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EXCHANGE
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MOST RELATIONSHIPS among men can be considered under
the category of exchange. Exchange is the purest and most concen-
trated form of all human interactions in which serious interests are
at stake,

Many actions which at first glance appear to consist of mere
unilateral process in fact involve reciprocal effects. The speaker
.. before an audience, the teacher before a class, the journalist writ-
! ing to his public—each appears to he the sole source of mfluence
_ in such situations, whereas each of them is really acting in response
g to demands and dircetions that emanate from apparently passive,
ineffectual groups. The saying “1 am their leader, therefore I must
: follow them” holds good for politicians the world over. Even in
hypuosis, which is manifestly the most clear-cut case where one
person exercises influence and the other shows total passivity,
reciprocity still obtains. As an outstanding hypnotist has recently
stressed, the hypnotic effect would not be realized were it not for
a certain incffable reaction of the persen hypnotized hack on the
hypnotist himself.
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_ Interaction as Exchange

; Now every interaction is properly viewed as a kind of ex-
: change. This is true of every conversation, every love (even when

From Philosophic des Geldes, by Georg Simmel, 2d enlarged edition (Leip-
. zig: Duncker & Humblot, 1907}, pp. 33-61. Translated by Donald N, Levine.

43

e n g T,




44 FORMS OF SOCIAL INTERACTION

requited unfavorably), every game, every act of looking one aun-
other over. It might seem that the two categories are dissimilar,
in that in interaction one gives something one does not have,
whereas in cxchange one gives only what one does have, but this
distinction does not really hold. What one expends in interaction
can only be one’s own energy, the transmission of one’s own sub-
stance. Conversely, exchange takes place not for the sake of an
object previously possessed by another person, but rather for the
sake of one’s own feeling about an object, a feeling which the other
previously did not possess. The meaning of exchange, moreover,
is that the sum of values is greater afterward than it was before,
and this implies that each party gives the other more than he had
himself possessed.

Interaction is, to be sure, the broader concept, exchange the
narrower one. In human relations, however, interaction generally
appears in forms which lend themselves 1o being viewed as ex-
change. The ordinary vicissitudes of daily life produce a continu-
ous alternation of profit and loss, an ebbing and flowing of the
contents of life. Exchange has the effect of rationalizing these vicis-
situdes, through the conscious act of setting the one for the other.
The same synthetic process of mind that from the mere juxtaposi-
tion of things creates a with-another and for-another— the same
cgo which, permeated by sense data, informs them with its own

unified character—has through the category of exchange seized

that naturally given rhythm of our existence and organized its ele-
ments into a meaningful nexus.

The Nature of Economic Exchange

Of all kinds of exchange, the exchange of cconomic values
is the least free of some tinge of sacrifice. When we exchange love
for love, we release an inner energy we would otherwise not know
what to do with. Insofar as we surrender it, we sacrifice no real
utility (apart from what may be the external consequences of
involvement ). When we communicate intellectual matters in con-
versation, these are not thereby diminished. When we reveal a
picture of our personality in the conrse of takiag in that of others,

Exchange 45

this exchange in no way decreascs our possession of ourselves. ﬁﬂ
all these exchanges the increase of value does not occur throug

the ealculation of profit and loss. Either the n__uz:urz.:o: of each
party stands beyond such a consideration, or else simply to .v@
allowed to coniribule is itself a gain—in which case we perceive
the response of the other, despite our own offering, as an 5,7
earned gift. In contrast, econemic oxnrmzmmlls_rmﬁro« it involves
substances, labor, or labor power invested in mcvmﬁmhwnomii&im%m
entails the sacrifice of some good that has other ﬁoﬂmdﬁm_ uses, even
though utilitarian gain may prevail in the final m.:m_w".ﬂm. .

The idea that all economic action is interaction, in the specific
sense of exchange that involves sacrifice, may be met with the same
objection which has heen raised against the moo.:_:c that equates
all economic value with exchange value. The point has been made
that the totally isolaled cconomic man, who neither buys nor mm.zm_
would still have 1o evaluate his products and means of _:n.i:o:o:
---would therefore have to construct a concept of value indepen-
dent of all exchange—if his expenditures and results were to stand
in proper relation to one another. This fact, rcﬂoﬁn«m proves %w-
acily what it is supposed to disprove, ?n. all .nozm&m;:.os whet 1er
a certain product is worth cnough to justify a certain oxmm:mr
ture of labor or other goods is, for the economic agent, w.:mﬁmm;
the same as the appraisal which takes place in connection with
exchange. )

In dealing with the concept of exchange there is m_,m.@zou.:% a
confusion of thought which leads one to speak of a Hm_mﬂc:m_:t. as
though it were something external to the elements _um_“.émm: which
it occurs. Exchange means, however, only a 9:.:::0: of or a
change within cach of these elements, nothing that is betwecn them
in the sense of an object separated in space between the two o.&.»mn
objects, When we subsume the two acts or nrm:mnm:om o.csm_:oz
which occur in reality under the concept “exchange,” it is tempt-
ing to think that with the exchange mc:._@@_:_m has happened in
addition to or beyond that which took place in each of the contract-
ing parties. .

This is just like being misled by the mcvﬂmw:ﬁw concept of
“the kiss” {which to be surc is also “exchanged”) into thinking
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that a kiss is something that lies outside of the two pairs of lips,
outside of their movements and sensations. Considered with refer-
ence to its immediate content, exchange js nothing more than the
causally connected repetition of the fact that an actor now has
something which he previously did not have, and for that has lost
something which he previously did have. .

That being the case, the isolated economic man, who surely
must make certain sacrifices in order to gain certain fruits, behaves
exactly like the one who makes exchanges. The only difference is
that the party with whom he contracts is not a second free agent,
but the natural order and regularity of things, which no more
satisfy our desires without a sacrifice on our part than would an-
other person, His calculations of value, in accordance with which
he governs his actions, are generally the same as in exchange. For
the economic actor as such it is surely quite immaterial whether
the substances or labor capacities which he possesses are sunk into
the ground or given to another man, if what he gains from the
sacrifice is exactly the same in both cases.

This subjective process of sacrifice and gain within the indi-
vidual psyche is by no means something secondary or imitative
in relation to interindividual exchange. On the contrary, the give-
and-take between sacrifice and attainment within the individual is
the fundamental presupposition and, as it were, the essence of
every two-sided exchange. The latter is only a subspecics of the
former; that is, it is the sort in which the sacrifice is occasioned by
the demand of another individual, whereas the sacrifice can be
occasioned hy things and their natural properties with the same
sort of consequences for the actor.

