The substance and
maghnitude of value

What is striking in the present crisis is not the rise in unemployment — that was a
major characteristic of both the Great Depression and the recessions of the 1950s. It
is rather the inflation which has accompanied the unemployment: the generalrise in
prices of almost every commodity we buy. Rising prices affect all people, whether
they have a waged job or not. Whatever the form of one’s income, inflation undercuts
its real value. For the working class in particular, inflation has the direct effect of
reducing the value of the one commodity that class has to sell: its labour-power.

For the capitalist class it is the reverse. Since they own the commodities whose
prices are rising, their wealth, embodied in those commodities, tends to rise with the
prices, and, therefore, so does their income derived from the sale of those
commodities. Other factors assumed to be equal, inflation tends to reduce the income
of the working class and increase that of capital — causing a shift of value from one
class to the other, especially when rising unemployment has the effect of further
reducing nominal working-class income.

The second striking feature of the crisis is its global character. Inflation today is not
a national phenomenon, confined to certain countries while others deflate; it is an
international phenomenon whose major elements are no mystery: the dramatic rise
in food and energy prices that has occurred in the 1970s. These food and energy crises,
involving price rises in the developed world and absolute unavailability in parts of
the underdeveloped world, have been the result of explicit government policies. In
the case of energy, it is well known how the OPEC countries dramatically raised their
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prices of crude oil beginning in 1973. It is less well known in the United States how the
American government also encouraged this move.! It is also not well known that the
Soviet Union and China have followed the OPEC lead by raising their prices both at
home and for export.? In the case of food, the sharp increases in prices in the United
States, and hence in much of the international food market which the United States
dominates, were also the result of government policy. A combination of export
promotion, production restrictions, devaluation, and special sales to the Soviet Union
in 1972 and 1975 drove food prices up and kept them up, causing reduced real income
in the West and contributing to widespread famine in parts of Asia and Africa.3

These rising prices and supposed scarcities of food and energy have forced us to
contemplate many aspects of these commodities as well as their price. Since
commodities are allocated in capitalist society according to price, its increase has
meant a reduction in availability and this has raised the quantitative question of
scarcity — a concern which has been spurred on by the limits to growth literature. Is
there, will there be, enough food, enough energy? Such questions necessarily lead
to a fundamental questioning of the origin of commodities and the basis of their
production. At the same time, questions that had been raised previously over the
quality of these ‘goods’ have been given a new urgency by their growing expensiveness.
What are we getting for our money? Are these commodities what we want? Are they
safe for us, for our environment? If not, why not?

Along with this increased political awareness and questioning has grown a wide
variety of struggles around these issues. The continued growth of consumer action
groups, the ecology movement, and the antihunger movement are all outgrowths of
these changes. Among those hardest hit by rising prices and lowered availability
there has been growing militant direct action to counter the inevitable reduction of their
income. They have passed from anger to direct appropriation and violent protest.
Throughout the United States, business losses (and working-class gains) from
shoplifting have been rising steadily as more and more of the lowest-paid workers
refuse to pay the rising prices.“ In the Soviet Union and Eastern Europe, stealing from
the state has continued to grow.> In places as diverse as Turin, Italy, and Crystal City,
Texas, workers have refused to pay rising gas and electricity bills and have practised
what has become known as the ‘self-reduction’ of prices.® Ripping off Ma Bell has
become a widespread practice in the United States. The ‘Black Christmas’ that occurred
1 See V H Oppenheim’s article, ‘Why Oil Prices Go Up [1] In The Past We Pushed Them’, Foreign Policy 25
[Winter 1976-1977]: 24-57.

2 ‘OPEC Oil Price Change and COMECON Oil Prices’, Radio Free Europe Research, RAD Background Report/244
[Eastern Europe] November 1929, 1976.

3 See Cleaver, ‘Food, Famine and the International Crisis’: 32-53.

4 See the two US Department of Commerce publications, ‘The Cost of Crime against Business’ and ‘Crime in
Retailing’. On a related form of direct appropriation, see Jerry Adler, ‘Employee Thievery: A 6 Billion dollar Hand
in the Till', Sunday News Magazine of the New York Daily News, September 11, 1977.

5 See ‘Whoever Steals, Lives Better’, New York Times, April 13, 1976. Not only is stealing from the state
endemic in the Soviet Union and Eastern Europe, but also, in the periodic explosions [e.g. Poland in June 1976],
two favourite actions of protesters seem to be burning the Communist Party headquarters, on the one hand,
and looting state stores on the other.

6 Ramirez, ‘The Working Class Struggle against the Crisis’; Dick Merkel, ‘Crystal Citizens Rejoice: Zavala Judge
Blocks Cutoff’, San Antonio Express and News, September 3, 1977: 1.
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in New York during the recent power failure showed the widespread willingness to
collectively bypass price entirely when possible.” Where workers have been able to
identify the national government as responsible for price rises, they have attacked
it, often violently. The events in Poland in June 1976 and Egypt in November 1976 are
two of the most dramatic cases in which violent upheaval forced the government to
reverse decreed increases in food prices.8 In the United States, the beef boycott, the
coffee boycott, and the refusal of dockworkers to load wheat for the Soviet Union
were all actions undertaken to slow price rises.?

In such a period, when a critical area of class struggle turns around the prices,
quantity, and quality of commodities, it is evident that an adequate analysis of what
commodities are, who they serve, and what their prices represent takes on a new
urgency. Workers feel under attack, and rightly so. What is essential is to understand
the nature of the attack and how can it be counteracted. We will see that Marx’s
analysis does give us a beginning for understanding the class struggle of which these
changes are an element. We will gain further insight by applying his analysis to the
various individual commodities which play an important role in the crisis, for example,
food and energy whose price rises have played the biggest role in the current inflation
and labour-power whose value has been undercut by that inflation.

The commodity has two aspects: use-value and exchange-value
Marx begins his dissection of the commodity by analysing it into its two characteristics.
He points out that each commaodity has a dual existence. It is both a use-value and an
exchange-value. Taking the first part of Figure 2, we have:

( COMMODITY )
""""

A commodity is a use-value because it has a value in use — a usefulness, or utility, it
‘satisfies human wants of some sort or another’. It also is an exchange-value because
it has a value in exchange; that is, it can be exchanged for something else.

