMarshall). "Catalactics", the
science that deals with exchange, would seem npgsbariate, but Marshall put the
weight of his leading authority on behalf of "Ecamos”, which became consecrated,
together with Neo-classical Economics (which we rmadppt for the present purpose,
NE henceforward). Centred upon the general (masejlibrium theory, and, hence,
stubbornly oblivious of the historical specific ituxde of capitalism, NE reigned
supreme for a whole century. (22)



And what a century! It is indeed remarkable andlexing that even at the height of
the great wars and unparalleled general crisespwieerationality and feasibility of the
system as a whole were in ruins before the eyethefworld, the official discourse
managed to keep the question within those consztidtalactic approaches in which
the concrete totality had previously been supprksEee "General Theory" promised a
way out, both theoretical and practical, but thespective was doomed: to its claim that
NE had been reduced to a particular case, NE réggbny demonstrating the opposite.
As an immediate result, the paralogism was reimfoydut the theoretical outcome of
such reintegration of the would-be "general" theompw subsumed by NE and
converted into a particular case, was an unexpeetdd/ation of the transition
potentials within the catalactic approach. Clueisiig towards this transition (like the
distinction between different scopes of the eqtiilim process: partial and general, but
chiefly between full and short-term) have been gatly all the time, yet its
significance for quite a time remained disregardekije the academy marched in the
opposite direction.

It is quite extraordinary that the academic corporaas a whole could unwinkingly

stick to such a course through the greatest staialilence ever, theoretically oblivious
of revolution and counterrevolution on a continénsgale, general world wars,

hallucinating scientific discoveries and technotadidevelopments, and, in sum the
radical transformation of the world. This evokesgo®id fantasies involving multitudes
of professors sworn into a world conspiracy agathst classic theory of value. The
power of capital has indeed interposed an ideoldgiaterdiction upon the concept.

However, its defence from a well grounded accusatjoestioning its legitimacy and

revealing its finitude, could only succeed whilestbrical circumstances were
propitious.

The ideology of the century was (and still is) dweibly hostile towards the concept.
This hostility is the caricaturised outcome of anbuilt tendency that pestered the
Enlightenment heritage, and offered the common-puxtern prejudice that was to be
shared among otherwise diverse traditions (sudmgsricism, positivism, utilitarism).
Narrowly Catalactic analysis adapted successfullsit early phase of such intellectual
tendency; a high credit for this dubious success way degree of emasculatory
disengagement from the commodity-value problem. Wént all the way in the
conquest of this merit: she didn't just shy thé& t@s the Ricardian school did before
her) of doing further research on the then stilesolved problems of value theory, but
decidedly moved forwards, which is to say, backwaghe flung off the problematic
concept altogether.

This daring (or should we say shameless?) turnabast nothing like a theoretical

solution, but it offered an ideological way-out tbe bourgeois establishment from the
uncomfortable problem rigorously posed by Ricarthat became a nightmare for his
disciples: the seeming incompatibility betweenltwe of value proper and the tendency
of capital benefit rates towards equalisation. Whats really embarrassing in this
problem was not only or mainly its intricacy, bhetfact that Marx, none other than
Marx, had provided an elegant and rigorous solutionthe Ricardian riddle (by

explaining the "transformation of values into protion prices"). NE decried the

problem and thus managed to disqualify the solutio& astute trick blows down to an
irreflexive and entirely extrinsic rejection of thmsic concept of economic science.
Paradoxically, what is substantially per se a seridrawback, namely, the dire



ignorance of the value concept, gives NE a freslodook into the peculiar behaviour
of the homo mercator.

In NE's candidly ahistoric understanding, homo ragnc is tantamount to Man.
Utilitarist analysis is not only unable to tell thastorically specific character of
commodity production, but it furthermore remaingssly ignorant of the fact that
Commodity is a productive relation to begin withowtver, while impervious to the
distinction between the highly specific determioa$i of modern society and its generic
dimensions, it brings into the narrowest possilleus the peculiar behaviours which
are characteristic of the historically determinedividual that establishes his productive
nexus in modern civil society, and for whom his osotial essence is represented in
the thing's quality that makes it exchangeable. UxdBertook this line of research by
isolating the unilateral representation of man's @roductive relations as it appears in
the homo mercator's uncultivated mind, and remginwithin such a figuration,
oblivious of the knowledge acquired by ancient ametiaeval economic thought, and
so greatly improved by a century of PE in its dlassd critical versions. The same NE
abstraction of which the immediate effect is tdtdjueconomic thought, is ultimately
bound to sharpen the analytical edge of PE.

Indeed, NE is built upon two pillars that stood otree ruins of the classic school. One
pillar was the unilaterally analytical method tleaptures Commodity in its immediate
phenomenological appearance and leaves it atThatother pillar was the marginalist
approach. Both pillars were erected separatelyirgaependently long before the times
of Jevons and Menger, and even before Smith.

The marginalist principle was first stated at tlegibning of the XVIlith century by the
Dutchman Daniel Bernoulli in his analytical studasrisk. Its first applications for the
purpose of optimum choice analysis, as regardssiecmaking at consumer and firm
level, and, outstandingly, economic-space confifomawere achieved during the first
half of the XIXth century by early forerunners ofENIlike Gossen, Cournot, von
Thinen. While PE mostly ignored these developmghtss missing their potential for
improving value theory), NE grasped an opportuaitg made something of it.

And so the stage was set for the cacophonous yigta@conomic thought as it went on
throughout the XXth century. Whilst PE cried despely for an updated version, all the
main relevant buildingblocks for this purpose lasattered around. To analyse the
highly specific behaviour of the individual commudiproducer (a task fairly
accomplished by NE) is, indeed, an inexcusable iaris®f the mercantile-value
concept. Contrarily, if such analysis remains ismlafrom the concept in an abstract
loop (as it still is in the NE's tent), then, itivbe doomed to paralogy, however much it
can be improved -as it certainly has been, withaideof mathematics.

PE was never replaced, but it was certainly digdaby EN. This rather awkward
situation would keep on as long as PE remained lan@bgo beyond its yet most
accomplished form, its Marxian version. While renong to the mission of making its
own critique, which was initiated by the self-saiarx, PE might never seriously
menace the NE supremacy, nor would it proceed thightransformative critique of the
NE to the point of subsuming it into its own concdpstead, however, of parting from
Marx and thereby with Marx; in lieu, of updating Macritically, PE falls into a state of
lethargy, while a vicarious discipline sets its fees colonising its institutional place.



Lacking the spirit or the vigour it was animatedwin earlier times, PE remains during
the most part of the XX century in the doctrinakipient and anachronistic form of a
regressively Ricardian reading of Marx.

At present, there are signs of new endeavours, gnwhich our own work is an attempt
towards updating PE, that starts with a critiqud&f. (23) We believe we have shown
that the latter, by just being counterpoised agaisslf, enters eo ipso under the service
of the value theory and renders substantial camiobh to the concept of the
commodity-form of value. Indeed, the general lawrdrcantile value is mediated by
interaction of otherwise isolated individuals whigte determined, in Marx's words, as
"private and independent producers”. An individoahaving in line with this concept
comes to the market where he will try to enter iat@articular form of production
nexus. This is the sole relation of a general $d¢rad he can engage in, and yet this
link is inevitably alleatory, fugacious and intettant. Indeed he may or may not be
able to exchange his commodity, but if he doessam as he succeeds in effectively
establishing his production relation in his qualty an homo mercator, this link snaps
off again, and he finds himself back in a socialeewere, in order to be able to come
back to the site of general social relation, hetbasct as an homo laborans. Of course
he is the same actor representing two charactersndeed the same character
represented by two actors, in the sense that whemwaile, in his attires and functions
of an homo laborans, he involves himself in théhidé@o-material conformation of his
product, he's animated by the same purpose thaegtim when he tries to accomplish
the social metamorphosis by which his private pcbdiay become social.

