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THE CAPITALIST LABOUR PROCESS

“lust as commodities are, at the same time, use values and values, 5o the process
of producing them must be a labour process, and at the same time, a process of
creating value". (Marx, Capital. 1, p. 181).

INTRODUCTION

The ultimate material basis of politics in the capitalist mode of production is
in the dual dominance of capital over labour: in the form of ownership of the
means of production on the one hand, and the form of real control over the
process of production on the other. Or, as it is sometimes put, in the
appropriation by capital of the product and of nature. This dominance is never
definitively established once and for all. The very movement of capital
accumnulacion, (which changes labour markets, labour processes, geographical
distribution of production, products new conditions of ideological and politicai
class struggle, and so on), ensures that this dual dominance is always having to
be re-established in new conditions. Its reproduction is a process which is
conducted by class struggle, and to each form of dominance there corresponds a
specific terrain of class struggle.

Until recently Marxist analysis of the dominance of capital has been
remarkably one-sided. It has concentrated on capital's appropriation of the
product, analysing the contradictions of capitalism ac the level of value, while
neglecting capital’s appropriation of nature, the level of use values. The
recent interest in the labour process, (e.g. Braverman, Gorz) is clearly a major
step forward, but in our view further progress depends on the development of
an adequate theory of the capitaliss labour process, through which capital
appropriates nature.

In order to develop such a theory we believe that it is essential to go back to
basic theoretical concepts and to elaborate their content as clearly and as
rigorously as possible. The present paper is clearly no more thana small step in
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this direction, with the limited aim of defining the inherent structural relations
between labour and capital with the capitalist labour process (CLP). It is a
necessary first step towards other aims, aims which we do not pursue here. We
do not deal with labour processes which are not dsrectly under the
determination of the law ot value (e.g. in education, in medicine); and we do not
deal with labour processes which do not dsrectly rest on wage-labour (e.g.
domestic labour processes ot reproduction of labour power). ltis aiso important
to note that our analyses are not concrete. We do not deal with the concrete
development of labour processes historically in ditterent branches ot industry,
but only with the underlying limits, tendencies and torces within which these
developments take place. And our analyses are not conjuncrural. But we do claim
that the concepts‘develnped here are essential to any such concrete analyses,
whether our interests and purposes be primarily historical or political or both.
This abstract theoretical work matters. It matters because itadds to our power to
grasp the concrete - concrete developments in the CLP, concrete conjuncrures. It
thereby adds to our power to understand and to invervene in cluss struggles.

1. THE LABOUR PROCESS AND THE RELATIONS OF PRODUCTION

Capitalist production is both a labour process, “human action with 4 view to
the production of use-values', (Marx, Capital, 1, p. 179) and a process ot the
production of self-expanding value, of valorisation. In every society there have
to be labour processes, but valorisation is a process specific to capitalism. le
means that capitalism is a social system in which a given quantity of abstract
socially necessary labour time (value) has the property of being able to activate
and socialise yet more labour time, and thus create additional, surpius, value.

The production process of capital in its fully deveioped torm takes place
within two sets of capitalist relations of production. One the one hand there are
the relations of production in the sphere of exchange (Marx sometimes calls
them “economic relations™). Capital in the form of money can buy the
commodities that it needs to assemble in order to initiate the production
process; this implies there are available on the marker means ot productionand
labour power as commodities. The relations of production involved here
(“free labour”, wages, exchange value etc.) were historically developed long
before the appearance of the capitalist relations of production in the sphere of
production itself. These exchange relations are themselves reproduced by the
production process in that the product takes the form of commodities which
must be exchanged for money (e.g. by the “free labour” which has no other
access to means of subsistence) in order for the circuit 1 recommence.
However, for the generalisation of these “economic” relations of production
and for their expansive reproduction there must «/so have been developed the
relations of production within production. The latter are the various aspects ot
the control of the labour process by capital. In order that the capiralist mode ot
production be hegemonic, capital must establish its own specific torm ot control
over labour within production; i.e. it must develop specific forms ot coercion.



Whereas the existence of labour power as a commodity implies the
separatson of labour from the means of production, the labour process brings
them back together again.

“(In the labour process) labour re-establishes its union with the objective conditions
which are the macter and organs of its creative activity. The hide tanned by the
worker is treated by him simply as the object of his productive activity and not as
capital. It is not the capitalist's hide he tans . (Marx, Un chapstre inedst du Capital, p.
171, cf. Capital I, Penguin, p. 1007).

But now they are tagether on terms thatare set by capitaland in order to pursue
the objectives of capital. Capital assembles means of production and labour
power and sets them t work, but it does so in a way that is determined by the
objective of valorisation, of maximising surplus-value praduction and as far as
possible eliminates all other potentially conflicting objectives. Capital needs
real control of the labour process precisely because the formal separation of
labour from the means of production is cancelled in reality by the macerial form
of labour process in which labour and materials and instruments combine.
Capital needs to have control over the form of this combination, because
whatever the instruments and materials (e.g. whatever the technology) chere is
always more than one way of effecting the combination and there is atwpys the
possibility of the process being informed by some objective other than that of
valorisation and potentially in conflict with it, (e.g. the objective of healthy and
safe working conditions, or of a socially useful product). The unity of the process
of valorisation and the labour process in capitalist production is not simply to be
grasped in terms of exploitation. Exploitation requires sufficient control over
the amount of work done, and the length of the working day, to ensure that the
workers produce a value greater than the value of their labour power. Bucunless
there is a specific historical development of an adequate objective and subjective
basis in the labour process itself, in the material, technical and social
organisation of the labour process, there will be a non-correspondence between
the relations of production at the level of value and the relations of production at
the level of use values. There will be a non-identity between formal, judicial
economic subjects and material economic subjects. Marx talks about there being
a conflict between economic relations and relations within the labour process;
and about the material and social form of the labour process not allowing the
“capitalist relation to be realised in an adequate manner, (Marx, Un Chapitre
inedit du Capital, p. 222. Capital 1, Penguin p. 1037). A development of the
labour process is necessary so that ' ’

“this foundation of the material form constitutes the basis for the development of
capitalist relations, which require therefore a definite level of development of the



productive torces in order to take on their adequate torm . ..

Use-value: here capital must conform to the natre of the fabaur process. Butic s
precisely here that labour does not merely belong to and become incorporated with
materials and means ot labour, but, also socmal combmatsony ot labour and the
corresponding devejopmentot themeans of labour”™. (Marx, Un chapstre snedst du
Capital, pp. 222-252, Capstal |, Penguin pp. 1037, 1050).

