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clarified by them.
; An extremely important political moment in the development of
Deparsment of Economics these struggles in the community, and in their theorization, was the
coalescence of the autonomous struggles of women into self-conscious,
organized political groups. In this development we can sce the kind of
. autonomy which C. L. R. James saw two decades ago in his analysis
W ( BT of black struggles in the United States: the autonomy of a sector of the
¢ g working class from other scctors.’? This new autonomous movement
temfvé ey \Me arosc through struggle against what many women saw as the domina- _
M 0%% WJ ﬁl“’ tion of the New Left organizations by men, and their overemphasis I
on the factory. Those women grasped not only the theoretical concept
" A of the social factory but also the key role of the struggle of nonfactory !
m:) ,/b (/J{/‘/ 3 T how ae WWVVG / S workers—most of zvhom are women. Mario Tronti and other men iny i
PO could sce that the reproduction schemes of Volume 1l of Capital !
included the reproduction of labor. The women in PO could see that !

t/ . Do \1/@ /{/T‘v/{'L . it was their labor which accomplishes that reproduction, and that it

had been the struggle of women against that labor in the community

\ ~ -~ . - 5
\ el \LZ( ﬂ",/jm Py Mﬁ [7/"«) Wth‘h was at the core of the self-reduction movement and other com- |'
c) o\ =0 munity struggles in Italy and elsewhere. !
* Asapart of their struggles to bring this issue to the fore, women !

WM ) [ 9‘,,4 Lol Z@o/b/ ;«ZI{ M—ZG/!PWT’ like Mnria(osa Dalla Costa developed both new theoretical cmphases’

and new organizations. Organizationally, they broke with PO and
orzanized T.ofta FenVinista in Ttalv and. subsequentlv, an international
Waces for Housework campaign. On the theoretical level they vastly '
9 expanded Tronti’s work on the nonfactorv nart of the working class. !
W They focused on the key role of the wage in hiding not onlv the unpaid
part of the working day in the factory, but also unpaid work outside !
it. They drew on Marx’s work on the reserve army and the wage, yet !
they went beyond it in sceing the reproduction of labor-power as :
within capitalist planning. They brought out the way the wage divides
5 the class hierarchically into wage (factory) and unwaged (resess §
Sarmy: housewives, students, peasants, ctc.) sectors, such that the latter
groups apoear to be outside the working class simply because they
are not paid a wage. They pushed forward the analysis of the work
of reproducing labor-nower and analyzed its structure both within the
home and in the socialized forms of schools, hospitals. and so on,!28
This understanding of the wage as the fundamental tool for the
hierarchical division of the class brought a key insight to the old prob-
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lem of the role of sexism and racism in capital. As Sclma James has
argued in her pathbreaking work on this issue, sexism and racism can
be understood as particular cases of division which are almost always
simultaneously wage division.'*® This is true even when the racial or
sexual divisions are among the unwaged. Here the hierarchy is that

of unwaged income. Her extension of this analysis to the case of the
peasantry opened the door to a reconceptualization of the international
character of capital and to a rigorous redefinition of the'role of the
peasantry within the international capitalist system as a whole. Here
was the answer to Althusser’s renovated but sterile historical material-
ism of modes of production as well as a more solid basis for the rejec-
tion of the politics of that theory. If the nco-Marxists like Frank had
correctly grasped the global nature of capital but failed to develop a
theory to explain the wide varicty of production arrangements—
especially among the peasantry—then James’ work provided that
theory, especially when combined with the concepts of working-class
autonomy and political recomposition to explain the evolution of the

structure of production over time.

The political implications of these WSlghts were far-reaching.
As women. the members of Lotta Fenfinista and Wages for Housework
could see that Jeftist strategics for women calling for their “joining”
the working class by moving into the factories were counterproductive.
Not only did going into the factories mean double work, women were
already working for capital at home, but also, once in the factories,
the wage hierarchies of capital, perpetuated by the unjons and the
Party, would cither keep women down as a group or divide them up
over that same heirarchy and thus destroy their collective power. Just
as C. L. R. James had argued for the necessary autonomy of the black
movement, so did they refuse to be subsumed in such organizations.*®
These women saw that the basic difference hetween the waged and the
unwaged was one of power. The wage—money—gives power, the
material resources as a basis for struggle. Hence they put forward the
qualitative demand that wages be paid for housework by the collective
capitalist: the state. As to the quantitative determination of wages, that
would be based on women’s power, not on any capitalist produc-
tivity measure. It was a demand aimed against the waged/unwaged
division. It sought to increase both women’s power and, in so doing,
that of the working class as a whole by raising that of the lowest
level 131

This work formed a decisive advance over the earlier work by
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Tronti and others. It not only allowed a more adequate grasp of the
political recomposition of the Italian working class, but also opcncd
the path to the generalization of carlier work on lhc capitalist crisis to
the global level. The identification of the leading role of the unwaged
in the struggles of the 1960s in Italy, and the extension of the concept
to the peasantry, provided a theoretical framework within which the
struggles of American and European students and housewives, the
unemployed, ethnic and racial minorities, and Third World peasants
could all be grasped as moments of an international cycle of working-
class struggle.

