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To be radical is to
matter. For man,
himself,

go to the root of the
however, the root is man

Marx: Critigue of Hegel’s
Philosophy of Right,

.l’.n\

, _,“mu,znﬂcm&ﬁnognﬁow capitalist
ociety in all its aspects. Only in this case can the structure of . ¥,

. 7

The Phenomenon of Reification

1

% The essence of commodity-structure has often been pointed out.
1S basis is that a relation between people takes on the character
‘thing ‘and thuys acquires a ‘phantom objectivity’, an autonomy
_seems so strictly rational and all-embracing as to conceal
Y. trace of -its fundamental nature: the relation between
- It is beyond the scope of this essay to discuss the central |
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commodity-relations be made to yvield a model of all the ov_.ona,\m
“forms of bourgeois society together with all the subjective forms
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=corresponding to them. mechesnti s
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; and it is only when their supply exceeds the measure

o

importance of this problem for economics itself, .Z_on. mrﬂwu we
consider its implications for the economic doctrines of the vulga:

RO i i n Marx’s economi
QOur intention here is to base ourselves o .

it. Only by understanding this can we o,gmu.b m.&mwﬂg.
MMHM ﬁm m%noHMmman problems of capitalism and its .mol.zw.wmm:
! Before tackling the problem :ma.: we must be quite ¢ Mw i’ ..n..
WBF% that commodity fetishism is a %w&\mm EoEnB of ‘our:age,
the age of modern capitalism. Commodity exchange a

corresponding subjective. and objective commodity r

existed, as we know, when society was still very primitive eﬁﬁuy .
? - . o ;
is at issue here, however, is the question: how far is commodity

U= 8

exchange Sm.o&:u, with its structural consequences able ta

ence the fotal outer and inner life of society? Thus the extent 10

which such exchange is the dominant form of metaboli nmu :

i

. . . v |.n. 7 he in\ln.n-
in a society cannot simply be treated in quantitati _n-.nmuﬁnl.wmr, =%

would harmonise with the modern Eo@&..om au@rmﬁw_. Wr_\mz 4
eroded by the reifying effects of the dominant commodity. imﬁ
The distinction between a society €wm_,n. this M.E.E pw :
permeating every expression of life, Eﬁ a society m____. er. i
makes an episodic appearance is nmmnnﬁm.u%. one of ﬂw ,”M n? .
depending on which is the case, all the subjective pm.mu obje
phenomena in the societies concerned are objectifie

i ifferent ways. .
gﬁ%ﬂﬂwﬁ great Manmm on me.nmmaum.uﬁw episo PPestEne
of the commodity form in primitive societies: Unnmw %ﬂ -thes
original natural form of exchange, represents umﬂr%. e’
of the transformation of use-values into commodi

‘x

aims at the creation of use-values and not of nunrm.u.mm_

tion that use-values cease to be use-values, and become-mea

exchange, i.e. commodities. At the same time, they become con

modities only within the limits of being direct FM" alues o
tributed at opposite poles, so that the commodities to'l c.exch
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the dominance of commodities,

—]

a

“allowed to blur the qualitative na
““The situation where commodi
“been defined by Marx as follows:
=which products are exchanged is at

X

el

#-iables, i.c.

=

constitutive of that society. To
—as we emphasized above—ip
trate society in all its aspects

Itis not enough merely to establish an external link with ind
~dent processes concerned with the production of exchange v
The qualitative difference
5 ..m,ﬁc:m ‘many regulating the
&= commodity as the universal
:.-and above the fact that th
== phenomenon exerts a nega

i=—exchange and more regular reprod
& this arbitrariness more and more,
and consumer, but for thejr g
ompares money-prices and pockets the difference,
his own movements that he establishes equivalence
,vr,wtmnt is originally merely the intervening movement between

tremes which it does not control and between
51t does not create.
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by their possessors must be us

modity to its non-possessor. As a matter of fact, the exchange of
commodities originates not within the primitive communities,
but where they end, on their borders at the few points where
they come in contact with other communities. That is where
barter begins, and from here it strikes back into the interior of the
community, decomposing it.”! We note that the observation
about the disintegrating effect of a commodity exchange directed
in upon itself clearly shows the qualitative change engendered by

e-values to both—each com-

¢ ]

However, even when commodities have this impact on the

this does not suffice to make them
achieve that it would be necessary
r the commodity structure to pene-
and to remould it in its own image.
epen-
alues.
between the commodity as one form
metabolism of human society and the
structuring principle has effects over

€ commodity relation as an isolated

tive influence at best on the structure

ture of the decisive distinction,
ty exchange is not dominant has
“The quantitative ratio in
first quite arbitrary. They
of commodities inasmuch as they are exchange-
expressions of one and the same third, Continued
uction for exchange reduces
But at first not for the producer
o-between, the merchant, who
It is through
. Merchant’s

ume the form

premises which
»3 u
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| wards it. Only then does the commodity become’ crucial fo. anru

 themselves from servitude to the ‘second nature’ so created:

-
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And this development of the commodity to the point whe;
becomes the dominant form in society did not take place :
the advent of modern capitalism. Hence it is not to be wondered:
at that the personal nature of economic relations was still under=

situation a man’s own activity,

his own labour becomes something

ing that controls him

13 both an objective
Objectively a world of

anyone penetrating the veil of reification, Marx sees the matt
in this way: “In preceding forms of society this economic mysti
fication arose principally with respect to money and ‘interest:
bearing capital. In the nature of things it is excluded;-in“the’f
place, where production for the use-value, for immediate p
sonal requirements, predominates; and secondly, where sl
or serfdom form the broad foundation of social production;

non-human o Jectivity o

g

br: - J —-— Oﬂ_h.ﬂ. a m .
¥ 3

that in the eyes of the labourer himself

form of a commod;

odity belonging to him, On the other

relations of dominion and servitude which appear and are evide
as the direct motive power of the process of production.?’3

The commeodity can only be understood in its undistorte only at this moment th T 20 the other hand it 1s
=T ; : Pt el o L= T at the co =
essence when it becomes the universal category of society .MWU@._._IH becomes general,”s - mmodit for m |E,.| m_.._,{m. m«oﬂcmmm of _

. Thust € universality of the commo
= wﬂr oE ectively and subjectively for the
abour incorporated in commodities (On the
. . L con ‘ other hand, thi
umhﬁamm.h:w becomes historically possible because this Hﬁ.onm“mnr nm.
_Abstraction has wn.mﬂ completed.) Objectively, in so far as the com-

dity form is responsible
abstraction of the human

tive evolution of society and for the stance adopted by men‘to=

ks

e

the process or to rebel against its disastrous effects and libera;

: it objects, it can only exist if that fo

. wwn%%ﬁ“wwwdiwﬁ any rate in this relation, which indeed confers

= €r commodity, nature.  Subiecti i

= . dity, s Jjectively, this formal i
wmmwrg cmr_u_ﬂmu labour in the abstract is not cnbn the noaaonm |

factor to which the various commodities are reduced \

becomes the real prinei . ; it also
i ciple gov 7
o Tities. 2 ple governing the actual production cﬂ

EOHnmaS :. cannot be our aim here to describe even in outline
ween_thems t Jabour.. - e growth of .z:... modern process of labour, of the isolated, ‘“free’
This is the reason why the products of labour become commodities; labourer and of the divisj me.m we need Mﬂ ; n%

: €ed only estab-

arable labour, measurable

“A commodity is therefore a mysterious thing, simply because-in:

it the social character of men’s labour appears to them.a

because the relation of the producers to the sum total of their own-
labour is presented to them as a social relation, existing no
between themselves, but between the products of their:labe

Lt OHL, abstract, equal, com
.,““. .HEQ.mmmEm recision according to the time sociall necess
T e
shment, the Iabour of the capitalist division of
e presupposition and the product of

't _Production, is womlm@wm.a_ the course of the develop-

between men that assumes, in their eyes, the fantastic form-of

-~ SN ey e

relation between things.”? ;
What is of central importance here is that becaus
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) rganic necessi i
. . cessity wi
“special operations are unified in HWnaMbm
' no longer coincid

ment of the capitalist system. Only then does it become a categor
of society influencing decisively the objective form of things a
people in the society thus emerging, their relation to naturé and

the possible relations of men to each other.® o
If we follow the path taken by labour in its development from
the handicraftsivia co-operation and manufacture to machin
industry we can see a continuous trend towards greater rational:
isation, the progressive elimination of the qualitative, huma
individual attributes of the worker. On the one hand, the:pr
of labour is progressively -broken down into abstract, rationa
specialised operations so that the worker loses contact with ‘the
| finished product and his work is reduced to the mechanical repe-
| tition of a specialised set of actions. On the other hand, the pério
of time necessary for work to be accomplished (which forms:the
basis of rational calculation) is converted, as mechanisationand
b rationalisation are intensified, from a merely empirical averageé
figure to an objectively calculable work-stint that confronts:th
worker as a fixed and established reality. With th
hrc“.a:.ti ‘psychological’ analysis of the work-process (in -Ta;
7 1« € this rational mechanisation extends right .into the "wo
Hun E_;y_ ‘soul’: even his psychological attributes are separate
Jvi t+~* | his total personality and placed in opposition to it so as” ns indepénd
Pacs ! tate their integration into specialised rational systems-and:th ‘D0t.10 As Iabour : Hormr to its laws whether he mwa )
| reduction to statistically viable concepts.” - = e ow,§.=m our 1s progr, essively rationalised and Bno&p&mﬂ%%n
We are concerned above all with -the principle at ess m activity vooogw
T€ and more contemplatipe, 11 The con-

th which inter-related
-Product. The unity of a
es Si.r its unity as a use-

tion of its s

N

ubject. In

act special
Neither objec-
appear as the
he is a mechanj.

the economic process are as follows: (1) in the first plac ,
mathematical analysis of work-processes denotes a break with:f . losed system
organic, irrational and qualitatively determined - unity:=of th ,
product. Rationalisation in the sense of being-able to pred:
ever greater precision all the results to be achieved :
acquired by the exact breakdewn of every complex

ments and by the study of the special laws‘governing:

Accordingly it must declare war on the organic manufacture:6f: abour: ; . h men are effa
whole products based on the traditional S:&%SS of empirica MN!\ mo.,ocnmmo}MHBeMWMWn Mwngvobaﬂcg ow .m:w clock rmmon%onwwswrmw.
ences of SS.\S H.waos.m:mmaos is E;Emwmzo. §mﬁo§ specialisatio; 2 e speed of two locom, nﬂ.n &m.nsw activity of two workers as it js of
The finished article ceases:to be the object of .z.un wo one man’s hoyr Mme,&i% 1ves. Therefore, we should not say that
The latter turns into the objective synthesis of rationalis : nan during an houyr § muo@on man’s hour, but rather that one
systems whose unity is determined by pure calculation n hour. Time is m<mwmﬁmw._cma.mm much as another man during
TRl v )

nation of time D‘cmﬂM\z Mmo JSE:WV. s *
. onger matters., Quantity !
Quantity i

of ity bv’]/k
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alone decides everything: hour for hour, day for day....”1
- Thus_time sheds its qualitative, variable, flowing nature; i
freezes into an exactly delimited, quantifiable continuum Hlled -
with quantifiable “things™ (the reified, mechamically objectified ™ -
‘performance’ of the worker, wholly separated from\his total ... .=
‘human personality) : in short, it becomes space.™ In this environ=;
ment where time is transformed into abstract, exactly measurable;
physical space, an environment at once the cause and effect of th
scientifically and mechanically fragmented and specialised pro=
duction of the object of labour, the subjects of labour must like='
wise be rationally fragmented. On the one hand, the objectifica
tion of their labour-power into something opposed to their tota -
personality (a process already accomplished with the sale of that-
labour-power as a commodity) is now made into the permanent
ineluctable reality of their daily life. Here, too, the personality:
can do no more than look on helplessly while its own existenc
reduced to an isolated particle and fed into an alien system, On
the other hand, the mechanical disintegration of the process o
production into its components also destroys those bonds th ad
bound individuals to a community in the days when productic
was still ‘organic’. In this respect, too, mechanisation makes of::
them isolated abstract atoms whose work no longer brings then ==
together directly and organically; it becomes mediated to an: ==
creasing extent exclusively by the abstract laws of the ‘mec W=
which imprisons them. G i
The internal organisation of a factory could not possibly have ="
such an effect—even within the factory itself—were it not for-.
the fact that it contained in concentrated form the whole stru
of capitalist society. Oppression and an exploitation:tha
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tion changes radically and qualitatively. The fate o
\ becomes the fate of socie

come universal as othe

- . e

n this m_ann.ﬁou. For it depen €e

qu.onwﬂ. %&o m,wm freely able to take his labour-power to market and
eritfor sale as a commodity ‘belon ing’ to hi i

kg ty ging” to him, a thing that he

While this process is still incomplete the methods used to
&xtract surplus labour are, it i true, more obviously brutal than
in the .\_mnnn more highly developed phase, but the process of