It is extremely important to carry through this reduction of
the economic process to that which takes place in actuality, that is,
within the psyche of every economic actor, We should not let
ourselves be misled hecause in exchange this process is reciprocal,
conditioned by a similar process within another party. The natural
and “solipsistic” economie transaction goes back to the same fun-
damental form as the two-sided exchange: to the process of bal-
ancing two subjective events within an individual. This is basically
unaffected by the secondary question whether the process is in-

[
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stigated by the nature of things or the nature of man, whether it
is a matter of purely natural economy or exchange mnosog%..a_
feelings of value, in other words, which arc set Tn."a by producible
objects are in general to be gained only by ?:u_mo_:m other values.
Such self-denial consisis not only in that indirect labor for our-
selves which appears as labor for others, but frequently enough
in direct labor on behalf of cur own personal ends.

Exchange as a Creative Process

This consideration makes it particularly clear that ex-
change is just as productive, as ercative of ﬁ:.&.ﬁ as 1s so-called
production. In both cases it is a matter of securing goods at the
cost of others which one gives up, and in such a manner .Hrm: the
end result yields a surplus of satisfactions over what obtained be-
fore the action. We can create neither matter nor energy ancw,
but only so attack the given that as many quanta as wOmmxﬁm ascend
from the realm of reality to the realm of value as well, This formal
displacement of given materials is effected 3 cxchange between
men just as by the exchange with nature which we name produc-
tion. Both therefore belong to the same category of ﬂm__,._m" WJ:‘H
involve filling the space vacated by some mciac@aaam thing with
an object of greater value. Only by virtue of ::m., movement .&o
objects become detached from the needing and enjoying ego with
which they were fused, and thereby hecome values. .

In one and the same area, value and exchange constitute the
foundation of our practical life. This indicates the profound con-
nection between them, such that value is determined by exchange
just as the converse is true. Much as our life may appear to H.:w
determined hy the mechanism and objectivity of _Hr:.mm,.én can in
reality take no step nor think any thought without imparting qﬁrau
lo things through cur feelings and directing them in relation to
our actions.

These actions themselves run their course mnno_.&:.m to the
paradigm of exchange, From the satisfaction of our .Hc.i__mmﬂ need
to the acquisition of the highest intellectual and religious goods,
value must always be offered up in order to obtain a value. What
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is starting point and what is consequence here is something that
can perhaps not be determined. For cither both are inseparable in
the fundamental processes, constituting the unity of practical life
which we must decompose into separate factors since we canmot
directly grasp that unity as such, or else an uncnding process oc-
curs between both, such that cvery exchange leads back to a value
which in turn leads back to an exchange. The more fruitful and
truly illuminating aspect of this, at least for our considerations, is
the path from exchange to value, since the converse is better known
and more self-evident,

The Significance of Sacrifice

The fact that value is the issue of a process of sacrifice dis-
closes the infinity of riches for which our life is indebted to this
basic form. Because we strive to minimize sacrifice and perceive
it as painful, we tend to suppose that only with its complete disap-
pearance would life attain its highest level of value. But this notion
overlooks the fact that saerifice is by no means always an external
barrier to our gouls. It is rather the inner condition of the goal and
of the way to it. Because we dissect the problematic unity of our
practical relations to things into the calegories of sacrifice and
profit, of obstacle and attainment, and because these categories are
frequently separated into differcntiated temporal stages, we for-
get that il a goal were granted to us without the interposition of
obstacles it would no longer be the same goal.

The resistance which has to be eliminated is what gives our
powers the possibility of proving themsclves. Sin, after whosc
conquest the soul ascends Lo salvation, is what assures that special
“joy in heaven” which those who were upright from the outset do
not possess there. Every synthesis requires at the same time an ef-
fective analytic principle, which actually negates it (for without
this it would be an absolute unity rather than a synthesis of several
elements). By the same token every analysis requires a synthesis,
in the dissolution of which it consists (for analysis demands always
a eertain coherence of elements if it is not to amount to a mere
congeries without relations ). The most bitter enumity is still more
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of a connection than simple indifference, indifference mz:. more
than not even knowing of one another. In short: the msr}.ﬁ_:.m
countecrmovement, the diversion of which signifies sacrifice, is
often—perhaps, seen from the point of imgw . of elementary
processes, even always—the positive presupposition of the goal
iself. Sacrifice by no means belongs in the category o*..&m unde-
sirable, though superficiality and greed might portray it as such.
It is not only the condition of individual values but, E.«wrmn con-
cerns us here, the economic realm, sacrifice is the condition of all
value; not only the price to be paid for individual values that are
already established, but that through which alone values can come
into being. .

mugrmnmm occurs in two forms, which 1 shall discuss here in
connection with the value of labor. All labor is indisputably a sacri-
fice if it is accompanied by a desire for leisure, for the mere ,ouéz.
satisfying play of skills, or for the avoidance of strenuous exertion.
In addition to such desires, however, there exists a quantum -cm
Jatent work energy which either we do not know what to do with
or which presents itself as a drive to carry out qo_:nnmww labor,
labor called forth neither by necessity nor by ethical motives. A.Jm
expenditure of this energy is in itself no sacrifice, yet for this
gquantum of energy there compete a number of demands all mvm
which it cannot satisfy. For every expendilure of :.\5 energy in
question one or more possible and desirable alternative uses OW. it
must be sacrificed. Could we not uscfully spend the energy with
which we accomplish task A also on task B, then ._,rm first would
not entail any sacrifice; the same would hold for B in the event we
chose it rather than A. In this atilitarian loss what is mmn:mnm.m is
nol labor, but rosn-labor. What we pay for A is not n_‘.uo sacrifice
of labor—for our assumption here is that the latter in itsell poses
not the slightest hardship on us---but the giving up of n.m_mw B.

The sacrifice which we make of labor in exchange is therefore
of two sorts, of an absolute and a relative sort. ...—,ra ﬁ:mnoawo.i we
accept is in the one case directly hound up with the lubor itself,
because the labor is annoying and troublesome. In the case iw:.wﬂm
the labor itself is of eudaemonistic irrelevance or cven of positive
value, and when we can attain one object only at the cost of deny-
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ing ourselves another, the frustration is indirect. The instances of
happily done labor are thereby reduced to the form of exchange
entailing renunciation, the form which characterizes all aspects of
economic life.

