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A RE-CONCEPTUALIZATION:  
INTERNAL CONTRADICTIONS OF CAPITAL 
AND THE SHIFTS WITHIN SURPLUS VALUE1

Ercan Gündoğan

Abstract: The article aims to show that the capitalist mode of production has begun to lose its 
productivity and historical base due to the rising domination of unproductive capitals at the 
expense of capital in general and that such a self-destructive process should be explained as the 
result of the declining productivity of capitalism (not capital productivity), which is embedded in 
the definition of capitalist commodity production and surplus rather than the tendential fall in 
the rate of profit. It argues that such a structural problem cannot be solved thanks to the newly 
industrializing regions in the world. The article re-conceptualizes the internal contradictions and 
dynamics of capital as well as Lenin’s conception of finance capital.
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Introduction and the Background of the Study

Internal contradictions of capital as a social relation, process and form of wealth, in 
the framework of Marx’s anti-political economy (his critique of political economy), 
express themselves in the law of the fall in the profit rate, which explains the 
crisis-prone characteristics of capitalism and the prospects of its demise. The law is 
based on the rising composition of capital, or the seeming necessity of technological 
advancement of capitalist production,2 in other words, the rising productivity of 
capitalist production.3 However, capitalism is not confined to production and hence 
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cannot be always defined and dominated by its form of production, the so-called 
“capitalist mode of production.” This approach was developed by Marx, but has been 
repeated only in the same frameworks, which assume that reciprocal and respective 
weights and positions of the components of the surplus value and their appropriators 
(industrial profit, interest and rent and their owners) remain the same. Moreover, not 
only simply repeating Marx, contrary to his theory, surplus is seen as a whole as if 
there is no division and conflict among industrial profit, interest and rent. This is so 
much so that analyses on the falling rate of profits, which try to explain the crises of 
the 20th century, ignore the division among them and use the ambiguous business 
term “corporate profit,” or simply, profit.4 These analyses also widely appreciate 
the difference between productive and unproductive labor as a supporting definition 
for the falling rate of profits as a result of the relative decline of productive labor 
in capitalist production. However, this necessary division, which in line with all 
Marx’s volumes of Capital, should have taken into account the divisions between 
profits and wages (sometimes salaries in public production enterprises) of productive 
capitals and labors to see the productivity of capital in general on one side, and 
salaries, earnings, incomes and revenues of unproductive capitals and labors to 
show the dependent, and unproductive or in many cases, parasitic parts of capital 
in general, on the other side. Furthermore, the productivity of capitalism or capital 
in general seems to have been reduced to capital productivity or labor productivity.5 
Such mis-conceptualizations mean that correct knowledge is used in the wrong 
place. The law of the falling rate of profits and the differentiation of productive 
labor and capital from unproductive labor and capital are only the components of 
Marx’s theory of capital, but not the theory itself. Unproductive capital and labor (of 
interest and rent), rather than the rising productivity of labor (rising composition of 
capital) tends to develop to a level where the productivity of capital6 is lost. Profits 
decline not only and mainly because of the rising organic composition of capital, 
but because industrial productive capital increasingly becomes more dependent on 
or is subjugated to interest and rent bearing capitals. The reason behind this is the 
fact that the amount of industrial profit tends to be lower than interest or rent or 
their totality, which can be explained partially as a result of the falls in profit rates. 
This refers to the end of capitalist industry in the developed capitalist conditions. 
Contrary to the starting point of Marx’s three volumes of Capital, surplus value is 
not appropriated first by industrial capital in the form of industrial profit (ignored 
in the above analyses I have just mentioned) and out of which rent and interest are 
paid to credit and land owners. This starting point of Marx also clearly assumes 
that industrial profit is higher than the total amount of interest and rent. Apart from 
the various problems of the immediate production process and investment in it, no 
rational capitalists can be expected to make industrial investment in the condition 
when interest and rent promise more than “industrial profit.” These definitions are 
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compatible with Marx’s Capital, but only by changing his starting point and re-
conceptualizing it.

Furthermore, this article also reminds us of the significant theoretical division 
between individual capitalists and capital in general as one of the fundamental 
contradictions of capital. Capital in general contrary to individual capitalists needs 
productive labor and capital for the reproduction and survival of capitalism.