By incorporating the work of Dalla Costa, James, and others in
Wages for Housework into the analysis of the capitalist crisis, it was
possible to extend that analysis to the United States and to the world
as a whole. A growing number of articles in both the United States and
Europe have underlined the position and importance of the unwaged
in the current crisis. For example, Operaio Multinationale (1974)
contains a number of articles which seck, through the analysis of the
immigrant or “multinational” worker, to integrate our understanding
of the connection between peasant struggles in the Third World, the

“student, women and “Third World” struggles in the developed coun-

tries, and those of the waged working class.’ These articles help
locate the origins of the current international crisis as being of the
social factory as a whole and thus see it as immeasurably more pro-
Tound than generally recognized.

In 1975 the first issue of the journal Zerowork argued, through de- s

tailed studies of struggles in the United States, that they were of the
same sort as those Italian conflicts demonstrated by PO to have under-
mined the postwar Keynesian order and forced capital to adopt crisis
as a strategy to regain control—to call a political strike on investments.
But the collapse of the Keynesian attempt to mobilize working-class
energy was not simply at the level of productivity deal in the factory.
Analysis of the civil rights/black power movement, the student power,
antiwar and women’s movements showed that the collapse had been
throughout the social factory. Not only had industrial investment in
leading sectors like auto and mining faltered under the blows of a

new working-class insurgency, but also the human capital investments
of the Kennedy- Johnson era in ghetto and university had been under-
mined by the new movements of the unwaged. All thesestruggles had
been seen before by the New Left theoreticians, but never before had
it been possible to integrate their analysis within that of the working
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class, or to sce the autonomy of those struggles, or to analyze the pats
tern of their circulation among scctors of the class.’™
Further work on the struggles of the waged and unwaged in the

Third World and in the socialist block in the second issuc of Zerowork
has brought out the truly international character of the cycle of strug-
gles. A re-evaluation of peasant and farm-worker struggles in Eastern
Europe, the Sovict Union, and Vietnam showed that the pattern of
both worker offensive and capitalist sgrategy had much in common
with peasant and agricultural-worker struggles in the “West.” These
studics contribute to the reinterpreration of a number of key phenom-
ena, such as the role of access to land and the role of multinational
workers. Against the traditional views of landownership as simply a
petty bourgeois or feudal characteristic, these studies brought out the
way land appears at once as a guarantor of income and as a tool for
dividing the unwaged. Against the view of labor migration as simply
a spectacle of victimized workers driven by capitalist manipulation,
the role of autonomous labor mobility as a form of struggle against
capital is emphasized.’®

. All this has led to a fundamental reinterpretation of Mdrx’s crisis
theory. With the working class understoood as being within capitat

yet capable of autonomous power to disrupt the accumulation process -

. and thus break out of capital, crisis can no longer be thought of as a
blind “breakdown” generated by the mysteriously invisible laws of
competition. Beginning with Antonio Negri’s work on Marx’s crisis
theory, crisis has been reinterpreted in terms of the power relations
between the classes and competition has been located as only one
organization of this relation.’® Marx’s understanding of crisis as a
means to restore the conditions of growth is seen in terms of restoring
adequate control over the working class. Thus “the” modern crisis
emerges as a phenomenon of two moments: a first, in which working-
class struggle imposes crisis on capital, and a second, in which capital
tries to turn the crisis against the working class to restore command.
Thus in the present cycle of international crisis, the 1960s figure as the
period in which capital lost control of the social factory as a whole due
10 an international cycle of working-class offensive. And the 1970s
figure as the period in which capital has launched an international
offensive in which the direct manipulation of the prices of food and
energy and of exchange rates and international debt is being used to
achieve through international channels what Keynesian policies failed
to do nationally: regain control by containing wage struggles within the
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limits of rising productivity. At the same time capital’s organization

of this second phase of the international crisis has included the attempt
to decompose working-class unity by restructuring the class tech-
nologically and geographically. In terms of theory this has also in-
volved a new assessment of Marx’s analysis of the long-term trend in
capital to substitute constant for variable capital—a trend which Marx
saw as leading to a fundamental crisis for a system based on the em-
ployment of labor.13® \

These are some of the major insights which together constitute the
beginning of a strategic analysis of the pattern of working-class
power: (1) the working class as an autonomous power; (2) capital as
including the working class within it, capital thus as the class struggle;
(3) technology as a particular division of working-class power pro-
duced through the class struggle; (4) working-class organization as a
function of the composition of the class and thus the historical speci-
ficity of trade unionism, social democracy, and Leninism, as valid
working-class organizational solutions; (5) political recomposition as
the working class overcoming capital’s division; (6) the working class
as including the waged and unwaged; and thus (7) capital as social
capital or as social factory; (8) capitalist crisis as crisis of power be-
tween the classes; and (9) working-class political recomposition and
capitalist decomposition as the substance of the two moments of crisis.