The use-value and the exchange-value of a commodity are not just two different
determinations, or aspects; they are contradictory determinations. A commodity is
a use-value only if it is immediately useful to whoever has it. It is an exchange-value
only if it is not immediately useful but is used only for exchange to get something

7 See many articles describing and analysing the events of July 13—-14 in the New York Times, July 14-20, 1977.
Black Christmas was only the most recent dramatic example of this kind of activity. The widespread direct
appropriation during the big-city uprisings of the mid 1960s led to their being termed ‘commodity riots’. See
Russel Dynes and E L Quarantelli, ‘What Looting in Civil Disturbances Really Means’, Transaction Magazine 5,
No 6 [May 1968]: 9—14. For an overall analysis of that period, see Paolo Carpignano, ‘US Class Composition in
the 1960s’, Zerowork 1 [December 1975]: 7-31.

8 For a summary analysis of the Polish events, see Cleaver, ‘Food, Famine and the International Crisis’: 58—60.
On Egypt, see New York Times articles ‘Thousands in Egypt Riot over Price Rise’, January 19, 1977; ‘Cairo

Eases Prices, but Rioting Goes On’, January 19, 1977. ‘Egypt’s Cities Seem Calm after 2 Days of Price Riots’,
January 21, 1977.

9 Cleaver, ‘Food, Famine and the International Crisis’: 37-40.
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else. Exchange-value is thus not only different from use-value; it is exactly its opposite;
they are defined by their contradictory position with respect to each other. Yet they
are only the twofold aspects of the commodity, and the commodity is the unity of
these opposites. The strange combination of unity and opposition, in which the
opposites only have their meaning vis-a-vis each other and are thus inextricably
joined, is exactly what Marx means by a contradictory relation.

Yet this seems to be an impossible situation, because to be a use-value a thing
must be used and not exchanged. And to be an exchange-value it must not be used
but must be traded off. This contradictory situation, which Marx analysed more fully
in the Contribution to the Critique of Political Economy, can find its solution only in
the actual exchange process: the exchange process must comprise both the evolution
and the solution of these contradictions.*® Marx calls the realization of the two
contradictory aspects that occurs in the circulation process the metamorphosis of the
commaodity. Before a commodity is sold and consumed, use-value and exchange-value
have only an abstract and potential existence. Once it is sold, exchanged for money
(C-M), then its character of exchange-value has been realized. But in this exchange the
form of its exchange-value appears as the money that realized it. When that money is
then exchanged for another commodity, which is consumed (M-(Q), its exchange-value
metamorphoses again into its other aspect as use-value, which is then realized. Because
the complete analysis of this process requires an understanding of value, which is
only developed later in Chapter One, as well as exchange, which is analysed in Chapter
Two, Marx’s discussion of how this solution can actually occur is presented in Chapter
Three. In Chapter One we have only the abstract juxtaposition of use-value and
exchange-value. Marx illustrates these relations with a variety of apparently innocuous
commodities: linen, iron, watches, and corn (wheat). | say apparently because most
of these commaodities played a key role in the period of capitalist development which
Marx analysed: linen in the textile industry, iron in the production of machinery and
cannon, watches in the timing of work, wheat as the basic means of subsistence of
the working class. To be just as careful in this exposition, | suggest that we focus on
the key commodities of the current period: labour-power, food, and energy.

By focusing on the commodity labour-power, whose use-value and exchange-
value Marx analyses in Parts Il and Il of Volume | of Capital, we go directly to the heart
of capitalism. We saw in the previous chapter that labour-power, or the capacity to
work, is a commodity because throughout the world the working class has been forced
to sell its strength and abilities to capital. The use-value of labour-power, as Marx
shows in Chapters Six and Seven, is its ability to work and to produce value and
surplus value. Its exchange-value is the value the working class gets in return for its
sale. The use-value and exchange-value of labour-power are clearly contradictory
because labour-power can only be exchange-value for the working class (because it
has no means of production) and not use-value. Yet the same labour-power does
have use-value for the capitalists who buy it and put it to work.

10 Marx, A Contribution to the Critique of Political Economy: 44.
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In the case of that part of food which is produced as a commodity, an analysis
of its twofold character is also revealing. Much food consumed in the United States
and Western Europe today is produced by large capitalist agribusiness firms at home
and abroad: the giant corporative wheat farms of the plains states, the banana
plantations of Central America, and the beef ranches of the Argentine pampa are all
capitalist producers selling their goods in an international market. By the time it
reaches the table, that food includes not only the paid and unpaid labour of production
and transport workers but also the labour of the cooks — mainly housewives. The
use-value of food is generally said to lie in its nutritional and aesthetic qualities. Its
exchange-value lies in the money that the agribusiness corporations and middlemen
receive from its sale. As with labour-power and all other commodities, the realization
of the two aspects is resolved through exchange.

These illustrations bring out something deeper in the commodity-form. The two
categories of use-value and exchange-value are not just abstract concepts arrived at
by mental reasoning with the tool of analytical abstraction. They do not exist only in
the passage of the commodity through the exchange process. These two aspects also
express the two-sided contradiction characteristic of the class relations in capitalism.
Use-value and exchange-value are opposed in a contradictory unity in the same way
that capitalist and working classes are opposed and united. Each is the opposite of
the other but at the same time exists, as such, only in the relation. We can see how
the class relation includes these aspects of the commodity-form and how the
commodity-form is itself at least partially appropriate for this kind of class society.

Moreover, we can see how the two aspects suggest two different class perspectives.
Most fundamentally, the view of the commodity as use-value is the perspective of
the working class. It sees commaodities (e.g. food or energy) primarily as objects of
appropriation and consumption, things to be used to satisfy its needs. Capital sees
these same commodities primarily as exchange-values — mere means toward the
end of increasing itself and its social control via the realization of surplus value and
profit. Yet the example of labour-power shows that these perspectives are not so
simple and fixed. For, in the context of capital, we have seen the working class discover
its own labour-power as an alienable commodity which can have only exchange-value
for it, and not use-value. Similarly, capital’s primary interest is not in the exchange-
value of labour-power but rather in its use-value. But, since capital is interested in
surplus value it must simultaneously be interested in the use-value of labour-power
— the amount of value it can produce — and its exchange-value — the amount of value
it must be paid. Similarly, the working class also takes an interest in the use to which
its labour-power is put as it struggles over the conditions of work.