: na&omno.b of work and hence also of the consciousness of the
worker is much less -advanced, - Reification requires that a
.mv,.cEm learn to satisfy all its needs in terms of commodity
nxnrmum.n. ¢ separation of the producer fom his means 0
ﬁnom.sn:oh.. the dissolution and destruction of all ‘natural’ pro-
duction units, etc.,, and all the social and economic conditions
wmnnﬁmﬂw for ﬂmwn emergence of modern capitalism tend to replace
nmﬂ:.m.h relations which exhibit human relations more plainl
& by Jrationally reified relations. “The socjal relations vngnnw
g - individuals in the performance of their labour,” Marx observes
::ﬁ.r reference to pre-capitalist societies, “appear at all events as
their own personal relations, and are not disguised under the
~shape of social relations between the products of labour,”15
‘But this implies that the principle of rational mechanisation
L = and calculability must embrace every aspect of life, Consumer
: _E..en._nm no longer appear as the products of an organic process
within 2 community (as for example in a village community).
They now appear, on the one hand, as abstract members of a

‘that knows: species identical v.w definition with its other members and, on
no bounds and scorns every human dignity were known' ever: to the other hand, as isolated objects the possession or uom:ﬁoﬁnwwmcb

pre-capitalist ages. So too was mass production with mechanical==sd= of which depends on rational calculations. Only when the whole
standardised labour, as we can see, for instance, with canial'cons .n,n ..um society is thus fragmented into the isolated acts of com-
struction in Egypt and Asia Minor and the mines in Rome;14s Eo&@.nunrmnmn can the ‘free’ worker come into being; at the
But mass projects of this type could never be rationally mechan same time his fate becomes the typical fate of the whole
they remained isolated phenomena within-a community .
organised its production on a different (‘natural’) basis and whi Of course, this isolation and fragm
therefore lived a different life. The slaves subjected to’this The movement of commodities on the
value, in a word, the real framework of

Eomﬂmmosnﬂrnanﬁown_mwooaocﬁmﬁnérmﬂ%mmﬂrocmfom wmm.w. _. .
society and even the greatest and noblest thirikers of the tir 28 mot merely subject to strict laws but also presupposes the stric
dering of all that wmwvn:m.gnmncﬁmwmmon owﬂﬁnmn&imcm

unable to consider their fate as that of human beings, 1
As the commodity becomes universally dominant, ‘this’s is, then, only the reflex in noumn§

f the worker

entation is only apparent.
market, the birth of thejr
every rational calculation

=

S ) T e T
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italist production have _uanm_ nwmﬂwuanm to- cover every: .. Thus even the individual object which man confronts directly,
] rodu - + d st :
laws MM %Mﬂ” om.mE.w.ma society; that—for the first time in history== = either as producer or consum

er, is distorted in its objectivity by -

i . fate of every member of:

i omic process, and that nr.o. .
W%m_‘_”m% dw.mwﬂﬁé. ed by unified laws. By contrast, Mwmn nmnm.wm
unities of pre-capitalist societies onm..mEmnm_ their metabolism E.m. ) g
- . mnmuwnﬁmnﬁmm M%Mm“ﬁo%mﬂwrﬁ;w only an illusion it is -  of capitalism, It _,.m.nﬂ mE.ﬂmnn to point out
S mc4...5,.;...“.“.5h That is to say, the immediate, practical as inm&n - does not content itself with tra

necessary one. W ith ‘society, e

i i f the  individual wi v the’
> intellectnal confrontation o ( N (1
i i duction of life—in w or-the:
immediate production and repro popilin: oa

ﬁ&&mc& mwn ‘commodity structure of .m: .m;%mm.. mbmﬁmw MM“
- obedience to ‘natural laws’ is found to-exist already in-a-fini :

C structure
that modern capitalism
nsforming the relations of produc-
tion in accordance with its own needs. It also integrates into it
own system those forms of primitive capitalism that led an isolated
existence in pre-capitalist times, divorced from production; it
converts them into- members of the he

5
o

: nceforth unified process of
= =% iven—could only take placesin-~#"  radical capitalism. (Cf. merchant capital, the role of money ag
form, as moEnm.rEm Hﬁ%ﬂ_ﬂwﬁ MMMMMH. exchange between s v@,.v\ra - a hoard or as finance capital, nz.u.v . o
the woﬂ:.om Fationa me emphasised above, the worker, too; must:== @ These moﬁmm of capital are objectively subordinated, it is true,
| WH“M&LN_M% Mman.rn ‘owner’ of his labour-power, as if it w . f5 the seal life

“process of capitalism, the extraction of surplus
dity. His specific situation is defined by the fact that’his- " value in the course of production,
commodity.

They are, therefore, only to be
i< hi ion. His fate is typical of so

bour-power is his only possession. I ;i o

: W%rohw in that this self-objectification, this Qmu.mmoaamm
- ' human function into a commodity reveals in all its siarncss

__ dehumanised and dehumanising function of nun.
\ _ relation. _ ,

. % that should really gratify ‘their needs, have faded to the

==& where they-can be neither recognised nor even perceived,

2 R 22 :< For that very reason the reified mind has come to regard them

. ~-as the true representatives of his societal existence. The com-
‘modity character of the commodity, the abstract, quantitative
mode of caleulability shows itself here in its purest form: the

i~ reified mind necessarily. sees it as. the form in which
sauthentic immediacy becomes

point

2
&
™
%".
£
5
%
:
&
&t
'9".\
.
B
E

i dities they acquire
! -values appear universally as commo they acqdre s ,
§ | “anﬂﬂmw. Wmuns_ substantiality S?nwa?wv. &aﬂ_mﬁ. 0! mmm& e
age of episodic exchange and which destroys their-origin

N

a 1es manifest and—as reified conscious-
; T ves: “Private Property. @ ness—does not even: attempt ‘to transcend it. On the contrary,
' authentic mc_umnwuﬂm._wﬁ.. kwm m.?rm wﬂmmﬂ”“”wmﬂ also - ngs: T he: - it-is concerned to make it permanent by ‘scientifically deepening’

- | dimatts nationly the Emﬁu e Wmmu to:do with greund-rer ~the laws at work; Just as-the capitalist system continuously pro-
i ground and the earth NEM nﬁmnw .m.Hu”nom,ﬂ. For thelandowner:: daces and reproduces  itself economically on higher and higher
machines have nothing R“E ° but ground-rent; he lets his]a & levels, the structure of reification progressively sinks more deeply,

i - ground and earth FLCAT nWo .nnm.l a quality which the groun L oan AUE. more fatefully and more definitively into the consciousness of
- | to tenants and receives mwmnmwrn_.na @.__pummam such as its fertility; man,- HSE.H often describes ‘this Potentiation of reification in in-
.- lose gﬁroﬂn _omummm”bqw“% gnitude and indeed existence dependsi = cisive fashion. One example must suffice here: “In interest-bear-

| H_mem WMMLNHW that are created and abolished without any: fc capial, ther

efore, this automatic fetish, self-expanding

| sesition by-the Jandowitier: Likewlewithy the Ewnr.u.bnw money, is brought out in ijts pure
| .

SR
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state and in this form it no longer bears the birth-marks of'its7 =
origin. The social relation is consummated in the relation of a .
thing, of money, to itself. Instead of the actual transformation of:
money into capital, wesee here only form without content. . ..
| It becomes a property of money to generate value and yield in- .
- terest, much as it is an attribute of pear trees to bear pears. And
 the money-lender sells his money as just such an interest-bearing
 thing. But that is not all. The actually functioning capital, as-we
- have seen, presents itself in such a light that it seems to -yield
interest not as functioning capital, but as capital in itself, -as
- money-capital. This, too, becomes distorted. While interest:is
~only a portion of the profit, i.e. of the surplus value, which the
functioning capitalist squeezes out of the labourer, it appears Tow,
| on the contrary, as though interest were the typical product of:

- capital, the primary matter, and profit, in the shape of profit-of = ==

enterprise, were a mere accessory and by-product of the process
of reproduction. Thus we get a fetish form of capital, and the -
conception of fetish capital. In M-M’ we have the meaningles
« form of capital, the perversion and objectification of production
relations in their highest degree, the interest-bearing form, the.

simple form of capital, in which it antecedes its own process of =

reproduction. It is the capacity of money, or of a commodity, t
expand its own value independently of reproduction—which is -
mystification of capital in its most flagrant form. For vulgar
political economy, which seeks to represent capital as an indepen

dent source of value, of value creation, this form is naturally-as=

e

 veritable find, a form in which the source of profit is no longer:
discernible, and in which the result of the capitalist: process. o
- production—divorced from the process—acquires an indepen

\ dent existence,”? , a2
Just as the economic theory of capitalism remains stuck fas

in its self-created immediacy, the same thing happens to bourgeais =2

{'attempts to comprehend the ideological phenomenon of reifica:

 tion, Even thinkers who have no desire to deny or obscure its:
existence and who are more or less clear in their own minds abou
its humanly destructive consequences remain on the surfice an
make no attempt to advance beyend its objectively most derivz
tive forms, the forms furthest from the real life-process of capita

ism, i.e. the most external and vacuous forms, to the basic phenos==

menon of reification itself,

Indeed, they divorce these empty manifestations m.omm their

8= REIFICATION AND THE CONSCIOUSNESS OF THE PROLETARIAT

4= tiomsi :
£ S 11 general, (This can be seen most clearly in Simmel’s book

L w.wﬂnhma .Mw%nﬂmm.v They offer no more than a description of this
5 | anted, perverted, topsy-turvy world, in which Monsieur Le.

real capitalist foundation and mak i
; ¢ them independent and per-
manent by regarding them as the timeless Bomw_ of human nwm.