It is certain that once Marx’s Capital is re-conceptualized, it is required that 
Lenin’s theory of “finance capital” and of “imperialism” should be re-conceptu-
alized in that context. As argued throughout this article, “finance capital” is being 
dominated and replaced by “financial capital” whose dynamics, contradictions and 
hence internal components are different.

The Place of Profit and Productivity in Marx

The main contradiction of the capitalist mode of production is accepted as the 
base of its socialist transformation. It is the contradiction assumed to be located 
between wage and surplus value, in class terms, between the wage workers and 
the appropriators of the surplus value. Contradiction is caused by the exploitation 
of the workers by the capitalists, that is, through production process and through 
circulation process. However, if when wage workers are completely dominated 
by and in thrall to the capitalist system, the main contradiction is overshadowed 
by the contradiction between the different appropriators of surplus value. In other 
words, inter-class contradiction caused by wage-surplus relation is dominated by 
intra-class contradiction which is the result of the productive industrial relation to 
rent and interest categories. Contradiction between labor and capital becomes a 
secondary force as the contradiction between the appropriators of the surplus value 
are the main force. It is this suppression of the main contradiction of capital which 
now prepares the demise of the capitalist mode of production and the foundation 
of a new system.

Marx’s analysis of capital and his predictions about its historical demise are 
based on the contradictions caused by the capitalist commodity production, in other 
words, by the profitability of industrial capital. It is nothing but the productivity 
question of the capitalist mode of production, in other words, the development of 
productive capital itself, which is structurally limited due to the tendential fall in 
the rate of profits in the long run. His analysis clearly assumes that capitalism is 
exclusively a mode of production and it is dominated by industrial capital and it 
should be so for its reproduction. This is correct provided that capitalism continues 
its productivity and remains revolutionary in terms of the development of the means 
of production. He also observes that as the capitalist mode of production socializes 
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labor and work, it also concentrates the property of the means of production and 
social wealth in the hands of an ever decreasing number of capitalists.

Marx’s analysis of capital does not focus so much on the intra-class contradictions 
and possible conflicts of the capitalists and their shares as on the form of profit, 
rent and interest. Tendential falling rate of profits is seen as the direct result of the 
rising organic composition of capital, that is, the development of capital intensity 
and hence technology. As capital develops technologically, it deprives itself of the 
fresh labor power, which is the only source of value, and creates its “structural” 
unemployment. Actually, profit search of the capitalists structurally contradicts the 
development of the means of production. Development negates itself and prepares 
the base of a new form of development.

According to Marx’s construction in his Capital, we can conclude that as long 
as capital has to be dominated by productive or industrial capital, the surplus value 
can be first appropriated by the industrial capitalists in the form of industrial profit 
and then out of it rent and interest can be paid to the bankers and landowners. For 
this reason, industrial profit has to be logically quantitatively higher than rent and 
interest within the total surplus value. Marx is not concerned with the conditions 
in which capital can be exclusively invested for rent and interest when and where 
rent and interest are higher than industrial profit. Of course, such conditions would 
refer to pre-capitalist systems for Marx. However, even in the developed capitalist 
conditions, industry may not be profitable or existing industrial capital can be 
relocated to other still profitable industrial regions or left and can be shifted to 
interest and rent bearing places, as always occurs. This is an ever existing possibility 
for capital and implies that productivity of capital is always at stake.

Overproduction

For the Marxian7 and Marxist theory of accumulation of capital, overproduction 
of capital and labor, this is the accumulation of surpluses that cannot be reinvested 
under a manageable profit margin for capitalists, is the main cause and characteristic 
of the real economic crises.8 For the purpose of our study here, it suffices to say 
that each real economic crisis under the capitalist mode of production leads into 
the financialization of capital far more, which is nothing but the rising shares and 
power of rent and interest at the expense of those of profit within the total surplus 
value. However, crises have not been seen as the signs of the fact that capitalism 
begins to lose its productivity, but as a result of overproduction, or to say ironically, 
“over-productivity,” which is accompanied by the declining rates of profits. Such an 
explanation assumes that industrial production and industrial profit are dominant and 
independent variables and accordingly, rent and interest are subordinated to industry 
and dependent variables. Justification can be seen in the historical development 
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of monopoly capitalism, imperialism and finance capital as described by Lenin 
as parasitic. The scientific implication of this parasitism is that capitalism is no 
longer dominated by the capitalist mode of production at least for the imperialist 
countries and regions.