Returning to food, while the working class is primarily concerned with the use-
value of food, the fact that food does have an exchange-value, a money price that limits
workers’ access to it, means that they must also be concerned with that exchange-
value. Moreover, capital, if it would sell its products, must pay some attention to the
use-value. Rotten food rarely sells; miracle rice must have an acceptable taste; bread
must be white or dark depending on the group of workers to whom it is sold. We can
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see how each perspective depends on the other. It is exactly because workers have
needs (and no means of producing what they need) that capital can sell those use-
values and realize the exchange-values it desires. It is exactly because labour-power
is a use-value for capital that it is an exchange-value for labour.

This leads us to two further observations. First, for each class the significance of
each commodity is not just one-sided but includes both use-value and exchange-value.
The preoccupation of the working class with exchange-value and the preoccupation
of capital with use-value, however, are both the outgrowth of capital’s success in
imposing its social system. Second, because the significance of a commodity differs
for the working class and capital (being primarily a use-value for the one and primarily
an exchange-value for the other), the meaning of the use-value and exchange-value
of any given commodity is not the same for capital and for the working class. This
brings to the fore the relevance of the approach outlined in the Introduction — the
need to bring out the two-sided character of each category, the need to discover the
two-class perspective on each category of analysis. We must see how the meanings of
use-value and exchange-value differ for any commodity according to the perspectives
of the two classes.

Let us examine these questions in the case of our three commodities. First, let
us take labour-power. If we look at the question of the use-value of labour-power
from the two class perspectives, we can see that they give quite distinct results. On
the surface, the use-value of labour-power belongs entirely to the capitalist who has
bought it and who consumes it in the productive process. As we have seen in the
previous chapter, the ultimate use-value of work, which is the use-value of labour-
power, is its role as the fundamental means of capitalist social control. For the capitalist
to be able to impose work is to retain social control. But the use-value of labour-power
for capital is also its ability to produce value and surplus value. Control and value,
however, are not separate use-values. As we will see shortly, the substance of value
is work and work is the means of social control.** Therefore, surplus value is not only
surplus labour but also the aim of capitalist production and an index of its success in
imposing itself as a social system.

But, even though the use-value of work is formally the domain of capital, that is
only from capital’s viewpoint. From the working-class point of view, work can also
have certain kinds of use-values for it. if we put aside the politically dangerous romantic
notion that the working class gets a use-value out of work itself — a notion perhaps
appropriate to a bygone era of craftsmen — we can still see how the working class
tries to turn the work which capital imposes on it to its own advantage. To the degree
that the workers get some part of the product they produce, then, at least indirectly,
11 To separate the concept of value from that of social control under capital is, perhaps unintentionally, to
reintroduce the dichotomy between economics [value] and politics [control]. This seems to the thrust of
Montano’s discussion of capital going ‘beyond value’, due to the decline in productive labour, to work as
‘political control in its purest form’ [‘Notes on the International Crisis’: 57-58]. This problematic formulation is
also employed by Christian Marazzi in his ‘Money and the World Crisis: The New Basis of Capitalist Power’,
Zerowork 2 [Fall 1977]: 94-95. What both authors forget, and what is a basic point of the present work, is that

the substance of value [work] and of money [as the quintessential expression of value] is always social control
— social control through forced labour.
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the use-value of their work to them is as useful labour, labour that produces use-
values which satisfy their needs. More directly, the combination of workers in factories
provides an experience in joint action in which they learn to turn against capital
through their organization as a class. Marx: ‘as the number of the co-operating
labourers increases, so too does their resistance to the domination of capital.”*?

The exchange-value of labour-power is, as we have seen, the money which the
working class receives for its sale. Yet for the working class this exchange-value is
at once income and a source of power in its struggle with capital, while for the latter
it is a cost and a deduction from total value produced, a threat to surplus value and
thus to capital’s power. Because of these differences there is often a struggle over
the form in which the working class will receive the exchange-value of its labour-
power: money wages, wages in kind, social services, welfare, unemployment benefits,
pensions, and so forth.

Let us now turn to food as a commodity and apply the same approach. For the
working class, the use-value of food is above all its role as our fundamental consumption
good — nourishment to live. Because of our need for this use-value of food, capital
understood early on that its control over food as a commodity gave it control over
workers. This was why the most basic means of production stripped from workers in
the period of primitive accumulation was land — the traditionally necessary precondition
for producing food. Thus the fundamental use-value of food for capital is the power
to force the working class to work to get it. The need of the working class for this use-
value has thus led capital to make scarcity — hunger — a basic ingredient of its social
order. ‘Everything therefore depends upon making hunger permanent among the
working class.”®3 This is a very basic point which has immediate bearing on the current
crisis, in which hunger is playing a deadly role in the struggle between the classes.
Because food plays this role in capital’s strategy against the working class, it means
that the working class, too, recognizes in food a fundamental requirement for the
development of its power against capital. Especially among the least-powerful sectors
of the class, those on the lowest rungs of the income hierarchy, the use-value of food
in its struggles is critical. It is not surprising that peasant struggles often turn to crop
or land seizures. It is generally only on the basis of an adequate supply of food that
such struggles can move to other levels.

These observations serve to clarify the importance of the two class perspectives
on the exchange-value of food. As with other commodities, its exchange-value for
capital is a source of surplus value; but for the working class the exchange-value of
food, relative to the exchange-value of labour-power, determines its access to food
and the use-values of nutrition and power it provides. Thus the exchange-value for
food both undermines working-class income and power and strengthens capital’s
position in terms of both profits and control. Indeed, short of absolute scarcity, price
(the money form or exchange-value) is capital’s key weapon in making hunger
permanent. When, as in the current crisis, it undertakes to engineer a global rise in

12 Marx, Capital, Volume |, Chapter 13: 331 [International Publishers Edition].
13 |bid, Chapter 25, Section 4: 646.
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the exchange value of food, it is not only increasing its profits but also increasing its
power vis-a-vis the working class. Thus it should not be surprising that the response
of various sectors of the working class to such an attack is a function of their power.
Where they have little power, they cannot avoid starvation, as in the Sahel; where
they have more power, they may be successful in rebuffing or limiting the impact of
such attacks, as in Egypt, Poland, or the United States.