The Philosophy of Mongy, a very interesting and perceptive work in

%.Mwmﬂmm and Madame La Terre do their ghost-walking as social
j - cha ac M._.m and at the same time as mere things,”18 Byt they do
go turther than a description and their ‘deepening’ ommnrn

problem runs in circles aro i i
. und the eternal manifestations of

. " - - h

C Lhe ty is so great that no truly per- WH__
z r . | . . ﬂ

. ommﬁw m“.\ﬁmwmnm @. Emnmu.mﬂ gives this description of the basic lines |
el nﬂ..:w opment: .on are, rather, quite similar in their

& i EMH_H“_ M_ﬁnmn“um.ﬂwm_ns&n moﬂ.omoww.nm:w. a ‘business-concern’

= Is th ate; the same holds good for a factopv- i

g precisely, is what is specif; it histori s, T

& Pecilic to it historically. And, [ikew:

<~ power relations in a business are als . tnd, The vl

. powe o of the same kind, Th - i
S tive Em.ﬂununnnnu of the artisan (or cottage craftsman) Mm. M_Mn i

: a

|
|

E. :
Emrﬁm”wmwnumgnn of the sa.wwma. the clerk, the technical assistant
he . Nt In an academic institute gng the civil servant and
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“The modern capitalist concern is based inwardly above all on
calculation. It requires for its survival a-system of justice and an
administration ‘whose workings can . be rationally calculated, a
least in principle, according to fixed general laws; just as thi
probable performance of a machine can be calculated. It is as littl
able to tolerate the dispensing of justice according-to the judge’
sense of fair play in individual cases or any other irrational mea
or principles of administering the law . . . as it is able to endure-a:
patriarchal administration that obeys the dictates of its. own:
caprice, or sense of mercy and, for the rest, proceeds in accors.
dance with an inviolable and sacrosanct, but irrational tradition.:
o . .. What s specific to modern capitalism as distinct from the age-
old capitalist forms of acquisition is that the strictly ration
organisation of work on the basis of rational technology did not’com
into being anywhere within such irrationally constituted politic
B . systems. nor could it have done so. For these modern businesse
with their fixed capital and their exact calculations are much
sensitive to legal and administrative irrationalities. They could:
only come into being in the bureaucratic state with its rational %
laws where . . . the judge is more or less an automatic statute=—
dispensing machine in which you insert the files together with:th
necessary costs and dues at the top, whereupon he will eject th
judgment together with the more or less cogent reasons for
the bottom: that is to say, where the .Hﬂn._.wmum ‘behaviour-is*
whole predictable.” . T tne LS
The process we see here is closely related both in its motivation==
and in its effects to the economic process.outlined above.-Here; =
too, there is a breach with the empirical-and irrational methods
of administration and . dispensing . justice based on -traditions:
tailored, subjectively, to the requirements of men in’ action; ard,:
objectively, to those of the concrete matter in hand::Ther
a rational systematisation of all statutes regulating: life;: w!
represents, or at least tends towards a closed system applicabl
it all possible and imaginable cases. Whether this system-is=
’ at in a purely logical manner, as an exercise in pure1
or interpretation of the law, or whether the judge is.
: task of filling the ‘gaps’ left in the laws, is immaterial
attempt to understand the structure of modern legal reality,:

n_mmn.mﬁ to these developments while remaining, in modern terms
within the framework of pre-capitalist legal patterns, does not in
this respect go beyond the empirical, the concrete and the tradi-
tional. The purely systematic eategories which were necessary
before a judicial system could become universally applicable
arose only in modern times, 20 .
It requires no further explanation to realise that the need to
systematise and to abandon empiricism, tradition and material 3
dependence was the need for exact calculation,?! However, this
same need requires that the legal system should - confront the
individual events of social existence as something permanently
ﬂmmw_arna and exactly defined, i.e. as a rigid system. Of course
this ﬁm.oannnm. an uninterrupted series of conflicts between mmm
:Wnnmm_.nm_% revolutionary forces of the capitalist economy and
the rigid legal system. But this only results in new codifications:
and despite these the new system is forced .&..ﬁanwa?nlg.%_
change-resistant structure of the old system, :
o . This is the source of the—apparently—paradoxical situation
=0 .iranng the flaw’ of primitive societies, which has scarcely altered
in rmn&dmm or sometimes even thousands of years, can be flexible
mba. _.ﬂ.wmon&._._.s character, renewing itself with every new legal
 decision, while modern law, caught up in the continuous turmoil
o%. change, should appear rigid, static and fixed, But the paradox
.mmmma_qs.m when’ we realise that it arises only because the same
situation has been regarded from two different points of view: on .
- the one hand, from that of the historian (who stands ‘outside’
 the actual process) and, ‘on the other, from that of someone who
- experiences the effects of the social order in question upon his
“‘consciousness. .
- With the aid.of this insight we can see clearly how the antagon-
ism U.n.ninnu the traditional and empirical craftsmanship and
: _mvn.mmﬁﬂmmn and rational factory is repeated in another sphere of
- activity. At every single stage of its development, the ceaselessly
mnao_:nmoumd‘. techniques of:modern production turn a rigidand
E_..Eo_.u;n face towards the individual producer. Whereas the
-objectively relatively stable, traditional craft production pre-
serves in the minds of its individual practitioners the appearance
=) ‘of something ~ flexible; something constantly renewing itself,

8 either case the legal system is formally capable of waim.._.mmnnwwmwwmq something produced by the producers.
so as to relate to every possible situation in life and it'is suse 3 m»mwma% In the process we witness, lluminatingly, how here, too, the

to prediction and calculation. Even Roman Law; which ¢omes contemplative nature of man under capitalism makes its appearance
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in an inhuman,
which we have
ical plane,2?

It is not only a question of the completely mechanical, ‘mind-
less” work of the lower echelons of the bureaucracy which bears
such an extraardinarily close resemblance to operating a machine
and which indeed often surpasses it in sterility and uniformity,
It is also a question, on the one hand, of the way in which objec-
tively all issues are subjected to an increasingly formal and stand-
ardised treatment and in which there is an ever-increasing remote-
ness from the qualitative and material essence of the ‘things’ to
which bureaucratic activity pertains. On the other hand, there
Is an even more monstrous intensification of the one-sided special-
isation which represents such a violation of man’s humanity,
Marx’s comment on factory work that “the individual, himself
divided, is transformed into the automatic mechanism of a partial
labour” and is thus “crippled to the point of abnormality” is

relevant here too. And it becomes all the more clear, the more

elevated, advanced and “intellectual’ is the attainment exacted by
the division of labour.

The split between the worker’s labour-power and his person-
ality, its metamorphosis into a thing, an object that he sells.on the
‘market is repeated here too, But with the difference that not
every mental faculty is suppressed by mechanisation; only one
faculty (or complex of faculties) is detached from the whole
. persondlity and placed in opposition to it, becoming a thing, a
4 - . commodity. But the basic phenomenon remains the same even

- though both the means by which society instills such abilities

and their material and ‘moral’ exchange value are fundamentally
different from labour-power (not forgetting, of course, the many
connecting links and nuance: )e

_The specific type of bureancratic ‘conscientiousness’ and
impartiality, the individual bureaucrat’s inevitable total subjec-
tion to a system of relations between the things to which he is
exposed, the idea that it is precisely his *honour’ and his ‘sense
of responsibility’ that exact this total submission,? all this points
to the fict that the division of labour which in the case of Taylor-
ism invaded the psyche, here invades the realm of ethics, Far
. from weakening the reified structure of consciousness, this actually
~ strengthens it. For as long as the fate of the worker still appears

to be an individual fate (as in the case of the slave in antiquity),
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For the essence of rational calculation is based ultimately upon.
the recognition and the inclusion in one’s n&nc._wnou.m cm_. ‘the.
inevitable chain of cause and effect in certain n<auﬁﬁmnmm.u.
mnn&% of individual ‘caprice’. In consequence, man’s’ activity
does not go beyond the correct calculation of the H.uomm__u_n out-
come of the sequence of events (the ‘laws’ of which he nuwmm
‘ready-made’), and beyond the adroit evasion o.w _disruptive
‘accidents’ by means of protective devices and preventive measures
(which are based in their turn on the recognition and application .
of similar laws). Very often it will confine man:.. to working out the
probable effects of such ‘laws’ without -making nrn\mnmamﬁ. to
intervene in the process by bringing other ‘laws’ to bear. me in"
insurance schemes, etc.) . 20y e
The more closely we scrutinise thig situation and the better ..
we are able to close our minds to the bourgeois legends of the -
‘creativity’ of the exponents of the capitalist age, the more ovjomm....
it becomes that we are witnessing in all behaviour of. n_.:m sort the:
structural analogue to the behaviour of the worker vis-d-pis the
machine he serves and observes, and whose functions he controls
while he contemplates it. The ‘creative’ element can be seen to
depend at best on whether these ‘laws’ are applied in a—rela-

tively—independent way or in a wholly subservient one. That i -

k to say, it depends on the degree to which the contemplative
/

standardised division of labour analogous to that
found in industry on the technological and mechan-

stance is repudiated. The distinction between a Emnw.ﬂ.._.. wmno
ﬁ with a particular machine, the entrepreneur wmnnmﬁ with a given
| type of mechanical development, the ‘technologist  faced with

the state of science and the profitabibility of its uvm:wmmmn#n..
technology, is purely quantitative; it mucom not’ &..nnnw entail any
_qualitative difference in the structure of consciousness, e e
( Only in this context can the problem of modern rﬁnmzﬂwnw ..
be properly understood. Bureaucracy implies mu_a. m&.ﬁ@nﬁﬁmm :

one’s way of life, mode of work and hence of consciousness; to the
general socio-economic premises of the capitalist economy,
similar to that which we have observed in the case of m.un.”...wn.v,u..wm.
in particular business concerns, The formal mgmmummwﬁobwow
justice, the state, the civil service, etc., &mu.w.ymnm ov._mmﬁd&% WE_ =
factually a comparable reduction of all social functions to Enﬁ.
elements, a comparable search for the Hwnmnww formal _msa_. o*..
these carefully segregated partial systems, Subjectively, the mpﬁ,w.an

between work and the individual capacities and needs of .v_u_n wor

ker produces comparable effects upon consciousness. This n&&.am




the life of the ruling classes is still free to assume quite differen
forms. Not until the rise of capitalism was’a unified “economic o= =8
structure, and hence mlnma:bm:%lﬂﬁmmn@,mndnﬂﬁa of conscious )
ness that embraced the whole society, brought into-being;: This
unity expressed itself in the fact that'the problems of conscicusnes:
arising from wage-labour were repeated‘in ‘the ruling ‘class in
refined and spiritualised, but, for that Very reason,-more jntensi-
fied form. The specialised ‘virtuoso’; the vendor of his ‘chjectifie
and reified faculties does not just become the [passive]: observer
of society; he also lapses-into a contemplative attitude is-d-vis-
the workings of his own objectified and reified faculties. (It is-not
possible here even to outline the way in which modern adminis

tration and law assume the characteristics of the factory-as:
noted above rather than those of the handicrafts,) ‘This ph
menon can be seen at its most grotesque'in journalism: Here itis
precisely subjectivity itself, knowledge,’ temperar ent ‘and. powers:
of expression that are reduced to an abstract mechanis Fia]
ing autonomously and divorced both from the person:
‘owner’ and from the material and concrete nature'of the-
matter in hand. The journalist's ‘lack of convictions
tution of his experiences and. beliefs is comprehi
|apogee of capitalist reification.? S e
The transformation of the commodity relation into: z
‘ghostly-objectivity” cannot therefore.content itself with th .
tion of all objects for the gratification of human needs-to commodis:
ties. It stamps its imprint upon the whole conscionsnéss of iz
qualities and abilities are'no longer an organic-part PETSO
_ality, they are things which he can ‘own’ ar dispose of” like th
various objects of the external-world: And there’is no' natur;

form in which human relations can be cast; no way in whic
can bring his physical and psychic ‘qualities’ into”
their being subjected increasingly to this reifying” pro

need only think of marriage, and without troubling to-point'te. -~
the developments of the nineteenth century we can remind -Qur= ===
sclves of the way in which Kant, for example, described tha~T = -

tion with the naively cynical frankness peculiar to great-this =
“Sexual community”, he says, “is the réciprocal use made b ?er
one person of the sexual organs and faculties of ‘anothe: S
marriage . . . is the union of two people of different se
view to the mutual possession of each other’s sexual @
the duration of their lives,”25 = .00

' seems‘to penetrate the very d

Tl

“are concerned they can only est

el
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of the world appears 1o be complete, it
e epths of man’s physical and psychic
nature. It is limited, however, by its own formalism. That is to say
the rationalisation of isslated aspects of life results in the creation
of—formal—laws. "All “these things do join together into what
seems to Em..muv.nnm&&-ovwnwﬁq to constitute a unified system of
general ‘laws’. But the disregard of the concrete aspects of the
subject matter of these laws, upon which disregard their authority
as laws is based, makes itself felt in the incoherence of the system
in fact. This incoherence - becomes particularly egregious. in
. periods of crisis. ‘At such' times we can see how the immediate
continuity ‘bétween two' partial systems is disrupted and their
. Fanﬁnnmnﬂnaﬁoﬂ.mﬁn...u&_aummoam connection with each other
is sudderily _mownnn.m.na the consciousness of everyone. It is for thig
reason that Engels is able to“define the ‘natural laws’ of capitalist

. P 1 . .. .
_This rationalisation

5 . society as the laws of chance.2s

On closer examination the structure of a crisis is seen to be no

“more than a heightening of the degree and Intensity of the daily

- life of bourgeois society. In its unthinking, mundane reality that

En_mnnam_,nhé.q ‘held together by ‘natural laws’; yet it can experi-
ence a sudden dislocation because the bonds uniting its various
elements and partial systems are a chance affair even at their most
normal. So.that the pretence that society is regulated by ‘eternal,
iron’ laws which branch off into the different special laws apply-
ing to particular areas is finally revealed for what it is: a pretence,