In the foregoing sketch, I have tried to bring out how the rereading
of Marx has been an important moment in the development of these
elements. Panzieri’s rereading of Marx on the organization of work,
Tronti’s rereading of Capital on accumulation, Wages for House-
work’s rereading of Marx’s discussion of the reserve army and of the
wage, Zerowork’s rereading of the Grundrisse on the end of the work,
among others, have been necessary and important moments in the
development of an analysis which is of greater strategic use to the
development of working-class power than either orthodox or Western
Marxism. What kind of rereadings are these? How, if at all, do they

“differ from traditional approaches? They are not, it scems to me,

exercises in ideology or in capitalist strategy building. They do not
seck a critique of capitalism. They seck rather new tools for develop-
ing working-class power. Panzieri discovers working-class autonomy
in forcing the transformation of capitalist technology and planning.
Tronti discovers the theoretical grounds for exploring how to link
factory and nonfactory struggles. Wages for Housework rediscovers
the wage as a key to power in overcoming divisions of the class. Zero-
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not only in the pathbreaking work done by people associated with the

Johnson-Forest Tendency (works by C. L. R. James, James Boggs, George

Rawick, and Martin Glaberman, among others, have been translated into

Ttalian and probably reccived wider circulation and discussion in Italy than

in the United States) but also in the perception that, just as American capi-
talism is the most advanced in the world and therefore particularly impor-
tant to study, so too must the struggles of American workers, which have
forced and continue to challenge that development, be of particular impor-
tance for workers everywhere. As many have said, probably correctly, the
cevolution of revolutionary struggles in the United States is determinant for
struggles everywhere.
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quires a historical analysis of the male/female hicrarchy already pres-
ent in the societies in which the commodity-form was imposed, as

well as an analysis of how that hicrarchy was reinforced or changed
by the new order. The continuing existence of this division, as well as
its particular structural evolution, can only be grasped adequately by
analyzing the pattern of working-class struggle and capitalist response
discussed above. This kind of analysis docs not reduce the phenome-
non of sexism (or racism) to that of capitalism exactly because it re-
quires recognition and explanation of both the respective relation of
men and women to capital and the fact that this division is based on
male dominance over women and not vice versa. Similarly, it reduces
the analysis neither to onc of capital’s manipulations nor to that of the
struggles of the working class as a whole. Quite the contrary, an ex-
amination of the processes of political recomposition and decomposi-
tion involves the analysis of the autonomous activities of the various
sectors of the class and the way they interact in order to confront
capital as a class.

The political importance of grasping the class nature of abstract
labor and the processes which engender it cannot be overemphasized.
By focusing our attention on the homogeneity that the working class
opposes to capital’s abstract labor and on the processes of political
recomposition through which that homogencity is achieved, this ap-
proach brings out the class politics of abstract labor and the division
of labor on which it is based. By studying these actual processes, we
leave behind the ideological world of class consciousness and the left-
ist party to discover how the working class is working out its own
unity as well as the strengths and weaknesses of its strategies and
tactics.

Some basic aspects of working-class organization are suggested by
this analysis. Because the divisions are hierarchical ones, there are
always dominant and dominated sides. In these circumstances the
divisions have worked where capital has been able to play on the
dominant side’s profiting from the division. The divisions are not
imaginary or simply idcological ones that can be overcome with “class
consciousness.” Men do benefit from women’s work; whites do benefit
from blacks’ lower status; Jocal workers do henefit from immigrant
warkers’ taking the worst jobs. Therefore, the struggle to destroy the
divisions generally finds its initiative in the dominated group, since the
other side cannot be expected to always work to destroy its privileges.
The efforts to overcome racism, sexism, imperialism, or the exploita-
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tion of students in the 1960s were led by the struggles of blacks not
whites, women not men, peasants not Americans, students not pro-
fessors or administrators. It was on the basis of these autonomous
cfforts that the struggles circulated to other sectors of the class, recom-
posing the structure of power. To subvert the autonomy of such sec-
tors, as the Left and the unions generally try to do by dissolving them
into their own hierarchical organizations, can only act to perpetuate
the divisions uscful to capital. The actuality of autonomy complicates
the meaning of working-class homogeneity against capital. It suggests
that working-class unity must be understood as being indirect like the
homogencity of capital (malleability through division). In other words,
working-class unity is often achieved only indirectly through comple-
mentarity in the exercise of power against capital by different sectors
of the class involved in the struggle, not in terms of the illusory kind
of dircet homogeneity of Leninist institutions.