Thus, like any other historically determined humiaomo mercator lives by production,
and there are two necessary moments in generic rymoaduction, that we may call

Laboral and Relational, represented by two kindsssintial activities: doing work, and
engaging in social intercourse. In the case of jgmothat make their living in a non-
commodity social medium, those two essential momaiftproduction stand in an
immediate unit. This is not so in the case of homercator, whose production is
dissected into two discrete, complementary, cortsecufunctions: labour and

exchange. The primeval unit of production, howebass to be re-established. And it is
to PE, and, more particularly, to this scienceigioal and basic commodity-value law,
to explain how this comes about.

Now between those two phases of individual comnyopitbduction, the material and
the social conformation of products, an intermedigltase is interposed, in which the
commodity producer, before he effectively initiakes labour and even before he makes
plans for the forthcoming working journeys, weighis own technical options and
makes a choice among the various material prodoetsan obtain with the same
amount of labour, asking himself which of theseajséd as a means of exchange, will
probably make him better off. Abstracting from bbu@puts, each individual product
achievable, say, in a week, has the same individahle; but, given the would-be
producer's expectations regarding prices, his nadlierdiverse possible products
generally represent different mercantile valuese Téne embodying the highest
mercantile value would render him the highest a#thie income, thus corresponding to
his comparative advantage (for a given set or pyicEherein lies the secret of what
hereafter we will call "the black box" of the classadjustment process, which was left
over undisclosed by PE. Unadvertingly, NE has mea@ributions that are certainly
helpful for our understanding of what goes on witthie "black box".



PE, for its part, as long as it was committed te #istract concept of value, never
stopped to look carefully enough into the black .b8everal concurrent obnoxious
methodological attitudes, stubbornly maintainegtkeE out of its own tracks: it used
to pass right on to money and capital, peremptoniythout first dwelling on
commodity; quite in the same mood, being alwayseager to go right away beyond
mere apparency, it considered both commoditiescapital directly in terms of their
value contents, remaining thus unheedful of thegéc#ic commodity form; at the same
time, it got stuck in an ideological prejudice agiconsidering the subjective moment
of economic behaviour. True, Smith for one triesdhto understand how individual
producers interacting through the market can mamageediate the law of value. He
doesn't solve the riddle, and, acknowledging hisifey, gives it up. However, he gets a
glimpse of the kind of difficulty that comes up: tiees explain quite to his satisfaction
how the law of value is mediated by the individbahaviour of producers in a wee
local village market, but he knows too well thatisexplanation hardly finds a footing
in the unboundedly wide modern world where the marks ecumenical.

The social fabric of this human universe is unagglgi woven by the commodity-

exchange of reproducible products between theieretise reciprocally unrelated

producers. The resulting procesual substance wttlirbut objectively interconnects all

existing producers, despite the fact that eachltzgether ignorant of the average
technical social reproduction conditions of his opmoduct and, a fortiori, of those

other goods he could hardly be able to obtain byoln endeavour but may acquire in
exchange for his particular wares. How can theselyrers guide themselves by the
value principle if they ignore the real value datirations of their products?

As it were, the whole and sole substantial evotutiet accomplished by PE takes place
in the century or so comprising its first classieatsion ("The Wealth of Nations") and
its by far main critical version ("Das Kapital"). &\believe we should call this its first
cycle. After the implosion that puts an abrupt éadhis development, the black box
still kept its secret. NE comes into the abandmuwhe. Being blind to the concept, she
is utterly unable to pose the problem. Neverthelglss will contribute with the missing
part of the solution.

Indeed, suppliers either know or ignore the immanatue of their commodities. If
they know, then they can perceive whatever sigaificdiscrepancies there may arise
between the relative values and relative priceshefr respective wares, and act in
consequence, planning either increases or cutkdnréproduction of overpriced or
under-priced commodities. By means of such compayisommodity producers could
and would behave according to the law of value, thigl behaviour would (or at least
could) properly mediate such law, making priceaVgate" in the value field towards
their equilibrium configuration. The fact is, hovegythat in a world of world-markets,
values are not known directly, and the comparisetwben price and value becomes
practically impossible.

Smith came close to the relevant distinction betwiegerstitial commodity and capital
commodity, but nevertheless he tried to apply ® Htter the theory of the former,
which was the only value theory available, as d baen inherited by Modernity from
Aristotle and Aquinas. The problem was not eveneustdwod by Ricardo, let alone
solved, and even Marx, who set out to display tiadedtics of the commodity value-
form against the background of a capitalistic waydtem, was unable to free himself



completely from Aristotle, and thereby from the ions peculiar to interstitial
commodity. As a consequence he bequeaths an inetangistinction between value
and mercantile value, and, more patrticularly, betwéhe objective determination of
value, the measure of value, and the expressi@oromodity-value. In sum: PE knew
all along its cycle that production structures andes are governed by the general law,
with the transformations demanded by Ricardo arla@xed, in principle, by Marx.
But, beyond assuming that producers flock into, awithdraw from, production
branches according to present and expected price-veatios, PE left out the
explanation of how the individual commodity-prodycevho has to make a choice
between alternative production plans, is awareughsratios and responds to them,
being blind to value. The problem was addresseddftitinsolved by Smith, passed
over by Ricardo, only partially worked-out by Maend then abandoned, much to the
enjoyment of vulgar economics. And this, despite filact that Marx stood up to the
historicity of economic categories and actually tMam beyond his predecessors in the
concept of the mercantile-form of value !

The paradox does not stop at this. For, notwitltBten NE's lack of concept, or
precisely due to such unilaterallity, NE, unwillipgnd unknowingly, provides the link
that the classic and critic versions of PE mis$égl.does this by discerning analytically
the contents enclosed in the black box. These fteevevay for uncovering, quite easily,
in the common and appariential manifestations efdbmmodity structure, the missing
dialectical transitions. With this, the front-gaseopen for the long delayed updating of
PE. And it is readily seen in this perspective tiEts effective contributions can only
find their true significance in PE, and most prdpén the concept of value that NE
frowns at. On the other hand, after Marx's "Comnttitn" of 1859 and, furthermore,
after the first Section of Capital, it is clear tHRE has no better (indeed, no other)
beginning than the common, empirical commaodity fieggurhe methodological sin of the
classic version was that it mostly ignored thigraccess, and thus remained unable to
stand up to its purpose of explaining the spetyfioef modern economic categories; this
was the gist of the Marxian critique (that remaineevertheless, incomplete, till now).