And what about energy, that other commodity whose price rise seems to be
playing such a key role in the crisis? A class analysis of the use- and exchange-values
of energy brings out a number of important relations. The kinds of energy which we
usually think of as commodities are those like oil, gas, electricity or, in less-developed
countries, wood, charcoal, or dung. When we question the nature of the use-value of
these commodities from the two class perspectives we get some interesting results.
From a working-class point of view some of these are commodities which are consumed
more or less directly: electricity to power household appliances, lights, or heating
equipment; natural gas, coal, wood, or dung to provide (in certain situations) energy
for heating, cooking, and lighting; gasoline to provide energy for lawnmowers, boats,
and, above all, automobiles. Like food they are consumption goods whose use-values
lie in their ability to reduce work and make life more pleasant. There is also an apparent
hierarchy of sorts in the usefulness of these energy commodities; they vary in their
versatility and aesthetic value. Although ranking may vary for different uses and vary
by culture, we can generally see that electricity or natural gas gives greater versatility
and is easier to handle than say charcoal or dung.

At the same time it is also clear that several energy commodities are not commodities
consumed by workers but are rather intermediary products that have a use-value of
raw material only for the capitalist who has the means of production necessary to
employ them. This is the case with crude oil, or uranium, or certain kinds of coal. They
are used only to produce other kinds of energy commaodities like gasoline or electricity
which are then sold to workers. But, here again, it is obvious that great amounts of
these energy commodities are not sold to consumers directly at all but are sold to
other capitalists as intermediate inputs into the production of all kinds of commodities.
In both cases energy appears as constant capital whose use-value for capital lies in
the value it transfers to the product — a necessary step in the production of surplus
value. This constant energy capital may not produce surplus value but it is necessary
for its production.

But this brings out another facet that must be understood. In so far as energy is
a substitute for human strength in the production process, and in so far as the working
class has an interest in the expenditure of its own labour-power as use-value (in its
struggles over the conditions of work), then it also can see in the energy commodity
the use-value of reducing the required expenditure of human sweat. In other words,
for the working class energy has the use-value not only of reducing work at home but
also of reducing work in the factory. However, if the use-value of energy for the working
class is its ability to reduce work, it is quite the contrary for capital. Historically, as Marx
shows in Chapter 15 of Capital, the fundamental role of nonhuman energy in production
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has been to render possible the creation of the machine and thus of the complex
systems of machinery on which modern industry is based. On the one hand, the use-
value which capital derives from this use of energy to power machinery lies in the
rising productivity it produces. When this raises profits and investments it amounts
to the conversion of rising productivity into a source of more work and more social
control. Moreover, we can see that the increasing use of energy to power machinery
has meant the creation of a ‘productive organism that is purely objective, in which
the labourer becomes a mere appendage to an already existing material condition
of production’.*# Here we see the use-value of energy to capital as allowing a
reorganization of control over workers. In fact, as Marx points out in considerable
detail, energy has been, over and over, the key to the decomposition of working-class
power which threatened capital: ‘According to Gaskell, the steam-engine was from
the very first an antagonist of human power, an antagonist that enabled the capitalist
to tread under foot the growing claims of the workmen, who threatened the newly
born factory system with a crisis.”*> What was true of steam engines then is equally
true of internal combustion or nuclear engines more recently. And essential to the
development of these weapons has been the continual development of new sources
of energy commodities.

These observations should be enough to point beyond the current debate over the
energy crisis in which the only alternative to capital’s seemingly endless demands
for more energy has been a back-to-the-land movement which has, often on ecological
grounds, vaunted a reduction in energy usage in favour of a return to labour-intensive
methods of production. The choices are not between sweat and toil versus wasteful
plundering of natural resources; they are rather between a use of energy in the interests
of the working class and a use of energy in the interests of capital. It is not necessary
to reject automobiles — which do have a real use-value to workers — in order to reject
the gas-guzzling, model-changing creations of capital which are aimed only at turnover
and profit. It is not necessary to reject the use of energy to reduce toil in agriculture
in order to reject the wasteful use of inorganic fertilisers that primarily benefits the oil
companies.

This analysis of the differing use-values of energy commodities for the two classes
also helps unravel the differing perspectives on their exchange-values. To begin with,
itis clear enough that the increase in the exchange-value of energy, like that of food,
has meant an increase in the profits of the sellers of energy commodities (e.g. the oil
companies, coal companies) through a decrease in the exchange-value of labour-
power for workers. This has occurred two ways: directly, in the case of energy
purchased for consumption, and indirectly, in the case of energy used as an input in
the production of other consumer goods. Because of this indirect effect, the reduction
in the value of nonfarm wages due to rising food costs has not always meant a rise in
farmer income. Rather, theirincome has been reduced by the rising exchange-value
of the energy and energy-derived inputs into farming. In this way, increasing the

14 |bid, Chapter 15, Section 1: 386.
15 Ibid, Section 5: 436.
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exchange-value of energy has been a powerful weapon for capital to attack the income
of the working class and to devalue labour-power both off the farm and on.

But the implications of this manipulation of exchange-value (for what we have
here is a case where price is dramatically severed from value) go beyond the direct
attack on the wage. We just saw that one fundamental use-value of energy for capital
was as a substitute for labour-power, as constant capital in a rising organic composition
of capital. But, in the post-World War Il period, the versatility of that weapon was at
least partly predicated on a low exchange-value of energy commodities. The ready
availability of cheap oil fuelled the reconstruction of post-war Europe and generally
made possible the reorganization of industrial labour and the expansion of capital in
the Western World. How then can rising exchange-values of energy commaodities serve
capital’s interest? In the first place, we must remember that this is a strategy of crisis
—that capital has adopted the strategy of rising energy prices, not out of choice but
out of necessity. In the second place, the rise in the price of energy is being used in
at least two important ways which follow from our previous analysis. | have already
examined the way it allows a massive transfer of value from the working class to capital.
At the same time, it concentrates surplus value in the energy sector — especially in oil
and petrochemicals — a sector which, along with American agriculture, already has
the highest organic composition of capital in industry. There is thus a shift of capital
from low to high organic composition within the existing industrial structure — a
move which has some of the same effects as raising the organic composition through
investment. Finally, it means that surplus value in the form of ‘petrodollars’ is funnelled
and concentrated in a way that allows the planning of the pattern of capitalist
expansion to a unusually high degree (through the control of recycling mechanisms).

In this way we can grasp at least some of the critical aspects of the current crisis by
analysing food and energy as commodities in terms of the two class perspectives on
their use-values and exchange-values. By undertaking such a political reading of these
concepts in the particular historical situation, we can see that not only does the meaning
of the use-value and the exchange-value of each commodity depend on the class
perspective, and phase in the exchange-process, but also the class perspectives are
contradictory. The use-value (or exchange-value) of an object for capital is not the same
as the use-value (or exchange-value) of that same commodity for the working class.
Exchange-value is generally recognized as a socially determined category. But even
in the case of use-value it cannot be said to be given by its intrinsic properties (physical
or otherwise) — it must be seized in the context of the class struggle at any given moment.