Measure of Value Is Socially Necessary Labor Time

So far, Marx has shown us that value is the key to exchange-value
and that the qualitative substance of value is abstract labor—which

" is to say work under capitalism. He then turns to the question of the

_ measure of value in order to be able to carry out a quantitative as well
as a qualitative analysis.

Value
quantitative aspect
measure

socially necessary labor time

To measure value must mean to measure its substance: abstract labor.
Marx argues that to measure the magnitude of abstract labor can only
mean to measure the time during ‘which it is performed. “The quantity
of labor . . . is measured by its duration.” Now the measure of time
requires sonie unit, or quantum, of magnitude. Such a unit can ap-
parently be selected according to convenience since we have many
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standard units of time: week, day, hour, minute. But the measure of
abstract labor, its time, must be understood to be as much a social
concept and phenomenon as is abstract labor itsclf. It is thus not di-
rectly measurable by clock or calendar. As with abstract labor, labor
time must be grasped within the totality of capital. The measurement
of abstract labor time can only be done within the framework of the
total social mass of homogencous, abstract labor time coerced from
workers’ unit by “innumerable unit.” But, even recognizing this we
must be very careful how we approach this concept. Unfortunately,
many tend to think that the magnitude of value of a commodity is
determined by the amount of abstract labor time incorporated into it
by the worker who produced it. But, to conceive of the value of a
commodity as being the direct result of the work of producing that
individual commodity is to lose the social character of value and to
see it instead as some metaphysical substance that is magically injected
into the product by the worker’s touch. Such a theory of value is akin
to the old chemical theory of phlogiston in which the principle of fire
was conceived as a material substance incorporated into inflammable
objects. A phlogiston theory of value leads to such bizarre and politi-
cally dangerous results as identifying “value-producing workers” only
as those who do physical work directly on the product. From here it
is only one step to the ritualistic categorization of “real” workers and
“unproductive” workers and the political positions usually associated
with such an approach.

Marx shows us at least two ways to avoid this trap. In Chapter One
he invites us to consider the fact that the quality of labor always varies
from person to person. There are always hicrarchies of productivity
among workers due to variations in skill and equipment in producing
the same commodity. Thus, at any point in time the “homogeneity”
of labor is actually reached only at the level of the social average in
terms of both quality (abstract labor) and quantity (time) of labor.
Marx writes: “The labour-time socially necessary is that required to
produce an article under the normal conditions of production, and
with the average degree of skill and intensity prevalent at the time.” 33
In Chapters 14-16 on manufacture and modern industry, and in the
“unpublished 6th Chapter,” Marx later introduces an explicit discus-
sion of the, “collective” or “aggregate” worker that also leads us away
from any phlogiston theory of value. In Chapter 16 Marx spoke of
this with reference to the question of productive (value-producing)
labor: “In order to work productively, it is no longer necessary for the
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individual himself to put his hand to the object; it is sufficient for him
to be an organ of the collective labourer, and to perform any one of its
subordinate functions. The definition of productive labour given
above, the original definition, is derived from the nature of material
production itself, and it remains correct for the collective labourer
considered as a whole. But it no longer holds good for each member
taken individually.”** In the “unpublished 6th chapter” Marx spoke
of this even more vividly in a passage that is worth quoting at length:

... the real lever of the overall labour process is increasing-
ly not the individual worker. Instead, labour-power socially
combined and the various competing labour-powers which
together form the entire production machine participate in
very different ways in the immediate process of making
commodities, or, more accurately in this context, creating
the product. Some work better with their hands, others
with their heads, one as a manager, engineer, technologist,
etc., the other as overseer, the third as manual labourer or
even drudge. . . . If we consider the aggregate worker, i.e.,
if we take all the members comprising the workshop
together, then we see that their combined activity results
materially in an aggregate product which is at the same
time a quantity of goods. And here it is quite immaterial
whether the job of a particular worker, who is merely a
limb of this aggregate worker, is at a greater or smaller dis-
tance from the actual manual labour.?®

