1

Lifemodes in the New World Order
The neoculturation of lifemodes in a state-system under transformation

Thomas Højrup

Dept. of Ethnology, Saxo Institute, University of Copenhagen
www.lifemodes.ku.dk
Center of Sustainable Lifemodes, Slettestrand
http://www.livsformeribalance.dk/
http://www.havbaade.dk/
2018

This paper is reflecting the theme of life-modes and their neoculturation at the seminar Structural
Dialectics 2017. The paper is written as a part of a of a forthcoming publication from the project
LNWO, with the title: Lifemodes in the New World Order. The neoculturation of lifemodes in a
state-system under transformation on which the ethnological group of researchers at the Center for
State- and Life-Mode Analysis (University of Copenhagen) and the Center for Sustainable
Lifemodes (Han Herred Havbaade, Slettestrand) is working. It continues the elaboration of
Lifemode theory as a dialectical mode of analysis and synthesis in the book State, Culture and Life
Modes (Ashgate 2003). This edition of Rethinking the Capitalist Mode of Production and its
Lifemodes is edited to lectures at the Lanzhou University in China, 2018.

2

Rethinking the capitalist mode of production and its lifemodes

The scientific temporariness: why Marx had to turn Hegel’s theory upside down

How scientific temporariness may imply a cumulative scientific development

Fundamental questions and epistemological ruptures from the Aristotelian to the Ricardian theories of
value and exchange

Marx introduces the transcendence of modern universalist economic thinking

The first step of specifications: The use-value of unpaid labour is the source of surplus value

The second step of specifications: The rate of profit redistributes the globally produced surplus value

The third step of specifications: The lifemode of the individual capitalist entrepreneurs

The fourth step of specifications: The lifemodes of capitalist managers and investors

The fifth step of specifications: The lifemodes of the Conduct of Life Cultivating Capitalism

Summary and conclusions: the basic lifemode concepts of CPM

Translation/editing in English by Steven Sampson, stevensampson.net/wp

3

Rethinking the capitalist mode of production and its lifemodes
Introduction s. 4
The scientific temporariness: why Marx had to turn Hegel’s theory upside down s. 4
How scientific temporariness may imply a cumulative scientific development s. 6
Fundamental questions and epistemological ruptures from the Aristotelian to the Ricardian theories of value
and exchange s. 10
Marx introduces the transcendence of modern universalist economic thinking s. 12
The first step of specifications: The use-value of unpaid labour is the source of surplus value s. 14
The second step of specifications: The rate of profit redistributes the globally produced surplus value s. 17
The third step of specifications: The lifemode of the individual capitalist entrepreneurs s. 22
The fourth step of specifications: The lifemodes of capitalist managers and investors s. 38

Specification of the career professional lifemode s. 43
The reproduction of the career professional lifemode s. 54
The lifemode of consultancy firms s. 55
Irreplaceability and indispensability s. 57
The paradox of uniqueness s. 63
The risk of a bad reputation s. 67
The conceptual universe of the career professional lifemode s. 70
The paradox of temporariness s. 76
Foundation Owned Business Capitalism and the wage-earner lifemode of partnership ideology s. 81

The fifth step of specifications: The lifemodes of the Conduct of Life Cultivating Capitalism s. 84
Summary and conclusions: the basic lifemode concepts of CPM s. 89

Litterature s. 94
Notes s. 97

4

Rethinking the capitalist mode of production and its lifemodes
Introduction

Even if the fission theory transcends historical materialism, Marx’s Capital is still our fundamental
scientific source for understanding capitalism as a distinct economic culture. Hence, we will test
whether it is possible to continue the specification of its concepts based on the first two steps of
specification that Marx managed to elaborate in his lifetime. First, we will scrutinize the background
of theoretical ruptures and negations that became fundamental for the two basic steps of specification
of the capitalist mode of production, those ruptures and negations that made it possible to understand
capitalism as a distinct economic culture. Next, we will describe how it is possible to develop three
successive steps of specifications in order to elaborate more fundamental and detailed features of the
basic lifemode concepts of the capitalist mode of production. It is these three features that will help
us better understand those aspects of the paradox of temporariness and neoculturation not directly
determined by the struggle for recognition between the states.
Seen from the perspective of scientific temporariness, Marx and Engels employed a Hegel- inspired
dialectical enquiry to transcend the contradictions inside Hegel’s own (logical and culture historical)
theory of the state.1 Their disclosure and intended solution of the dominant contradictions in Hegel’s
theory turns the relation of determination between civil society and the state upside down. Historical
materialism means that society – in theoretical terms: the social formation – is the durable whole,
whereas state and family are possible and necessary parts of distinct variants of the totality, thus
implying the temporariness of their empirical existence.

Scientific temporariness: why Marx had to turn Hegel’s theory upside down
In Hegel’s Philosophy of Right, the concepts of family and civil society are dialectical parts of
distinct form variants of the state. The state, meanwhile, is the complete whole, able to struggle for
its recognition as a unitary will in a particular world. The struggles for recognition forge the original
state formation and the subsequent ongoing formation and transformation of the state system. At the
global level, this process entails what Hegel calls the world history’s “shambles” of cultural worlds.
Based on the struggle for recognition, the rise and fall of dominant cultural worlds implies - at the
macro level of cultural history - the formation of conceptual conditions of possibility for a
development of the self-awareness and self-consciousness of man as a cultural being. Man is a being
who develops a consciousness about how the development of this consciousness itself has become
possible through the self-transcending culture history from instinctive substantial freedom
(subjectivity) to the subjective freedom of the modern world.2 In a movement from East towards
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West, Hegel (inspired by the diffusion of Indo-European languages) finds that this self-transcending
historical process materializes itself in the development of coexistent or successive cultural worlds
that change dominance in a spatial succession around the Globe. Step by step, through evolving
contradictions and ruptures, this world historical process generated the temporarily dominant modern
European states, with their respective cultures of subjective freedom at the basis of the long sequence
of old (still perceptible) Asian high cultures dominated by substantial freedom. To be conscious of
the dialectic between substantial and subjective freedom is a scientific problematic that becomes
possible to set out explicitly when European philosophy reflects on the stage and evolution of the
World Spirit in the wake of the dominance of the European world. Hegel envisages the next
transitory step and dominant cultural world emerging in a possible future flowering of the United
States. Following Hegel, the scientific temporariness is embedded in the culture historical
temporariness. The conceptual development may continue the grand developmental story (explicated
by nineteenth century European scientific advances in geology, biology, philosophy, anthropology,
archeology, ethnology) about how life on Earth developed and became conscious about itself as life.
The latest ethnological chapter of this self-transcending process develops the Idea about how man
(the “World Spirit” or the “Arts and Humanities”) became conscious about himself as a natural and
cultural being. As Hegel phrased it: The owl of Minerva spreads its wings only with the falling of the
dusk.3
In contradistinction to Hegel’s Idea and cultural totality, but continuing the inner connection to the
other developmental sciences, Marx and Engels developed the concept of social formation as a
totality of modes of production and their prerequisites. Particular variants of this whole contain
(distinct forms of) state and family as important parts, because specific modes of production
presuppose particular types of political organization and family in the social formation. The capitalist
mode of production presupposes a state, because this kind of superstructure is the condition of
possibility for the legal system of property rights to means of production. Paving the way for the
enclosure of the commons and privatization processes, these rights and the practice of entering into
contracts make possible the system of private ownership of land, raw materials and many other kinds
of natural resources, which in other social formations are commons possessed collectively by the
producers. Marx sets out the contradistinction explicitly by phrasing the enclosure of the commons
as the original or primitive accumulation from which the divide between owner and non-owner and
the ceaseless capital accumulation originates. 4 In parts of Europe, the enclosure processes stripped
the copy-holding peasant communities of access to their land and revealed the state’s role in the
formation of the class of “free” wage laborers. The explication of the enclosure processes challenges
and contradicts the idea that the bourgeois state improves subjective freedom and self-consciousness,
especially for the common people of direct producers and laborers.
Nevertheless, the Hegelian nation state, civil society and nuclear family appears in the theory of
historical materialism as a limiting case of the social formation theory in the same way that in the
science of physics, classical kinematics and dynamics appear as limiting cases of the special theory
of relativity, which transcends the classical theory. Seen from the theory of historical materialism,
Hegel developed a theory that was able to describe the essential cultural features of the European
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bourgeois ideology and through it, the bourgeois state, the bourgeois society and the bourgeois
family. It is a limiting case of the social formation theory in the sense that the scientific praxis of
social formation theory is able to explain these concepts as the particular set of prerequisites of the
simple commodity and the capitalist modes of production. However, without a logical rupture
capable of introducing and breaching the scientific question, “How do we disclose and specify the
necessary ‘basis’ of the ideological features of the bourgeois state and lifemodes,” it was not possible
to elaborate the mode of production concepts and inquire into precisely how the forces and relations
of production and appropriation of profit presuppose the state and family structures. The selfcontradictions of the classical economists’ law of value was one of the main conceptual barriers and
at the same time the theoretical point of departure for the scientific rupture, with which Marx and
Engels became able to elaborate the mode of production and social formation theory.

How scientific temporariness may imply a cumulative scientific development
In this chapter, we will enquire whether it is possible to extract more appropriate conditions of
possibility for lifemodes from the concepts of the capitalist mode of production than those hitherto
explicated. From Chapter 2,5 we know that the exploration needs a more exact and appropriate
contradistinction between the praxis and conditions of possibility of the wageworker lifemode and
the career-professional lifemode – if we want to be sure that we have to do with two distinct modes
of life. Apart from that, we need to explore whether it is possible to produce a capitalist profit based
upon extraction of surplus value without the well-known employment of labour power. To do this,
we will take a closer look at the way in which Marx’ elaboration of the capitalist mode of production
took its point of departure in a disclosure and solution of the contradictions between the classical
economic concepts of profit and law of value. However, in delving deeper into this problematique,
we have to take into consideration the way in which our starting point is another than that of Marx
and Engels. They saw it as the task of their late writings to specify the concept structure of the
capitalist mode of production and of the social formation that includes all the prerequisites of this
mode of existence. In relation to this ambition, they conceived, as mentioned above, Hegel’s theory
of the modern person, family, society, and state as a limiting case, because the scientific praxis
succeeded to transcend it by elaborating the historical materialist theory.
By means of his epistemological rupture with the thinking of Enlightenment philosophers (not least
Kant), Hegel - in contrast to the classical economists and romantic thinkers - succeeded in revealing
the dynamic forces and contradictions of the commodity market as a necessary moment of the
development and an indispensable part of the totality of the modern state’s subjective freedom. The
recognition and self-consciousness problematique became decisive at two levels: the self-defense is
the prerequisite for recognition and self-consciousness of an independent state. To be self-supporting
on the market is the prerequisite for being a self-conscious citizen (or family) in the modern state and
society. The modern state guaranties the right of property and puts the legal possibility of making
contracts at its citizen´s disposal. It is the responsibility of each single person and nuclear family to
make use of this possibility. Self-responsibility and ability to maintain one’s life as self-supportive is

7
decisive for being a recognized subject. The commodity market offers this possibility at the same
time as it constantly puts every self-supportive praxis at risk in the competition struggle, with the
(involved subjects’) loss of self-esteem as an unintended consequence for all those, who are
squeezed out of the market. These relations, which are the prerequisite of self-consciousness, at the
same time undermine the self-consciousness of the modern person. Hegel saw the migration to the
New World, where it was possible to settle down on conquered land and make a plot of it your
private property as a consequence of and solution to the loss of self-consciousness. In the eyes of
Marx, however, it was no appropriate scientific solution to the internal contradiction of bourgeois
society to let the unpropertied migrate out of the theory!
Marx undertook a rupture with the struggle for recognition concept, looking for a more coherent
description and “sublation”6 of the contradiction inherent to the market-based modern society. A
sublation is not simply a descriptive explanation of a concept. Following Hegel, “sublation” applies
only to those concepts that have inherently contradictory elements. Sublation aims to transform the
contradiction into a complementarity that improves the understanding of the concept.7 Instead of the
migration-solution, Marx turned the question upside down and proposed to conceive the
contradiction as an essential part of the bourgeois society’s relations between owners and nonowners of the social means of production. The consequence of this “move” was the formation of a
non-Hegelian dialectic of struggle, in which the class struggle (between owners and non-owners)
replaced the struggle for recognition as the most fundamental concept relation of the theory. The
non-Hegelian theory (in the sense of Gaston Bachelard) paved the way for the elaboration of the
mode of production concept, which Marx developed as an articulation of relations and forces of
production. This concept became foundational for the Darwin-inspired class concept and – a hundred
years later -- for our further elaboration and transformation of class into the present lifemode
concepts. Nevertheless, as explained in the chapter above, the stateform and lifemode theory
transcends the status of the mode of production concept as the point of departure of the theory’s
sequences of concept specification – i.e. its role as “determining in the last instance” as Althusser
phrased it. This rupture marks how the mode of production concept’s own scientific temporariness
may be a transitory path towards a more coherent theory. Viewed from the theory of survival of the
superior defense, the social formation theory becomes a limiting case of the fission theory of
stateforms and lifemodes based on the struggle for recognition.
This non-materialist theory of stateforms and lifemodes transforms the modes of production into
essential parts of the economic level of the state concept, and it transforms the states into essential
parts of the state system concept. Whereas the social formation is the totality concept of historical
materialist theory, the state system is the totality concept of the fission theory. Within this totality
concept, the struggle for recognition and its D>O concept is the point of departure for the elaboration
and recurrent revision of the sequences of concept specification that form and reform the new rootstructure of concepts. Because the mode of production is of fundamental importance for the ability of
a state to defend its domain of sovereignty, it becomes understandable why it obtained the role as the
“prime mover” of history in social formation theory. States are preoccupied with the formation and
reformation of the political, legal, ideological, economic and other important conditions of existence
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for (the features described by) modes of production because these conditions are decisive for the
production of the means by which the states defend their domains of sovereignty vis a vis each other.
The defense modes do not require a certain quantitative output of production that can be applied only
as an amorphous mass of abstract forces. A strategic defense requires a discrete and coherent plan for
the deployment of distinct forms of force, as determined by the formation of a center of gravity, the
intent of which is to force the potential opponents to attack the defense where it is most powerful.
The distinct defense modes determine the way in which the lifemodes of lineage warriors or polis
hoplites, of slave-owners or noble knights, of serfs or lords and vassals, are crucial to the necessary
defensive capability. Other defense modes depend on peasant soldiers and patriotic capitalists, on
oligarchs, independent producers or middle class, on nationalist or socialist workers, on communist
cadres or highly skilled professionals, etc.8 In terms of the defense mode, it is the distinct ways in
which the lifemodes are able to contribute to the defense of a domain of sovereignty that determine
their necessity as distinct means for the state. Their function in a specific mode of production reflects
the way in which they are reproduced. From the perspective of the bearers of each lifemode, its own
reproduction is the supreme end, i.e. “the good life”.
Because of this negation, only a critical mode of analysis and synthesis can reveal if a particular
lifemode´s argument of being necessary for the general interest of the state and society in question
contradicts the demands from the state system, defense mode and state form or whether it instead
contains some credibility. This will be the crucial question of the “World Spirit” (as embodied in the
UN, social media, global movements etc.) of today. In contradistinction to the World Spirit of other
epochs, the dominant transnational discourse of today realizes and intervenes if a lifemode tries to
reproduce itself or expand its appropriation of surplus values by threatening or destroying the
established inter-state relations of mutual recognition based on the superiority of defense in the statesystem. For the time being, the global opinion does not recognize the legitimacy of waging a war
with the aggressive aim to conquer the recognized geographical domain of sovereignty of another
state. The war between the fragile (if not failing) states of Syria and Iraq, the new Islamic State, the
Kurdish army, and their temporary groups of allies in the global state system demonstrates the
difficulty of achieving global governance in a world of non-state actors and multiple sources of
conflict.
A defense mode is a distinct force formation entailing the coherent sovereignty strategy of a state
that reflects the strategic praxis of its potential or actual opponents in the state system. These
strategies require distinct kinds of praxis that in turn determine which particular (set of) lifemodes
are necessary and decisive for a state to have at its disposal within its domain of sovereignty to be
able to defend the recognition of that domain in a particular state system. However, the astonishing
dynamic of capital accumulation, the industrialization of production and the huge potential for
expansion of industrial capitalism transcended borders and old limits for pre-capitalist modes of
production. This is why the introduction of modern capitalism first set in motion in the Low
Countries and England makes it understandable that Marx replaced the state and spirit of a people as
the scientific starting point with mode of production. Moreover, he replaced them with a theory that
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took its point of departure in the dynamic laws of the motion of commodities, processing values and
accumulating capitals.

Viewed from the state-form perspective, Marx elaborateed a coherent, scientific specification of
social formations based on commodity production, whose differentia specifica is its productivity
drive. Every producer who is able to lower the value of a commodity (the amount of labour power
necessary to its production) can appropriate a temporary surplus that equals the difference between
the average value and the lowered value. He can do this until the average productivity has reached
the new level of productivity in the social formation as a whole, and the prices thus reflect the
lowered value of the commodity. If -- and as long as -- he is able to monopolize his distinct means of
production and possess the production process, he may also be able to employ the labour power of
other people who do not possess these means of production. By means of this, he may be able
appropriate a surplus value from the difference between the value of the labour power and the value
produced by the labour power he has purchased. However, every monopoly of this kind is under
constant potential attack from competitors who strive to conquer the temporary monopoly by
elaborating a new, lower level of value that undermines the existing margin and monopoly. By
means of this carrot (the conditions of possibility of commodity production), a state may be able to
improve the capitalists development of productivity in its social formation. This maximization of
productivity can be difficult to maintain in times of peace by means of other kinds of division of
labour and modes of production prevalent in the state system of our times. Even dogmatic religious
regimes and states ruled by modern communist governments have applied these features – for longer
or shorter periods – as a means of increasing commercial innovation, wealth and productivity in
selected sectors of their social formations. A communist government may even be able to apply the
advanced theory of Marx on commodity production and capitalism when dealing with the deliberate
introduction, interpellation, elaboration, and limitation of bourgeois lifemode features in selected
sectors of the social formation of the state.
In contradistinction to the classical economists of his time, Marx sought to distinguish between
fundamentally different economic cultures instead of trying to discover universal economic laws
across time, space and societies. It is because Marx focused on different types of economic systems,
thus associated with different ways of life, that Marx remains important for the ethnological
exploration and elaboration of the lifemode concepts. This focus is an essential part of Capital,
where he elaborates two distinct modes of production – the simple commodity mode of production
and the capitalist mode of production – as distinct concept structures. These two modes of production
contain their own unique features that are preconditions for those modes of life that (could and do)
coexist in modern social formations. This co-existence may appear to be messy or chaotic. Our task
here is to reveal the logic of their internal relations. Part of this messy appearance is due to the work
of the classical economists. Marx scrutinizes the self-contradictions of classical economics in A
Contribution to the Critique of Political Economy, a critique based on which Capital elaborates the
mode of production theory that transcends the classical economic theory of Smith and Ricardo.
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Fundamental questions and epistemological ruptures from the Aristotelian to the Ricardian
theories of value and exchange
It was the merit of classical economic theory to transcend the physiocratic way of explaining how
wealth is generated. In opposition to the mercantilist focus on the king’s acquisition of precious
metals (the important world money in times of war), the physiocrats elaborated the theory of good
housekeeping (mastering oikos/economy) into a theory of how production is the real source of
wealth. They did it by distinguishing between the productive and the sterile trades. The productive
trades are the agrarian ones, where nature gives manifold yield in return for every grain sown and
cultivated. The labour of agriculture, forestry, mining and fishing is the productive source of all
wealth. In opposition to this, the sterile trades consist of the artisan’s work, processing of the raw
materials from the productive trades without being able to add further value in the sense of a
manifold yield as does cultivation and harvest of nature. In this way, physiocratic theories gave an
answer to the question of where to find the source of wealth. With this answer, it became possible for
reformers and governments to argue for the importance of specific kinds of agrarian policy (inspired
by Chinese agricultural policy), the taxation of agriculture, etc.
The question of the source and appropriation of wealth, however, became important for another
question with ancient roots: that of how the exchange of commodities can take place. Aristotle
discuss the question in the Nicomachean Ethics, where it is important for the integrity of the polis
that the citizens are able to exchange goods with each other at the agora in a just manner. His
problem is that the manifold kinds of artisan work, the cultivation of crops and rearing of cattle,
practicing medicine, teaching, mining, rowing, sailing and fishing are performed by people with very
different legal and political status in the polis: slave laborers, house-slaves and debt-slaves, serfs,
strangers, free men, citizens and full citizens. Because of this,
it may happen that the product of one of the parties is worth more than that of the other, and
in that case therefore they have to be equalized. (…) for an association for interchange of
services is not formed between two physicians, but between a physician and a farmer, and
generally between persons who are different, and who may be unequal, though in that case
they have to be equalized. Hence, all commodities exchanged must be able to be compared in
some way. It is to meet this requirement that men have introduced money. 9
Aristotle is able to set up the problematique of commodity exchange, but the distinct lifemodes of the
polis do not make it possible to find a “natural” source of equality between the commodities, because
they are so different in origin, incommensurable demand and different use. He points to the fact that
exchange makes no sense without the differences between the commodities because one cannot
ignore the reason why people want to exchange them with each other. Instead of (discovering) a
scientific solution, he settles the unsolved contradiction by observing that people have invented an
“artificial” standard. It means that
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demand has come to be conventionally represented by money; this is why money is called
nomisma (customary currency), because it does not exist by nature but by custom (nomos),
and can be altered and rendered useless at will. (…) Money then serves as a measure, which
makes things commensurable and so reduces them to equality.”10
It was not until large urban sectors of trades and industries in 17th and 18th century Western Europe
based themselves on market exchange that physiocratism was confronted by a new economic theory
that had to deal with a profitable production of commodities by means of commodities, thus requiring
a new understanding of the sources of wealth and profit. The expansion of the market economy
brought together the two old questions of wealth and exchange and removed the narrow approach to
equalization and commensurability characteristic of Aristotle’s approach. The ancient Greek polis
culture was characterized by the full citizen’s disdain of productive work (poiesis) and drudgery
(ponos) - which they conceived as the task of unfree people of distinct legal status. In contrast to the
narrowness of equality principles, the modern market economy in Western Europe began to base
itself on incipient equalizing forms of legal recognition and political improvement of the industrious
citizens’ property rights and an increasing population of independent artisans, merchants, skippers
and family farmers. This development paved the way for the theoretical elaboration of the law of
value, according to which commodities are, on the average, sold at their values, that is, at prices
corresponding to the amount of necessary labour contained in them. The labour used to produce a
commodity necessarily adds value to the existing value of the used tools and raw materials, even if
the physiocrats would conceive the production in question as part of the “sterile” sector. Adding
value to the value of (the labour already used to produce - and therefore contained in) the applied raw
materials and tools, results in a product that is the result of several successive labour processes. The
aggregated value of this product represents the total value of all that labour, which is necessarily
used in the production of the commodity. In this way, the classical economists introduced a method
that made it possible to analyze the value of any commodity produced for the market. It was simply
the sum of all those successive amounts of labour used in the total value-chain, the end of which is
the value of the commodity in question. At each step in the total chain of the labour processes, the
materials and tools used represents the value of the labour, which at the prevalent and general level
of productivity is necessary for their production.
This method of analysis addresses two questions. The equalization and commensurability question
finds its answer in the pure concept of labour, i.e. labour emancipated from the physiocratic
confusion of sterility versus productivity. The prevalent generally necessary labour is set out
explicitly as a measure of equivalence by which the value of all commodities can be compared at the
market and be exchanged – despite the the fact that the use values of the commodities are
incommensurable. The source of wealth and value question is answered by the same concept because
the value successively added by labour aggregates into the total value of every particular kind of
commodity, which is repeatedly produced for and exchanged at the market. The sum of values of all
commodities produced represents the totality of the wealth of a market-based society.
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Marx introduces the transcendence of modern universalist economic thinking
Conceived from the perspective of historical materialism, the theory of labour and its law of value in
classical economic thinking is a limited, but on its own ground approximately coherent, conceptual
structure that describes the essential principles of a totality based on production of commodities by
means of commodities under the specific conditions of simple commodity production by
independent, self-employed producers. From the perspective of classical economic theory itself, the
theory of labour and its law of value are the universal foundations of market economies. They are not
specific to any distinct economic culture. In using the term “economic culture” here, we aim to
highlight the the particularity of economic systems in universalist economic theory. What we will
call ”economic culture” here is equivalent to what Marx called the ”mode of production”. In contrast
to the universalist kind of theory, an economic culture, is a self-contained system of relations and a
whole of economic processes that entails its own conceptual universe, it own theories (e.g. classical
economic theory) and a distinct set of lifemodes. This wholistic approach entails that an economic
culture has a logical contrast, or even opposition, to other particular cultures or modes of production
at the economic level of a social formation. Hence, the limitations specified by the particular kinds of
market implied by the simple commodity mode of production concept (of historical materialism) is
not visible inside the problematique of classical economic theory. On the contrary, it tempts us to
conceive of labour and capital as commodities as well, the consequence of which is that the theory is
applied to industries and trades, where labour markets and capital markets are essential parts of the
economy, thus apparently confirming the applicability of the theory of labour and its law of value to
capitalist societies.
Marx attempted to explicate the difficulties that faced Ricardo’s approach when it was generalized
and applied to the social formation dominated by capitalist relations of production:
As soon as the economists applied (the) determination of value by labour to the commodity
“labour”, they fell into one contradiction after another. How is the value of “labour”
determined? By the necessary labour contained in it. But how much labour is contained in the
labour of a worker for a day, a week, a month, a year? The labour of a day, a week, a month,
a year. If labour is the measure of all values, then indeed we can express the “value of labour”
only in labour. But we know that it is equal to an hour of labour. This brings us not a hair’s
breadth nearer the goal; we keep on moving in a circle.11
Adding the question of what constitutes the source of wealth and profits, still more hitherto implicit
contradictions become visible. Following the landowner and the capitalist, their rent and profit are
payments for the value-added by land and capital in the production process, which makes use of the
land and capital and therefore has to pay for the value of their presence in the process. Rent and
profit are payments for the value added, just as the capitalist (thinks he) pays the worker an amount
of money that equals the value of his labour. However, if the social necessary labour is the source of
all value, that is if it is the value added to a commodity through the value-chain (of its successive
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production), then there is either a contradiction in terms, or worse: a necessary part of the labour that
is not paid to the worker but extracted by the landowner and the capitalist as “rent” and “profit”. The
consequence is that when (the source of) wealth is specified into the (sources of) rent and profit, the
concept contradicts the theory of labour’s own law of value. Alternatively, as Marx concludes: What
the classical economists had regarded as the value of labour was the value not of labour but of the
living worker himself. What the worker sold to the capitalist on the market was not his labour;12 for
as soon as his labour actually begins, it has already ceased to belong to him; it can therefore
no longer be sold by him. (…) At the most, he might sell his future labour, that is, undertake
to perform a certain amount of work in a definite time. In so doing, however, he does not sell
labour (which would first have to be performed) but puts his labour power at the disposal of
the capitalist for a definite time (in the case of timework) or for the purpose of a definite
output (in the case of piecework) in return for a definite payment: he hires out, or sells, his
labour power.13
It is at this point that Marx transcended the hitherto unresolved contradiction of the Ricardian law of
value determination by labour. Labour power (as distinguished from mere labour) is the concept of a
commodity that has two values: the first one rests on the mental and physical capabilities existing in
a human being, which he exercises whenever he takes part in the production of a use-value, i.e.
exercises his labour. This is the potential use-value of labour power, the value-producing
propertythat the worker sells to the capitalist, who then applies it to a labour process and appropriates
the productively added value of its product. The second value is the value of labour power that is
determined by its own costs of production, from which it is possible to go back and determine the
amount of labour that (under prevalent conditions) is socially necessary for the production and
reproduction of this commodity. Having purchased labour-power, it is the task and responsibility of
the capitalist to set up a production process in which the worker exercises the necessary labour to
produce a value that equals the value of his labour-power plus the surplus labour to produce the
surplus value, which is necessary for the valorization of the capital. The distinction between the usevalue and the exchange-value of labour-power clarifies the concept of labour-power as a commodity.
Unlike other commodities, labour power follows the law of value and, when sold, purchased and
employed as variable capital, is at the same time able to add value to itself in a production process.
As exercised labour, it is (converted into) a part of the capital, which is consumed and used in an act
of capitalist production of commodities. Labour-power and capital are two moments or aspects of the
process, whose differentia specifica is that its reproduction demands that it is able to produce a value
that covers the value of the labour-power as well as the surplus value during the purchased labourtime. The contradictions on which Ricardo’s theory of labour and law of value wrecked, when
applied on capitalist relations, are solved by replacing the one-dimensional concept of labour with
the two-dimensional concept of “labour-power”. Labour-power is itself a commodity, which is
purchased and sold at a specific market for labour-power and consumed productively as variable
capital in the valorizing process. The reproduction of the production of the necessary value and the
(necessary) surplus value is the essence of the concept of capitalist commodity production.
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As a result, this epistemological rupture with the classical theory of commodity production generates
the theoretical point of departure for the specification of the capitalist mode of production.

The first step of specification. The use value of unpaid labour is the source of surplus value.
Like Clausewitz, Marx is fully aware that his elaboration of specifications stepwise transforms the
basic concepts of the point of departure. This mode of analysis and synthesis is a necessary means to
sublate the contradictions inherent the basic concept relations that determine the subject matter.
Basic concepts are intended to describe the most general features of the subject, whereas the task of
the succeeding concept specifications is to develop modifications of these features in a way that
make it possible to systematically explore more detailed, specific and distinct features.
The first step of specification of the capitalist mode of production sets out explicitly the dialectical
relation between the concepts of “capital” and “labour-power”. They imply each other and mutate
with each other in the cyclical process of valorization, the prerequisite of which is the repetition of
the formation of surplus value that determines the concept of productivity in the capitalist praxis. At
this step of specification, the surplus value is determined by the difference between the necessary
labour and the labour exercised during the working day as a whole. If the necessary labour-time
equals the total labour-time, there is no time left for surplus-labour. Necessary labour-time plus
surplus labour-time determines the total length of the working day, which is necessary for the
valorization of capital, i.e. implied by the law of valorization. This relation between necessary
labour-time and surplus labour-time is contained in the abbreviation that Marx terms the production
of absolute surplus value. This concept describes the way in which the capitalist seeks to extend the
total labour-time so that the worker’s labour-power can be utilized to extract surplus-labour. After
that, Marx uses the concept of absolute surplus-labour to form a contrast that makes it possible to set
out explicitly the production of relative surplus-labour, a concept that describes the means by which
the surplus-labour time can be extended at the expense of the necessary labour time. How is this
extension possible? The answer is that by increasing the productivity of labour, the value of labourpower will fall because the portion of the working day necessary for the reproduction of that value
will be reduced.14 Keeping the total labour time constant, this makes it possible to extend the time
spent on surplus-labour. “The production of absolute surplus-value turns exclusively on the length of
the working day, whereas the production of relative surplus-value completely revolutionizes the
technical processes of labour and the groupings into which society is divided.” 15
At this first step of specification, seeking to extend the working day and to increase productivity are
the two ways in which the capitalist can increase the production of surplus-labour, i.e. they are the
first decisive features of the capitalist praxis – formed at the basis of the law of valorization. Viewed
in terms of the relations of production, the resistance against the lengthening of the working day and
the workers’ response to the pressure to increase productivity are two complementary features that
necessarily characterize the praxis of the workers. The concept-relations of absolute and relative
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surplus-labour thus, specify the first intensional features of the lifemode-concepts of the capitalist
and the wageworker.
The concept of relative surplus labour describes the prime mover behind the productivity drive that
revolutionizes the production processes and historically transforms the prevalent mode of operation
of individual (family-owned) artisanal workshops into the mode of operation called ”manufacture”.
This mode of operation is termed the formal subsumption of labour, because the artisans’ labourpower is purchased by the capitalist, who assembles and concentrates its work in his large workshop
and may introduce a division of labour between specialized functions, which remain based upon each
journeyman’s possession of the artisanal skills. In manufacture, the capitalist owns the capital, but
the journeymen still possesses the production process in a way that makes it possible for them to start
up their own production if they can collect or borrow the required capital. The next step is the
formation of large-scale industry that elaborates the highly skilled qualifications of the labour-force
and moves it into the mode of function of the single machine and into the integrated system of
power-machine, transmission-machinery and working-machines. The mechanization -- and later
automation -- transforms the labourer into an appendage to the machine, into an operator and
controller of their operation. This mode of operation is termed the real subsumption of labour,
because the individual worker is now allocated a narrowly limited function, without any possibility
to control the labour process as a whole. Under the dominance of large-scale industry and the
assembly line, the labourers possess neither the capital nor the qualifications to control the entire
production process.16 Labour now requires something else: management and engineering.
Even if these modes of operation describe an epoch of capitalist industrialization driven by the
increased production of relative surplus value by means of the accumulation, concentration, and
centralization of constant capital, they should not be seen as a unilinear development. Rather, the
epoch specifies a multiple cycle or spiral of processes, which develop into each other. The
application of science and the mechanization and subsequent automation of large-scale industry,
while reducing the need for unskilled workers, have also made certain aspects of production
dependent on a group of workers with highly skilled qualifications (engineers, IT staff, etc.). In
addition, science and mechanization have made it possible to create, elaborate, sub-divide and subcontract the production processes in ever more complex ways. These industries produce finished
products or services (consulting, financial services, technical solutions, invention of advanced
instruments and steering systems, etc.) while participating in the competitive struggle to sell their
products on the market. The potential of these new technologies paves the way for the formation of
start-ups, family firms and networks of small businesses that are the research- and developmentbased, skilled artisanal workshops of our time. Post-industrial capitalists obtain the possibility to buy
up the ideas, knowledge and brands of the surplus-producing start-ups, to concentrate their personnel
and to revitalize the mode of operation of “manufacture” in new forms. These new forms of
manufacture – often called the “knowledge economy” are the potential object of interest of big
capital groups, whose huge corporations get the possibility to buy up these companies and to
integrate their surplus-creating production into advanced large-scale industries. The further
development of these may continuously cleave off functions … and so forth.
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As the concept of formal subsumption demonstrates, the ability to monopolize the ownership to the
means of production – e.g. buildings, installations, machines, tools and raw materials as well as the
innovation capability and knowledge complex of a production in its entirety – is the prerequisite that
makes it possible for the capitalist to buy labour-power, to apply it in the production process and to
extract surplus value from its productive application. In itself, the constant capital transfers its value
to the produced commodities concurrently with its application and depreciation. It makes the
appropriation of surplus value possible. Without this kind of monopoly, it is not possible to force the
direct producers to sell their labour-power, nor is it possible to extract their surplus-labour without
the use of direct coercion. The monopoly is – at this stage of specification -- the prerequisite of the
lifemode of wageworkers. To set out explicitly the negation of the constant capital (c) makes it
possible to specify its opposite, the variable capital, i.e. the value producing labour (v). Surplus
value (s) is produced by means of applying the labour-power to that portion of the labour time that
exceeds the time spent on producing a value equalizing the exchange-value of the labour-power
itself. When purchased by the capitalist, this labour time appears as variable capital, i.e. the value
that can be added to itself. Marx concludes the first step of specification by saying: “The value of
any commodity C produced in the capitalist manner can be depicted by the formula: C = c + v +
s”.17 The equation should best be read backwards. The necessary value of the capitalist commodity
contains s (the prerequisite of capital valorization) + v (the prerequisite of the production of s) + c
(the prerequisite of the appropriation of s). The three features determine each other and are expressed
as C.
This first step of specification, then, sets out explicitly the inner connection of features, with which it
is possible to describe those general traits of capitalist commodity production that determine the
differentia specifica of the capitalist mode of production, i.e. the scientific concept of this particular
economic culture and its (abbreviation in the terms of its) two first lifemode concepts. Nevertheless,
it also exposes a hitherto implicit contradiction within the capitalist economic system. To do this,
you must be able to sublate this contradiction, if one seeks to understand how the capitalist mode of
production is able to reproduce itself. The contradiction concerns the relation between constant
capital and variable capital. Because surplus value is produced by the variable capital, it follows that
the greater the portion of employed capital spent by the capitalist on purchasing labour-power, the
more potential surplus value can be produced and extracted. However, this equation may contradict
the endeavor of capitalists to introduce labour-saving machinery. To decrease the value of labourpower and increase the surplus value produced by labour (the proportion between them is termed the
rate of surplus value) the capitalist looks for every possible way to improve the efficiency and
productivity of the production process. Hence, capitalists constantly introduce and use innovations to
increase what the first step of specification describes as the relative surplus-labour. More efficient
machinery and all other kinds of new technologies and performance accounting methods are utilized
in this economic culture so long as they save labour costs in the total value-chain of a commodity.
When we insert the logic of this first step of specification into the empirical experiences -- i.e. the
experiences that are decisive for its appropriateness -- we recognize that capitalists use the constant
capital to increase the rate of surplus value. Nevertheless, the foundation and explanation of this is
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not evident when we compare different branches of industry. If we compare distinct branches with
equal rates of surplus value, it is the implicit consequence of C = s + v + c, that a branch which
requires a high ratio of constant capital (a high organic composition of capital), such as automobile
production, may produce less surplus value in proportion to the total capital employed, than a branch
with a lower necessary ratio of constant capital (e.g., software design). Empically, it is evident that
some branches demand much more capital invested in machinery, raw materials, infrastructure or
energy in proportion to the necessary labour-power than do others. However, the logic of the first
step of specification implies that the more surplus-labour employed in proportion to the necessary
constant capital, the more surplus value can be produced and appropriated. What then, makes it
attractive to invest capital in a branch of industry that demands an organic composition of capital
above the average? Capitalism seems to be an uneven and endless accumulation of constant capital,
fixed in physical, digital and virtual structures of a still larger and/or micro scale, saving and
excluding huge amounts of labour power. The contradiction is manifest and the different demands of
investments in fixed capital are recognizable when we analyze the empirical realization of capitalist
production. The contradiction cannot find a solution at the first step of specification, based as it is on
the terms of value, surplus value and rate of surplus value. It requires a further, second step.

