The Fourth Thing on the Third Thing
A Response to James Furner and Patrick Murray *
Andrew Kliman

Department of Economics

Pace University

Pleasantville NY 10023

USA

akliman@pace.edu

* I wish to thank Stephen Weierman for his helpful comments on the logic of the third thing argument.
Draft, August 12, 2008.  Submitted to Historical Materialism.

The Fourth Thing on the Third Thing:  A Response to James Furner and Patrick Murray

Introduction

In an essay that appeared in this journal some years ago, I discussed Marx’s development of the concept of ‘intrinsic value’ as distinct from ‘exchange-value’.
  One section of that essay provided a new interpretation of what I called Marx’s ‘”third thing” argument’, which appears near the start of Capital, Volume 1.  This argument, which has always been, and remains, highly controversial, seeks to demonstrate that a commodity has an intrinsic value as well as exchange-values.
  
For the most part, as Andrew Brown has recently noted, I was ‘directly concerned to interpret Marx’s opening arguments [. . . without] otherwise positively justify[ing] them’.
  The reason I focused on interpretation was that, as Brown goes on to write, ‘Kliman argues, in effect, that it is necessary to correct the often cursory misinterpretations of Marx’s opening arguments found in the literature, prior to more strident justification of these arguments’.


However, at the urging of an editor of this journal, I added a brief footnote that defended the third thing argument on the basis of my reinterpretation of the argument’s initial premise.  Given the controversial nature of the third thing argument, it is perhaps not surprising that other authors’ responses to my paper have largely focused on this footnote.  Two papers that have appeared in this journal, one written by James Furner and the other by Patrick Murray, have discussed it at some length.
  Furner takes issue both with the third thing argument and with the argument I offered in defense of it, while Murray defends what he takes to be my argument, elaborates upon it, and uses it to put forward his own interpretation and defence of the third thing argument.  

Unfortunately, I find that both authors have seriously misinterpreted my position, undoubtedly because of the terse manner in which my footnote communicated it.  In this paper, I hope to clear up the misunderstandings by explaining my views more fully and responding to Furner and Murray’s critiques.  
This paper also offers a much more detailed defence of the third thing argument than I provided in the footnote in my 2000 essay.  Furner considers Marx’s argument logically invalid, and therefore turns to ‘systematic dialectics’ in an attempt to prove the existence of a simpler category, intrinsic value, by means of more complex ones.  Murray contends in effect that the success of the third thing argument rests on a number of empirical claims that Marx did not make explicit.  In contrast to both of these views, I regard Marx’s argument as a sound deductive argument in which the existence of intrinsic values is derived on the basis of nothing more than a couple of unexceptionable facts and the common meanings of the terms employed in the argument.  I shall try to demonstrate this by means of a step-by-step explication of the logical structure of the first paragraph of the third thing argument, and through critiques of Furner and Murray’s interpretations.
My footnote
The third thing argument has commonly been thought to have proceeded from the phenomenon of exchange.  According to this interpretation, Marx was trying to prove that the exchange of one thing for another implies that the two things are in some sense equal, and that this equality in turn implies that there is a ‘third thing’ or element that they have in common––(intrinsic) value.  Yet as Böhm-Bawerk argued more than a century ago, things can exchange with one another without being equal.  Exchange ‘points rather to the existence of some inequality or preponderance’,
 since we do not exchange something we own if we want it just as much as we want something else that we can get in exchange for it.  We must want the other thing more.  Böhm-Bawerk therefore rejected the third thing argument, and later writers who have interpreted the argument’s initial premise as the fact that things exchange have generally rejected it as well.
   

In the footnote in my 2000 essay, I agreed that ‘Marx could not successfully have derived the equivalence of commodities to one another from the mere phenomenon of exchange’.
  However, I also proposed a new interpretation of his initial premise, and I argued that the third thing argument succeeds once this premise is construed in the manner I proposed:  

It seems to me that this conclusion[, that a commodity’s various exchange-values ‘express something equal’,] follows necessarily once one grants Marx’s initial premise.  He states not only that the quarter of wheat ‘is exchanged for other commodities’, but that the wheat itself ‘has’ an ‘exchange’-value (or is a ‘material bearer’ of exchange-value). Given this premise, he succeeds in showing that the wheat in fact ‘has many exchange values instead of one’, that each of these exchange-values is an interchangeable expression of the same thing, the wheat’s ‘exchange’-value, and that they thus ‘express something equal’.  Any challenge to this conclusion must therefore challenge the initial premise.  One must argue that, although the wheat exchanges for other commodities, it does not (in any other sense) ‘have’ an exchange-value’.
   