These very important concepts should lead us once and for all away
from any tendency to try to grasp value in terms of individual cases.
In understanding the measure of value the key distinction to see is
that between the useful labor that produces commodities as use-values
and the abstract labor that produces them as values. The direct mea-
sure of actual labor time can only be the measure of useful labor and
never that of value. Between that useful labor time and value lies the
social mediation which appears as an averaging. In other words, while
the actual amount of useful labor time required to produce individual
commodities of a given type may vary in different places, value ex-
presses the social average which will give the “normal” conditions of
production prevalent in any given period. As always with Marx, the
social determination is central; the individual particularity, derivative
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—the part is meaningful only within the framework of the whole.
This means that the value of a commodity produced in one place,
because it is determined by the socially necessary labor time, will be
the same as those produced elsewhere even if it actually “contains”
more/less useful labor time because the laborers producing it have a
lower/higher productivity than the average.®®

Although this social averaging appears at this point only as a con-
ceptual necessity, it must also be understood as an actual social pro-
cess of considerable importance in the development of several key
capitalist strategies. It is an actual social process in the sense that cap-
ital has a tendency to redistribute itself from areas of low productivity
to arcas of high productivity (when this differential leads to a differ-
ence in profits). Such redistribution tends to produce a social average
in fact as well as in principle. The mechanisms of such redistribution
range from expanded corporate investment in plants of high produc-
tivity and the closing down of those of lower productivity to inter-
corporate competition and the dissemination of stmilar productivity-
raising innovations across an industry.

At the same time, we also discover in Marx’s analysis of relative
surplus value and the introduction of machinery that labor time is
actually increased in two different ways. First, the minimization of
operating costs with machinery often calls for continuous twenty-four—
hour operation so that a tendency is created both to lengthen the
workday and to create night work. Second, the smooth regularity of
machine operation tends to force the workers to work more continu-
ously, thus “filling up the pores of the workday.” This is a process
that may be understood both as working harder and as eliminating
the moments or minutes of respite that workers could otherwise steal
during their work time. Both of these phenomena, by changing the
amount of useful (and indirectly value-“producing”) work done in a
given period of time, change the nature of that time by making it
“produce” more value. Such “heightened tension of labor power or
condensation of labor” means more sweat, harder toil, and, often, in-
creased accidents for the workers involved.?*

This brings us to some further considerations on the nature of time
itself under capitalism. So far we have seen the impossibility of con-
ceiving of time simply in terms of the direct chronological time of pro-
duction—Decause of the “social average” character of abstract labor.
We have also just scen that an increase in the intensity of labor cer-
tainly changes the meaning of a given period of work. But Marx’s
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analysis of labor time suggests more than this. It is an exposition of
one of the basic political elements of the class relations of capitalism.
The labor time we have been examining is above all completely within
the context of the structure of capitalist production. It is the only time
that counts from the viewpoint of capital. In capital’s perspective,
“labor time” is the only living time because that time makes money.
More labor time mcans less loss or more surplus valie and so capital
secks by every means it can dreant up to increasc it. Any time spent by
the working class that is not work—-exactly the time workers fight to
increase—is dead time for capital. (I shall return shortly to how capi-
tal trics to convert such dead time to work time.) For the working
class, on the other hand, labor time is time lost. It is, after all, some-
thing it has been forced to sell to the capitalist; it belongs to the cap-
italist and is time lost to the worker. Thus, in contradiction to capital,
labor time is dead time for the worker. It is only during nonwork time
that the worker is free to live and develop his or her own life.

Capital tries to convince us that time is universal and just a physical
entity. But we know it is not. One hour of work time is not equal to
one hour of free time by any means. One particularly vivid example
of workers’ consciousness of this fundamental fact is cited by Marx in
the Grundrisse:

The Tines of November 1857 contains an utterly delight-
ful cry of outrage on the part of a West-Indian plantation
owner. This advocate analyses with great moral indigna-
tion—as a plea for the re-introduction of Negro slavery—
how the Quashees (the free blacks of Jamaica) content
themselves with producing only what is strictly necessary
for their own consumption, and, alongside this “use-value”
regard loafing (indulgence and idleness) as the real luxury
good; how they do not care a damn for the sugar and the
fixed capital invested in the plantations but rather obscrve .
the planter’s impending bankruptcy with an ironic grin of
malicious pleasure.3®

This is one basic reason why time is a fundamental terrain of class,
struggle. Clocks have become tools of oppression within capital bhe-
cause minutes of labor time are gold for capital. While it is true that
clocks cannot measure work directly because value is determined by
the social average, they are nevertheless tools to extract as much labor
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time as possible in cach work place—which indirectly, as we have
scen, determines the amount of value produced.