{t is important to note here that when Marx talks of the development ot the
productive torces he explicitly does not refer solely to the development of the
technscal basis of production. The development of the productive torces thatis
the basis for the real subordination of labour to capital is a development of both
the objective conditions ot labour, and of the social combinations ot labour. The
capitalist labour process cannot be specified on the basis of its technological
components. But also note that it cannot be specified on the basis of the relation
established within it between the indsvidual worker and the instruments of
production. It can only be specified as a partscular form of socsal organisatson of
labour, a form which is a specific form of coercion and the realisation on an
adequate basis of the objective ot valorisation.

Thus itis not simply a matter of capital specitying the length of the working
day, and the amount of work to be done. The real labour process® itself mustbe
transtormed into a specifically capsralist labour process, the inner structure of
which expresses the objective of valorisation without mediation.

“The process of production is the immediate unity of the labour process and the
process of valorisation, just as its immediate result - the commodity 1s the
immediate unity of use-value and exchange-value”, (Marx, Un chapitre snedss du
Capstal, p. 145, Capueal 1, Penguin p. Y91)

So the capitalist labour process is the unity of the processes of valorssatson
and the real labour process on the adequate basis of a specific form of social
organisation of labour.

We shall now discuss just what this involves and how it is realised in concrete
labour processes.

2. FORMAL SUBORDINATION

When the labour process is only tormally subordinated to capital there is
production of surplus value and its appropriation, buc the objective and
subjective conditions of labour are such as w provide a material basis tor
continual resistance to the imposition ot valorisation as the unique objective ot
the production process. Real control of production is not yet tirmly in the hands
of capital. There is still a relationship between labour and the conditions ot



labour within production which provide labour with a degree of control and
hence with alever with which to enforce its class objectives which may, of course,
be ditferent from those of che fully developed proletarian labour of the macure
capitalist mode of production. They may be objectives of artisanal labour, craft
prerogatives over recruitment into the trades and over the content and
performance of work, and so on.

This kind of non-correspondence was general in the historical period in
which simple cooperation was still the dominant form ot the social organisation
of the labour process: but it survives to some extent in sociai tormations in
which the mature capitalist mode of production is dominant (for example in
parts of the construction industry). It can even reappear within brand new
spheres of production in the fully developed CMP. Consider for example
Michael Chanan's analysis of the labour process in the production of film: he
identifies as the principle contradiction of film production for capital precisely
this non-correspondence between the objective of valorisation and the basis of
production in specific skills which tend to be beyond the reach of the rigours of
capitalist control (Chanan, 1976).

The forms which constitute the basis of formal subordination are:
wage-labour (labour with no access to the means of subsistence except via sale of
labour-power); means of production in the form of commodities; means of
subsistence in the form of commodities; the product, in the form of
commodities.

Note that although this subordination is formal it nonetheless s5 a form of
subordination, of compulsion. The forms of coercion in precapitalist modes of
production were directly political and social. In the transitional phase (and the
existence of formal without real subordination is a definstion of a phase as
teansitional - ¢f. Bettelheim on transition to socialism, (Bettelheim, 19795))
compulsion takes for the first time an economic form - the compulsion to sell
labour-power inorder to live. This economic power of capital over labour allows
capital, even on the basis of unchanged technical means and methods of
production, to werce from.labour a degree of intensity, duration and continuity
of production quite unlike that to be found in the previous forms of production
(independent artisan, peasant farming), i.e.itallows capital toextractabsolute
surplus value. It also allows, in fact even necessitates, an increased scale of
production. This increased scale is, says Marx, the real basis on which the
specifically capitalist mode of production develops as soon as the historical
conditions are favourable.

The importance of this analysis of formal subordination, its power to clarify
and organise historical investigation can be very well illustrated by reference to
the widely read paper by Stephen Marglin, “What do bosses do?: The origins
and functions of hierarchy in capitalist production”. It is a very good example of
the unnecessary confusion that can be produced by the absence of Marx’s
theoretical concepts. Marglin very usefully documents the developmenc of
factory discipline and supervision under capital prior o the development of
machine-based production. It shows how the class struggle waged by capital to
impose its dominance on labour constituted the development of capitalist



relations of production before the development of those torces of production
associated with machinotacture. (On the importance of this argumentabout the
link between the relations and the forces of production in the establishment ot a
mode of production see the comment below on the “Scienutic and
Technological Revolution™). Uafortunately, however, Marglin does not work
with the marxist concepts which we use in this paper and which would have
enabled him to grasp this historical phase theoretically (specitically the
concepts of formal subordination, absolute sucplus-value, labour power, fabour
time, forces and relations of production). His thesis, with which we agree, is that
hierarchical organisation of work was imposed on labour not by technologicai
innovations (as is argued by most bourgeois historians of “the industrial
revolution”) but by capital and its need to accumulate. But this position is based
on the argument that supervision and discipline, while reducing costs, did not
increase technical efficiency, as if capital couid be "motivated” esther by
accumulation or by technical efficiency, but not both. This conceptualisation
effectively prevents Marglin from being able to contribute anything to the
analysis of the general tendency, in the CMP, to the contsnual revolutionssing ot
the instruments and social organisation of production, a tendency in which
“efficiency” in some sense clearly plays a part. The shole problem, however lies
in being able to provide an adequate concept here. Marx's analysis is that formal
subordination resulted, among other things, in an increased sntensity of labour.
Thus even though there was no decrease in the absolute amount of concrete
labour required for the production of a given commodity, there was nevertheless
a decrease in the amount of labour power that had to be bought in order for this
commodity to be produced. The prosority of the working day was decreased; the
labour time for the production of a unit commodity decreased as a proportion of
the working day; necessary labour time decreased; and absolute surplus-value
increased. The labour process was, therefore, more etficient us a process of
valorisation, and only this concept of efficiency can make sense of the aims of
capital both in the period of formal subordination and in the period of
revoutionised forces of production and real subordination.

Formal subordination is a specifically capitalist organisation of the social
forms of compuslion,and this change in the organisation of material production
forms the basis on which develops the specifically capitalist mode of production
(the forces of production and the capitalist relations of production). It is worth
emphasising thesg points by quoting at length from Marx’s exposition of them
in a chapter which he originally intended to place at the end of Vol. 1of Capital,
but which remained until very recently unavailable in English.

“Lcall formal subordinatson of labosur to capstal the form which is based on absolute
surplus-value, because it is distinguishable only formally trom the ancenior modes ot
production on the basis ot which it spontaneously springs up cos is introduced) . ..