Search for surplus value instead of profit regarding productivity

Our theoretical conceptualization which argues that productivity of capital is being 
lost in a different framework and dynamics is also justified by the fact that for 
a capitalist, it does not matter whether a part of surplus comes from immediate 
production or commerce, finance and rental investments. A rational capitalist is 
expected to prefer more profitable areas, without considering whether they are 
productive or unproductive for the totality of capitalist economy. According to 
Marx’s definition of productivity of capital and labor, there is no difference for 
capitalists whether surplus value is newly produced or ejected from the already 
produced surplus value. Difference is meaningful only for the capitalist accumulation 
as a whole and the capitalist class in general. Marx’s statement that productive labor 
is “vital for accumulation since only the exchange for productive labour can satisfy 
one of the conditions for the reconversion of surplus-value into capital”9 is valid 
only for the capital accumulation and capitalist class in general.

Problems and contradictions of capital should be seen in the eyes and rationality 
of individual capitalists and capitalist class as whole, or capitalist class in general.10 
In the case of productive capital and other capitals, Marx states in terms of his 
directing function in the labor process, the capitalist “performs productive labour 
in the sense that his labour is involved in the total process that is realized in the 
product.”11 His “fellow-consumers of surplus-value” do not form a productive class 
as all wage-laborers do not form a productive class. Nonetheless, productivity is not 
the criteria for class belonging and productivity is needed only for the survival of 
the system, which is not paid attention to by the competing individual capitalists.

Moreover, for capitalist economy, instinct is not the production itself but the 
appropriation of surplus value that is a result of surplus time used for the wage or 
salary owners. For this, a small part of total social capital must be concentrated 
on productive capital for those basic and minimum needs. The problem becomes 
more complicated given the fact that the population of laborers and their basic 
needs tend to increase with the development of capitalism. The main contradiction 
can be observed here as being between the possibility of appropriation of surplus 
value through commerce, services or financial operations and the necessity of the 
great amount of productive capital that has to be allocated to those raising basic 
and minimum needs. However, this contradiction cannot be activated and turned 
into a conscious collective conflict as long as masses are not a revolutionary force.12
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Relatively fixed or decreasing wage levels are already another manifestation of 
the fact that capitalism loses its productivity. In its literal sense, capitalism does not 
create jobs for the ever increasing number of the masses for their survival. For Marx, 
“productive capital” also includes “the part of capital intended for the maintenance 
of the workers” apart from the raw materials, machines and materials.13 It is a fact 
of capitalist development that productive capital is invested less and less, for the 
historically and socially defined basic-minimum needs of the working classes, in 
Marx’s words, “the part of capital intended for the maintenance of the workers” 
since capital and its increasing domination leads into stable, fixed or, the worst, 
decreasing wage levels. A relatively large part of productive capital is increasingly 
composed of the raw materials, machines and other materials, rather than of “the part 
of capital intended for the maintenance of the workers.”14 However, these definitions 
are relatively far more meaningful for the productive regions of the world than the 
highly developed capitalist countries which survive and dominate them and make 
them “productive” through parasitic, unproductive, financial economic activities. 
Their “mode of pure capitals” dominates the capitalist mode of productions of others.

Commodity or Surplus Value

Indifference of the individual capitalists to productivity or un-productivity is also 
embedded in Marx’s definition of commodity. The conditions of capitalist commodity 
production are not confined to the contexts of productive capital. In Marx, one of 
the factors for the determination of a commodity, its use-value (another is value), 
refers to the usefulness of the commodity, “the physical body” of the commodity.15 
Currently and increasingly, many of the commodities produced for “surplus value” 
have no “physical body.” It should be noted that in Marx’s Capital “the immediate 
purpose and the authentic product of capitalist production are surplus-value.”16 
Capitalist production is not merely the production of commodities; but, by its very 
essence, the production of surplus-value. The productive worker is the one who 
produces surplus-value for the capitalist, or in other words, contributes to the self-
valorization of capital.17