The second step of specification: The rate of profit redistributes the globally produced
surplusvalue.
The scientific need to be able to sublate the contradiction inherent the first step of specification
causes Marx to select certain features of Step One, from which he is proceeds to elaborate a second
step of specification. At this step, he calls attention to the implicit features of supply and demand
implied in the concept of competition. Applied to the commodity market, these features make it
possible to elaborate the concept of price. The sum of c + v + s determines the value, which is
necessary for the durable reproduction of the production of a capitalist commodity. The relation of
supply and demand on the market determines the price obtainable for a singular commodity on a
random day. If the prices, on average, fall below the necessary value of the capitalist commodity, the
reproduction of its production decreases, causing a reduction of the supply. Prices may fluctuate
above or below the necessary values, and the logic of these fluctuations ensures the equation of
values with a level of price movements, which opens the way for the specification of their
significance for our understanding of the movement of capital and labour power. This triangle of
supply, demand and prices forms the conceptual foundation that makes it possible to divide the
concept of capital into a plurality of capitals engaged in circulation and competition with each other.
The basic transformation from value concepts into price concepts paves the way for the elaboration
of concept specifications from the value of labour power into the cost price of labour power, from
surplus labour into profit and from the rate of surplus value into the rate of profit. By means of these
specifications, it becomes possible to sublate the contradiction set out explicitly at the first step of
specification.
The second step of specification elaborates these transformations:
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The total capital C is divided into constant capital c and variable capital v, and produces a
surplus value s. The ratio between this surplus value and the variable capital advanced, i.e.
s/v, we call the rate of surplus value, and we denote it by s´. Since s/v = s´, s = s´v. If this
surplus value is related to the total capital instead of just the variable capital, it is called profit
(p), and the ratio between the surplus value and the total capital C, i.e. s/C, is known as the
rate of profit, p´. We therefore have: p´= s/C = s/c + v”.18
By means of this specification, it becomes possible to explicate the ways in which individual capitals
circulate between branches of industry in the search for profit and, because of this, the ways in which
the flows of capital and labour power move around as competing and struggling parts of the society’s
and the world system´s capital as a whole.
The concept of profit makes it possible to sublate the contradiction emanating from the triangle of
variable capital, constant capital and rate of surplus value. The sublation is as follows: Production
processes that employ a large amount of variable capital and produce a high level of surplus value
will attract capital, whereas production processes that employ less variable capital and produce a low
level of surplus value will be less attractive. Consequently, the volume of produced commodities of
the first kind of processes will increase, whereas the volume of the second kind will decrease. On the
commodity market, the supply of the first kind of commodities may reach its top price and (when
supply exceeds demand) begin to fall, whereas the supply of the second kind of commodity may
reach its rock-bottom price and (because demand exceeds supply) begin to rise. The two price trends
will meet when the pressure of competition has compensated for the differences in the necessary
organic composition of capital. This process may continue to compensate for the differences in
produced surplus value, until the totality of surplus value produced is redistributed between the two
kinds of production, tending to reach the level at which both of them receive a comparable and
equalized profit related to the totality of necessary capital invested. The specification of the
redistributing process explicates the principle of the rate of profit. Based upon this contradictionsublating concept, we arrive at the abbreviatiated concept of production prices.
The prices that arise when the average of the different rates of profit is drawn from the
different spheres of production, and this average is added to the cost prices of these different
spheres of production, are the prices of production. Their prerequisite is the existence of a
general rate of profit, and this presupposes in turn that the profit rates in each particular
sphere of production, taken by itself, are already reduced to their average rates. These
particular rates are s/C in each sphere of production and are to be developed from the value of
the commodity (…). In the absence of such a development, the general rate of profit (and
hence the production price of the commodity) remains a meaningless and irrational
conception. Thus, the production price of a commodity equals its cost price plus the
percentage profit added to it in accordance with the general rate of profit, its cost price plus
the average profit.19
This step of specification elaborates the features of the praxis of the single productive capitalists as
they are conditioned by the equalizing features of the totality of capitalist production and circulation
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as a whole. We reach a new and more specified level of structural traits of the capitalist mode of
production and its two lifemodes – including an understanding of core features of their ideologies:
At a given level of exploitation of labour, the mass of surplus value that is created in a
particular sphere of production is now more important for the overall average profit of the
social capital, and thus for the capitalist class in general, than it is directly for the capitalist
within each particular branch of production. It is important for him only in so far as the
quantity of surplus value created in his own branch intervenes as a codeterminant in
regulating the average profit. But this process takes place behind his back. He does not see it,
he does not understand it, and it does not in fact interest him. The actual difference in
magnitude between profit and surplus value in the various spheres of production (and not
merely between rate of profit and rate of surplus value) now completely conceals the true
nature and origin of profit, not only for the capitalist, who has here a particular interest in
deceiving himself, but also for the worker. With the transformation of values into prices of
production, the very basis for determining value is now removed from view. The upshot is
this: in the case of a simple transformation from surplus value into profit, the portion of
commodity value that forms this profit confronts the other portion of value as the
commodity’s cost price, and the concept of value thus already goes by the board as far as the
capitalist is concerned, because he does not have to deal with the total labour that the
production of the commodity costs, but only the part of the total labour that he has paid for in
the form of means of production, living or dead, so that profit appears to him as something
standing outside the immanent value of the commodity. But what happens now (with the
establishment of a general rate of profit) is that this idea is completely confirmed, reinforced
and hardened by the fact that the profit added to the cost price is not actually determined, if
the particular spheres of production are taken separately, by the value formation that proceeds
within these branches, but on the contrary established quite externally to them.
This inner connection is here revealed for the first time. But as we shall see from what
follows, (…) all economics up till now has either violently made abstraction from the
distinctions between surplus value and profit, between rate of surplus value and rate of profit,
so that it could retain the determination of value as its basis, or else it has abandoned, along
with this determination of value, any kind of solid foundation for a scientific approach, so as
to be able to retain those distinctions which obtrude themselves on the phenomenal level.
This confusion on the part of the theorists shows better than anything else how the practical
capitalist, imprisoned in the competitive struggle and in no way penetrating the phenomena it
exhibits, cannot but be completely incapable of recognizing, behind the semblance, the inner
essence and the inner form of this process.”20
The second step of specification thus reveals how and why economists’ theorists and practical
capitalists understand the economic relationships and laws at this level. Their understanding includes
the way they understand their own decisions and practices. From step two of specifications, these
kinds of understandings are limited cases of the scientific theory that transcends them with the help
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of an ordered sequence of specifications that takes its point of departure in the concept of surplusvalue, which describes the most simple, general and in this sense basic features of the capitalist mode
of production. These features can then help elaborate the more specific features of ways of life under
capitalism. One may ask whether these features are the most appropriate to start the sequence of
specifications, or whether it would be more appropriate to start the other way round? The answer
depends on the coherence it yields in the concept formation and on the ability of the sequence of
specifications to enable us to understand and explain those ideologies and theories that are connected
to the praxis of capitalists and workers as well as to theorists whose practices are anchored in the
capitalist economic culture.
The theoretical opinion regarding the first transformation of surplus value into profit, i.e. that
each portion of capital yields profit in a uniform way, expresses a practical state of affairs.
However an industrial capital may be composed, whether a quarter is dead labour and threequarters living labour, or whether three-quarters is dead labour and only a quarter sets living
labour in motion, so that in the one case three times as much surplus labour is sucked out, or
surplus value produced, as in the other (…). The individual capitalist (or alternatively the sum
total of capitalists in a particular sphere of production), whose vision is a restricted one, is
right in believing that his profit does not derive just from the labour employed by him or
employed in his own branch. This is quite correct as far as his average profit goes. How much
this profit is mediated by the overall exploitation of labour by capital as a whole, i.e. by all
his fellow-capitalists, this interconnection is a complete mystery to him, and the more so in
that even the bourgeois theorists, the political economists, have not yet revealed it.21
Whereas step one specifies the necessary core features of capital and of labour-power as such, step
two makes it possible to specify the first core features of the praxis of the individual productive
capitalist and the wageworker as necessarily connected parts of the capitalist mode of production,
here understood as a whole of surplus-extracting and profit distributing processes determined by the
competitive struggle. It widens the intensional basis of our search for features with which it is
possible to explore the foundations of possible and necessary lifemodes. Based on the specified
concepts of profit (as opposed to the pre-scientific use of the word) and of production price, we can
now modify and set out explicitly the equation (the abbreviation of the inner connection of
productive and redistributive relations) to grasp the basic conditions of calculation of the productive
capitalist. The production price P (replacing C) involves the rate of profit p´ (replacing s) of the
average wage w (replacing v) and constant capital c plus the price of wage and constant capital: P =
p´(w + c) + 1(w + c).
A productive negation of general versus individual features drives the formation of the second step
of specification: Marx introduces the modification of the first step of specification by dividing the
totality of capital into a plurality of competing individual capitals. This implies the formation of a
more specified and complex concept structure capable of describing the general redistribution
principles of the rate of profit, generalized productivity, average wage levels and average profit:
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By profit we always mean the average profit, since the divergences therefrom of either
individual profit or profit in different spheres of production – i.e. the variations in the division
of the average profit or surplus-value that swing back and forth with the competitive struggle
– are quite immaterial to us here. This applies throughout the present investigation. 22
Nevertheless, these general features specify conditions on the capitalist markets by means of which,
we at the next step of specification will be able to understand more particular features of the
individual calculations of the capitalists. Decisive here is the way in which the contradiction and
competition between capitals implies the formation of the concept of the individual capitalist
enterprise. The enterprises are the means by which capitals hold their own in relation to each other.
Every capital needs the largest obtainable return from its own enterprise to be able to stay in step
with the accumulation of competing capitals. These considerations point toward the need for a third
step of specification where the focus on the praxis of the single owner-capitalist in each individual
enterprise transforms the terms of the second specification step into a still more specific concept
structure.
Seen from the scientific perspective, the individual capitalist praxis calculates how it is possible to
appropriate its individual part of the surplus value produced by the labour force as a whole employed
in the totality of branches structured by the capitalist mode of production. Even if surplus-labor is
produced by applied labour-power, the number of employed labourers in the individual enterprise
does not determine the amount of profit the enterprise can yield the applied capital:
By the concentration of workers and their cooperation on a large scale, constant capital is
spared. The same buildings, heating and lighting equipment, etc. cost relatively less for
production on a large scale than on a small scale. The same holds for power and working
machinery. Even if its value rises absolutely, it falls relatively, in relation to the increasing
extension of production and to the size of the variable capital or the mass of labour-power
that is set in motion. The economy that a capital makes in its own branch of production
consists firstly and most directly in economizing on labour, i.e. in reducing the paid labour of
its own workers; the economy previously mentioned, however, consists in the greatest
possible appropriation of unpaid alien labour in the most economical fashion; i.e. in operating
at the given scale of production with the lowest possible costs. 23
The level of the exchange-value of the labour-power is at this step of specification overdetermined
by the way in which the sale and purchase of the work force is organized, i.e. the cultural level at
which the reproduction of the life as a worker family can be defended as a necessary condition of
possibility for the supply of work-force on a particular labour market. The rate of extraction of laborpower will tend to be uniform because firms will seek out the cheapest labor, while conversely,
workers will seek out those firms that pay the highest wages within their sector. This means that the
workers, helped by their trade unions, can organize monopolies on the sale of their labor-power, and
that those firms not sufficiently productive will disappear. On the other hand, it also means that the
capital placed in firms that create a lower production price than their competitors will either absorb
the others or force them to create the same productivity. All this helps to specify the conditions for
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the praxis that is necessary to operate a successful firm.
Seen from the perspective of labor, a newly industrialized state with a resident population that is
larger than its need for labor in the agricultural sector can use its low wage level and other low costs
to attract foreign investment, attract capitalist enterprises to set up in the country and form local
subsidiaries and establish a profitable industry with the help of domestic (national) capital. The
Chinese Communist Party's control and use of relatively low-wage, disciplined, apt, and quick
Chinese laborers to attract foreign capital and accumulate its own capital in the country is a largescale example of this. After China, it may be India's turn to do something similar.
The division of the concept of capital into a plurality of individual capitals implies that these will be
placed in firms with different locations, organic composition and productivity, while the market
prices for their commodities, due to developments in transport and logistics, will become steadily
more similar. This means that the individual firm, by bringing the production price of its products
below market price, can appropriate an individual surplus-profit. When this succeeds, the individual
capital’s individual profit will be neither identical to the surplus value (based upon the employed
workforce) generated in its own firms, nor will it be identical with the average rate of profit.
Nevertheless, this formulation of the problematic of the single capitalist is hiding another
contradiction, because you cannot just lower the price of production as an unquestioned means to
raise the individual profit. The reason is that the production price contains the cost price as well as
the rate of profit and it is meaningless to strive for obtaining a surplus-profit by means of lowering
your individual profit below the average rate of profit. The individuality of the singular capitalist
praxis demands, that one directs the focus towards the cost price and scrutinizes the modes in which,
the capitalist can possibly manipulate the cost price of the commodities produced by the singular
enterprise. This remove demands a new step of specifications exploring the structure and
manipulable features of the cost price, which are relevant when the individual capitalist seeks to
survive the struggle of competition and accumulation between industrial capitalists.

The third step of specifications: The lifemode of the individual capitalist entrepreneurs
The cost prices reflect the different conditions of possibility for production in distinct branches and
regions. Marx takes them into consideration when focusing at the differences that necessitate the
redistribution of the global surplus value, which he sets out explicitly at the second step of
specifications.The third specification step, therefore, takes its point of departure in the basic concepts
of the two previous stages: For the capitalist enterprise, the expenditures for wages and constant
capital are not fixed sizes, but precisely something that can change by developing the production
apparatus. When viewed from a cost perspective, there is a great difference between the means of
production, in which the constant capital has been invested. Some of it is invested in machinery,
buildings and similar basic operational equipment with long turn-over, which constitutes basic costs,

23
which in accounting terms are calculated as fixed costs regardless of how much or little is actually
produced with this capital equipment. The remaining capital is invested in raw materials with short
turn-over, and the cost to these varies according to how much is actually produced. The same is the
case with the wage costs, because the capitalist does not purchase any more working hours than it
takes to produce the amount that can meet the demand and squeeze the competitors. Together, the
raw materials and wages constitute the determinate unit cost, which -- within the limits of the
production capability -- appear as a stable cost per unit produced. The totality of the determinate unit
costs is a linear function of the quantity and, when multiplied by the quantity produced, yields the
totality of quantity-dependent costs. In accounting terms, they are often referred to as variable costs.
The more units produced, the more items there are to divide among the fixed basic costs, i.e., the
lower the total cost per produced unit.
Consequently, the total costs of production are not a linear function of the quantity. The relation
between quantity and costs, i.e., the size of the total cost per unit produced, has become manipulable,
and the means of this are the operational equipment, that corresponds to the basic costs.
When we turn from the cost side to the use of the means of production that the expenditures are used
for, the connection between operational equipment and unit costs becomes essential. Here the
character of the machinery, plant and buildings used is critical for how long it takes to manufacture
the product and how much raw materials and energy must be used. By more efficient investing in the
making the machinery, plant and production process, the firm can reduce the cost of wages and raw
materials, i.e., the determinate unit cost and/or increase the capacity, i.e., the quantity -- the number
of units – able to be produced with the established production facilities without increasing unit cost.
As a participant in the competitive struggle, the individual firms struggle to gain market shares from
each other by either increasing the produced quantity, so there will be more units among which to
divide the basic costs or by lowering the determinate unit cost, enabling it to lower the selling price
captures the problematique of the productive capitalist at the third step of specification. For the
individual capitalist, the task is to constantly ensure the firm’s productivity and at the same time
avoid increasing the basic costs more than the new earnings (i.e. the quantity sold multiplied by the
selling price) can tolerate.
This problematique can be briefly written as an equation that describes goals and tools in the
individual firm’s praxis:
If we assume that
1. The firm’s earnings are equal to the produced quantity (q) multiplied by the market price (p)
2. The firm strives for individual profit (IP) that exceeds the average rate of profit (IP> P´)
3. The cost of wages (w) and raw materials (m) represents the determinate unit cost (duc)
4. The determinate unit cost (duc) multiplied by the quantity (q) represents the total variable costs
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(tvc)
5. The basic costs of production (bc) correspond to the necessary operational equipment that make
possible a given production capability, provide the productivity and determine the determinate unit
cost (duc).
The capitalist of the individual enterprise is preoccupied with finding out how to make the most
ingenious investments in the basic operational equipment of the enterprise (generating its basic costs
of production). The basic operational equipment is the fundamental instrument of the firm in making
the income (price multiplied by quantity) larger than its total costs of production (basic and variable
costs) plus the rate of profit multiplied by the total costs of production.
The problematique can be expressed as follows:
p x q > (w + m) q + bc) + (IP> P´) ((w + m) q + bc)
or condensed:
p x q> (duc x q + bc) + ((IP> P´) x (tvc + bc))
This problematique exposes the potential for exploring and specifying the different possible means,
beyond the ongoing wage negotiations (that affect w), of creating maximum individual profit for the
individual company:
The third step of specification brings the necessary operational equipment and their basic costs into
focus, because it is by means of these that the capitalist can increase the income (p x q) as well as
decrease the total costs ((w + m) q + bc). The basic costs (bc) represent the material equipment and
mental skills which are the primary manipulative means of improving 1) the productivity, the
determinate unit cost and the production capability of the production process (duc x q) and 2) the
use-value, demand and price of the produced product (p x q). On the one hand, one can lower
consumption of paid work (w) and reduce raw material costs (m) by reducing the waste of time,
energy and materials, increasing productivity and increasing the potential, produced quantity. This is
synonymous with, in different parts of the value chain, reducing the expenditures of paid labour and
thus the finished product’s exchange value. And, on the other hand, greater demand can be created
by enhancing the quality of existing products or creating demand for entirely new products. This is
synonymous with raising the product’s use value to the buyer by developing (with the product as
agent) the buyer’s needs or reducing the buyer’s own consumption of additional work in order to
achieve the goals that the buyer himself uses the good/product as a means to achieve.
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All these pathways can be used by the business management only by investing in the basic
operational equipment, which empirically speaking, can be buildings and structures, machines,
control systems and production process, product development and design, research, knowledge
development and skills development. The operational equipment (material and mental) is crucial to
how much working time and how much materials and energy are consumed per finished product, just
as they are essential to the production capacity, efficiency and the product’s use value. Of course, the
use of paid labor in all these stages, which together form the basic operational equipment and amount
to the basic costs, must not exceed the saved paid work in the production of the quantity that can be
sold at the necessary price, nor the value of the work that the buyer saves due to the product’s greater
use value for him.
The conclusion of this is that for the capitalist praxis in the individual firm, it is primarily about
cutting the determinate unit cost, increasing the capacity, quantity and product quality or creating a
new product, all of which depends on the capitalist’s ability to develop the basic operational
equipment. This includes all the forms of machinery, plant, organisation, automation, digitization,
quality, knowledge, innovation and motivation that are important for the levels of unit costs, the
production capacity and the quality of the products produced. The quantity is not only determined by
the production capacity but also by the demand. Demand, in turn depends on the degree to which the
capitalist succeeds in developing the use-value of the product for the consumer -- before the
competitors have achieved the same potential.

It is at this specification step that we have the opportunity to explore whether it is possible to specify
different form variants of the lifemodes of the industrial capitalist and of the wage-laborer. In the
research, which followed after Capital, many attempts have been made to identify common features
of empirical groups of people linked to the capitalist enterprises. It is especially the “managers”, the
“middle strata” or “the middle class” who, because of their incomes, functions and ideologies, seem
to find themselves between the capitalists and the wage workers. And this is also the case with the
various types of shareholders, who are not themselves productive industrial capitalists but make their
capital available for lending at an attractive interest rate. Three main views divide the opinion: one is
that capital owners (mostly) from their own social environment (but independent of property) recruit,
employ and remunerate managers, on the basis of their skills and competences, to exercise the
capitalist’s functions in their companies such that it is a case of two aspects of the same capitalist
class. 24 The second is that the capitalists delegate their functions to salaried employees who therefore
stand in a third25 or a contradictory26 class position as an employee with especially sophisticated
tasks, responsibilities and motivating privileges that they can easily lose again because they are not
real capitalists. The third is that it is the possession of capital that determines whether one acquires a
part of the global surplus value as profit and they should therefore be understood as capitalist, which
managers are not when they are not in possession of the means of production. 27 Commenting on this
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debate, Etienne Balibar has convincingly argued that one does not become wiser about capitalism as
a process by classifying social groups based on common empirical properties of their incomes and
functions, for they constantly fluctuate and depend entirely on the temporary conditions created and
transformed by capitalism’’s uneven development of production of surplus value, appropriation of
profit and struggle for accumulation on a global scale. 28 Nevertheless, all three views that Balibar
criticizes can be traced back to the class analysis that Marx had just started when he was interrupted
in his writing of Capital.29 Let us, therefore -- before moving forward -- examine the scientific point
in the final section of Capital, where Marx is just about to raise the fundamental problem of the
concept of class before the manuscript breaks off. Marx writes:
The owners merely of labour-power, owners of capital, and landowners, whose respective
sources of income are wages, profit and ground-rent, in other words, wage-labourers, capitalists,
and landowners, constitute the three big classes of modern society based upon the capitalist mode
of production.
In England, modern society is indisputably most highly and classically developed in economic
structure. Nevertheless, even here the stratification of classes does not appear in its pure form.
Middle and intermediate strata even here obliterate lines of demarcation everywhere (although
incomparably less in rural districts than in the cities). However, this is immaterial for our analysis.
The first question to be answered is this: What constitutes a class? - and the reply to this follows
naturally from the reply to another question, namely: What makes wage-labourers, capitalists and
landlords constitute the three great social classes?
At first glance - the identity of revenues and sources of revenue. They are three great social
groups whose members, the individuals forming them, live on wages, profit and ground-rent
respectively, on the realisation of their labour-power, their capital, and their landed property.
However, from this standpoint, physicians and officials, e.g., would also constitute two classes,
for they belong to two distinct social groups, the members of each of these groups receiving their
revenue from one and the same source. The same would also be true of the infinite fragmentation
of interest and rank into which the division of social labour splits labourers as well as capitalists
and landlords - the latter, e.g., into owners of vineyards, farm owners, owners of forests, mine
owners, and owners of fisheries.
(Here the manuscript breaks off. – F.E.).30
On first sight, this text indicates that a class consists of extensional sets of individuals with a
common feature. They own the same sources of income. This corresponds to the customary actionoriented sociological reading and use of the class concept. The reading harmonizes well with the
conventional use of extensional classes as social groups who have something in common. The
classes can be actors in history because they themselves are aggregates of individual actors. As a
result, their class-consciousness is the result of the resources or traits that they possess and will be
decisive for the ways in which classes seek to either change or maintain the existing social structure
and state power.
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On second examination, however, the text also appears to contain an encounter between the
extensional perspective on classes and an intensional perspective. The classes’ intensions are
relations of labour that reveal themselves when Marx, departing from the concept relations in the
capitalist mode of production, terminally reads three kinds of labour relations which in turn yield
three intensional class concepts. An ends-means relation between a specific subject and its object
constitutes every relation of labour, such that the object is the remainder of the mode of production
when the praxis-perspective considers it a causal object, i.e., the condition of existence for the
subject’s specific income. This condition is the relation of labour, in which labour-power is the
means and a salaried wage the end, thus yielding the wage earner as a specific terminal and the
labour market (capitalist enterprises) its object. The relation in which capital is the means and profit
the end has the capitalist as the specific terminal. Its object is the profitable potential of capitalist
production (capitalist enterprises). The relation in which landed property is the means and land rent
the end has the landowner as its specific terminal and the profitable use of land (capitalist
enterprises) as its object. Together, these three subject concepts and the relations of production
between them exhaust the terminal points of this -- the capitalist -- mode of production. The life of
this mode of production is thus constituted by three forms of praxis, i.e. three lifemode concepts
which reciprocally imply and condition each other.
On third examination, this encounter between the class concept’s intension and its extension reveals
that Marx himself takes the position that the second question -- which produces its own response as
to what constitutes a class -- is rhetorical. We obtain an answer conditioned by the type of question.
However, the next section reveals why precisely this question must be raised: its answer leads the
class concept down the wrong path. Marx lures the reader down a blind alley in order to demonstrate
that this is not the proper way to discover what a class is.
A class is not a social group composed of individuals who have the same kind of income or income
sources. If one wants to imagine that class analysis consists of “classifying” individuals into various
extensional subsets based on different incomes according to what (some) individuals share, then
doctors and officials comprise two classes, whereas workers and capitalists can be divided into an
infinite number of classifications. The infinite division of interests and positions generated by
extensional classification should serve as a warning about what class analysis can lead to if
approached incorrectly.
Intensionally speaking, a class is thus a determinate form of praxis, i.e., a specific mode of existence
or lifemode, as Marx expressed it with Aristotelian echo in The German Ideology.31 A class
concept’s extension, in contrast, seems on first sight to be a social group of individuals with common
features. This is how we would answer the question of what “constitutes the three big classes of
modern society”. Yet despite the fact that this classification of individuals only pretends to describe
the classes’ extension (and therefore requires the intension of the class concept), Marx shows in the
second paragraph that even in England, where the capitalist mode of production is empirically
realized in its purest form, the individual is not a unique data-carrying unit. Individuals do not permit
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themselves to be classified into well-defined categories that can be kept sharply separated and that
fall into clear sub-categories without significant intersections and remainder categories. “Middle and
intermediate strata even here obliterate lines of demarcation everywhere,” writes Marx.
“This is immaterial for our analysis”, concludes Marx. In our reading of Capital, this conclusion
derives from the fact that the answer to the question: “What makes wage-labourers, capitalists and
landlords constitute the three great social classes?” is not equivalent to asking: “What constitutes (the
intension of) a class?” By asking about the extension of social groups in modern (read: empirical)
society, it already implies that we are classifying the individuals we are talking about. This classifying of individuals into delimited sub-sets is not easy to derive from the class concept’s theoretical
determinants (relations of labour) because these determinants are interwoven with each other (and
may be so even in the life of the single family and individual). Yet this classifying exercise is
immaterial to the analysis of the classes. The appropriateness of the class concept does not depend on
the ability to sort individuals into distinct, well-defined social groups. On the contrary, the opposite
is the case, if anything. The appropriateness depends on its potential contribution to our ability to
specify the decisive and changeable features of distinct lifemode concepts that coexist. For it is
precise the modes of coexistence that make it possible to analyze the inner connections between the
durability and temporariness of the capitalist mode of existence in a state system under geo-political
transformation.
The concept of class becomes valuable as an analytical tool only when it specifies the properties of
the class’s praxis that make it a self-reproducing lifemode.32 This is because a class-specific praxis
can only be the bearer of its own ideological conceptual world if it is self-reliant, i.e., if its own
characteristics determine each other in an internal coherence, because one can then not argue that
its “attitudes” are created simply by external causes. 33
The interesting aspect of the mode of production concept is that it is a self-reproducing structure of
social relations that contains several endpoints from which different kinds of class-specific praxis
can be derived. All these forms of praxis are necessary for the reproduction of the totality, but they
can also reproduce themselves, on the basis of their own logic, by making a very specific
contribution to the whole (labour time or venture capital, etc.) because they thereby obtain the right
to draw upon their own specific conditions of existence (wages or profit, etc.). Their own logic
consists, so to speak, in the way whereby they can each turn their specific conditions of existence
into specific contributions, for example, by creating working hours out of wages, creating risk capital
out of profit, etc.34
Let us therefore return to Capital’s specification steps for a closer look at the way in which Marx
develops his distinction between the concepts of “money-capitalist”, “productive capitalist” and
“manager” to examine the extent to which they already provide — or can be used as a springboard to
further develop — the possible and necessary lifemode concepts of the mode of production at the
third specification step.
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In the chapter on “Commercial Profit”, Marx specifies the first features of the praxis of merchant
capital by highlighting the differences between merchant and industrial capital. They are specified
as two form variants of the functioning capitalist lifemode. As part of this specification, he also
elaborates the difference between the commercial wage-labourers employed by the merchant
capitalist and the praxis of workers directly employed by the industrial capitalist.
Just as industrial capital makes its profit by selling labour that is already contained and realized
in the commodity, labour for which it has not paid an equivalent, so commercial capital makes a
profit by not paying productive capital in full for the unpaid labour contained in the commodity
(…) and, as against this, itself receiving the additional portion which it has not paid for once the
commodity has been sold. Commercial capital’s relationship to surplus-value is different from
that of industrial capital. The latter produces surplus-value by directly appropriating the unpaid
labour of others. The former appropriates a portion of this surplus-value by getting it transferred
from industrial capital to itself. 35
From these basic features, it seems possible to specify the lifemodes of merchant capitalists and
merchant employees.
Yet more interesting for our actual purpose is the chapter on “The Division of Profit into Interest and
Profit of Enterprise”. Here Marx first describes his elaboration of the conceptual division between
interest and profit of enterprise, followed by the further specification of the work and wages of
supervision and management, which are cleaved off from the work and profit of enterprise. Our
interest here focuses on the question: “Are we dealing with an immanent praxis, which Marx is able
to set out explicitly as a class-specific lifemode in contradistinction to the capitalist and the wage
worker? Or is the practice of supervisors and managers to be understood and specified directly from
the praxis of either wage worker or productive capitalist?”
In the chapter, Marx shows how profits split up into several distinct parts. The chapter is constructed
as a theoretical presentation of the elaboration of concepts, which is constantly related to the way in
which the various concepts are conceived by the individual active capitalist himself, i.e., how the
theoretical relational concepts are read out and interpreted in the capitalist’s conceptual world, what
lifemode analysis calls the “ideology-bearing praxis”. This is demonstrated by a series of empirical
examples.
Marx’s intention is to show that the capitalist’s praxis — the production of surplus-value and
appropriation of profit — is a function of the role of capital in the mode of production, even if this
function may be carried out by productive capitalists who borrow capital to use or by managers
employed to do this work.
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Hence, Marx specifies the appropriation and distribution of the surplus-value/gross profit into profit
of enterprise and rent. This specification of a division and contradiction between two competing
forms makes it possible for him to distinguish between two form variants of the capitalist praxis: 1)
money capitalists, who lend out their capital and obtain interest in return, and 2) industrial
capitalists, who initiate production with their own capital, generally supplemented by borrowed
capital from a money capitalist. This distinction, specification and relation allows us to think
furtherabout a productive capitalist who invests using only borrowed capital.
For the productive capitalist working with borrowed capital, the gross profit breaks down into
two parts, the interest that he has to pay to the lender, and the excess over and above this interest,
which forms his own share in the profit. (…) We have seen how the specific and characteristic
product of capital is surplus-value, and at a further remove of specification profit. But for the
capitalist working with borrowed capital, the part of the profit that remains for him after interest is
paid is not profit, but profit minus interest. It is this part of the profit, therefore, that necessarily
appears to him as the product of capital in its actual functioning; and this really is the case for
him, since he represents capital only as functioning capital. He is its personification in so far as it
functions, and it functions in so far as it is profitably invested in industry or trade and he performs
through his use of it the operations prescribed by the line of business in question. In opposition to
the interest which he has to pay to the lender out of the gross profit, the remaining part of the
profit which accrues to him necessarily assumes the form of industrial or commercial profit, or, to
describe it with a German expression which embraces both these things, the form of profit of
enterprise [Unternehmergewinn].36

In relation to him, in other words, interest appears as the mere fruit of property in capital, of
capital in itself, abstracted from the reproduction process of capital in so far as it does not “work”,
i.e. function; whereas profit of enterprise appears to him as the exclusive fruit of the functions he
performs with the capital, as the fruit of capital’s movement and process, a process that appears to
him now as his own activity, in contrast to the non-activity and non-participation of the money
capitalist in the production process.37

The productive capitalist who is working in his own company conceives of the profit of enterprise as
a wage for the functions he performs.
The person who applies the capital, even if he works with his own capital, breaks down into two
persons, the mere owner of capital and its user; his capital itself, with respect to the categories of
profit that it yields, breaks down into owned capital, capital outside the production process, which
yields an interest, and capital in the production process, which yields profit of enterprise as capital
in process. 38
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Viewed ideologically, the profit of enterprise is a wage for work. Hence,
profit of enterprise does not form an antithesis with wage-labour but rather with interest. (…)
this antithesis directly emerges as soon as he operates with borrowed capital, where interest and
profit of enterprise accrue to two different persons. (…) But it is no sinecure to be a representative
of functioning capital, unlike the case with interest-bearing capital. On the basis on capitalist
production, the capitalist directs both the production process and the circulation process. The
exploitation of productive labour takes effort, whether he does this himself or has it done in his
name by others. In opposition to interest, therefore, his profit on enterprise presents itself to him
as independent of his property in capital and rather as the result of his functions as non-owner, as
a worker.
He inevitably gets the idea into his head, therefore, that his profit of enterprise – very far from
forming any antithesis with wage-labour and being only the unpaid labour of others – is rather
itself a wage, ”wages of superintendence of labour”, a higher wage than that of the ordinary wagelabourer, (1) because it is complex labour, and (2) because he himself pays the wages. That his
function as a capitalist consists in producing surplus-value, i.e. unpaid labour, and in the most
economical conditions at that, is completely forgotten in the face of the antithesis that interest
accrues to the capitalist.39
According to Marx the productive capitalist thinks of the profits of the enterprise as a salary for his
labour. Marx’s view is confirmed by the fact that in some sectors, there are firms whose size allows
the capitalist entrepreneur to hire a manager to perform some of his own duties. This manager, in
other words, carries out a portion of the capitalist’s praxis. The question, therefore, is whether or not
he can be paid for this with a portion of the entrepreneur’s profit. In any case, it is interesting that a
type of labour can be distinguished which is not the labour of the wage workers but is not carried out
by the capitalist. Here it is – as yet? – only a purely empirical observation, which can only be
justified by the company’s scale. With his epistemological awareness of the difference between a
theoretical and empirical statement and his great cultural-historical knowledge, Marx is fully aware
of this fact, and according to him, this observation is not at all specific to the capitalist mode of
production:
The work of supervision and management necessarily arises where the direct production
process takes the form of a socially combined process, and does not appear simply as the isolated
labour of separate producers. But it takes two different forms.
On the one hand, in all labour where many individuals cooperate, the interconnection and unity
of the process is necessarily represented in a governing will, and in functions that concern not the
detailed work but rather the workplace and its activity as a whole, as with the conductor of an
orchestra. This is productive labour that has to be performed in any combined mode of
production.
On the other hand – and quite apart from the commercial department – this work of supervision
necessarily arises in all modes of production that are based on opposition between the worker as
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direct producer and the proprietor of the means of production. The greater this opposition, the
greater the role that this work of supervision plays. It reaches its high point in the slave system.
But it is also indispensable in the capitalist mode of production, since here too the production
process is at the same time a process of consumption of labour-power by the capitalist. In despotic
states, too, the work of supervision and all-round intervention of the government involves both
aspects: the performance of those common tasks that arise from the nature of all communities, and
the specific functions that arise from the opposition between the government and the mass of the
people. 40
In the capitalist mode of production, as in slavery and the ancient mode of production, this
supervision entails that
the capitalist takes good care that the work is done in a proper manner, and the means of
production are applied directly to the purpose, so that the raw material is not wasted, and the
instruments of labour are spared, i.e. only worn to the extent necessitated by their use in the
work.41
The combined work with supervision and management is an empirical phenomenon known from
many cultural-historical epochs and high cultures, in contrast with the specific and theoretically
determined concept of work in the capitalist mode of production. When analyzing the individual
(empirically existing) manager in an enterprise of scale, it turns out that some of the work he
performs is productive wage work, while another part of the work belongs to the capitalist’s praxis of
creating a productive enterprise that can appropriate as much of the globally produced surplus value
as possible as individual profit. Marx’s idea is to show that because part of the work that productive
capitalists and managers empirically perform is productive work, this sustains the individual
capitalist in thinking that his income is wages for the work he himself performs. The formation of the
ideological relations of contradistinction between the lifemode of the productive capitalist and the
money capitalist may be self-reinforcing.
Theoretically, the ideological relations might lead one to believe Marx’s assumption: that the gross
profit is divided into three parts: the interest, the profit of the enterprise and wage of supervision and
management.42 The argument for this understanding would be that the wages of management are
separated from the profit of the enterprise because the work of management is cleaved off from the
praxis of the productive capitalist. The manager must ensure that labor is consumed productively, in
the sense that profit is produced and appropriated. However, Marx warns us that one should not be
fooled by this, for the very organizing, directing and supervising work is itself productive work and
therefore comprise distinguishable functions. But if they were paid for all the entire value they added
to the capitalist commodity, they would then, viewed from the first step of specifications, not
produce a surplus value, and if they were paid only for a portion of the value they added to the
commodity, then they provide, like other wage earners, a surplus value to the firm that has purchased
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their labour. Both inferences lead to the conclusion that their wages are not a part of the profit, but
more or less good payment for necessary work functions in the capitalist production process. In this
case, it would not be a case of making explicit a variant of the capitalist’s lifemode. 43 The question,
then, is how it looks when they are viewed from the second stage of specifications: is it the work of
appropriating a part of the global surplus value as the firm’s profit, that they assist the capitalist
entrepreneur in exercising? Or from the third step of specifications: is the work they do that of
developing and utilizing the firm’s basic operating equipment to create the greatest possible use
value and quantity at the lowest possible unit cost (duc) with the goal of earning a greater individual
profit than the average rate of profit (IP> P´)? Is there a reason that Marx seems to find it difficult to
break free of viewing this issue through the “prism” of the first step of specification?
The first specification step describes how the relative surplus value is generated by increasing the
productivity of labor,

and this cannot be done except by an alteration in his tools or in his mode of working, or both.
Hence the conditions of production of his labour, i.e. his mode of production, and the labour
process itself, must be revolutionized. By an increase in the productivity of labour, we mean an
alteration in the labour process of such a kind as to shorten the labour-time socially necessary for
the production of a commodity, and to endow a given quantity of labour with the power of
producing a greater quantity of use-value. Hitherto in dealing with the production of surplus-value
in the above form, we have assumed that the mode of production is given and invariable. But
when surplus-value has to be produced by the conversion of necessary labour into surplus labour,
it by no means suffices for capital to take over the labour process in its given or historically
transmitted shape, and then simply to prolong its duration. The technical and social conditions of
the process and consequently the mode of production itself must be revolutionized before the
productivity of labour can be increased. Then, with the increase in the productivity of labour, the
value of labour-power will fall, and the portion of the working day necessary for the reproduction
of that value will be shortened.44

Production of goods and production of relative surplus value remain at the first two specification
steps, as Marx manages to make explicit, as the decisive features of the capitalist process of
production.45 They are thus the industrial capitalist’s means of appropriating as much of the global
surplus value as possible, i.e., the maximum possible individual profit and surplus-profit.
Nevertheless, it remains an open question whether the work of creating the actual development of the
surplus value production of the production process and the products’ use value must be specified in
terms of the labour or capitalist’s praxis when performed by salaried managers, researchers and
developers. We obtain no theoretical distinction between the production of goods and production of
innovation of production of goods. In the review of the development of machinery, Marx gives only
the names of various inventors, among others, John Wyatt, who invented the spinning machine and
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James Watt, who invented the steam engine. There is clearly a need for more specified determination
of the relations of production, if we are to have any hope of developing the specification of the
industrial capitalist praxis and the hired managers’ and developers’ praxis further than the
problematique of surplus value and of profit allows for the first two specification steps.
If we therefore return to the relations of production, Marx takes his point of departure in the fact that
the interest rate is lower than the gross profit.
Because interest is simply a part of profit, a part which we have assumed the industrial capitalist
has to pay to the money capitalist, the maximum limit of interest would seem to be the profit
itself, in which case the share that accrues to the functioning capitalist would be zero. Leaving
aside those special cases where interest is actually greater than profit, so that it cannot all be paid
out of the profit, we might perhaps consider the maximum limit of interest as the whole profit
minus the part of it reducible to “wages of superintendence”, to be developed later. The minimum
limit of interest is completely indeterminate. It could fall to any level, however low. But
countervailing circumstances constantly enter to raise it above this relative minimum. 46
If we go on to ask why the limits of the average interest rate cannot be derived from general
laws, the answer simply lies in the nature of interest. It is merely a part of the average profit. The
same capital appears in a double capacity, as capital for loan in the hands of the lender, and as
industrial or commercial capital in the hands of the functioning capitalist. But it functions only
once, and produces profit only once. In the production process itself, the character of capital as
loan capital does not play any role. How the two parties who have claims on this profit actually
share it between them is as it stands a purely empirical fact, pertaining to the realm of chance, just
as the respective shares in the common profit of a business partnership are distributed among its
various members.47
The money capitalist is thus not justified theoretically, but purely empirically. Because he is in
possession of capital “pregnant with surplus value”, says Marx, he is capitalist. But he must
necessarily be capitalist in another sense than the active capitalist because his praxis does not, like
that of the capitalist entrepreneur, take part in the process of production and appropriation of surplus
value and profit. On the other hand, his capital does take part, but only under the condition that he
lends money to an active capitalist entrepreneur. Whether or not he lends money to someone who
has success with his production or someone who goes bankrupt, he receives a return in interest and
principal repayments, provided that he has made sure to obtain sufficient security in real estate.
Therefore, it is doubtful whether one can always view a money capitalist as a real capitalist in
Marx’s sense. The essential structural feature in the pure money capitalist lifemode’s praxis should
be of finding suitable entrepreneurs and others to whom to lend his money, against adequate
collateral in marketable property, and to set the interest rate according to the size of the collateral in
relation to the loan, i.e. the assessed and variable risk.
The problem is that if one follows Marx’s own precondition that capital is distributed at the profit
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rates, i.e., flowing to the sectors that yield the most individual profit, the crucial question remains:
why would any capitalist tolerate not obtaining the average rate, but always getting less?