Furner accepts my distinction between commodities exchanging for other commodities and commodities having an exchange-value in some other sense or senses,
 and he usefully characterizes the latter notion as ‘hav[ing] a worth independent of their actual exchange’.
  He also agrees that the latter notion, not the phenomenon of exchange, is the starting-point of Marx’s argument.  Although some interpreters ‘take Marx simply to have proceeded from the assumption that exchange involves an equality’, Furner argues, ‘Marx actually begins his “third thing argument” by supposing exchange-values to be had by a commodity. . . . Marx is not to be understood as proceeding from a certain conception of exchange but from a claim about commodities having exchange-values’.
 
Furner’s critique of the third thing argument 
Furner nonetheless rejects the third thing argument.  Although he does not maintain that the initial premise is false, he challenges an argument of mine as to why the premise is a fact.  He also suggests that Marx employed the premise in an invalid way.  According to Furner, Marx argued in a circle, assuming that a commodity has an exchange-value at the start of one paragraph in order to ‘prove’ it at the end of the next paragraph.    

Why do Furner and I come to such different conclusions regarding the third thing argument?  I shall argue below that he confuses and conflates two different meanings of ‘has an exchange-value’.  One meaning is the one discussed above:  has a worth independent of its actual exchange.  The other is has an intrinsic value.  Because he confuses and conflates these two meanings, Furner misinterprets both Marx and me.  He construes the third thing argument’s initial premise as an assumption that a commodity has an intrinsic value, and he imputes to me the argument that the premise is true because people commonly think that value is intrinsic.
  These are misinterpretations, and they are what cause Furner to reject the third thing argument as well as my defence of it.  

The confusion and conflation are understandable, especially since Marx does conclude that commodities have intrinsic values.  Indeed, the whole purpose of the third thing argument is to demonstrate this point.  However, what is under discussion here is not the argument’s conclusion, but its initial premise.  I shall argue that this premise is simply that a commodity has an exchange-value (in some sense or senses other than that it is exchanged), not that it has an intrinsic value.    
Furner may object that he is not confusing or conflating anything, since the two meanings of ‘has an exchange-value’ are one and the same.  If one claims not only that a commodity is exchanged for other commodities, but that the commodity itself has an exchange-value, independent of its actual exchange, one is claiming that it has an intrinsic value.  

However, this is not the case.  The term ‘has’ is typically used, not only in connection with a thing or person’s intrinsic properties, but also in connection with its relations to other things and people.  For instance, a singer has both vocal chords and fans, and a refrigerator has both a door and a carton of eggs in it.  Similarly, the term ‘has’ may be used, not only in connection with intrinsic value, but also in connection with relative value.  This is in fact the way it is typically used. If one claims that a commodity ‘has a price’, one is in effect claiming that it has a relative value, an exchange-value in terms of another asset, money.  ‘Price’ is just another name for that particular exchange-value.
  And one can claim that a commodity has a price independent of the commodity’s actual exchange without meaning by this that it has an intrinsic value.  One might mean only that the commodity has a relative value, an exchange-value in terms of another asset, before it is exchanged and whether or not it is exchanged.    

Furner’s charge that Marx argued in a circle follows from the way in which he interprets the initial premise of the third thing argument.  According to Furner, 
This passage begins by considering the fact of a given commodity’s exchange with many other commodities.  These exchange-values are said to be something the wheat ‘has’.  To say that the exchange-values belong to the wheat is taken to imply that there is something of which the wheat is further possessed by virtue of which it has exchange-values.  To grant the wheat such an intrinsic property allows one to say that there is a constancy that x boot-polish or y silk or z gold each represent and which makes them ‘of identical magnitude’.  . . . There is said to be some intrinsic aspect to a commodity that any number of other commodities may represent such that in representing it they are equal.

Although, as Murray has pointed out, the phrase ‘is taken to imply’ is somewhat ambiguous, I concur with him that Furner is probably ‘using the term “imply” as equivalent to “means”’.
  In other words, he is suggesting that the existence of ‘something of which the wheat is further possessed . . . an intrinsic property’ is effectively a premise of Marx’s argument rather than a conclusion.  Thus Marx starts from the premise that commodities have intrinsic values and uses it to deduce the conclusion that the commodities are in some sense equal to one another.  