It is clear that Marx associated the concept of the capitalist mode of production 
with the production of surplus-value rather than with the production of commodities 
per se. In addition, the production of surplus-value, which is the self-valorization 
of capital, requires capital-relation. This relation need not necessarily be occurring 
in the sphere of material production. In the definition of the capitalist mode of 
production, the concept of surplus value is far more determining than the concept 
of commodity. A columnist or a novelist commissioned by a publishing company 
is a productive worker as regards the capital-relation. Marx already stated that 
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commodity is not merely a product, a use-value; otherwise the circulation of 
commodities can be seen merely as barter between products, or use-values.18

Therefore, even the meaning of productivity for individual capitalists is confined 
to the production of surplus-value. But production need not be the production of 
material products. In many services, we meet “commodities” in “the non-material 
production,”19 separated from producer, and which “can circulate in the interval 
between production and consumption as commodities, e.g. books, paintings and 
all products of art as distinct from the artistic achievement of the practising artist.” 
Given the rising commodification process in every cell of life, Marx may currently 
seem inadequate when he observes that in such cases, capitalist production is 
“possible only within narrow limits.” These “people” are “not independent” and 
“mainly work for merchant’s capital, e.g. booksellers.” He states that this is “a 
pattern that is only transitional in it and can only lead to a capitalist mode of 
production in the formal sense.” Their position, however, does not exclude the fact 
that “exploitation is at its greatest precisely in these transitional forms.”20 Even if any 
kind of commodity production may offer surplus value for the capitalist, it is a fact, 
productivity is needed for the reproduction of the capitalist mode of production as a 
whole and requires more than any kind of commodity production and the extracting 
of a part from the already produced surplus value. Capital can be productive for a 
capitalist since it creates surplus value, although it is unproductive since it is not 
interested directly or indirectly with the industrial commodity production. It is sure 
that services can be offered in the form of commodity; but they are the products 
of unproductive capital when they try to get a part of the wages of productive 
laborers or industrial profits in the form of rent and interest. However, they may 
seem productive since they sell commodities, land or credit money that are to be 
used for production. Nevertheless, even here, they are parasitic, rentier or interest 
bearing capital.21

Actually what Marx means is that all commodity production processes outside 
of the immediate production processes are unproductive for both industrial capital 
and capital in general. Industrial capital represents the reproductive power of the 
capitalist mode of production. Other forms of capital do not support the reproduction 
of the capitalist mode of production. We can ask whether the capitalist mode of 
production is still dominant under capitalism. It seems that capital is now alienating 
itself from the capitalist mode of production by destroying its foundation and is 
losing its productivity. Newly industrialized regions in the world become dependent 
on the financial centers for credit, know-how and market and are proletarianized for 
financial centers and become “productive” for them. These countries still represent 
the “capitalist mode of production.” Large parts of the wage and salaries at the core 
of financial capital have to increasingly be paid out of the surpluses produced by 
the developing countries.
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From Finance Capital to Financial Capital

A significant change in the current phase of capitalism is the enormous development 
of the power of interest and rent seeking capitals as well as commercial profits and 
rents produced by speculation. An ever increasing surpluses produced by the ever 
increasing productivity of industry have been put under the control of financial 
capital, which is not a combined form of capital of the bankers and industrialists as 
has been in the age of finance capital. A large part of surpluses accumulates in the 
form of interest and rent. For this reason, finance capital tends to be increasingly 
composed of financial capital and decreasingly of industrial capital, that is, the 
only productive part of capital.22 Such a development is the sign of a shift in the 
intra-capital relations, which renders financial capital a far more independent entity. 
The finance capital of today is dominated by the financial capital as a result of the 
internal contradictions of finance capital and dissolves the unity of banking and 
industry.23 It is already a fact that as “capitalism” develops, capital acquires a more 
financial characteristic, which is historically higher than industry and services24 
and does not only dominate the other forms of capital but also excludes the newly 
emerging industrial capitalists that have not yet been subjugated by it.

The current main contradiction and the main source of conflicts must be searched 
at this point: Although a large part of productive capital, for either material or 
non-material commodities, has to be invested for the historically and socially defined 
(or determined) needs of the masses, capital is required to predominantly operate 
in the sphere of production of material commodities. This is the only option for 
capital as a form of wealth and relation to survive.

Productive capital investment, on the part of individual capitalists, also confronts 
the risky and problematic nature of the immediate production processes, complicated 
far more by the ever appearing economic crises, which require relatively space-fixed 
facilities decreasing the mobility of capital as well as the association and resistance of 
the workers against them. Hence, capitalists tend to concentrate their accumulations 
on easier and freer forms of surplus appropriation, that is, interest and rent.