The only thing that changes is the form of coercion, or the method employed to
extract sucplus labour. Formal subordination is essentially:

1. the purely monetary relation berween the appropriator and the supplier of
surplus labour. Subordination is a consequence of the specific content of the sale
and is not anterior to it as it is when the producer is in some relation other than
the monetary one (i.e.other than a relation between possessors of commodities)
to the exploiter of his labour; for example by virtue of a relation of political
coercion. The seller is only in a relation of economic dependence on the buyer
because the latter owns the conditions of labour: it is no longer a fixed political
and social relation which subjects labour to capital.

2. the fact that the objective conditions of labour (means of production) and the
subjective conditions of labour (means of subsistence) confront labour as capital
and are monopulised by the buyer of labour-power: it is from this that the first
point follows, because if it were not for this the worker would have no need to
sell his labour power. . .

At the beginning there is no innovation in the mode of production itself: the
labour process is cacried out exactly as before except that it is now subordinated
to capital. Nevertheless, as we have already shown, there develops in the
production process: (a) an economic relation of domination and subordination;
because the capitalist is henceforth the consumer of labour-power he is
therefore the supervisor and organiser of it. (b) greatly increased continuity and
intensity of labour, as well as a greater economy in the use of the conditions of
labour, because everything is put to work in such a way that the product contains
no more than the socially necessary labour time (and, if possible, less); ...

On the one hand the capitalist mode of production. . .gives a different form to
material production, on the other hand this change in the material form
constitutes the basis for the development of capitalist relations, which thus
require a specific level of development of the productive forces in order that
they (capitalist relations) can find an adeguate form”. (Macx, Un chapitre inedis
du Capital, pp. 202, 248. Capital, I, Penguin pp. 1025, 1035),

3. REAL SUBORDINATION: VALORISATION IN COMMAND

Capital must create capitalist labour process. It must have power in the very
heart of production itself so that it can have a solid material basis for its
overriding objective: Valorisation in command! This it achieves on the basis of a
series of linked and mutally inter-dependent developments:

the extraction of relative surplus value

the employment of machinery

the conscious application of science and technology

the mobility and replaceability of labour, (the formation of the reserve army)
large scale production.
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These are the material bases for new relations between capital and labour.
relations that enforce real subordination.

"'Real Subordination of-Labour w0 Capital or the Specitically Capitalist Mode ot
Producton’ ... we have shown in detail that with the production of relatsve
surplus-value. the whole of the real torm of the mode of producuon is modified, so
that we are now concerned with the specifically capssalist mode ot production (from
the point ot view ot technology also). 1t is on this basis - and solely as a consequence
of it - that are developed relations ot production which are in correspondence with
the capstalist process ot production, relations between the various agents of
production, in particular between capitalist and wage-labourer. As the torces ot
production of society develop, (or the productive power of labour) they are socialised
and become directly socsal (collective), as a result of covperation, the division ot
labour within the workshop, the use of machsnery, and, in general the
transtormations which the production process undergoes as a resule of the conscious
application of the nawral sciences, of mechanics, of chemistry etc., applied with
definite technological objectives, and as a result of everything that is involved in
labour conducted on a large scale, etc.” (Marx, Un chapitre snedst du Capital. p. 199
Capital. |, Penguin, p. 1024).

In Capstal Marx analyses the stages of this development of real subordination
from simple cooperation through manufactute tw machinofacture. The
introduction of machiery is a culmination of this development because itallows
capital to break through the limits within which, under simple cooperationand
manufacture, it could effect a real command over the labour process.

But whac exactly are these new relations between the agents of production
that become possible with the use of machinery? And how exacy is it that this
technical basis allows these new relations to be formed? What, in other words, is
the connection between machinery and the real subordination of labour to
capital? Marx’'s answer involves four main concepts. (We wiil only be concerned
with the first two of these).

1. The real separation of constant from variable capital, of labour from the
conditions of labour.

2. The objective organisation of the collective worker teplacing the subjective
organisation.

3. The fetishism of technology/fixed capirtal.

4. The reproduction of the relations of production (the labour process
becoming the site of this reproduction).

Real separation is partly a matter of scale, a consequence of the fact that
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production is now large scale production and requires a certain large minimum
of capital for it to be put in motion. In small scale production it was, as far as che
individual labourer was concerned, an accident and not of the essence that he
lacked the means of production. This is still true of some forms of manufacture.
In a sweat-shop garment factory the girl (usually) who works the sewing
machine could easily own such a machine herself. The scale of capitalist
production based on manufacture may make it difficult for new individual
capitalists to arise out of the ranks of the working class; but it does not make it
impoussible.  There  is still a certain fluidity between capital, artisanal
groups, workers etc; and it is not necessary to the actual labour process itself that
it be supervised by some agent of capital. Inasmuch as it is, this is a consequence
of an economic compulsion and not a technical one. Capital is, from the
technical point of view, redundant. On the other hand with machinofacture it is
essential that there be some agency, over and above that of each individual
worker, which assembles the means of production prior to the purchase of
labour power. (Fetishism arises from the tendency to see it as a necessity that
this agency be capiral rather than some other transindividual economic subject).
Because production is now collective,on a large scale and machine-based, capital
cai appropriate to itself all the functions of specification, organisation and
control, and perform them independently of labour. It can therefore impose its
objectives on the labour process so that labour, even when it is brought into real
association with the conditions of labour, does so in an anrtagonistic
relationship. Of course this relation of capital to labour is not a staticone, but is
constantly reproduced in new conditions. It is a site of constantly renewed class
struggle. The dominance of capital is reproduced because capital has both the
power and the necessity to continually revolutionise the forcés of production.
This is the "fundamental thesis™ of a book by A. D. Magaline. He says:

“In the capitalist mode of production the principal site of the reporoduction of the
relations of production is the class struggle in production, a class struggle in which
the capitalist bourgeoisie has the dominant role, and which is expressed in the
continual upheaval in the techmical and social organisation of the labour process, i.e.
in the continual revolutionising of the forces of production. And here we can recalla
thesis of the Communist Manifesto: the bourgeuisie, in contrast to all preceding
exploiting classes, has a revolutionary basis, and its domination is based on the
continual upheaval of the mode of production”. (Magaline, 1975, p. 60)

Under real subordination, labour serves the machine and not the machine
labour. For some, particularly skilied, workers real separation comes to this, that
they cannot do their work exceptin a large-scale collective labour process which
exists prior to and independently of their being brought into it by its
owner/controller Compare the man whose skill is monitoring a console ina
power station with those remnants or imitators of pre-machinofacture labour
such as chippies, plumbers, domesticappliance repair men and so on, whomove
into and out of relations with capital in ways thac depend on economic rather

I



than apparently technical compulsion.