When the second and third specification steps determine the capitalist’s capital as funds that flow
toward the highest possible profit and then counts the funds that do not seek the highest profit as the
capitalist’s capital, then the concept of capitalist capital dissolves. That the “money capitalist’s”
lending funds should be floating capital is contrary to Marx’s own concept of floating capital,
because this capital will always seek to extract itself from a production or sector if it does not obtain
enough profit, i.e., earns less than the rate of profit. Therefore, a capitalist does not simply lend out
his capital and leave the responsibility to others. Marx gets around this theoretical dilemma by
making the size of the interest into an empirical distribution issue between lender and borrower.
What is problematic here, therefore, is that it is a case of a capital, namely the money capitalist’s,
which is nevertheless not capitalist capital, understood as floating capital. If this is correct, then the
money capitalist’s praxis is not a capitalist lifemode.
In Volume Three of Capital, Marx specifies the capitalist praxis as a canonical term determined by
the inner connection between two necessary features:
1) The first is the capitalist’s ability to get the wage workers to create a production of surplus value:
Similarly, he is only a capitalist at all, and can only undertake the process of exploiting labour,
because he confronts, as proprietor of the conditions of labour, the worker as the mere owner of
labour-power. We have already shown in Volume 1 how it is precisely the possession of these
means of production by the non-workers that turns the workers into wage-labourers and the nonworkers into capitalists.48
2) Marx formulates the second characteristic as follows:
Capital draws from a sphere with a low rate of profit and wends its way to others that yield
higher profit. This constant migration, the distribution of capital between the different spheres
according to where the profit rate is rising and where it is falling, is what produces a relationship
between supply and demand such that the average profit is the same in the various different
spheres, and values are therefore transformed into prices of production. 49
This characteristic has to do with capitalists’ ability to invest in the changing locations that
temporarily yield the most profit. This is necessary if capital should not lag behind the other capital’s
accumulation or even end up as operating funds in firms that generate no return at all.
In order to be able to speak of a genuine capitalist praxis in a theoretical sense, therefore, both these
criteria are necessary. Already at the first specification step, the praxis of the capitalist and the wage
labourer create the basis for the further elaboration of the two fundamental lifemodes of the capitalist

36
mode of production. They form the mutual conditions of possibility for each other. But the reason
that Marx finds it difficult to break away from viewing them primarily from the first and second
steps of specification, i.e., to further develop their forms and form variants and to discuss the
possibility of third forms, is that there emerge unresolved contradictions in extension of his second
specification step. The capitalist class becomes a contradictory concept because interest-enjoying
moneylenders (in line with the ordinary speech of the 1800s) are characterized as capitalists without
possessing a capitalist praxis. For the wage-earners part — that is to say, the class which is separated
from the means of production — the third specification step makes explicit the contradiction in the
presentation in Capital, that the class includes labour power in the form of skilled, wage-earning
employees, whose praxis is indistinguishable from the capitalist’s praxis. 50
As we have seen, Marx never went further in his chapter on classes than to observe that we will be
led astray if we develop the class concept as a classificatory set of people who have the same type of
income source. The manuscript is interrupted. But there are indications that the critique of the
extensional-logical classification methodology was but the first step in a larger plan for the chapter.
Perhaps it is not only the unclear points and contradictions that arise when we classify direct
producers and non-producers on the basis of their source of income that Marx had in mind, but also
the devastating consequences when we proceed further in the theoretical specification of the
capitalist mode of production’s direct producers and non-producers on the basis of their source of
income. Following this line of thought with Marx, it was a matter of transcending these errors with a
theoretical, class-specific lifemode concept that could reveal the contrasting forms of praxis
presupposed and necessitated by the capitalist mode of production.
The contradictions that we have localized in the work of developing the third specification step on
the basis of Capital’s investigations and presentation derive precisely from the fact that the
presentation allows for the possibility to conceive of “source of income” as detached from the
ideology-bearing praxis that the mode of production requires as one of its necessary lifemodes, i.e.
the praxis that is able to produce and appropriate the distinct source of income. It gives space to
imagine that the (individual or collective) subject who acquires an income is not identical with the
subject carrying out the praxis that creates the income and ensures its appropriation. If this is the case
(e.g., embodied in the notion that the mere ownership of labour or capital is sufficient to ensure a
reproducible income of the two sources we may be misled into characterizing a class using an
income source. This is because the lifemode whose particular praxis is a prerequisite for the
production and appropriation of the income source is conspicuous by its absence in the specific
(therefore empty) class concept.
The scientific significance of the mode of production concept derives precisely from the fact that it
makes it possible to reveal the classes in terms of the distinct lifemodes, as that which a particular
mode of production’s relationships have as their complementary terminals (terms). This feature is the
core of the epistemological rupture that has made it possible to explicate the necessary lifemodes
instead of just classifying people according to their sources of income (or other detached entities),
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like any other uninteresting stratification sociology that does not develop concepts to explore
people’s necessary praxis and their conceptual worlds.
The task, therefore, is to make productive use of the contradictions that have shown themselves
possible to make explicit in the third specification step by exploring the possibilities to develop a
fourth specification step which sublates the contradictions in a new, larger, more specific and
coherent whole. We now know that the mobility of floating capital requires a specification of the
characteristics of each and every lifemode praxis that make this movement possible without making
the reproduction of these lifemodes impossible. We also know that each firm has the possibility to
lay off its workers and treat its workers as temporary employees, while firms as a whole can not do
without the permanent availability of labour that can be hired when the capitalist entrepreneur needs
workers. This places demands on the organisation of labour and on the state’s participation in the
elaboration of the legal conditions of possibility for this organization. About the capitalist
entrepreneur, we know that the competitive struggle and need to accumulate entails that the capitalist
praxis must have the form that enables it to achieve a profitable production of surplus value in the
individual enterprise. But since profitability requires an individual profit that is at least equal to the
rate of profit, it also entails that this praxis must be able to create a new production, move into
another sector or develop its production of a completely new and untested kind of use-value when (or
more precisely, before) the existing production of known products loses its (always) temporary
possibility to yield a sufficient profit from it. Both are a preconditions for the capitalist entrepreneur
being able to continue appropriating a sufficient share of the global surplus value so as to survive as
a capitalist. The capitalist entrepreneur’s praxis therefore has two complementary sides: 1) to be able
to manage a profitable enterprise, and 2) to be able to move his stake and investment into the most
profitable opportunities. The first we might call the entrepreneur’s “productive management”, while
the second would be the entrepreneur’s “profitable investments”.
As productive management consists of actively appropriating the largest possible share of the
globally produced surplus value through the productive use of the firm’s capital, the word
“productive” denotes this management as a productive means. When the same management is
viewed from the end that the firm achieves in the form of an individual profit we will term it
“profitable management”. Similarly, the term profitable investments shows that the investment side
of the capitalist praxis is viewed from the end goal (profit’s) perspective, while the same investments
viewed as means will be called “productive investments” as the placement of the investments is the
means to ensure a more profitable (or less risky) placement of the floating capital than other
investment opportunities offer.
Finally, we know that the so-called money capitalist’s praxis contains neither one nor the other side
of the productive capitalist praxis, and that this must be the explanation for why the money owner
must be content to lend his money to, for example, a productive capitalist or merchant capitalist in
return for interest payments if these funds are to circulate as capital. 51 The two forms – the money
owner and the productive capitalist – therefore appear as each other’s negation at the third
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specification step. The point is that precisely for this reason, a sublation of this negation may
generate a more coherent understanding – of the internal contradictions, we have located in each of
them. It is with this aim in mind that we now explore the possibilities of developing a fourth
specification step.

The fourth step of specifications: The lifemodes of capitalist managers and investors
If we begin with the contradictions of the capitalist entrepreneur’s praxis, the productive
management requires that the capitalist possess the labour process in its entirety so that he can ensure
a profitable use of the equipment, labour force and raw materials as specified in the third
specification step. This means its empirical realization implies a comprehensive and specific
complex of skills, experiences and knowledge of the specific production process and sales. However,
this same requirement conflicts with the requirement that the entrepreneur freely move his
investments of capital and productive effort from one sector to the other, governed by the prospect of
maximizing individual profit. This is not because one person can not know everything, but because
ensuring a profitable production implies that the individual enterprise can manage its production and
the produced use-value in specific ways in which it is difficult for others to do better. Without be
able to do this, the entrepreneur has no protection against the competition sinking the market price of
its goods below their production price. This requirement of particularity stands in contrast to the
requirement of capital’s ability to flow freely between the various kinds of production and
production units, i.e. the universality of its application. Turning to the concept of the “money
capitalist”, he stands well enough outside all industrial sectors and can therefore lend his money to
any branch or industry, as long as he receives adequate security for the loan. However, 1) when
money is lent out, it is contractually bound to the borrower as long as the borrower can repay interest
and principal, which in itself limits its mobility; and 2) without possessing the labour process, money
capital cannot enter into any random sector and take co-responsibility as profit-seeking, liable
capital. Nevertheless, the fact that money capital has such an external and free relation to each
distinct labour process is reason to explore what is fundamentally needed for the profit-seeking
capital to be sufficiently “liberated” from the individual labour process and enterprise in order for the
concept of floating capital to become a theoretical and empirical reality.
If we then address this question of what the dual form of praxis of the capitalist entrepreneur concept
requires in terms of coherence, the very nature of the question can shed new light on the answers for
which we obtain the opportunity to make more explicit. The concept of “floating capital” entails, as
shown, that the two sides presuppose each other while at the same time being in contrast with each
other. This is because they are two necessary and complementary sides of one and the same praxis.
Hence, we are dealing with a concept whose two sides imply and contradict each other. The praxis of
the individual capitalist entrepreneur is a dialectical whole. Therefore, the negation can only be
sublated by disassembling the two sides of the same praxis from each other even as they continue to
imply and presuppose each other. We thus need to further specify the two sides of the individual
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capitalist praxis into two distinct and self-contained forms of praxis, which at the same time
presuppose each other. Logically, we are compelled to maintain the indivisibility of the two sides of
the individuality, and we can do this only by this indivisibility being elevated to a more labour
divided, complex and specific form of capitalism where profitable management tasks are carried out
by capitalist managers in each individual firm, all while capital investors move the floating capital
around, choosing to place their profit-seeking investments in the most attractive sectors and
enterprises.
This specification stage requires a form of organization that makes it possible for the individual firms
to compete with each other, each seeking to retain its own position and expand, while investors can
move their liable capitals from one firm to another. Although the firms are each other’s worst rivals,
there needs to be a flow of liable capital between them that is driven by the prospect of a profitable
return on investment as indicative of the firm’s success, and which can be crucial for which firms are
given sufficient resources with which to achieve a potential success. At the same time, a firm must
be able to shield its special development and combination of operational equipment, raw materials
and labour-force from its competitors and create an approximate, temporary monopoly on its unique
production of use value. The firm can procure resources for this task only if it is open to the entry of
new owners, and that there occurs a replacement process among the circle of owners, as owners will
move their less promising investments to other firms with more potential.
It goes without saying that such a system will necessarily be profoundly contradictory, and it is
hardly surprising that Marx did not consider such a system to be a viable and lasting form variant of
the capitalist mode of production as a whole. He mentions that large banks have begun to develop
shared forms of property that tend to transcend - and by means of concentration and monopolization
overthrow - the individual capitalists’ private ownership of banks and enterprises. That Marx had
difficulty developing concepts to describe how a finance capitalist variant of the mode of production
could conceivably take form, therefore, shows how the cultural-historical temporariness implies a
scientific temporariness in the formation of concepts. Capital was written before the new types of
companies began to make their impact. In close connection with state corporate legislation, industrial
and capital interests found heretofore unknown ways to combine and reinforce the contradictory
associations between firm competition, the growth of the individual enterprises and the floating
capital.
There are two structural features that make it possible to divide the concept of praxis of the
individual capitalist entrepreneur into two self-contained forms of praxis: the capitalist manager
praxis and the capitalist investor praxis.
One feature is the possibility that an enterprise can employ professionals to develop its operational
equipment and utilize equipment, labour-force and materials to create maximum profit for the
enterprise through the production and circulation of use-values. This requires that they hire
researchers, developers and managers who not only sell their time and labour, but take on the
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responsibility of running the company profitably. This entails that they are hired to use their creative
abilities to provide the firm with that special competitive edge over other firms, the edge that enables
it to produce surplus value and appropriate profit. This requires exclusive right to the technological
leading position, to the productive innovation and development of new use values that can be sold to
the customers. It is the ability to produce and keep this lead, to keep the firm ahead of the pack, that
the capitalist team of hired researchers, developers and managers sell to the individual firm through
their employment . When this exclusive creative edge can give the company a temporary monopoly
on a leading position in the market, the firm can earn an equivalent profit. When such a productive
management team completely replaces a capitalist entrepreneur’s praxis, its members possess as a
team the entire labour process. It means that this team is indispensable to the firm’s ability to earn a
profit. Without this team, the firm cannot earn a profit and will lose its attraction as an investment
object for profit-seeking investors. The capitalist managers, not being co-owners of the company, can
without hindrance leave for another company, leaving its fate in the hands of other career
professionals. Because it is the firm’s capitalist management team that creates the firm’s temporary
monopoly on the profitable advantages of its production process or its products’ use value, it is
necessary to pay this team a share of company profits so that they can take responsibility for its
development and operation, if the company wants to avoid losing productive management of its
capitalist team. From this perspective, the praxis of profitable management is a prerequisite for being
able to attract the productive investments, i.e. to engage the praxis of productive investment. The
indicator of efficient management is ultimately its ability to attract productive investment.
The second structural feature consists of the possibility that a profit-seeking investor can join with
others capitalists to place a part of their venture capital as liable capital in a firm and reserve the right
to withdraw their investment from the firm by selling their shares. By means of a subscription of
shares, a temporary partnership of this kind divides the total need of capital into transferable shares
to be negotiated on a private basis or quoted on the stock exchange in accordance with a Companies
Act. This means that as a capital investor participates in the firm’s obligations, values and potential
added value, as well as sharing ownership proportionally with the other shareholders who have
purchased shares in the firm. Characteristic of this type of company is that each investor is liable for
its shareholding stake in the company, and that each share allows some degree of influence at the
company’s shareholders meeting. The shareholders meeting appoints a board of directors, who then
hire the firm’s executive management. Shareholders can either obtain a share in the firm’s
distribution of annual dividend, or the company may choose to reinvest its profits and satisfy its
shareholders via an increase in the price of its shares so that they can be sold profitably. As an
investor, it is not necessary to possess the labour process, i.e. to have direct control over the labour
process, but it is necessary to possess 1) the power and ability to delegate (or share in delegating)
responsibility for the productive management to a board that hires the executive team; and 2) the
ability to make an informed assessment of a company’s value and potential. The latter is essential for
shareholding investors to compare the potential of different companies and to move their investments
to firms that are undervalued on the capital market relative to their value and potential, so as to
purchase and then sell shares at a profit. The two skills are essential features of the capitalist investor
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praxis.52 From the capitalist investor’s perspective, the stocks are securities which should be
purchased cheap and sold high, whereby the stock market as a whole forms the condition of
possibility for floating capital to move freely from company to company and between business
sectors. While each firm’s profit potential depends on the value of its productive management, it is,
conversely, crucial for this potential that the investors can and will aim to use existing capital and
earned profit to attract the best possible capitalist managers to develop the firm’s profitable
production of use value and appropriation of the greatest possible part of the globally produced
surplus value. From this perspective, the praxis of profitable investments is a prerequisite for being
able to attract productive management, i.e. to engage the praxis of productive management.
The two capitalist lifemode concepts at this fourth step of specifications therefore form each other’s
intensional conditions of possibility, and their mutual relationship is characterized by interesting
contradictions. Basically, each company’s primary prerequisite is that it is an indivisible unit of
production that possesses the integrity to cooperate with others and take part in the competitive
struggle without its individual parts falling apart or being played off against each other by the
competitors. To do this, it must be able to hold onto its business secrets, its operational equipment,
its workforce, its access to raw materials, its research and development knowledge and its senior
management, that is, all its working capital so that it does not lose any parts of it to aggressive
competitors. But just as fundamental is it that the firm as an enterprise, is divisible from the capital
owner’s side: its investors can buy and sell its shares, by which it is possible to recombine and unite
sufficient amounts of liable capital to work with. The contrast between the firm’s individuality and
the firm’s capital divisibility becomes clear when capitalist investors buy shares in competing
companies, when a company undertakes a hostile take over of a competitor’s shares in order to
absorb a competitor, and when investors buy shares in a company in order to make a profit by
emptying it of value, splitting it up and selling its valuable parts to other companies. Conversely, a
firm and its business activities can be hit by unfortunate circumstances or be so poorly run that the
firm finds it advantageous for new owners to come and take over a controlling interest, try to turn the
company around and restructure it so as to give its productive management the opportunity to
develop a new potential, thus enabling shareholders to sell the firm again at a higher share price.
Empirically, the world is now populated by capital funds that have specialized in one or more of
these three ways of generating profitable investments.
The contradiction is most clearly visible, however, by the fact that the best investor is the one who
has immersed himself in the firm’s operations, finances, risks and growth potential because knowing
most is synonymous with being able to buy and sell the company’s shares at the most profitable
moment, or the least costly one. Therefore, it is not necessarily outside investors with a keen eye, a
broad overview and a basis for comparison who are best positioned. Rather, it may be the firm’s own
management team who have the best prerequisites for being able to buy and sell the shares at
precisely the right moment. The internal management team are the ones, for example, who can
temporarily reduce the discretionary costs when there are cash flow difficulties so as to present
enhanced short-term earnings in the financial statements, even if these discretionary costs, such as
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research and development, are the primary means of improving the firm’s operational equipment.
Because the capitalist managers possess the most reliable internal knowledge about the enterprise
and its business secrets, knowledge that nobody else has, they can be better positioned (as far as the
individual firm is concerned) to speculate with company shares than all the other investors who do
not have such insider knowledge. Ultimately, this could prevent pure investors from becoming
interested in trading with the company’s shares. To resolve this contradiction so that a public stock
market can operate, and to help those firms listed on the public stock exchange, the state can
introduce laws and regulations against insider trading that make it an offence to leak information
about a firm’s annual financial before it can be accessed by all potential investors. Hence, even
though the lifemodes of the capitalist manager and the capitalist investor are the exact negations of
each other, it is still extremely difficult to keep them separate, because the best manager is the one
who knows most about whether, when and how wise it is to invest in the individual firm, just as the
best investor is the one who knows most about what goes on and what should be done in the
operations of several companies listed on the stock market. Therefore, it is necessary to enable their
cooperation by preventing their fusion if a public system of dealing in shares on a stock exchange is
to be maintained. The states that have an interest in ensuring the conditions of possibility for a wellfunctioning floating capital do so by designing a corporate legal framework that mitigates the worst
contradictions in the necessary division between the two capitalist lifemodes. This results in the
share organized, finance capitalist mode of production (SOFCMP) as a form variant that poses
specific functional requirements for the legal conditions of possibility in the state.53
If we examine the sequence of specifications as a whole, we thus have not just one concept for the
lifemode that has its place in the capitalist’s end of the mode of production’s relations, but three of
them: 1) the individual capitalist entrepreneur; 2) the capitalist manager and 3) the capitalist
investor. The three types belong to different steps of specification, i.e. they require distinct versions
of the mode of production’s relationships that are developed step by step in the sequence of
specifications. The finance capitalist and joint stock company variants were not yet widespread in
Marx’s time, which can probably account for why he did not go further to describe the third and
fourth specification steps as theoretical types, i.e. as canonical concept structures. In our own time,
the world’s capitalist cultures exhibit empirical realizations of all three lifemode concepts as distinct
forms and in interesting combinations. 54 They fold into each other on many levels, from start-ups and
family businesses to national conglomerates and global corporations, through lending and borrowing
banks and credit systems, capital funds, pension funds, investment firms, portfolio managers, law
firms, investment banks and government-owned companies. We thus need to be able to set out more
explicitly the basic concepts needed in order to explore the many symbiotic and contradictory forms
of coexistence and neoculturation.
When exploring the possibilities to elaborate the features of the capitalist investor into its own selfreproductive praxis, this praxis will be called the finance capitalist lifemode; similarly, the possible
self-reproductive praxis based on the features of the capitalist manager will be called the career
professional lifemode. The share organized financed capitalist mode of production is the condition of
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possibility for the reproduction of both these lifemodes. When the mode of production is part of a
complex social formation and coexists with other features, be they feudal rulers, colonial
administrators, military commanders, sea captains and others who have assets for which they are
seeking a return on, as was the case in the seventeenth, eighteenth and nineteenth centuries, or small
investors, pension funds, charitable foundations, states and interest groups who want a return on their
assets today, they can be managed by capitalist investors whose finance capitalist lifemode is not
based (exclusively) on their own capital property, but on the management of money derived from
non-capitalist lifemodes. Conversely, researchers, developers and other experts based on a capitalist
management praxis make their career professional lifemodes available against payment from family
businesses, capitalist entrepreneurs, state enterprises, pension funds, etc. who need to buy into a
piece or feature of capitalist management .
In this section, we have explored and described the kinds of conceptual relations required to specify
a capitalist manager praxis and its career professional lifemode. In the following, we will investigate
whether we can convert these relations into a terminal concept in the form of an ends-means
problematique with the goal of developing a self-contained lifemode concept.

Specification of the career professional lifemode
A durable mode of existence demands that at the manager’s end of the relations of SOFCMP is a
possible and necessary praxis that, by providing a certain type of contribution - or type of labour can appropriate a particular type of income.
This praxis can sustain itself only if it is able to convert the particular type of income into new
outputs of its (unique kind of) contribution to the firms where they are employed. The way this is
done must therefore be specified as a particular form of ends-means problematique, just as it must be
possible to specify the ways in which the contribution to the firm generates the paid out income.
Only if we manage to specify both these sides of the manager’s practice will we be able to construct
an independent praxis concept. In the following, we pursue various paths to test the possibilities for
constructing a lifemode concept that is structurally different from the lifemodes of the self-employed,
the wage-worker, the individual capitalist and the finance capitalist.
The manager’s expertise is sought out by corporations and firms whose survival depends on their
ability to appropriate the largest possible part of the globally produced surplus value as individual
profit and thus create added value or annual return. As a CEO explains says: “And this is what we
are put on earth to do, to earn money.” This ability depends on whether the firms are able to
constantly innovate, understood as their ability to remain competitive by producing products that
have a lower production price than the market price. The individual profit consists of the difference
between these two prices. It is therefore through the internal competition, being constantly ahead of
the pack within production processes, product development, marketing, etc., that the individual firm
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has the possibility to create the individual surplus-profit that allows it - instead of its competitors - to
attract and retain invested capital.
What each firm is looking for in their managers, design engineers and process developers, therefore,
is creativity and new ideas for how to innovate in order to succeed in the competition, to gain or
retain that “competitive edge”. Or possibly, the managers’ ability to see that the product is not
profitable, so that in time, i.e., without excessive loss, the firm can cease the unprofitable production
and concentrate on some other product. For this reason, it is also the exclusive right to use this
judgment, creativity and the new ideas that the company is seeking when it recruits an executive, a
manager, an R&D scientist, an engineer, a planner or other expert. However, in order for a new idea
to bring the company ahead of the competition, it must be implemented before the competition gets
hold of it.
The product director and sales manager of a Danish branch of a large Dutch-owned food corporation
expresses it this way:
We just do it better than they do. This is what it’s about basically, doing things before and doing
them better than the others, right. We ourselves think that in product development and product
terms, that we are one step ahead. And we see this as being reasonably important. And this is
perhaps related to the fact that our company has seen that this area is attractive before the others
have woken up, I mean from a purely product development point of view. So we also try to act
reasonably serious, we don’t come out, as some do, with the cannons and say, “Now you just have
to knock some goods off the shelves.” We try to say, “Well, we have some long-term relations,
especially when you are on a professional market, you need to build on long-term relations.”55
The Danish toy company LEGO is another example of a firm that focuses on staying far ahead of the
competition. Previously, LEGO brought several lawsuits against firms trying to sell counterfeiting
LEGO products, but the result was often that LEGO lost. Executive Director Torsten Rasmussen puts
it this way: “You can be totally certain that six months after the launch of a new product, there is a
copy lying there in another package.” Instead, every time they detects “a pirate”, as they call it, with
an imitation of a product, LEGO sends new products out on the market instead. Several times a year,
new product ranges enter the market. In this way, Lego continuously ensures that they can keep the
competitors off balance. The worst thing that can happen for such a firm is that their key employees
within product development are recruited by an aggressive competitor, taking their knowledge with
them. The counter measure is to develop a system like a LEGO block and continually produce its
components and models in so many new varieties with such large use value that the innovation,
diversity and quantity of the product range protects LEGO against competitors’ “attacks”.
Being able to hold on to its production secrets is necessary for many firms if they want to remain
market frontrunners. The sales manager Erik Mogensen explains:
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And so we have been good at putting new things in that fit. Last year we started up a line of pasta
products. Well, now there’s also come a new technique called aseptic filling. And that means that
today we are able to make products entirely without additives, preservatives and dyes, that are
completely pure. We have four soups, that we launched in February without a single E-number
[denoting additives]. And we are still the only ones who can produce this kind of thing. And that
is a huge extra to have. It’s a damn mastermind who figured it out. But we’ve contacted him. And
he can’t produce any more than what we can take. As long as he can do this, no one else will enter
the picture. And so of course, we develop at the same pace as he can handle more. So hell, we’ll
just produce more.
In the banking world, as well, competition is tough, as is well known. One option is to invest in
targeted employee-development:
Well, you know, the banknotes look the same in all banks. The products are the same. They’re
called different things, but it’s exactly the same. And we know perfectly well that we can easily
figure out some new smart gimmick, and so it can be copied as fast as a new newspaper can be
printed. The only thing we know that the others cannot copy is when we very systematically begin
to develop some employees in a particular direction. 56

Yet developing a group of employees into something that competitors have not figured out is
meaningful only when it is possible for groups of employees to develop new strategies, processes or
products that ensure the firm a future commercial lead, that can in turn ensure its appropriation of an
adequate individual profit and surplus profit to be able to retain both the invested capital and the
highly skilled career professionals. The Danish engineer firm Rambøll calls such a department or
employee group a “beacon”, and Rambøll’s “beacon” employee team receives a share of half the
surplus profit that the company earns beyond the projected profit. This means that they share the
surplus profit equally with the stockholders. Other companies issue “warrants”, i.e., future
subscription rights to the firm’s shares, given to the development department’s professional staff who
ensure an annual surplus profit. During the sale of the Danish state-owned energy company DONG,
for example, the firm’s career professionals were promised a significant share in the profits that they
could help ensure so that the firm could be worth more in the sales situation some years in the future.
A capitalist manager describes how the company’s surplus profit also benefits the capitalist
professionals, whose innovative uniqueness is a prerequisite for the size of the profit:

I receive a fixed wage and then have a commission arrangement. When I was hired, my boss said
“If you achieve your budget, then you get 2 percent of the profits, and of all that you achieve over
the budget, you get 2.5 percent extra.” However, there is a maximum of one million [DKK,
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approx. twice the normal annual salary of a manager], and I was floating on air because we earned
so much.
A productive manager is hired as CEO to revitalize a failing commercial enterprise so that it can be
sold. The company’s investors promise him, in return for a relatively low salary, a large share of the
profits he has been hired to create and a part of the profit from the sale of the company, if he is smart
and fortunate enough.
Well, for my part, I would say that I am underpaid. Now you can say, “Everything is going
wrong, now it’s all falling apart for him.” But for my part, I am probably underpaid, but that’s
because it’s in my contract, there is a profit-sharing arrangement. So I’m supposed to get a share
of the profits. And last year it was limited as to how much of a share it was. I have a minimum of
how much I should receive in bonuses, but this year I’m going to earn a lot of extra money. If we
come out with a billion [Danish Kroner], there will be a nice share in it for me. And that’s just
sweet. And then I reach the salary that I should have. So I have a carrot hanging in front of me.
But I could have earned more in a larger company, yes, I could. But I would not have developed
myself like that.
In contrast to the simple commodity producer, the career professional creates exclusive right to
competition-enhancing innovation in the firm company. What the manager requires, however, is not
only a share of the surplus profits, but working conditions that make it possible for him or her to keep
on creating new, innovative ideas. One might say that it is this continual effort of engagement, to
create the optimum working conditions, that is emphasized with the term “career professional
lifemode”. Let us for a moment elucidate the specificity of this feature compared to the lifemode of
the self-employed and the wage-earner lifemode.
In the most well-known variant of the simple commodity mode of production, there is a production
of goods to a market and a purchase of tools and materials on the market. This means that the selfemployed lifemode’s problematique is all about getting the overall costs – i.e. the cost per unit (f)
multiplied by the number of produced items (q) plus the necessary overheads (r) – to be sufficiently
lower than earnings, i.e., the delivered number of items multiplied by their market price (q x p) – so
that it is possible to continuously invest in new production equipment in order to maintain
competitiveness: p x q > (q x f) + r). This is the precondition for the self-employed person remaining
financially independent. The investments in capacity-expanding or cost-saving equipment,
machinery, etc. must not create new “overheads”, i.e. fixed costs exceeding the projected earnings.
Central to the self-employed lifemode is to build and maintain a production apparatus whose use
value enables the firm to generate earnings that constantly allow for self-financing of the new
investments necessary for maintaining competitiveness. While the self-employed lifemode’s
problematique thus concerns how to work and invest in order to remain economically independent,
the problematique of the career professional lifemode revolves around creating the working
conditions that will make it possible to develop new and exclusive ideas that can enable the firm
company to remain ahead of the competition in one or more areas. Whether as free-lance consultant