Until now we have aimed to re-conceptualize Marx’s formulation on the tendency 
of fall in the rate of profit. Such a tendency was explained by Marx as a result of the 
tendential decreases in the variable capital invested to fresh labor and the tendential 
increase in the constant capital within the capitalist production as whole.25 However, 
we tried to show that such a tendency of the rate of profit to fall is the direct result 
of the increasing share of financial capital which seeks just interest and rent and of 
the ever rising possibility for individual capitalists to appropriate surplus value in 
the spheres outside of immediate production. However, it has been stated that such 
a situation destroys the economic and political foundations of capitalist class as a 
whole. The only counter measure is to transfer productive capital and immediate 
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production units to the localities where finance capital is still weak and industrial 
capital is newly emerging, transferring contradictions of the center to the periphery. 
Financial centers create and are based on the industrial peripheries and produce a 
new geographical division of labor throughout the world. Only at the periphery, as 
a lower and previous form of financial capital, does finance capital develop. At the 
center, financial capital no longer needs the control of industries while industries 
cannot control it. It survives with pure financial operations in the center. However, 
at the periphery, finance capital is still needed for local monopolies and for new 
industrial development that needs the collaboration of the bankers and industrialists. 
But, a development of productive capital in some parts of the world is also limited 
because the extreme exploitation of laborers is needed both to feed industrialists in 
the form of profit there and the rentiers of the financialized countries in the form of 
rent and interest. For this reason, the productivity of capitalism, which has already 
disappeared in the developed countries, is increasingly turning into impossibility 
in the newly developing countries, as seen clearly in their periodical debt crises.

Concluding Remarks and Temporary Theses

Marx’s formula about the dynamics behind the tendential fall in the rate of profit 
should be connected to the famous paragraph regarding the start of any revolutionary 
age. This connection can be seen in the contexts of declining productivity of 
capitalism, which I think, I could justify in this study:

At a certain stage of development, the material productive forces of society come into 
conflict with the existing relations of production or—this merely expresses the same 
thing in legal terms—with the property relations within the framework of which they 
have operated hitherto. From forms of development of the productive forces these 
relations turn into their fetters. Then begins an era of social revolution. The changes 
in the economic foundation lead sooner or later to the transformation of the whole 
immense superstructure.26

The conflict formulated by Marx can now be seen as the result of the declining 
productivity of capitalism itself. Our re-conceptualization has been erected upon two 
arguments: First, the tendential fall in the rate of profit formulated by Marx has been 
caused mainly by the financialization of capital and capital’s losing productivity 
rather than the rising organic composition of it; second, finance capital as formulated 
by Lenin has been replaced by financial capital. Both arguments have been based 
on Marx’s analyses of surplus value, productive labor and capital and commodity 
as well as the different positions of the individual capital and capital in general.

Let me conclude this article with the following points for further study:
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1. Capitalism, like any mode of production, begins to dissolve when it begins to 
lose its “productivity.”

2. Monopoly finance capital acquires more a “financial” characteristic due to the 
changing reciprocal positions of industrial and financial capitals within the 
unity and control of the previously formulated “finance capital”; the ever rising 
domination of financial capital dissolves the components of “finance capital” 
into the two rival capitals in the form of productive and purely financial capitals; 
finance capital accumulation tends to increase at the expense of productive 
capital accumulation; profit as a part of surplus value tend to relatively decrease 
compared to interest and rent and their ever emerging new variants.

3. The falling rate of profit is now caused globally and universally by the decreasing 
share of profit within total surplus value which is produced and appropriated 
first in the form of industrial profit rather than by the rising organic composition 
of capital at the expense of living labor, which may be meaningful only for the 
relatively isolated and protected industrial production regions and countries.

4. Relatively isolated and protected industrial production regions and countries 
face the falling rate of profit problem because of both the global and universal 
tendency of relative declining of profit share within total surplus value produced 
and the rising organic composition of capital in their relatively isolated regions; 
global capitalism is now divided into financial and productive regions and 
localities, that is to say, into spaces which survive with either ever increasing 
rent and interest shares or with ever decreasing profit shares.

5. The imperialism of today is not based on “finance capital” which brings together 
financial and industrial capitalists, but on the financial capital which controls 
and directs pure financial sources and instruments.