What Furner says about the next paragraph of Marx’s argument supports this interpretation.  He writes that Marx now ‘proceeds in somewhat reverse fashion’,
 from the premise that commodities are equal to the conclusion that they are equal to a third thing, value.  This is indeed the reverse of what Murray and I understand him to be saying about Marx’s procedure in the prior paragraph.  And Furner concludes that Marx was ‘assuming A to prove B and then taking B to prove A’,
 which suggests that the prior paragraph assumed that a commodity has an intrinsic value, in order to then prove that commodities are equal in some sense.   

As I noted above, this reading confuses and conflates ‘has an exchange-value’ with ‘has an intrinsic value’.  The reason why Furner charges that Marx argued in a circle is that he fails to recognize that the concept ‘has an exchange-value’, with which Marx began, is different from the concept ‘has an intrinsic value’, which he later deduced.

Furner is probably right that the statement ‘the exchange-values belong to the wheat’ implies that the wheat possesses some intrinsic property (besides the properties that make it wheat).  We say that vocal chords belong to the singer, but not that her fans belong to her; and we say that the door belongs to the refrigerator, but not that the carton of eggs it contains belongs to it.  But ‘belong’ is Furner’s term.  Marx writes that the wheat ‘has [hat] many exchange-values’.  

When ‘has many exchange-values’ is considered within its larger context, I think there can be very little doubt that Marx meant that the wheat has many relative values, values in terms of other commodities.  This was the standard meaning of the term ‘exchange-value’––and of its synonyms, ‘value’, ‘value in exchange’, and ‘exchangeable value’
––that he inherited from the economists whose conceptions of value were under discussion at that point in the text.  Adam Smith, for example, defined ‘value in exchange’ as ‘the power of purchasing other goods which the possession of [an] object conveys’.
  Marx began his discussion of exchange-value with a similar but more precise definition:  ‘Exchange-value appears first of all as the quantitative ratio, the proportion [das quantitative Verhältnis, die Proportion], in which use-values of one kind exchange for use-values of another kind’.
  The relative character of exchange-value is stressed also in the sentences that follow.  ‘This ratio [Verhältnis] changes constantly with time and place.  Hence exchange-value appears to be something accidental and purely relative, and consequently an intrinsic value . . . seems a contradiction in terms’.
  Why would Marx then, in the very next paragraph, turn around and assume the opposite––that value is intrinsic as well as relative––without giving notice that he was doing so?  And why would he just assume the opposite when his aim was instead to demonstrate the opposite?  

Moreover, Marx’s statement that the wheat ‘has many exchange-values’ is a reference to ‘x boot-polish, y silk or z gold, etc.’
  These are relative values, values of the wheat in terms of other commodities, not intrinsic values.  What Marx meant by intrinsic value is a ‘common element’, a single ‘third thing’.
  The many exchange-values of the wheat do not fit the bill.
  

But if ‘has many exchange values’ means ‘has many relative values’, then the basis upon which Furner rejects the third thing argument disappears.  It can no longer be said that Marx was ‘assuming A [the existence of intrinsic value] to prove B [the equality of commodities as exchange-values] and then taking B to prove A’.  
An Alternative Interpretation

Table 1, a sketch of the logical structure of the first paragraph of the third thing argument, provides my alternative interpretation of what Marx was doing.  Because several aspects of the paragraph have proven to be quite controversial, I have supplemented the argument as it appears in his text with several additional steps in order to make the logic of the paragraph more perspicuous.  However, Table 1 is not meant to be what logicians would consider a ‘complete proof’ of Marx’s conclusions, nor am I suggesting that it replicates his conscious thought process.  
On my interpretation, Marx’s initial premise, Step 1, is the fact that the quarter of wheat has an exchange-value.  In light of what I have argued above, this should be understood to mean that the wheat has a relative value (such as a price), i.e., an amount of some other commodity (such as gold) for which the quarter of wheat is exchangeable.  Marx deduces his conclusions on the basis of this fact, the additional fact that wheat is exchanged for many other commodities (Step 4), and standard definitions of a few words––‘exchange-value’ (Steps 2 and 10), ‘replaceable’(Step 8), ‘ratio’ (Step 12), and ‘equal’ (Step 14).  
Thus, whereas Furner charges Marx with ‘assuming A [the existence of intrinsic value] to prove B [the equality of commodities as exchange-values] and then taking B to prove A’, my
	Table 1.  Logical Structure of the Third Thing Argument (First Paragraph)



	Step

No.
	Step
	Status
	How 

Obtained

	1
	A quarter of wheat has an exchange-value.
	Implicit 

premise [1]

	Fact

	2
	If something has an exchange-value, its exchange-value is the quantity of some other thing for which it is exchangeable.