This recognition calls for a retrospective new l@ikhe forlorn Mercantilist doctrines.
In the hindsight allowed for by our new knowledgé the immanent transitions
enclosed in the immediately apparent commodity rég(this is, within its common
notion in common understanding) towards PE's furetdal concept, we can identify
and appreciate the many external transitions thdtdieen conceived long before Smith.
(24) But the very first grand synthesis of modewor®mic science, which was
accomplished in the luminous XVIlith century, wasilbupon the abandonment in
which the concept of value had remained for thee fiweceding centuries. The
theoretical founding act of PE was the recoveryhef Aristotelian and Thomist theory
of value. All along its first life cycle, the basioundation of this science consisted in
the critical (hence, internal) transformation ofrrsuodity-value theory into a value
form theory. This transformation, mostly accompdidlby Marx, remained incomplete.

*

Marx is today a main starting point. His critiqué RPE took into account that this
science takes Capital as its subject matter andn@uity as its simple concept. But in
order to attain the concept of capital, this cuégstarts from Commodity "such as it



appears”, this is, from the common notion of comityodThe critique of such
immediate commodity figure should have prompteditimer dialectics with a potential
to surpass the received PE. The project itselfiesessential piece in Marx's scientific
legacy. lIts finality, the same as Smith's (mutatistandi), can only be achieved by
scientific means, but is itself beyond the realmsofence, and involves political
philosophy, with its arguments having their whoatbing on the civic life. Indeed, the
project was expected to produce a guide for theemogroletariat.

A century earlier, while in the search for the ‘Umat" foundations of modern

constitutional order, Smith stumbles into some aeugmbarrassing conceptual
tribulations: the market system, based on privategrty, has to be in harmony with
the natural order, but transgresses a principlé ithdasic to this order, and to the
justification of private property, such as the matuight of the worker to his own

product. This contradiction had been uncoveredrducg before by Locke. Just as the
Middle Ages had been unable to reconcile faith wigdason, Smith's conceptual
difficulties anticipated that Modern society woub# unable to surpass its built-in
oppositions, and left open the rift through whielkel on Ricardian socialists were to
denounce capitalism as an artificial system thdtveds the "natural" order. Such
denunciation turned against the bourgeoisie thieatfoundations on which the same
bourgeois regime of the private property standd, jaut its very own principle to work

on behalf of the oppressed against the oppressors.

Marx was to become, by and by, the foremost champidhat solidarity, but he would
never vindicate the worker's natural right, nor atlyer natural right. The proletarian
ethics cannot be reduced to an abstract civic tspior to utilitarist demands
circumscribed within the boundaries of civil sogietuch ethics pertain to the contents
of the political conscience that this class is lbtmcultivate of its own historicity and
mission. The critique of the PE aimed at expressirggientific terms the argument that
was immanent in that conscience. At this point pheiect seems to unfold into two
distinct discourses which, however, are but thellettual and practical moments of the
same revolutionary praxis: the theoretical fouratatiof the new socialism, which was
to be "scientific" (thus characterised by Marx tyhiyears before the first publication of
his Das Kapital) would be tantamount to the "neagsgvolvement" of the bourgeois
social science. In the same guise, the social@egothat will inherit the conquests of
progress and civilisation attained by the capitadisa, and elevate these up to new
horizons, will also be "the necessary evolvemehtapitalist development. Very early
in his intellectual career, long before he set toutindertake the critique of political
economy, Marx announced that the proletariat had Historical mission of it own
emancipation, in the accomplishment of which it {ddisee humanity.

The existence of a ceiling to the scale of camtadumulation had been discussed by
Smith, as we saw, and by Malthus, as it is moremonty known, yet Marx is original

in that he does not just inquire about the limifscapitalist progress but about the
capitalist limits to progress. Such limit was nesentially physical or moral in nature,
but in-built in capital itself, in such a way thedpitalist development was bound to
exhaust the capitalist perspectives of developm@nty in his years of maturity he
undertook the critique of PE, with the purposeesealing the immanency of socialism
in the developing structures of capital, thus bnggforth before the eyes of the
working class the secret of its social existencd #me concrete conditions of its
freedom. Marx died before completing his researdgm@mmme, but it has been accepted



from the most diverse interpretative angles thatage parts of Das Kapital, a book
itself unfinished that corresponds to a part ot frgramme, anticipates some of its
main results.

A time-honoured interpretation among Marxists hasrbthe so-called "downfall" or
"collapse" theory, according to which Marx predittehe end of capitalism as a
consequence of the growing weight of "constant'itain the "organic composition”
of capital (at the expense of "variable" capitdlhe organic composition of capital
grows, it is believed from this point of view, beesea it is a necessary expression of the
development of the productive forces: in the prdidmc process, human labour is
increasingly indirect. True, in Marx's formulatiomther things unchanged, such
tendential increase in the proportion of constapital should gradually strangle the
Annual Rate of Capital Profit (henceforward, ARRY a point where capital
accumulation would come to a stop. Anyway, suclidéetial declination of the ARP
could only become patent through consecutive periogtles of expansion followed by
crisis; it is not to be confused with the decreasARP that occurs during the upward
phase of the periodical cycles (due to rapidly@asing employment pushing up wage
rates), nor with the sudden, often dramatic, dnopARP at the end of the cycle,
eventually aggravated by an abrupt increase irrasterates, immediately before the
crisis.

In our view, however, Marx does not predict a tetid declination in ARP but

displays a whole set of reciprocally counteractiegdencies, offering no general
theoretical reason to predict the preponderanaanefover the rest. By examining the
counteracting causes pointed at by Marx, (25) aagihg this open to further research,
we rather believe that due to the characteristfceechnological development in the
XXth century, in contradistinction with Marx's ceng, counter-tendencies may prevail
over the celebrated tendency. Also, that otherasgusot contemplated by Marx, bear
upon ARP, in both directions. Furthermore: thatwnstances Marx did account for
have acquired a dimension that surpasses all gropdhat might have been expected
or conceived in capitalism as depicted by Marx;hsig the case of the gigantic,
permanent and growing world mass of unemployed, do@sn't shrink significantly

with the cyclical upswing in the accumulation preseHowever, the problem as to
whether there is a limit to capitalist developmenten the profoundly transformed
capital structures of capitalism in the presengsdoot point to the tendency in ARP, but
to its changed significance.

For indeed past and current discussion on ARPdetanry assumes that the average
ARP is an objectified category, the same as priemsl interest rates. (26)
Obijectification ("reification™) is in principle praded for by means of free inward and
outward capital movements in all the particularniotes into which the technical
division of production evolves. Most of the questioon which present-day Marxist
analysis is centred, as in the case of the setnofeincies and counter-tendencies we just
mentioned; or the so called transformation quedtitre transformation of values into
production prices"), which really deals with a m@@mprehensive problem, namely,
the transformation of the law of commodity valuithe law of capitalist surplusvalue,
were studied by Marx under the assumption of a igémdjectified ARP, implying the
nivelation of all average ARPs on a per-branch sdsi principle, leaving aside the
dispersion of ARPs within each industrial brancirpisvalue is distributed among



capital firms in proportion to their capital, nothstanding their respective contributions
to aggregate surplusvalue .