47
or as internal specialist within a firm, the career professional is still trying to sell his innovative
services to companies.
The question of whether it is possible to explicate, articulate and maintain the contrast between the
career professional lifemode and the wage-earner lifemode is not as precarious as the great debate
about the “middle strata”, knowledge workers and contradictory class positions would have it. This is
because the career professional lifemode can now be deduced and described from the opposite end of
the mode of production’s relations, and its capitalist manager praxis is therefore structurally different
from the praxis of the wage-earner lifemode. Central to the organized wage-earner lifemode is
ensuring a minimum price for their labour time or piece work through a tariff. This tariff depends on
the trade union’s ability to create the monopoly of sale of labour (within one or more defined
“occupations”) to both employers and other occupational groups, which ensures members a
privileged price for their work time. The maintenance of this tariff system requires that each
occupational group regularly prevents potential competitor occupational groups from “taking over
each other’s work” at a cheaper price. Toward the individual company, the problematique of the
wage-earner lifemode is about creating and maintaining internal discipline or solidarity among
workmates so as to create a social resistance to management pressure on wage-earners to work at a
more rapid pace or increase their workloads. As problematic, both the “social resistance” to the
individual company and the trade unions’ ability to monopolize the sale of labour time generally are
in practice conditioned by the wage-earner lifemode’s place at the opposite end of the mode of
production’s relations to investors and managers.
Both the use of social resistance as a means toward the individual employer and the use of
monopolization of the sale of their labour time as a means of achieving general wage tariffs stand in
stark contrast to the means and features that characterize the career professional praxis. For this
praxis, showing solidarity with colleagues against the employer would be directly contrary to the
individual manager’s efforts to consistently achieve the optimal labour conditions for himself and his
team in terms of the responsibilities they are given, the freedom of disposition they have, the
resources made available to them and salary they receive. It is by creating new ideas and making
demands for a creative work environment, by showing results and convincing management which
resources and working conditions are needed to overtake competitors and gain customers that the
career professionals can obtain better conditions. To show solidarity with others against the firm’s
management - without being able to justify it as an asset for promoting the company’s profitability is incompatible, in the competition with each other, with having to live selling the firm exclusive
means to use in its struggle against those competitors and other outsiders who might threaten the
firm’s frontrunner position. Unlike the wage-earner, whose solidarity is with co-workers, the career
professional is in solidarity with the firm.
Of course, there can also occur conflicts between a career professional or a team vis a vis a higher
level of enterprise management, the company’s executive or board of directors. It may be, for
example, that the firm does not offer the kind of working conditions that can allow the career
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professionals to develop their creative potential, or that management does not see any profit potential
in the creative group’s innovations. In these cases, an entire group of employees can leave the
company and start their own firm. This kind of exit is very often seen in branches such as
advertising, information technology and fashion. But it can also be seen within more common
production firms when they face a break in the conventional thinking and all technological or
organizational use values need to be rethought. In radical neoculturation processes, it often entails
that the original firms are left behind and pushed out of the picture.
The preliminary conclusion of these contrasts with other lifemodes is that in the fourth specification
step, it appears that we can explicitly set out a career professional lifemode concept that is neither
compatible with nor partially identical with the concepts of the self-employed or wage-earner
lifemodes. The key feature of the career professional praxis is its production of unique, innovative
ideas for bringing the firm ahead of its competitors. The career professionals’ role is to enhance the
firm’s production, organization, product development, marketing, and reputation in its struggle
against competitors for customers, and to enable as much appropriation as possible of the global
surplus value produced. This is what we encounter in the empirical data of a firm’s “business
secrets” that must not slip out to the immediate competitors. What matters for the company,
therefore, is 1) that the career professional’s innovative idea is exceptional (new or untested) within
the industry and 2) that the firm is unique in introducing this idea on the market. The internal
cohesion between these two characteristics of the career professional’s creative idea production can
be described by the term uniqueness or innovative uniqueness. It is the uniqueness of the career
professional’s ideas that determines a firm’s interest in hiring and keeping the career professional,
supporting his or her praxis and cultivating their creative team. Seen from the side of the career
professional lifemode, it is the specialist’s uniqueness that is his essential means to obtain the best
possible working conditions. It is the uniqueness of what the career professional can create that
makes him or her irreplaceable for the company. It is the ability to create a unique edge in the
products or process of the company that gives the firm its temporary monopoly on the market. In the
career professional praxis, uniqueness is the means whereby career professionals make themselves
irreplaceable. Irreplaceability is itself a means to the goal of creating the optimal labour conditions.
However, working conditions are only an end in the sense that in the next round they are a means
for creating the innovative uniqueness. In other words, we are talking about a self-reproducing
praxis, a specific lifemode embedded in the capitalist mode of production.
The concepts of uniqueness, irreplaceability, optimal working conditions, and a renewable,
innovative uniqueness begin the specification of a cyclical ends-means problematique that can
describe the fundamental praxis within the concept of the career professional lifemode. In this way,
we can begin to explore the self-reproducing chain of prerequisites that make possible a viable and
durable mode of existence and its specific conditions of possibility.
The companies in the share-holding or joint stock organized variant of the mode of production are
subject to a competitive situation in several markets: the capital markets, the labour markets, the
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markets for capitalist management and expertise, the markets for the purchase of technology,
consulting and materials and the markets for distribution and sale of their product. The fact that they
obtain all their production conditions on market terms poses special demands on the individual firm.
The basic way in which a company can meet these requirements is to find one or more areas where it
can bring itself in front of its competitors. In order to maintain an adequate individual profit margin
from its production rates and sales prices on the market in this frontline position, which is a
prerequisite for being able to appropriate a profitable part of the global surplus value, the firm must
use its frontrunner position to create a form or a degree of monopoly position so that it can keep its
production prices below market prices, despite pressure from competitors.
If the firm has the power and means to press its competitors completely out of the market, it gains the
temporary luxury of being able to set the market price as it wishes. The development of large
corporate conglomerates such as General Electric, Glencore, Unilever and Siemens demonstrates that
it is not always the idyll of the “pure market” that characterizes the ways in which a monopoly
position is created and maintained. The empirical data show how large corporations try to destroy or
freeze out smaller companies. The director of a local company that was bought up by a large
corporation describes the demands made by the “mother company” and how his firm pushes
competitors out of the market:
It’s about meeting the future demands for growth all the time. And figuring out how to set oneself
apart. Today we are in a typical niche and we have embarked on a plan for how we ensure
ourselves and our continued existence in the future. And we are in the full process of following up
on this, so we are uncomfortably hard on all our colleagues or competitors, whatever you want to
call them, here in the industry. It’s enough to cut all the branches off from them, because we have
a niche that lies in the market for expensive and complex projects, and it takes an incredibly long
time to get through, but over the years we have sacrificed the money that was needed to enter and
become suppliers to what are called large-scale projects. And it costs a whole lot of money, and
the processing time is often incredibly long. We’ve also tried to prepare a major project in three to
four years and then the company we are supposed to deliver to says, “Sorry, we’ve stopped that
project, nothing will be coming out of it.” And so then you have sacrificed the resources on it.
And you don’t get any money for it. But when it comes, it’s always in big chunks, so therefore,
that part of the market is very nice to have. And we certainly don’t want any competition there.
Therefore we can say that we work across, down to the very low level with many small
customers and are extremely aggressive down on that front. This in order to push all our
competitors on their own turf, so that they at least do not get to earn so much money that they can
come up here. And if at the same time we also get the volume sales down there, so they never
come up here [where large-scale projects are carried out]! We have to ensure that they never earn
so much from the masses of small customers that they get the resources to come up here, because
we want that part of the market for ourselves. And at the moment, things look reasonably good
that we will succeed. We have the volume of sales down there [in the smaller projects], so we
register everything that happens around us all the time. Who is new on the market, and what is
happening there. We don’t just sit around and snooze, you know. And then we have people
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running hard with everything down there all the time, while we have peace and quiet up here for
doing the major projects, because there are no others who come up here, they can’t. They lose
their foundation, for it lies down there for all of them. This is a concept in the group that has been
running through world-wide.
You certainly register what the competitors are like or where they come. And you certainly
always know when a company starts up, where they have their strong side, and what they have
specialized in and if it is new and promising, then we have said, “Goddammit, why don’t we have
any of that.” And what you really do, it’s to learn the concept very fast, it doesn’t take a damn
long time, we have such a large stock of basic knowledge, so we can get the specialized
knowledge from agents who are out and about. And if we find a competitor who is very strong in
that, well OK, so we go in and attack him on that front. And it’s usually enough to concentrate on
the price. OK you can have your product, you can have delivery assurance, but all things being
equal, it’s a question of price in the end. And there we might decide to go in and say if the other
guy figures that he must have 30% profit on such an order, we can decide to go in and say, “Well,
we can supply it without [requiring that much profit”]. And by doing that, it’s not certain that we
get the order, but if he then gets the order, he will surely get only a 5% [profit], dammit, and you
then pull the rug out from under him. By attacking him in his niche, where he is strong.
Because we are so big and have so many niches, we can do it, but of course, we will also be
attacked in our niches by some others, so it’s not just something that runs one way, it runs both
ways damn it. But up here with the large orders, we are largely not attacked, not very much
anyway. And that’s because it’s so thunderously uncomfortably capital-demanding. There is no
one who can go into it. Yes, OK, it’s there, but it’s not profitable, because we are so established in
the game, with our network over virtually the entire world, so even though we lose our sales
revenue for a time, we can almost live from our rental. So it’s totally certain, it is a strength in the
situation, you know.57
A monopoly position seldom entails that the firm stands as the only supplier in the market, but it
should be seen as the always sought-after means that a capitalist enterprise has under conditions of
competition to prevent the market prices from falling below its own production prices. Just as the
companies’ most effective weapon against each other is to reduce the cost prices, reduce sales prices
and gain market shares or to product-develop the use value of their goods and services in order to
capture market share, their only way to defend themselves against the pressure of competition is to
be able to know something or create something the others do not have.
The CEO of a Danish-owned paper company describes how a market can function when producers
have no urge to take a leading position, but are instead only interested in exploiting the potential
economies of scale to the utmost in order to reduce unit prices as much as possible:
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You have to make sure you are better than your competitors as far as possible. But on this
Danish market, which, I must say that there is such an impoverished competition situation that
everyone on the market is largely stuck in a negative bottom line or absolutely does not earn
anything. And this has been allowed to happen because in most cases there are some large firms
that standing behind it, who wanted to burn off a surplus production on a small limited market
like the Danish one. They have stayed alive by supplying here because the factory has to get rid of
its products, and so it’s still profitable, although it may not completely bring home each Krone.
This also applies to our largest competitor, who is a Swede, and this is the case for a Finn who is
on the Danish market.
In addition, we have had some imports to Denmark coming from three different German
companies. It is the same philosophy: you fire something off without necessarily earning
something from it, you keep the machines running. And you earn just what you need because of
economies of scale. When the engines can be a little bigger and the series can run a bit longer,
then the unit price is just slightly lower, also for the German market. And if you have a severe
downturn period in Germany, where you can’t sell off the last thousand tons, then it’s hard to get
rid of them in Germany because there are competitors, so you drive them just over [the border to]
Padborg [Denmark] and then they remain up here. And it’s not always for any sensible prices, it
will be mainly price competition and there you are get into some bad business. You fight almost
exclusively over the prices. You have forgotten to look at the quality. And I would say that the
degree of innovation here is not very great. There has been no time to evolve and create a profile
in the market.

This manager’s own idea is that the Danish company, instead of competing on price, should change
strategy and be the first to focus on selling paper products to the increasingly environmentally-aware
consumers who want to pay a little extra in return for environmental protection.
One of the best products I’ve seen sits pretty much here on the shelf (in the demonstration
room), and it is not all utilized to any extent. Most sections of the grocery store where you as a
consumer buy your toilet paper, they have white goods, white rolls. But look how lovely such a
red and blue packaging shines through there. If you then managed to make it perfectly, so that it
didn’t have all this loose stuff, but tightened it up nicely, then I think you could go far. If it was
put on the shelf properly instead of as a small side product out on the shelf, but like I am doing
here in the middle of the display, right there where buyers come, then they would also be sold.
They cost maybe thirty øre [0.30 DKK] more than the others, but it looks nice in the shopping
cart. There are still some people who want to have it at home, too. Or also a new pattern every six
months, which looks a little fun.
Then we come to take a look at the eco-friendly customers who are thinking about recycling
and dying forests, here nature and the environment come into the picture. These concepts could be
used much better than they are at the moment. These are the things I am building up. These are
things that you are well aware of, but you have not had the strength to do something about. It’s
like you thought, “Well, it’s also true that it takes some forests, but it’s over there in Sweden,

52
right? And then there is a little chlorine in some of it, it gets bleached too much, but the Germans
do that, too, so we can’t really consider that.”
If you turn it all upside down and make yourself prominent and say, “We like this,” then I’m
sure that the consumers will say, “Yes, that’s right!” Why not do it? It costs the same to print it.
You just have to have the resources to think it through. But it takes a little time. This is what I am
sitting around doing now, just as an example. There are other places where you say, “OK, the
quality of the paper may well be different, there is some that are a little more yellow and grey in it
and that’s just the amount of bleaching. If you bleach too hard, it looks neat and nice, and the
Germans and Dutch will always deliver, but then there’s the chlorine-rinsing, and then you
destroy the environment around you. What counts most? The aesthetically or the ecological?”
And here I think that the ecological bowl is beginning to have quite a good share.
Then comes a wave, where you say: “We will not continue with all the chlorine bleaching, we
will not accept the PVC and such things.” If we now take it and say, “All right we are running -because we are beyond that stage -- and if we get fired up on delivering the goods, then we could
go really far.” These are some of the angles that I play on and naturally, should play on better
than our competitors, and we can. Our factories can be retooled for it, we do it. Some of our
products are indeed that kind of products today, there is just no one who sees it. They don’t
know. And it’s too bad. One of the things we lack is probably “a point of difference”. If you
come out with something that’s different, people will also want to pay for it, right? So they go
after it. If costs the same, that’s fine, and if costs 10 øre [0.10 Dkr] more, then it’s usually also
OK. 58

The concept of monopoly position is included in all stages of the capitalist mode of production’s
specifications. Capital’s appropriation of surplus value basically requires a monopoly on the means
of production that forces the workers to sell their labour power. In social formations with commodity
circulation and possibly a world market, capitalist enterprises can survive competition from the
simple commodity producers only if they can carve out a monopoly on certain markets by focusing
on production that makes it possible to build finance-demanding economies of scale against which
the simple commodity producers cannot compete as they lack the operating equipment. Finally, it is
on these markets that the capitalist business competition, productivity growth and accumulation can
make profits fall. Therefore, each company or individual firm continually strives to create a kind of
monopoly position on parts of the market so that its own profit margins can be maintained in a
single, prolonged neoculturation process that persists throughout the firm’s entire lifetime.
Basically, we can say that the monopoly position of the fourth specification step rests on the firm’s
uniqueness. This can be further specified in several form variants, such as standing alone with a
product of high use value, with a better reputation among consumers, with greater productivity than
others, with more effective marketing, or as a result of this, with greater capital accumulation or
issuing of shares, thus making it possible to buy up competitors or dump prices and push their
products off the market.
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In a competitive situation, however, such a monopoly position, is never guaranteed for very long.
The types of uniqueness on which it is based are constantly under attack and must be continuously
reproduced. Therefore, there is a persistent demand for the praxis of career professionals who can
provide innovative uniqueness. It is this that allows for a persistent lifemode. A uniqueness that
consists, for example, of a lead in productivity and product development must be constantly renewed
through innovation. The ability to create innovation in the firm’s production process, product
development, management and marketing is crucial for the individual firm’s ability to survive. In the
variant of the mode of production where the firms must obtain all their factors of production on the
various markets, the most important competition between them therefore takes place on the market
for a specific kind of creative expertise, expertise which is innovative, unique, cutting edge and can
put the firm in front of its competitors.
The uniqueness in the companies must therefore be constantly updated and renewed, and it is the
continuing production of this innovation, that the career professional sells. In other words,
innovation is not a single performative act but an ongoing process: In order for both the firm and the
career professional to be out in front, it is necessary that they continuously innovate. For the firms, it
can concern all the links in their organization, administration, production and product development.
For the career professional experts, it is their own innovative uniqueness that must be continually
renewed. One could say that for the career professional, everything comes down to being able to
constantly innovate and reinvent oneself, to continually renew that cutting-edge expertise.
Kim Jensen, product manager for a Danish branch of a Dutch-owned food conglomerate, occupies
one of the jobs that requires continuous renewal and innovation. The company is entirely dependent
on being ahead of its competition in terms of product development and marketing.

I am the product manager now. Responsible for a number of products, product groups. And I
have total responsibility for budgets, costs, marketing of products, how they should be sold, what
the products should look like, how they should taste, which brochures should be produced, and so
on. So it’s the total responsibility for some product groups. Of course, there are some
administrative tasks in the organization, which take some time to carry out. I spend a considerable
amount of time answering all kinds of strange requests of widely different kinds. They can be
from customers, they can be questions of this or that kind. It can be almost anything. So if there is
something purely sales related, like presentations for sellers - different things. They have to have
some materials, they must have some information about products and have some campaigns to
roll out. We are running a campaign where I need to make the presentation to the sellers, and they
must constantly have some good arguments and some good viewpoints, and what they come with
has to look pretty, right? So some time is spent on developing new products. It goes from trying
to find products, that is primarily finding what kind of products could be interesting, to what
sellers might be found, to make contact with them. To discussing back and forth with them,
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getting some samples over if they are foreign products. It is mostly from there that the new things
come. So it can be that you have to go down and visit the factory and discuss some things with
them in more detail. Then there is something about the specification and use of products,
developing the packaging, design, etc.
One can say that a job that I occupy is typically a job where people sit for three years max. It
has something to do with that you always have to do something new and different all the time,
you know. And you can’t if you’ve been in a firm for 10 years or been sitting in the same job for
10 years with the same area of responsibility. In such a job, you must have some new impulses
and do things a bit differently that you’ve done before, and see new things and new directions.
Once one has successfully made innovations in an area, it is not long before there are others who are
doing the same thing. One’s own renewal is not unique anymore. Therefore, it is necessary to again
innovate and renew, and so on. One is thus forced to constantly transcend the known, not to reach the
ultimate uniqueness, but because the process of transcending itself is the determinant mode of
existence. And if one wants to avoid falling behind, one needs to renew the way one renews oneself
before the competitors have figured it out and done it.
The real expertise of the career professional, then, is that of cultivating the places where they can
renew themselves and then continually renew and innovate from there. For the firms, what is
produced is renewal of the renewal, a perpetual renewal, i.e. a continuing innovation of the mode of
innovation; but in order to manage in the competitive struggle with other experts, the career
professional must produce his own personal renewal of innovative uniqueness. The pursuit of such
“personal growth” under contemporary capitalism is serious business, precisely because it is crucial
to business.
The reproduction of the career professional lifemode
When we examine the career-bound lifemode from a reproduction perspective, it is not so strange
that it has always been unclear whether there is a third class or lifemode that is closely connected to
the capitalist mode of production, or if a third class is based on a broader foundation. The theoretical
conditions of possibility implied by the career professional lifemode concept consist basically of the
competitive demand for innovative creation of uniqueness. 59

This lifemode is also found in modes of production other than that of modern joint stock companies.
A historical example, for instance, is that of the European naval powers, whose merchant ships
through the centuries were operated as jointly owned shipping firms. Under this system, anyone with
saved money could buy one or more shares of a merchant ship and earn a share in its profits.
Shareholders divided the high risk of shipwrecks connected to the era of the great sailing ships. The
Danish ethnologist Ole Mørkegaard, in his study of the Åbenrå shipping industry, has described how
the jointly owned shipping companies operated.60 The sailing ship captains from the 1700s and
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1800s that he has studied are of at least two types: those who sought to become full owners and those
who were purely career-oriented ship’s captains. When the latter acquired shares in a ship, it was not
in order to become independent owners, but a way for them to move up the career ladder and become
captains of larger ships than had they simply followed the hierarchy within a large shipping
company. It was not their working time they sold as if they were wage-earning sailors, but their
ability to steer a ship and its cargo from one port to another, or one continent to another, more safely,
more precisely and faster than others. On a worldwide scale, the ship-owners competed with each
other in precisely these three areas: the career-oriented part of the captain’s and shareowner shipping
environment was very innovative and with their neoculturation contributed to the strong dynamics of
shipping.
As with the navigator’s and captain’s environment, companies in our own era can have stockowners
who come from the ranks of management or who work in research and development. What the
concept of career professional lifemode highlights is its focus on the production of innovative
uniqueness. This production of innovative uniqueness can take place in all the different parts of the
firm, especially those that affect its ability to survive in the struggle to appropriate the greatest
amount of globally produced surplus value. That is, that we can find features of this lifemode at
many levels, from finance, strategic management and administration to product development,
productivity, service and marketing.61 However, this also means that it is not a given that we must
search for these traits only internally within the companies that make use of them. We must also
explore whether they can be derived from external career professionals and companies. This is the
world of the consultants.

The consultancy firms
The question of whether the production of innovative uniqueness can be derived from external career
professionals also raises an empirical issue, which, like the question of the “middle strata” and
“middle class”, challenges the theoretical work and requires theoretical concepts: How can the
independent consultancy firms be analyzed and considered? Are they a “new petty bourgeoisie”, or
should they be analyzed using concepts from the self-employed lifemode? Are consultants just
shopkeepers or farmers who own their own business and just happen to sell a different kind of
product? Our ethnographic material suggest that what some consultants produce, and the structural
conditions they require for producing this product, can be most fruitfully analyzed using the
fundamental features developed for the career professional lifemode. It is primarily their own
reproduction that looks completely different from the previously specified praxis. This is because
they do not strive for optimum working conditions inside firms owned by others. Rather, they strive
for optimum conditions for creating unique ideas inside their own firm.
Nevertheless, it is characteristic of this group that in the empirical data, there are consulting firms not
operated based on a problematique that figures its overhead costs, unit costs and quantities as the
essential means to make a living, precisely like the self-employed lifemode. Their focus is on their
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own ability to innovate a uniqueness the production price and exchange value are far beyond the
logic of unit costs and quantities, because what they produce are ideas and methods that can keep
their customers at the head of the pack in new ways, i.e., they rely on their innovative ability to
produce innovative uniqueness. The profit that it is possible for the costumer (the firm that buy the
exclusive idea) to appropriate by means of this uniqueness is determining the capitalist use-value of
the uniqueness. This type of consulting firm, in other words, can be usefully analyzed as a praxis
whose reproduction consists of creating optimal working conditions for it to be able to renew the
career professional’s own ability to produce exclusive, innovative ideas that can be used by other
firms than his own.
The ethnographic fact that many different types of consultants often comes from a managerial job or
obtain a position in another company at a later date supports the thesis that these consulting firms can
be analyzed using the concept of the career professional lifemode. As with the case with sailing-ship
captains, being a consultant can be a means of obtaining precisely those work tasks one thinks are the
most interesting in relation to one’s own reproduction capacity. They are jobs where the individual or
a team of partners can “use their skills”, cultivate a “point of difference”, achieve “personal growth”
or “career development”, rather than “dead-ends”.
The fact that relatively many one-man consulting firms are established and then close down each
year also suggests that starting for themselves need not be such an obstacle within the career
professional lifemode, as one might imagine. In principle, a large amount of capital is not needed. It
is the individual’s or team’s experience and creativity that is the most important “equipment”. Their
capital is “mental capital”. Anyone can set himself up as a consultant with a cell phone, a computer,
an internet connection and a bank account. One need not have an office. Against this background, it
is easy and relatively inexpensive to close down one’s own company and seek a job in a large firm or
join up with other consultants in a consortium.
One can become a consultant at any period on one’s career. A recent graduate can be recruited as
junior consultant and later become a partner in a consulting firm, building up a portfolio of
innovative uniqueness through the tasks carried out for the various client companies. Being a
consultant can in this way be the same as with the above-mentioned ship’s captains, a means of
creating this innovative uniqueness faster than going through the “normal” career path. The aspiring
consultant can make him- or herself attractive to the firms they find interesting by providing some
innovative results.
One can become a consultant in the middle of one’s career. One can use knowledge built up within a
specific area needed by many businesses, or from having been a CEO for a larger firm and forging
new ways to meet challenges. In this way, becoming a consultant can become a way of obtaining
precisely the work tasks that make it possible to reproduce one’s uniqueness. For example, it can be
an innovative uniqueness within “internationalization”, by which the consultant helps firms seeking
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to enter a new foreign market, using one’s knowledge and experience about that foreign country and
market.
A 41-year-old capitalist manager chooses to quit his job as CEO of a major Danish company to
establish himself as an independent business consultant, an idea he had been thinking about for some
years. With his unique experiences from his previous job as a personnel manager, HR director and as
CEO, he believes he can live from for selling his expertise as a consultant. He works within three
main areas: leadership development, staff HR development and internationalization. But now as
before, it is just as important that he still knows how to develop his skills in his field, how to
continually renew himself. He talks about his options and his future:
Yes, I want to move on in this business, and that is probably the final stop. Whether I like it or
not, I don’t think I have any opportunities to jump back. There comes a time when you start to get
passed your mid-forties that you have to have roughly the same career path. If you jump in and
out too much, then it gets hard. And I have known this every time I changed. When I changed
from the university, it was basically the same decision, that if you have once left the university,
you can’t come back again. And that was also my decision at the time, and it is today, too. I really
like the university environment. I’m going to begin some teaching at the Copenhagen Business
School. So I like to have this combination with the connection to a genuine research environment
and then work with projects outside. Both because I think it’s exciting, and also because I can get
myself refueled when I come into an environment where you work with things that are not
necessarily the things that I work with today, but maybe in about three, four years. So it’s
interesting, but just as much to ensure that I don’t just end up standing still with a number of
things.
It is not uncommon to combine a broad business experience and an innovative university
environment and end one’s career by setting oneself up as a consultant. The individual has been
through a career run and has ended up as manager of a firm’s R&D division as CEO. Now he or she
is approaching retirement age and wishes to take it a bit more easy, but at the same time does not
want to leave behind the pulsating life of business. One can take on fewer jobs, but choosing only
those that are most interesting. Of course, this is all under the condition that the consultant still has
the kind of innovative capability that firms want to pay for. Because not everyone can live by selling
their uniqueness that they have continually managed to reproduce and create through a lifetime of
work. Empirically, many aspiring consultants find that there is not market for their skills, such as the
sales director whose methods were brilliant 10 years ago, but who can cannot keep up with the
competition today.

Irreplaceability and indispensability
When the ethnographic material tells us that the career professional lifemode's problematique can be
dealt with in unity with running one’s own business, it must be the ethnological task of the
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theoretical development work to determine whether these two features can possibly be thought to be
further specified conceptually as two features that are conditioned by an internal relation.
We can investigate this case by taking a closer look at how reproduction of the career professional
lifemode is structured. The aim of the reproduction is to create optimal working conditions for one's
own development of new ideas for innovation in the companies. What is needed are working
conditions that make it possible to handle the competition from one’s own competitors, i.e. the other
career professionals with whom one must compete to obtain contracts or jobs in the client firms.
What is particular about these working conditions, according to the preceding specifications, is that
they basically consist of being allowed to carry out demanding tasks for the firms, which at the same
time makes it possible to further develop one’s own methods, ideas and experiences, and to have
one´s "finger on the pulse” of the industry.
It is thus crucial to procure these demanding tasks or to win these contracts, to get the available
freedom and resources at one’s disposal, to be able to experiment and try out one’s ideas and be
selected to solve the tasks that the firms need and have confidence in, tasks that one can formulate by
oneself because the very act of cultivating new potential areas of innovation is an important part of
what is being sought after.
As it is uniqueness that the firms are looking for makes them vulnerable to other companies coming
in and stealing their employees. For the hired manager, expert or specialist, it is important that the
firm cannot do without him. To the extent that this is successful, an individual enterprise is
dependent on the expertise it has acquired. What the firms do to hold on to these specialists can
illuminate what kind of workshop- and working conditions the career persons themselves are
seeking.
The innovative, uniqueness-creating employees are often in demand by several brutally competing
companies. Hence, it is essential for a company to offer working conditions that in some way are
better than those of the competition. The CEO of a large wholesaling firm, having been hired to
rescue the firm from a major crisis, is himself pre-occupied with the problem of retaining capable
employees:

You give them some reasonable working conditions, it doesn’t need to be all salary. But you
give them some reasonable working conditions and well-being. You give them some
responsibility and you also give them the possibility to develop. This has also been somewhat
of a problem in our company that we have not been able to pay as much as many other
companies can, because you can’t try to get the firm back on track with one hand so that it
again gives a surplus, while giving top-level salaries at the same time. But then you have to
give people something different, some security and some good atmosphere and precisely the
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opportunity to be allowed to develop themselves, to give them something back. Let them
participate in the decisions where it really matters. It's also job satisfaction. Then it’s also
essential. And that, I think, has to do with the environment you are working in, that’s what I
believe.

Of course, the career professional's requirements for their workplace and working conditions can
also be elucidated from their own point of view and its problematique. The managing director of an
industrial trade association, puts it this way:

But oh no, I would not at all be satisfied if I had to take over my parents’ business. It just
wouldn’t work. I have always liked interacting with people, and there were many people, but
the challenges were just not there. So what I see as fantastically exciting, its constantly
pressing up against a level that is slightly higher. So not to be content with things just running
on their own, but always trying to give it a bit more. Because it develops me so tremendously
much. I think that’s fun. As long as others think it’s fun. It should just be an organization or a
company where there are some things with some challenges. So I'm probably not as excited
to come in and have to be administrator, just sit and shuffle papers from one [person] to the
other and say “Yes” and “No”. I want to be at such a place where you can create ideas and
feel that there are problems to be solved.
So I find myself very well in a place where there are new tasks, new challenges and
preferably in a phase of building up. If things are already consolidated, and they are running
acceptably in a pattern where it is the same things that run again, then it’s not so interesting
for me. And it may well be that I might consider something else. But the tasks lying before us
in the structural changes we have started here and the build-up phase now underway, and the
interfaces we are reinforcing, the information network we have started to build up and things
like that, it means that at any rate I am inside the first few years. And I also like it that a task
has had a reasonable spread, because you can not -- you're not really inside -- it doesn’t run -and it can never run properly before you are at least a couple years into a job. Only then will
you begin to have your entire network built up and things like that. But it is tasks of this kind,
it’s quite clear. I would probably find it very difficult to return to a job as an employee, that
is, a regular employee - it would be very difficult, I think. So I think there can only be two
possibilities: either that it was a similar executive function, or that I might be independent
[self-employed] in one or another context. I would not rule it out, but I actually have
difficulty seeing what this might be on first sight. Because on first sight, there does not seem
to be anything that I could sense was interesting. So it could be a consulting job. 62
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The former director, who has his own consulting firm, has already realized this possibility:
I have probably always been the kind of person who does not calm down. After some time
has passed, I want to try something new. It was just like that time when I was going to teach
the same thing for the second or third time, then I didn’t think it was so much fun anymore.
So this has been the reason why if I could not find it [happiness] within the firm where I was,
so I changed. And that was basically what happened when I switched from Grundfoss. There
was no opportunity for what I wanted to do at that time, so it was with the best understanding
from my director at the time that I went looking for another job. And when I came to Oticon
and stayed there for six years, it was actually also because I got various major opportunities
in that company. Otherwise, I would probably have changed quicker at the time. So that's
probably the main reason why I've moved a lot. Not more than three to four years of the same
thing, then I let go, something’s got to happen. 63

The lifemode’s specific means to continuously create these working conditions are as far as possible
for the person to make himself irreplaceable so that the companies do not select someone else to
carry out the job. It is thus the client companies who must consider a particular specialist as so
irreplaceable that they seek out precisely that person and not one of her competitors. What the
individual consultant has to produce and influence is the firms’ view of irreplaceability. In other
words, the consultant must make himself into a brand, ensuring that the firms consider precisely that
person as unique and indispensable. The person must produce a degree of prestige and reputation
around his or her name, i.e. ensure the “applause” of others. Per Høier, who has started his own
consulting firm, experienced that he had made a name in the industry when he chose to leave his
CEO position and become an independent consultant.
So I quit my job. And jumped into the deep water without any kind of safety-net.
And then I started a consultancy. And things went really amazingly easy. It was
shortly after that it appeared in the newspaper that I had stopped [working at this
firm], then came the first ones and asked if I would do this and this and this. So in a
very -- it was really supposed to be that I would take a half-year’s vacation, where I
would try to get things in place and also, what you might say, prepare some of the
things that I should use in my future work. In fact, I didn’t get a chance to do it,
because things came in the door so fast. I thought it was a little extravagant to say
“No” when you have jumped out into the deep water, so I jumped on board in a
number of projects. And today I have four employees and have projects in Denmark,
of course, but also abroad, primarily in South America, and then we have also
started some in Europe.64
More specifically, it is creating demand for himself which is the crucial element in being considered
irreplaceable and indispensable. It is this very demand that is the real means to create the optimal
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working conditions. But being considered irreplaceable and indispensable can be utilized in at least
two ways: first, one can ensure oneself a position as a hired employee of a company, i.e., an internal
expert; and second, one can secure a position as a preferred "consultant" for the company. These two
ways of forming the relation to the company allow for two different specifications with which to
establish the proper working conditions:

1. In the first way, the firm functions as the expert’s “workshop”. That is, the firm is a site
where the challenges, responsibilities, freedom of disposition, resources, etc. are made
available to the career professional because the firm is interested in the employee being
able to reproduce his uniqueness. The advantage is that one gets to work with the firm’s
existing resources. For "the employee", then, it is important to create a kind of
employment insurance so that he can draw on these resources and not risk being thrown
out, when one has carried out a given task. They ensure their position by making
themselves irreplaceable.

2. In the other way, it is the expert's own firm that acts as his or her "workshop”. The
advantage here is that the independent consultant can build, nurture and fine tune the
resources he needs, he can give his own creative laboratory a unique lead and competitive
edge. Instead of a permanent job, it is therefore important for the consultant to receive a
high price for the innovative uniqueness of the product he sells. This price should be able
to cover what it costs to create good workshop conditions as well as being able to pay for
the use value of the effort used to create a new, profitable idea. This price and a
continuing stream of clients is achieved by making oneself (or one’s product)
indispensable.
In other words, we can try to distinguish between making oneself (to the extent possible)
irreplaceable as a means to ensure optimal working conditions in the capacity as a highly
talented specialist employee within a firm versus making oneself indispensable as a means of
securing orders from client firms and creating optimal workshop conditions within one’s own
consulting company. These are two variants of the same mode of praxis, and the idea is that
their further specification in itself makes it possible to understand how in this context, being
employed and being self-employed should be viewed as two very similar modes of creating
some very unique working conditions.
Bo Nielsen, CEO of a wholesale firm that was acquired by a large corporation, illustrates
what it is that makes him irreplaceable:
Well, I don’t think I have something that others do not have. I don’t think
I have any ideas, I have no miracle that others do not, but I just think it is the
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approach that is maybe a little different. And so I think my strength, if I have to
assess it myself, it’s that I cover a very area. That is, I can cover all the way from
the sales side and over to the purely administrative. I know it. I know something
about the whole picture, and I think that this is my strength. But there is no miracle
to it, anyone can do it. But I think that I have some systems, some developed
systems that may give a greater overview. I don’t want to say more than others, but
it's greater. And I operate in a highly targeted way computer-wise, and I also have a
reasonably good understanding of IT. Just before you came, I was sitting in a
meeting with an IT guy. But I myself am involved in developing many of the IT
systems. And I also have many financial systems where I sit and follow up on the
computer. And it has something to do with having your finger on the pulse of
things all the time. And that’s what’s essential. And this in turn has something to
do with the fact that you are at the forefront of the situation. The foreign exchange
side of things – I also run the foreign exchange system myself, and I also monitor
this and operate with some IT systems that I have developed myself, which means
that, yes this year, we earn 3,500,000 Kroner on the foreign exchange side. And
this is also a lot of money. After all, it’s a third of the profit we come out with. So I
really like the IT, have many programs that help me in everyday life, but take the
decisions myself. I think the combination has to be strong and what will make it
strong in the future is that you kind of have all the approaches and have some rapid
decision-making procedures. And I think that what’s important today is that you
can take decisions quickly. 65
Erik Mogensen, a sales manager, started his career as a salesman. He has rapidly become
irreplaceable for the company:

At the beginning, then it was a pure sales job I had, but it did not last long. If you
have some ambitions in you, most people do, you know, when it comes down to it.
The first thing you do, or at least the first thing I did, was to go directly to the
customers. It was very competitive when I started, you know. Now I've always been
an athlete. Now it was of course mapped out back then from here to press forward for
as good results as possible, you know. And there is an athlete in you, you know, then
you’ll do damn well. So I'm not the type that will go in the middle ranks or lie and
slip down -- I will fucking leave when that happens, you know. And it’s the same still,
I still do some sports, you know. I say “reach”, if I damn well will get down on the
knees after that last ball when I play tennis, you know . As long as I have the strength
in me, then I simply won’t give up. I don’t [give up] out there either. But when you
have achieved it, you know, that three years in a row I was number one, then it's just
like, well there’s no more to go after. And that was what I said to myself, then you
should damned well go for that job as district manager. That has to be the next. And it
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also turned out that it didn’t last very long. And it’s the results which in the first round
make it that you are considered, you know. 66

Consultant Per Høier comments on his merits:

Well, first, I have tried those things myself in practice, the vast majority of things that I work
with. And compared to other consultants who may not have tried it but started as consultants
and have never been in production, I probably have an advantage in that area. And then I
suppose also, in the areas I work with, that I have been reasonably good at combining
theoretical and practical tasks. So I'm not the one who comes out with fine words and then
says that I have some kind of miracle drug that can solve all the problems. And that may
perhaps distinguish me from others. I never go out and do some things that I have ready made
from home and then come and say, “This can also be used in your company or your
organization.” I always adapt it to the firm that I come to.67

For both irreplaceability and indispensability, the expert must distinguish himself from competitors
who offer the same type of "product". Therefore, it is crucial that they put their name on the product,
i.e. create their own brand. In this sense, the brand comprises an integrated feature of irreplaceability
and indispensability.