This should make clear one reason why some of Marx’s comments on use-values
in the Contribution should be interpreted with care and a grain of salt. Use-values,
he says at one point, ‘do not express the social relations of production’.*® At another
point he also says that ‘use-value, as such, since it is independent of the determinate
economic form, lies outside the sphere of investigation of political economy. It belongs
in this sphere only when it is itself a determinate form.”*” Now, it is undoubtedly true

16 Marx, A Contribution to the Critique of Political Economy: 28.
17 Ibid.
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that use-value does not express the social relations of capital the same way exchange-
value does. Nor is there any doubt that the latter is central to capital. Yet, as we have
just seen, use-values are in many ways ‘determinate forms’. Their nature and role
definitely can express social relations. In Capital Marx discusses this in several ways:
(a) the varying use-values of labour-power in the division of labour, (b) the particular
use-value of means of production, and (c) the characteristics of the use-values produced
and sold to the working class. Later on, in Volume Il, we discover the important role
of the distinctions between use-values in the reproduction schemes of part lll. In
Volume lll is the discussion of the cheapening of the components of raw materials
and many other places where the analysis of use-value plays an important role.

In his ‘Marginal Notes on Adolph Wagner’ (1879), Marx himself explicitly rejected
as ‘drivel’ the interpretation that use-value has no place in his analysis beyond being one
aspect of the commodity. He explicitly cites at least three different ways use-value enters
into the analysis: (a) behind use-value is useful labour, one aspect of the twofold character
of labour which produces commodities (see Chapter IV below); (b) ‘in the development
of the value form of the commaodity ... the value of a commodity is represented in the
use-value of the other [commodity]’ (see Chapter V below); and (c) ‘surplus value itself
is derived from a ‘specific’ use-value of labour-power... etc., etc.” He concludes: ‘thus
for me use-value plays a far more important part than it has in economics hitherto.’®

The qualitative and quantitative aspects of use-value

and exchange-value

The inflationary aspect of the current crisis, including the dramatic rise in food and
energy prices, has meant that most of us have found ourselves buying both fewer
commodities and consequently a smaller variety of commodities. Mealtime menus
have become more narrower with smaller amounts of expensive foods like meat. The
rising cost of gasoline cuts into the number and extent of trips and vacations. In
general, consumption is restricted both quantitatively and qualitatively. These
circumstances can only make the analysis of the qualitative and quantitative aspects
of commodities immediately important.

We have just seen in the previous section that Marx analysed commodities first
into use-value and exchange-value. And we saw that those categories embody certain
aspects of the class nature of capitalist commodity-producing society. He then
proceeds in Section 1 of Chapter One to further analyse each of these two aspects
into a qualitative and a quantitative determination through the same process of
abstraction. Taking the next step of Figure 2, we have:

qualitative aspect )  (_quantitative aspect )

(__attributes ) ( measure )

( useful labour ) (actual lal;ourtime]

18 Marx, ‘Marginal Notes on Adolph Wagner’, in Value: Studies by Karl Marx, ed. Albert Dragstedt: 214-216.
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The qualitative determination of use-value is expressed by attributes (e.g. physical
attributes like weight, social attributes like control). The quantitative determination
of these attributes is given by their magnitude and measure (e.g. tons, degree). Behind
these particular attributes, or qualities, we later discover, lies the particular concrete,
useful labour which produced them. Behind their amount, the actual labour time
employed in their production.

The immediate quantitative aspect of exchange-value appears to be expressed
by the ‘proportion in which values in use of one sort are exchanged for those of another
sort’.’® But this remains vague and apparently accidental because the qualitative
aspect of exchange-value has not yet been analysed. Because this requires further
analysis of exchange-value, strictly speaking we cannot speak of the two aspects of
exchange-value at this point. We can, however, make some preliminary comments
on the meaning of these two aspects of the commodity-form in terms of use-value
and exchange-value, keeping in mind what is to come.

First, we can note that these two determinations are not independent nor is their
relationship random. With use-value, quality precedes quantity in the discussion.
With exchange-value, the order at first seems reversed, but the ‘quantitative
determination’ in fact remains veiled in mystery until the qualitative foundation is
later revealed. When it is, we discover that the question was badly posed and that
both the qualitative and the quantitative aspects of exchange-value are really those
of value for which exchange-value is only the form of appearance. At that point we
also realize that the commodity’s two sides are actually those of use-value and value.
In the analysis of value, as with use-value, consideration of its quality (substance or
abstract labour, taken up in the next section) comes before that of its quantity (socially
necessary labour time, taken up below in section 4).

(_qualitative aspect )  (_quantitative aspect )

(_ substance ) ( measure )

abstract labour socially necessary labour time

The reason for the order is logical. To have a quantity, one must have a quantity
of something, of some quality. Before we can speak of ten tons of wheat protein, or
of forty tons of coal, we must first have grasped the qualities that make wheat protein
or coal what they are — otherwise the measure is meaningless. Yet at the same time
it is also clear that quality without quantity is meaningless. We can never confront
wheat, coal, or value without confronting some quantity. The measure of that quantity
is thus the combination of both quality and quantity.

Second, as with use-value and exchange-value, these qualitative and quantitative
aspects are not simply two logically determined categories; they, too, embody the

19 Marx, Capital, Volume |, Chapter 1, Section 1: 36 [International Publishers Edition].
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complex dialectic of two class perspectives and their struggle. Some of this was implicit
in the foregoing discussion of class perspectives on use-value and exchange-value,
but | will elaborate. At first, the working-class perspective is primarily a qualitative
one. That is, the working class is basically concerned with the acquisition of certain
kinds of things: food, clothing, housing, music — all those things which allow us to
live the kind of life we desire. The quantity of the given qualities of use-values is
secondary — not unimportant at all, but secondary. Certainly, one wants at least one
whole house, two shoes, three meals a day — quantity is obviously a necessary
ingredient; but the focus is first on the kind of life — protected feet, being sheltered,
eating — and not its measure.