The struggle over time between capital and the working class,
which Marx later analyzes in some depth in Chapter 10 on the work=
ing day, procceds in the workshop in many ways. Some of those I
discussed in the previous chapter—the open struggle over the “nor-
mal” workday, for instance. Others, which Marx discusscs, include
both the struggle over the intensity of work time, which we just ex-
amined, and the “nibbling” of the workday whereby capitalists (and
workers—though Marx dealt less with this) seek to increase (or de-
crease) the amount of work at every opportunity: at the beginning
and end of the day, at lunch breaks, restroom breaks, and so on. In
Chapters 20 and 21 on time and picce wages, we also learn how cap-
jtal tries to manipulate the form of payment of variable capital in
order to increase the amount of work time, say, by keeping hourly or
picce rates low. Today, when the question of the amount of work that
capital can force workers to do is once again a major factor of con-
flict, we find much experimentation with new time-manipulation pat-
terns, such as the four-day week or flextime, in which both classes

seck to improve their position. :

But while the struggles over time in factory or office, over the time
of waged work, are many and varied, it is the question of the struggle
over time outside the “official” working day which is the most prob-
lematic. In the nineteenth century, when Marx lived and wrote, the
amount of time that workers had off the job was very short. Such time
as they had was barely enough to achieve their reproduction as lahor-
power. In such circumstances activities like eating, sleeping, and sex-
ual relations, which might normally be thought of as “free-time”
activities for the workers’ enjoyment, were reduced to the work of
patching up the damage (physical and psychological) incurred in the
factory. In his discussion of simple reproduction in Chapter 23, Marx
saw this as a situation in which “the working class, even when not
directly engaged in the labor process, is just as much an appendage of
capital as the ordinary instruments of labor.”* Already the “work-

_ing” day included both factory work and “free” time. In these condi-
tions Marx concluded that “the capitalist may safely leave its [the
reproduction of the working class] fulfillment to the laborer’s instincts
of self-preservation and of propagation.”*’

Now, as we saw in the discussion of the commodity-form, Marx
also perccived how the continual rise in productivity tended, by re-
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ducing socially necessary labor time, “to reduce labor-time to a mini-
mum,” and how this tendency gets stronger and stronger with the
progress of science and technology. This tendency to reduce labor
time is at the same time a tendency to “create disposable time”—free
time for workers. Capital’s recurring problem is to find ways to con-
vert this free time into work time. Because of the rapidity of this de-
velopment, Marx could see the fundamental crisis that it would even-
tually pose for a system based on the imposition of work. He could
sec that, when workers would “themselves appropriate their own sur-
plus labor,” then “disposable time would ccase to have an antithetical
existence” and wotld become the true measure of wealth, What he
could not foresce, and this is apparent again and again in Capital,
were the many ways capital would seek to restructure society as a
whole, both in the factory and without, both during “work” time and
during “free” time, in order to try to convert all time into work time.
When Marx thought about capital’s attempts to recuperate disposable
time and convert it into work time, he thought about industrial ex-
pansion and the creation of new factory and office jobs. The only
exception to this was the case of the reserve army, in which he clearly
saw that “free time” was integral and necessary to the functioning of

. capital’s “labor market.” But while this insight is fundamental, he

never developed an analysis of the struggle over the content of free
time between capital and the working class.

As we saw in the Introduction, the historical development of capital
that came after Marx, and which he could not foresee, was the ex-
pansion of capitalist control in order to structure all of society into
one great social factory so that all activities would contribute to the
expanded reproduction of the system. When Marx wrote, for exam-
ple, in Chapter 15, Section 3, on the employment of women and chil-
dren, he saw these persons being drawn ever deeper into the industrial
machine to be chewed up daily and left to recuperate at night in the
same fashion as male workers. There was no need for any special
theory about the family, housework, or schoolwork, because these
constituted negligible parts of the day. But later, with the expulsion of
women and children from the mines and the mills and the factories,
with the creation of the modern nuclear family and public school sys-
tem by capital, such a theory is vital. Today, we must stady how cap-
ital structures “free time” so as to expand value. We must sce how
housework has been structured by capital with home economics and
television to ensure that women'’s time contributes only tothe repro-
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duction of their own, their husbands’, and their children’s Iabor-
power. We must sce the desire for the reproduction of life as labor-
power behind capital’s propaganda that it is in the interest of the
individual or the family to have a “nice” home or a “good” education.
We must see how it developed home ¢conoimics, not to teach future
houseworkers how to use the wealth (both commoditics and free time)
of socicty for their enrichment, but how to make do with what little
they have. Itis true that workers demanded easier access to cducation.
But we must also see how capital shaped “public” education, not for
the “enlightment” of workers’ children, but to meet its own needs
for particular skills, for new technology, for new social control strate-
gics, and, above all, to inculcate discipline. Both housework and
schoolwork are intended to contribute to keeping the valuc of labot-
power low. The more work done by women in the home, the less
value workers must reccive from capital to reproduce themselves at a
given level. The more work students do in the school, the less value
must be invested in their training and disciplining for the factory (or
home). Because of this, an increase of housework or schoolwork, by