The Relativity of Value

The idea that objects have established values before they
enter into economic transactions, such that cach of the two objeets
involved in a transaction represents a respective profit and loss for
the two parties, is valid for describing a fully developed cconomic
system, but not for the elementary processes which lead to its
formation. To this view a logical objection can he readily put, for
it would seem that two things can have the same value only if each
of them already has its own value. The objection seems upheld by
the analogous argument that two lines can be equally long only if
cach of them possesses a determinate length before the compari-
son. If we look at the matter closely, however, we see that a line
possesses this length only at the moment of being compared with
another line. A linc is not “long™ of and by itself. [t cannot deter-
mine its length by itself, but only through another line by which
it is measured, and which it measures as well, although the resul
of the measuring is not determined by the process of measuring,
but depends on each of the two independent lines. This is remi-
niscent of the conception of objective value judgment which I
have elscwhere termed metaphysical; namely, from the relation be-
tween us and things there emerges a demand to make a definite
judgment, the content of which does not lie in the things them-
selves,

The same is true of judgments of length. The demand to make
such a judgment emanates, as it were, from things, but the content
of this judgment is not indicated by the things; it can only be real-
ized through an act within ourselves. That length is not contained
in the individual object but arises out of a process of comparison is
easily hidden from us, because from the individual instances of
relative length we have abstracted the universal concept of length
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—{rom which the determinacy that is indispensable for any con-
crete length is excluded. We then project this concept back into
things, and suppose that they must originally have had length even
before this could be determined in the individual case through
comparison. OQut of numerous individual comparisons of _mz.mz.
fixed measures are crystallized which are then used to determine
the length of all spatial figures, such that these measures, the em-
bodiment, as it were, of that abstract concept of length, seem re-
moved from relativity, since everything is measured by nwmqw but
they are not themselves measured. To think this is to commit an
error no less egregious than to think that the falling apple is at-
tracted by the earth, but not the earth by the apple.

We are further misled into thinking that a line possesses length
intrinsically by the fact that its individual parts constitute the ma-
jority of elements in whose relation the totality consists. Yet were
we to imagine that there was only one single line in the whole
world, this line would not be “long,” since it lacked any correla-
tion with another line—just as one cannot express any determinate
measure of the world as a whole, since it has nothing outside itself
in relation to which it could have a size. This is the condition of
every line insofar as it is regarded without comparison to m:oﬁrmw
line, or without comparison of its parts among themselves: it is
neither short nor long, but heyond the category altogether. The
lineal analogy, therefore, instead of refuting the conception of the
relativity of economic values, serves instead to render jt more

clear.

The Source of Value

If we regard economic activity as a special case of the uni-
versal life-form of exchange, as a sacrifice in return for a gain, we
shall from the very beginning intuit something of what takes place
within this form, namely, that the value of the gain is not, so to
speak, brought with it, ready-made, but accrues to the mmmmamm. ob-
ject, in parl or even entirely through the measure of the sacrifice
demanded in acquiring it. These cases, which are as frequent as
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they are important for the theory of value, seem, to be sure, to
harbor an inner contradiction: they have us making « sacrifice of
a value for things which in themselves are worthless.

No one in his right mind would forego value without recciving
for it at least an equal value; that, on the contrary, an end should
receive its valuc only through the price that we must give for it
could be the case only in an absurd world. Yet common sensc can
readily see why this is so.

" The value which an actor surrenders for another value can
never be greater, for the subject himself under the actual circum-
stances of the moment, than that for which it is given. All contrary
appearances rest on the confusion of the value actually estimuted
by the actor with the value which the object of exchange in ques-
tion usually has or has by virtue of some apparenily objective
assessment. Thus if someone at the point of death from hunger
gives away a jewel for a piece of bread, he does so because the lat-
ter is worth more to him under the circumstances than the former.
Some particular circumstances, however, are always involved when
one attaches a fecling of value 10 an object. Every such feeling
of value is Jodged in a whole complex system of our feelings which
is in constant flux, adaptation, and reconstruction. Whether these
circumstances are exceptional or relatively constant is obviously in
principle immaterial. Through the fact that the starving man gives
away his jewel he shows unambiguously that the bread is worth

more to him.

~ There can thus be no doubt that in the moment of the ex.
change, of the making of the sacrifice, the value of the exchanged
object forms the limit which is the highest point to which the
value of the object being given away can rise. Quite independent
of this is the question whence that former object derives its exigent
value, and whether it may not come from the sacrifices 1o be of.
fered for it, such that the equivalence between gain and cost would
be established a posteriori, so to speak, and by virtue of the latter.
We will presently sce how frequently value comes into being psy-
chologically in this apparently illogical manner.

Given the existence of the value, however, it is psychologically
necessary to regard it, no less than values constituted in every other
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way, as a positive good at least as great as the negative of what
has been sacrificed for it. There is in fact a whole range of cases
known to the untrained psychological observer in which sacrifice
not only heightens the value of the goal, but even generates it by
itself. What comes to cxpression in this process is the desire to
prove one’s strength, to overcome difficulties, indeed often to op-
pose for the sheer joy of opposition. The detour required to attain
certain things is often the occasion, often the cause as well, of
perceiving them as values. In human relationships, most T.,maznum%
and clearly in erotic relutions, we notice how reserve, m:m_mmnm:nm.
or rejection inflames the most passionate desire to prevail over
these obstacles, and spurs us to efforts and sacrifices which, with-
out these obstacles, would surely seem to us excessive, For many
people the aesthetic gain from climbing the high Alps would not
be considered worth further notice if it did not demand the price
of extraordinary exertion and dangers and thereby acquire char-
acter, appeul, and consecration.

The charm of antiques and curios is frequently of the same
sort. Fven if antiques possess no intrinsic aesthetic or historieal in-
terest, a substitute for this is furnished by the mere difficulty of
acquiring them: they are worth as much as they cost. [t then comes
to appear that they cost what they are worth. H.,E—rmaao_“a, all
cthical merit signifies that for the sake of the morally &.am_nmz@
deed contrary drives and wishes must be combatled and given up.
If the act occurs without any conquest, as the direct issue of unin-
hibited impulses, its content may be objectively desirable, but it is
not accorded a subjective moral value in the same sense. Only
through the sacrifice of the lower and yet so seductive mOcmm does
one reach the height of ethical merit; and the more tempting the
scductions and the more profound their sacrifice, the loftier the
height. 1f we ohserve which human achievements attain to the
highest honors and evaluations, we find them always to be those
which manifest, or at least appear to manifest, the most depth,
the most exertion, the most persistent concentration of the whele
being---which is lo say the most self-denial, mmnlm.n_w A.n. m_.: that s
subsidiary, and devotion of the subjective to the objective ideal.