The paradox of uniqueness
The reason why the sign function is so important in this praxis is that the product’s specific
character, so to speak, disappears when it is implemented. This is the paradox of uniqueness. When a
new idea is presented and implemented, it ceases to be exclusive in the hands of its creator or the
team that has produced it. Seen from the creator’s point of view, the idea loses its uniqueness as soon
as it is presented to the firm’s management or other employees. Because of the competition about
recruitment of staff, tasks, responsibilities, skills and resources, it is therefore important for the
creative individual or team that the ideas they have created and the results achieved are associated
precisely with their names. The consultant must be “the auteur” of a solution.
In this regard, there are several conflicting considerations that the expert must take into account. The
idea's uniqueness is his primary means of gaining recognition and valuation by others, but innovative
uniqueness, by its very nature, must often break with the conventional ideas, routines and
experiences as well as with investments already made. In other words, the uniqueness can be difficult
to identify, or rather, the benefits of tackling things in a new way can be difficult to communicate
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and to understand. Therefore, the idea or the new angle of attack must be clarified and explained. It
must be made visible. But the moment the product becomes visible, it is not unique any more, since
others obtain the possibility to reflect upon or do the same thing.
It is frequently the case that the real dilemma for the expert is to promote his ideas, to get
management and colleagues “on board”, to realize the benefits of a new method, while at the same
time the expert is reluctant to let go of the ideas, before being assured that he, and only he, will reap
the recognition/reward he deserves.
This demand for uniqueness brings with it four key problems:

1. It is a way of doing something, the idea of which can be difficult to identify.
2. It disappears when implemented.
3. Its value may be difficult to assess.
4. As a person, one is often part of a team or development process that makes it difficult to put one’s
own name on because there is knowledge-sharing within the overall team.
There are many ways to deal with these difficulties. They appear in different ways and take on
different meanings in different industries and companies, in different stages of a technological
development process and under different management or organization conditions. One must be able
to specify an array of options, ranging from the individual taking out a patent on his idea to simply
allowing oneself to be hired into the company’s team that the firm forms, and whose collective
results are owned by the firm exclusively. The patent is a form of name holding that ensures its
owner legal rights to the use of a particular idea.
This perspective gives us the opportunity, to take an example, of viewing the individual, performing
artist who works to create a unique artist’s name, as an example of a variant between these extremes.
In an interview in Rolling Stone magazine, the musician and song-writer Sting perfectly described
this phenomenon:

When I wrote the song "Every Breath You Take”, I knew immediately that it was a hit.
Actually, the song is just a bunch of riffs and quotes from various other hits, but the unique
thing is the sound of my voice. Perhaps there are people who sing better, but no one else
sings like me. As long as I have the voice, what I do is original. 68
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In relation to the patent and the regular employment, the artist variant provides an additional option
for the special way of creating demand, which is to create prestige around the name itself and
aestetical quality or value of the product it represents. This quality and prestige can be used in three
ways:
One way consists of producing uniqueness in the form of art works that are produced in a single
edition or very small numbers. It allows the possibility to achieve a very high price per piece on the
art market because the piece can become a valuable investment opportunity.
The second way is to create a trend or fad around one’s name and art, and then produce the
individual works in mass-circulation for a minimal unit cost and fee as such, as happens in the music
industry. It is when such mass-produced goods can penetrate the market that one talks about a hit. In
its extreme form, the name itself can become a product that is in demand, as in the notion of a
celebrity of no special talent, but who is “famous for being famous”.
The third way of creating and using prestige in this variant of the career professional lifemode is to
be the star player who creates unique results within a team that competes with other teams to win a
sports contest before the eyes of a public who pays for the excitement of the outcome. Star players
are expensive career professionals, who, in the form of high salaries, also demand their share of, for
example, the corporate football club’s profit.
Bringing one’s name or product into fashion, however, is a mode of work that is also found within in
management theory, employee care, consulting services and the like, where the market is driven by
fashions in the sense that one trend or stream replaces the other, without it being possible to see any
other direction than a trend generated by someone who from time to time manages to make his or her
concept, whether truly innovative or just as often a repackaging of something forgotten or neglected,
into something that others must have. The person, or his solution is “the next big thing”. If there is
one thing these kinds of consultants are looking for, and looking to be recognized for identifying, it
is precisely that they know what the next big thing is; the consultant knows what is “hot”.
For those who instead seek employment within the firms as creative specialists, the criteria for jobs in
high demand is determined by the possibilities to enter into a successful teamwork in a recognized
department, preferably within a cutting-edge company, where the recruitment in itself is meritorious,
and the workplace conditions are good. It is then of less importance that one’s own unique
contribution may be swallowed up by the team or firm. Based on consideration of building up one’s
name, the strategy is to seek those firms or jobs which in themselves are signs of success,
intelligence and exclusivity. In academia, the hierarchy of universities is well known, such that a
lowly, temporary position at Harvard or Cambridge counts as much on one’s CV as a better-paid
permanent position at a lower ranked college or university. 69
We can deepen our understanding of how the career professionals manage to make themselves
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visible and in demand by looking at the market from a firm’s point of view. The individual firms are
constantly looking for the most promising, talented employees. Many companies purchase the
services of “headhunter” firms, basically consulting firms whose own uniqueness is their ability to
identify “talent” that will “fit” with the firm’s “needs”, so that the firm finds precisely the right
specialist. How do these companies find “just the right person”? A CEO explains:
It's the results that determine who to look for. (...) And well, what is it that makes it. There
are some people who sit and keep track with a market and there are some people sitting and
keeping track of an industry and at one time or another, there are some people and they say,
“Well, yes, but we need someone who can do this and that.” And then you go out and look.
They have some sources who go out and search. And it may well be that one of these sources
who at one point says, "Well, just try to look at what happened over at Henka.” It was one of
these firms where we all said, “They’ll be closing down soon.” And in fact, they were bought
out, and then they ran away from the field. You look at some accounts and say, “Whatever
the hell was it that was happening over there?” Then suddenly they turned a big deficit into a
tiny profit, and the following year they earned a horrendously big amount of money. This is
the kind of result that the various companies take note of: what happened over there, what did
you do? And that's the way around, where someone suddenly contacts you, saying, “Is this
the kind of task you’d like to do?" 70
Another possibility to procure the right kind of employee is that a newly-appointed director buys off
some of his colleagues from his former company and brings them over. This was one of the ways Bo
Nielsen used to get Henka back on track.
It’s clear that in some areas, I have brought on some people myself whom I know I can work
with. And some people whom I know where they are strong and where they are weak.
Because when you get a firm back on its feet, then you can’t do it alone. So I can’t get this
firm back in place, to what it is today, unless I have some good employees with me. And if
you’ve got a good team, and we do, if you have a good team, then you can fix it. But you
can’t do it alone, you can’t solve anything alone, so the Miracle Man is not named Bo
Nielsen. But the Miracle Man is called a team, because that is what puts things right. But it's
a given that you have to have some employees with you, and you peel off some employees
with you and think, “Now there’s a person on the marketing task there that you've worked
with for years.” So if you can free him from where he is and take him over, so you know,
these things will be done well, and the department can run properly. You know the person’s
weaknesses, you know the person’s strong points. And those are the ones you need. Because
otherwise you work by yourself 24 hours a day and you still don’t get the job done. 71
Although Bo Nielsen points out that it is not him who is the "Miracle Man", it is still him who, as
director, has “purchased” the right people whom he can trust and with whom he can cooperate. Per
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Holten, who is service manager in an IT firm, experienced this phenomenon from the other side of
the table:
Yeah, the thing was they had gotten hold of me a few times from out here [the firm where he
is employed now]. First for one job, then to another one. And then again here for a third job,
so I said, “Well, I still don’t feel like changing. But if I should consider switching, then of
course it should be for a company like this because I knew it.” Several of the people around
here have previously worked for me. And I came out here because it was a subsidiary, a
transition. So I knew the conditions out here in that way. And finally, the offer was both
financially and work-wise such that I would be an idiot if I had said, “No”. So I said, “But
O.K., we’ll try it.”
Again it was a job as service director, that is, technical manager, a job I had formerly done.
This is something I know how to do. But there were some problems out here, and then I said,
“Let me try out my own theory on the problems and see if I can help to solve them.” And I
took it as a challenge and said, “Well, let's try it.” So far, a year has passed. And things have
gone fast at any rate. I have hardly had time to notice it, damn it.72
A third option is to get hold of the right people through one’s "old boys network". These are people
who have known each other for a number of years, maybe from their student days, their first job, or
from sitting on boards in various companies. They keep in regular contact with one another and help
each other to find good employees and if need be, to find other jobs. Hans Jepsen obtained his
previous job in just this way.
One of them contacted me. Someone I knew by coincidence, whom I had met in the airport
over a cup of coffee while we were waiting for a plane. We sat and discussed without
knowing that he had a need and without me thinking any more of it. A few weeks later, he
phoned me and said, “I have something exciting going on. I think we need to talk.” And then
so the one meeting led to the other, we reached a negotiation and then suddenly it was all just
set up. So there are many ways to reach the goal. You gradually know each other in the
industry, I would say, and I have now been in four corporations. I have gotten so many
colleagues through this who are scattered in a wide network. I would not say that you keep in
contact with them, but we always know each other, and when we meet for professional
gatherings, meetings or whatever it is, you do some chatting and see what happens. That’s
just the way it is. 73
The risk of a bad reputation
Closely related to visibility is the danger of a bad reputation or rumours. If, for example, one makes
oneself too visible, those in the firm one is working with may think that the expert is looking for
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work elsewhere. Such suspicions can result in dismissal. Unilever’s personnel policy is an opposite
example of management encouraging co-workers to be active outside the corporation. Management
sees it as a means to hold onto the good employee. If an employee jumps to a competing firm, he
cannot do anything he wants to if he wants to avoid the risk of getting a bad reputation within the
industry. Colleagues know that the career professionals have a given position for only a certain
period, until they advance to a new position or jump to a new firm. A new employee is not allowed
access to business secrets if there is a risk that he will take trade secrets with him to another firm.

We have just had a sales manager who left us, and who has come over and is sitting
with a wholesaler. And it is not exactly good fortune, and especially when I have
stood there and thundered at a sales director meeting immediately before that now
we are just above [our sales target] and to get this wholesaler where we want him,
because we would like to have stolen a percentage for ourselves. So I know well that
he is able to sit out there and tell the wholesaler when we are negotiating, “Take care
that he will steal a percentage from us, right?” The risk is always there. What you
just have to say is that you must hope that the man is so clever that he knows that he
will go somewhere else also, and if he leaks too much here, then he will have
difficulties the next time he has to look for a job. You can’t do anything else. On the
other hand, I also know that I will never -- I am not afraid of where he's gotten to
because we’ve always been honest -- no, I'm not so afraid of things like that. And
you can’t have good employees, if you don’t also give them the information. 74
Precisely because career people must make themselves both visible and noticed and to build
up a good reputation, they find themselves in a dilemma regarding how much to open up
and give of themselves in each job. If one is too outspoken, the result may paradoxically be
that one becomes a less trusted employee.
There are many constraints on what you can afford for the sake of reputation. It is closely
linked to the concepts of respectability and representatibility. It is important to create
respect for one’s person. For the company where one is employed or about to be employed,
it is important to be able to represent the firm in a reassuring way, also after one leaves it. It
is a part of the work that the career professionals create respect for the company in which
they are employed.
Niels Winther, the CEO of a trade association illustrates how important it is not to get a bad
reputation. The career professional will be hindered in reproducing his uniqueness and thereby
maintaining the entire precarious connection between the different means in his praxis.
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And it is clear that in a job like mine, there is also great risk associated with it. You can very
easily get into hot water. And you stand there feeling you are somewhat lost at sea because
you can’t just change over to -- it will be very difficult to go out, for example, and then look
for a job at a lower level. Because then the question “Why” will automatically be and people
will say that there is something wrong, you know. And in turn you become one of those in the
pack –if you run into problems in life and get fired – one of all those others who have come
into similar situations.
For me - and this is perhaps also something important to have said in this connection, for me
it is much more crucial in such a job, to get the challenge than, say, the money that I could
earn from it. So in order not to be placed, how could I say it, downward in terms of level, I
have to make sure that I get as much as the job allows in terms of salary. So if I were too
moderate in such a context, I would get a negative label on my back. But it is not the salary in
itself I am aiming for, because then you would do some completely different things if it was
about the money alone. It is more the challenge, the work challenge in it. And that means that
even though I have received job offers where I could have gotten much more in salary, I have
said “No thanks” to them, because with the challenges we have here … I want to finish off a
task. I will not let go of a job in the midst of the build-up phase. At any rate, I have to go a bit
further before I feel that the foundation has been created. Because when you have a director’s
job, the circles are reasonably narrow, and the situation is such that the task you have carried
out, it is naturally talked about elsewhere. And if you have just let it go too early at one or
another point in time, then a backlash comes, so that someone will say; "Aha! he changes
[jobs] lightning fast." And at one moment you come up against the wall and then … 75

Although it comes down to getting the jobs that provide the best possibilities to build up one’s
innovative uniqueness, the career professional cannot choose freely. He or she may need to be in a
position inside a firm for a longer or shorter period than what would provide the optimum working
conditions, only to create or maintain a good reputation or to avoid getting a bad reputation. Name
and reputation are precarious, because there are always others who are ready when an attractive
position is to be filled. If the career person jumps to a job in a new firm, therefore, it is important that
the task he was going to carry out is about to be in place. Likewise, it is of great importance that the
individual is not willing to settle for a relatively low salary. If these two criteria are not met, he risks
getting a blemish on his performance record, which makes it harder to obtain an attractive position
later on.
On the other hand, a career professional may well be offered a job that can give so many challenges
and developmental opportunities that everyone will be able to see why the salary do not play the
major role. A very respected CEO knew that his salary for rescuing a creative and artistic firm with
high prestige were lower than the going level, but the job had very great potential for building up his
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portfolio as innovative and unique in the business community. Just as one would normally tries to
get the best possible salary, because salaries are a measure of recognition, it is also important for the
career professional not to pursue a job at a lower level than what one currently has. Again, the reason
for seeking the job can be that it provides optimal working conditions and can help build one’s
reputation. But if the reasons are not evident, it might be interpreted by colleagues that the individual
is not really clever enough at what he does, and perhaps on the verge of being fired. Some dismissals
of managerial personnel are often veiled in the way that the individual is asked to find another job so
that the job change will not be interpreted as a firing, but instead as the employee's desire to pursue
new challenges.
Career individuals are often employed to solve very specific problems. As we saw above, one should
not leave a project too early, so as not to lose credibility later on. For the sake of credibility, neither
should one advertise that he can solve a problem faster than what others think can be done.
Now this company has to get back on track, and it will probably be unrealistic to say
that it can be done in two years. But it ought to be able to be done in three years’
time. Personally, I find it difficult to give myself more time to succeed with this task
than something like that. But I don’t think there are many who would believe it if I
claimed that it can be done faster. Because that’s not a problem we can solve, it's an
entire industry that’s gone astray. However, I can’t see that one should stay in a
business if you can’t make money, so it's a lot [of effort] to turn this firm around. 76

The conceptual universe of the career professional lifemode
Based on the prior specifications, if one should briefly articulate what the career professional's
specific means are, then it must be that of renewing his own ability to create, renew and in this sense
maintain the firm’s innovative capacity. In this praxis, what is sold is competitiveness-improving
uniqueness, or as Hans Jepsen put it, "a point of difference", that gives the company a unique lead,
that “competitive edge”, and thus a temporary monopoly as a means to acquire a part of the global
surplus value as profit for the firm. The preconditions for being able to produce this edge are the
optimum workplace and working conditions in one's own consultancy or in the firm where the expert
is employed and the means to ensure such conditions is to make oneself as irreplaceable or
indispensable as possible, to get one’s name noticed, and to keep competitors at bay by emphasizing
one’s innovative uniqueness.
In this problematique also lies the basis for the semantic difference relations whereby the career
professionals think and perform their praxis, that is their conceptual world, i.e. the ideology of the
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career professional lifemode. However, one should be aware that with these specifications, only the
initial steps have been taken to build up this conceptual world’s semantic structure. The work has
perhaps begun, but the actual mapping out of a lifemode’s ideological concept structure still lies
ahead. Only by carefully studying the many types of thinking that the empirical substance can offer
will it be possible to develop this conceptual structure in more detail.
The current ethnographic material provides certain possibilities to obtain a first glimpse of how these
people talk about and talk within this praxis as we have specified it in the foregoing discussion. It is
primarily about what kind of opportunities they themselves emphasize when choosing jobs.
Apparently, it is characteristic that these people cultivate an extensive conversational corpus that
revolves around what constitutes adequate working conditions for creative endeavour and what to
pursue during their career. Most of them emphasize the possibilities for constantly obtaining new
challenges, and there must always be opportunities to try something new. The job must contain
exciting tasks that are stimulating for the person who performs them. The contrast with this
conceptual world is to getting stuck, stand still, fall asleep, or stay on the shelf. These concepts
illustrate what kind of working conditions a company must put at their disposition in order to attract
and retain the career professionals needed to ensure the renewal of the firms’ competitiveness.
A Danish product manager puts it this way:

I feel that if there are no major challenges all the time, I find it boring. So if I do not
think there's anything to come to work for, and you don’t have any fun, and
something new doesn’t happen all the time, then there is a tendency that you get
stuck. So I have said, “Well, now something has to begin to happen, right?” 77

Freedom and independence are two concepts that recur in the ethnographic material. It is not the
freedom not to do much which is in focus. Rather, it is the contrast with not having anything
challenging to do. The goal is to get a job which, within the limits that have been set, offers the
opportunity for and the freedom to decide and therefore also stand alone with the responsibility. A
CEO decided to quit his former job precisely because the board limited his potentials for personal
growth. He is not interested in being what he calls "employed". Rather, he succeeded in obtaining an
executive position in another company that contains those elements he was seeking:
What is interesting is the independence, the freedom that is within the company's framework.
If there is a need for a change of course, I can change course if we still stay within the limits
given by the board of directors. So as an employee you cannot do this, that’s clear, you
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always have to confer with someone else. And it's very exciting, I’ll tell you. If you get the
opportunities, I think, it’s exceptionally exciting.

What’s insanely exciting about it is all the opportunities it gives to operate as very
independent in the job. Also, the responsibility that lies there and the possibilities to do
something good, but also the risks that are there, and the task of steering clear of the risk, I
would say. Steering clear of the risk that lies in, speaking frankly, where you are sitting at the
place where you get cursed out. If something goes wrong, then you know where to ask, right?
But the task, of course, is as far as possible to steer clear of too many of that kind of thing,
right, especially the major ones.
In this language, sitting at the ‘place where you get cursed out’ means good conditions, conditions
under which one does not get bored to death, but instead has insanely exciting working conditions.
There are also other things that are important when these people discuss job options. It is primarily
about whether the company or concern is attractive, in the sense that having handled a job for the
firm in itself gives merit, and whether the job provides a good foundation (ballast). It's one of the
things a Danish development director expresses clearly. "For nine years, I had a Unilever career, it
was a good ballast." His current firm also fulfills these conditions:
I knew that it was a damn difficult job, but the company was attractive because it is reputable
and above all, it has a good economic foundation. Not in the division where I currently work,
because we have certain problems, but on the other hand, it’s an almost impossible task to
make it worse than when I took over the management task. I think it will be terribly difficult
to get a well-ordered economic situation in it. But because of the wave of trade that we have,
the firm continues to just drift onwards and remain attractive to customers. And so this
company runs onward and could certainly be so attractive that I would hang on for some time
longer. But on the other hand, I would say that I saw this task as a platform to advance within
the corporation.
Another possibility of getting a glimpse of the career professionals’ mind-set is to look at the way
they contrast themselves with others. There are obviously some very significant features that make
them want to contrast the private sector with the public. This is closely linked to the opportunities for
personal development and with the opportunities to make one’s talents noticed. A technical director,
who has formerly employed in the state sector, explains it this way:
I think that not enough happens in the public sector. There is also too little opportunity to
make yourself noticed. So you are nestled into a salary scale, and regardless of whether you
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are bone-lazy or absolutely diligent, you get the same pay. Which in itself is not particularly
exciting. You need to have the connection between an exciting job and a salary that reflects
your solution to exciting problems, right? In the public sector, you will not be motivated in
the same way as you are in the private sector. It’s basically also one of the big problems
inside the public sector. It’s that you are put into a kind of box, you see. And you get fired
only if you are actually stealing, you see. I think mentality wise I could not today get settled
in in the public sector. Now of course it’s dangerous to paint everyone with the same brush.
For of course, there are people within the public sector who are diligent and will do a good
job, absolutely. 78
A colleague who had a career in the Danish military also had similar views:

But I think that it was a tremendously important shortcoming in [pursuing a career in
the military]. And of course, I have taken the consequences of it, since I am not a
soldier today, right? And it was like you could take the big calendar, right, and then
you could say that then and then and then you are appointed to this and this and that,
and you enter this salary scale this and that, regardless of whether you are good or
bad. So they don’t pay attention to that, they are goddamn absolutely indifferent,
right.79

I don’t have anything against it – God, I know plenty -- also through my contacts
with the authorities and such things – a great many public employees who really do
a good job. I also know some that do not. But I could never, never be able to live
with such an attitude, where you go home at four o'clock in the afternoon, you know.
There are some ministries which do not do this, but there are many places within the
public sector where it is eight to four jobs, and I also know this from some of my
colleagues from university days who have gotten jobs there. When we meet later and
talk, well, I can sense that it is a completely different way they live their life. They
find it very difficult to understand at all how I can deal with working outside [the
public sector]. But therefore we can certainly talk together. Now there is indeed a
rupture on its way, where many public sector jobs are changing character and
become exciting. But a typical public sector job, which would run for an entire fixed
rotation from eight to four, or how long it is you work today, I couldn’t imagine it.
And absolutely, certainly not in a form where you sit in such a referral system [the
hierarchical state bureaucracy]: so you move documents up to someone sitting in an
office above, so he makes two check marks on the paper, then it goes down again,
and fourteen days afterwards you get it again and so on. Then you send it up one
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more time, and maybe it's not over yet. I wouldn’t be able to do this. Things have to
move fairly quickly through the system, right.80
Characteristic of all three career professionalss was they all felt “stuck” or “drowned", or invisible
working in the public sector. There were no ways that others could take note of them. There were no
opportunities to carve out a "name" for oneself or gain recognition, to get noticed, as Kim Jensen
says. In the private sector, salaries and profit sharing are some of the ways in which career
professionals obtain proof or confirmation of their recognition. A high salary signals that you are
sought after. One could say that the salary is a measure of one’s reputation. Just as getting "the
responsibility for major projects" is evidence that you are an indispensable capacity in a given area.
It is precisely these two ways of gaining recognition that are considered by the private sector
specialists to be practically non-existent in the public sector. In their worldview, it is only in recent
years, that efforts have been made to try and establish a system of wages according to performance in
the public sector, and typically enough, the trade unions are fighting hard against it and call it an
“ass-licker bonus" (fedterøvstillæg). The custom is still that one receives salary according to
seniority, regardless of any extra performance, which in the mind of the career professionals is
diametrically opposed to the managers' own working conditions when these are best.
Other conceptual contrast relations also appear in the ethnographic data. For example, it is common
to observe contrasts with the "attitude where you go home at four o'clock", as we saw above. For the
managers, this attitude is characteristic of the public sector, but it can also lead to surprises in the
private enterprises. A trusted manager helped to merge two IT firms, in which he was employed in
one of them. He describes the scene:
And there were two very different cultures, these corporate cultures. We were very different,
and we had different working conditions. We can say that with us, it was like a welded
fighting spirit where one can say it was freedom with responsibility. So people, they came
forward at all times of the day if there were problems some places, no matter whether you
had vacation or not vacation. You didn’t even have to ask them, you know. They just did it.
And in terms of work, on the technical side of the case, we worked in shifts, there were shifts
and this kind of different things. The forms of salary were also different, there was a very big
gap in terms of salary. Among ourselves, we were used to doing everything ourselves, or one
could do everything by oneself, let me say it that way.
There was like another spirit among the others. In that firm, they had a lot of administrative
help functions to support the individual man when he was out. If he had problems, well then
he called, and so there were others who should come in [and help]. It was such fixed
functions, and if one of these functions did not work, well then the man just stopped. The
independent initiative was missing, you know. And when the clock reached four-thirty, then
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“poof”, and the others were gone. And then we sat there and looked and said, “What the hell
really happened?” And it was very difficult to get the two things to operate together because
there was a fear that the bad things would spread both ways, because there was obviously
also bad things among us. 81

These contrasts within the career professionals’ own thinking help to determine their own concept of
work through centrism between different lifemodes. In several of the situations described here, there
are ideological relationships between the career professional lifemode, the lifemode of civil servants
and the wage-earner lifemode. For the wage-earners, something other than work which is important
in their lives, there is somethings else that they are engaged in and use as much of their time as
possible pursuing. Therefore wage-earners are not interested in remaining longer at work than the
number of hours in which they are employed according to their labour contracts. In principle, the
labour they sell is a pure means of obtaining an income. However, this does not mean that they
cannot be interested in what they do, nor that they do not want to do a good job. But they are
interested in their work in an entirely different way than the career professionals. From the career
professionals’ point of view, the wage workers are “inflexible" and lack the "independent initiative",
if left to themselves. Conversely, these two concepts help to overdetermine the career professionals'
own views of themselves. The opposite of "challenges" is that the tasks are viewed as much too
"cumbersome" or routine. The contrast to an "eight to four attitude" is "flexibility", and the contrast
between "those who are just putting in time" or "those who wait to get help" is with their own
praising of "those with independent initiative".
It is not easy to find suitable concepts to characterize the career professionals’ concept of work as
such. In previous lifemode theory, as described in Chapter XX, we have attempted to base it upon a
relationship between the decision-making and execution as well as a relation between engagement
and outside interests. These two concept relations also capture certain aspects of the praxis specified
here, but they are not sufficiently adequate to construct the specific concept of work in the praxis that
we now have set out explicitly. To have "freedom of disposition" is an important working condition,
but this freedom of decision-making -- in the management office, the laboratory, the drafting room,
the construction site, etc. -- is only one side of the career professional's work. The term
"engagement" is too ambiguous to really be able to distinguish the career professional lifemode from
the other lifemodes. Nor is engagement per se that quality which gives the career professionals their
"point of difference".
These distinctions should not pass for a specification of the lifemode’s conceptual world. Elaborating
such a concept poses far greater demands on the internal consistency between the concepts’
ideological content of meaning than we can fulfill at the present time. To proceed with the work, it is
necessary to further develop the empirical quest, and in this connection, to search more
systematically for the semantic consistencies and contrast relationships in the career professionals’
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world view which concern the means-ends relationships between creating irreplaceability and
ensuring optimal working conditions. It would be naive to believe that by just adding more data, the
lifemode’s conceptual world would eventually emerge clearly, by itself. Conversely, we need
ethnographic inspiration to specify the intensional relationships between the properties in the
lifemode’s praxis that are conditioned by its place as terminal in the relations embedded in the
shareholder-organized financial capitalist mode of production SOFCMP, which we prefer to
abbreviate into the shareholder-organized mode of production, SOMP. The specified relationships
between these properties can help to ask more fruitful questions, to open our eyes again, to refocus
our attention on the crucial determining characteristics, and to problematize that which we otherwise
would not notice in the worldview of career professionals because it is taken for granted.82

The paradox of temporariness – “All that is solid melts into air”83
It is tempting to see a fundamental difference between the capitalist firm’s purchase of consultancy
services and their being hired as permanent specialist staff. However, one easily overlooks the
importance that both capital as well as career professionals are only temporarily attached to the
individual firm. From the firm’s point of view, capital and labour are resources that can be attracted
to and employed in the company as long as it can pay for their commitment. The share capital can
only be retained as long as there is a prospect of favourable return or added value, just as the career
professionals will remain only as long as they can be offered sufficiently advantageous working
conditions and personal development opportunities, and in other ways a part of the company's profit.
Regardless of whether the innovative uniqueness is obtained from independent consultants or from
hired capitalist professionals, it is a resource that the firm obtains from a market, just as capital is
procured from the capital markets. For both investors and the career professionals, the firm is a
means in their praxis, and the individual company can keep them only as long as it manages to be a
useful and effective means for them. Otherwise, the professionals resign as fast as possible from the
firm and go elsewhere or start for themselves. It is under these conditions that the firm’s
management and its executive board must operate.
The paradox is that when we talk about the company's management as the strategic subject who
reflects and decides in this context, this group itself consists of managers and other capitalist
professionals whom the board has purchased to run the business, but who themselves are just as
temporary as the resources for which they have been hired to attract and engage productively in the
company. The same applies to the board members. The board consists of either major shareholders
or professional experts whom the shareholders’ general assembly has appointed to carry out
executive tasks. Nor here do we find a stable core that can be said to constitute the company's
constant anchoring or permanent essence. The share-owners are members of the General Assembly
only while their financial commitment lasts, and the professional managers, they can bring in as
professional board members are therefore equally temporarily attached to the company.
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The conclusion here is that every time the firm’s innermost stable core seems to be localized, it
suddenly dissolves because it turns out that even here, the most basic functions are exercized by
temporarily hired persons or resources. One can therefore ask: Is there any kind of identifiable single
firm here? If nothing in the firm is solid, but everything is floating – capital, commodities, wage
workers and career professionals -- it becomes a paradox that the firm exists at all as a unit of
survival, i.e. as a business subject with its own corporate culture, its own social and physical reality.
Formulated in more theoretical terms, we ask: Why and how can a single firm be identified and
demarcated vis a vis other individual firms? Why are there firms at all? Firms are not permanent
because of any sort of permanent physical plant and facilities, for these are just as volatile and can
change hands on short notice, be moved or replaced with physical facilities in another continent. So
the answer is not that the firm’s essence is the physical unit of production. One could say that the
most stable feature is its status as a legal subject – however, that only lasts until it is bought up by
another company.
We are confronted with a problematique that it is not easy to spot, because in today's ideologies we
are so used to taking for granted that capitalist firms are something that is just there. We can give the
problem a name and say that we are faced with the fundamental, SOMP-determined version of the
paradox of temporariness.
This paradox becomes no less striking in view of the fact that the capitalist share owned companies
subsist by challenging each other's profitable lead. They do this by constantly developing new kinds
of cutting edge and unique lead, i.e. by confronting each other as competing strategic subjects. The
incessant competitive situation, characterized by their perpetual attacks on each other in the struggle
to survive on the markets, is fundamental to their mode of existence. It is this individual struggle to
survive by constantly attempting to gain a frontrunner position or a monopoly, by becoming a leader
in one or more areas over the competition, which forms the basis for the capitalist professionals at all
having a logically possible space and being so urgently necessary in this context. Without the
capitalist firm’s precarious individuality and precarious existence, there would be no demand for the
innovative uniqueness offered by the career professional. Until the end of the 1980s, one could see
the opposite of this situation in the East European planned economies, as well as in the innumerable,
strategically important state enterprises throughout the world.
In the family farm and similar types of businesses, the family constitutes the stable core, which gives
the firm its independent existence. The family farm is a means, which is its own end for the selfemployed household. Hence, the household will do everything it can to remain independent, to keep
its business going rather than abandon it willingly. However, this is precisely not the case in the
profit-seeking joint-stock companies who are members of the stock exchange. For all parties in these
firms, they are only a means. Therefore, wage-workers, shareholders and managers will ‘jump ship’
at the moment they find reason to suspect that the enterprise cannot continue to create good jobs,
sufficient profit or attractive career opportunities. So why can the joint-stock company at all come
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into being, why can it operate as an independent competitive survival-unit, as a legal person, as an
innovative organism, and as a strategically calculating subject in itself? Why do we have this kind of
firms at all?
This question becomes more acute in so far as starting a limited liability company is intended to
gather capital for a potentially profitable venture, while an existing company may need to attract
additional external capital to itself as part of its struggle to survive. It is a familiar part of the
executive management’s and board’s strategic moves to implement special initiatives to ‘increase the
capital base’, ‘procure more capital to work with’ or to ‘create the basis for expansion’, as
formulated in the managers' own language. Here we clearly see the capital market viewed from
perspective of the firm’s management, in jargon formulated by the managers. In other words, it is a
point of view from which the markets for capital, career professionals, labour power and
commodities are viewed as external funds of resources that can be brought in and exploited in order
to realize its strategic project. But these resources can only be kept if the firm succeeds in creating a
uniquely frontrunner position that gives the project a sufficiently profitable share of the globally
produced surplus value, enough to keep the productively employed resources in the project,
including the very capital and management from whom this perspective is articulated. Nothing is
more lonely than to see one’s partners and necessary labour/capital resources leave the project, but -as capitalist managers put it: “You can’t hold on to what you don’t have!”
A company's independence therefore stands in contrast to the fact that the joint stock companies are
only one kind of strategic accounting unit which temporarily holds parts of societies’ global
resources so as to productively unite them into a profitable project. But the firm can attract and
utilize these resources only until the moment when they can be collected more productively and
profitably into another project elsewhere, toward which resources flow and come together again in
new combinations and alternative enterprises. We write ‘come together again’ because in a global
market economy, there is no overarching subject that does this project-making for them. Overlooking
for a moment the states' interests, it is the development of the markets’ potential of the possible
project that can cause it to emerge when developers discover it as an idea, set it out explicitly as a
businessplan, try it out, and realize it as a viable business, i.e. when the three necessary forms of
praxis come together to take part in it – until it is either overrun or swallowed up by the more
powerful and profitable projects of other firms. The extreme competition, something we do not find
in simple commodity production, where the owners' assets and labour inputs are neither for sale nor
are ready to flow from one company to another, means that nothing in the company is solid and safe,
but that it must attack, conquer and compete for all its internal components. As we have seen, the
capitalist professionals change jobs on an average of every third to fourth year, most companies will
not be over 50 years old, and labour is just as volatile as seen from the company's perspective, as
companies are unpredictable when viewed from the perspective of working families. At the same
time, listed companies act paradoxically as one of the strongest, most powerful and untouchable
actors in many parts of the world, and the largest corporations seem to be more powerful than many
countries.

79

How do we comprehend, apply and further develop the specifying analytical and synthetic
understanding of the paradox of temporariness in the shareholder mode of production?
One way to do so is to view it from the perspective of the all-encompassing competitive struggle.
One might ask whether it is not precisely the relations of struggle that at once both presuppose and
determine that companies act as sharply demarcated and autonomously calculating accounting units.
The background for this thesis is that the relations of struggle not only continuously expose hitherto
unnoticed potentials for profitable enterprise, but also forge the formation of enterprise projects,
compelling a unity in the individual enterprise that can prevent it from collapsing, being taken over
or split up again -- until it happens. In that case, the SOMP’s merciless relations of competition
constitute the individual firms as independent survival units and decision centers because they must
fight for their survival by competing with each other for the same volatile resources. They live only
as divisible individuals as long as they manage to surprise each other, overtake each other, attack
each other, swallow up each other and resist each other. And to do so in ways 1) where, seen from
the companies' perspective, those elements that are volatile resources of capital, management and
wage-labour, 2) seen from the investors’, career professionals’ and wage-workers’ own perspective
are the forms of praxis, that maintain their conditions of possibility and durability by means of the
temporary mode of existence of the companies. One could thus say that the temporary mode of
existence of the joint stock companies presupposes the durable mode of existence of the lifemodes of
investors, career professionals and wage-earners. From the complementary perspective, it is the
possibility to include and exclude, to attract and expel the expensive resources of capital, innovative
uniqueness and labour-power which is the precondition for the firms’ relative stability as
independent and surviving subjects.
If it is in the actual relations of struggle that the individual firm has this paradoxical independence
and individuality, together with an infinite vulnerability to the relentless movement and flows of
capital and labour between companies, then the capitalist professionals' production of
competitiveness-creating uniqueness is an essential condition of possibility for the mode of existence
of the joint-stock companies and enterprises. Hence, it is no wonder that we easily come to identify
the company as such with the efforts by management and other career professionals to develop and
maintain a unique, frontrunner position. This is because even though there is competition between
the capitalist professionals, even if they treacherously depart one firm to be hired by a competitor to
outmanoeuvre their former employer, etc., what they sell is precisely their ability to enter into the
relations of struggle and fight for the conquest and success of the company that has just hired them.
If there were no relations of struggle, they could not enter into it, and if the struggle was not played
out by independent entities, they could not be engaged on either side in the competition, playing off
competitors against each other. But since what they provide is precisely the strategies and means to
survive in the competitive struggle, their praxis is synonymous with the strategy, tactics and practice
of the entire firm. They need only a division of the social production into strategic accounting units -which must compete with each other in attracting (during peacetime) global liquid capital,
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knowledge, goods and labour -- in order to develop their praxis and perform that function. At the
same time, it also means that while the capitalist professionals always find themselves in a latent
competition with each other, which breaks out into the open when positions are to be filled, external
consultants selected, internal priorities set for investment and with the release of financial statements,
the relations of struggle require unity within the individual enterprise. As colleagues on the same
team, they must be able to work together and create joint results, although they never know when
they will again find themselves in an open competition with each other for jobs or in an open
relations of struggle on either side of the front and in costly battles being fought over the life and
death between competing firms. They often meet again as colleagues who must stand together when
the winner absorbs the company that loses the battle for dominance, the struggle to remain
independent and the struggle for individual existence on the markets. The conclusion is that the
viable joint stock company is a point of intersection and a node for relations from markets for risk
capital, a unique frontrunner position, labour, and commodities, and that the essence of the enterprise
is to be the junction, the center or the terminal that for a shorter or longer period of time is capable of
combining the four components more efficiently than can others.
The division that the SOMP introduces between the capitalist managers’ productive praxis and the
capitalist investor’s productive praxis, can be further illuminated by our further specification of the
concept of the share owned company as a contradictory intersection and node of the relations
between them. The opposition inside the node can be dissolved by the two forms of praxis being
merged under the dominance of the investor lifemode: as a variant of the SOMP, the possibility
appears to transcend the limits inherent in the individual investor’s limited ability to intervene in the
productive manager praxis in the following way. If we distinguish between the concepts of majority
shareholder and minority shareholder, the latter is characterized by the spreading of their investments
and their pursuit of passive ownership as pure investor. Conversely, this means that if several
investors join together, they become able to put up a large, comprehensive security for borrowing in
banks, whereby they can supplement their risk capital with sufficient interest-bearing funds to take
over a controlling majority stake in the company. Within the free-flowing capital concept, the
negation of the individual investor takes the form of the investment firm that works as a mobile,
corporate, speculative, and active capitalist entrepreneur. In the empirical realization, we can find
this joint praxis in the form of the private equity fund, which stands in sharp contrast to the
individual investors on the stock exchange, operating as minority shareholders and exercizing
passive ownership. The private equity fund is an investment community where large private
investors and institutional investors join with professional partners who are both co-investors and the
executive professional managers in the investment firm. By taking out bank loans, the private equity
fund can obtain sufficient funds to locate companies with untapped potential for yielding rapid and
high returns by radically reconstructing the company, dividing it up or merging it with other
companies, so that after 5-8 years it can be re-sold. While the private equity fund's investor capacity
allows it to capture an active majority ownership of the companies that the fund selects, its
professional managers, who are co-partners in the fund, seek out companies that have a potential and
take over leadership of these in order to extract assets, reconstruct or develop these firms and sell
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them to new owners when they have increased their value and can be sold at a profit. A variant of
this private equity mode of production (PEMP) is the hedge fund, which specializes in investing in
liquid assets that can be quickly sold, such as speculation in futures options, money markets and
foreign currencies. The venture capital fund, on the other hand, specializes in investing in promising
start-ups and innovative ideas, which, according to its managers, have the potential to be a profitable
business if the fund invests in its development and manages this with the intention of subsequent sale
or IPO. Common to all these form variants and several other types of fund formation is that it is a
case of a creative proliferation of types and combinations of strategies within the SOMP.