. The true structure of. society appears rather in the independent,

rationalised and formal partial laws whose links with each other
are-of mecessity purely formal (i.e. their formal interdependence

“can _u.n_wo.wm...mmw.. systématised), while as far as concrete realities

ablish fortuitous connections;

On closer'inspection:this kind of connection can be discovered
even in. purely ‘economic phenomena. Thus Marx points out—
and the cases referred to-here are intended only as an indication
of the methodological factors involved, not as a substantive
treatment of:the problems themselves—that “the conditions of

- direct exploitation [of thelabourer], and those of realising surplus-

value, are not identical. They diverge not only in place and time,

but also logically,”2? Thus there exists “an accidental rather than
2 necessary connection between the total amount of social labour
applied to-a social article® and “the volume whereby society
seeks to satisfy the want gratified by the article in question.’’28
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These are no more than random instances. It-is evident that the
whole structure of capitalist production rests on the interaction
between a necessity subject to strict laws in all isolated pheno-

mena and the relative irrationality of the total process. “Division
of labour within the workshop implies the undisputed authority
of the capitalist over men, who are but parts of a mechanism that
belongs to him. The division of labour within society brings into
contact independent commodity-producers who acknowledge no.
other authority than that of competition, of the coercion exerted -
by the pressure of their mutual interests.””29. N
The capitalist process of rationalisation based on private. eco-:
nomic calculation requires that every manifestation of life shall ex-
hibit this very interaction between details which are- subject ‘to -
laws and a totality ruled by chance. It presupposes a-society-so
structured. It produces and reproduces this structure in so far as it
takes possession of society. This has its foundation already in the
nature of speculative calculation, i.e. the economic practice of .
commodity owners at the stage where the exchange of commodities-
has become universal. Competition between the different owners
of commodities would not be feasible if there were an exact,
rational, systematic mode of functioning for the whole of society
to correspond to the rationality of isolated phenoriena, If a
rational calculation is to be possible the commodity owner must
be in possession of the laws regulating every detail of his produc-
tion. The chances of exploitation, the laws of the ‘market’ must
likewise be rational in the sense that they must be calculable
according to the laws of probability. But they must not be
governed by a law in the sense in which ‘laws’ govern:individual
phenomena; they must not under any circumstances be rationally
organised through and through. This does not mean, of course,
that there can be no ‘law’ governing the whole, But such a ‘law’
would have to be the ‘unconscious’” product of the activity of the
different commodity owners acting independently of one another,
Le. 2 law of mutually interacting ‘coincidences’ rather than one.of
truly rational organisation. Furthermore; such a law must not -
merely impose itself despite the wishes of individuals, it may mot
even_be fully and adequately knowable. For the complete knowledge

of the whole would vouchsafe the knower a monopoly that would -

amount to the virtual abolition of the capitalist economy. ~ -

This irrationality, this—highly problematic—‘systematisation’;
of the whole which diverges qualitatively and in principle from the
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.

laws regulating the parts, is more than just a postulate, a pre-
supposition essential to the workings of a capitalist economy. It is
at the same time the product of the capitalist division of labour,
It has already been pointed out that the division of labour dis-
rupts every organically unified process of work and life and breaks
it down into its components, This enables the artificially isolated
partial functions to be performed in the most rational manner by
‘specialists’ who are specially adapted mentally and physically
for the purpose. This has the effect of making these partial func-
tions autonomous and so they tend to develop through their own
momentum and in accordance with their own special laws inde-
pendently of the other partial functions of society (or that part of -
the society to which they belong).

As the division of labour becomes more pronounced and more
rational, this tendency naturally increases in proportion. For the
more highly developed it is, the more powerful become the claims
to status and the professional interests of the ‘specialists’ who are
the living embodiments of such tendencies. And this centrifugal
movement is not confined to aspects of a particular sector. It is
even more in evidence when we consider the great spheres of
activity created by the division of labour. Engels describes this
process with regard to the relation between economics and laws:
“Similarly with law, As soon as the new division of labour which
creates professional lawyers becomes necessary; another new and
independent sphere is opened up which, for all its essential
dependence on production and trade, still has also a special
capacity for reacting upon these spheres. In a modern state, law
must not only correspond to the general economic condition and
be its expression, but must also be an internally coherent expression
which does not, owing to inner contradictions, reduce itself to
nought. And in order to achieve this, the faithful reflection of
‘economic conditions suffers increasingly. . . .90 It is hardly
necessary to supplement this with examples of the i nbreeding and
the interdepartmental conflicts of the civil service (consider the
independence of the military apparatus from the civil administra-
tion), or of the academic faculties, etc.

3

The specialisation of skills leads to the destruction of every
image of the whole. And as, despite this, the need to grasp the
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whole—at least cognitively—cannot die out, we find .ﬁrwﬁ,mnmmnnm.
which is likewise based on specialisation .m.:a thus caught up in .
the same immediacy, is criticised for having torn the real world
into shreds and having lostyits vision of the whole. In reply Hm
allegations that “the various factors are not treated as a whole
Marx retorts that this criticism is levelléd :mm though it were nr.n
text-books that impress this separation upon life and not life upon
the text-books”.3! Even though this criticism deserves u.nm.:mbn,n
in its naive form it becomes comprehensible s&nn. we look fora
moment from the outside, i.c. from a vantage voEﬂ.oEnﬂ.ﬁrmb
that of a reified consciousness, at the activity of modern science
which is both sociologically and Enmuo&ouommnm.bw necessary and
for that reason ‘comprehensible’. Such a Hoﬁww will reveal ?ﬁ@ocn
constituting a ‘criticism’) that the more rﬁ.u._nmnw a modern science
becomes and the better it understands itself Eaﬁwonm_oma&g.
the more resolutely it will turn its back on the ontological prob- .
lems of its own sphere of influence and eliminate Enmn.” from the .
realm where it has achieved some insight. The more _._mmr?..mnﬁ_-
oped it becomes and the more scientific, the more it Eyp..rnnoﬂn
a formally closed system of partial _ms.u..,..mn will then m:a .:mmn
the world lying beyond its confines, and in particular mu.a Hmﬁajﬂ 3
base which it is its task to understand, its own concrete :u%%ﬁ.m
reality lies, methodologically and in ﬁﬂ.anmm_m_ m&.sam is grasp. .
Marx acutely summed up this situation with R%.nmnunn.p_. to
economics when he declaréd that “use-value as such lies outside
the sphere of investigation of political nnoa..uﬂﬁ..ﬁ .H.n._sSEm. be a
mistake to suppose that certain analytical mnﬁonT.manv. as
we find in the ‘Theory of Marginal GNEQ,WENE.... mw._.ci.,zua..
way out of this impasse. It is possible to set aside oEm.mﬂcn H,ms.m
governing the production and movement of ooEEo&m_am éEnw
regulate the market and ‘subjective’ modes of w_wrmﬁo.:.w on-it
and to make the attempt to start from: ‘subjective anmﬁo:a on.
the market. But this simply shifts En.”ﬂcﬂwmou wHoErEn.EmE
issue to more and more derivative and. reified .ﬂmumam.sﬂro_mn..
negating the formalism of the method and r,an. elimination from:
the outset of the concrete material underlying it. The formal act
of exchange which constitutes the basic fact for the 983« om
marginal utility likewise suppresses En-wm_cn as use-value and-
establishes a relation of concrete equality _u.ngn.mu concretely
unequal and indeed incomparable objects. It is this that creates
the impasse.
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Thus the subject of the exchange is just as abstract, formal and
reified as its object. The limits of this abstract and forma] method

are revealed in the fact that its chosen goal is an abstract system of

‘laws’ that focuses on the theory of marginal utility just as much

as classical economics had done, But the formal abstraction/

of
these ‘laws’ transforms economics

nto a closed partial system.
. netrate its own material sub-
there to an un

ase, no ess than e
range of possible atfitudes towards it and € nature of ifs own
formal system, —  —————— — = .. Dature

Here, once a ain, we can clearly owmoﬂm,l_.._uo close interaction
between a class and the scientific method ¢t

hat arises from the
attempt to nobngmmmww,%‘ that class together
been pointed out—in these
em that forms the ultimate
bourgeoisie is the crisis, If we
one-sidedness—consider this
al point of view, we see that

its laws and needs, It has often
pages and elsewhere—that the probl
barrier to the economic thought of the

barrier to
In moments of crisis the
lead their lives beyond
d and neglected things-
becomes the decisive
rational thought.) Or
e reified mind is unabe

in-themselves, as use-values, suddenly
factor., (Suddenly, that is, for reified,

rather: these ‘Jaws’ fail to function and th
to perceive a pattern in this ‘chaos’,

. This failure is characteristic not merel
(which regarded crises as ‘passing’,
_but of bourgeois economics in toto,
irrationality of criges is indeed a co
and interests of the bourgeoisie b
approach to economics, (There i
that for us these are both merely
unity). This consequence follows
.H.cmmb.wmwmuoﬁww. for example, a

y of classical economics
‘accidental’ disturbances),
The m:noﬂwwnrnummwmmay and
nsequence of the class situation
ut it follows equally from their
§ 1o need to spell out the fact
aspects of the same dialectical
with such inevitability that
ttempts in his theory to draw
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the necessary conclusions from a century of crises- by excluding
consumption from economics entirely and founding a ‘pure’
economics based only on production. The source of crises (whose
existence cannot be denied) is then found to lie in-incongrnities
bétween the various elements of production, i.e. in purely quanti-
tative factors. Hilferding puts his finger on the fallacy underlying
all such explanations: “They operate only with economic con-
cepts such as capital, profit, accumulation, etc., and believe that
they possess the solution to the problem when they have dis-
covered the quantitative relations on the basis of which either
simple and expanded reproduction is possible, or else there are
disturbances. They overlook the fact that there are qualitative
conditions attached to these quantitativé relations, that it is not
merely a question of units of value which can easily be compared
with each other but also use-values of a definite kind which must.
fulfil a definite function in production and consumption, Further,
they are oblivious of the fact that in the analysis of the process of
reproduction more is involved than just aspects of capital in
general, so that it is not enough to say that an excess or a deficit
of industrial capital can be ‘balanced’ by an appropriate amount
of money-capital. Nor is it 2 matter of fixed or circulating capital,
but rather of machines, raw materials, labour-power of a quite
definite (technically defined) sort, if disruptions are to be
avoided.” 2, o :
Marx has often demonstrated convincingly how inadequate the

‘laws’ of bourgeois economics are to the task of explaining the true =

‘movement of economic activity in fofo. He has made it clear that
this limitation lies in the—methodologically inevitable—failure

to comprehend use-value and real consumption, “Within certain
limits, the process of reproduction may take place on the same or -

on an increased scale even when the commodities expelled from it
have not really entered individual or productive consumption,

The consumption of commodities is not included in the cycle of'

the capital from which they originated. For instance, as soon as
the yarn is sold the cycle of the capital-value represented by the

yarn may begin anew, regardless of what may next become of the -
sold yarn. So long as the product is sold, everything is taking its-

regular course from the standpoint of the capitalist producer.
The cycle of the capital-value he is identified with is not inter-
rupted. And if this process is expanded—which includes increased
productive consumption of the means of production—this repro-

kb M
S i S s —ly v L—y, e

and &Wﬂmn?#lvmnm:mn there is
at work. If*only because ‘the i itati

content can be understood UMQMMHH M_.h. Mvwwﬂn ol s
approach is no longer seen in term
principles within the same sphere ?m
and exchange value in economics)

start; as a question of form versus con

Voltaire counselled; “Whence ¢
Reason 738

s - s
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duction of capital may be accompanied by ; indivi
no.umcﬂﬁmou” ,@nnna demand) on wrn ﬁmnﬁvwmhanun.”.n_mmmhm:ﬂ&ﬁmc&
Mﬁm process is H.Eﬁm.wﬁnm and effected by productive cons
hus the production of surplus-value, and with it the
consumption of the capitalist, may increase the
reproduction may be in a flourishing nou&.ﬁ.