	Implicit 

premise
	Standard definition of ‘exchange-value’

	3
	A quarter of wheat’s exchange-value is the quantity of some other thing for which it is exchangeable.


	Implicit

conclusion
	Deduced

from 1 & 2



	4
	The wheat ‘is exchanged for x boot-polish, y silk or z gold, etc.  In short, it is exchanged for other commodities in the most diverse proportions’.  


	Premise
	Fact

	5
	‘Therefore the wheat has many exchange-values instead of one’.
	Conclusion
	Deduced

from 3 & 4



	6
	But each of these exchange-values ‘is the exchange-value of one quarter of wheat’. [2] 


	Conclusion
	Rephrasing

of 3

	7
	Therefore, each of these exchange-values is related to the wheat in the same manner.

 
	Implicit

conclusion
	Implicit 

in 6

	8
	Things that are related to something else in the same manner are mutually replaceable within that relationship.


	Implicit 

premise
	From standard definition of ‘replaceable’

	9
	‘Therefore x boot-polish, y silk, z gold, etc., must, as exchange-values, be mutually replaceable . . . .’ 


	Conclusion
	Deduced

from 7 & 8



	   10
	‘Exchange-value appears first of all as the quantitative ratio, the proportion’, in which two different kinds of use-values exchange. [3]  


	Implicit 

 premise [4]
	Standard 

definition of ‘exchange-value’



	Step

No.
	Step
	Status
	How 

Obtained

	   11
	Therefore x boot-polish, y silk, z gold, etc. must 

be mutually replaceable for ‘w commodity A’ in the ratio  w commodity A : 1 quarter of wheat.


	Implicit

conclusion
	Deduced 

from 9 & 10

	   12
	Mutually replaceable terms on the same side of a ratio have identical magnitudes.

 
	Implicit 

premise


	From standard 

definition of ‘ratio’ 

	13
	‘Therefore x boot-polish, y silk, z gold, etc., 

must, as exchange-values, be . . . of identical magnitude’.  


	Conclusion
	Deduced

from 11 & 12



	   14
	In order for things to be of identical magnitude (or 

equal), they must be things of the same kind.
	Implicit 

premise
	From standard definition of ‘equal’



	   15
	It follows that ‘[t]he valid exchange-values of the same commodity express the same thing’. [5]

	Conclusion
	Deduced

from 13 & 14



	   16
	The many exchange-values of wheat include all other commodities.
	Implicit

conclusion
	Deduced

from 4 & 5 [6]


	   17
	Therefore, the ‘same thing’ that a particular

commodity’s exchange-values express is 

something different from all other commodities.  


	Implicit

conclusion
	Deduced

from 15 & 16

	   18
	Therefore, ‘exchange-value cannot be anything other than the mode of expression, the “form of appearance”, of a content distinguishable from it’. 


	Conclusion
	Rephrasing

of 17

	
	
	
	
	
	

	  [1] Implied by ‘has many exchange values instead of one’ in Step 5.     

  [2] ‘der Tauschwert von einem Quarter Weizen ist’      

  [3] ‘Der Tauschwert erscheint zunächst als das quantitative Verhältnis, die Proportion’     

  [4] Stated in prior paragraph of Marx’s text.      

  [5] ‘Die gültigen Tauschwerte derselben Ware drücken ein Gleiches aus’.  I have used Ehrbar’s 

        (2008, p. 527) translation.  As I shall discuss below, ‘current’ is another possible translation 
        of ‘gültigen’, rendered here and in English editions of Capital as ‘valid’.  
  [6] Implicit in 5 due to ‘etc.’ in 4.  




 view is that Marx relied on the two facts and four definitions cited above in order to deduce both B (Step 13) and A (Step 18).  Thus Marx is not guilty of assuming A in order to prove B.  

On the other hand, Furner and I agree about the next paragraph:  Marx began with B in order to arrive at A.  Yet on my interpretation, this is exactly what he did in the first paragraph, in moving from Step 13 to Step 18.  Since the argument proceeds in the same direction in both paragraphs, he was not arguing in a circle.
  At worst, Marx is guilty of repeating himself.
  