With machinofacture capital now has power over constant capital; it can now
be designed and organised without reference to the traditional skills and crafes.
The whole point of machinery is the speed with which it can ettect mechanical
transformations. From now on capital breaks through the limits represented by
the speeds with which labour could perform these functions. Being no longer
dependent on them the labour process is designed around the pertormance of
the machine, and the worker has to perform in accordance with its needs rather
than vice-versa. Capital controls this process because it can assemble all the
knowledge and materials stored up in machinery, knowledge and materials
which themselves develop under the sway of capital and from which labour is
entirely separated.

How does capital use this real power of control to achieve valorisation? Or
what is it about machinofacture that allows capital to use this power to promote
valorisation to the dominanc objective of the process? It is that there is now a
particular form of collective worker. Any collective worker requires
organisation and supervision. The collective worker of machinofacture allows
the imposition of the authority of capital. Thac is because capital can
monapolise the knowledge required to design and enforce the way in which each
individual worker functions as an appendage to a machine, i.e. the intertaces
between machine functions and labour functions; and also the integration of the
various partial processes into a whole. There are two things worth emphasising
here since they are often forgotten. Machinofacture transtorms not only the
work of each individual labourer but also their articulation 1nto a-system. In
addition, the power of capitalis represented notonly in its power to designand
organise machine systems but also in its power to enforce the labour discipline
required to keep that machine system in effective (from the point of view ot
capital) operation. Real subordination is a matter of both the kind ot
instruments of labour thatare employed and also the form of social combination
that is imposed on labour, the realisation of the power of capital in the torm ot
factory discipline. These are all aspects of what Marx calls the “rational” or
“objective” organisation of labour (rational and objective trom the potntot view
of capital and its aims, that is) and which he distinghishes from the “subjective”
organisation to be found in manufacwre.

In manufacture each worker or group of workers still has some degree of
control over the content, speed, intensity, rhythm, etc. of work; and the
integration, the balancing or harmonising of the collective work is stiil
empirical. It is still worked out on the basis of observation ot actual work rather
than calculated beforehand on the basis of knowledge of the machine functions.
Compare the job of a line supervisorinbalancing an assembly line with thatota
machine shop supervisor allocating and distributing jobs in his shop on the
basis of information coming to him from progress chaser, production engineers,
stock demands etc. What we have here is the calculability of the process based on
a standardisation of machine functions, compared with the non-standardisable,
merely inductively calculable progress of work in manutacture. With the
development of machinotacture capital actempts to give the same form evento
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jobs that retain a non-machine basis. Parks and gardens workers, gas fitters and
other tool users are brought within a similar formal framework of standardised
rates for the job, standard times for the job and so on, even though the technical
basis for this is lacking because each job will confront the worker with many
unpredictable non-standard contingencies. Under manufacture capital does not
have the knowledge or control o rigorously impose cheapness of labour,
intensity, economy of materials and so on.

Thus the capstalist labour process is that specific form of the collective worker
based on machnofacture in which capital, having a monopoly of knowledge and
power over the relations between labour and the means of production, uses this
power, this real domination, in order to enforce the objective of valorisation.

4. VALORISATION AND CAPITALIST MANAGEMENT

Valorisation is the objective of capitalist management. Machinofacture is the
material basis which allows capital to take power over the labour process and to
there translate this objective into a system of concrete production relations. It
allows capital to design the labour process so as to achieve to the maximum
degree possible on the basis of a given level of development:
speed of performance of tasks;
intensity in the performance of tasks (i.e. decreasing the gaps between
successive operations);
maximal precision, predictability and quality of transformations being worked
on the object of labour;
continuity of production (ie. eliminate holdups, bottlenecks and risks of
breakdown or disruption);
cheap labour and labour functions such that labour is easily replaceable (i.e.
minimise dependence on specific and scarce labour skills);
economy of raw marerials, energy, etc.

The power that capital has to pursue these objectives is in part, but only in
part. the power of capital to select, design or develop machinery and other
aspects of the technology involved in the labour process. Capital also has, and
must have, the power to design and operate the social organisation of
production within the enterprise. It must therefore organise not only the
machines and their integration butalso a system of power relations the function
of which ultimately is to define and enforce the discipline of the labour process.
In addition it must organise a system of énformation production, diffusion and
processing, which will be a presupposition of the correct functioning of the
machine and discipline systems. Of course this information system will itself
involve the design, selection and operation of technical equipment of various
kinds (telephones, typewriters, computers etc. etc.). Let us call these aspects of
the labour process: (i) material transformations (ii) discipline (iii) information.

The question of whether technology is or is not neutral is now easy to answer
within this limited frame of reference. Consider the production technology
(responsible for material transformations). It is clearly not neutral in one sense,
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since it has been chosen or designed by capital in the interests ot valorisation.
Since other technical solutions always exist to perform any particular marerial
transtormations, and to the extent chat chese might be chosen if ubjectives other
than valorisation were taken into account (employing particular kinds ot labour
available locally, workers’ health and satety, reducing pollution ettects, or
whatever) then to that extent the technology retlects the objectives ot capital.
On the other hand gsven a certin production technology (say an imported
machine-system in China), then that very technology can always be used tor
ubjectives other than valorisation. The important point is to design the
discipline and information systems, and the way in which labour 1s broughtinto
relation with the machinery so as to advance other vbjectives (different job
definitions, different division and rotation of jobs, ditferent system ot
power-politics in command instead of valorisation). ln chis situation, of course,
there may be a non-correspondence between the torm ot the labour process and
the relations of production, which necessitates a permanent struggle io
production against the effects ot this non-adequate material base. But youdon't
have a capitalist labour process simply by virtue of having an automauc
spinning jenny and self-acting mule.