And if, in contrast with all this, aesthetic production and every-
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thing sweet and light, flowing from the naturalness of impulse, un-
folds an incomparable charm, this charm derives its special quality
from feelings associated with the hurdens and sacrifices which are
ordinarily required to gain such things. The liability and inex-
haustible richness of combination of the contents of our minds
frequently transform the significance of a connection into jts
¢Xact converse, somewhat as the association between two ideas
follows equally whether they are asserted or denied of each other.
We perceive the specific value of something obtained without
difficulty as a gift of fortune only on the grounds of the significance
which things have for us that are hard to come by and measured
by sacrifice. It is the same value, but with the negative sign; and
the latter is the primary from which the former may be derived—
but not vice versa.

We may be speaking here of course of exaggerated or excep-
tional cases. To find their counterpart in the whole realm of the
economy it seems necessary, first of all, to make an analytic dis-
tinction between the universal substance of value, and economic
activity as a differentiated form thercof. If for the moment we
take value as something given, then in accord with our foregoing
discussion the following proposition is established beyond doubt:
Economic value as such does not inhere in an object in its isolated
self-existence, but comes to an object only through the expenditure
of another object which is given for it. Wild fruit picked without
effort, and not given in exchange, but immediately consumed, is no
cconomic good. It can at most count as such only when its con-
sumption saves some other economic expense. If, however, all of
life’s requirements were to be satisfied in this manzer, so that at no
point was sacrifice involved, men would simply not have economic
activity, any more than do birds or fish or the denizens of fairyland.
Whatever the way two objects, A and B, became values, A becomes
an economic value only because I must give B for it, B only be-
cause [ can obtain A for it. As mentioned above, it is in principle
tmmaterial here whether the sacrifice takes place by transferring
a value to another person, that is, through interindividoal ex-
change, or within the cirele of the individuals own interests,
through a balancing of efforts and results. In articles of commerce
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there is simply nothing else to be found other ﬁrm:. the meaning
each one directly or indirectly has for our consumption needs and
the exchange which takes place between them. m_zn.a_ as we have
seen, the former does not of itself suffice to make a given object an
ohject of economic activity, it follows that the latter ”&Dsm can
supply to it the specific difference which we call cconomic.

This distinction between value and its economic form, is, how-
ever, an artificial one. If at first economy appears to rm.m mere
form, in the sense that it presumes values as its contents, in o:ru...
to be able to draw them into the process of balancing between sacri-
fice and profit, in reality the same process which forms the pre-
sumed values into an cconomy can be shown to be the creator of
the economic values themselves. This will now be demonstrated.

The economic form of the value stands hetween two bound-
aries: on the one hand, desire for the object, connecled 55.9@
anticipated feeling of satisfaction from its tOmmmmmmoz .m:& enjoy-
ment; on the other hand, this enjoyment itself which, strictly speak-
ing, is not an economic act. That is, as soon as one .uc:owmmm, as
was shown above, that the immediate consumption of wild fruit
is not an economic act and therefore the fruit itself is not an eco-
nomic value (except insofar as it saves the production mm economic
values ), then the consumption of real economie values G.:o ~o=m.ma
econotnic, for the act of consumption in the latter case is not dis-
tinguishable from that in the former. Whether the fruit someone
eats has becen accidentally found, stolen, home-grown, or _u.o:mmw
makes not the slightest difference in the act of cating and its di-
rect consequences for the eater.

The Process of Value Formation:
Creating Objects through Exchange

Now an ohject is not a value so long as it remains a mere
emotional stimulus cnmeshed in the subjective process—a natural
part of our sensibility, as it were. It must first be wnvmwmnmm from
this subjective sensibility for it to attain the peculiar m_mﬁmmom:nn
which we call value. For not only is it certain that desire in and of
itself could not establish any value if it did not encounter ohstacles
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—trade in economic values could never have arisen if every desire
was satisficd without struggle or exertion——but even desire itself
would never have ascended to such a considerable height if il could
be satisfied without further ado. It is only the postponement of
satisfaction through impediment, the anxiety that the object may
escape, the tension of struggle for it, that brings about the cumula-
tion of desires 1o a point of intensified volition and continuous
striving.

if, however, even the highest pitch of desire were gencrated
wholly from within, we still wonld not confer value on the ohject
which satisfies it if the object were available to us in uniimited
abundance. The important thing in that case would he the total cn-
joyment, the existence of which guarantees to us the satisfaction of
our wishes, but not that particular quantum which we actually
take possession of, since this could be replaced quite as easily by
another. Even that totality would acquire some sense of yalye only
by virtue of the thought of its possihle shortage. Our conscionsness
would in this case be filled simply with the rhythm of subjective
desires and satisfactions, without attaching any attention 1o the
mediating object. Neither need nor enjoyment contains in itself
value or economic process. Thesc are aetualized simullaneously
through cxchange between two subjects, cach of whom requires
some sel{-denial by the other as a condition of feeling satisfied, or
through the counterpart of this process in the solipsistic economy.
Through exchange, cconomie process and economic values emerge
simultaneously, hecause exchange is what sustains or produces the
distance between subject and object which transmutes the subjec-
tive state of feeling into objective valuation,