Foundation owned business capitalism and the wage-earner life mode of partnership ideology
The generative temporariness of the SOMP contains major innovative potential, but also an equally
great risk that the enterprises will be bought up and moved away, which may entail that their
important forms of praxis lose their function or leave the country, region, locality or family from
where they originated. From the perspective of the state, the municipality and the family, it can be
tantamount to their objective with the prosperity of the firms’ well-being being lost, in as much as
the investors and the career professionals and wage-earners employed by these firms disappear as the
economic foundation for the area's sustenance, the country’s sovereignty and as a means of providing
good living conditions for the population's lifemodes at national, regional, local and family levels.
This creates a need for countermeasures to the free movement of all the SOMP's resources and forms
of praxis. This contradiction therefore requires us to make explicit the negation of the extreme
temporariness of joint stock companies quoted on the stock exchange. This negation not only turns
our gaze back toward the privately owned individual enterprise. These firms can be sold at any time
that the owner family needs to capitalize the company's internal asset value, and in theory, the
complex contradictory concept of the individual enterprise of the private, profit-seeking capitalist
was the point of departure of the fourth step of specifications. A true negation, however, is the
industrial foundation, which aims to operate an enterprise as a separate company by securing a
majority stake, thus preventing the firm’s shares from being available for open trading on the stock
market. The controlling influence thus remains within the fund, and the profits can be ploughed back
into the net investment in the company's future ability to create and recreate a sufficiently unique
frontrunner position so as to continue to appropriate the largest possible share of the globally
produced surplus value. The negation of the temporary mode of existence of the joint stock company
in free trading is therefore the durable mode of existence of the foundation-owned company that
cannot be traded and whose capital cannot be split up. To take an example, the Danish state’s
sovereignty domain is so small and its natural resources so limited, and the state and the population
so deeply dependent on their companies' uniqueness, competitive edge, frontrunner position, and
remaining within the sovereign domain, that the state has established the legal framework that
favours foundation-owned companies with tax benefits if they use those portions of their surplusprofit that they do not need to reinvest in the future of their businesses for charitable causes. This
arrangement is used by many capitalist families to convert and transfer their private equity portfolio
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to a foundation owned business (FOB). 84 The majority of the largest Danish companies are in fact
owned by such industrial foundations. This group includes leading companies such as the shipping
company A.P. Moller Maersk, the pharmaceutical company Novo Nordisk, the biotech company
Novozymes, the window manufacturer Velux, the brewing conglomerate Carlsberg and the
measurement instrument company Foss A/S, to mention just a few of them. All are the result of the
desire of successful entrepreneurial capitalists to ensure their ‘life's work’ for future generations by
transforming their private stock portfolio into an institutional form of ownership that protects the
company from being taken over by competitors, taxed heavily after the Second World War, bought
up by speculators or simply purchased and removed outside the country.
At the fourth step of specification, the foundation owned business capitalist mode of production,
abbreviated FOBMP, appears as a conceptual negation of the share-organized financial capitalist
mode of production, SOMP. The temporary nature of the SOMP companies contrasts with the more
durable, semi-permanent character of the FOBMP companies. We can find these features realized in
the empirical data. While only 10% of the Danish share-owning companies have survived for more
than 50 years, more than 20% of the FOBMP companies have survived over 100 years. Foundationowned companies have a 25% - 75% lower rate of fluctuation in their profits than other companies,
and their equity is 44% of their balance sheet, compared to 37% of the balance in other companies.
Half of the total Danish R&D investments are financed by the major industrial foundations. 85 The
large Danish foundation-owned companies, in other words, are more stable, are run with more longterm vision, have more stable growth, invest a larger portion of their profits in research and
development and have less frequent fluctuation of career professionals than freely traded
corporations. Most FOBMP companies also have shares in free trading on the stock market, and
these companies represent close to 80% of the market value on the Danish stock market. They are a
major player in the capitalist economic culture in a country like Denmark. Although many of these
companies are family foundations that can be seen as the result of capitalist families’ neoculturation
and although they continue to employ some of the original owner family's descendants in important
posts, they are run essentially by career professionals. These professional managers occupy all the
major positions of the company that are crucial to creating and recreating its unique lead, competitive
edge and frontrunner positions in products and processes.
The dialectic of temporariness and durability is played out in the relationship between the shareowned and foundation-owned companies, but as the State has a preference for industrial foundations
as a more durable backbone of Danish industry, the dialectic of temporariness and durability also
unfolds within the foundation-owned business mode of production itself, in that the industrial
foundations replace the free movement of floating capital with the formation and transformation of
their own changeable network of enterprises and departments, world-wide. In this way, they move
around their own capital, expertice and investments within the company, between industries and
between businesses that they themselves own throughout the world. They can thus move production
facilities, development projects and jobs of all kinds from one continent to another. It is only their
own capital that they move around, just like multinational corporations dominated by the SOMP,
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such as Unilever and many other conglomerates. In the FOB mode of production, in contrast to the
shareholder mode, it is the durability that dominates and makes use of temporariness only in order to
maintain the firm’s durability as a Danish company's headquarters and related functions. Within the
most durable form variants, the foundation-owned companies can be contrasted to the state-owned
companies, i.e. the FOB is negated by the STOB. The state-owned business mode of production
(STOB) plays a major role in business and industries, which are conceived to be of major strategic
and infra-structural importance for the states.
When the foundation-owned companies’ feature of durability is combined with the insight from the
second step of specifications, that a company's profit is not based on its own wage-earners’
production of surplus value, but on the company's ability to acquire a share of the globally produced
surplus value, it casts new light on the wage-earner lifemode’s relation to the foundation-owned
company. The relationship that appears differs fundamentally from a necessary relation of
exploitation between the individual capitalist enterprise and the wage-earner working for this
enterprise, such that it is possible to explicitly set out a distinct relationship and variant of the wageearner-lifemode. For the industrial foundation-owned company, whose capital aims to keep this very
special company preference and unique lead on the market in tact, instead of flowing to other
projects where surplus profit may be potentially easier or more rapidly attainable, it can be a crucial
tool for supplementing the supreme capitalist praxis of the enterprise with the optimal flexibility,
solidarity, knowledge, adaptability and durability of the wage-earners in relation to the enterprise
itself. In this case, optimizing the wage level may function as an instrument for involving wageearners in the struggle of the enterprise to appropriate as large a portion of the globally produced
surplus value as possible. To the extent that this structural feature is essential for the use and
realization of each company's frontrunner position, the workers will also be able to share in the
appropriated surplus profit, i.e. in a share of the global surplus value produced by wage labourers
worldwide, and which is increased by the total capitalist productivity development. They will still
not get the same size share of this surplus value as the teams of career professionals who create the
company's uniqueness and often share half of the earned surplus profit, but they can collectively and
individually obtain wages and working conditions that reflect their contribution to an optimal use of
the potential of the company's unique lead. It follows that this variant of the wage-earner lifemode
that emerges as one among several forms on the fourth specification step will imply an ideological
concept structure that sees their involvement in the company and relationship to its career
professional management, research and development as a partnership rather than a relation of
opposition or antagonism. To the extent that the industrial foundation has a statute that states that
part of the surplus profit should be paid out to charitable purposes or simply ensure the enterprise’s
continuity in the local area where working families live and have the need for stable long-term
employment, the partnership ideology will be based on a common interest in the company
appropriating the largest possible share of the globally produced surplus value and a common interest
in the company remaining a local workplace. This variant of the wage-earner lifemode would
probably constitute a basic challenge to the established trade union movement's traditional strategies
of trade monopolization, closed shop agreements and collective bargaining negotiations. We will
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explore this in the following empirical studies.
Both sides of the partnership ideology’s wage-earner lifemode are obviously exposed to the risk that
the company will lose surplus profit potential or that its realization does not require a large and
solidary complement of wage-earners, but rather that wage labour is phased out and replaced by new
technology and highly paid creative specialists. The process would revive the contradiction between
capital accumulation and wage labour, but now in a new form, where the tendency toward the
elimination of wage labour becomes a form of dominance that privileges the professional developers
while minimizing the need for and therefore marginalizing the manual, routine and generally nonuniqueness-generating wage labour. The fourth specification step thus reveals a new contradiction,
which in its extreme form makes the paradoxical question of whether surplus value production
without surplus value adding wage labor is a conceivable form variant of the capitalist mode of
production. This heretical thought gives us occasion to explore whether yet another transgression of
the previously specified form variants of both the capitalist mode of production and its lifemode
forms is possible and perhaps necessary in order to understand the neoculturation processes that are
on their way into today's capitalist cultures around the world. Let us take a closer look to see whether
it is possible to set out explicitly a fifth step of specifications.

The fifth step of specifications
The first equation of the capitalist mode of production is: C = s + v + c. In this equation, s is surplus
value, v is variable capital (producing surplus value), and c is constant capital (the monopoly that
makes it possible to extract surplus value). In the already known modes of capitalism, the variable
capital is that form of commodity that can add more use value to the product than its own exchange
value (its cost price). This is the commodity of labour-power. Empirically, the variable
capital/labour-power can be realized as wage labour, and its value counted in hours or piecework.
The presupposition of surplus value is that the value of the produced commodity is larger than the
value of the hours spent in the production process plus the value of the means and objects of work.
The use value of the labour force – its productivity by the hour – can be improved by optimizing the
efficiency of the means of work. The praxis of improving this efficiency is at the second, third and
fourth steps of specifications - and the associated lifemode explications - conceptualized as the
lifemode of the industrial capitalist and, subsequently, the lifemode of the career-professional. To be
able to increase the individual profit of a company, it is necessary to create and recreate a temporary
monopoly of being more efficient than the competitors at the market. The temporariness is generated
by the ability of the competing companies to copy the new ideas of each other in an effort to produce
goods more efficiently and appropriate a share of the potential profit. The most profitable frontrunner
position is always a temporary monopoly on capitalist markets, and in this position, the enterprise
can appropriate a part of the globally produced surplus-value. The creation of the possibility to
improve the use value of the wage labour is generated by the technological development driven by
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the career professional capitalists. The production of surplus value presupposes that the productivity
of the variable capital, i.e. a global mass of unpaid labour that produces the value, can be increased
by more efficient technologies (mechanical, electronic, biological, social, cultural, behavioural, etc.).
Now the question arises: is it possible to conceive of the capitalist mode of production without the
variable capital and its cost price? Its first equation says that this is not possible. The concept of
surplus value presupposes the concept of variable capital. Empirically, however, it appears that the
IT- revolution is something that can be compared to the Industrial Revolution as described by Marx
in Chapter 13 of Capital. Here Marx describes a genealogy from the simple commodity mode of
production of handicraft through the transformatory structure of manufacture to the capitalist mode
of production of large-scale industry. Would it be possible to sublate the contradictions set out
explicitly in the last part of the fourth step of specifications by means of a similar self-transcending
process and epoch of relations and forces of production? Have we entered a new epoch that
transcends the whole complex of large-scale industry and well known types of company structures?
Let us take the most extreme types of profitable production processes, i.e. processes without any
important use of unpaid labour-power, like Google, YouTube, Facebook, Twitter, and Instagram.
The creation of these systems is maintained by highly skilled developers, i.e. software designers,
concept developers, structure designers and business developers, whose praxis can be analyzed using
the concept of the career professional lifemode. If investors believe that the system is profitable, the
developers can sell it and receive a share of the potential profit that may be generated by the system
in question. If no one believes in it, then no one pays for the creation, and no one will be paid. There
are in principle no other direct producers than the highly skilled developers. The rest of the work is
done by search engine machines, multiplying programs, algorithms, fiber networks, etc. It is difficult
to find a wage-earning lifemode of any quantitative significance for the production of surplus value,
even if the firms have thousands of poorly paid programmers doing routine programming tasks in
countries far from Silicon Valley and Beijing’s Zhongguangcun. Now who are those using and
working with these kinds of IT-systems? These are the so-called “users”, but these users are
consumers, not wage labourers. They use the system to achieve their goals, to save the time they
spend to reach their goals and they develop new goals in their daily life by means of the systems.
These systems help them do things that were not possible for them to do before the advent of
advanced computer software..

If we again look at what it is that makes labour potentially surplus value-producing, it is that it can
produce more use value than the value necessary to pay for its utilization. The more productive the
work becomes, the less work is needed in order to produce a value equivalent to the cost of laborpower. This means that the more work saved by this productivity, the greater surplus value can be
extracted from the daily work. We see this relationship resulting in the production process where
saving labour time is the most important means of creating – and for the buyer of labour to save -more surplus value out of a day's employment. But we also see it in the subsequent consumption
process, where the item purchased is used by the buyer to create or achieve his or her goal. The
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product has an obvious use value for the buyer, because the more time or effort the user can save in
the work of producing his goal with the given activity, the greater the product’s use value as a tool or
material to the user in producing his own goal. If a product can be created, which in this sense has a
higher use value for the buyer, it could save either the buyer’s own work or the hired labour-power
needed to produce the product, thus generating more value out of the product purchased. To save the
consumption of own or others' labour by means of a tool or material means that there is potential
surplus value to be gained, provided that the amount of labour used to produce the labour-saving
product does not exceed what the buyer can save by using the product to achieve his goal. This
means that the potential surplus value may show itself both in the former creative production process
and in the subsequent production process, where the finished product is used as a means of realizing
a further goal. The two processes will require each other if a product is to have a use value and
thereby be able to be sold as a commodity that is being paid for its price of production.
Alternatively, instead of saving work for the user of the product to achieve a goal, the product can
enable the user to reach a new goal, or a goal that has so far been unattainable with the available
resources at his disposal. Social media are an example. They allow people to communicate in ways,
over distances and with an ease that was previously not possible or would require inconceivably
more resources or time to realize, if at all possible. Here, too, there is a marked decrease in the use of
time, either in the form of paid and unpaid labour (used to produce the means of communication) or
in the form of one’s own working hours or free time (used to communicate with colleagues, friends
or family members) depending on whether one has paid for a plane ticket or telephone bill or has
used, for example, travel or writing time in order to achieve the communication. This difference in
exchange value and use value, between sharing one’s experiences on Facebook with an aunt in
Australia and traveling by ship or plane to visit the aunt in Australia to share experiences with her,
holds a potential surplus value that raises the question of how and for whom it is possible to
appropriate this surplus value. For the fact is that none of them have sold their time that they spend
on Facebook to an employer. But they have done something which may be just as valuable or as
suitable for appropriating the potential added and unpaid value: They have put a part of their daily
productive work into the framework and structures that Facebook has opened for them and allowed
them the possibility to lay a part of their conduct of life in Facebook’s framework. Facebook has
enabled, if not encouraged, millions of people to put their productive daily conduct of life into
certain frameworks (as “users” of the frameworks) that are set, controlled, regulated, monitored and
further developed by a capitalist company in ways that can become knowledge or a product of very
great use value for Facebook’s different types of customers. These are the customers who pay dearly
to know as much as they can about Facebook users’ consumption patterns, networks, attitudes,
activities and many other aspects of life that are relevant to the users’ purchase of goods and
services. It may also be customers who want to advertise their products or services directly to the
users of social media by paying the provider to show their products when people are on the Internet.
And it may be the states interested in keeping up with people's movements and contacts, thus saving
the intelligence services, health care, tax authorities and many other state apparatuses much working
time and labour or extending their goals and objectives considerably when they can make use of the
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information on social media used by the masses. 86 These are all use values for which the three types
of customers will be prepared to pay the prices of production, until the same or an even more
improved use value of the same kind is developed and offered free of charge or for payment by
another provider of social media. A myriad of services are being regularly developed aimed at new
segments of users whose work of using the services and the media involves billions of hours of
unpaid labour – disguised as personal searches or ‘fun’ -- that can be appropriated by the contracting
companies as surplus value, profit and surplus profit.
However, there is also an internal connection between the relations of production and the forces of
production as outlined here, which is necessary if we are to succeed in setting out explicitly a fifth
step of the specifications of the capitalist mode of production. The starting point was the
contradiction that arose when it was possible to think wage labour out of the mode of production,
because this meant a collapse of the basic premise that there must be unpaid labour in order to create
surplus value that can be appropriated in the form of profit. The reason was that it became possible to
think the uniqueness- and competitive edge-creating development work as the fundamental basis for
shareholder-owned and foundation-owned modes of production, thus making the theoretical
experiment of thinking or imagining the non-uniqueness-creating wage labour completely out of the
necessary production process. The goal here replicates that of Einstein and Infeld, who in their The
Evolution of Physics illustrate the discovery of the Law of Inertia by imagining any friction as
completely eliminated for a body in motion, thereby leaving the concept of a constant and unaffected
movement in a straight line. 87 A similar extreme or ultimate consequence would remain when we
imagine a social medium's structure developed by high-level developers, after which its
multiplication can be undertaken indefinitely without significant unit costs. Thus, a corresponding
number of potential customers can be provided with the media as a new product with high use value
for each consumer. Similarly, a search engine, when it is developed and installed, can collect infinite
amounts of information and knowledge, which builds a database. This database can be used by an
unlimited number of users, who in this case upload a portion of their conduct of life into the
medium's practice-structuring frames, literally putting their life at the disposal of Google and
Facebook. In the form of unpaid labour, as specified above, this can be of immense use value for
distinct types of customers and thereby an effective way of appropriating the unpaid added value of
the system’s integration of -- and therefore knowledge about – the users’ conduct of life. It is a
surplus value that is appropriated as the contractor’s or firm’s profit of enterprise as long as the
specific system has a uniqueness and unsurpassed use value for customers. But it is also a variant of
the mode of production that transcends the earlier specification step’s relationships between the
determinate unit cost (duc) and the totality of variable costs (tvc) by removing of importance of
quantity (q) and can therefore help to remove the (at previous specification steps) explicated
relationship between capacity, production and capital requirements that are likely to be reflected in
the recent decades’ uneven but constant decline in the general level of interest rates, despite strong
growth in productivity, new kinds of use value, infinite quantities of IT products and labour-saving
technologies.
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The opposite form variant of this mode of production can be demonstrated by the certificating
companies. They are cultivating the conduct of business of distinct industrial branches by means of a
huge bureaucracy of wage-earners that is implementing the yearly scrutiny and documentation of
each customer’s activity and renewal or cancelling of the customer’s certificate. The Marine
Stewardship Council (MSC) is an example of this variant. It was formed by Unilever and the World
Wild Life Foundation as a commercial company and conducts certification of fishing enterprises all
over the world seeking to sell their products as “sustainable”. Aspiring sustainable firms must have
the money to pay for the certification process and the willingness to be directed and controlled by the
MSC monitoring staff.
One could illustrate this kind of connection between the relations and forces of production with a
small parable: In the northern regions of Sweden and Norway, called Finnmark, there are extended
mountain ranges running parallel with each other across the Scandinavian peninsula, between the
Baltic and the North Atlantic. Between these mountain ranges, in the long valleys extending from
coast to coast, reindeer have wandered back and forth for millennia in an annual cycle between
summer and winter, following the melting snow in the spring and returning in the autumn. The
reindeer continue to live this natural way of life between the mountains. At the same time, the Sami
people have constructed scattered but behaviour-governing fences along the valley stretches and
mountains which control the reindeer migrations so they are steered along certain paths on certain
stretches of their migrations. The Sami’s purpose is to mark the reindeers’ new-born calves in one
season and to capture the mature animals out of the flocks in the second season when they are fit to
slaughter for consumption and sale. The animals are not tamed as pets, they have their own natural
conduct of life, but this life has also been placed in a framework that makes it possible to tap the
flocks of the surplus product of animals ready for slaughter that can be culled from the flock each
year. The reindeer’s natural movements have been partially ‘cultivated’ so that it is possible for the
Sami to acquire their surplus product without making them into domestic animals. It is a similar
cultivation of the lifemodes’ conduct of life that the social media organize in order to be able to
‘service’ their new customers with use values, which makes it possible to appropriate parts of these
users’ huge amounts of unpaid labour by living life in the deliberately cultivated frameworks.
Inspired by the reindeer’s free but cultivated way of life, we could call this variant of the mode of
production the conduct of life cultivating capitalist mode of production (COLPM). This mode of
production could be explicitly set out as the fifth step of specification.
The COLPM variant of the career professional lifemode has a different relation to both the capitalist
investor lifemode, as do all other lifemodes that occur either as primary or as secondary clients in a
distinct COLPM enterprise. Of course, it also has a relation to the wage-earner lifemode, which
performs all the necessary but non-uniqueness-creating labour of producing the machines, the fiber
optic cables, and the thousands of lines of code-writing that form the physical and software
infrastructure for the Internet. But again, we are, like in the wage-earner lifemode of partnership
ideology in the foundation-owned mode of production, in the process of specifying a form variant of
this lifemode that does not necessarily have an exploitative relationship between the enterprise and
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the wage labourer. It may instead be characterized by other kinds of ideological concept structures
that require additional ethnographic investigation in order to be able to specify and set out explicitly.

Summary and conclusions: the basic lifemode concepts of CPM

In our early studies of lifemodes, we thought it was the expertise of the career-oriented person that
differentiated the workers’ lifemode from that of career professionals. The managers, researchers and
engineers who we studied earned higher salaries than industrial workers because the worker had less
expertise to offer than these people. Therefore, the differences between the exchange value of
unskilled or semi-skilled work and higher management occupations were thought to be caused by the
fact that skilled, highly qualified labor power is more expensive to produce and more scarce than
skilled and unskilled labor power. Because of this, we were facing a continuum of degree between
more and less, and the degree of expertise cannot be used to explain how two lifemode concepts
differ fundamentally from each other. Expertise and knowledge are also implied in skilled workers’
practices. Therefore, we had to explore if there are some specific features of expertise that are
necessary in quite another way than wage-labour for the production of surplusvalue and
appropriation of profit in a capitalist firm. Studying the mode of production ethnologically, we found
that a third specific praxis is necessary within this variant of this mode of production, where pure
investors are moving capital from firm to firm in the hunt for extra profit. The logic is that if a
company cannot produce in an advantageous way, which is still difficult for its competitors to copy
or figure out, then it is difficult to avoid competition that may undermine the market price of the
products and remove the company’s production of surplus value. However, if one has this
competitive advantage of doing something that your competitors cannot (yet) do, then it is possible
for the company to produce a surplus value and pay a profit to the investors. It is this specific kind of
temporary monopoly on the market that can be produced by developing a new favorable technology,
an advantageous marketing strategy, a new kind of management, or a new product, all of which are
necessary conditions of possibility for the capitalist firm. In this variant of the capitalist mode of
production, where the life mode of the productive capitalist is supplied or replaced by finance
capitalists the structure requires a specific life mode. This life mode generates the specific kind of
unique advantages so crucial for enabling individual companies to appropriate enough surplus profit
from the globally produced surplus value to attract investment capital from the investors on the
financial market. Hence, what the firm needs from its career professionals is not just expertise, but a
unique kind of expertise, solutions, ideas and creativity (often expressed as the term “innovation”)
which its competitors cannot get hold of if the company has engaged the most unique people to
develop, explore and elaborate the most advantageous visions. These people are not hired for a wage;
they are necessarily paid a part of the profit and surplus profit as their income. They are not just
“working”, they are engaged in a larger creative endeavor which in some cases may ”possess” them
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day and night. If they cannot obtain a sufficient payment from the firm in the form of wages, bonuses
and stock options, they will quickly respond to an offer from another recruiter engaged by a
competitor who is also looking for the most creative, innovative career professionals.
Because of the connection between uniqueness and sharing of surplus profit, the career professional
lifemode stands in contrast to the wageworker lifemode’s concepts of work-time and free-time,
where work and leisure is the fundamental concept structure of the ideology. The career professional
thinks of him- or herself as a person able to produce unique ideas and solutions. However, they have
a problem: As soon as their unique product, method or solution is introduced, sold, and used by the
company, it is no longer unique for them. To be able to reproduce the lifemode, the career
professional has to reproduce his or her uniqueness, i.e. the ability to continually come up with new
unique ideas and solutions, or let others know (through your LinkedIn profile or other media) that
you still have “the knack” to produce new ideas and solutions. The career professional has to be able
to transform the payment he or she receives from their ideas and solutions into facilities and
conditions for creating new unique ideas and solutions. The have to reproduce their creative edge.
One way of doing this is to demand working conditions in the company that make it possible for the
career professional to reproduce the ability of the firm to gain and hold its competitive edge, i.e., to
produce and convert the new ideas, creative designs and unique solutions into marketable products.
In this way, the career professional makes him- or herself irreplaceable in the company. In the last
instance, working on one’s irreplaceability, continuously upgrading oneself, creating and promoting
one’s new and unique ideas, these are the core features of the career professional life praxis. The
career professional’s irreplaceability is the basis of their continued employment. The career
profesional’s uniqueness and irreplaceability are the two features behind that aspect of the mode of
existence these people call their "career perspective". The concept structure of competitive edge
based on uniqueness and irreplaceability are the utmost negation of the concept structure of work and
leisure. Leisure is in fact replaced by continuing engagement, even obsession with the creative
project. The so-called “work-life” balance dissolves into a “life of work”, a total engagement with a
“project” or the firm. There is not a logical continuum between the wageearner and the career
professional lifemodes, but a genuine contrast between them. The economic condition of possibility
of the career professional lifemode is a market for unique expertise. Many people know such a
market and enjoy it every weekend when they view the results of football clubs buying and selling
players who can provide that unique ideas and solutions (talent) so that the team can win the
championship the owners’ want.
The market for unique expertise demands that one protect one’s ideas and solutions against copying
before they are sold, commercialized and implemented. The legal prerequisite of this feature is the
possibility to achieve a state protected right of patent on one’s idea. If one is permanently employed
by the company, as e.g. manager, engineer, developer or researcher, the company holds that right of
intellectual property, and it can demand a clause prohibiting the career professional from taking these
secrets with them if they go to a competitor. The legal status of patents and confidentiality clauses is
just as important to this specific kind of market as the right of contract and the legal system is to the
financial market.
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To consider the floating mode of existence of the capitalist lifemodes opens a way for the exploration
of what we have named the paradox of temporariness, which epitomizes a complex of research
questions. These questions focus on the competitive struggle between profit-driven companies that
compete on the same market. The particular question that regards transcending the competition
implies a chain of propositions and assumptions that can be investigated using the methods of
lifemode ethnography. The chain of statements and propositions can be described as follows: the
specific concept of competition entails that all the resources of a company are concentrated on
gaining that “competitive edge” over rival firms, of coming up with something that is new, different
and which can sell. In this sense, a strategic moblization of human and material resources lies at the
root of the commercial mode of existence of every capitalist firm. This implies that excess means of
production, unusable professional expertise and surplus labor are discarded the very moment they
become a liability to the firm’s strategic goal. All components must be obtainable from the markets
(of raw materials, labour, unique ideas and capital). However, it must also be possible to jettison
these components on their respective markets once they are no longer useful to the company. Seen
from the complementary perspective of the markets, a company is useful to all three lifemodes only
as long as their combination in the company is able to make such productive use of their lifemodes.
That is, the company is useful to bearers of these lifemodes if they can receive equal or better
remuneration or working conditions, conditions for creativity and innovation, or profit for their
performance in beating out competitors. Career professionals’ 24/7 engagement with the company is
contingent on compensation; they are engaged, creative employees. But they are not loyal.
Just as strongly as the components of the compound company are strategically interlinked by the
battle against the competitors, just as temporary is their presence in the company. At short notice,
they can decide to go elsewhere, often to a directly competing company. The company is nothing
more than their temporary fusion into a commercial and strategic unit. The current workplace of
career professionals is nothing more than their temporary staging point for launching or maintaining
a career. The mode of existence of companies therefore, logically speaking, rests on their ability to
gain more from a strategic organization of the same resources - those of the wage-earner, the
manager and the investor -- than their competitors. As a whole, there is a constant and disparate flow
of bearers of the three lifemodes moving from one company to another. As new companies emerge
and old ones dissolve or reconstitute themselves, these flows appear as the way in which the
lifemodes of the SOMP mutually create one another’s necessary conditions of existence through the
logic of the dialectic of temporariness and durability.
The logic of SOMP and COLMP entails that we must ask whether the ideologies of these three
lifemodes all apprehend the company as a means and only in exceptional cases as an end in itself. As
long as they are engaged in a certain company, it is the career professional and investor lifemodes
that set and develop its ends and means. In other words, they have the company as a means because
the company also uses them as a means to set and reach its tactical objectives and strategic goals –
which constitute its identity as a commercial will. It is important to explore and explicate this
dialectic, as it constitutes a deeply interesting generative cultural paradox that becomes the
foundation of innovation. Furthermore, this dialectic is the key to formulating the distinct
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complementary relations between the three lifemodes of the distinct variants of the capitalist mode of
production. It is the relation between them that constitutes their revised concepts. In what ways do
the companies of FOBMP have the character of an end in itself for some of the involved lifemodes?
How exactly do they differ from the enterprise of simple commodity production, with its distinctive,
self-employed lifemode? If the competitive strength of the companies in the FOBMP is based upon
the internal relations between their component lifemodes, as these are reflected in the long-term
strategies and high internal mobility of resources and means of production, this relationship may
imply quite different ideological (and political) relations between employees and each company than
is the case in other variants of CMP. The exploration of these relations has empirically become so
much more important as the state apparatus, over the past 30 years, appears to have adopted
significant features promoting the career-professional lifemode (e.g. civil servants) and the wageearner lifemode (e.g. school teachers). We will argue here that the features specific to the FOBMP
variants of these lifemodes are relevant for understanding how the replacement of the civil servant
lifemode with lifemodes of the career professional and wage earner has developed in the Danish state
and in various local contexts. It may be the case that such features are expressed in the new
challenges to state administration under the rubric of “new public management” and “the
competition state”, attaining a particular, and sometimes inflammatory semantic and political
content in the Danish state.
As a countermeasure to globalization and Europeanization, the civil servants of the state apparatuses
contribute to guaranteeing the conditions for the growth of strategically significant allied
corporations of STOB and industrial foundation owned companies of FOBMP through investments
in education, science and infrastructure under national management as well as direct facilitating of
their enterprises’ inovation, R&D and manufacture. This indicates that we must be able to specify
how the Civil Service on the one hand creates and maintains the necessary conditions of existence
for private and corporate companies’ development of the dialectics of temporariness on the market
with the purpose of ensuring continued economic growth and the accompanying necessary
elimination of failing strategies and of low- or non-productive workplaces and sectors in the country.
On the other hand, we must explore how the state apparatuses manage the complementary
consequence of the paradox of temporariness, namely that growth-seeking SOMP companies are
purchased and integrated into large foreign firms or that national companies move overseas in order
to engage the same kinds of lifemodes cheaper in third countries. The industrial foundation-owned
corporations of FOBMP may be an important instrument in preventing this kind of risk. The ultimate
means to avoid this risk and reach strategic ends is the state owned companies of STOB. The conduct
of the life cultivating capitalist mode of production, COLMP seems to raise serious difficulties and
challenges for the sovereignty work of the individual states because of their boundary-transgressing
nature, their interpellative effects on the subjectivity and practice of citizens and the huge collection
of personal data relevant for intelligence and security. For the civil servant of a state, economic
growth inside the domain of sovereignty is essential, whereas the exit of companies, unique
knowledge, pieces of intelligence, and headquarters is a constant threat. Thus, the lifemode of civil
servants of the state appears as both concerned with and opposed to the flows of the people bearing
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the lifemodes on markets structured by the paradox of temporariness. Taken together, the distinct
lifemodes of the state and of the market-based modes of production coexist and determine each
other’s praxis in a manner that is both coherent and contradictory. This configuration of coherence
and contradiction is the result of a particular dialectic: a dialectic of temporariness and durability.

94
LITTERATURE

http://www.lifemode.eu/
http://www.havbaade.dk/fiskeriet/
http://www.havbaade.dk/videnscenter/

Althusser, Louis & E. Balibar 2009: Reading Capital I-II. New Left Books, London.
Balibar, Etienne 1974: Cinq etudes de materialisme Historique. Francois Maspero, Paris.
Bennis, Warren & Burt Nanus 1985: Ledere og ledelsesstrategier. Schultz, København.
Berle, Adolph A. & Gardiner C. Means (1932) 1968: The Modern Corporation and Private Property. New
York.
Bottomore, T.B. 1967: Elite og samfund. København.
Bourdieu, Pierre 1986: Modeskaparen och hans märke. In: Kultursociologiska texter, Stockholm.
Braverman, Harry 1974: Labor and Monopoly Capital, The Degradation of Work in the Twentieth Century.
New York.
Christensen, Bruno 1986: Karrierens matadorspil. Børsens Forlag, København.
Cutler, Antony, B. Hindess, P. Hirst & A. Hussain 1977: Marx' "Capital" and Capitalism Today, vol. 1.
London.
Cutler, Antony, B. Hindess, P. Hirst & A. Hussain 1978: Marx' "Capital" and Capitalism Today, vol. 2.
London.
Dahlström, Margareta 1989: Spiralists and Yuppies - Changing patterns in the Social and Spatial Mobility of
the Service Class in Britain. Paper til den nordiske sociologkongres i Roskilde.
Drucker, Peter F. 1954: The Practice of Management. New York.
Drucker, Peter F. 1964: Managing for results. London.
Drucker, Peter F. (1980) 1981: Ledelse i en brydningstid. (Managing in Turbulent Times). Børsen,
København.
Drucker, Peter F. 1987: The Frontiers of Management. Where tomorrows decisions are being made
today. London.
Einstein, Albert and Leopold Infeld 1938: The Evolution of Physics: From Early Concepts to
Relativity and Quanta. Cambridge University Press.
Frankenberg, Ronald 1975: Communities in Britain, Social life in Town and Country. Penguin –
Pelican Books, Great Britain.
Giddens, Anthony & G. Mackenzie (eds.) 1982: Social class and the division of labour. Cambridge.

95
Goldthorpe,J 1982: On the Service Class, its Formation and Future. In: Giddens & Mackenzie (eds.)
Social Class and Division of Labour. Cambridge.

Hansen, Kirsten Monrad & Thomas Højrup 2000: Glavnoje otlitshie. Modelj zjizni
sovremennogo menedzjera i nauka obnovlenija. Knigoizdatelstvo VSEMIRNOJE SLOVO,
Saint Petersburg. http://lifemode.ku.dk/archive/a_point_of_difference_-_russian.pdf
Hayes, Roger & Reginald Watts 1987: Fremtidens ledelsestrategier. Børsens forlag, København.
Hegel, G.W.F. (1821) 1973-74: Die Philosophie des Rechts I-IV. Bad Cannstatt, Fromann Holzboog,
Stuttgart.
Hegel, G.W.F. (1820) 1967: Hegel’s Philosophy of Right. Oxford University Press, Oxford.
Hindess, Barry & Poul Q. Hirst 1979: Pre-capitalist modes of production. Routledge & Kegan Paul,
London.
Hoff, Jens (ed.) 1985: Stat, Kultur og Subjektivitet. Elementer til en moderne klasseanalyse. Politiske
Studier 1985.
Højrup, Anne Dorte 1988: Det loyale, det retfærdige og det solidariske. Arbejdsbegrebet i
lønarbejderlivsformen i relation til kvinders vilkår på fabrik. Magisterafhandling på Institut for
Europæisk Folkelivsforskning, København. http://havbaade.dk/Produktion-og-arbejdskraft-iDanmark-gennem-200-aar.pdf
Højrup, Thomas 1983: Det glemte folk. Livsformer og centraldirigering. Statens Byggeforskningsinstitut, Hørsholm.

Højrup, Thomas 1983: The Concept of Lifemode. A Form-Specifying Mode of Analysis
Applied to Contemporary Western Europe. Ethnologia Scandinavica 1983.
Højrup, Thomas 1989: Lønkapital under Folkestyre. ØD-planernes strukturfejl og deres
ophævelse. Rosinante & EUCIS, fra 2005 Museum Tusculanums Forlag, Copenhagen.
Højrup, Thomas 1995: Omkring livsformsanalysens Udvikling. Stats- og livsformer 1,
Museum Tusculanums Forlag, Copenhagen.
Højrup, Thomas 1998: Problemi gnoseologii, istorii kultur i teorii gosudarstva.
Knigoizdatelstvo VSEMIRNOJE SLOVO, Saint Petersburg.
http://lifemode.ku.dk/archive/state_culture_and_lifemodes_-_russian_version.pdf
Højrup, Thomas 2002a: Dannelsens dialektik. Etnologiske udfordringer til det glemte folk.
Stats- og livsformer 4, Museum Tusculanums Forlag, Copenhagen.
Højrup, Thomas 2002b: Ethnologie und Politik. Das aristotelische Erbe in den
Kulturwissenschaften. Zeitschrift für Volkskunde 2002/II.
Højrup, Thomas 2003a: State, Culture and Lifemodes: The Foundations of Lifemode Analysis.
Ashgate, Aldershot.