6. Wages and salaries in the financial capitalist countries are paid out of financial 
earnings to be paid out of mainly industrial profits in the productive countries. 
Industrial profits of the productive regions are the source of rent, interest and 
hence wage and salaries in the financial regions; welfare and survival of the wage 
and salary earners of the financial regions globally depend on the exploitation of 
the workers of and by the productive regions; hence double exploitation of the 
workers in the productive regions, since they have to produce surplus value for 
both their local lords and global financial centers, is possible only in the large, 
industrious, populous and poor regions of the world, which have also “emerging 
markets.”

7. The more a region or country is industrialized, the more it tends to be financialized 
and begins to relocate and shift its industrial productivity to the less developed 
regions; since the real base of surplus value in all spatial levels is industrial 
production, deindustrialization processes in the core capitalist countries and the 
shifts of industry from there into other places lead into much more financializa-
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tion of capital for them; the limits of financialization are reached at a point in 
general where the productivity of the capitalist mode of production is lost, that 
is, production under capitalism becomes impossible, and in particular where 
and when productive places cannot or do not want to support financial capital 
on a global scale; when and where the financial contracts and all contract based 
instruments of “global monopoly financial capital” lose their material and social 
bases, disconnecting from productivity as the base of their properties. In such 
cases, money cannot buy anything, investments stop, private property loses its 
social and political power, contracts are not obeyed and the states cannot rule 
and govern as they lose their public authority and legitimization. A similar 
transformation starts as occurred in the transitions from slavery to feudalism, 
from feudalism to capitalism.

This is what Marx’s famous formula above informs us:

At a certain stage of development, the material productive forces of society come into 
conflict with the existing relations of production or—this merely expresses the same 
thing in legal terms—with the property relations within the framework of which they 
have operated hitherto.

Finally, I would like to inform readers that the implications of our analyses for 
socialist struggle and a new attempt to build socialism have to be the subjects of 
new studies. However, more improved analysis of the current dynamics of capital 
as regards the relationship between real values and futures is the main problem of 
Marxist scholarship.27

Notes

 1. The statement “internal contradictions of capital” is embraced because of the obvious difficulty, 
or perhaps lack of necessity, to define main, secondary, and tertiary contradictions of the capitalist 
system. Suffice to say that capitalism is full of contradictions not only embedded in and peculiar to 
itself regarding “its distinctive commodity production” but also inherited to it from previous class 
societies since the slavery of the early civilizations. According to Marx and Engels’ “historical 
materialism,” capitalism, despite all the differences it has, is a class society like the previous ones. 
The idea of the declining productivity of the capitalist system, which is the main theme of this 
article, can be applied to the demise of the previous social systems on the base of their respective 
declining productivities as well.

 2. In such kinds of analyses, geography and space of capital and the definition of the unit of analyses 
seems to be creating no theoretical problem. Is it firms, countries, the world, or anywhere that 
capitalism operates? Global division of labor and integrations always create counter-mechanisms 
and cure postponing the internal problems to future or other spaces. As Marx’s dialectics informs 
us, internal contradictions cannot be solved but can be transferred to other spheres, places and 
levels. For strategic implications of the problem, readers can consult E. Gündoğan, A Theory of 
Capitalist Urbanization: David Harvey (Vdm Verlag, 2009), and E. Gündoğan, Marxian Theory 
and Socialism in Turkey: A Critique of the Socialist Journal Aydinlik (Vdm Verlag, 2009).
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 3. For just three examples, see: S. Mohun, “Productive and Unproductive Labor in the US 
Economy: Does the Distinction Matter? A Reply to Houston and Laibman,” November 1999, 
www.countdownnet.info/archivio/teoria/432.pdf (accessed 3/25/2011); F. Moseley, “Marx’s 
Economic Theory and Contemporary Capitalism,” www.nodo50.org/cubasigloXXI/congreso/
moseley_10abr03.pdf (accessed 3/25/2011); M. E. G. Smith, “Causes and Consequences of the 
Global Economic Crisis: A Marxist-Socialist Analysis,” 2008, www.bolshevik.org/economics/2008-
11-25_EconomicCrisis.pdf (accessed 3/25/2011).