IS, since
umption.
individual
entire process of

. It is therefore n
, as Rosa Luxemburg has convincingly shown,3s Smw

the great, if also often primitive, faulty and ; ic vi
Mm.mwnouoguo life to _u.n found in Dwnmm:mwum :.H.MMWMM Wﬂ%%%hw HHM%
disappears progressively as anwqumevaonnmm of conce aﬂ _,
isation becomes Enwn.m.mwnmuw exact in the course of jts anw_&:% i
Mmmmcmwﬂnw.wmﬂnnmw”ﬁwﬁﬂo w..mnm:.&o. For Ricardo the process w_.
mﬂomm.m&. 1s no longer a nnn“w%wmmmm%“_.ﬁnn " priblaiesaist e
In jurisprudence this situation emerges with even greater clarity

4 more conscious reification

ational, calculating
s of a rivalry between two
was the case with use-valye
but rather, right from the
tent. The conflict revolvi
vin
v, and the whole revolutionary period of .,._._M

ion that the formal equality

your laws and make new ones!”
an new laws be obtained ? From



The war waged against the revolutionary bourgeoisie, say, at.
the time of the French Revolution, was dominated to .ucnuumb
extent by this idea that it was inevitable that the natural law of

isi vy tural law
bourgeoisie could only be opposed by yet another na 1l Jay
__man w_b.,_m_n and also Stahl). Only after the bourgeoisie had gained

at least a partial victory did a ‘critical’ and a ﬁwwnoinﬂ. view
begin to emerge in both camps. Its essence can be agw:mnn
as the belief that the content of law is something purely factual
and hence not to be comprehended by the formal categories of
jurisprudence, Of the tenets of natural law the-only one to survive
was the idea of the unbroken continuity of the formal system of
law; significantly, Bergbohm uses an mEmma.chuo...,_,nm from physics,
that of a ‘juridical vacuum’, to mnmnmvn.a.._.n_.w%_um not Hnm..Ew.ﬂna
T% ww.f.__.w.___ . AT . Sl Vi .
Nevertheless, the cohesion of these:laws is purely formal: what -
they express, “the content of legal mamﬁ.ﬁnomu.; never of alegal "
character, but always political and economic’’.38 EH.E,EG the
primitive, cynically sceptical campaign mm.mwsmndmnﬁmp.mwi. that
was launched by the ‘Kantian’ Hugo at the n:m. n.m. the .Em_uﬂn.uﬁw.
century, acquired ‘scientific’ status. Hugo ﬁﬂ.mgmv&..ﬁm juridical =
basis of slavery, among other things, by arguing that it .rwn _unn.,_...__ :
the law of the land for thousands of years and was mnﬁ.—oinn_.mn@ :
by millions of cultivated people”.?® In g..wﬁﬁav_ cynical .mnm&.pwp. -
ness the pattern which is to become Fnanmm.n.ﬁ:. nrﬂwnmn_zmnmn “_om
law in bourgeois society stands clearly .....H.ﬁfmm_.n@. When- ...Hnwrbnm
describes the contents of law as metajuristic, .éiﬂ.. .. nmﬁnm.ﬁ. :
Jurists locate the study of the contents oflaw’in E.,,.SH.._F .m_oﬁoﬁcm.ﬂ
and politics what they are doing is, in the last analysis, just what
Hugo had demanded: they are mw.mﬁn....._:,mmnm:% NU.EuacuEm the .
attempt to ground law in reason and to give it a H.mncan content;
law is henceforth to be regarded as a formal .nEnE:.m%:w the aid .
of which the legal consequences of .wﬂ.anu_m..q actions (rebus sic
stantibus) can be determined as exactly as possible. R
However, this view transforms the process by which law comes
into being and passes away into moEnﬁrF.m.ww m:noavwmwnum_&_w.
to the jurist as crises had been to the vornnm&. nnnwwcﬁ_ﬁr With
regard to the origins of law the perceptive ﬁn::nm_.._uﬁuun.Hﬁﬁ.mmm.
observes: “It is the great mystery of law and of the state that i
consummated with the enactment of laws and .mow_..nﬁm.. _.h..a.m.moh._.....mn.
may be permissible to employ inadequate mammnm_ E...&:m&mmm‘m
its nature,”? Or in other words: “It is symptomatic ofthe natur
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of law that a norm ma
quitous. That is anothe
of a law cannot be wri
conditions.”! This ep
factual one and could

y be legitimate even if its origins are ini-
r way of saying that the legitimate origin
tten into the concept of law as one of its
istemological clarification could also be a
thereby lead to an advance in knowledge.
To achieve this, however, the other disciplines into which the
problem of the origins of law had been diverted would really
have to propose a genuine solution to it. But also it would be
essential really to penetrate the nature of a legal system which
serves purely as a means of calculating the ¢ffects of actions and of
rationally imposing modes of action relevant to a particular class,
In that event the real, material substratum of the law would at
one stroke become visible and comprehensible. But neither con-
dition can be fulfilled. The law maintains its close relationship
with the ‘eternal values’, This gives birth, in the shape of a philo-
sophy of law to an impoverished and formalistic re-edition of
natural law (Stammler). Meanwhile, the real basis for the develop-
ment of law, a change in the power relations between the classes,
becomes hazy and vanishes into. the sciences that study it, sciences
which—in conformity with the modes of thought current in bour-
geoissociety—generate the same problems of transcending their ma-
terial substratum as we have seen in jurisprudence and economics,
The manner in which this transcendence js conceived shows |
how vain was the hope that a comprehensive discipline, like philo-
sophy,. might yet achieve that overall knowledge which the par- |
ticular sciences have so conspicuously renounced by turning away |
from the material substratum of their conceptual apparatus. Such |
a synthesis would only bhe possible if philosophy were able to |
change its approach radically and concentrate on the concrete
material totality of what can and should be known, Only then
would it be able to break through the barriers erected by a formal-

of this formalism: moreover, it would not be
enough to umite the special sciences mechanically: they would
have to be ‘transformed inwardly by an inwardly synthesising
philosophical method. It is evident that the philosophy of bour-
geois society is incapable of this, Not that the desire for synthesis is
ahsent; nor can it be maintained that the best people have wel-
comed with open arms a mechanical existence hostile to life and 2
scientific formalism alien to it. Bu a radical change in outlook is not
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of bourgeois society. Philosophy can attempt to
assemble the whole of knowledge encyclopaedically (see Waundt).
Or it may radically question the value of formal knowledge for a
‘living life’ (see irrationalist philosophies from Hamann to Berg-
son). But these episodic trends lie to one side of the main philoso-
phical tradition. The latter acknowledges as given and necessary

110

the results and achievements of the special sciences and assigns t0__.—

philosophy the task of exhibiting and justifying the grounds for re-
garding as valid the concepts 5o constructed. B
Thus philosophy stands in the same relation to the ‘special
sciences as they do with respect to empirical reality. The formal-
istic conceptualisation of the special scienices become for philosophy
an immutably given substratum and this signals the final and de-
spairing renunciation of every attempt to cast light on the reifica-
tion that lies at the root of this formalism. The reified world
appears henceforth quite definitively—and in philosophy, under
the spotlight of ‘criticism’ it is potentiated still further—as the

hensible world vouchsafed to us humans. Whether this. gives:
rise to ecstasy, resignation or despair,

path leading to

do absolutely nothing to modify the situation as it ig'in fact, | 7

~ By confining itself to the study of the ‘possible conditions’ of the
validity of the forms in which its underlying existenceis manifested,
thought bars its own way to a clear view of the -
death of these forms, and oni.«i"1

modern bourgeois
problems bearing on the birth and

increasingly in the situation of that legendary ‘cri
who was confronted with the ancient story according to W

world rests upon an elephant. He unleashed the ‘critical’ question: .
upon what does the elephant rest? On receiving the answer that

the elephant starids on a tortoise ‘criticism’ declared itself satisfied.

It is obvious that even if he had continued to press apparently

‘critical’ questions, he could only have elicited a third miraculous

animal. He would not
the real question.

u

The Antinomies of Bourgeois Thought :
Modern critical EE%OH&Q springs from the reified m?rnﬁnmm.

-1'4:.- "I,

only possible world, the only conceptually accessible, compre- |

whether we search for 2"
‘life’ via irrational mystical experience, this will |

real essence and substratum. Its perspicacity “finds “itself
tic’ in’India
: vhich'the

have been able to discover the solution to- .
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CHAPTER ONE

NEW BRANDED WORLD

As a private person, I have a passion for landscape, and I have never
seen one improved by a billboard. Where every prospect pleases, man is at
his vilest when he erects a billboard. When I retire from Madison Avenue,
I'am going to start a secret society of masked vigilantes who will travel
around the world on silent motor bicycles, chopping down posters at the
dark of the moon. How many juries will convict us when we are caught

in these acts of beneficent citizenship?

—David Ogilvy, founder of the Ogilvy & Mather advertising agency,
in Confessions of an Advertising Man, 1963

The astronomical growth in the wealth and cultural influence of muiti-
national corporations over the last fifteen years can arguably be traced back
to a single, seemingly innocuous idea developed by management theorists
in the mid-1980s: that successful corporations must primarilv nroduce brands
as opposed to products.

Until that time, althqugh it was understood in the corporate world that
bolstering one's brand name was important, the primary concern of every
solid manufacturer was theproduction of gaods. This idea was the very
gospel of the machine age. An editorial that appeared in Fortune magazine
in 1938, for instance, argued that the reason the American -economy had yet
to recover from the Depression was that America had lost sight of the impor-
tance of making things:

‘

This is the proposition that the basic and irreversible function of an indus-
trial economy is the making of things; that the more things it makes the

Two faces of branded comfort. Top: Aunt Jemima from Quaker Qats' early packaging,

humanizes production for a population fearful of industrialization. Bottom: Martha Stewart,
one of the new breed of branded humans.
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bigger will be the income, whether dollar or real; and hence that the key to
those lost recuperative powers les...in the factory where the lathes and the
drills and the fires and the hammers are. It is in the factory and on the land
and under the land that purchasing power originates [italics theirs).’

And for the longest time, the making of things remained, at least in prin-
ciple, the heart of all industrialized economies. But by the eighties, pushed
along by that decade’s recession, some of the most powerful manufacturers
in the world had begun to falter. A consensus emerged that corporations
were bloated, oversized; they owned too much, employed too many people,
and were weighed down with too manv things. The very process of produc-
ing —running one’s own factories, being responsible for tens of thousands of
full-time, permanent employees — began to look less like the route to success
and more like a clunky liability.

At around this same time a new kind of corporation began to rival the
traditional all-American manufacturers for market share; these were the
Nikes and Microsofts, and later, the Tommy Hilfigers and Intels. These pio-
neers made the bold claim that producing goods was only an incidental part
of their operations, and that thanks to recent victories in trade liberalization
and labor-law reform, they were able to have their products made for them
by contractors, many of them overseas. What these companies prod
marily were not things, they said, but images of their brands. Their real work
lay not in manufacturing but in marketing. This formula, needless to say, has
proved enormously profitable, and its success has companies competing in a
race toward weightlessness: whoever owns the least, has the fewest em-
ployees on the payroll and produces the most powerful images, as opposed
to products, wins the race.

And so the wave of mergers in the corporate world over the last few years
is a deceptive phenomenaon: it only looks as if the giants, by joining forces, are
getting bigger and bigger. The true key to understanding these shifts is to
realize that in several crucial ways — not their profits, of course — these merged
companies are actually shrinking. Their apparent bigness is simply the most
effective route toward their real goal: divestment of the world of things.

KEW BRANDED WORLD

Since many of today's best-known manufacturers no longer produce prod-
ucts and advertise them, but rather buy products and “brand” them, these
companies are forever on the prowl for creative new ways to build and
strengthen their brand images. Manufacturing products may require drills,
furnaces, hammers and the like, but creating a brand calls for a completely
different set of tools and materials. 1t requires an endless parade of brand
extensions, continuously renewed imagery for marketing and, most of all,
fresh new spaces to disseminate the brand's idea of itself. In this section of
the book, 1'll look at how, in ways both insidious and overt, this corporate
obsession with brand identity is waging a war on public and individual
space: on public institutions such as schools, on youthful identities, on the
concept of nationality and on the possibilities for unmarketed space.