Obsiously this brief comment is not meant to be a solution w all the complex
problems concerning the exact relationship between the development ot
technology and capitalist relations of production, and the extent o which
technology itself acutally embodies these relations in material torm. Itis only
meant to emphasisethatconcretely the CLP always tunctions as a combination ot
the material instcruments of production and a social organisation of power, and
that the latter is not determined by the former. Qur pusition ts not some kind ot
technological determinism. The relations of production are not determined by
the instruments of production. There isclearly agreatdeal more work to be done
on the problem of the extent to which and the ways in which the detaled
technological bases of production do correspond to specitically capiaalist
objectives and would be different if these objectives were uverchrown. But such
problems cannot meaningtully be raised at this abstractlevel. The pointis notto
contlate the propostion that the CLP reflects the objectives ot capital (whichis
what we argue in this paper) with the proposition that the technology ot
production corresponds to those objectives. The arucle by Andre Gorz,
“Technology, technicians and class struggle ™ makes a usetul contribution here,
even if it is not without ambiguities. We would cecrainly agree with Gorz's
points that “the divsion, specialisation and separation of jobs tn industral
production’” are functions notot technical imperatives butot the imperatives ot
capital, and that the transition to socialism  wiil cerainly  requite a
revolutionising of the forces ot production (and in particular ot the kinds, range
and distribution of skills). But concretely much material production will have te
take place, in the transitional period, on the basis of given technologies and
machine systems. A new generation of “socialist machinery” will not spring
into existence overnight. The tocus and emphasis ot class struggle within
production will be tas it is 1n China today) on the questions ot orgamsaton,
control and power, 1.¢ on the question “Who dominates whome”™.



How, concretely, does capital take such machinery and use it as the basis for
its own forms of coercion? Capistal designs the jobs to be done around the
spinning machinery - the machinery doesn’t do it. There doesn’t have to be the
machine operator, the assistant and the piecer, a little group of three workers
with a well defined internal power and discipline structure. Capstal integrates
the work of this littie group with that of other groups and other departments -
the engineering department which controls the speed of the shaft which
delivers the power to the spinning machine, and which also has the power to
switch on and off - the despatch department where the vutput of the spinning
team is measured and graded. This means that there is a basis for a system of
payments and penalties - bonuses, and sanctions for poor quality; norms which
have to be met and can only be met if the machine minder imposes a fierce
discipline and intensity of labour on the piecer who even has to risk his body to
get his taks performed while the machine is in motion. (Catling, 1970, especially
chapters 9-11).

In general, forcing speed, intensity and continuity of production on the
workers is achieved by capital by virtue of its power to calculate and then o
impose norms for job performance and rates for the job, quality standards and
sanctions for failing to meet them. This means implementing systems of
supervision and of payment and penalty which depend on: (i) the knowledge
capital has of the objective properties and potentialities of the machine systems;
(i1) the power that it has by virwe of the replaceability of labour; (iii) the
information that capital has which allows it to continually operate this power
(information about workers’ outputs in terms of both quantity and quality). The
fascinating thing is that this whole network of capitalist power and control is
almost totally invisible to academic researchers into the sociology of work, job
satisfaction and so on.

To consider just one example of this blindness one could look ata paper called
"Job enlargement: a case study” by Biggane and Stewart. This paper examinesa
case in which line-organised assembly was replaced by individual beach
assembly, so that the worker was no longer paced by the line. What, then,
controls the worker who sits alone at his bench and works without any direct
supervision? "The employee is, in effect, in business for himself; he may take
personal time at his own conveneince, and may accelerate or decelerate his work
pace without being affected by oraffecting others™. In fact, of course, this worker
is not "'in business” at all. He is a wage earner. And if he really paced himself
according to his own convenience (and went off to a football match when he
wanted to, and worked nice and slowly so as to avoid backache,and stopped for a
chat with his shop steward about how to overthrow capital) then he would
immediately be forcefully reminded that it is not the job of a wage earner to take
this talk of his own conveneience too seriously. He would fall below the norms
for the job (which were no doubt determined “objectively” by some “technical
experts” without his conveneicnce having been taken into account), and he
would fail to make a decent wage, or he would be sent to some otherdepartment
as a punishment or simply gec the sack. He cannot afford to be blind to all this
power that capital has over him, even though those who study him, of course, do
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not bother to mention it. As for quality: every completed unit is put by the
worker himselif through an automated testing routine. If it's not up to scratch he
has to do it again. Of course no supervisor is standing there to torce himtodo it
again. But if he doesn't, then he doesn’t get paid, and the computer is keeping an
eye on the results of these quality control tests. Itis the eyes and ears ot capital,
enforcing discipline. One way of interpreting this case ot "job enlargement”,
then, is to say that the worker can find out “whether or not the job s done
correctly”, and that “this is a matter of pride of workmanship”. Ot course,
another way ol putting it is to say that he only gets paid tor work which passes
the test, and that management has both the power to withhold pasymentand the
informational means to exercise his power. This increase in the efticiency of the
power of capital is interpreted by the authors as an increase in che woerker's
“sense of responsibility”. They even have the eftrontery to suggest that such
“job enlargment” has “genuine significance in the light ot the tact that the level
of education continues to rise”’,and that there is also "an increwing need to make
work meaningful”?

Any academic discussion of job-satisfaction, alienation or the ettects ot
automation, which fails to describe the system of power by which capital detines
and enforces the limits within which labour is compelled to uperate, can be
thrown straight in the waste paper basket; for instance, if it fails to mention the
system of payment that a so-called semi-autonomous group is working under, or
if it "forgets” to describe the system of norms and penalties. und the automated
information system making them operative in the case of some “enlarged™ job.
Capital does not always need to control labour by specifying the tasks and rates
for an individual, rather than a group. And itdoes not need to exercise its power
via a system of direct face-to-face power relfations (foremen etc.). The tact that,
instead, it is a computer docking your pay or sending you to another department
as a punishment, or generally keeping an eye on the intenstty and quality ot
your labour, does not mean that the labour process has ceased to be capitalist.
What is it that makes itcapitalist? Abstractly, the criteriot for a capitahist labour
process is that it is a process in which valorisation is in command. Concretely,
this is translated into the power to design and operate systems of material
transformation, discipline and information.

The capitalist labowr process is the transition of the objective of valorisation
into a concrete social organisation of production; that ss where the design and
operation of systems of physical plant, information processing and factory
discipline are the materialisation of the power of capstal to enforce its objectives
on labour.

5. THE IMMANENT LAWS OF THE CAPITALIST LABOUR PROCESS

The three basic structural features of the capitalist organisation of the labour
process are: (i) the division of inteliecrural and manual labour: tit) hierarchical
control; (iii) fragmentation/deskilling ot labour. But it 1s very important to
work out the precise theoretical content of these concepts, o know what is and
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what is not essential to them and what are cheir limits. This is because it is very
easy for them to be totally trivialised, as indeed they usually are by bourgeois
"social scientists”. The latter think that one renders a concept rigorous by
“operationalising” it, by giving ita precise empiricai definition. However, if one
gives these concepts empricial definitions in terms of the theory of the capitalist
labour process, one produces utterly trivial and arbitrary concepts in terms of
which one can prove anything one likes. For example, one can prove by
reference to the job of monitoring dials inan oil refinery that the days of manual
labour are over; one can prove by reference to some “enlarged” assembly job
that the days of unskilled, fragmented labour are uver we are entering a new
epoch; or one can prove by reference to “semi-autonomous groups” that the
hierarchy of control in production is dissolving, that there is a trend to
democracy on the shop floor.