 4. S. Mohun, “Productive and Unproductive Labour and the Profit Share in the U.S. Economy, 
1964–2001,” revised version, May 5, 2004, www. actuelmarx.u-paris10.fr/USProfitShare.pdf 
(accessed 3/25/2011); and also S. Mohun, “Distributive Shares in the US Economy, 1964–2001,” 
Cambridge Journal of Economics 30 (2006), 347–370, http://gesd.free.fr/mohun6.pdf (accessed 
3/25/2011). In these studies based on the division between productive and unproductive labor, “profit 
rate,” “profit share,” as in the case of “corporate profit” seem to be used to cover all components 
of surplus value, without differentiation of industrial profit, interest and rent.

 5. Smith, “Causes and Consequences of the Global Economic Crisis.”
 6. Throughout this article, productivity of capital is not used in the meaning of capital (or labor) 

productivity, which obviously refers to technological development. The former means that 
capitalism can produce relatively sufficient amounts of surplus value for the maintenance of the 
social system it forms and determines. If it cannot do this, it cannot maintain itself as well, to be 
able to distribute surplus even in an unequal mode. For this, see Marx’s paragraph given in note 25.

 7. I mean here Marx and Engels’ collective theory.
 8. Just for an example, see for the main and fundamental role of surpluses in crisis and change as 

well as the emergence of neo-liberal globalization after 1970s, J. Petras, “World Depression: 
Regional Wars and the Decline of the US Empire, Part I,” www.globalresearch.ca/index.
php?context=va&aid=12955 (accessed 3/25/2011). Also see notes 3, 4 and 5 above for the same 
style of analyses. The first real economic crisis in this framework was witnessed at the end of the 
19th century and created “monopoly finance capital,” that is to say, “Imperialism.” The second 
real economic crisis was lived between the end of the 1920s and 1930s and led into the liberal 
interventionist Keynesian welfare state. The last real economic crisis started at the end of the 1960s 
and has created neo-liberal global finance capitalism.

 9. K. Marx, Capital—A Critique of Political Economy, Vol. 1 (Penguin Classics, 1990), p. 1048.
10. The connection between them cannot be fully realized by the so-called “collective capitalist,” that 

is, the capitalist state. Contradictions are not solved by but transferred to the capitalist state, as 
long as we follow Marxian dialectics rather than Hegel’s metaphysics.

11. Marx, Capital, Vol. 1, p. 1048.
12. The contradiction stated above is not a contradiction between the production for need and production 

for profit, but one between productive capital and the possibility and opportunity of producing or 
extracting surplus value through unproductive capital investment. The former is already a subject 
of the latter. Needs for housing, food, transportation, sanitation, health care, pensions and education 
are either the areas of profit making or surplus extraction for the capitalists or the areas of public 
intervention which reduces the cost of labor power directly or indirectly for all capitalists to be 
able to appropriate more surplus value from the immediate production or circulation process.

13. K. Marx, Works of Karl Marx 1847, Wages, www.marxists.org/archive/marx/works/1847/12/31.
htm (accessed 3/15/2011).

14. This tendency is also caused by the environmental and ecological pressures over the current 
industrial system for cost-savings.

15. Marx, Capital, Vol. 1, p. 126.
16. Ibid., p. 1038.
17. Ibid., p. 644.
18. Ibid., pp. 481–482.
19. Ibid., p. 1047.
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20. Ibid., p. 1048. In the other case of non-material production, the product cannot be separated from 
the act of producing. Here the capitalist mode of production is limited and operates in certain 
places. The doctors or teachers (in “the learning factory”) can be mentioned here. “Such peripheral 
phenomena can be ignored when considering capitalist production as a whole.” As seen from these 
statements, in the context of “the non-material production,” Marx may seem currently inadequate, 
but, for our purpose, refers to the fact that interests of the individual capitalists and those of the 
capitalist class as a whole contradict each other.

21. Given that productive capital also needs services required by its production process, the problem 
appears in where and when services are productive or unproductive. The only criterion is whether 
the owners of the services directly take part within the production and valorization of capital, or 
whether they take part within the processes of production, circulation and realization of capital, 
in other words, for industrial profit. The unproductive characteristic here also comes from the 
fact that what takes part in the production process are not the owners of those services but their 
properties only, that is, their money or land. They are just the owners of property that is required 
by the industrial production. Actually, the industrialist himself may also seem unproductive if he 
leaves the organizational and leadership position of production and transfers his managerial tasks 
to professionals. It is already a fact that present-day industrialists have already transferred their 
earlier positions to the managers. This is the completion of the process through which actually all 
big capitalists simply have turned into the property owners without taking a part in the production 
process. However, this does not change the fact that they are the owners of productive capital. 
This phenomenon just shows the historical possibility of industrial production that no longer 
needs capitalists.