The perspective of capital is primarily quantitative. Capital is basically unconcerned
with the particular qualities of the commaodities it produces — except that they be
exchange-values and carriers of surplus value. The other qualities are secondary.
Whether a home is well built or poorly built, whether food is pure or adulterated are
secondary, even if often functional, to how much exchange-value and profit can be
realized. More would appear to be capital’s byword, not what kind. What kind comes
into play only inasmuch as it is necessary to produce such and such kind of commodity
in order to sell more of it. The same is true in the case of the commodities capital
buys as means of production. Here the primary concern is that the exchange-value
of this constant capital be kept low so that the rate of profit will be high. Certain
particular qualities of the means of production will obviously be required but they
are means to an end.

It would, however, be erroneous to stop here, to romantically see the working
class as having a monopoly on quality and to see capital as concerned only with the
vulgar and quantitative. Within the class struggle the confrontation of perspectives
is more complex. In its struggle with capital the working class is forced to become
directly concerned with quantity. The struggle over wages, the length of the working
day, and the intensity of labour are all over how much work will be done in exchange
for income. The working class could not care less about value per se. What we want
is a larger quantity of a larger variety of use-values for less work. Quantity becomes
important only because it is through these quantitative struggles that we gain access
to those particular qualitatively distinct commodities that we desire and to the time
necessary to enjoy them. The quantitative limitation on the exchange-value of labour-
power, necessary for capital’s realization of surplus value, produces a qualitative
limit on working-class consumption and thus is resisted.?®

On the other side, as we saw earlier, capital in its efforts to maintain its control
over the working class must become closely concerned with the nature of the labour-
power that it sets to work, as well as with the structure of the industrial process
through which it controls and plans that labour-power. Outside the factory it pays
attention to the qualities of commodities it sells and through their use-values seeks
to organize the social factory as a whole. As an example of these two concerns, we can

20 Marx, Grundrisse, Notebook II: 283.
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note Marx’s extended analysis of the role of the expansion of the qualities of
commodities and of the production process in the production of relative surplus value.
That production, he shows, requires both the quantitative expansion of existing variety
of consumption and the production of new qualitatively different needs and use-
values, which in turn implies the expansion of ‘the circle of qualitative differences
within labour’. Thus Marx shows how capital is driven by the working class’s
quantitative attack on labour time and absolute surplus value to explore all of nature
in order to discover new, useful qualities in things and hence to cultivate ‘all the
qualities of the social human being’.?* This is exactly that side of capital — the way
it expands the variety of existence as it creates bourgeois society — which Marx saw
as its historically positive side, in as much as it both represented an advance over
previous societies and laid the basis for post-capitalist society.

But Marx did not stop with these general views on the implications of the dialectic
of quantity and quality in the class struggle. He went on to show much more precisely
how the contradictions of this process both developed capital and worked toward its
dissolution. This was the process | discussed at the end of Chapter Il above in which
the quantitative increase in the amount of constant capital, especially machinery,
per worker leads to a qualitative transformation of the capital/working-class relation
and ultimately to the possibility of its destruction. This is the process in which the
quantitative extension of work beyond necessary labour qualitatively transforms it
into surplus value. The reinvestment of that surplus value in productivity-raising
machinery tends to increase work both in intensity and through time. But the natural,
and especially the social, limits to this extension (by working-class power) ultimately
lead to a reduction in work time. As previously discussed, the very essence of
productivity is to increase the amount of output from a given, and hence a lesser,
amount of work. The quantitative reduction of necessary labour time as more and
more machinery, science, and technology are brought to bear on the production
process must ultimately lead to its qualitative transformation as labour ‘in the direct
form’ ceases ‘to be the great well-spring of wealth’. Under such circumstances, where
the factory, or social factory, can no longer provide the space for the imposition of
work the quality of that work as value is undermined.

The same crisis for capital, and opportunity for the working class, can be seen
from the other side. The quantitative reduction in labour time is also a quantitative
increase in disposable time. Capital’s perpetual problem is to convert this expanding
potential free time into work time. The processes mentioned above make this more
and more difficult and the imposition of work, of surplus work, and thus of its
qualitative control over society becomes more and more difficult. The very development
of a capitalism that is founded on the imposition of work thus creates the ‘material
conditions to blow this foundation sky-high’.22

To pose this analysis in more concrete terms we can look at the development of
capital in food-producing agriculture and in the energy sector. In both of these sectors

21 |bid. Notebook IV: 408-409.
22 |bid. Notebook VII: 706.
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the development of technology and the substitution of constant for variable capital
are among the most advanced — in at least the leading subsectors: American grain
and meat production and the oil-petrochemical industry. In each case, analysis of
these developments brings out, first, how the development and reorganization of
production technologies have been in large part a response to the need to counteract
working-class power and, second, how the exclusion of labour from production has
created sectors which are decreasingly able to provide the work that capital needs
for its social control. More generally these two sectors are prototypical of the factory
as awhole. As the limits to the ability to impose factory work at profitable wage rates
have grown more apparent in the United States and Western Europe, capital has
sought two major solutions. One has been the multi-nationalization of labour-intensive
sectors which have been reallocated to areas of the Third World (and increasingly to
the socialist countries) where working-class power is weaker. The other is the
restructuring of the rest of the social factory in order to expand the imposition of the
work of reproducing labour-power. The depth and pervasiveness of the current crisis
show how the struggles of both waged and unwaged have posed critical limits to
these strategies — limits which capital has yet to find new strategies to circumvent.

This analysis of the dialectic of qualitative and quantitative in the class struggle
helps clarify the political nature of the working-class attack on capital which produced
the crisis. One way in which the old dichotomy between politics and economics has
often been posed has been to label as ‘economism’ struggles by workers which are
deemed solely quantitative, for example, more wages, shorter workday, and so on.
These struggles are said to be within capital, which is itself essentially quantitative.
‘Political’ struggles are only those that challenge the ‘quality’ of capital itself, that is,
that threaten the ‘revolutionary’ overthrow of capital via the seizure of state power.
From what we have seen already, it should be apparent that struggles over the length
and intensity of the workday (how much the commodity-form is imposed) are at once
quantitative and qualitative: quantitative because they concern the amount of work
that will be done for capital, qualitative because they put into question the realization
of enough surplus value to maintain capitalist control. The ‘quantitative’ struggle
over income also raises the question of the realization of surplus value and capital’s
survival.