Kant once summarized his theory of knowledge in the proposi-
tion: “The conditions of experience are at the same time the con-
ditions of the ohjects of experience.” By this he meant that the
process we call experience and the concepts which constitute its
contents or ohjects are subjeet to the same laws of reason. The
objects can enter into our experience, that is, can he experienced
by us, because they exist as concepts within us, and the same en-
ergy which forms and defines the experience manifests itsell in the
formation of those concepts. In the same spirit we may say here
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that the possihility of economy is at the same time the possibility
of the objects of economy. The very transaction vmgmﬁw two pos-
sessors of ohjects (substances, labor energies, rights ) .s.r_ar r::m..m
them into the so-called economic relation, namely, H.n._n.::dnm_ saCTi-
fice, at the same time elevales each of these objects into the om__”m-
gory of value. The logical difficulty _immmo.ﬁ_ by the argument pm;
values must first exist, and exist as values, in order to enter ::.o the
form and process of economic action, is now. 33.0<om. It is re-
moved thanks to the significance we have perceived in that @mworum
relationship which we designated as the mmmnm:on _o.mns.wmn ,:.m mum
things. This distance diflerentiates the m:”_m:_.m_ m:vl_.‘,.wo:ﬂa ,ormrw wou
feeling into (1) a desiring subject, anticipating ?or:mm.. and 12
counterposed to him, an object that is now imbued s;m.g value;
while the distance, on its side, is produced in ﬁ.rm economic realm
by exchange, that is, by the two-sided operation of barriers, ﬂﬂ
straint, and sclf-denial. Fconomic velues thus emerge .::,ocm.
the same reciprocity and relativity in which the economic condi-
tion of values consists. - .
Exchange is not merely the addition .Om the two processes o
giving and receiving. It is, rather, something new. Exchange #nou,g.
stitutes a third process, something that emerges when each of Hm:un.u
lwo processes Is simultaneously the cause and the cmwi _mm ﬁ:m
other. Through this proecess. the value which the necessity of sc :M
denial for an object imparts to it becomes an economic value.
it is true that value arises in general in the interval 4.1:0__ ovwwmorwm,
renunciations, and sacrifices interpose between .Ln,ﬂﬁo m:m.:m satis-
faction, and if the process of exchange consists in nrmﬁ Hmo%ﬁocw.:%
conditioned taking and giving, there is na :mm&. to invoke a prior
process of valuation which makes a value c.ﬁ an Hma_.mﬁmm object for
an isolated subject. What is required for :H.dm. Sm_:mn:.u: Er.mm place
in the very act of exchange itself. In mEE:nm_ reality EMﬁm are
usually provided with the “value sign Hr.m longest when they are
involved in exchange. What we are speaking of kere, be it under-
stood, is the inner, systematic meaning of the concepts of value .mnm
exchange. In historical phenomena this meaning exists w:uw mz a
rudimentary sense or else il constitutes their ideal meaning. It is
not the form in which they actually exist, but the form which they
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take when projected on the plane of objective-logical understand-
ing as contrasted with a historical-genetic approach. , , !

Primitive Exchange

 Still another observation teaches us just as well that ex-
change is in no way conditioned by a previously established con-
ception of equal values, If one ohserves the trading behavior of
children, of impulsive persons and, according to all appearance,
of primitive peoples as well, one finds them giving any possession
at all for an object for which they momentarily feel a violent de-
sire, no matter whether the general opinion or their own urhurried
reflection would find the price much too high. The reason this does
not contradict the stipulation that every exchange must in the con-
sciousness of the subject be an advantageous one is that subjec-
tively this whole action stands outside the question of the equality
or inequality of the objects of exchange. The notion that every
exchange must be preceded hy a weighing of losses and gains and at
least eventuate in an equilibrating of the two is one of those ra-
tonalistic axioms that are so utterly unpsychological. This would
require an objectivity regarding one’s own desires which the
kinds of psychic constitutions to which we have just alluded do not
sustain. The undeveloped or prepossessed mind does not gain
enough detachment from the momentary surging of his interest to
make a comparison. At the moment he only wants the one thing;
giving up something else therefore does not have the effect of De-
ing a detraction from the satisfaction he seeks. In other words,
it does not count as a price.
In view of the mindlessness with which the childlike, inexperi-
enced, Impetuous creature appropriates what he immediatcly de-
sires “at any price,” it secms to me most likely that the judgment

of equivalence is a later development, the issue of some number
I At this point Simmel digresses 1o refate alternative explanations
of value, namely, those which derive value from cunsiderations of utility
or scarcity. The factors of utility and scarcity, he urgues, do not in them-
selves generaie value, but only when the ohjects they condition are desired
in exchange.—FEbp,
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of exchanges completed without any weighing. That wholly one-
sided, obsessive desire must first have been pacified &-Ewcmr actual
possession of the object in order to permit o:_E‘. objects S.wm
compared with it. That huge disparity of mﬁtrmm._m To?&wns im-
mediate interests and all olker concepts and valuations which pre-
vails in the unschooled and ungoverned mind iniliates mxnrm:m.n
before a judgment about value, that is, about the relation of vari-
ous quanta of desires to one another, has been formed. The fact
that with well-developed coneepts of value and tolerable self-control
judgments about value equivalence precede the act of cx&uubma
must not dclude us. The probability is that here, as so often is n_-.m
case, the rational pattern has developed out of a process that is
psychologically the reverse—even within Frw province of the soul
pros emas is the last instance of which physet is the mnmﬂwl:.a @Eﬁ
it is the experience of trading on the basis of purely m:Enn:e..w im-
pulses which has then taught us about the relative value of things.

Value and Price

If value is, as it were, the oflspring of price, then it secms
logical to assert that their amounts must he the mmam..._ ._,mm.an now
to what has been established above, that in each individual casc
no contrasting party pays a price which lo him under the given
circumstances is too high for the thing obtained. If, in the poem
of Chamisso, the highwayman with pisto] drawn compels the victim
to sell his watch and ring for three coppers, the fact is that :Bma.:.
the circumstances, since the victim could not otherwise suve his -
life, the thing obtained in exchange is actually worth the price. .Zo
one would work for starvation wages if, in the situation in which
he actually found himself, he did not prefer ::4 wage to not work-
ing., The appearance of paradox in the assertion that value and
price are equivalent in every individual case arises from the fact
that certain conceptions of other kinds of equivalence of value and
price are brought into our estimate. )

Two kinds of considerations bring this about: (1) the relative
stability of the relations which determine the Em._.cl@ of w.wcrm=Mm
transactions, and {2) the analogies which set still nncertain value-
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relations according 1o the norms of those that already exist, To-
gether these produce the notion that if for a certain object this
and that other object were exchange equivalents, then these two
objects, or the circle of objects which they define, would have the
same position in the scale of values. They also give rise to the
related notion that if abnormal circumstances caused us to ex-
change this object for values that lie higher or lower in the scale,
price and value would become discrepant—although in cach in-
dividual case, considering its circumstances, we would find them
actually to coincide. We should not forget that the objective and
just equivalence of value and price, which we make the norm of
the actual and individual case, holds good only under very specific
historical and technical conditions; and that, with the change of
these conditions, the equivalence vanishes at once. Between the
norm itself and the cases which it defines as either exceptional or
standard there is no diffcrence of kind: there is, so to speak, only
a quantitative difference. This is somewhat like when we say of
an extraordinarily elevated or degraded individual, “He is really
no longer a man.” The fact is that this idea of man is only an aver-
age. It would lose its normative character at the moment a majority
of men ascended or descended to that level of character, which
would then pass for the generically “human.”