(i) The dsvision of sntellectual and manual labour.

A division between conception and execution is immanent in the capitalist
labour process: and in that sense we may speak of an immanent division of
“intellectual” and "manual” labour. It is an aspect of the monopoly that capital
has on the knowledge and power over the design of production systems. Only by
having and reproducing that monopoly can capital impose its objectives. Seen in
this light (which is very obviously what Marx has in mind in Capstal), the
division has nothing to do with a division between mental and bodily functions
of the human organism, taken in a purely abstract sense. All human labour
involves both mind and body. Manual labour involves perception and thought.
No work is so utterly routinised that it can be performed without having any
conceptual organisation of it whatsoever. Equally, all mental labour involves
bodily activity which is in many cases a vitally important aspect of it. Above all,
from our point of view, it should be noted that the production of science and
technology are material practices which involve "manual labour”,and of course
Marx knew this very well. Clearly, then, from the point of view of the theory of
the capitalist labour process the important division is that between those who
produce or apply scientific and technological knowledge in the design of
production systems and in day to day problem solving involved in the operation
of the system, and those whose relationship with the production system is
calculated, standardised and specified in advance by capital in the interests of
producing an output which is known with precision in advance.
workers whose jobs consist simply of monitoring the function of continuous
flow processes are in no way an exception to this division. “Manual” labour has
always performed suchmonitoringtasks. The only differences, from the present
point of view, are that: (a) these tasks are now performed without manual
operations on the system being performed. (or rather without human
interference with the transformation process being performed) and (b) that
these tasks are now just as standardised, routinised and predictable, and hence
under the control of capital, as traditional labour functions are.
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(i) Hierarchy

This is immanent in the capitalist labour process by virtue ot ws inherently
antagonistic nature. Discipline 1s essenual so that capital can allocate jobs,
entorce speeds and intensities, sanction poor quality and so on. This s nota
psychological thests. Regardless of the extent to which a workee may resign
himselt to, or adapt to, the demands made on him by capiaal. cchatis regardless
of the psychological strategy of the woerker), it remains true that abour aficays
has a wider range of needs and aspirations than capitad can allow iselt o take
intoaccount in its design ot the labour process. Capital is forced to treat labour as
subfective (that is, in the interests o etficiency, to take note ot the speciticity ot
labour as distince trom machines - you don’t penalise machines, or pay themor
send them home at some period ot the day or night to sleep). But itisalso torced
to confine its relationship to labour within very severe limits - limits detined by
the wage-contract in the sphere of exchange and by the objectuve ot valorisacion
in the sphere of production.

What is essential to capitalist hierarchy is that it is ultimately capital thag
gives instructions within she labour process. Itis capital thatallocates tasks, that
specifies rates and norms, and thac enforces penalties tor tailure. Q¢ ts not
essential that the personstication of capital always take a particular form. The
traditional  torm ot hierarchical  control  tmanagement-  supervisor-
toreman-group leader) can be very expensive. 1t has been instututed because
information is required at all times about che pertormance, i terms ot quanay
and quality, of each individual worker. You can’t rationally allocare rewards and
puhishments (bonuses etc.) unless you have this information. 1t has also been
instituted where the work ot a particular shop has to be continuaily re-atlocated
so as to integrate the output ot that shop with the changing needs ot other
processes “down-line”, with varied customer requirements, and so on,
(Edwards, 1971). This is particuacly true in machine shops muaking a lirge
variety ot componeaqts.

Capital determines the form that its personification takes. With the
automation of information processing and diffusion systems it becomes
possible for capital in some cases to dispense with some ot these traditional and
expensive features of control. In effect it can automate controlot labour. Taylor
developed the control routine of starting the day in the machine shop by giving
each worker a jub slip with written instructions about his tasks. Nowadays there
are shops where the day starts by the workers receiving computer printouts
specifying their work allocations and schedules. No doubt the sume computer
receives information during the day about the extent to which cach worker 1s
doing his job.

It is not essential that the inscructions be given to each individual worker
rather than to groups: but one can see now how “semi-autonomous groups” are
possible only within very severe limits. They are possible to the extent that
capital can control, verify, specify and monstor the tunctions and work ot the
group so rigorously that the group has no margin avall tor interposing into 1t
organisation ot labour its own objectives. “Autonomy iy only posssble on the
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basis of an increase in the material basis of capsialist power - a paradox for
_bourgeois empiricists to loose sleep over. To put itin theoretical terms: this use
of automation, tar from introducing a non-correspondence between capital's
formal subordination of labour and the material basis of its relations to labour in
production, on the contrary provides an even more solid foundation to its real
subordination ot labour. Of course this real subordination is totally invisible o
bourgeois science. One can read whole libraries of articles on “semi-autonomous
groups” without coming across an analysis of the systems of norm-setting and
penalties within which the work of the groups takes piace.

(1it) Fragmentation/Deskilling

Deskilling ts inherent in the capitalist labour process because capital must
aim at having labour functions that are calculable, stapdardisable routines;
because this labour must be performed at the maximum speed and with the
minimum of “porosity”; and because capital wants labour which is cheap and
easily replaceable.

It is quite difficult to spell out what is essential to the notion of deskilling.
There are three aspects: (a) First of all, there is the replacement of the
relationship between lubour and tools by the relationship between labour and
machine. This comes down to the replacement of the crattsman by the machine
operative. It could be that these two relationships are simply incom-
mensurable, so that to speak of deskilling here is confusing. The notion of
deskilling seems to imply a quantitative unilinear scale of some kind, whereas
craft and machine-operative skills may require different scales. It may be
abstract and arbitrary to argue about whether or not there is "more skill”
involved in beating metals with hammers into craft actifacts or operating
certain metal-working machines.

(b} Secondly, all tasks requiring some special skill for their operation are
divided off as separate jobs. In as much as skill is still required it is distributed to
as few, specialised workers as possible (e.g. design work, machine setting,
maintenance).