Because Furner rejects the third thing argument but nevertheless approves of the concept of intrinsic value, he attempts to defend this concept in the manner of ‘systematic dialectics’.  Insisting that ‘Marx’s theory of value [. . . is neither] an axiom or a piece of analytical reasoning’, he argues that ‘the proof of an intrinsic conception of value is to be found in the later development of more complex categories’ (money and capital), not in the third thing argument.
  On my interpretation, in contrast, the third thing argument is precisely ‘a piece of analytical reasoning’, and one that provides a valid ‘proof of an intrinsic conception of value’.  It is not axiomatic, since it proceeds on the basis of empirical facts and standard (lexical) definitions, not on the basis of axioms, assumptions, or stipulative definitions.  But apart from the facts with which it begins, the argument’s first paragraph is entirely deductive.  It appeals neither to ‘more complex categories’ nor to any other feature of the real world.  Yet I submit that the two elementary facts that Marx mentions​​ (wheat has an exchange-value and it is exchanged for many other commodities), plus the definitions of his terms, lead necessarily to his conclusions.   

I should also note that Table 1 helps to clarify a point I made above:  the third thing argument does not succeed if ‘has an exchange-value’ is taken to mean merely ‘exchanges with some quantity of another commodity’.  In that case, ‘exchange-value of one quarter of wheat’ means ‘the quantity of some commodity with which one quarter of wheat exchanges’, and Step 6 becomes ‘But each of these quantities of other commodities with which one quarter of wheat exchanges is a quantity of another commodity with which one quarter of wheat exchanges’.  This is a tautology from which nothing more can be deduced.  Whereas Step 6 brings out a sameness among the exchange-values of wheat that allows Marx to derive their mutual replaceability in Step 9, the revised Step 6 does not.
Do people think commodities have exchange-values?

In the footnote in my 2000 essay quoted earlier, I claimed that the initial premise of the third thing argument is that a commodity has an exchange-value, apart from its actual exchange.  The footnote went on to claim that this premise is a fact and, as evidence that it is a fact, I pointed to some ways in which people think, speak, and act:  

In this society, it is a fact that – even apart from and prior to any exchange of our wheat – we think and say that it ‘has a value (or price) of’, ‘is worth’, so much money.  Moreover, we act on this basis.  We compute ‘the value of’ our assets and our ‘net worth’, we decide to buy items if they ‘are worth’ more than the sticker price, etc., and we do so before we exchange and whether or not we exchange.
 

However, Furner denies that this evidence succeeds in showing that people think that commodities have exchange-values.  ‘It is by no means automatic that, in order to think in terms of an exchange-value for a commodity different from its actual price, one must think that this commodity in some sense possesses or has exchange-value’.
  The expression ‘has exchange-value’ (rather than ‘has an exchange-value’ or ‘has exchange-values’), and the equation of ‘has’ with ‘possesses’, suggest that ‘possesses or has exchange-value’ means ‘possesses intrinsic value.’  Thus Furner’s point seems to be that people can think that a commodity has a price (or other relative exchange-value) that differs from, say, its sticker price, without thinking that the commodity possesses intrinsic value.  

This objection misinterprets what I wrote, because it conflates and confuses exchange-value with intrinsic value.  I did not say that people think that commodities possess intrinsic value.  I said that they think that commodities have exchange-values, and one of my examples was that people think that wheat has a price:  ‘we think and say that it “has a value (or price) of”, “is worth”, so much money’.
  I doubt that Furner wishes to dispute that this is a fact.  

In an effort to demonstrate that we do not necessarily think that commodities have exchange-values, he provides accounts of what we think and do that are supposedly contrary to mine.  Whereas I wrote that ‘we decide to buy items if they “are worth” more than the sticker price’, he objects that ‘[i]t is perfectly possible . . . to think both that the actual price of the [item] is not a true price (in the sense of what [one] may reasonably be expected to pay) and that [the item] does not “have exchange-value” (this instead being relative to supply and demand in a given place at a given time)’.
  But I didn’t deny that people may think that a commodity’s exchange-value is relative, nor did I deny that they may think that its exchange-value is determined by supply and demand,
 nor did I counterpose having an exchange-value to having a relative value.  Once again, we have an objection that is based upon an underlying confusion between, and conflation of, exchange-value and intrinsic value.  