To perceive this requires an energetic effort to disentangle two
deeply rooted conceptions of value which have substantial prac-
tical justification. In relations that are somewhat evolved these
conceptions arc lodged in two superimposed levels. One kind of
standard is formed from the traditions of sociely, from the major-
ity of expericnces, from demands that seem to be purely logical;
the other, from individual constellations, from demands of the
moment, from the constraints of a capricious environment. Look-
ing at the rapid changes which take place within the latter sphere,
we lose sight of the slow evolution of the former and its develop-
ment out of the sublimation of the latter: and the former scems
suitably justified as the expression of an objective proportion. In
an exchange that takes place under such circumstances, when the
feelings of loss and gain at least balance each other { for otherwise
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no actor who made any comparisons at all would consummate the
exchange) yet when thesc same feelings of value are discrepant
when measured by those general standards, one speaks of a diver-
genee between value and price. This ocecurs most conspicuously
under two conditions, which almost always go together: (1) when
a single value-quality is counted as the economic value and two
objects consequently are adjudged equal in value only insofar as
the same quantum of that fundamental value is present in them,
and ( 2) when a certain proportion hetween iwo values is expected
not only in an objective sense but also as a moral imperative.

The conception, for example, that the real value-element in all
values is the socially required labor time objcctified in them has
been applied in both of these ways, and provides a standard, di-
rectly or indirectly applicable, which makes value fluctuate posi-
tively and negatively with respect to price. The fact of that single
standard of value in no way establishes how labor power comes
to be a value in the first place. It could hardly have done so if the
labor power had not, by acting on various materials and fashien-
ing various products, created the possibility of exchange, or if the
use of the labor power were not perceived as a sacrifice which one
makes for the sake of its fruits. Labor energy also, then, is aligned
with the category of value only through the possibility and reality
of exchange, irrespective of the fact that subscquently within this
category of value labor may itself provide a standard for the re-
maining contents. I the labor power therefore is also the content
ol every value, it receives its form as value in the first place only
because il enters into the relations hetween sacrifice and gain, or
profit and value (here in the narrower sense).

In the cases of discrepancy hetween price and value the one
contracting parly would, according to this theory, give a certain
amount of immediately objectified labor power for a lesser amount
of the sume. Other factors, not involving labor power, would then
lead the party to complete the exchange, factors such as the satis-
faction of a terribly urgent need, amateurish fancy, fraud, monop-
oly, and so on, In the wider and subjective scnse, therefore, the
equivalence of value and countervalue holds fast in these cases, and




62 FORMS OF SOCIAL INTERACTION

the single norm, labor power, which makes the discrepancy pos-
sible, does not cease to derive the genesis of its character as a
value from exchange.

The qualities of objects which account for their subjective de-
sirability cannot, consequently, be credited with producing an ab-
solute amount of value. It is always the relation of desires 1o one
another, realized in exchange, which turns their objects into eco-
nomic values. With respect to scarcity, the other element supposed
lo constitute value, this consideration is more directly apparent.
Exchange is, indeed, nothing other than the interindividual attempt
to improve an unfavorable situation arising out of a shortage of
goods; that is, to reduce as much as possible the amount of sub-
jective abstinence by the mode of distributing the available supply.
Thereupon follows immediately a universal correlation between
what is called scarcity-value (a term justly criticized ) and what is
called exchange-value.

For us, howecver, the connection is more importaat in the re-
verse direction. As | have alrcady emphasized, the fact that goods
are scarce would not lead us to value them unless we could not
somehow modify that scarcity. It is modifiable in only two ways:
by expending labor to increase the supply of goods, or by giving
up objects already possessed in order to make whatever items an
individual most desires less scarce for him. One can accordingly
say that the scarcity of goods in relation to the desires direeted to
them objectively conditions exchange, but that it is exchange alone
that makes scarcity a factor in value. Tt is a mistake of many the-
orics of value to assume that, when utility and scarcity are given,
economic value—that is, the exchange process—is something to
be taken for granted, a conceptually necessary consequence of
those premises. In this they are by no means correct. If, for in-
stance, those conditions are accompanied by ascetic resignation, or
if they instigated only combat or rebbery—which, o be sure, is
indeed true often enough—-no economic value and no economic

life would emerge.

Ethnology teaches us about the astonishing arbitrariness, vacil-
lation, and incongruities which characterize concepts of value in
primitive cultures the moment their people are concerned with any-

Exchange 63

thing more than the most pressing daily necessities. 204 :me:._ is
no doubt that this phenomenon is caused hy—in any mﬁw:F is con-
nected with—another phenomenon, the primitive man’s aversion
to economic exchange. Several grounds for this aversion have been
asserted. Since primitive man lacks an objective mu@ mo:mﬂm:w ac-
cepted measure of value, he must constantly be mr..m:_ of being de-
ceived when trading. Since any product of labor is vqocm_; mo_”:-
by himself and for himself, he externalizes a part of his _..-m_.mo:m_‘:w
with it and may be giving the evil powers some control over him.
Perhaps the aversion of naturc people against wark .mSEm from
the same source. Here, too, a reliable measure is wanting, for the
balancing of travail and harvest; also from nature .moom he {ear de-
ception. The objective character of nature stands Ecm_n:_.mr_m and
terrifying before him beforc the time when he engages in Smﬁ&
and regulated exchange with her und thus places his own acts in
the distance and category of objectivity. Because he is 55.53@&
in the subjectivity of his relations with objecls, exchange—with na-
ture as with individuals—which involves objectification of the
thing and its value, appears to him as forbidding. It is mnn:m:.% as
if the first flicker of consciousness of the object as an object brings
with it a feeling of anxiety, as though with this awareness one .*o:
a picce of ego being torn away. Thence the Eﬁro_om_wm_ and mm:.wr.
istic interpretation which objects undergo—an . interpretation
which not only hypostatizes this anxiety and gives it the o:@.ﬁo.@-
sible intelligibility it can have for primitive man, but also m_Hm«,umﬁmm
it and by anthropomorphizing objects, brings them closer again
to reconciliation with subjectivity.