decreasing the amount of variable capital necessary for the reproduc-

tion of the working class, can contribute to the expansion of surplus
value (or, inversely, a decrease can undérmine that expansion—see
below). In fact, we must see how the “social” factory has emerged
from workers’ efforts to escape the industrial factory and from capi-
tal’s social engineering—how it encompasses today virtually all of
what the Critical Theorists call the “cultural” sphere of life. Capital
tries to shape all “leisure,” or free-time, activities—language, litera-
ture, art, music, television, news media, movies, theaters, museums,
sports—in its own interests. Thus, rather than viewing unwaged “non-
labor time” automatically as free time or as time completely antitheti-
cal to capital, we are forced to recognize that capital has tried to inte-
grate this time, too, within its process of accumulation so that
recreation is only the re-creation of labor-power. Put another way,
capital'has tried to convert “individual consumption” into “produc-
tive consumption” by creating the social factory. When Marx formu-
lated the circuit of labor power as LP-M-C, in which labor power
(LP) was exchanged for the money wage (M), which was then ex-
changed for consumption commodities (C), workers’ consumption ap-
peared as the end product of the circuit. The effort to make that con-
sumption “productive” seeks to structure it as a production process
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whose product is labor-power. This is a situation perhaps better sym-
bolized as a circuit of the reproduction of labor-power:

b Lp-M-c(MS)...P...LD*

where C(MS) . . . P represents consumption as involving the work of !
producing the labor-power (LP?). The asterisk on LP* indicates i
change. Despite the fact that the work of child bearing and child rear-

ing increascs the population, work (e.g., housework) in P still implics !
a smaller value per capita and thus LP*< LP, This has a positive im- !
pact on surplus due to the level of variable capital being lower than jt

would be otherwise. Capital’s new organization of the social factory !
can thus be represented by the following diagram in which circuits of

industrial capital and of the reproduction of labor power are inter- |
related: |

LP-M -C(MS)...P... LP*-M-C(MS)...P...

M-LP i M-LP |-
. Dot GV Pt
M-MP 3 M-MP

If the circuit of individual capital is one producing “consumption”
goods, then it will further interlock with the circuit of the reproduc-
tion of labor-power by selling its output C” to the workers as their
means of subsistence C(MS] in exchange for their wages (M), which
become its revenues (M’).4% X

In this pattern of development, which has spread so rapidly in the
twentieth century, we recognize both capital’s eternal tendency to gen-
eralize and universalize itself (sce the discussion of the expanded form
of value below) and its response to the growing difficulty of finding
factory work to impose as the means of social control. Marx foresaw
the contradiction. He could not foresce this form of socialization of
work forming at least a temporary solution.
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However, here, as in every other aspect of capital, we must see that

there are still two sides, there is still a struggle that has never been
completely integrated. As T argued in the Introduction, we must avoid
the blindness of those contemporary Marxists who see and analyze the
various forms of capitalist domination in the cultural sphere but who
(ail to sce how working-class struggle has repeatedly thrown that
domination into crisis. Yes, capital plans all of social life; but we are
not in the Brave New World. The working class has forcibly and re-
peatedly asserted its autonomy. Just as the working class’s struggle in
the factory has forced capital to reorganize itself, so, to0o, has its strug-
gle in the “cultural” sphere forced capital again and again to seck new
ways to avoid complete loss of control. The history of “cultural” re-
volt is a long onc involving all spheres of community life, the family,
cducation, art, literature, and music. What is vital to see is that capi-
tal’s response has more often resembled a desperate scarch for a new
tactic than the smoothly orchestrated process of assimilation visual-
ized by the prophets of “bourgeois cultural hegemony.”

The contemporary proof of the true autonomy of working-class
struggles in these spheres has been their key contribution to the cur-
rent crisis of capital. The family, one of the fundamental organiza-
tional units of capital’s social factory, has been increasingly ripped -
apart because the struggles of women, children, and even men escaped
all efforts to “integrate” them. Capital is now secking desperately for
ways to either bind the family back up or find alternative inst.itusions.
The public school system, another of those fundamental institutions
of “cultural” hegemony, is also in almost complete disarray. The crisis
of the schools, part of whose roots lie in the crisis of the family, which
was so obviously a basic component of the cycle of struggles of the
1960s, continues. Capital is funding experiment after experiment to
find methods of reshaping “‘education” in ways adequate to control
students. These are only two of the most obvious examples of the
breakdown in the social factory, scultural” institutions of capital;

there are many, many others. And as these institutions of control,

these institutions which convert free time into work time, collapse, the
working class gains more and more unstructured time in which to
develop its struggle independent of capital. The collapse of such insti-
tutions thus not only is the sign of success in this conflict but also
opens new space for expanded struggle.