(c) Thirdly, there is the tendency for the remaining unskilled or semi-skilled
tasks to be separated out from one another and distributed to different jobs. This
means the fragmentation of even unskilled tasks. This third aspect of deskilling,
however, is only a tendency. The extent to which capital fragments unskilled
labour (or reduces the time cycle of operations of each individual owrker) is
determined by the way in which those tasks are integrated with each other and
with ancillary tasks. It involves such problems as physical layout of machines,
material transfers and quality control. So-called job-enlargement experiments
which operate entirely ac the level of recombining a group of unskilled tasks
improve efficiency for capital if they solve difficult problems of line-balancing
and quality control, as long as the materials flow and supervision can be
performed effectively. Computers, which make it possible to automate the
quality control and monitoring of individual labour performance without face to
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face supervision, introduce for capital the possiblity of experimenting with
modified systems of assembly design. The fundamental point here is thac this
can only take place given that labour routines have been so thoroughly deskilled
and fragmented that they can be recombined and yer still remain both fase,
calculable and monitorable and require very little training. Job enlargment
presupposes deskilling! 1t is the recombination of small numbers ot calculable
routines. Only in the brain of a bourgeois academic could an “enlarged” job ot
routine assembly operations, taking place within the strictest and most
rigorous network of capitalist control, be taken to represent the emergence of a
new order in which labour, no longer alienated, becomes tree and human. Once
again, in reality automation sncreases real subordination ot labour to capital.

6. THE EXTENSION OF MACHINOFACTURE

We can investigate changes in the labour process both in refation to changes
in their technical basis and in relation to changes in the managementot control,
although these are clearly interdependent. In relation to the tormer one might
look, for example, at continuous flow processes, numerical control machine
tools, uther aspects of automation and of mechanisation ot information
processing, etc. In relation to the second one might focus on the ideology and
practise of “Job Design”, of the "humanisation of work” movement and so on.
Some innovations in labour processes are such that this (rather arbitrary) dis-
tinction would have no relevance (e.g. the cellular organisation of small batch
machine shop production). Our general thesis with repsect to such changes is
that they have indeed taken place within the limits conceptualised in the theory
of the CLP, as more and more processes come more and more pertectly to
exemplify its capitalist character. It has been an expansion ot capialist
machinofacture add thereby of the real subordination of labour to capital.

It is worth pointing out some implications of this thesis. It would follow that
we see no “fourth era”, no break with machinofacture which would constitute a
fourth term in the series simple-cooperation/ manufacture/ machinofacture. It
follows also that we see no emergence of a non-correspondence with the CLP,
no basic change of production relations at the level of use value that would leave
these relations in conflict with the capitalist production relations at the level of
value. We do not see the labour process itself, in its internal structure, as the sice
of a new contradiction between the exploitation of labour on the one hand and
its supposed technical command of the process on the other. Developmeats in
the labour process such as high-speed continuous flow mass production,
automation, semi-automous groups do not, therefore, signal the emergence ot a
“a new era’ in which all the brucalities of machine-based production would be
left behind. Nor do they announce the impending overthrow of capitalist
refations within production. Although we cannot develop the argument in this
paper we want it to be clear that we see our position as one which would allow
for a fundamental refutation of views such as those just mentioned, and in
particular:
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(a) The "Scientific and Technological Revolution” thesis

This thesis states or implies that there is an “autonomous’ development of
the forces of production which come into conflict with capitalist exploitation
within production itself; and that these developed forces of production
(automated processes, technically skilled labour) are the embryonic realisation
in advance of socialist production processes. It relies on a technicist
interpretation of “forces of production”. For example Man, Science, Technology
(a book written by authors from the Soviet Union and Czechoslovakia) seems,
despite protestations to the contrary, to express a view of social development
similar to that given in Marx's famous (but unfortunate) remark in The Poverty
of Philosophy that

“social relations are closely bound up with productive forces. In acquiring new
productive forces men change their mode of production; and in changing their mode
of production, in changing their way of earning a living, they change all their social
relations. The handmill gives you society with the feudal lord; the steam-mill, society
with the industrial capitalisc”.

And, it seems, the computer gives us socialism.

“There is a natural organic interconnection between the application of the
achievements scored by the scientific and technological revolution and the
development of socialism, a connection similar to that between the i8th century
technological upheavals connected with the industrial revolution on the one hand,
and the development of capitalism on the other. The essence of the industrial
revolution, as a social process, lies in a change in the structure of the forces of
production” (Academies of Science of Czechoslovakia and USS.R., 1973, p. 104)

We have been arguing in this paper that the essential significance of the
development of machinofacture was the development of a specifically capitalist
labour process, a position clearly quite different from that of these East
European authors. The “industrial revolution” was a phase in the class struggile
in which capital developed a material basis for the real subordination of labour.
The political implications of these different analyses are manifest. The
“Scientific and Technological Revolution™ analysis® tends to see the traditional
phase and its preparation for communism not in terms of class struggle but in
terms of the gradual autonomous development of the “forces of production”,
(understood as ‘technology’) and even more narrowly in terms of che
development of automation. It is a thoroughly depleticised view of social
development which is clearly vastly different from that, for example, of the
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Chinese.

(b) The Post-Industrial Society thesis.

There is a mountain of bourgeois ideology which asseres that we have, as a
result of developments in technology, entered a new era, an era which will be
“post-industrial” and which is characterised by the disappearance ot alienation
in work

Consider for example the work of L. Davies. He argues that the age of
Taylorism and its concomitant de-skilling and alienation was # transitional one
and that we are now entering a new “post-industrial” era in which work willbe
characterised by higher skill and autonomy of the worker, by the dominance of
supervisory, diagnostic and cognitive rather than manual skills. (L. Daviesand J.
C. Taylor (ed) ,1974) Davies” work is not just an academic exerctse but is
increasingly being used by capﬁalist management in its attempt to find ways ot
“humanising” work and overcoming workers' resistance to the hegemony of
capital in the labour process. It is important to be able to contront this
ideological initiative with not only the fact that in recent developments ot
labour processes, far more important, quantitatively, than automaton in
materials handling, has been the enormous growth of semi-skilled clerical and
other “'service work " (as is shown by Harry Braverman in Lubour and Monopoly
Capital, 1974): but also, that the actual content and power relations mvolved are
notat all as they are described by these prophets of the new age. But tor this we
need theoretical concepts and not just empirical measurements ot intuitively
relevant variables.

Our position is that the motor of history is neither an autonomons
development of the forces of production nor the development ot “technology ™,
but class struggle, and that as far as the labour process is conperned this struggle
takes place on what is essentially the very same terrain as thatanalysed by Marx,
that of capitalist machinofacture.