  Whenever wage relation exists, there exists a surplus value to be extracted from the total value of 
labor power. When Marx says productive capital, he does not mean only the production of material 
commodities. The problem is the “production” or “appropriation” of surplus value. Consequently, 
the logic suggests that a real, base, initial value that is produced, circulated and finally realized is 
not limited to the production of material commodities but also covers all surplus value production 
and extraction processes for non-material products. Capitalist economy is based on appropriation 
of surplus value and surplus time which requires only wage relation. For Marx, production means 
the production of capital simply and not only the immediate production of material commodities.

  Education, health care and holidays are the commodities produced by the private services industry 
for commercial purposes. Nevertheless, these kinds of non-material products are mostly related to 
the reproduction of labor power and contribute indirectly to the production of capital in general. 
However, they are produced in the developed countries mainly for the laborers of services industry 
for local or global purposes. We also have to mention the capital which is productive mainly and 
only for related individual capitalists invested or to be invested on art, science, sport and leisure. 
For working masses, art, sport and leisure all turn into the commodities of popular culture consumed 
after and before their working days. However, even if these spheres are the subject of productive 
capital for the related capitalists, as Marx observed above, they are parts of commercial capital 
in general. Parts of revenues in all sorts go to these activities as consumption items. Science is 
today the activities and products of the scientific labor force, which work for public or private 
universities, research centers and companies.

22. Here, it is assumed that agricultural production is a part of industry.
23. “A steadily increasing proportion of capital in industry,” writes Hilferding, “ceases to belong to the 

industrialists who employ it. They obtain the use of it only through the medium of the banks which, 
in relation to them, represent the owners of the capital. On the other hand, the bank is forced to 
sink an increasing share of its funds in industry. Thus, to an ever greater degree the banker is being 
transformed into an industrial capitalist. This bank capital, i.e., capital in money form, which is 
thus actually transformed into industrial capital, I call ‘finance capital’.” “Finance capital is capital 
controlled by banks and employed by industrialists,” V. I. Lenin, Imperialism, the Highest Stage of 
Capitalism, A Popular Outline, www.marxists.org/archive/lenin/works/1916/imp-hsc/index.htm 
(accessed 3/25/2011).
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24. Economic history books show that big industrial nations turn into bankers, leaving or transferring 
industrial productivity to the other ones. Good examples are the relationships between Holland 
and England, England and the US and the US, Japan, China of today. Surpluses produced by 
industrial productivity are invested in financial sectors and newly industrialized nations get credit 
from new financers.

25. Let’s remind ourselves briefly that the law of the tendential fall in the rate of profit is based on 
the fact that, once the wages and working day are given, the same rate of surplus-value (s/v) is 
expressed in different rates of profit (different s/c) and also, “in a falling rate of profit,” “according 
to the different scale of the constant capital c and hence the total capital C” (K. Marx, Capital, Vol. 
3 [Penguin Classics, 1991], p. 317). When the same rate of exploitation, the same level of wages 
and the same working day are assumed, successively raising organic compositions of capital leads 
into different and falling rates of profit. If the changes in the organic composition of capital occur 
“in more or less all spheres, or at least the decisive ones and that it therefore involves changes in 
the average organic composition of the total capital belonging to a given society, then this gradual 
growth in the constant capital, in relation to the variable, must necessarily result in a gradual fall 
in the general rate of profit,” given the same rate of exploitation of labor (Marx, Capital, Vol. 3, 
p. 318). Also see in Marx, Capital, Vol. 3, pp. 322–324, 326, 328–330, 337–338, 346.

26. K. Marx, Contribution to the Critique of Political Economy, www.marxists.org/archive/marx/
works/1859/critique-pol-economy/preface.htm (accessed 2/8/2010).

27. For this purpose, besides this article, readers can consult the section “Real Values, Futures and the 
Future of Capital” in my recent book, Stream of Connections Through Power, Time, Space and 
Value (2011).
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