The grain of truth about ‘purely quantitative struggles’ lies in the productivity
deal. If increases in working-class income are successfully tied to increases in
productivity, then the struggle is indeed bound within capital (see Chapter IV below).
But even here, the rise in productivity, and the reorganization of the working class
which it entails, creates a qualitative change in the class relations. Similarly, the
growth in workers’ access to wealth through the productivity deal expands the absolute
base on which future struggles can be fought. It is exactly upon these qualitative
changes that the working class developed the power to rupture the productivity deal
and throw the system into a profound ‘political’ crisis.

Similarly, some workers’ struggles that appear to be qualitative risk developing,
rather than overthrowing, capital. For example, the strategy of ‘workers’ control’ of the
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factory can be seen to lead to workers’ control of themselves, as well as of the means
of production, for capital. Witness capital’s strategy of participation in France, of co-
determination in Germany, or of workers’ control in Yugoslavia. As long as social
control leads to more imposed work and accumulation, it hardly matters to capital
whether the management has white collars or blue. Marx himself saw that capitalism
could not be abolished simply by replacing the capitalist managers with worker/
socialist managers: ‘...the idea held by some socialists that we need capital but not
the capitalists is altogether wrong. It is posited within the concept of capital that the
objective conditions of labour — and these are its own product — take on a personality
toward it, or what is the same, that they are posited as the property of a personality
alien to the worker. The concept of capital contains the capitalist.”?3 This passage
shows Marx’s understanding that there was no real difference between a ‘capitalist’
accumulation of capital and a ‘socialist’ accumulation of capital, once capital is
understood as a class relation of work imposed through the commodity-form. Marx’s
primary experience in fighting such ‘workers’ control’ strategies was in his conflicts
with the Proudhonist plans for co-operatives. The implications in the case of present-
day ‘socialist’ countries and present-day ‘socialist’ strategies for the working class are
much wider. The class struggle, which is today at once economic and political, has both
a quantitative and a qualitative side. Any attempt to forget one side or the other, or
to fail to grasp their interrelation, is bound to lead to dangerous results.

Not exchange-value but value — whose substance is

abstract labour

The process through which Marx shows how value lies behind exchange-value is
another analytical exercise in abstraction. In order for there to be a quantitative
equivalence in the exchange

1 quarter corn = x cwt. iron

there must exist in the two different things something common to both so they can be
compared quantitatively. As we saw above, in order to measure or compare quantities
we must be clear about the quality which is being measured (and quantitatively
compared). Before we can understand the quantitative comparison of ‘1 quarter’ and
‘x cwt.”, we must first discover that common quality in corn and iron which allows
them to be equated in exchange at all. In order to discover this common element,
Marx makes abstraction from what makes them different: the particular use-values
of corn and iron. ‘As use-values commodities are, above all, different qualities.” When
Marx goes on to say ‘as exchange-values they are merely different quantities’, he is
saying they are different quantities of some common quality.

But to make abstraction from their use-values is to make abstraction from their
particular attributes. That, in turn, is to make abstraction from the special characteristics
of the human labour which created those attributes and made them different from

23 |bid. Notebook V: 512.
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other commodities: grain farming and smelting. In abstraction from their material
reality as use-values and as products of particular forms of useful labour, these
commodities emerge as only products of human labour in abstraction from any
particularity. This human labour that is common to them Marx calls abstract labour.
As products of abstract human labour they are qualitatively equivalent and as such
he calls them values.

abstract labour

In Marx’s terminology these products of abstract labour are values. Just as those
commodities are use-values and exchange-values when they have the same, so too are
they values when they have value. However, to say that a commodity has value does
not involve a subjective evaluation. It is to say simply that it is the product of abstract
labour and that it will be exchanged. Another way of stating the relationship between
value and abstract labour is to say that the substance of value is abstract labour. As we
will see, the quantity of value may be more or less, but this concerns the measure of
its essential quality, or substance: abstract labour. Similarly, the substance of value
can be expressed more or less completely through different forms of exchange value.
Its form and its measure are necessary to value but both must be differentiated from
substance. This means that to recognize that value is the qualitative aspect of exchange-
value means more than just one quality. Abstract labour is the essence of value —
that which cannot be altered without losing the concept itself. Abstract labour is the
substance, or essence, of the form of value: exchange-value. Or, inversely, Marx says
that exchange-value is the phenomenal form, or the form of appearance of value —
the mode through which value acquires a recognisable expression in capital. In other
words, work for capital only has meaning and only appears as a social relation when
it is embodied in a product that is exchanged (and, ultimately, that earns surplus value).

Marx began the analysis of the commodity on the level of appearance. He has
moved analytically to the essence of exchange-value. He summarized this process
in his ‘Marginal Notes on Adolph Wagner’: ‘That [the commodity] is what | analyse, and
first of all to be sure in the form in which it appears. Now | find at this point that it is,
on the one hand, in its natural form a thing of use-value, alias use-value, and on the
other hand that it is bearer of exchange-value, and is itself an exchange-value from
this point of view. Through further analysis of the latter | discovered that exchange-
value is only an appearance-form, an independent mode of manifestation of the value
which is contained in the commodity, and then | approach the analysis of this value.?*
How exactly this essence is manifested in appearance through exchange-value is

24 Marx, ‘Marginal Notes on Adolph Wagner’: 214.
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shown in Chapter IV below, which analyses Marx’s discussion of the form of value in
Section 3 of Chapter One.
This analysis, this mental process of abstraction, through which we isolate a
single determination, is not, however, a process outside the world. Nor are the concepts
with which we denote those determinations. ‘Abstract’ labour is not simply an abstract
concept, because the concept denotes the very real social quality of work under
capitalism. This is not very clearly pointed out in Chapter One because of the degree
of abstraction associated with Marx’s mode of exposition. In order to adequately
discover the complex class relations that lie behind ‘abstract labour’, we need to
examine other parts of Marx’s writing. What we discover is that he shows quite lucidly
how the process of abstraction is not one which occurs only in our fancy. Quite the
contrary, abstract labour is semantically meaningful as a concept but not because
all human labour is basically alike, not because some common element is necessary
for and revealed by equivalence in exchange. It is meaningful because capital itself,
in its continual struggle with labour to create and maintain the division of labour
which is the basis for commodity production, exchange, and social control, tries to
continually make labour more malleable to its needs. This it must do by a continual
shifting and displacement of labour to overcome workers’ struggles. The goal is a
flexible, adaptable labour supply in which any specific aspect of labour, for example,
strength or skill, becomes less and less important. With the development of capital,
labour is increasingly ‘abstract’ precisely in the real sense that it has fewer fixed
determinations. In other words, a malleable labour force effectively amounts to a
homogeneous mass, any part of which can be applied whenever capital needs it in the
industrial machine. Perhaps Marx’s clearest statement of this is in the Introduction
to the Contribution to the Critique of Political Economy:
This abstraction of labour as such is not merely the mental product of a concrete
totality of labours. Indifference toward specific labours corresponds to a form of
society in which individuals can with ease transfer from one labour to another,
and where the specific kind is a matter of chance for them, hence of indifference.
Not only the category labour, but labour in reality has here become the means of
creating wealth in general, and has ceased to be organically linked with particular
individuals in any specific form. Such a state of affairs is at its most developed
in the most modern form of existence of bourgeois society — in the United States.
Here, then for the first time, the point of departure of modern economics, namely
the abstraction of the category ‘labour’, ‘labour as such’, labour pure and simple,
become true in practice.?®