Industrial capitalism comes about as a substante@bsformation of commercial

capitalism, its progenitor. In the same sense, Wk later on argue that late XXth

century technological capital is a transformatidninmustrial capital. Marx studied

capitalist development as the historical expressiocapital's inner process comprising
its historical inception (genesis), its further dwpmental transformations, and the
resulting conditions for its superssesion by a é@rgbivilisation. In every one of its

particular modes of existence it is an incongrusystem, inwardly incompatible. To

each of its developmental epochs there correspamdsticular configuration, and each
of these encloses its own, peculiar, immanent adidtion. Commodity is the first

social relation that transcends beyond all cultyaiticularism and brings together
human society as a whole into a single productimtgss. But it only acquires such
universal objectivity by becoming the simple forfaomore determinate structure; by
being, that is, "the most general and abstracthfof capital. Commerce capital bumps
against its specific limit, a limit capitalism wslurpass by giving birth to new forms of
capital together with a new configuration of calsta. In its historical dimension,

commercial capitalism is a double process, by whiah social wealth becomes
universal in its commodity form, reified wealth I&lnto the hands of capitalists as
workers become dispossessed.

Universal plunder mediated by an essentially vagnexchange (commerce and usury
in the late middle ages) is inseparable from threadiplunder which Marx famously
names "original accumulation”. Actually originalcacnulation was to be prolonged and
completed through the transformation of capitadistumulation into industrial capital
accumulation. But, as long as the latter takesepktdl in the absence of a general
capital reproduction process; while, in other woraiggregate surplusvalue is nil, the
Mercantilist formula holds true: "the gains of somméut the loss of others". (27) The
incipient manufacture capitalism beheld by Smithoree in which the commercial
objectification of mercantile value is the artidida of a new productive structure of
ecumenical dimension, that doesn't yet constithtayever, a full-fledged capitalist
reproduction (i.e. industrial) system.

In contradistinction with the former, industrialpsglism is a surplusvalue producing
system. While the capitalist form of surplusvaluegedes historically the capitalist
production of surplusvalue, in the form of commatciapital and loanable capital, these
"archaic forms" (as Marx occasionally calls thenf) aapital subsist in the new

capitalistic configuration, articulating industriaapital in the production process. As
long as capital production is basically commoditgduction, it comprises two distinct

processes: the circulation of commodities, and timaiterial configuration.

The latter is "production” in the usual incomplatesrow, sense, abstracting from the
social relational essence of production. It is his tnarrower sphere that salaried
labourers are drawn by the capitalist in orderubipto effect the very same working
capacities he has bought from them. The workeoisefully lured, or involuntarily
forced, into a subordinate labour relation becahwesédas been made socially incapable
of entering otherwise into a production relatioor it is both the condition and the
result of industrial capital that the worker hastdfer the multidimensional deprivation
that transforms him into a proletarian: he haseactipped of the means and products



of his labour, thence of his social capacity toeemto production relations (except by
labouring for a capitalist, under his orders), amdn of his own working motion, which
becomes for him an alien process. No wonder th#highcondition his labour is not a
joy but a torment, not exercised for his enrichmieat for his survival, not for his
improvement but for his brutalisation, not for msiterial or spiritual wealth but for his
poverty.. Nor is this all, because the labourerlieen dispossessed first of the function,
then of the capacity, to create new techniquesreCaively, as capitalists stood up as
the exclusive universal holders of those sociati@hal capacities that are essential to
production, they acquired the power to extort tispakssessed workers into a salaried
relation, and became the owners of their effectweek, together with the material and
social conditions of their labour and the fruiterof.

Capitalist production relations are establishedthie sphere of circulation, where
commodity circulation coincides with capital rotati Commercial capital together with
loanable capital constitutes formal capital. Forneapital only undergoes formal

mutations, in contradistinction to real capitalwdfich they are part. Its literally not the
specific business of this kind of capital to hirieedtly its own proletarians and drive

them to perform production in the narrow sensesTanction is reserved to industrial
capital. Indeed, as industrial capitalism prevailshe capital world system as a whole,
formal capital becomes specialised in its partictdactions within the capital rotation

process. Before industrial capitalism, however, lvowld the capitalist system stand up
in that very first configuration in which world conerce was formed, together with
national states, the modern society and its cdleagime; how was it possible for this

system to be articulated world-wide as a concretality, entirely on the basis of a

capital that was merely formal? Today such confijon can be understood (in a
hindsight perspective) as expressing a content Wes only so much later to be
revealed in the light of real capital. Then, asatgdormal capital renders exclusively
relative profits, but now, its aggregate sum idar@er null, as it represents a portion of
the aggregate surplusvalue.

Marx depicts industrial capitalism in a particuktage of its development, which he
mistakenly believes to correspond to the finishedmf of this system. Overall
production of surplus value (28) and the dispositid a part of the surplus value social
aggregate (beyond the capitalists' consumption goneernment expenses) for the
reproduction of capital in an increased and growsegle are the most outstanding
distinctive traits of industrial capitalism are. gital inflows and outflows (into those
branches where expected ARP is higher than theageserfrom those others where
expected ARP is below average) account for twoetative tendencies: the tendency
towards the equalisation of average ARPs in alhtias, and the resulting reification
process by which the overall social average ARPimes an objectified category. At
the same time, capitalistic competence tends toirdite overall relative ARPs, except
those rendered by formal capital, that, notwithditag their infertility in terms of value,
participate in ARP equalisation. Over the genetalcsural movement of capitalist
production system as a whole, the tendency towARR equalisation reigns supreme.
(29)

Thus, wherever in a given business field ARP grewssaordinarily above the reified
social average, an avalanche of incoming investmeaily turns in and rapidly drowns
the excess. Innovative firms may become an impbaaception to this norm, when by
means of a successful innovation they attain amaesdinary ARP. Yet such an



advantage can only be of a temporary characteredar, even if the life span of the
innovator's privilege may have been of several degsan early times, it tends to be
briefer and briefer pari passu with industrial depenent. This is why PE, being as it
always was so acutely aware of the role of techrpcagress and innovation in a
capitalist economy, felt inclined nevertheless lhsteact from the innovator's privilege
(i.e., of his temporary monopoly) when it studibée tgeneral laws of value and value
governing capitalism. Marx himself assumed ARP é&gation in several instances
referring to the system as a totality: he held #iisumption when he discussed the long-
run tendencies and counter-tendencies affecting,Adid also when he studied the
"transformation problem”. By and large, this asstiomp renders a fairly accurate
dynamic picture of the particular capitalist stures that prevailing in the stage of
development capitalism was traversing in the XD@éntury. We will call such
configuration: "non-differentiated capital”, as ogpd to "differentiated capital”, which
characterises the present structure. (30)

Just as industrial capital is a transformation @hmercial capital, so is differentiated
capital a transformation of industrial capital -andubstantial one too. By differentiated
capital we mean technologically differentiated isglial capital. While all human
societies, whatever their degree of developmentje haought to improve their
productive techniques, in the capitalist form ofisty this ability has developed into a
specific productive structure we call technologyieh constitutes a particular field of
social relations comprised within the sphere ofitedipt production. Smith still regards
inventions as having been originated by individuatkers or specialised artisans. (31)

With capitalist development, however, science @easingly subsumed under capital
by the mediation of technology, till as the reqflta prolonged immanent maturation
process capital splits into two reciprocally conmpémtary kinds of capital, which we
call simple capital and potentiated capital, ohtextogical capital. In the resulting polar
structure of differentiated capital most capitalistte removed and kept off from all
active involvement in technology, and their firnre ghus reduced to simple industrial
capital firms; in the opposite pole, all the reletvaocial capabilities for technical
innovation, all the world's resources of sciencdahat service of technology, all the
competitive cutting edge that a capital corporatican muster by means of an
innovator's privilege, now multiplied and made pan@nt by a new-born form of
capital firm that attains and continually reprodsieetechnological monopoly, all these
powers together with many others, which are equatijateral and unaccountable, are
now the blessing for potentiated capital firms anél,not as downright curse, an
absolute peril for human civilisation.