96
Højrup, Thomas 2003b: Livsformer og velfærdsstat ved en korsvej? Stats- og livsformer 5,
Museum Tusculanums Forlag, Copenhagen.
Højrup, Thomas 2006: 9 Gennem negation og konstruktion. 10 Hvad er et udgangspunkt? 11
Forskningsoversigt. In: Verden over. En introduktion til stats- og livsformsteorien og dens
aktuelle anvendelse i etnologien. Jespersen, Astrid, Riegels Melchior, Marie Sandberg, Marie
(eds.) Stats- og livsformer 7, Museum Tusculanums Forlag, Copenhagen
Højrup, Thomas og Bolving, Klaus 2007 (ed.): Velfærdssamfund – velfærdsstaters
forsvarsform? Stats- og livsformer 8, Museum Tusculanums Forlag, Copenhagen.
Inwood, Michael 1992: A Hegel Dictionary. The Blackwell Philosopher Dictionaries, Blackwell,
Oxford.
Jacobsen, Oluf C. 1985: Headhunting. Executive Search. Schultz, København.
Jay, Antony 1969: Management and Machiavelli. Hodder and Stoughton, London.
Kelley, Robert E. 1985: The Brainpower and the New Work Force. Massachusetts.
Lange, Ole 1986: Den hvide elefant. H.N.Andersens eventyr og ØK 1852-1914. Gyldendal,
København.
Lange, Ole 1988: Verden er ikke større... H.N.Andersen, ØK og storpolitikken 1914-37. Gyldendal,
København.
Larsen, Thomas og Sten Svensson 1987: Guldflipper. Signalement af elitemedarbejderen. Schultz,
København.
Lisberg, Jørgen 1981: Inden de vælger en leder. Erfaringer og synspunkter efter et par tusinde
udvælgelser. Hørsholm.
Marx, Karl & Frederick Engels (1843-1844) 1975: Collected Works, Volume 3. Progress Publishers,
Moscow.
Marx, Karl & Frederick Engels (1846) 1965: The German Ideology. Lawrence & Wishart, London.
Marx, Karl & Frederick Engels (1848) 1975: Manifest der Kommunistischen Partei. Dietz Verlag.
Marx, Karl (1867-1894) 1962-1983: Das Kapital. Dietz Verlag, Berlin, DDR.
Marx, Karl (1894) 1967, 1984: Capital. A Critique of Political Economy, Vol. I-III, International
Publishers, New York.Marx, Karl (1894) 1976: Capital I, II, III. Penguin Classics, London.
Mørkegaard, Ole 1993: Søen, Slægten og Hjemstavnen. Museum Tusculanums Forlag, København.
Naisbitt, John 1983: Megatrends. Ti nye tendenser ændrer vores liv. Chr. Erichsens forlag.
Packard, Vance 1965: Karrieremagerne. Fremads fokusbøger.
Peters, Thomas J. & Robert H Waterman, jr. 1984: Hvad gør de bedste bedre? Schultz, København.
Pollard, Sidney 1965: The Genesis of Modern Management. A study of the Industrial Revolution in
Great Britain. London.

97
Det Krigsvidenskabelige Selskab 1964: Saint-Germain. Det Krigsvidenskabelige Selskab, København.
Sjøborg, Eddie R. 1986: Riding the Tide. Skandinavisk Management mod år 2000. Schultz,
København.
Ranning, Bent 1985: Bestyrelsen for fremtiden. Børsens forlag, København.
Therborn, Göran: Klassestrukturen i Sverige 1930 - 80. Arbete, kapital, stat och patriarkat. Lund
1985.
Toffler, Alvin: Den tredje bølge. Skive 1981.
Townshend, Robert 1978: Op med virksomheden. Gyldendal, København.
Walker, Pat (ed) 1979: Between Labor and Capital. Boston.
Wallerstein, Immanuel 1979: Det moderne verdenssystem. Vol. 1 - 2. Oslo.
Wilson, Charles 1954: The History of Unilever. A Study in Economic Growth and Social Change. Vol.
1 - 2. London.
Wilson, Charles 1968: Unilever 1945 - 1965. Challenge and Response in the Post-War Industrial
Revolution. (Vol. 3.) London.
Wright, Eric Olin 1985: Classes. London.
Wright, J. Patrick 1981: Bag ledermagtens kulisser "On a Clear Day You Can See General Motors".
Forlaget Børsen, København.

98

Notes:

Hegel’s Philosophy of Right, Hegel’s Philosophy of History, Marx’ Critique of Hegels
Philosophy of Right.
1

2

Højrup & Bolving 2007, Chapter 1.

3

Hegel 1820, 1967 p. 13.

”It may be called primitive accumulation [ursprüngliche Akkumulation], because it is the
historical basis, instead of the historical result, of specifically capitalist production. How it
itself originates we need not investigate as yet. It is enough that it forms the starting-point”
(Capital I, 775). This is the way in which Marx moves the state’s determination of the
conditions of possibility (for the formation) of the capitalist mode of production from the
exploration of the concept (mode of production) into the exploration of the history (the
changing dominant structures of the social formation) and avoids asking the question of
whether the state concept is the necessary point of departure for elaborating the mode of
production concept. This scientific move explains the way in which the mode of
production/social formation theory transcends Hegels theory of the state (family – civil
society – state – world history) and becomes a limiting case of the fissionist theory of survival
of the superior defense (with the opposite sequence of specifications: state system – state
forms - modes of production - lifemodes).
4

5

Se: The Problematique of Lifemodes and neoculturation (Højrup, manus 2017).

Here I will introduce the concept of sublation as a useful way of elucidating the relationship
between elements of a concept that stand in contradiction to each other. To “sublate” a
concept (i.e. to view a concept in terms of its sublation) is a way to apply a dialectic mode of
analysis and synthesis in order to attain a more coherent understanding of a concept. A
successful sublation will transform the contradiction into a complementary relation between
distinct aspects of the concept or parts of a dialectic whole, i.e. a unity of opposites. Sublation
highlights the interrelation between contradiction and complementarity. In Capital, Marx
develops an understanding of the complementarity of features of capitalism by showing how
traits that appear contradictory can be gradually transformed into a more advanced and
specified understanding by which these necessary features determine each other and constitute
the capitalist mode of production as a coherent concept. For Marx, the complementarity of
the negations constitutes the capitalist mode of production. Used here, sublation will refer to
the exploration and logical transformation of a contradiction between opposite features and
propositions into a negation that constitutes a (more) coherent or complete understanding of
the theoretical object in question. The sublation concept, as well issues of its use in English,
has been the subject of discussion in the Hegel literature. See note 5 below.
6

The esoteric verb sublate belongs – as mentioned in note 4 -- to a dialectic logic. Sublation is
the work of identifying a mediation to a theoretical contradiction that challenges the theory.
7

99

As a solution, the sublation of a concept transforms the contradiction into a complementarity
between two sides of a concept. The concept has developed on the basis of the conceptual
content of its opposing propositions. In Hegelian terms, to sublate (aufheben) means to
negate or eliminate a contradiction (e.g. opposed statements, concepts, propositions or things)
in a dialectic process, which at the same time transforms and preserves its opposing
propositions as partial elements in a synthesis, i.e. as complementary parts of a whole. The
use of the verb “to sublate” is explained in Michael Inwood’s A Hegel Dictionary ().
Sublation is here used equivalent to the German verb aufheben and Aufhebung (Inwood
1992). Inwood explains: “The past participle of tollere is sublatus, and this gave rise to the
English verb ‘to sublate’. This originally meant ‘to remove, take away’, but is now obsolete in
this sense. It was used by Sir William Hamilton for ‘to deny, contradict, disaffirm’ (a
proposition), in contrast to ‘to posit’. It was then used by Stirling, in The Secret of Hegel
(1865), in the sense of both ‘destroy’ and ‘preserve’, for Hegels aufheben.” Inwood
continues:
“Aufheben has three main senses:
1) to raise, to hold, lift up
2) to annul, abolish, destroy, cancel, suspend
3) to keep, save, preserve” (1992, p. 283f).”

At http://www.hegel.net/en/sublation.htm Kai Froeb explains “sublation” as follows:
One central term of Hegel, the German word "aufheben", is usually translated as "sublation"
into English.
It has three meanings, which Hegel all means at the same time:
a) in its basic meaning, it stands for a picture: to raise something, from a lower place to a
higher place. Usually, you would think of taking something from the floor/ground into your
hand.
Out of this picture, came these meanings:
b) You can see in that picture the meaning "raising something to a higher level", taking it a
step further etc. While Hegel plays much with this meaning (in the sense that the Aufhebung /
Sublation needs to take the original thesis to a higher level, think for example of Newton
Physics vs. Einstein Physics), it is not really that much explicit present in the common use of
that phrase in German common language.
c) You take something from the ground to examine it or to store it away. So the phrase is also
used in the sense of "storing", "saving", "preserving" (usualy for later use). This is a common
use of the word in German. Hegel uses this interpretation in the sense that the original thesis
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and antithesis are still present in some sense in the wider sublation (again one can think of
Newton vs. Einstein).
d) Another popular use of "Aufhebung"/"aufheben" in the German common language is nearly
the opposite of c): I think the English language also uses the verb "to lift" (as present in the
original picture presented in a)), in the sense of "to end", "to negate" say in the expression "to
lift a ban" etc.
In German we also speak i.e. of the lift of a law, when a law of the state is expressed to be not
more valid anymore.
Hegel thinks of this aspect of sublation/Aufhebung in what I tried to express in 2d of that
Hegel posting. While c) lays the expression on the fact that the older thesis are not just denied,
but that all what was reasonable in them is preserved in a better system (and that the better
system is not better/subject to criticism in the grade it fails to implement all reasonable from
the thesis), d) lays the emphasis more in the aspect in that the Sublation is also something new
and also a kind of critique of the former thesis (otherwise, why would one need the sublation?
The thesis would be enough). Especially, the idea here is that the implicit assumptions,
borders of thesis (and probably antitheses) are "lifted"/"overcome" in a meaningful
"sublation".
In order to express these three aspects all together, Hegelians prefer to speak from
"Aufhebung" instead of expansion, inclusion, synthesis or similar, which all more focus on
some aspects. BTW, Hegel himself never used the term "synthesis" for the concept of
"sublation" discussed here.
8

Ethnologically speaking, the concept of defense modes implies the theoretical content of
these lifemode concepts and vice versa. The mode of production concepts (in which the
content of each lifemode concept is a theoretical terminal for specific relations of production)
are thus implied by the defense mode concepts and vice versa.
9

Nicomachean Ethics 1133a, 10-20.

10

Nicomachean Ethics 1133a, 11, 20.

11

MESW I, 69.

12

Witt-Hansen 1960, 83.

13

MESW I, 71. To exchange a definite time with a definite payment implies in logical terms a
discrete function between time and wage, which is the theoretical differentia specifica of a
labour market, as opposed to the continuous function between prices and numbers of a
commodity market. The discrete relation is the feature that makes possible the “political”
determination (by means of workers’ unions and employers’ associations) of the wage level
(instead of pure supply and demand) and hence, the extraction of surplus-value possible.
14

Capital I, 432.
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15

Capital I, 645.

16

This is what Etienne Balibar terms the homology between relations and forces of production
in his part of Reading Capital (Althusser & Balibar 1970)
17

Capital III, 117.

18

Capital III, 141.

Capital III, 257. Marx writes: ”As a result of the differing organic composition of capitals
applied in the different branches of production, as a result therefore of the circumstance that
according to the different percentage that the variable part forms in a total capital of a given
size, very different amounts of labour are set in motion by capitals of equal size, so too very
different amounts of surplus labour are appropriated by these capitals, or very different
amounts of surplus value are produced by them. The rates of profit prevailing in the different
branches of production are accordingly originally very different. These different rates of profit
are balanced out by competition to give a general rate of profit which is the average of all
these different rates. The profit that falls to a capital of given size according to this general
rate of profit, whatever its organic composition might be, we call the average profit.”
19

20

Capital III, 268-269.

21

Capital III, 270.

22

Capital III, 502.

23

Capital III, 175.

24

Harry Braverman writes: "Since both capital and professional management - at its top levels
- are drawn, by and large, from the same class, it may be said that the two sides of the
capitalist, owner and manager, formerly united in one person, now become aspects of the
class. It is true that ownership of capital and the management of enterprises are never totally
divorced from each other in the individuals of the class, since both remain concentrated in a
social grouping of extremely limited size: therefore, as a rule, top managers are not capitalless individuals, nor are owners of capital necessarily inactive in management. But in each enterprise, the direct and personal unity between the two is ruptured. Capital has now
transcended its limited and limiting personal form and has entered into an institutional form.
This remains true even though claims to ownership remain, in the last resort, largely personal
or familial in accordance with the rationale and juridical structure of capitalism.
To belong to the capitalist class by virtue of ownership of capital, one must simply
possess adequate wealth; that is the only requirement for membership in that sense. To belong
to the capitalist class in its aspect as the direct organizer and manager of a capitalist enterprise
is another matter. Here, a process of selection goes on having to do with such qualities as
aggressiveness and ruthlessness, organizational proficiency and drive, technical insight, and
especially marketing talent. Thus while the managerial stratum continues to be drawn from
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among those endowed with capital, family, connections, and other ties within the network of
the class as a whole, it is not closed to some who may rise from other social classes, not
through the acquisition of wealth on their part but through the co-optation of their talent on
the part of the capitalist organization which they serve. In this case the ownership of capital
later follows from the managerial position, rather than the other way around. But this is
exceptional, not just because top management is drawn as a rule from within the class, but
also because the stratum as a whole is not a large one" (1974, p. 258 f.).
25

That there is a new class is an idea that comes, among others, from Barbara & John
Ehrenreich, who speak of a Professional Managerial Class, abbreviated “PMC” (Ehrenreich
1979) They took their point of departure from a group of contemporaries, who were active in
New Left movement in the United States. Ehrenreich discovered that those who were active in
this revolution movement were not ordinary workers but intellectuals who regarded
themselves as belonging to the middle class. They define the Professional-Managerial Class
as consisting of salaried mental workers who do not own means of production and whose
major function in the social division of labor may be described broadly as the reproduction of
capitalist culture and capitalist class relations. B. & J. Ehrenreich thus define a class on the
basis of two criteria (that dissolve Max Weber's distinction between the two ideal type
concepts: class and estate). 1) They have common relations to economic foundation in a
society, and 2) they share a common lifestyle, educational background, consumption patterns,
work habits, belief system, etc.
Because the PMC exists in an objective relation of contradiction to the workers, it is
a distinct class in what the authors call a “monopoly-capitalist” society. Goldthorpe and the
Ehrenreichs thus comes with a response to the question of which new class one can talk about,
if one does not want to use the label intermediate strata for all those who can not readily be
placed in either the capitalist or the working class. The distinction of this new class is carried
out by these authors using economic criteria -- they do not own the means of production -and by empirical characteristics -- as the Ehrenreichs points out, in that they share a common
lifestyle.
Another vision of how new job categories should be viewed comes from John
Goldthorpe, who proposes the term “service class” (Goldthorpe 1982). This concept (based
upon Karl Renner’s "Dienstklasse") concerns those persons who are "employees in public i.e.
governmental-service (civil servants and other officials); employees in private economic
service (business administrators, managers, technical experts, etc.); and employees in social
service (‘distributive agents of welfare’)” (ibid., p.167). According to Goldthorpe, Renner
justifies this new class in that they do not own the means of production and therefore do not
belong to the capitalist class while at the same time they must be distinguished from the
workers because they are not themselves a source of surplus value. Another reason to
distinguish the "service class" from the workers is that their "code of service" is completely
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different from the contractual obligations of the wage worker. Goldthorpe explains: "Renner
points out that ‘a salary differs fundamentally by its nature and in the way it is assessed from
a wage’; and further that the salaried employee is set apart from the wage worker by both the
relative security of his employment and by his prospects for material and status advancement.
But what is of key importance is that Renner recognises, as underlying all these differences in
condition of employment, a more basic difference between the ‘service relationship’ and that
of employer to wage worker which lies, one might say, in their moral quality: namely, that the
former relationship, in contrast with the latter, necessarily involves an important measure of
trust" (ibid., p.167-168). According to Goldthorpe, the need for this trust in an employee
relationship arises when a firm must delegate authority, and when it needs to draw on
specialized knowledge and expertise.
"The argument for treating professional, administrative and managerial employees as
holding basically similar class positions may therefore be put as follows. These employees, in
being typically engaged in the exercise of delegated authority or in the application of
specialist knowledge and expertise, operate in their work tasks and roles with a distinctive
degree of autonomy and discretion; and in direct consequence of the element of trust that is
thus necessarily in their relationship with their employing organisation, they are accorded
conditions of employment which are also distinctive in both the level and kind of rewards that
are involved. In other words, professional, administrative and managerial employees are in
these ways typically differentiated from other grades of employee -- and most obviously from
wage-workers -- in the character of both their work and their market situations. Given this
conception of the basis of the service class, it then becomes possible in turn to treat fairly systematically various issues which arise concerning both its internal divisions and its
‘boundaries’ with other classes" (ibid., p.169). Goldthorpe thus attempts to define and
delineate an entirely new class within capitalist society. In this connection, his most important
problem is demarcating between the service class and the capitalists, on the one hand, and the
wage workers on the other.

26

Eric Olin Wright (1985) argues that it is not possible to place the many new job categories
into one of the traditional classes because they form a very heterogeneous group. He believes
that while they may share common cultural features in terms of education and expertise, they
differ in terms of their place in production. He criticizes a number of other researchers for
placing this group within one and only one class. E.O. Wright instead proposes that one
should talk about contradictory class positions. This means that the individual categories are
positioned in between the existing classes. Either within the same mode of production or
between the classes within two modes of production. Managers must therefore be viewed in
the sense that they belong to the bourgeoisie because of the dominance they can exert towards
the working class, while at the same time they belong to this working class because they are
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subordinate to the bourgeoisie. Wright distinguishes between owning and possessing the
means of production. Owning them means that one has genuine control over the investments,
while possessing them means that one controls only the actual use of these means of
production. This can involve control of the physical means and/or control over labor.
According to Wright, the capitalist possesses all three types of control, managers possess
various combinations of them, while the wage workers have no control.
The self-contradictory class positions explains, according to Wright, why the development of
a mode of production is not linear. The process of class formation and the class struggle are in
this way much more complex than the schematic version promoted by the naïve kind of
Marxist philosophy of history and accord better with the actual historical developments
27

The research environments around the Althusser-inspired British social and culture
researchers Barry Hindess and Paul Hirst have worked with class theory using another theory
of science approach than the previous one. Their stated purpose is not to find out how to place
different job categories into a classificatory scheme, but to study whether the Marxist
conceptual structures are theoretically sustainable and empirically useful today. In the large,
two-volume work Marx's Capital and Capitalism Today (Cutler et al. 1977), written by an
author’s collective consisting of B. Hindess, P. Hirst, A. Cutler and A. Hussein, they conclude
that the capitalist mode of production should no longer be considered an independent
theoretical concept that can account for capitalism, understood as a self-reproducing system of
social relations. The mode of production concept should be abandoned as the basic concept
and replaced by a theoretical discourse that formulates concepts and class analyses primarily
by distinguishing between economic agents who possess their means of production and
economic agents who are separated from their means of production. The theoretical work will
then consist of developing concepts for different ways whereby this possession/separation can
be structured. The work's conclusion, among others, is that this is the only way to prevent our
research from sinking into the kind of "reductionism", the authors find built-in to the mode of
production concepts (Cutler, Hindess, Hirst and Hussain 1977).
Contrary to all the previously mentioned researchers, Cutler et al. discuss only one job
category (within the "middle classes") for investigation, namely the managers of private
firms. They discuss whether these managers form a new class. Their conclusion is that they do
not. Instead of differentiating between who is working productively (in the capitalist sense)
and who does not, they argue that one must look at whether the managers as economic agents
are in possession of or separate from the means of production as the decisive criterion in the
analysis of their class position. "Classes are categories of economic agents defined by their
possession of or separation from the means of production" (ibid., p. 289). In this way, Cutler
et al. conclude that there are only two classes in capitalist relations: those who possess and
those who do not, corresponding to capitalists and wage labourers. Empirically speaking, the
owners can purchase expertise of various kinds to manage tasks that are "really" those of the
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capitalist, but because the manager is separate from the means of production, they are -theoretically speaking - wage workers. The managers act as agents for the capitalist. They
perform different functions on behalf of the capitalist, but they do not become capitalists from
this, or rather, that they do not end up owning the means of production.

Here "management" will be used in a more specific sense to refer to performance of
the functions of an exclusive possession by non-possessing agents. In the case of
capitalist possession, "management" refers to the direction of the operations of a
capital. Managers are economic agents employed to exercise the capacity of direction
on behalf of a capital... Sections of management may form a specialised and highly
paid component of the capitalist labour force but that does not define a distinctive type
of class position in the sense of the possession of or separation from the means of
production (ibid., p.304).

Cutler et al. criticize, among others, N. Poulantzas, H. Braverman and G. Carchredi for using
senior management’s high wages to justification for calling them capitalists.

28

A common feature of the "new class theory" (Cutler et al. being the exception) is that it
deals with classifying the population, and it is precisely here that the main problem lies
hidden. The starting point consists of the existing empirical individuals whom one wishes to
divide into different subsets according to one (or more) specific criteria.
The first problem is that the classificatory approach to this problem does not compel
the researchers to reflect on where these criteria actually come from (and not just which
sources of inspiration the researcher draws on), whether they are sufficiently justified,
whether they are theoretically sustainable and whether they can be tested on empirical data
and, if so, how. The classificatory approach is based on what empiricists regard as the
empirical findings of characteristics which re-occur with a certain observed regularity because
they are common to some people. On the other hand, this kind of research finds it largely
superfluous to speculate about the logical associations that might be thought to exist among
the criteria used to make these classifications (i.e. the selection of “some people”). If the
selected criteria succeed in sorting the population into well-defined classes, i.e., without
overly large overlap of classes or intersections of “classes” and residual numbers (lying
outside the classes), then the classification exercise is regarded as successful. The worst that
can happen is that only one-sixth of the population fall into place in a uniform partial subset,
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while the remaining five-sixths float around in common denominators or in the residual sets.
Then the criteria must be changed!
The second problem, consequently, is that when such criteria or "variables" are based
on various regional empirical observations of common features and on different weighting of
these empirical "data", the one criterion will theoretically not be able to be claimed as being
any better than the other, until it has been subjected to the proper theoretical analysis. But
when the theoretical analysis of the various criteria’s mutual relationships is pushed into the
background in favor of assessments of whether the individuals fall into place in the defined
subsets, it becomes difficult to initiate a debate on the relevance and suitability of these
criteria with the intent of understanding and explaining the patterns of life that it's all about in
the first place. This may explain why the researchers can persist in producing different results
and disagree on their definitions without creating a dialogue that compels the various research
groups to take account of each other's conclusions, or possibly revise their own assumptions,
so as to advance the research. For the study of "the middle classes", it is the same job
categories and people whom the researchers desire to categorize in class terms, but they arrive
at widely differing results depending on the empirical characteristics they find are sufficiently
shared for some employees to form the basis of a common class. It is our impression that this
research agenda does not produce much insight into what conditions and structures these life
patterns and what kind of world views and mindsets they contain.
Etienne Balibar’s criticism of the classificatory class analysis confirms this view:
"Today, one hundred years after Marx, the greater part of sociologists who use the term
‘social classes’ are still only striving to define the economic, legal, cultural criteria with the
help of what one exhaustively can classify, divide individuals into different compartments; in
other words, they understand social classes only as collectivities of persons who are united by
function of their common ‘social properties’, as sociological groups. But this is precisely the
main obstacle that must be removed to form a scientific theory of the social classes, and
hence, of the history of the social formations: one must achieve the goal of elevating oneself
above the classification idea, although in practice it is inevitable to start there" (Balibar 1977,
p.151).
What Balibar points to is that the concept of class is difficult because the term "class"
has two fundamentally different meanings. One meaning is anchored in classificatory
doctrines of sets (i.e. extensional logic) where a class is a subset of existing entities that have
something in common. The second meaning is rooted in the structural sciences that use the
word “class” to refer to structural types – biological species, for example – for which the
theory has concepts (i.e. intensional logic). Here a class is a conceptual structure that
describes the internal logical connection among several properties that determine each other.
It is the relationship between these properties that determines the class or structural type.
When Marx use the word “class”, it was, according to Balibar, inspired by biology and the
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other research fields, which had Marx’s interest because they had evolved in a structural
direction. However, there must be reasons why nearly all subsequent Marxist-inspired "class
theory" operates with a classificatory approach. It can not simply be because empiricism has
in the meantime influenced the ideas about how science should be carried out. It may also be
due to the way in which Marx himself presented the concept of class in his principal work,
Capital. We shall return to this below.
29

One can ask why traditional class analysis takes its starting point from the view that the
most important criterion for class membership is, respectively, possession or separation from
the means of production. The answer, of course, is that this criterion is necessary for Marx's
first specification step in order to specify the concepts of “capital” and “wage labour”. Even
though most concepts are transformed radically in the second specification step, the relation
between possession of and separation from the means of production is still operating at this
stage. On the other hand, it undergoes a complete transformation at the third specification
step, both because the capitalist’s praxis is divided into different lifemodes and because shares
of stock can be owned by entirely different legal persons than the capitalist investors, who are
now given responsibility for overseeing the proper placement of the capital. The workers’
saved money can now be managed as finance capital in the investors’ praxis. In other words,
the workers can own the capital without the mode of production collapsing because of it.
It is possible to utilize a distinction between possession and separation at the third and
fourth specification steps, but it must then be specified in relation to the different forms of
praxis that appear at these steps, and it is necessary to distinguish between the structure of the
relations of production and the structure of the labour process (forces of production), instead
of, as earlier, simply talking about the relationship to the means of production: The structure
of relations of production is that part of the mode of production concept that describes how
the necessary product and the surplus product are appropriated by the different classes. In the
capitalist mode of production, the relations of ownership are crucial here. The structure of
forces of production describes the way in which the necessary product is divided and reinserted into the renewed production cycle. In this regard, in the capitalist mode of
production, possession of the skills needed to be able to initiate and manage the overall
production process is crucial.
Based on this distinction between the two sides of the mode of production, the career
professional managers possess (the skills to manage and develop the means of production) in
the structure of forces of production, while they do not own in the relations of production.
The workers do not possess in the structure of the forces of production, nor do they own in the
relations of production. The investors do not possess in the structure of the forces of
production, while they own in the relations of production. Because of that, their praxis as
financial capitalists depends on the praxis of the managers, who operate the enterprises, and
vice versa.
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When the mode of production is placed in a social formation where wageworkers and
managers can save and deposit money in the bank, which resembles the empirical situation
that class analyses tend to deal with, the difference between possession and separation
becomes even more ambiguous. In that case, one must add that the career people may own
and lend in the relations of production, the workers may well own and lend in the relations of
production, and the investors may well borrow or transfer capital in the relations of
production.
This somewhat clumsy and unsatisfactory way of presenting the complexity of the
joint stock company organised variant of the mode of production illustrates why class analysis
must tie itself up in knots in order to use the separation/possession conceptual pair to define or
determine "classes". The normal procedure is that when one cannot use the
separation/possession concepts to distinguish the middle class as a class for itself, one
attempts instead to search for various empirical traits that can be said to be common for this
"class". Thus, the entire theoretical problem is quietly replaced with a search for observable
similarities that can define a subset of the population.
We suggest instead that one resumes the work by specifying the characteristics of a
class’s that mutually condition one another. This will be an entirely different way of
developing the class concepts, first as necessary self-reproducing forms of praxis, then as
lifemodes with their specific conceptual worlds.
The conclusion of this work with the new class theories is that despite the inspiration
from Marx, they did not understand the theoretical way of working that he launched, and
therefore did not really understand the anti-ontological and non-empiricist character of his
theoretical class concepts. The first deviation takes place, because one cannot understand the
concepts emerge through a theoretical specification process where they are radically changed
from the one step to the next. By granting them only a minimal ontological status, these
changes become pure mystery, for how can something one has just identified, then become
something completely different, while the first edition is in a sense still valid?
The complete transformation of the concepts, Marx elaborated in his second
specification step clearly demonstrate the specifying working methods, but precisely these
differences between the terms of value and the terms of price have also given rise to a
comprehensive literature that interprets them as a result of “inconsistencies" in his theory
formation. Against this background, it is perhaps not so strange that one refrains from going
ahead and developing more specification steps in order to develop new fruitful concepts with
which to analyze and syntheize. Without working with the concepts as pure theoretical tools
that are transformed when they are specified, and which can be corrected, sublated and
specified again and again, we do not think one gets anything useful out of the class concepts.
It is therefore understandable that "the new class analysis" in reality gives up and becomes a
classificatory quest for extensional subsets of people who can be classified on the basis of
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empirical commonalities. Empiricism here offers a method to replace the way of elaborating
theoretical concepts used by Marx, but which the new class theorists did not really understand
and eventually had to renounce.
30

Marx, 1984, 885f, Capital III, 1023f.
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Engels and Marx, 1965, 32.
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Even though they work with a broad range of employees, the empirically based thesis about
the new working class and the thesis of the new petty bourgeoisie raises the question of
whether it is at all possible to empirically locate the contours of an independent cultural
ideology that is not just a variant of the wage-earner life mode’s praxis and its conceptual
world. The category "new working class" is based on data that could indicate that the
technicians, engineers, researchers and others certainly stand out in terms of qualifications
and privileges, but that at some point they will experience the employer's requirements for
fastest possible profitability as an external compulsion and discover that they are employees
like the others. The question is whether it is correct that the same categories can be analyzed
more appropriately from the perspective that they work with reproduction of capitalist
relations and are therefore dependent upon the reproduction of these relations such that their
praxis differ structurally from that of the wage worker.
The idea of a service-class offers more of a characteristic of the empirical features, which
some investigations show, are common to these types of employees, and which therefore have
given rise to select them as criteria for a common class. These concern forms of remuneration
that are both more individual and are based on performance and on more secure employment
conditions. It also applies to the skills and working conditions that are often referred to, i.e.,
exercising of delegated authority, utilisation of special expertise, relatively great degree of
autonomy and responsibility in their work and the trust that is involved in the relationship
with the employer.
The secure conditions of employment, however, is not something that empirically
characterizes the people whose lives can be explored using the concept of the “career
professional lifemode”. They have no mandated notice of termination and therefore be
discharged from one day to the next, but they are secured in the form of the “golden
handshake”, i.e., a severance payment, such that they do not necessarily have to find a new
job from one day to the other. Within the public sector, however, it has thus so far been
customary that a civil servant has been ensured lifetime employment. This is also one of the
reasons why I think that the concept of service-class better characterizes people employed
precisely within this system and not in the private sector. If one asks why precisely these
characteristics -- delegated authority, autonomy, responsibility, job security, individual
remuneration and special expertise -- seem to appear with such great regularity, that they have
given rise to talk of a common class, we have not yet found any theoretical studies showing
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that this set of features necessarily imply each other and therefore, together, constitute the
concept for a class-specific praxis. The thesis of the inconsistent or antagonistic class
positions eliminates this possibility and says that one must come to terms with the fact that the
position of these people should be regarded as composed of traits from two opposite "class
positions". Apparently, it can be garnished with empirical data showing that these people's
"interests" are contradictory, and that they also act in contradictory ways.
From a structural point of view, the sound aspect of this argument is that one should
not count on the concepts one uses as tools for analysis being able to label and sort people
into distinct subsets. There is no necessary one-to-one correspondence between a theoretical
concept and the individual's way of life. The theoretical concept must only (possibly along
with other concepts) be able to contribute to analyzing this way of life. Hence, Eric Olin
Wright is correct that when one looks at the individual job empirically, it can contain
elements from several class concepts in itself. At the same time, however, this type of
thinking also undermines the argument that because one does not find any third contradictionfree class position in the empirical reality, then there is no possibility to further specify a third
class concept in the capitalist mode of production. This situation also reveals that there
remains a gap between what Balibar calls the "sociological" approach to the problem and
what could be called the ethnological or structural cultural-theoretical approach. The
underlying perspective in the sociological way of dividing the population, is -- roughly
speaking -- that the job situation causes people’s “belonging”, “membership”and "interests".
Therefore, it is blind to the fact that a person comes with some attitudes and expectations to a
job and will therefore try to shape the job in the direction the individual wants. In this way,
one can also quickly become blind to the fact that within the same job category, there may be
entirely different cultural lifemodes.
From an ethnological perspective, it is not certain that a person whose employment is
more secure than the traditional wageworker necessarily also thinks in a different way than
the worker. In a cultural analysis, it often turns out that the people who according to sociology
"populate" the various class positions do not necessarily ideologically belong to the class, that
they should belong to according to their job. It may be that in order to analyze their
conceptual world that one should utilise different class concepts. It may also turn out that
someone who on the basis of their position in the production process, should be analyzed with
a wage-earner concept, can only be understood if one uses concepts from the simple
commodity production. Therefore, it can be extremely problematic to take one’s point of
departure in people's jobs or job categories as such if, in addition to a statistical description of
the population, one also wants to understand their conduct of life and thinking. This also
means that when it comes to developing basic concepts, i.e., theoretical tools, we cannot be
content on intensive studies of (regardless of how many) individual human life courses and
worldviews, because almost every process of this kind and any such world view, from a
theoretical consideration, will be composed of structurally different features that the
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individual destiny’s "bricolage" has pieced together. The problem is that these features do not
necessarily harmonize with each other, or more precisely, constitute each other, in the form of
internal logical coherence, that we are looking for when it comes to developing the basic
concepts of the mode of analysis and synthesis.
Of course, this is only interesting in a cultural perspective, that interests itself for the
conceptual world (ideo-logy) that people have, and which plays a major role in ethnological
explanations, while it is irrelevant if the goal is simply that of making a statistical division of
the population. However, for those scholars interested in the “new class analysis", it is also
important to show that, for example, the new class has (or precisely does not have) a
revolutionary or conservative element. Hence, their aim is not only purely statistical analysis.
B. & J. Ehrenreich points out, however, that it is not exclusively the job title that is crucial for
an individual class location because one job category may contain jobs with very different
characteristics. One must therefore study each job specification in order to determine the class
membership. (Ehrenreich 1979, p. 12). But even though one considers each job individually,
it is still the job and not the individual as a cultural being which is the starting point. The idea
is still that it is the job characteristics, which are decisive for class membership. However, the
class concept only obtains significance in an analysis and synthesis fashion when it specifies
the properties of a class’s praxis which make it a self-reproducing lifemode. This is because a
class specific praxis can only be the bearer of its own ideological conceptual world, if it is
self-reliant, i.e. if its own properties determine each other in an internally coherent way,
because one cannot argue that its "attitudes" are simply created by external causes.
33

There is an entirely general problem of classificatory class analyses that a social analysis is
not connected to a cultural analysis. A societal analysis, for example, can elucidate how a
society’s structure can be analyzed with different mode of production concepts. However, this
is only a prerequisite for being able to analyze what kinds of "ideology-bearing" praxis can fit
into the society. The very elaboration of the various forms of praxis and their specific
conceptual worlds are still left. A scientific concept of class is not just a "class position"
equipped with certain "interests" or “outlook”. It were only that, we would have a concept
with little real value.
34

This praxis concept (which is thus "culture-bearing" or has its "own logic," because it is
self-reproducing) and the entire possibility to analyze class- or lifemode-specific ideologies
that derive from that mode of production’s reproduction, depend on the reproduction of all the
class-specific forms of praxis (and vice-versa), are lost in B. Hindess and P. Hirst’s work. By
reducing the concept of class to a question of whether economic agents possess or are
separated from their means of production, they completely lose the possibility to create
concepts that can help to understand and explain the mutual relations of determination
between the contrasting conceptual worlds and ways of thinking which we need to know, and
which is the most difficult to obtain.
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Capital III, 407.
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Capital III, 495f.
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Capital III, 497.
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Capital III, 498.
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Capital III, 503f
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Capital III, 507.
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Capital I, 291.

“[W]e might perhaps consider the maximum limit of interest as the whole profit minus the
part of it reducible to ‘wages of superintendence’, to be developed later” Capital III 480.
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Marx brings in a contradistinction inspired by English workers own initiatives to organize
cooperative industries in opposition and contrast to the capitalist owned enterprises:
“Cooperative factories provide the proof that the capitalist has become just as superfluous as a
functionary in production as he himself, from his superior vantage-point, finds the large
landlord. In so far as the work of the capitalist does not arise from the production process
simply as a capitalist process, i.e. does not come to an end with capital itself; in so far as it is
not confined to the function of exploiting the labour of others; in so far therefore as it arises
from the form of labour as social labour, from the combination and cooperation of many to a
common result, it is just as independent of capital as is this form itself, once it has burst its
capitalist shell. To say that this labour, as capitalist labour, is necessarily the function of the
capitalist means nothing more than that the vulgus cannot conceive that forms developed in
the womb of the capitalist mode of production may be separated and liberated from their
antithetical capitalist character. Vis-á-vis the money capitalist, the industrial capitalist is a
worker, but his work is that of a capitalist, i.e. an exploiter of the labour of others. The wage
that he claims and draws for this work is precisely the quantity of others’. The wage that he
claims and draws for this work is precisely the quantity of others’ labour that is appropriated,
and depends directly upon the rate of exploitation of this labour, as long as he makes the
effort required for this exploitation. It does not depend on the amount of effort this
exploitation costs him, which can be devolved on a manager against moderate payment. After
every crisis one can see many ex-manufacturers in the English factory districts who are now
supervising their own former factories as managers for the new owners, often their creditors,
in return for a modest wage.
(Note: In one case of which I have personal knowledge, a manufacturer whose business failed
in the crisis of 1868 subsequently became the paid employee of his own former workers.
After it went bankrupt, the factory had been taken over by a workers’ cooperative and the
former owner employed as a manager. – F.E.”) Capital III, 511.
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Capital I, 431f.