Forms of Appropriation and Exchange

This state of affairs serves to explain numerous phenomena,
including, first of all, the naturalness and rono_.mw_msmmm, of rob-
bery, of the subjective and normatively ::_,mm:wmﬁm.m seizure of
what is immediately desired. Long after the Homeric era piracy
remained a legitimate occupation in peripheral memr‘ territories,
Indeed, among many primitive peoples armed aov‘ron is held to be
superior to honest payment. This latter point of view is thoroughly
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understandable: in exchange and payment one is subordinated to
an objective norm, which the strong, autonomous personality must
defer to, somcthing it often is just not inclined to do. For this
reason very aristocratic, self-willed natures disdain commerce. By
the same token, however, trade favors peaccable relations among
men, because they recognize the intersubjective, uniform objec-
tivity and normative order which it places over them.

As one might suspect, there exists a continaum of intermediate
phenomena between the purely subjective mode of changing own-
ership, exemplified by robbery and the giving of presents, and its
purely objective form in trade, in which things are exchanged
according to the equivalent quanta of value contained in them.
Among these intermediate forms is the traditional patiern of recip-
rocal giving of gifts. Many peoples have the idea that one may
accept a present only if one can requile it with a return present—a
retroactive purchase, so to speak. This merges dircetly into regular
exchange when it happens, as often occurs in the Orient, that the
seller sends an object to the buyer as a “gift”—but wor to the
buyer if he does not send a comparable “countergift.” Another in-
termediate phenomenon of this sort is the universal form of “re-
quest work,” wherehy neighbors or friends assemble to lend as
sistance when urgently needed without heing given any payment
for their work. But it is the well-established custom in such in-
stances to provide generous hospitality for those who come to
work and if at all possible to give them a small feast; so that, for
example, among the Serbs it is reported that only well-to-do indi-
viduals can afford to call together a voluntary work force of that
sort.

Still today in the Oricnt and even in many parts of [taly one
does not find the concept of the set price which establishes a fixed
restraint on the subjective interests of both buyers and sellers. In
those places everyone sells as dearly and buys as cheaply as he
possibly can. Exchange there is exclusively a subjective transaction
between two persons. Its outcome depends only on the cunning,
greed, and tenacity of the parties, but not on the thing and its con-
sensually grounded rclation to price. Under these circumstances,
as a Roman antique dcaler explained to me, a busincss transaction
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consists of a process wherein the seller asks too much and the buyer
offers too little and they only gradually approach one md‘cnrma to
reach an acceptable point. This shows clearly ros.a the or_moﬂao_w
sel price emerges out of the counterposition of m.zvumnﬂmwnrmw.%c €
thing represents an intrusion of precommercial H.mr_.cc:w. into _m,
going exchange economy, but one that has not yet ?mm:. consistently
realized. The element of exchange is already there, it is m:mmmw an
objective event between values—-but its m.u.uﬁngmunm:o: wm .mr_u__..
oughly subjective, its mode and its quantities depend exclusively
on the relation of person equalities,

The Cultural Foundations of Exchange

Herein probably lics the ultimate motive for _wr.o sacral
forms, the legal guarantees, the various public and mwm&-:oﬁmu as-
surances which lend support to commerce in all early cultures. They
provide the transsubjective element which the nature o.m exchange
demands but which men do not yet know how to establish through
the ohjective relation to the object itself. So long as exchange m:a_
the idea that something like the equivalence of Mﬁ:._n_m could exist
between things were nol yet established, no two individuals iocﬂ
have come to an agreement by themselves. ﬂ_wno*.oﬁ.m we m:ﬂ in
all lands and far into the Middle Ages that commercial transactions
take place in public, and above all that units of measure r% s_m_n.r
the customary wares are exchanged are exactly set m.:; their use is
not to be evaded by any pair of parties through private deals.

This sort of ohjectivity is, to be sure, mechanical and .&Qow:mr
supported by motives and forces that lie .rcu‘os& .z:u realm of indi-
vidual exchange transactions. Hnm:mmc:o:-mvmn.mm measurement
does without such a priori arrangements and takes into account all
the particularities which arc suppressed by those oosz::c:m._
forms. But the intention and principle of both forms are the same:
the trans-subjective fixing of values in exchange, an effort which
only later finds a more germane, immanent way. The exchange wvm:.-
ried out by free and self-sufficient individuals presumes a valua-
lion based on standards that lic in the nature c.q Hrm. things. In the
stages that precede this the contents of what is being exchanged
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must be fixed in a way that is socially guaranteed, for otherwise in-
dividuals would lack any stable point for evaluating objects. The
same motive doubtless accounts for the social regulation of the
direction and procedures of primitive labor, demonsirating once
more the essential similarity between exchange and work, or more
accurately, the subsumption of the latter under the former coneept.

The manifold connections between what is objectively valid

(valid practically as well as theoretically ) and its social meaning
and recognition often appear historieally in the following way as
well. Social interaction, expansion, and normative order provide
the individual with that dignity and stability of life contents which
they later attain as a matter of substantive right and demonstrable
fact. Thus a child believes in something not because of intrinsic
reasons but because he trusts the persons who communicate it to
him: not something, but someone is believed. In matters of taste,
similarly, we are dependent on fashion, that is, on the social dis-
semination of actions and judgments until, later on, we know
enough to pass aesthetic judgment on the thing itself. Thus, too,
the necessity for the individual to transcend himself and thereby
to attain a solid, stable, supraindividual orientation in matters of
law, knowledge, and morality is first manifest as the force of tradi-
tion. In place of this initially indispensable social regulation, which
to be sure transcends the individual subject but not subjects in gen-
eral, another type of standardization gradually develops from the
knowledge of things and the apprehension of ideal norms. The ex-
ternal elements which we nced for our orientation take the more
readily accessible form of social generality before they come to us
as the ohjective characteristics of realities and of ideas.