True, not all capitalists or capital firms were ewn an equal standing regarding
technical capacities. But the system today hadtagedher new configuration, which is
presided by a rigorously exclusive and remarkabials group of enormously gigantic
companies invested with the innovator's privileged, moreover, with the power to
repeatedly renew this privilege by means of neweimions and innovations. These
firms exploit a highly specific source of relatigeofits, one that appears in a late phase
of capitalist development and takes hold of socatyarge. Accordingly, the present
production structure conforms a contraposition leetvtwo kinds of capital companies,
the "haves" and the "have-nots" regarding technoédgower.



The innovator's privilege, or, indeed, the contimsicenjoyment of such kind of
advantage is maintained by iterative recreation igncenewed by a pure production
process: pure, in the sense that it does not paate of the unity of production and
reproduction and is not, therefore, production alue (nor, a fortiori, of surplusvalue).
As a technical process this pure production rendersingular, non-reproducible,
product; namely, invention and innovation. Capitdifferentiation involves
differentiation among capital enterprises, thatdmee either simple-capital companies
or technological-capital companies. The resultexphomy shows basically four types
of firms (32). In non-differentiated capitalism, RRvas a general social average, but
now, due to capital differentiation, this averages mo longer the meaning of the
"normal", or objectified, ARP. Imagine that thiseasge, however, was estimated by an
omniscient accountant, then it would be just antrab#y extrinsic entity with no
practical meaning for an individual firm. Insteatie category "general or normal
ARP", which belongs to non-differentiated capitaljswas a reified category, but as
such it became an extinct victim of capitalist pess, together with the illusion of "free
commence" between all capitals: a freedom thatdcoualy be based upon an essential,
unbounded, universal equality. Capital now contga structure of inequality, a steep
hierarchy. Perched on top of the pinnacle, a p@tta-capital company can only keep
high over that hierarchy by being able to make hongesses of profits, at rates of an
order above average ARP, while ARP for simple-edgitms is an order below that
average. The management of mega portfolios formiéd mega projects of R&D and
the planning of innovative circuits, together witre increased risk and the growing
minimum scale (critical mass) of such projects prmrammes, call for concentration
and centralisation of enormous portions of socaglital, a fact which is underlined by
mega acquisitions, gigantic mergers and take-ovansl, several other restructuring
cataclysms life that play havoc with the present.

Extraordinary ARPs enclose a relative profit fromnaw source based on the
permanently renewed innovator's privilege, esskytieonsisting in a reproduction
monopoly, which is tantamount to the power of impgsthe old mercantile "mark-
ups", or "profits upon alienation”, not in caseaofircumstantial excess in the quantity
demanded of a given commodity over and above tbgemt supply, but on a permanent
basis by controlling reproduction. Potentiated-tapmxerts this power, and increases it
by several means. These include fixing prices amahngercial conditions, financial
optimisation, and several devices by which potéediaapital companies increase their
ARP, reduce risk, keep up with their own productleg and obtain many other
advantages. Additionally, by downsizing and by irgdyon contractors, they augment
ARP by shrinking their own capital involvement aaflowing or inducing lower
ranking firms to increase theirs. In the resultisgbsystems, concentration and
centralisation move in opposite directions.

This is not all. While in times of non-differentat capitalism the hard road from
invention to innovation mostly involved some tedatiadaptation of the new process
to the circumstances of engineering or market (sap" from laboratory to pilot plant
to industrial plant, tooling, lay-out, packaging) differentiated capitalism innovation is
far more complex. In addition to similar basic pdgsinnovation extends beyond a
single firm and a singular R&D project. A new geaalasverall structure prevails in the
capitalist system, where now capital enterprisdlsifido two classes that are polar
opposites, and their capital is either technoldtjicpaotentiated capital or simple
industrial capital.



The historical genesis, specific nature, and stfforcing principle of differentiated
capital can all be summarily explained by an ex#algnsimple formula: "innovation
begets innovation". True, an invention followed dy innovation is always an unique
and non-reproducible product, simply because el characteristic resides in its
absolute novelty. Each capital firm is continuadlyiving to improve its competitive
stance and, with this purpose in mind, the wildlrsam of any authentic entrepreneur
is to attain a technological breakthrough. The p@nhowever, that not all have the
same chance of accomplishing it, and very few e at all. As a rule, a previously
successful innovator is more likely to succeed #wamther would-be innovator.

Capital enterprises remaining in the opposite pgtgematically tend to loose almost all
capacity of innovation, specialising instead in theproduction process, seeking
technical improvement not as innovators but as Itimedopters of reproductive
techniques. These are simple-capital firms or redwgapital firms which may be
technological licensees. They constitute a stratdnower hierarchy, subservient to
potentiated-capital companies (as licensees umddnological contracts), due to their
double inability to innovate and to plan subsystestructuring. This stratum, however,
is itself hierarchically structured, according téiren's degree of success in the adopting
function, as the timely adopter attains the high®BP in his stratum, enjoying a
privilege that (mutatis mutandi) is very much altkat of the innovator.

By and by, as a consequence of the resulting difiteation process, the whole capitalist
structure becomes polarised. The brutal impetus iamdersible character of the
differentiation process as a whole is additionaxplained by several other
circumstances. An obvious one is the dire sizeregsing risk, and rapidly growing
scale of economically significant R&D investmente\Weedn't dwell on this, except to
point at subsystem configuration as a circumstahae reinforces the diverging and
complementary specialisation between technologi@altive and passive firms. Indeed,
a firm's enhanced innovative capacity is usualgoamted with a powerful leadership
in subsystem restructuring. Likewise, a significamhovation involves a series of
complementary innovations as the new product orcgs® calls for a set of
complementary products or processes. Such comptantgrmay partly be accounted
for by an authentic technical reason, but most @ibbpit is in the sequel of an artificial
strategy that points at tying up an additional dednaAt a certain phase of the product
cycle these complementary projects may be undertdkectly or "by administration”,
but sooner or later a number of subordinate conasamii simple or reduced capital will
be steered into an ad hoc subsystem. The potahtagtal company is
characteristically a huge large scale planning. Wvitile industrial capital got hold of
the human productive talents, technological captduestered the essential human
capacity to create new techniques. There is noatlvptanning in capitalism, be it
differentiated or not, but differentiated capitaproduces itself by large scale planning.

The antipode of potentiated capital is to be foahdhe hierarchical pyramid's base.
Capital here is extremely fragmented; firms stagdmthis lowest rank hardly make for
a positive ARP, so that their character as busimggsrprises is little more than a
virtuality -or even less. Indeed, this capital feetive capital for other (more highly
ranking) capital companies, but not for its selfpéoying hard-working owners. Born
from the disintegration strategies of real capgtalerprises, these quasi-capitalist firms
descend (as if by virtue of a recessive gene) fitoen"putting-out system", the archaic



ancestor of industrial capital. In the subsequerdta precariousness is likewise all
prevailing; would-be capitalists in these low siréind it increasingly difficult to recast
their capital as commercial of industrial capitahd (gathered in huge masses by
specialised financial intermediaries) help to bratmput a plethora of speculative capital
that announces when the accumulation process cdossto a deadlock.