The Beginning of the Brand

1t's helpful to go back briefly and look at where the idea of branding first
began. Though the words are often used interchangeably, branding and
advertising are not the same process. Advertising any given product is only
one part of branding’s grand plan, as are sponsorship and logo licensing.
Think of the brand as the core meaning of the modern corporationand of
the advertisement as one vehicle used to convey that meaning to the world.

The first mass-marketing campaigns, starting in the second half of the
nineteenth century, had more to do with advertising than with branding as
we understand it today. Faced with a range of recently invented products —
the radio, phonograph, car, light bulb and so on — advertisers had more press-
ing tasks than creating a brand identity for any given corporation; first, they
had to change the way people lived their lives. Ads had to inform consumers
about the existence of some new invention, then convince them that their
lives would be better if they used, for example, cars instead of wagons, tele-
phones instead of mail and electric light instead of oil lamps. Many of these
new products bore brand names — some of which are still around today — but
these were almost incidental. These products were themselves news; that was
almost advertisement enough.

The first va:a-vmmna.cqo%f

invention-hased ads. largely hecanuse of another relatively recent innovation:

\ﬁv\\m\‘w &w\w
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the factory. When goods began to be produced in factories, not only were
entirely new products being introduced but old products — even basic staples —
were appearing in strikingly new forms. What made early branding efforts
different from more straightforward salesmanship was that the market was
now being flooded with unifarm mass-produced products that were virtually
indistinguishable from one another. Competitive branding became a neces-
sity of the machine age — within a context of manufactured sameness, image-
based difference had to be manufactured along with the product.

So the role of advertising changed from delivering product news bulletins
to building an image around a particular brand-name version of a product.
The first task of branding was to bestow proper names on generic goods
such as sugar, flour, soap-and-esraghwhich had previously heen scooped out
of barrels by local shopkeepers. In the 1880s, corporate logos were intro-
duced to mass-produced products like Campbell's Soup, H.J. Heinz pickles
and Quaker Oats cereal. As design historians and theorists Ellen Lupton and
J. Abbott Miller note, logos were tailored to evoke familiarity and folksiness
(see Aunt Jemima, page 2), in an effort to counteract the new and unsettling
anonymity of packaged goods. “Familiar personalities such as Dr. Brown,
Uncle Ben, Aunt Jemima, and Old Grand-Dad came to replace the shop-
keeper, who was traditionally responsible for measuring bulk foods for cus-
tomers and acting as an advocate for products...a nationwide vocabulary of
brand names replaced the small local shopkeeper as the interface between
consumer and product.”? After the product names and characters had been
established, advertising gave them a venue to speak directly to would-be
consumers. The corporate “personality,” uniquely named, packaged and
advertised, had arrived.

For the most part, the ad campaigns at the end of the nineteenth century
and the start of the twentieth used a set of rigid, pseudoscientific formulas:
rivals were never mentioned, ad copy used declarative statements only and
headlines had to be large, with lots of white space — according to one turn-
of-the-century adman, “an advertisement shouid be big enough to make an
impression but not any bigger than the thing advertised.” R

But there were those in the industry who understood that advertising

wasn't just scientific; it was also spiritual. Brands could conjure a feeling—

i
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think of Aunt Jemima's comforting presence — but not only that, entire
corporations could themselves embody a meaning of their own, In the early
twenties, legendary adman Bruce Barton turned General Motors into a meta-
phor for the American family, “something personal, warm and human,” while
GE was not so much the name of the faceless General Electric Company as,
in Barton's words, “the initials of a friend.” In 1923 Barton said that the role
of advertising was to help corporations find their soul. The son of a preacher,
he drew on his religious upbringing for uplifting messages: "1 like to think of
advertising as something big, something splendid, something which goes
deep down into an institution and gets hold of the soul of it.... Institutions
have souls, just as men and nations have souls,” he told GM president Pierre
du Pont.? General Motors ads began to tell stories about the people who drove
its cars —the preacher, the pharmacist or the country doctor who, thanks to
his trusty GM, arrived “at the bedside of a dying child"” just in time “to bring
it back to life.”

By the end of the 1940s, there was a burgeoning awareness that a brand
wasn't just a mascot or a catchphrase or a picture printed on the label of
a company's product; the company as a whole could have a brand identity
or a “corporate consciousness,” as this ephemeral quality was termed at the
time. As this idea evolved, the adman ceased to see himself as a pitchman
and instead saw himself as “the philosopher-king of commercial culture,”
in the words of ad critic Randall Rothberg. The search for the true mean-
ing of brands — or the “brand essence,” as it is often called — gradually took
the agencies away from individual products and their attributes and toward
a psychological/anthropological examination of what brands mean to the
culture and to people’s lives. This was seen to be of crucial importance,
since corporations may manufacture products, but what consumers buy
are brands.

1t took several decades for the manufacturing world to adjust to this shift.
It clung to the idea that its core business was still production and that
branding was an important add-on. Then came the brand equity mania of
the eighties, the defining moment of which arrived in 1988 when Philip
Morris purchased Kraft for $12.6 billion - six times what the company was
worth on paper. The price difference, apparently, was the cost of the word
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“Kraft.” Of course Wall Street was aware that decades of marketing and
brand bolstering added value to a company over and above its assets and
total annual sales. But with the Kraft purchase, a huge dollar value had been
assigned to something that had previously been abstract and unquantifiable
— a brand name. This was spectacular news for the ad world, which was now
able to make the claim that advertising spending was more than just a sales
strategy: it was an investment in cold hard equity. The more you spend, the
more your company is worth. Not surprisingly, this led to a considerable
increase in spending on advertising. More important, it sparked a renewed
interest in puffing up brand identities, a project that involved far more than
a few billboards and TV spots. 1t was about pushing the envelope in spon-
sorship deals, dreaming up new areas in which to “extend” the brand, as well
as perpetually probing the zeitgeist to ensure that the “essence” selected for
one’s brand would resonate karmically with its target market. For reasons
that will be explored in the rest of this chapter, this radical shift in corporate
philosophy has sent manufacturers on a cultural feeding frenzy as they seize
upon every corner of unmarketed landscape in search of the oxygen needed
to inflate their brands. In the process, virtually nothing has been left un-
branded. That's quite an impressive feat, considering that as recently as 1993
Wall Street had pronounced the brand dead, or as good as dead.

The Brand’s Un.mﬁ: (Rumors of Which Had Been Greatly Exaggerated)

The evolution of the brand had one scary episode when it seemed to face
extinction. To understand this brush with death, we must first come to terms
with advertising's own special law of gravity, which holds that if you aren't
rocketing upward you will soon come crashing down.

The marketing world is always reaching a new zenith, breaking through
last year's world record and planning to do it again next year with increas-
ing numbers of ads and aggressive new formulae for reaching consumers.
The advertising industry's astronomical rate of growth is neatly reflected in
year-to-year figures measuring total ad spending in the U.S. {see Table 1.1
on page 11}, which have gone up so steadily that by 1998 the figure was
set to reach $196.5 billion, while global ad spending is estimated at $435
billion.5 According to the 1998 United Nations Human Development Report,
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the growth in global ad spending “now outpaces the growth of the world
economy by one-third."

This pattern is a by-product of the firmly held belief that brands need con-
tinuous and constantly increasing advertising in order to stay in the same
place. According to this law of diminishing returns, the more advertising
there is out there (and there always is more, because of this law), the more
aggressively brands must market to stand out. And of course, no one is mare
keenly aware of advertising's ubiquity than the advertisers themselves, who
view commercial inundation as a clear and persuasive call for more — and
more intrusive — advertising. With so much competition, the agencies argue,
clients must spend more than ever to make sure their pitch screeches so loud
it can be heard over all the others. David Lubars, a senior ad executive in the
Omnicom Group, explains the industry’s guiding principle with more candor
than most. Consumers, he says, “are like roaches — you spray them and spray
them and they get immune after a while."¢

So, if consumers are like roaches, then marketers must forever be dreaming
up new concoctions for industrial-strength Raid. And nineties marketers,
being on a more advanced rung of the sponsorship spiral, have dutifully come
up with clever and intrusive new selling techniques to do just that. Recent
highlights include these innovations: Gordon's gin experimented with filling
British movie theaters with the scent of juniper berries; Calvin Klein stuck
“CK Be" perfume strips on the backs of Ticketmaster concert envelopes; and
in some Scandinavian countries you can get “free” long-distance calls with
ads cutting into your telephone conversations. And there's plenty more,
stretching across ever more expansive surfaces and cramming into the small-
est of crevices: sticker ads on pieces of fruit prometing ABC sitcoms, Levi's
ads in public washrooms, corporate logos on boxes of Girl Guide cookies, ads
for pop albums on takeout food containers, and ads for Batman movies pro-
jected on sidewalks or into the night sky. There are already ads on benches in
national parks as well as on library cards in public libraries, and in December
1998 NASA announced plans to solicit ads on its space stations. Pepsi’s on-
going threat to project its logo onto the moon's surface hasn't yet material-
ized, but Mattel did paint an entire street in Salford, England, “a shriekingly
bright bubblegum hue"” of pink —houses, porches, trees, road, sidewalk, dogs
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Table 1.1
Total Overall Ad Expenditures in the United States, 1915, 1963, 1979-98

) ’

$200
$190 _ -1 _ /
$180 ! -

$170
$160
$150 i
$140 -

$130 ." { L |
$120 | —
$110 o | pd '
$100 —
$90 , <
$80 _,
$70
$60
$50
$40
$30 ~1- -
$20 o | S S Y =

\
/
\

billions of U

$10

1915
1963
1979 '[=—=1¢
1980 F—
1981
1982
1983 "
1984
1985
1986
1987
1988
1589
1930
1991
1992
1993
1994
1995
1996
1997
1998

Source: Figures extracted from vanous articles: The Economist, November 14, 1981; PR
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and cars were all accessories in the televised celebrations of Barbie Pink
Month.” Barbie is but one small part of the ballooning $30 billion “experien-
tial communication” industry, the phrase now used to encompass the staging
of such branded pieces of corporate performance art and other “happenings.®

That we live a sponsored life is now a truism and it's a pretty safe bet that
as spending on advertising continues to rise, we roaches will be treated to
even more of these ingenious gimmicks, making it ever more difficult and
more seemingly pointless to muster even an ounce of outrage.

But as mentioned earlier, there was a time when the new frontiers facing
the advertising industry weren't looking quite so promising. On April 2, 1993,
advertising itself was called into question by the very brands the industry
had been building, in some cases, for over two centuries. That day is known
in marketing circles as “Marlboro Friday,” and it refers to a sudden announce-
ment from Philip Morris that it would slash the price of Marlboro cigarettes
by 20 percent in an attempt to compete with hargain brands that were eat-
ing into its market. The pundits went nuts, announcing in frenzied unison
that not only was Marlboro dead, all brand names were dead. The reasoning
was that if a “prestige” brand like Marlboro, whose image had been carefully
groomed, preened and enhanced with more than a billion advertising dollars,
was desperate enough to compete with no-names, then clearly the whole
concept of branding had lost its currency. The public had seen the advertis-
ing, and the public didn’t care. The Marlboro Man, after all, was not any old
campaign; launched in 1954, it was the longest-running ad campaign in his-
tory. 1t was a legend. If the Marlboro Man had crashed, well, then, brand
equity had crashed as well. The implication that Americans were suddenly
thinking for themselves en masse reverberated through Wall Street. The same
day Philip Morris announced its price cut, stock prices nose-dived for all the
household brands: Heinz, Quaker Oats, Coca-Cola, PepsiCo, Procter and
Gamble and RJR Nabisco. Philip Morris's own stock took the worst beating.
Bob Stanojev, national director of consumer products marketing for Ernst
and Young, explained the Jogic behind Wall Street’s panic: “If one or two
powerhouse consumer products companies start to cut prices for good,
there's going to be an avalanche. Welcome to the value generation.™

NEW BRANDED WOR1D

Yes, it was one of those moments of overstated instant consensus, but it
was not entirely without cause. Martboro had always sold itself on the
strength of its iconic image marketing, not on anything so prosaic as its
price. As we now know, the Marlboro Man survived the price wars without
sustaining too much damage. At the time, however, Wall Street saw Philip
Morris's decision as symbolic of a sea change. The price cut was an admis-
sion that Marlboro’s name was no longer sufficient to sustain the flagship
position, which in a context where image is equity meant that Marlboro had
blinked. And when Marlboro — one of the quintessential global brands —
blinks, it raises questions about branding that reach beyond Wall Street, and
way beyond Philip Morris.