. CONCLUSION

We have discussed the general determinations which produce the specitically
capitalist character of the labour process capitalism. The discussion occurs in the
context of a capitalist crisis which, as a crisis of accumulation, must seek a
solution in a reorganisation of the material conditions ot valorisation, thatis, in
the labour process. But a crisis for capital is simultaneously a crisis for labour. a
crisis of political strategy and of theory, in which the labour process also appears
as a central element. However, just as capital dominates the real labour process
and holds the initiative in its restructuring, so also the terms in which
theoretical accounts of the fabour process are pused are subject to intervention
by capital and its ideologies. This means that the theoretical torms in which
problems ot the labour process appear cannot be taken tor granted by Marxists



but should be considered as being, in some sense, at issue. On one level it is of
course necessary to counter some of the cruder contemporary myths of the
labour process, such as the idea that modern production techniques require an
all-round increase in skill levels, in as direct a way as possible. Beyond this
however, it becomes necessary to situate Marxist theory in relation to the corpus
of more or less ideological literature and received ideas on the subject, and to
investigate the possibility and place of a developed conceptof the labour process
within Marxist theory, and the the implications tor Marxist theory of the
existence of such a concept. This in turn requires questions about the specificity
of the labour process. Is the labour process a specific site of the production
process of capital, with its own determinations and results? Or should it be seen
as one aspect, among others, of a general social production whose various
components are subject to similar constraints and determinacions? Crudely, this
latter approach would see all particular struggles under capitalism as protean
expressions of a constitutive capital-labour relation, and would render either
unnecessary or irrelevant the delimitation of specific or immanent tendencies
and limits.

This paper argues for the former position: it investigates the forces in play in
direct capitalist production, and claims to show the general form of the relation
between capital and labour sn production. 1t establishes the specificity of the
labour process as a particular and irreducible functional form in the circuit of
industrial capital.

But no more than this. It is important to recognise the limitations of this
paper’s project. Here are some remarks on these limitations.

Firstly, a study of the fundamental structure of the capitalist labour process
necessarily abstracts from the development of the capitalist mode of production
itself, and in particular abstracts from the phases of accumulation through
which the labour process is connected to determinations beyond those of its
general form. In particular such a study abstracts from conjunctural struggles-
which will exert an impact on any particular, concrete labour process. Clearly,
accurate knowledge of specific labour processes cannoct be derived from
considerations of the general form of the capitalist labour process: many things
beyond these general determinations will affect particular class struggles in
production. For example, the elements of the accumulation process are
articulated concretely in the yet broader context of the capitalist social
formation. The actual structure of the process is not historically determined by
the abstract logic of capital accurnulation, since capitalist production relations
can only be reproduced as a totality of social relations. Hence the need to
elaborate the links between changes in the capitalist labour process and changes
in class composition, in political structures, in the role of the capitalist state (in
education as much as the economy) and in interstate relations. We only want
here to point out the danger of interpreting concrete developments in the
capitalisc labour process solely in terms of the ‘logic of accumulation’, rather in
in terms of class struggie to be understood in a wider context.

Secindly, linked with the above, we should note that the relation between
capital and labour, at a general social level, cannot be derived from, or reduced
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to,the capital-labour relation within production. Of course, the development ot
real subordination implies, snter alia, that the relations ot production are being
tully realised and reproduced within the labour process. But this does not mean
thac the relation can be generated and sustained wholly within the workplace:
rather it is reproduced, within the social formation as a whole, ata socal level
and not at the level of the enterprise, through complexes of social practices
which are not discussed here. Ultimately this means thac the kind of analysis ot
the labour process attempted here cannot be used to buttress a workerise
political theory.

Thirdly, a study of the capstalist labour process does not exhaust the forms ot
the labour process within a capitalist social formation: one can find within any
patticular social formation many labour processes which do not, or do not
directly, fall under the full force of the law of value. For exmaple, there are
labour processes taking place in non-capitalist subordinate modes ot production
within peripheral social functions,and the survivalof cectain areas ot individual
artisanal production even in the developed capitalist economies. In these
economies there are also, and above all, many labour processes which stand in
some indirect and difficult to analyse relations with the operation of the law of
value and which are, nevertheless, of central importance as aspects of the
general conditions under which valorisation ot capitais is taking place.
Perhaps the most important of these are (i) housework, and i) the very
heterogenous range of labour processes taking place under the command of the
State.

To sum up: our thesis is that there has been no change in the inmanent
tendencies of the capitalist labour process, beyond those analysed by Marx. What
have changed in complex and as yet unanalysed ways, are the manifold forms
which those tendencies take: the changes in material technique, organisational
structure, spatial location, etc., which have historically occurred as products of,
and jnterventions in, the class struggie which is their final determinanc.

NOTES

)

L. This paper is the result of discussions in the Brighton Labour Process Group, 1976,
among Diane Elson, Fabio Erber, John Humphrey, John Mepham, Robin Murray, Hugo
Radice, Hubert Schmitz, Keith Smith, Kate Soper, and David Youlton. it hasbeen written
up by John Mepham. The Group hopes that comrades with cominents, criticisims etc. ot
this paper will send them to the Group, ¢/o 10 Warleigh Avenue, Brighton.

2. an English translation of this originally unpublished “6th chapter” in this paper are
translated trom the French by |. Mepham. The emphasis 1s taken trom the orginal.

3. “The real labour process™ - this is Marx’s phrase and reters to the labour process trom
the pointot view ot concrete use-values. See the Penguin edition ot Capstal, Vol. 1, p. Y81
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4. This essay by Gorz is a revised and extended version of the paper that originally
appeared in Telos as "Technical intelligence and the capitalist division of labour™.

5. bit is not necessary to be straightforward oplogists for capital, as ere the authors of the
paper under discussion. to be blind 1o the forms of capitalist control over labour within the
CLP. Ct. for example, the various studies in the ‘leftish’ magazine Sociologte du Travasl,
Oct-Dec. 1974, special 1ssue devoted to non-Taylorist methods of organising the labour
process. The article by Bernoux and Ruffier, for example, very tnteresting in many
respects, nevertheless sutfers from this same fault. It concerns the organisatiof work in a
machine shop, but no mention is made of the system of payments, the determination of
nonns, or what happens when work-rates ate not maintained, nor ot the means whereby
management collects information about work rates and quality. The article is about
so-called semi-autonomous groups. It is no wonder that the authors have no way of
understanding the scepticism of workers and unions about such experiments.

6. The importance of the views discussed in this paragraph is immense because they are
both an Eastern European orthodoxy and are also expressed by the ideological leadership
of Western Communist Parties. It is not surprising, therefore, that there has been an
intense debate on these issues in France. See, for example, Bettelheim, 1974; Coriat, 1976;
Magaline, 1975. An excellent discussion of Lenin’s views on the forces and relations of
production, and specifically on science and technology, and their role in social
development is to be found in Claudio-Urondo, 1973.
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