Other circumstantial sources of renewed "originaduanulation" are the disarray and
eventual dismantlement of social security systéimsmney laundry"”, "privatisations”,
and the like. In the epoch of non-differentiategita, periodical crisis and periods of
buoyancy were consecutive, and each phase afféafted a lag) the system as a whole.
Instead, when differentiated capital has taken Haldje sectors of the world economy
can stay simultaneously in different phases: wiiile sector suffers ups and downs that
are no less dramatic than those of undifferentiaggaital, other sectors live in a chronic

state, nay, in an abyss, of economic and socisikcri

This picture brings back the old question of whetttee long run ARP tendency

(resulting from counterpoised tendencies) pointsvards or downwards; and, more
importantly, whether this tendency constitutes asugpassable structural growth and
development trap for capitalism. We have alreadsflyrdiscussed this problem against
the old background of non-differentiated capitale Wish now to turn again to the
question whether capitalism has an inbuilt limiyt daking into account capital

differentiation -and, consequently, ARP differeitin. Abstracting from the latter,

even if we were unable (as we believe we are)goeain a clear-cut long-run tendency
in ARP, we could still significantly hypothesiseatiperiodical fluctuations in ARP (the

obverse of the cyclical fluctuations in wage rates) themselves constitutive of the
changing conditions in which counter-tendenciesy.pfahese keep pushing on an
irreversible historical process of capital diffeiation, which per se most forcefully

raises the question of the historical boundariesapitalist development; not mainly (or
not at all) in terms of an inherent structural impatibility within capital accumulation,

but in the authentically historical sense, rife hwjolitical overtones, of capitalism's
compatibility with further progress; with, ultiméye the very same civilisation it has
given birth to.

Potentiated-capital companies devote increasinggmsr of their capital to R&D, in
quantities that by far exceed their own productbsurplusvalue, since a main source
of its profits is surplusvalue produced in the @she capital universe. Thus, and rather
obviously, capital differentiation or capital firmifferentiation involves sharp ARP
differentiation. Potentiated-capital companies meguncreasing extraordinary profit
rates for their particular mode of accumulationjlevlan increasing portion of simple-
capital firms find it more and more difficult to @mmulate. As a consequence, even an
increasing trend in average ARP may become incdbipatwvith overall capitalist
reproduction. Any increase in the general employmate (however moderate) may
bump against a roof even with a growing ARP. Sirhyilaa given proportional rise in
the accumulation level requires an ever higher ayerARP, or, due to capital
differentiation, given an average ARP the warranié of income and employment
growth is significantly lower.

Most immediately and clearly bearing on the prospexf civilisation in protracted
capitalism, the industrial reserve army has beansformed into a permanent world-
wide mass of unemployed, sombrely aggravated bgrgdised and brutally regressive



downgrading in working conditions, job precarioussieand general impoverishment of
"living by labour" survivors. True, ideological agges may still have occasion to

revamp the "American dream" (33) by pointing at entinan a few niches of social

buoyancy. But the economic precariousness of thet pr@sperous niches and the fact
they are rife with social conflict can hardly eseagbservation. Even more so, there is
no question that prosperity niches are confingobiticular subsystems of differentiated
capital in a few regions at most.

Apologies on behalf of protracted capitalism mayyobe effective provided their
promises are credible. It is surely because they raot, that present-day apology
promises very little, if anything. Leaving alonerther progress, no apologist seems
ready to belief that today's standards of civilidéel are universally attainable in a
capitalist world. Apology takes refuge in the cyalisophism that there is no feasible
alternative to capitalism. But, is capitalism fédes? Is it still able to reduce chronic
unemployment, extreme poverty, social and nataralel scale catastrophe? A negative
answer would transfer the feasibility question abocapitalism (not to speak of its
legitimacy, clearly an unavoidable part of suchgjom) back to the task of updating
update those forlorn fundamental concepts of PE.

A qualitative limit to capitalist development mag sought out by revisiting capital's
commodity grounding. There are two parts to thisystThe first, illuminated by Marx,
is sufficiently well known. Mere merchandise omigle commodity” production would
have never been able to express the full commadadgys (and would have stayed
encrypted within an ancient-like social fabric)stead, commodity forms only could
and actually did acquire full development by beawmihe general form of capital. So
much for the past. But the necessary outcome afatep industrial development is a
general process of capital differentiation, anid iy this process that capital gradually
and ineluctably exhausts its own mercantile grongdi

According to concept, the negation of commodityinsbuilt in the very nature of
commodity itself, as its primal expression is ideat to that of mercantile value, in
which commodity unfolds into common commodity andnay commodity, two polarly
counterpoised forms. (34) The further, derivatifigction of money as a means of
payment constitutes a second negation of commoeltyat is an impersonal and
evanescent relation between buyer and seller bex@nersonal and lasting relation
between debtor and creditor. Capital is itself gabther and an even more radical
negation of commaodity, as the homo mercator, theroodity-man, born from the split
between civil society and State, and thence betwieerbourgeois (a member of civil
society) and the citoyen (a member of politicalistyy, is himself once again cut
asunder into the worker and the capitalist. Duétscabstract universality, capitalist
development per se still further reinforces theitehpcharacter of commodity and
thereby commodity itself.

But unlike all previous negations of commodity, ahinvariably enhanced mercantile
development, capital differentiation inevitably amceversibly hampers the capitalist
system's mercantile basis. It looks as if the dgsbf commodity was to wither away
under capital differentiation.

A rather obvious instance of this tendency is thewming weight of intra-company
transactions in both national and world commersewall as the absolute and relative



growth of quasi-commodity transactions within swgieyns of differentiated capital,
both within multi-plant potentiated-capital compasiand between these and simple-
capital firms. The juridical form typical of thiselation is the adhesive contract
(implying than one part is in an inferior juridicabndition), which contrasts with the
"perfect" contract that assumes that both contrigciparties are free and equal.
However, it was on such an assumption that modesih society rested, as did its
innermost principle, commodity. In fact, the maiwerall, far-reaching consequence of
capital differentiation is the demise of those wstinct and dialectically counterpoised
spheres that were called Civil Society and Moddate$ upon which capitalist society
stood as a civilised whole.

True, while this counterposition becomes less mlistiit never comes to nothing

altogether. But then, Modernity has never yet beairely accomplished; PE,

originally a basic complement of Political Philobgpas Political Philosophy evolved

from its aristocratic to its liberal form, and frothis to Socialism, was once deeply
involved in determining the feasibility and econoraonditions of modern civilisation.

In its classical version PE got itself into theptraf liberal political Philosophy, which
was unable to conciliate liberté, égalité and fraté; it fell upon PE to find the
economic foundations for a Constitution conjugadioof freedom in civil society with
liberty in the State. The classic school went gstnad gave up the mission, which was
only picked up by the Marxian critique, albeit, tegmly, with an altogether different
perspective. Capitalism was now denounced as amyst universal social exploitation,
but at the same time capitalist development wadameed as leading to the
supersession of capitalism and as the conditioreblyefor a higher civilisation that
would attain, and overpass, the desiderata of nmigter

Today, an updated PE is the PE of differentiategdita which can only be the

"necessary evolvement" of the PE of non-differaatacapital. The chief obstacle
confronting the former is it has to deal with theamplete state in which PE was left
after the death of Karl Marx. One particular weasef both classical and critical PE is
that it never developed a theory of subsystemsp @ieugh Marx prepared the
conceptual ground for this theory by integratingd&eeping distinct) the notions of
capital rotation and capital reproduction, eacthwt set of particular categories. Even
today, the lack of this concept obscures the ecast@mwiew of his own career,

confronting him to the ultimately false choice beem a scientific and a professional
formation. But such false option vanishes in timé<risis, when only the economist
with a scientific background can help his epoctdal with what is new in the sole way
in which what is new can be dealt with, by the apic

(ABSTRACT)

As capital differentiation transforms society anahan in every relevant dimension,
economic science stands in need of conceptual imgdatooking back to its sources is
sure to be helpful.