“It is self-evident that in proportion as the use of machinery spreads, and the experience of
a special class of worker – the machine-worker – accumulates, the rapidity and thereby the
intensity of labour undergoes a natural increase. Thus in England, in the course of half a
century, the lengthening of the working day has gone hand in hand with an increase in the
intensity of factory labour. (…) As soon as the gradual upsurge of working-class revolt had
compelled Parliament compulsory to shorten the hours of labour, and to begin by imposing a
normal working day on factories properly so called, i.e. from the moment that it was made
impossible once and for all to increase the production of surplus-value by prolonging the
working day, capital threw itself with all its might, and in full awareness of the situation, into
the production of relative surplus-value, by speeding up the development of the machine
system.” Capital I, 533f.
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Capital III, 480.
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Capital III, 486.
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Capital III, 132.
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Capital III, 297.
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One might ask why Marx did not make more out of specifying the concepts of entrepreneur
and supervisor theoretically and why he ignored those managers, scientists, engineers and
designers who produce inventions and innovation, when the entire point of Capital was to
develop and specify the theoretical concepts of capitalist mode of production’s relations and
class-specific forms of praxis. The chaos that plagues the class analyses of subsequent times is
partly Marx’s own fault: he left us with concepts that if not theoretically flawed, were
certainly misleading.
One explanation for why Marx never attempted to develop the concepts of
entrepreneur, operating manager and supervisor through a third theoretical specification of the
mode of production could be that he considered the interest-bearing capital as the prerequisite
that should bring him from the individual industrial capitalist to the money-borrowing
operator and his hired manager. This very condition caused anguish, as the lending capitals do
not flow according to the rates of profit as they should, but only according to an interest rate.
Marx, as mentioned, did not succeed in resolving this dilemma, nor did he replace it with a
conceptual-specifying modification of the construction.
If this is viewed from the culture theoretical perspective of the moneylender, that we
formulated above, Marx would be correct in not going further when the task was to elaborate
the capitalist mode of production’s own concepts. For the very act of including a moneylender
in the problem means that it is no longer a case of further specifying the capitalist mode of
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production's own basic concept, but of embedding it in a social formation where it is
overdetermined and is modified by many other elements present.
In that case, the concepts of entrepreneur and manager are conditioned by the noncapitalist moneylenders who provide industrial capitalists with funds that cost only interest,
because the traditional money-lenders do not have a praxis that enables them to create and
appropriate a capitalist profit of enterprise.
Marx, however, could not help but call moneylenders “money capitalists”. As a
result, he was not able to clearly articulate the distinction between the elaboration of the mode
of production’s own concepts and the elaboration of the further modified concepts that derive
from the use of the mode of production to construct the concept of a complex composed
social formation. Instead the theoretical specification runs gradually into the sand and is
replaced by empirical reasoning.
51

According to Marx's own capitalist concept, a "money capitalist" is not really a capitalist if
his praxis contains neither the investor’s side or the manager’s side. He is in this case only a
moneylender. His money becomes capital only at the moment he lends it out to a "real"
capitalist, i.e., one who is a bearer of the capitalist’s lifemode. It is only by the money owner
lending his money to someone who acts as both investor and manager that this money comes
to function as capital. However, this does not mean that the money owner himself becomes a
carrier of capitalist’s lifemode. Rather, he makes himself dependent on others possessing the
capitalist’s praxis. Being moneylender, therefore, is not in itself a praxis that is specific to the
capitalist mode of production’s social relations: All money-owning legal persons can in
principle lend out money. Historically, the moneylender, as Marx himself also points out, is
also much older than capitalism. Moneylending can also take place for many other purposes
than to initiate capitalist production. The characteristic feature of such loans is that they are
secured by "real property" and that the lender is guaranteed a predetermined rate of interest
regardless of whether the money is used for productive purposes or not. Requiring collateral
and fixed interest can be seen as a clear contrast to the way in which the risk-taking and
profit-maximizing capitalist investor will act toward his investments. Marx justifies the fixed
rate of interest by saying that “remarkably great and small gains are the reward of skill and the
want of understanding, which lenders have nothing at all to do with; for as they will not suffer
by the one, they ought not benefit by the other" (Capital III, note 70 p. 487). This appears like
a pure empirical (and pop-psychological) justification but supports the thesis that the
moneylender is not theoretically determined in the specification of the capitalist mode of
production. One could also attempt to rephrase what Marx here calls "want of understanding,"
into a cultural-theoretical statement: "The moneylender, who himself does not possess
capitalist’s praxis, cannot create and appropriate a capitalist profit, but only receive interest
for the lending of his money to others". In this case, the cultural lifemode becomes the
decisive criterion of whether a legal person is capitalist or not, and this cultural-theoretical
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criterion seems to be able to clarify the central contradiction in Marx’s understanding of
capital’s laws of motion. It is not enough to possess money. One must also possess a certain
praxis, a capitalist lifemode, to be able to live like a capitalist.
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This specification shows why a moneylender is not in possession of the capitalist praxis: it is
only by making liable capital resources available -- i.e. not by lending to a business, but by
buying into a business and taking responsibility for its debts with its entire stake -- that one
can acquire a capitalist return and not just a fixed interest payment. The moneylender acts as a
creditor against the firm, demanding a fixed interest payment and requiring security in the
firm’s real estate. The investor, on the other hand, involves himself as a responsible co-owner
of the firm, i.e., he enters with a liability for the debt the firm had to build up and as the owner
of the added value and the annual return it may produce. This makes for a significant
distinction between the structural features of the moneylender's lifemode and that of the
finance capitalist.
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If we remain with the historical overviews, firms hired managers in large numbers with the
onset of the Industrial Revolution (Berle & Means 1968, Pollard 1965). This occurred earlier
in England than in the rest of Europe, where family-owned firms managed to survive longer
in the face of competition. (One should not forget that there are still millions of family-owned
companies starting up.). In the opinion of these authors, it is the size of the company that is
the decisive factor in the decision to take on salaried managers to run the firm. Adolph Berle
and Gardiner Means point out, "that the two attributes of ownership -- risking collective
wealth in profit-seeking enterprise and ultimate management of responsibility for the
enterprise – had become divorced" up through the 1800s (Berle & Means 1968, p. viii). This
applies to the United States, which is their frame of reference, and has primarily occurred in
industrial corporations. Since then, the same pattern has materialized in real estate and in
agriculture. The consequence of this development is that the individual companies, in line
with their expansion, obtain an increasing number of owners, i.e. shareholders. In the large
companies, such as American Telephone & Telegraph (AT&T), the number of stockholders
increased sharply in the last century, from 567,694 shareholders in 1932 to 3.2 million by
1967. While publically owned companies became common, there emerges a separation
between ownership and control, as not all shareholders can simultaneously have control over
the individual firms. Hence, according to Berle & Means, it is the shareholders who elect the
board who have "control" over a company. This board hires an executive to carry out daily
management tasks. The executive then hires the actual wage workers. Berle & Means talk
about a firm in terms of three functions:
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a. to "have an interest in" it,
b. to "have power over" it, and
c. to "act in accordance with" it.

Prior to the Industrial Revolution, the entrepreneur fulfilled all three functions, later
on only the first two, where managers were hired to take on the third function. The key here
was that the owners themselves were able to lead the firm, but at the same time they could
choose to delegate the management to hired managers. "The difference between ownership
and management was thus in part one between position and action" (ibid. p. 112).
“”Management" may be defined as that body of men who, in law, have formally assumed the
duties of exercising domination over the corporate business and assets. It derives its position
from a legal title of some sort. Universally, under the American system of law, managers
consists of a board of directors and senior officers of the corporation. The board of directors
commonly secures its legal title to office through election by stockholders or those of them
who, under corporate charter, are accorded to vote " (ibid., p. 196).
In contrast to this purely empirical delimitation of management, where the board and
management in a firm are merged under a single umbrella, S. Pollard defines the difference
between entrepreneur and manager thusly: "entrepreneurs have the task of determining the
kind of business to be operated ... the kind of goods and services to be offered, the amounts of
these to be supplied, and the clientele to be served. Once these decisions have been made,
other ‘top level’ decisions become essentially management decisions, that is, decisions
designed to achieve the purpose set by the entrepreneurial determination of the kind of
business to be operated." (Pollard 1965, p. 3). In this sense, management is thus the capability
to make the decisions necessary so that the purposel set by entrepreneur can be achieved. In
other words, management sets the goals and the means necessary to achieve the purpose.
Pollard is also aware of the various qualifications an entrepreneur must possess in order to be
able to run a business satisfactorily: "A small trader or money lender can operate with a few,
and often without any, permanently employed assistants; whereas the industrial entrepreneur
(provided that he is more than a craftsman) typically must hire a group of men whose labour
he must organize and direct. In addition to being motivated by the expectation of profit, and
his capacity for applying innovations, he must have managerial abilities and, above all, the
ability to command and organize. The chief characteristics of a small industrial entrepreneur
are not so much his venturesomeness, nor his motivation two make profits, but his capacity
two lead other men in a common undertaking, and his inclination to introduce technical
innovations; and, in the early stages of Industrialization, the vast bulk of the innovations are
of a technological nature requiring the direct and immediate participation of the entrepreneur
" (ibid. p. 4-5). Here Pollard refers to Bert F. Hoselitz.
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Pollard points out that management is not a new phenomenon. During the
construction of the Egyptian pyramids, the Chinese Great Wall, the main roads in France
under Louis XIV and not least by the many wars, there has been a need for an overall
management of the many people involved. But it was only with large industry that there arose
a special class of managers. Whereas it was formerly the owner who gave the orders and did
with his own assets as he saw fit, this task was now a left to the paid managerial staff.
According to the literature, it was not without difficulties:

Adam Smith, denying in a famous passage the ability of salaried managers to
administer honestly and well any but the most routine and easily checked business,
argued, as usual, not merely from philosophical principles, but from a wealth of
practical experience relating, in particular, to joint-stock companies. The directors of
such companies (he accuses), being the managers rather of other people's money than
of their own, it cannot well be expected, that they should watch over it with the same
anxious vigilance with which the partners in a private co-partnery frequently watch
over their own... Negligence and profusion... must always prevail, more or less, in the
management of the affairs of such a company... The only trades which it seems
possible for a joint stock company to carry on successfully, without an exclusive
privilege, are those, of which all the operations are capable of being reduced to what is
called routine, or to such a uniformity of method as admits of little or no variation
(ibid. p. 12-13).

This is perhaps one of the reasons why the United States applies some legal main rules for
management, which according to Berle & Means consists of "(1) a decent amount of attention
to business; (2) fidelity to the interest of the corporation; (3) at least reasonable business
prudence" (Berle & Means 1968, p. 197). In contrast with today, where we often see the top
management replaced by people from outside, the recruitment of the managers took place
primarily from the firm’s own ranks. "All fast-growing industries had to recruit some
managers from the ranks, a method which would at least guarantee some technical
knowledge, and almost certainly led to the selection of men of character who could keep
discipline ... The alternative route of promotion within the firm was via the counting house.
Examples of these rises are almost as numerous as those from the shop floor. The forte of
such but would be their business and financial acumen, and their relationship of trust to
employer, leaving technical know-how to be acquired later, as the less important
consideration" (ibid., p. 125).
The wages they received were often individual and there were no generally accepted
wage standards. "The reasons for the imperfections in the managerial labour market were not
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very dissimilar from those of today: secrecy and ignorance of conditions and payments
elsewhere (showing itself especially clearly when applicants for a post were asked to state the
salaries they required); the differences in the work performed and the responsibilities carried;
non-pecuniary considerations, which in the eighteenth century included generally a house,
coal, candles and possibly grazing for a cow or the use of a horse, and might also include
expense allowances, opportunities for by-employments or contracting, and the chances of a
partnership" (ibid. p. 139).
However, there were three main guidelines regarding wages in the beginning of the
Industrial Revolution. Firstly, it was common until 1800 to pay a manager according to the
social class from which he came or was expected to come from. After 1790, however, wages
were set in relation to the work to be performed. Secondly, there was a tendency that when the
wages in general increased for some reason for a period, for example, due to a shortage of
managers, they remained at this level even after the cause was removed. Third, this wage
increase was often associated with the economic value of the industrial manager grew with
the company expanded. Moreover, some managers were able to share in the growing profit,
while the wages of the general labourers remained stable. This latter, however, could also be
one of the owners' means of holding on to good people, observes Pollard. By providing a
small salary in exchange for part of an eventual profit, the owners tried to ensure the
managers' loyalty to the company. This occurred on the background of the skilled managers,
precisely like today, having no reason to remain with the firm if there were better offers
elsewhere. According to Pollard, there are also examples that the managers would
subsequently form their own businesses. Managers and entrepreneurs were mostly recruited
from the same "social strata" and here one could find both dynasties of entrepreneurs, but also
of lineages of managers where the sons followed their father’s path as managers of
enterprises. There are also examples of entrepreneurs whose firms went bankrupt and were
sought out as managers, just as a portion of the managers, as mentioned above, could at one
time become entrepreneurs. Hence, it was still difficult in the 1800s to separate the two
groups from each other empirically. There had not yet developed what one might call,
according to Pollard, a managerial profession.
As a key feature, one can mention that in their empirical descriptions of owners and
entrepreneurs, the authors conclude that it is important to possess capital, but just as important
to be able to "manage" or lead a business. Capital and management are thus two sides of the
same coin. According to this literature, managers, understood as a special employee group,
are a relatively new phenomenon prior to the Industrial Revolution. At this time the business
owner still handled what we would call the managerial function. It was only when the joint
stock companies became common that leading a firm became separated from owning the
same firm. Empirically, it may be difficult to separate managers from entrepreneurs because
they came from the same "social class". Some failed entrepreneurs subsequently became
managers, and some managers went and became business owners. Another characteristic trait
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of these managers was that their wages were often individual. In other words, there was no
fixed tariff in the area, as there was for general workers employed in production. By offering
a relatively low wage in return for a future share in the expected profits, the firm owner
sought to hold on to the most capable managers. These managers were not necessarily loyal to
the firm in which they were employed. If they were offered a better job elsewhere, they were
not bound by an ownership relation toward their current business and could therefore easily
move from one company to the other. This feature is also characteristic today. Many
managers have a fixed salary, but on top of that, they receive a percentage of the profits that
they have generated for their division or the company. In Denmark, it is not permitted to pay
managers in the form of shares in the firm. By contrast, the managers have begun to receive
"warrants", i.e. the right to purchase shares at a pre-set price, at a certain time in the future.
The shift from "owner-management" to "management without ownership", which the
authors above believe is fundamental for the growth of the modern manager, is well
demonstrated by the development of the now multinational concern Unilever. For Unilever's
case, it is possible to follow these developments from the firm’s beginning, where the
different owners led their own firms as individual entrepreneurs, to these firms' many mergers
and international expansion, to today's multinational conglomerate headed exclusively by
salaried managers (see e.g. Charles Wilson 1954 and 1968). The distinction between
managers and entrepreneurs that we find in the professional literature, has been debated in
research ever since it occurred during the Industrial Revolution in England. The historical
empirical data used by Berle and Means was the contemporary empirical data for both Adam
Smith and Karl Marx. In addition to the economic historians’ thorough empirical works of
modern corporate history, we also have the theoretical masterpieces that have tried to develop
the conceptual apparatus whereby contemporaries and posterity have continuously
interpreted, explained and influenced the development of the forms of modern capitalist
management, which first emerged in northwestern Europe and the United States
54

By means of the third and fourth specification steps, it is possible to produce many possible
models of the capitalist production. The pure variants consist of the individual capitalist, who
works with his family's own capital, and the joint stock company, which is owned by
investors and is operated by managers.
However, other models are also possible that build on elements from the social
formation or combine elements from the two specification steps. A known variant is the
individual capitalist who borrows additional money to work with. Another is the individual
capitalist who hires managers to carry out the crucial functions in the companies. Historically,
this variant comes before the joint stock companies, but logically speaking, the manager
concept appears in the third specification, which remind us that one should not expect that
cultural history and the sequence of conceptual specifications should match! It is the
fundamental misreading of a scientific sequence of specification, which has prompted intense
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criticism of the "root-structures" or "hierarchies" as deterministic and evolutionist (Højrup
2003, Chapter 2).
A third variant consists of the individual capitalist, who, in order to expand the
business, issues stocks to outside investors. As with William Lever’s development of
Unilever, an individual capitalist can issue shares for sale on the stock market and to
employees, the latter as a means of binding indispensable managers further to the company. A
fourth variant consists of investors who form a limited liability company to start a firm. A
fifth consists of a joint stock company, which finances additional activities by borrowing
additional capital at a fixed rate of interest. Many other variations can be imagined, but here
we are suggesting only that to set out these variants explicitly is possible by utilizing the basic
specifications.
55

Interview with Kim Jensen, product manager.
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Interview with the local bank director.
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Interview with Alex Kristensen, CEO.
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Interview with Hans Jepsen, CEO in a Danish-owned paper company.
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Although this concept is derived from the joint stock company organized variant of the
capitalist mode of production, it can also be found in completely different areas in some types
of social formations. I am thinking here, for example, of the competition between interest
organizations and between parties in pluralist political systems and of state enterprise in state
systems such as the European, where there is an intense “horse race” based on a fighting
relationship between a multitude of neighboring states.
In these systems, the various parties, all struggling to survive in a pluralistic system,
seek out uniqueness-creating expertise. We know this, for example, from the international
market for military expertise from which the European kings throughout history have retained
officers and planners for innovation in military leadership and for the implementation of
reform of the army. In Denmark, recruitment of the French officer Saint-Germain, for the first
time in 1761, is a classic example, because his unique ideas for reform of the army were a
precursor to the great agricultural reforms (Saint-Germain, 1964).
60
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Mørkegaard,1992.

Concepts such as "management," "research" and "development" are therefore not very apt
as lifemode specific labels because they are both too broad – including all types of
management – and too narrow, in that they do not point to anything other than management
and R & D. Instead, one could use the terms "experts" and "expertise" and the term "skills
market" (see Højrup 1989, p. 60-61). Yet these terms are far from ideal because expertise
does not have to be uniquely innovative or uniquely creative in the sense we are talking about
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it here. A third term one could try out is "specialist" and "specialized knowledge". To this one
could object that "specialist" is the opposite of "generalist" and that many generalists make a
living precisely on their innovative uniqueness.
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Niels Winther, CEO of a trade association.
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Per Høier, owner of a consultancy.
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Per Høier.
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Bo Nielsen later became sales director of an international conglomerate.
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Erik Mogensen, sales director.
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Per Høier.
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Rolling Stone February, 1988.
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In the real estate market, it is an axiom that a lower quality house in a better neighbourhood
is always worth more than a better house in a less sought after neighbourhood. In this sense,
the real estate mantra of “location, location and location” also applies to the career
professional’s job-seeking practice: either you are with Microsoft, Google, or Apple, or you
have an innovative, exciting “start-up” venture. But there is no prestige in being stuck in the
middle of the pack, there is nothing desirable in being in-between.
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Bo Nielsen, CEO of Henka.

71

Bo Nielsen.
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Per Holten, service director in an IT firm firm.
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Hans Jepsen, electrical engineer and head of R&D.
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Bo Nielsen, CEO for the wholesale firm Henka.
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Niels Winther, CEO for a trade association.

76

Hans Jepsen, CEO.

77

Kim Jensen, product director.

78

Kim Jensen
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Jørgen Husby, head of a rental company.
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Niels Winther, CEO in a trade association.
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Hans Jepsen, CEO.
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When a term is found not to be appropriate, either because it is unable to help the analysis
of the empirical substance because its propositions are contradicted by empirical facts, or
because its determinants, when used, appear not to be well integrated, there are two
completely different ways to correct it. One is to expand it with a few more additional
characteristics and possibly remove some of the original ones. This method of work is
characteristic of the use of the classificatory class concepts. If the job categories or people do
not conveniently fall into neatly distinct subsets, the definitions of the classes must be altered
so that there are fewer common intersections and remainders or unclassifiable groups. The
second way to correct concepts avoids immediately correcting the concept that causes
problems, and instead attempts to investigate its presuppositions. If the concept’s
determinants derive from a larger theoretical context, the structure and semantics of which
provide the place, function and content of the concept, then one has the opportunity to look
more closely at this foundation of presuppositions and review the concept again. In other
words, one must select the mode of work that best fits the way in which the concepts are
constructed. Or one must choose those types of concepts to work with that require the
working method that one prefers to use to make the correction. The goal of this section has
been to investigate whether it is possible to correct and reconstruct the concept of career
professional lifemode so that it can become a useful ethnological tool to analyze career
professionals’ cultural patterns and the new versions of capitalism, which have emerged at the
expense of classical industrial capitalism.
The concepts of lifemode used here differ from the classificatory class concepts in that
they do not consist of definitions. A lifemode is not a definition (e.g. of shared features) that
pretends to represent a given entity in empirical reality. Rather, a lifemode concept is a
theoretical construction, consisting of the internal logical connection between certain
intensional traits, i.e. mutually necessary structural features. It is also a terminal concept, in
the sense that it is a specific kind of praxis that is structured so that it can constitute the
terminal point for certain societal relations. The lifemode concept therefore requires a
structure of relational concepts. So far, the mode of production concepts have been used as
relational concepts because they are constructed precisely as relations between various types
of praxis. The modes of production constructed by Marx were designed as a root-structure of
conceptual specifications, which, starting from the most general concepts of the theory’s
‘trunk’, formed a branched hierarchy of increasingly specific mode of production concepts.
The point of this conceptual root-like hierarchy is that the more general concepts form the
point of departure for elaborating the more specific concepts. Hence, it is not a given order of
either untouchable or contingent concepts that we are dealing with, but a method of working
that makes it possible to elaborate new, ever more specified and detailed concepts. At the
same time, the entire process of specification stages is being constantly placed at risk because
the specific concepts are conditioned by the prior, more general concepts. Hence, each time
the more specific concepts show themselves not to be sufficiently appropriate in the above
(Louis Hjelmslev-ian) sense (i.e. able to describe the decisive features of its object in an as
much as possible coherent, exhaustive and simpe way), it is necessary to work backwards up
through the specifications in order to find out which of the more general concepts requires
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correction. However, this places some fruitful restrictions and unexpected benefits on how to
revise the specific concept that is creating the conceptual difficulties. This is because these
corrections must be compatible with the other concepts in the hierarchy, that is, with all the
empirical experiences of the theory contained in the other concepts in the hierarchy, because
they represent the countless corrections and revisions of previous generations, themselves the
result of the demand for appropriateness (Højrup 2003a, Chapter 2: Conceptual
Development).
Efforts to revise the previous versions of the career professional lifemode have shown
themselves to entail more theoretical rethinking than we had previously imagined. That it was
possible to identify the problem at all by specifying this lifemode as a distinct concept is due
especially to the logical requirements posed by this form of theory to the lifemode concept. In
any case, these requirements made it possible to realize that the career professional lifemode
could not be kept distinct from the self-employed lifemode nor from the wage-earner
lifemode. Experience from Louis Hjelmslev’s ‘empirical principle’ shows that one must move
upwards in the conceptual hierarchy to locate the stage from where it is necessary to revise so
that the concept one has been working with may become more appropriate and in line with the
theory’s total inventory of ethnographic (“empirical”) experiences (Hjemslev 1966). But it
was a surprise that it was necessary to proceed all the way up the conceptual root-structure to
Marx's second stage of specification in Capital. Here it proved possible to attempt to
construct a third, a fourth and a fifth specification step that Marx had not elaborated. It turned
out, in other words, that the work of revising the concept of ‘career professional lifemode’ led
to a correction of several other lifemode concepts. What in lifemode analysis had so far been
called the capitalist’s or investor’s lifemode turned out on closer examination to be two
distinct concepts, of which the capitalist’s or more specifically, the individual capitalist’s
praxis is explicated at a previous step or at a higher level of the root-structure, i.e. it is a more
general concept in this part of the root-structure of the sequence of specifications than the
investor concept. From this conceptual distinction and the explication of the individual,
productive capitalist entrepreneur’s distinct praxis, there is a branching out into the next
specification step in the hierarchy: respectively, the investor’s and the manager’s praxis.
When one moves up and down in this hierarchy in order to correct and revise a
particular concept, the next task consists of returning to the ethnographic studies to see
whether the new version of the concept is more appropriate. It may turn out that one has to
return again to a higher level to carry out yet another corrective operation. We have been ‘up
and down’ the conceptual root-structure quite a few times when working with this lifemode,
partly because we had to admit that the most essential test of appropriateness did not always
lay in the always fairly limited empirical horizon that one had created but in the vast fund of
empirical experience that the concept structure had accumulated over many generations of the
history of theory. In this type of theory, one needs to persist in working one’s way up and
down between the root-structure’s different specification steps in order to ensure that the
concepts that have been elaborated can be used in reality to illuminate the empirical material
in which one is interested. In conclusion, one can say that the career professional lifemode has
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been specified in a completely different way than in previous discussions. Its empirical object
has somehow become broader because it has been shown that the (empirical realization of
the) conditions it requires are found not only in the share owned financial (capitalist) mode of
production (SOFMP), foundation-owned and state-owned business modes of production
(FOBMP and SOBMP) but in other domains as well where we find firms, organizations and
institutions competing to procure the innovative uniqueness and competitive edge that can
assure their survival. This kind of competition for innovative uniqueness is also found in such
diverse fields such as competing interest organizations, multi-party parliamentary systems, in
the Danish merchant shipping industry in the 1700s and 1800s, and within the art world.
On the other hand, the concept has also obtained a somewhat narrower empirical
scope because its use is restricted to the analysis of a very specific type of mode of existence
and work tasks. The new concept can be used solely with reference to the production of
innovative uniqueness and is no longer applicable to all types of management, all types of
higher functionaries or all types of research and engineering. In the empirical research,
therefore, it will be demonstrated that there are many people who have what people call
‘careers’, but whose lives and practices cannot be analyzed using this concept. We consider
this an advantage because it emphasizes that this ‘new improved’ concept has become more
precise and coherent and thus also more appropriate for analyzing and synthecizing the
necessary connection between the competition struggle of SOFMP and the production and
reproduction of uniqueness in the praxis of the career professional lifemode. In the career
professional praxis, it is innovative uniqueness – how to create it, how to buy it, how to sell it,
how to keep it, fear of losing it -- that is now the central feature. In order to ensure the optimal
working conditions for creating this uniqueness, it is necessary to make one’s person
irreplaceable or one’s product indispensable for a company. Businesses compete for this
innovative quality. As an employee inside a company, the task is to produce innovative
uniqueness that can be continually updated and renewed, while the employee also needs to
renew one’s own personal uniqueness as well in order to compete with the other experts. On
the other hand, the external consultant who sells creative services to client companies is
selling his ability to renew his client’s innovative ability.
This further specification of the concept should make it possible to gather new
ethnographic experiences in a more targeted fashion. The entire intention of elaborating the
new concept is to create a tool that makes it possible to search in precisely those areas within
private companies, within the public sector, among interest organizations, among managers,
experts, specialists, researchers, engineers, artists, etc., that could provide a new
understanding of the contexts and issues that have given rise to the emergence of the concept
of the career professional lifemode.
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As Marx wrote in The Communist Manifesto.
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Foundation Owned Business is the English term that equals the German term Betriebs
Stiftungen. See: http://www.tifp.dk/wp-content/uploads/2014/04/The-Performance-of-DanishFoundation-Owned-Companies.pdf
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The Industrial Foundation Project, Centre for Corporate governance, CBS Copenhagen.
http://www.tifp.dk/en/
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The specific features (i.e. relations and forces of production) are demonstrated by the
Privacy Policy of Google, from which we have selected this passage, last modified on 19
August 2015:

Information we collect
We collect this information to give our users some better services - from figuring out what language
you speak, to more complex things such. which ads you'll find most useful, the people who matter
most to you online, or the YouTube videos that might interest you.
We collect information in the following ways:




Information you provide to us. Many of our services requires eg. That you create a Google
Account. When you do this, we ask you to provide personal information, for example. your
name, email address, telephone number or credit card, which we store on your account. To
take advantage of our division's features, we may also ask you to create a public profile on
Google+, which may include your name and photo.
Information we get from your use of our services. We collect information about the services
you use and how you use them, for example. when watching a video on YouTube, visit a
website that uses our advertising services or to view and interact with our ads and content.
This information includes:
o Device Information
We collect device-specific information (e.g. Hardware model, operating system
version, unique device identifiers and mobile network information and phone
number). Google may associate your device ID or phone number to your Google
Account.
o

Log information
When you use our services or view content provided by Google, we collect and store
automatically record certain information in server logs. This information includes:



Details of how you used our service, for example. your search queries.
Logs with information about telephony, for example. your phone number,
calling number, numbers for call forwarding, time and date of call, call
duration, transmission of text messages and call types.
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o

IP Address.
Information about events on the device, for example. crashes, system
activity, hardware settings, browser type, browser language, the date and
time of your request and reference URL.
 Cookies that may uniquely identify your browser or your Google Account.
Location Information
When you use Google services, we may collect and process information about your
actual location. We use various technologies to determine location, including IP
address, GPS and other sensors that can give Google information about devices, WiFi access points and cell towers nearby.

o

Unique application numbers
Certain services include a unique application number. This number and information
about your installation (e.g. operating system and application version number) may
be sent to Google when you install or uninstall the service, or when the service
periodically contacts our servers, for example. by automatic updates.

o

Local storage
We may collect and store information (including personal information) locally on
your device using eg. Web storage in the browser (including HTML 5) and cache for
application data.

o

Cookies and similar technologies
We and our partners use various technologies to collect and store information when
you visit a Google service, and this may involve the use of cookies or similar
technologies to identify your browser or device. We also use these technologies to
collect and store information when you interact with services we offer to our
partners. For example. be advertising services or Google features that are available
on other websites. Our Google Analytics product helps companies and owners of
websites to analyze traffic to their websites and apps. When used in conjunction
with our advertising services, for example. those using the DoubleClick cookie, the
Google Analytics data either Google Analytics client or Google linked with data on
visits to several sites using Google technology.

The information we collect when you are logged into Google, and the information we receive about
you from our partners, can be linked to your Google Account. When information associated with
your Google Account, we treat them as personal information. For more information on how you can
access, manage, or delete information associated with your Google Account section Transparency
and choice of this policy.
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How we use the information we collect
We use the information we collect from all of our services to provide, maintain, protect and improve
them, to develop new services and to protect Google and our users. We also use this information to
offer you tailored content - such. to give you more relevant search results and ads.
We may use the name that you enter on your profile on Google, in all of our services that require a
Google Account. Additionally, we can replace the names that have previously been linked to your
Google Account so that you are prepared the same in all our services. If other users have your email
or other information that identifies you, we may show them publicly available information from your
profile on Google, for example. your name and your image.
If you have a Google account, we may display your Profile name and profile picture along with the
actions you take on Google or third-party applications linked to your Google Account (eg. Your +1,
reviews, and comments) in our services including display ads and other commercial purposes. We
respect your choices for sharing limitation or visibility settings to your Google account.
When you contact Google, we record the communication to help you with your problems. We may
use your email address to inform you about our services, for example. by informing you about
upcoming changes or improvements.
We use information collected through cookies and other technologies, eg. Pixel tags, to improve your
user experience and the overall quality of the services. We use inter alia Google Analytics to improve
services. For example. to store your language preferences, we can deliver our services in your
preferred language. When showing you tailored ads, we will associate not an ID from cookies or
similar technologies with sensitive categories, such as. categories based on race, religion, sexual
orientation or health.
Our automated systems analyze your content (including e-mails) to provide you with product
features that are relevant to you – e.g. customized search results tailored ads as well as protection
against spam and malware.
We may combine personal information from one service with information from other Google
services, including personal information - such. in order to make it easier to share things with people
you know. We will not combine DoubleClick cookie information with personally identifying your
person unless we have your consent.
We ask for your consent before using information for purposes other than those specified in this
privacy policy.
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Google processes personal information on our servers in many different countries in the world. We
may process your personal information on a server outside your country of residence.

Transparency and choice
People have different concerns about privacy. Our goal is to be completely clear about what
information we collect, so you can make informed choices about how they should be used. For
example .:










Review and update your activity options on Google to decide which types of data to be
stored on your account when you use Google services. For example. be videos you have seen
on YouTube, or previous searches you have made.
Review and manage certain types of information tied to your Google account in Google
Dashboard.
View and edit your preferences for the Google ads displayed to you on Google and across the
web, for example. the categories that could be of interest to you, using ad settings. You can
also opt out of some of Google's advertising services.
Adjust how the profile that is associated with your Google account will appear to others.
Managing who you are sharing with your Google account.
Remove information that is linked to your Google account from many of our services.
Choose whether your Profile name and profile picture to appear in shared recommendations
that appear in ads.

You can also set your browser to block all cookies, including cookies associated with our services, or
indicate when a cookie is stored by us. However, it is important to remember that many of our
services may not function correctly if you disable cookies. Eg. Remember we might not be your
language preferences.

Information you share
Many of our services let you share information with others. Remember that when you share
information publicly, search engines can index them, including Google. Our services provide you with
different options for sharing and removing your content.
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Accessing and updating personal information
When you use our services, we strive to give you access to your personal information. If the
information is incorrect, we try to give you the ability to update them quickly or to delete it - unless
we need to save the information of business reasons, or because the law requires it. When you
update your personal information, we may ask you to verify your identity before we can comply with
your request.
We may reject requests that are unreasonably repetitive, require disproportionate very technical
intervention (eg. To develop a new system or modify an existing practice significantly) affect the
protection of others' personal information or anything that would be extremely impractical (f. eg.
requests for information, which is available as backups).
If we can provide access and correct information, we do this for free, except if it involves a
disproportionate effort. We strive to maintain our services in a manner that protects information
from erroneous or malicious destruction. When you delete information from our services, it is
therefore possible that we therefore can not erase corresponding copies from our archiving servers
immediately and it is not certain that the information be removed from our backup systems.

Information that we disclose
We do not disclose personal information to companies, organizations and individuals outside of
Google, except in these cases:


With your consent
We disclose personal information to companies, organizations or individuals outside of
Google if we have your consent. We require opt-in consent of disclosure of any sensitive
personal information.



With domain administrators
If your Google Account is managed by a domain administrator (eg. Google Apps users), your
domain administrator and resellers who provide user support to your organization will have
access to information on your Google Account (including your e-mail and other data). Your
domain administrator may:
o
o
o

View statistics for your account, for example. statistics on applications that you
install.
Change your account password.
Suspend or terminate your account access.
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o
o
o

Access or obtain information that is stored as part of your account.
Receive account information in order to comply with applicable law, regulation, legal
process or enforceable governmental request.
Restrict your ability to delete or edit information or settings for privacy.

See your domain policy on privacy for more information.


For external treatment
We provide personal information to our partners or other trusted businesses or persons who
treat them for us based on our instructions and in accordance with our Privacy Policy and
other applicable measures of confidentiality and security.



For legal reasons
We disclose personal information to companies, organizations or individuals outside of
Google if we believe in good faith that access, use, preservation or disclosure is necessary to:
o
o
o
o

Comply with applicable law, regulation, legal process or enforceable governmental
request.
Enforce applicable Terms of Service, including investigation of potential violations.
Register, prevent or otherwise protect against address fraud, security or technical
issues.
Compensate damage Google, our users or the public's rights, property or safety for
damage, as required or permitted by law.

We may share information that does not identify individuals, with the public and our partners - such.
publishers, advertisers and affiliated websites. We can, for example, share information with the
public in order to show general trends about how our services are used.
If Google becomes involved in a merger, acquisition or other form of asset sales, we will continue to
ensure the confidentiality of any personal information and give affected users notice before personal
information is transferred and subject to other privacy policies.

Information Security
We work hard to protect Google and our users from unauthorized access, modification, disclosure or
destruction of information that we store. Specifically:



We encrypt many of our services using SSL.
We offer step verification when you log in to your Google Account, and a function to Safe
Browsing feature in Google Chrome.
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We review our processes for collecting, storing and processing information, for example.
physical security measures to protect against unauthorized access to systems.
We restrict access to personal information to Google employees, contractors and
representatives who need to know that information in order to process them for us. These
persons are subject to strict contractual confidentiality requirements and, if not met, they
may be exposed to sanctions or fired.

When this privacy policy applies
Our privacy policy applies to all the services provided by Google Inc. and its affiliates, including
YouTube, services provided by Google on Android devices, and services offered on other sites (eg.
Our advertising services) but does not apply to services with separate privacy policies that do not
include this Privacy Policy.
Our privacy policy does not apply to services offered by other companies or individuals, for example.
products or sites that are displayed to you in search results, sites that can make use of Google
services, or other sites that our services link. Our privacy policy does not cover other companies and
organizations processes, even though they advertise our services, and may use cookies, pixel tags
and other technologies to display and offer relevant ads.
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