There is no longer any need to preach against the “work ethic,”
that “strange affliction” which Paul Lafargue thought he saw infect-
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ing the working class years ago.** Workers have already rejected capi-
tal’s definition of living time as work time and have not only demand-
ed the “Right to Be Lazy” but have also been increasingly achieving
it. The twenty-four-hour workday (remember slcep “leacning”) has
become only a nostalgic dream for capital and a fantastic illusion for
those Critical Theorists blind to the comprehensive character of the
crisis. Capital has sought to become identical with society, but that
identity has been rejected by the working class and that rejection now
threatens the very existence of capital itsclf. In a period such as this,

<when high productivity makes possible the satisfaction of all the needs
of the working class, and the crisis makes clear that capital will not
do so, the refusal of all work, both in the factory and without, con-
tinues to be a major factor in the class conflict. Factory workers’ de-
mands for less work and higher pay are not integrable if their struggle
against work keeps wages rising faster than productivity. School drop-
outs and the disruption of education cannot be seen as an clement of
capitalist development when lack of discipline permeates the schools,
the unemployment lines, and the factory. In ways like this we can see
that time always has content and there is a struggle over that content
and its duration. Time appears as an increasingly important clement
in the class struggle and conflict over time has raised again the basic

. questions about the nature of both work and free time.

The emergence of increasing amounts of free time during the crisis,
by providing the basis for expanded struggle, has shown itself to be
antithetical to work time but still as much within as against capital.
Ultimately, the working class, in the revolutionary overthrow of capi-
tal, will move beyond both work time and free time. For free time, as
we have seen, is time that is free from work as much asitis free for
the working class. Here Marx’s term of disposable time perhaps car-
ries fewer confusing connotations of some abstract “freedom.”

These considerations of capital’s socially necessary labor time and
of the working class’s struggle against it and its demands for free time
can teach us much about the nature and limits of various political
strategies. For example, there is not even any real disposability of time
when the struggle is converted into political work. It is here that the
Party emerged as a basic institution within capital because, like the
unions and so many other institutions, it structures “free time” in
ways which ultimately contribute to the reproduction of the system,
albeit in a reorganized form. At the same time the integrative aspects

of “re-creation,” of leisure time, show the limits of the simple “free
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enjoyment” of free time, of “play.” It is true that workers fight for
time to live, time to love, time to play. But we have seen how that time
can be structured by capital and turned against them. As with factory
work, it is never a question of whether one enjoys it or not, but rather
onc of whether the activity is imposed and structured to ensure the re-
production of the system. It is through linking confrontation with cap-
ital during all periods of time that can be most effectively turned
against capital. Partial demands can be met if capital can find ways to
compensate. A shorter workday (and hence more free time) can be
provided if productivity rises and if that free time is structured. What
is so exciting about the current crisis is just such convergence and
complementarity of working-class attacks against the totality of capi-
tal's social factory. Not only are all kinds of workers demanding less
work time, but also they are refusing to compensate for it. They not |
only are working less in the factory but they are also using free time

to de-create their own labor-power. Those with full or part-time jobs
use their “free time” to gain strength, not to work, but to further re-
fuse work. Those who are “unemployed” and who are supposed to

be doing the work of looking for work, of using their free time to
make the labor market function, are instead using their time to avoid
work and increase their demands for unemployment benefits, welfare
payments, and so on. Here is the real danger to capiml:'the working
class is saying, “We want everything, including all our time—no more
\vork.timc and thus no more free time, just life to be lived as we sce
6t Such a demand is totally unassimilable within capital, whose
crisis continues because it has not yet found a strategy to defeat it.

Use-Values and Commodities as Social Processes

The final point, which is emphasized by Marx in the last paragraph of
Section 1, is that “commodity” is a social category. Marx’s comments
are not simply formalistic or definitional: that commodities are only
commodities in so far as they are the unity of use-value and exchange-
value implies that a product must be both exchanged and consumed in
order to be a commodity. This is certainly true, but the main point is
that the commodity-form must never be reified; it is never a thing. We
do speak of commodities as things or things as'commodities, but only
because they pass through a specific series of social interactions. In
this passage they are not things but social processcs. As the analysis
should have made clear by this point, things are things (usc-values)
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only in their particular properties. Marx now points out that in order
to be commodities these propertics must be such as to make them
social use-values. Even so, they arc only latently use-values and they
do not become actual use-values unless they are indeed consumed.
“Nothing,” Marx says in the last two sentences, “can have value,

without being an object of utility. If the thing is useless, so is the labor -

contained in it; the labor does not count as [abstract] labor, and there-
fore creates no value.” So all the categories are those of process. We
have now seen that use-value, exchange-value, abstract labor, value,
and socially necessary labor time are all social categories designating
particular determinations of the commodity-form, which is funda-
mental to the most basic social process of all: the class struggle.