In this sense which holds true of all cultural development, then,
exchange is originally a matter of social arrangements, until indi-
viduals become sufficiently acquainted with objects and their re-
spective values to be able to set the terms of exchange from casc
to case. There may be doubt that these socially legislated rates
which govern trade in all undeveloped cultures could only have
resulted from numerous previous transactions which initially took
place in irregular and unfixed form among individuals. This ob-
jection holds for exchange, however, no more than it does for lan-
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guage, custom, law, religion—in short, for all the fundamental
forms of life which emerge from and regulate the group asa whole.
For a long time these forms, too, could only be explained as the
inventions of individuals, whereas they surely arose from _,rm. very
beginning as interindividual formations, as the ?,om.:nﬁo.m inter-
action between individual and collectivitly, so that no individual is
lo be credited with their origin,

I hold it to be completely possible that the {orerunner of so-
clally fixed exchange was net individual exchange, but a ?-.5. of
ransfer of possessions that was not exchange at all—something
like robbery. Interindividual exchange would then have been noth-
ing other than a peace treaty; exchange, and mxorm:mm. under
fixed terms, would then have emerged as a mmnm_m. :.um:Jm An
analogy to this would be provided by cases where primitive wﬂ.mm_-
ing of wives has preceded an exogamous peace treaty with neigh-
hors, which legitimates and regulates the sale and exchange Awm
women. The radically new marriage form introduced prm.amr.%. is
thus immediately set in a way that structures the choice of individ-
uals. One does not need to assume the prior existence of a number
of separate arrangements of the same sort among .5&.?5:&? but
rather a social regulation appears with the new marriage moE.d at
one and the same time. It is a prejudice to think that every socially
regulated relationship must have developed Ewﬂo_.mom_._% A..:;.o% rela-
tionships that are similar in content but appear only in .H:m_d_m:mf
istic, socially unregulated forms. The phenomenon can just as well
have been preceded by the same content in a social form of ¢
wholly different kind. The antecedents of mxnr.m:mm are the sub-
jective forms of appropriation of alien possessions, ..or_on._.w u:m
gift-giving—just as presents given to the chief m.um tm:m.:_mm im-
posed by the chief represent forestages of taxation. ‘monua.wmmm_-
lation appears as the first suprasubjective to%_.rurq which is
reached in the course of this development, and this in turn prepares
the way for objectivity in the factual sense. Oﬁ_M through this prior
stage of socictal regulation does there mm<m_0ﬁ.:.g that Tmm. :m.am.mmn
of possessions hetween individuals the condition of objectivity,
which is the essence of exchange, . . .

From all the foregeing it appears that exchange is a sociologi-
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cal structure sui generis, a primary form and function of interind;-
vidual life. By no means does it follow logically from those quali-
tative and quantitative properties of things which we call utility
and scarcity. On the contrary, hoth these properties derive their
significance as generators of value only under the presupposition
of exchange. Where exchange, offering a sacrifice for the sake of
& gain, is impossible {or any reason, no degree of scarcity of a
desired object can convert it to an economic value until the pos-
sibility of that relation reappears,
The meaning that an object has for an individual always rests
solely in its desirability. For whatever an object is to accomplish
for us, its qualitative character is decisive. When we possess it, it
is a matter of indifference whether in addition there exist many,
few, or no other specimens of its kind. (1 do not distinguish here
those cases in which scarcity itself is a kind of qualitative property
which makes the object desirable to us, such as old postage stamps,
curiosities, antiques without aesthetic or historical value, etc.)
The sense of difference, incidentally, important for enjoyment in
the narrower sense of the word, may be everywhere conditioned by
a scarcity of the object, that is, by the fact that it is not cnjoyed
everywhere and at all times. This igner psychological condition of
enjoyment, however, is not a practical factor, because it would
have to lead not to the overcoming of scarcity but to its conserva-
tion, ils increase even—which is patently not the case. The only
relevant question apart {rom the direet enjoyment of things for
their qualities is the question of the way to it. As soon as this way is
a long and difficult one, involving sacrifices in patience, disappaint-
ment, toil, inconvenience, feats of self-denial, and so on, we call the
object “scarce.” One can express this directly: things are not diffi-
cult to obtain because they are scarce, but they are scarce because
they are difficult to obtain. The inflexible external fact that the
supply of certain goods is too small to satisfy all our desires for
them would he in itsclf insignificant. There are many objectively
scarce things which are not scarce in the economic scnse of the
term. Whether they are scarce in this sense depends entirely upon
what measure of energy, patience, and devotion is necessary for
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their acquisition—sacrifices which naturally presume the desir-
ability of the object. . )
The difhiculty of attainment, that is, the magnitude oﬁm_m sacri-
fice involved in exchange, is thus the element that peculiarly con-
stitutes value. Scarcity constitutes only the outer appearance of
this clement, only its objectification in the form oH.a_:m::J. One
often fails to observe that scarcity, purely as such, is .o::\ a nega-
tive property, an existence churacterized by nonexistence. .E.:u
nonexistent, however, cannot be operativee. Every positive conse-
quence must be the issuc of a positive property and force, of which
that negative property is only the mrmmoi.. These conerete forces
are, however, manifestly the only ingredients of exchange. The
aspect of concreteness is in no wise aomcowz. because we are Mow
dealing here with individuals as such. .m.u?:q:w among ::.umm” .Mm
a peculiar property: it involves reaching out _um%om& the indivi -
ual, it subsists only within a plurality, and yet it momm not consti-
tute a mere conceptual generalization and abstraction. N
Herewith is expressed the profound relation vmpémn.: relativity
and society, which is the most m5~:o&mﬁ mmacﬁmﬁwm.:c: of rela-
tivity in regard to the material of humanity: society is the m%ﬂﬂ_-
singular structure which is nonetheless not m.vm:mor H_chcm is
concept historical life is spared the alternatives o.m .rmﬁ:m to run
either in mere individuals or in ahstract mmnmnmr:m.m. .moﬂQQ is
the generality that has, simultancously, concrete 5nm__.J‘. From
this can be scen the unique meaning which exchange, as the eco-
nomic realization of the relativity of things, has *.o_” society. It lifts
the individual thing and its significance for the individual man out
of their singularity, not into the sphere of the abstract but into
the liveliness of interaction, which is, so to speak, the body ﬂ eco-
nomic value. We may examine an object ever so closely Jﬁr re-
spect to its self-sufficient properties, but we shall not .m:m its eco-
nomic value. For this consists exclusively in the Enmtwon& rela-
tionship which comes inio being among several objects on the
basis of these properties, each determining the .onrca and each re-
turning to the other the significance il has received therefrom.