Indeed, modern PE (Political Economy) was born hie XVIlith century from a
transformative critique of several sources. Modsstanding among these were those
predecessors that Smith was the first to name Mélists, who had formerly given
intellectual expression to commercial capitalisnthen sources comprised medieval



(theological) doctrines, modern (naturalist) anassic (Stoic) philosophy, and, last but
not least, liberal political philosophy. In the XtXcentury, however, PE suffered two
radical amputations. In the first half of that agyt economic science was deprived of
its organic and active link with philosophy, espdlgi with political philosophy, which
accounted for the main scientific purpose in awghgoholding otherwise so different
views as Smith and Hume. In the second half ofcétury PE was severed from its
fundamental concept: that of Value. The first degitibn prepared the occasion for the
second.

The new approach that was to take hold of the nra@s in economic thought
throughout the XXth century was not just yet anotbectrine but an altogether
different discipline. It even frowned at being eallPE, and baptised itself instead as
"economics”. For us, NE (standing for Neo-classieabnomics). Its purpose was other
than PE's, and so was its subject, the latter beipgrt of PE's. For whilst PE had in
mind the interaction between the market and theorkgrtion process as a whole, NE
was more narrowly focused on the market.. In fii&;s by far main contribution is a
clear-cut and carefully worked-out notion of gehénaarket) equilibrium.

Yet NE is unable to offer a sound and substanigtlalone scientific) account of what

is going on in present history. Drawing from prexsovork, the author's contention is
that civil society, and, for that matter, society & whole, is being cut asunder by a
capital differentiation process, its outcome bem@olar structure presided by a few
extremely huge capital companies that hold monopebr essential human capacities.
This dramatic scenario calls for a critique of pcéil economy, beyond Marx's.

NOTES

(1) "An echo of this philosophic reality is the meass of a common sense that feels
proud of its own stupidity, that today floods thend... This wickedness is 'positive’
and it is marked by the same subjectively constituarbitrariness that injects into
speculative thought the common sense representeBabypit." Adorno, "Negative
Dialectics" (1966), translated by us from ADORN®ebdor W., "Dialéctica negativa",
Taurus, Madrid, 1975, pg. 383.

(2) In the sense of Austin, see AUSTIN, J.L. "Hawdb Things with Words", William
James Lectures, Harvard Univ. (1955), Oxford URikess, 1980. The other side of this
is "how to do words with things". Take, for instendn the context of a forceful
intrusion by international creditors upon the pekc of an indebted country, the
expression "arm twisting”, used with a touch of iséd humour by institutional
victimisers: the human body stands as the metafjoinamtold suffering. Likewise, the
"research incentives" perceived by some Argenticiensific researchers have been
accused of being "denigratory”. See OTEIZA, E. "pnmer mundo de fantasia",
Clarin, Zona, Bs. As., 9 de mayo de 1999.

(3) "True thoughts and scientific insight can obly pursued by the working of the
concept... We have to be convinced that what s bras as its nature to open its way
when its time has come...". Hegel, "Phenomenolddiie® Spirit", translated by us from
HEGEL, G.W.F. "Fenomenologia del Espiritu" (18GQE, 1987.



(4) The question posed is a paraphrase of the ahdy Adorno in the first of his
"Three Conferences on Hegel". The common approtwt, brings up the opposite
question, summoning Smith, Ricardo, Marx, untottil®inal of our own epoch, is not
only methodologically sterile, but comes close aivpetulance.

(5) This Thesis gleams in Hegel's "Philosophy afiRi, and is treated by Adorno and
Horkheimer in ADORNO, Theodor W., HORKHEIMER, MaxDialectic of
Enlightenment" (1944), Verso Editions, London, 198t thoroughly, though, because
these authors were unable to refer these dialeititsose of commodity, money and
capital. See also AVINERI, Shlomo "Hegel's Theofyttee Modern State" Cambridge
University Press, London 1972.

(6) An antidote against this forgery is provided tine studies on Smith by Athol
Fitzgibbons, where this author denounces the affiigure of Smith.. "The Adam
Smith of economic folk lore, who was created in timeeteenth century, differs from the
real... The real Smith, unlike his fictitious namks, did not stand for free trade,
empirical science, moral vacuity, and self loved TZSIBBONS, Athol "Adam Smith's
System of Liberty, Wealth and Virtue. The Moral aRdlitical Foundation of the
Wealth of Nations", Clarendon, Oxford UniversityeBs, 1995, pg. 152. From a
different approach but in a similar vein: "In spitehis influence and fame, Smith's fate
has for some time resembled that of Epicurus. Epglecame known as Epicurean,
and so as an advocate of an hedonism at odds veittrue teaching.” GRISWOLD,
Charles L., "Adam Smith and the Virtues of Enligitteent”, Cambridge Univ. Press,
1999. And of course the same can be said of Marx.

(7) Smithian Jurisprudence is a political scierm@sed on a moral philosophy of Stoic
inspiration. Jurisprudence studies the generatymi@s on which the laws of all nations
should be based. Such principles are those ofcéusind Benevolence: the relevant
Justice is mainly Commutative Justice, that offéue compensation for injuries and
turns contracts mandatory, while Benevolence is thiézen's virtue. See
FITZGIBBONS, A., op. cit.

(8) "The establishment of perfect justice, of petfiberty, and of perfect equality, is
the very simple secret which most effectually sesuhe highest degree of prosperity..."
SMITH, Adam "Theory of Moral Sentiments" # pg. 726)

(9) Indeed, the following words couldn't be pronoeesh by Adam Myth: "In the
progress of the division of labour, the employmeithe far greater part of whose who
live by labour, that is, of the great body of treople, comes to be confined to a few
simple operations, frequently to one or two. B@t tinderstanding of the greater part of
men are necessarily formed by their ordinary empleyt. The man whose whole life is
spent in performing a few simple operations, of ckhthe effects too are, perhaps,
always the same, or very nearly the same, has cesmn to exert his understanding, or
to exercise his invention in finding out expediefatsremoving difficulties which never
occur. He naturally loses, therefore, the habiswth exertion, and generally becomes
as stupid and ignorant as it is possible for a hhugraature to become... But in every
improved and civilised society this is the stat® which the labouring poor, that is, the
great body of the people, must necessarily fallessrgovernment takes some pains to
prevent it". SMITH, A. "An Inquiry into the Naturand Causes of the Wealth of
Nations" (1776), Modern Library Ed. 1994, N. Y.sp§39/40.



(10) Quoted by LASKI, Harold, in "The Rise of Lilsdism", Encyclopaedia of the
Social Sciences, Macmillan, 1956.