The panic of Marlboro Friday was not a reaction to a single incident.
Rather, it was the culmination of years of escalating anxiety in the face of
some rather dramatic shifts in consumer habits that were seen to be erading
the market share of household-name brands, from Tide to Xraft. Bargain-
conscious shoppers, hit hard by the recession, were starting to pay mare
attention to price than to the prestige bestowed on their products by the
yuppie ad campaigns of the 1980s. The public was suffering from a bad case
of what is known in the industry as “brand blindness." 0

Study after study showed that baby boomers, blind to the alluring images
of advertising and deaf to the empty promises of celebrity spokespersons,
were breaking their lifelong brand loyalties and choosing to feed their fam-
ilies with private-label brands from the supermarket — claiming, heretically,
that they couldn’t tell the difference. From the beginning of the recession to
1993, Loblaw's President’s Choice line, Wal-Mart’s Great Value and Marks
and Spencer's St. Michael prepared foods had nearly. doubled their market
share in North America and Europe." The computer market, meanwhile, was
flooded by inexpensive clones, causing 1BM to slash its prices and otherwise
impale itself. 1t appeared to be a return to the proverbial shopkeeper dishing
out generic goods from the barrel in a prebranded era.

The bargain craze of the early nineties shook the name brands to their core.
Suddenly it seemed smarter to put resources into price reductions and other
incentives than into fabulously expensive ad ¢ampaigns. This ambivalence
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began to be reflected in the amounts companies were willing to pay for so-
called brand-enhancing advertising. Then, in 1991, it happened: overall adver-

tising spending actually went down by 5.5 percent for the top 100 brands. 1t
was the first interruption in the steady increase of U.S. ad expenditures since

a tiny dip of 0.6 percent in 1970, and the largest drop in four decades.'

It's not that top corporations weren't flogging their products, it's just that
to attract those suddenly fickle customers, many decided to put their money
into promotions such as giveaways, contests, in-store displays and (like
Marlboro) price reductions. In 1983, American brands spent 70 percent of
their total marketing budgets on advertising, and 30 percent on these other
forms of promotion. By 1993, the ratio had flipped: only 25 percent went to
ads, with the remaining 75 percent going to promotions.

Predictably, the ad agencies panicked when they saw their prestige clients
abandoning them for the bargain bins and they did what they could to
convince big spenders like Procter and Gamble and Philip Morris that the
proper route out of the brand crisis wasn't less brand marketing but more. At
the annual meeting of the U.S. Association of National Advertisers in 1988,
Graham H. Phillips, the U.S. chairman of Ogilvy & Mather, berated the assem-
bled executives for stooping to participate in “a commodity marketplace”
rather than an image-based one. “1 doubt that many of you would welcome
a commodity marketplace in which one competed solely on price, promotion
and trade deals, all of which can easily be duplicated by competition, lead-
ing to ever-decreasing profits, decay and eventual bankruptcy.” Others spoke
of the importance of maintaining “conceptual value-added,” which in effect
means adding nothing but marketing. Stooping to compete on the basis of
real value, the agencies ominously warned, would spell not just the death of
the brand, but corporate death as well.

Around the same time as Marlboro Friday, the ad industry felt so under
siege that market researcher Jack Myers published Adbashing: Surviving the
Attacks on Advertising, a book-length call to arms against everyone from
supermarket cashiers handing out coupons for canned peas to legislators
contemplating a new tax on ads. "We, as an industry, must recognize that
adbashing is a threat to capitalism, to a free press, to our basic forms of
entertainment, and to the future of our children,” he wrote.”

i

i
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Despite these fighting words, most market watchers remained convinced
that the heyday of the value-added brand had come and gone. The eighties

had gone in for brands and hoity-toity designer labels, reasoned David
Scotland, European director of Hivam Walker. The nineties would clearly be

all about value. “A few years ago,” he observed, “it might have been consid-
ered smart to wear a shirt with a designer’s logo embroidered on the pocket;
frankly, it now seems a bit naff.""

And from the other side of the Atlantic, Cincinnati journalist Shelly
Reese came to the same conclusion about our no-name future, writing that
“Americans with Calvin Klein splashed across their hip pocket aren't pushing
grocery carts full of Perrier down the aisles anymore. Instead they're sporting
togs with labels like Kmart's Jaclyn Smith and maneuvering carts full of
Kroger Co.'s Big K soda. Welcome to the private label decade.”'s

Scotland and Reese, if they remember their bold pronouncements, are
probably feeling just a little bit silly right now. Their embroidered “pocket”
logos sound positively subdued by today's logomaniacal standards, and
sales of name-brand bottled water have been increasing at an annual rate of
9 percent, turning it into a $3.4 billion industry by 1997. From today's logo-
quilted perch, it's almost unfathomable that a mere six years ago, death
sentences for the brand seemed not only plausible but self-evident.

So just how did we get from obituaries for Tide to today’s battalions of

volunteer billhoards for Tommy Hilfiger, Nike and Calvin Klein? Who slipped
the steroids into the brand’s comeback?

The Brands Bounce Back

There were some brands that were watching from the sidelines as Wall Street
declared the death of the brand. Funny, they must have thought, we don't
feel dead.

Just as the admen had predicted at the beginning of the recession, the
companies that exited the downturn running were the ones who opted for
marketing over value every time: Nike, Apple, the Body Shop, Calvin Klein,
Disney, Levi's and Starbucks. Not only were these brands doing just fine,
thank you very much, but the act of branding was becoming a larger and
larger focus of their businesses. For these companies, the ostensible product
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was mere filler for the real production: the brand. They integrated the idea
of branding into the very fabric of their companies. Their corporate cultures
were so tight and cloistered that to outsiders they appeared to be a cross
between fraternity house, religious cult and sanitarium. Everything was an
ad for the brand: bizarre lexicans for describing employees (partners, baris-
tas, team players, crew members), company chants, superstar CEQs, fanatical
attention to design consistency, a propensity for monument-building, and
New Age mission statements. Unlike classic household brand names, such as
Tide and Marlboro, these logos weren't losing their currency, they were in
the midst of breaking every barrier in the marketing world — becoming cul-
tural accessories and lifestyle philosophers. These companies didn’t wear their
image like a cheap shirt — their image was so integrated with their business
that other people wore it as their shirt. And when the brands crashed, these
companies didn't even notice — they were branded to the bone.

So the real legacy of Marlboro Friday is that it simultaneously brought the
g_u\._.ma\m_.lm%n:w .’_D:l\uﬂ::b«i.n in ninatiac I,JL.\VI.:H and consumerism
into sharp focus: the deeply unhin hig-hox bhargain stores. that provide the
essentials of life and monopolize a dispronortionate share af the market
(Wal-Mart et al.) and the extra-premium “attitude” brands that provide the
essentials of lifestyle and monopolize ever-exnanding stretches of cuyltyral
space (Nike et al.). The way these two tiers of consumerism developed would
have a profound impact on the economy in the years to come. When overall
ad expenditures took a nosedive in 1991, Nike and Reebok were busy playing
advertising chicken, with each company increasing its budget to outspend
the other. (See Table 1.2 on page 19.) ITn 1991 alone, Reebok upped its ad
spending by 71.9 percent, while Nike pumped an extra 24.6 percent into its
already soaring ad budget, bringing the company's total spending on mar-
keting to a staggering $250 million annually. Far from worrying about com-
peting on price, the sneaker pimps were designing ever more intricate and
pseudoscientific air pockets, and driving up prices by signing star athletes to
colossal sponsorship deals. The fetish strategy seemed to be working fine: in
the six years prior to 1993, Nike had gone from a $750 million company to
a $4 billion one and Phil Knight's Beaverton, Oregon, company emerged from
the recession with profits 900 percent higher than when it began.

i
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Benetton and Calvin Klein, meanwhile, were also upping their spending on
lifestyle marketing, using ads to associate their lines with risqué art and pro-
gressive politics. Clothes barely appeared in these high-concept advertise-
ments, let alone prices. Even more abstract was Absolut Vodka, which for
some years now had been developing a marketing strategy in which its
product disappeared and its brand was nothing but a blank bottle-shaped
space that could be filled with whatever content a particular audience most
wanted from its brands: intellectual in Harper’s, futuristic in Wired, alter-
native in Spin, loud and proud in Out and “Absolut Centerfold” in Playboy.
The brand reinvented itself as a cultural sponge, soaking up and morphing
to its surroundings. (See Table 1.3, Appendix, page 471 and Absolut image,
page 32.)

Saturn, too, came out of nowhere in October 1990 when GM launched a
car built not out of steel and rubber but out of New Age spirituality and sev-
enties feminism. After the car had been on the market a few years, the com-
pany held a “homecoming” weekend for Saturn owners, during which they
could visit the auto plant and have a cookout with the people who made
their cars. As the Saturn ads boasted at the time, “44,000 people spent their
vacations with us, at a car plant.” 1t was as if Aunt Jemima had come to life
and invited you over to her house for dinner.

In 1993, the year the Marlboro Man was temporarily hobbled by “brand-
blind" consumers, Microsoft made its striking debut on Advertising Age's
list of the top 200 ad spenders — the very same year that Apple computer
increased its marketing budget by 30 percent after already making brandirig
history with its Orwellian takeoff ad launch during the 1984 Super Bow! (see
image on page 86). Like Saturn, both companies were selling a hip new rela-
tionship to the machine that left Big Blue 1BM looking as clunky and men-
acing as the now-dead r.

And then there were the companies that had always understood that they
were selling brands before product. Coke, Pepsi, McDonald's, Burger King
and Disney weren't fazed by the brand crisis, opting instead to escalate the
brand war, especially since they had their eyes firmly fixed on global expan-
sion. (See Table 1.4, Appendix, page 471.) They were joined in this project
by a wave of sophisticated producer/retailers who hit full stride in the late
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Table 1.2
Nike and Reebok Ad Spending, 1985-97
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eighties and early nineties. The Gap, lkea and the Body Shop were spreading
like wildfire during this period, masterfully transforming the generic into the
brand-specific, largely through bold, carefully branded packaging and the
promotion of an “experiential” shopping environment. The Body Shop had
been a presence in Britain since the seventies, but it wasn't until 1988 that
it began sprouting like a green weed on every street corner in the U.S. Even
during the darkest years of the recession, the company opened between forty
and fifty American stores a year. Most baffling of all to Wall Street, it pulled
off the expansion without spending a dime on advertising. Who needed bill-
boards and magazine ads when retail outletc were three-dimensinonal ad-
vertisements for an ethical and ecological approach to Sw«:nzn.% The Body
Shop was all brand. :

The Starbucks coffee chain, meanwhile, was also expanding during this
period without laying out much in advertising; instead, it was spinning off
its name into a wide range of branded projects: Starbucks airline coffee,
office coffee, coffee ice cream, coffee beer. Starbucks seemed to understand
brand names at a level even deeper than Madison Avenue, incorporating
marketing into every fiber of its corporate concept — from the chain’s strate-
gic association with books, blues and jazz to its Euro-laite lingo. What the
success of both the Body Shop and Starbucks showed was how far the
branding project had come in moving beyond splashing one’s logo on a bill-
board. Here were two companies that had fostered powerful identities by
making their brand concept into a virus and sending it out into the culture
via a variety of channels: cultural sponsorship, political controversy, the con-
sumer experience and brand extensions. Direct advertising, in this context,
was viewed as a rather clumsy intrusion into a much more organic approach
to image building.