Abstract labour thus designates the homogeneity of labour that capital seeks to

achieve through its growing division and control of work.

At this point, it is of the utmost importance not to forget our approach to this study.
We must also see that there is another side to this attempt by capital to reduce labour
to abstract labour. That is the activity of the working class. The creation of an increasingly

25 Marx, Grundrisse: 104-105.
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homogeneous working class is not simply the result of capital’s manipulations. It is
also the outcome of the working class’s struggles to achieve its own unity vis-a-vis
capital. In their struggles for such common goals as the reduced working day, better
conditions of work, minimum wages, and so on, workers gain cohesiveness as they
act more and more as a distinct class-for-itself. The resulting homogeneity grows
more and more dangerous to capital because it is a fundamental basis of working-
class power. The unity sought by the working class is not the unity of abstract labour
within capital but a unity outside and against it.

As a result of these contradictory meanings of homogeneity for the two classes,
the only way for capital to achieve its need for the controllable homogeneity of abstract
labour is, paradoxically, through the imposition of heterogeneity, through the division
of workers. It is only by dividing and pitting one group of workers against another
that capital can prevent their dangerous unity and keep the class weak enough to be
controlled. The contradiction between capitalist efforts to unify the class as labour-
power through division and workers’ efforts to overcome these divisions to unite
against capital is one of the most fundamental and most important characteristics of
the class struggle.

In the application of its divide-and-conquer strategy, capital has always used
historically given divisions that it inherited from the past, for example, divisions
between races, between sexes, between age groups, between ethnic or nationality
groups. At the same time, it has transformed, developed, and added to these divisions
in innumerable ways. For example, all the so-called technical divisions of useful labour
are also divisions of the working class, designed to keep it under control. Thus, we
discover in Chapters 13 to 15 of Volume | of Capital that the key to capital’s success
in maintaining control over the productive power of co-operation — of the collective
labourer in the factory — is its ability to impose a hierarchical wage division on workers
that is associated with a certain division of useful labour and that pits them against
each other. Similarly the larger divisions of labour, such as the division between town
and country, the colonial division of labour, and the division of labour between
industrial branches, all serve to divide the working class and help control it. The
‘division of labour in manufacture’, Marx writes, ‘on the one hand it presents itself
historically as a progress and as a necessary phase in the economic development of
society, on the other hand it is a refined and civilized method of exploitation.’2®

The wage hierarchy, which is critical to capital’s control of the factory, also plays
acrucialrole in the larger social factory. Because the money wage as the exchange-value
of labour-power is the most fully developed form of exchange between capital and
labour, its presence or nonpresence is fundamental to determining both the relation
of various parts of the working class to capital and the relations among those parts
themselves. The work by Wages for Housework has brought out that in the discussion
of the reserve army in Chapter 25 the basic division between the ‘active’ and ‘reserve’
sectors of the class is a division between a waged sector and an unwaged sector.

26 Marx, Capital, Volume |, Chapter 14, Section 5: 364 [International Publishers Edition].
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Marx’s own discussion of the key role of the unwaged reserve army in controlling the
waged labour army shows how the waged/unwaged division is fundamental. Further
work has brought out how all the so-called non-economic divisions, such as racial,
sexual, or national divisions, are also hierarchical divisions and basically wage
divisions (in this sense even the hierarchical income divisions of the unwaged are
‘wage’ divisions).?”
Capital maintains its control through the dynamic manipulation of these divisions.
For example, the success of one sector of the working class in achieving higher wages
is used by capital, where possible, to accentuate the wage hierarchy. In this process
we can see the intensely political character of this issue within the class struggle.
Again and again Marx pointed out how capital quite consciously uses these divisions
to maintain control over work as abstract labour. One of his most instructive discussions
of this process is worth quoting at length.
Every industrial and commercial centre in England now possesses a working class
divided into two hostile camps, English proletarians and Irish proletarians. The
ordinary English worker hates the Irish worker as a competitor who lowers his
standard of life. In relation to the Irish worker he regards himself as a member of
the ruling nation and consequently he becomes a tool of the English aristocrats
and capitalists against Ireland, thus strengthening their domination over himself.
He cherishes religious, social and national prejudices against the Irish worker.
His attitude towards him is much the same as that of the ‘poor whites’ to the
Negroes in the former slave states of the USA. The Irishman pays him back with
interest in his own money. He sees in the English worker both the accomplice and
the stupid tool of the English rulers in Ireland.
This antagonism is artificially kept alive and intensified by the press, the
pulpit, the comic papers, in short, by all the means at the disposal of the ruling
classes. This antagonism is the secret of the impotence of the English working
class, despite its organization. It is the secret by which the capitalist class
maintains its power. And the latter is quite aware of this.28
The immediate contemporary relevance of this analysis can be found throughout the
global capitalist system. Marx’s analysis of the relation between the immigrant Irish
and the English workers exemplifies recent attempts by capital to pit immigrant
workers against local workers in North America, Northern Europe, and most recently
the OPEC countries. Mexicanos or Puerto Ricans in the United States, Italians or
Filipinos in Canada, Algerians or Portuguese in France, Turks or Italians in Germany,
and South Koreans in Iran and Japan all can easily be seen to be the counterparts of
Marx’s Irish in England. And the lesson is not limited to national divisions but is
equally applicable to various divisions within countries: blacks/whites, men/women.
Yet, to recognize the immediate relevance of this analysis for today is also to
necessarily see the other side again — to see the working-class activity within and
against these divisions. On the one hand, the international mobility of labour has

27 See