(11) LASKI, Harold, op cit.
(12) In this particular point we part from FITZGIBBS, A., Op. cit.

(13) In the following paragraphs we make free usa tew fragments from our paper
"Dos secuencias de la figura mercantil: la histgriel concepto”, that were read at the
IV Jornadas de Epistemologia de las Ciencias Ecaa&nFCE/UBA, set. 1998.

(14) We are in debt with professor Athol Fitzgibbdior signalling the importance of
this episode that, as we now see, marks the destirlge economic science for two
centuries. "McCulloch cordoned off the free trader@mics from the philosophy and
the alleged 'physiocratic tendencies' in the Weéal@p. Cit., pg. 150. Indeed, the
illusion still prevails among economists that thegn get by, and away, without
philosophy, and still be scientific..

(15) Edgeworth speculated about the "additivityuagstion" in the context of an
"arithmetics of hedonism", and specified the "ttilfunction" (of which the first
derivative is to be positive, and the second neggatiSee CREEDY, John "Edgeworth
and the Development of Neo-classical Economics86)9Gregg Revivals, Blackwell,
Great Britain, 1992. Also the Paretian "ophelinigfid the "felicitous calculus”, the
latter conceived by the same Bentham, should beiomedl, or perhaps not.

(16) Kant took interest in Smith's "impartial seot”. Hegel's economic writings were
lost, but it is known that he explicitly acknowlesty the philosophical fertility of
Smith's works.

(17) Quoted by CASSIRER, Ernst, in "The Philosomfythe Enlightenment” ("Die
Philosophie der Aufklarung", 1932) Princeton Unsigr Press (1968), 1979, pg. 85.

(18) This is how Marx puts it, referring approvipndb the Russian economist Nicolai
Sieber, who presents, he says, "my theory of vatmeney and capital, as in its
fundamentals a necessary sequel to the teachinsnah and Ricardo". MARX, K.
"Capital", Postface to the Second Edition, PendLimssics, 1990, pg. 99. (MARX, K.
"El Capital..", Epilogo a la Segunda Edicion" (1§78XXI, Bs. As., 1975).

(19) An outstanding exception is Isaak Rubin, wimocontradistinction with regards
many other Marxist economists, stressed the distimbetween the Marxian theory of
value form and the Ricardian theory of value. Heeobhis findings on the exhaustive
exegesis of the master's writings, but made notiaddi contributions. His teachings
are helpful even today as a powerful corrective iregapersisting regressive
interpretative traditions that reduce Marx to adRilian perspective.

(20) We discuss this further in our "El Capital meldgico", FCE-Catalogos, 1997, of
which an unpublished partial English version eadit! Capitalism towards Aufheben" is
available on-line. The Marxian concept of Commodgycriticised, on the argument
that it misses the transition to the classic Comitgaghich is immanent in the ordinary



commodity figure. It comes out that the resultimgiehment of these most elemental
concepts is consequential upon an updated PE.

(21) It is to be recalled that modern economicrsmewas baptised Political Economy.
The name, inspired as it was in Antoyne de Montadmé "Traicté de I'Oeconomie

Politique", 1615, underlined the distinction betwekis science and the principles for a
judicious administration, this is, for the art afnning the household or the estate,
private or public.

(22) Indeed, "it would not be unfair to say thaisttheory still furnishes the basic
foundations of what many are pleased to call 'nie@asn economics™. KIRMAN, A.
"The Intrinsic Limits of Modern Economic Theory: @lEmperor Has no Clothes”, The
Economic Journal 395, Vol. 99, Supplement 1989sMaas said only ten years ago.
The limits that Kirman has in mind are only intimsn terms of a very incomplete
theory, which is unable to find and work out thansition contained in the notion of
general equilibrium by which the latter necessaislyransformed into a theory of the
commodity-form of value. One thing remains truetw# official doctrine: "the emperor
has no clothes"!

(23) In "El Capital Tecnolégico" ("Capitalism tovels Aufheben"), op. cit.

(24) Even Rubin, the excellent critical historiah economic thought, incurs in the
prejudice according to which the Mercantilist wrgs lack theoretical edge. "The
economic investigations of the mercantilists weracpical in character. Their works
were overwhelmingly a collection of practical prégtions recommended to the State
for implementation”. RUBIN, Isaac llych, "A Historgf Economic Thought" (1929),

Pluto Press, Worcester, 1989, pg. 175. The wordsctigal prescriptions" are

underlined by Rubin himself.

(25) Such as the effects of a) increased prodigtiwpon the value of: I) constant
capital (that may attenuate or neutralise an irsgeia the organic composition of
capital), and Il) the wage-goods basket (that neglyice the commodity value of labour
power even with increased real salaries), b) higletocity in capital rotation, or c)

lower relative salaries

(26) Far back in the XVIIth century Geminiano Mamdai used the metaphor of the
communicating vessels to state the law of priceliation (later wrongly attributed to
Jevons). By extension, we wish to say that the gnsocial reification or
objectification of mercantile categories are instmof the Montanari principle.

(27) Marx underlines, even if in a different baakgnd, the important distinction first
made by James Steuart (the late Mercantilist, Ssnitontemporary), between the
absolute and relative capital benefits, relativadbis corresponding to "profits upon
alienation”, of which the aggregate sum is zeroilevabsolute benefits constitute the
Physiocrat's "produit net", or, as it were, to suspalue. Note that relative profits is not
to be mistook with "relative surplusvalue”, as tlater belongs to the Marxian
terminology regarding capital reproduction.

(28) It is to be recalled that Marx (see "TheonéSurplusvalue") acknowledges James
Steuart, the late mercantilist that was Smith’s teoporary, for the analytical



distinction between relative profits (of which tigeeat algebraic social aggregate is
zero, as in the Mercantilist's "profit upon aligoat), and absolute profits (which add
up to a social net product over and above salaries)

(29) It is well known than Ricardo posed and Maoived the "transformation

problem". Indeed, the equalisation of ARPs, farmfreuppressing the value law,
imposes it more powerfully and determinedly tharerewalbeit in a systematically
modified form. The latter results from average bradifferences in capital, regarding
chrono-structures and organic composition: for égathon to hold, commodities from

capitals with both high organic composition andgaotation period have to be sold
over and above their values; commodities from eaépitwith both low organic

composition and brief rotation period have to bé&l dmlow their respective values;
equalisation prices for the rest of commoditieogth from capitals either with high
organic composition and short rotation period othwbw organic composition and
prolonged rotation period) are qualitatively undet@ed, but are solved according to
the quantities involved.

(30) The following paragraphs are drawn from oul Capital Tecnoldgico", op. cit.,
Cap. Ill.

(31) Marx criticises Smith for confusing "the difémtiation of the instruments of
labour, in which the specialised workers of the nfacturing epoch themselves took an
active part, with the invention of machinery; irethatter case it is not the workers but
men of learning, artisans ..., who play the mala"td' Capital”, Penguin, p. 468.

(32) "El Capital Tecnologico", op. cit., Cap. lll.

(33) "Capitalist consumerism is mystified by refere to Americanisation, while
Americanisation, the method of the most successfpibductive society in human
history, gives its imprimatur to capitalist consursm”. SKLAIR, Leslie, "Sociology of
the Global System”, The Johns Hopkins Univ. Preed, Edition, Baltimore, Maryland,
1966.

(34) "El Capital Tecnologico”, op. cit., Cap. lll.