Scott Bedbury, Starbucks’ vice president of marketing, openly recognized
that “consumers don't truly believe there’s a huge difference between prod-
ucts,” which is why brands must “establish emotional ties” with their cus-
tomers through “the Starbucks Experience.”*® The people who line up for
Starbucks, writes CEO Howard Shultz, aren't just there for the coffee. "It’s
the romance of the coffee experience, the feeling of warmth and community
people get in Starbucks stores.""?

KEW BRANBED WORLD

Interestingly, before moving to Starbucks, Bedbury was head of marketing
at Nike, where he oversaw the Jaunch of the “Just Do 1t!" slogan, among
other watershed branding moments. In the following passage, he explains

the common techniques used to infuse the two very different brands with
meaning:

Nike, for example, is leveraging the deep emotional connection that people
have with sports and fitness. With Starbucks, we see how coffee has woven
itself into the fabric of people's lives, and that’s our opportunity for emo-
tional leverage.... A great brand raises the bar—it adds a greater sense of
purpose to the experience, whether it's the challenge to do your best in

sports and fitness or the affirmation that the cup of coffee you're drinking
really matters.'®

This was the secret, it seemed, of all the success stories of the late eight-
ies and early nineties. The lesson of Marlboro Fridav was that there never
really was a brand crisis — only brands that had crises of confidence, The
brands would be okay, Wall Street concluded, so long as they believed fer-
vently in_the principles of branding and never. ever blinked. Overnight,
“Brands, not products!” became the rallying cry for a marketing renaissance
led by a new breed of companies that saw themselves as “meaning brokers”
instead of product producers. What was changing was the idea of what—
in both advertising and branding — was being sold. The old paradigm had it
that all marketing was. selling a product. In the new model, however, the
product always takes a back seat to the real product, the brand, and the
selling of the brand acquired an extra component that can only be described
as spiritual. Advertising is about hawking product. Branding, in its truest and
most advanced incarnations, is about corporate transcendence.

1t may sound flaky, but that's precisely the point. On Marlboro Friday, a
line was drawn in the sand between the lowly price slashers and the high-
concept brand builders. The_brand builders conquered and a new consen-
sus was born: the products that will flourish in the future will be the ones
?LES: Ut as toncepis: (he brand as experience,

as lifestyle.
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Ever since, a select group of corporations has been attempting to free itself
from the corporeal world of commodities, manufacturing and products to
exist on another plane. Anyone can manufacture a product, they reason {and
as the success of private-label brands during the recession proved, anyone
did). Such menial tasks, therefore, can and should be farmed out to contrac-
tors and subcontractors whose only concern is filling the order on time and
under budget (ideally in the Third World, where labor is dirt cheap, laws are
lax and tax breaks come by the bushel). Headquarters, meanwhile, is free to
focus on the real business at hand — creating a corporate mytheology power-
ful enough to infuse meaning into these raw objects just by signing its name.

The corporate world has always had a deep New Age streak, fed —it has
become clear — by a profound need that could not be met simply by trading
widgets for cash. But when branding captured the corporate imagination,
New Age vision quests took center stage. As Nike CEQ Phil Knight explains,
“For years we thought of ourselves as a production-oriented company,
meaning we put all our emphasis on designing and manufacturing the prod-
uct. But now we understand that the most important thing we do is market
the product. We've come around to saying that Nike is a marketing-oriented
company, and the product is our most important marketing tool.”'® This proj-
ect has since been taken to an even more advanced level with the emergence
of on-line corporate giants such as Amazon.com. i is on-line that the purest
brands_are hein ilts I from the real-world burdens of stores and
product manufacturing, these brands are free to soar, less as the dissemina-
tors of goods_or services than as collective hallucinations,

Tom Peters, who has long coddled the inner flake in many a hard-nosed
CEQ, latched on to the branding craze as the secret to financial success, sep-
arating the transcendental logos and the earthbound products into two dis-
tinct categories of companies. “The top half — Coca-Cola, Microsoft, Disney,
and so on — are pure ‘players’ in brainware. The bottom half [Ford and GM]
are still lumpy-object purveyors, though automobiles are much ‘smarter’
than they used to be,” Peters writes in The Circle of Innovation (1997), an
ode to the power of marketing over production.??

When Levi's began to lose market share in the late nineties, the trend was
widely attributed to the company’s failure — despite lavish ad spending —to

NEW BRANDED WORLE

transcend its products and become a free-standing meaning. “Maybe one
of Levi’s problems is that it has no Cola,” speculated Jenrifer Steinhauer
in The New York Times. “It has no denim-toned house paint. Levi makes
what is essentially a commodity: blue jeans. Its ads may evoke rugged out-
doorsmanship, but Levi hasn't promoted any particular life style to sell other
products.”?!

In this high-stakes new context, the cutting-edge ad agencies no longer
sold companies on individual campaigns but on their ability to act as “brand
stewards": identifying, articulating and protecting the corporate soul. Not
surprisingly, this spelled good news for the U.S. advertising industry, which
in 1994 saw a spending increase of 8.6 percent over the previous year. In one
year, the ad industry went from a near crisis to another “best year yet."2? And
that was only the beginning of triumphs to come. By 1997, corporate adver-
tising, defined as “ads that position a corporation, its values, its personality
and character” were up 18 percent from the year before.?3

With this wave of brand mania has come a new breed of businessman, one
who will proudly inform you that Brand X is not a product but a wav of life,
an attitude, 3 set of values, a look, an idea. And it sounds really great —way
better than that Brand X is a screwdriver, or a hamburger chain, or a pair of
jeans, or even a very successful line of running shoes. Nike, Phil Knight
announced in the late eighties, is "a sports company”; its mission is not to
sell shoes but to “enhance people’s lives through sports and fitness” and to
keep “the magic of sports alive.”?* Company president-cum-sneaker-shaman
Tom Clark explains that “the inspiration of sports allows us to rebirth our-
selves constantly."2s

Reports of such “brand vision" epiphanies began surfacing from all cor-
ners. “Polaroid’s problem,” diagnosed the chairman of its advertising agency,
John Hegarty, “was that they kept thinking of themselves as a camera. But
the ‘[brand] vision’ process taught us something: Polaroid is not a camera —
it's a social lubricant.”?¢ 1BM isn't selling computers, it's selling business
“solutions.” Swatch is not about watches, it is about the idea of time. At
Diesel Jeans, owner Renzo Rosso told Paper magazine, “We don't sell a
product, we sell a style of life. 1 think we have created a movement.... The
Diesel concept is everything. It’s the way to live, it's the way to wear, it's the
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way to do something.” And as Body Shop founder Anita Roddick explained
to me, her stores aren't about what they sell, they are the conveyers of a
grand idea — a political philosophy about women, the environment and eth-
ical business. “1 just use the company that 1 surprisingly created as a success
— it shouldn't have been like this, it wasn't meant to be like this—to stand
on the products to shout out on these issues,” Roddick says.

The famous late graphic designer Tibor Kalman summed up the shifting
tole of the brand this way: “The original notion of the brand was quality_hut
now brand is a stylistic badge of courage."?’

The idea of selling the courageous message of a brand, as opposed to
a product, intoxicated these CEOs, providing as it did an opportunity for
seemingly limitless expansion. After all, if a brand was not a product, it
could be anything! And nobody embraced branding theory with more evan-
gelical zeal than Richard Branson, whose Virgin Group has branded joint
ventures in everything from music to bridal gowns to airlines to cola to
financial services. Branson refers derisively to the "stilted Anglo-Saxon view
of consumers,” which holds that a name should be associated with a product
like sneakers or soft drinks, and opts instead for “the Asian ‘trick’™ of
the keiretsus (a Japanese term meaning a network of linked corporations).
The idea, he explains, is to “build brands not around products but around
reputation. The great Asian names imply quality, price and innovation rather
than a specific item. 1 call these ‘attribute’ brands: They do not relate directly
to one product —such as a Mars bar or a Coca-Cola —but instead to a set
of values."?8

Tommy Hilfiger, meanwhile, is less in the business of manufacturing clothes
than he is in the business of signing his name. The company is run entirely
through licensing agreements, with Hilfiger commissioning all its products
from a group of other companies: Jockey International makes Hilfiger under-
wear, Pepe Jeans London makes Hilfiger jeans, Oxford Industries make
Tommy shirts, the Stride Rite Corporation makes its footwear. What does
Tommy Hilfiger manufacture? Nothing at all.

So passé had products become in the age of lifestyle branding that by the
late nineties, newer companies like Lush cosmetics and Old Navy clothing
began playing with the idea of old-style commodities as a source of retro
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marketing imagery. The Lush chain serves up its face masks and moisturizers
out of refrigerated stainless-steel bowls, spooned into plastic containers with
grocery-store labels. Old Navy showcases its shrink-wrapped T-shirts and
sweatshirts in deli-style chrome refrigerators, as if they were meat or cheese.
When you are a pure, concept-driven brand, the aesthetics of raw product
can prove as “authentic” as loft living.

And lest the branding business be dismissed as the playground of trendy
“consumer items such as sneakers, jeans and New Age beverages, think again.
Caterpillar, best known for building tractors and busting unions, has barreled
into the branding business, launching the Cat accessories line: boots, back-
packs, hats and anything else calling out for a postindustrial je ne sais
quoi. Intel Corp., which makes computer parts no one sees and few under-
stand, transformed its processors into a fetish brand with TV ads featuring
line workers in funky metallic space suits dancing to “Shake Your Groove
Thing.” The Intel mascots proved so popular that the company has sold
hundreds of thousands of bean-filled dolls modeled on the shimmery danc-
ing technicians. Little wonder, then, that when asked about the company’s
decision to diversify its products, the senior vice president for sales and
marketing, Paul S. Otellini, replied that Intel is “like Coke. One brand, many
different products.”??

And if Caterpillar and Intel can brand, surely anyone can.

There is, in fact, a new strain in marketing theory that holds that even
the lowliest natural resources, barely processed, can develop brand identi-
ties, thus giving way to hefty premium-price markups. In an essay appropri-
ately titled “How to Brand Sand,"” advertising executives Sam 1. Hill, Jack
McGrath and Sandeep Dayal team up to tell the corporate world that with
the right marketing plan, nobody has to stay stuck in the stuff business.
“Based on extensive research, we would argue that you can indeed brand not
only sand, but also wheat, beef, brick, metals, concrete, chemicals, corn grits
and an endless variety of commodities traditionaily considered immune to
the process.”°

Over the past six years, spooked by the near-death experience of Marlboro
Friday, global corporations have leaped on the brand-wagon with what can
only be described as a religious fervor. Never again would the corporate
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world stoop to praying at the aitar of the commodity market. From now on
they would worship only graven media images. Or to quote Tom Peters, the

brand man himself: “Brand! Brand!! Brand!!l That's the message... for the
late '90s and beyond."

CHAPTER TWO

THE BRAND EXPANDS

How the Logo Grabbed Center Stage

Since the crocodile is the symbol of Lacoste, we thought they might be
interested in sponsoring our crocodiles.
~ Silvino Gomes, commercial director of the Cm,Uo: Zoo,

an the institution's creative corporate
sponsorship program, March 1998

1 was in Grade 4 when skintight designer jeans were the be-all and end-all,
and my friends and 1 spent a lot of time checking out each ather’s butt for
logos. "Nothing comes between me and my Calvins,” Brooke Shields assured
us, and as we lay back on our beds Ophelia-style and yanked up the zippers
on our Jordache jeans with wire hangers, we knew she was telling no word
of a lie. At around the same time, Romi, our school's own pint-sized Farrah
Fawcett, used to make her rounds up and down the rows of desks turning
back the collars on our sweaters and polo shirts. 1t wasn't enough for her to
see an alligator or a leaping horseman — it could have been a knockoff. She
wanted to see the label behind the Togo. We were only eight years old but
the reign of logo terror had begun.

About nine years later, 1 had a job folding sweaters at an Esprit clothing
store in Montreal. Mothers would come in with their six-year-old daughters
and ask to see only the shirts that said “Esprit” in the company's trademark
bold block lettering. "She won't wear anything without a name,” the moms
would confide apologetically as we chatted by the change rooms. it's no
secret that branding has become far more ubiquitcus and intrusive by now.
Labels like Baby Gap and Gap Newborn imprint brand awareness on toddlers
and turn babies into mini-billboards. My friend Monica tells me that her