What I actually claimed was that (1) it is a fact that commodities have exchange-values in some sense or senses other than that they are exchanged and that (2) the purchase of items that ‘are worth’ more than their sticker prices––in Furner’s terminology, the purchase of items whose ‘true prices’ exceed their ‘actual’ prices––is evidence that (1) is a fact.  His response does not call either point into question.  Nor does it call into question the notion that people think commodities can have ‘true prices’ as well as ‘actual prices’; Furner presupposes that this is the case.  
As evidence that commodities have exchange-values apart from their actual exchange, I also mentioned the fact that we compute ‘the value of’ our assets before we exchange and whether or not we exchange.  In response, Furner writes, ‘An estimate of the price one’s possessions might fetch can base itself upon a knowledge of past exchanges.  A given estimate may therefore prove to be good or bad depending upon the degree to which it manages to anticipate market conditions at time of sale’.
  I am not sure what the purpose of this statement is.  Given that he elsewhere confuses and conflates ‘having an exchange-value’ with ‘having an intrinsic value’, I suspect that Furner wants to argue that one can compute the value of one’s assets without consciously relying on a concept of intrinsic value.  This is certainly true, but it is irrelevant to what I actually claimed.  

Another interpretation is possible, however.  Furner may have meant that his account of how people compute the value of their assets avoids the concept that commodities have exchange-values apart from their actual exchange.  If an asset is not now being exchanged, its price is unknown.  The price can only be estimated, by imputing to the asset the price it had in the past, at the time of some actual exchange.  
This argument has the virtue of engaging with what I actually wrote.  But it confuses the unknown with the nonexistent.  Even if it were true that the price of something that is not being sold at this moment is unknown, this does not imply that it fails to have a price now.  
Moreover, it is not true, generally speaking, that we only can only know the prices of things that are being sold at this moment.  I definitely know the price, at this moment (2:15 pm, Eastern Daylight Time, 26 June, 2008), of a share of Microsoft stock that is not currently being sold.  It has a price of $27.96.  The notion that things do not have prices unless and until they are sold, and the notions that they only have estimated, anticipated, or potential prices unless and until they are sold, are just contrary to how capitalism operates.  It is true, of course, that the price at time of sale might differ from the current price.  But how does this make the current price nonexistent, or only estimated, anticipated, or potential?  The dent in my car might be fixed by the time I decide to sell the car.  Does that mean that the dent is currently nonexistent, or only estimated, anticipated, or potential?  No, at this moment the car has a dent––and a price.

Furner and Murray on my ‘appeal to common sense’

Furner also puts forward an additional critique of my argument as to why Marx’s initial premise ––a commodity has an exchange-value––is a fact:

Kliman argues that an intrinsic conception of value lies at the basis of our everyday patterns of thought and behaviour that take commodities to have a worth independent of their actual exchange.  What lends this argument a certain strangeness is that, at no point in Chapter One of Capital, could Marx be construed as providing a principled claim about extending validity to commonplace ideas.  If anything, the way in which the idea of an intrinsic value is first introduced in contrast to what exchange-value ‘appears to be [scheint]’ suggests the inappropriateness of such an attempt.
  

Note that although Furner is supposedly criticising my argument as to why Marx’s initial premise is a fact, what he actually argues is that Marx did not make the same argument.  I don’t see how this is relevant, especially since I didn’t claim that Marx defended the premise in the same way that I did.  Actually, he didn’t defend it at all.  The third thing argument simply takes it to be a fact that a commodity has an exchange-value and proceeds on this basis.  

Furner seems to be suggesting that, in order to successfully defend my claim that Marx’s initial premise is a fact, I must do something more than establish that it is a fact!  Apparently I also need to show that Marx and I regard it as a fact for the same reasons.  But why?  If it is wrong to try to establish that something is a fact ‘by appealing to commonplace patterns of thought’ (as I have allegedly done), it is equally wrong to appeal to Marx’s patterns of thought.  Nor do his patterns of thought have any bearing upon the truth or falsity of the third thing argument’s conclusions.  If all of an argument’s premises are true and the reasoning employed is valid, then the argument’s conclusions must be true; it does not matter why, or whether, the person who put forward the argument believed the premises to be true.

The reason why Marx did not bother to defend his premise that a commodity has an exchange-value (e.g., a price) is undoubtedly that he regarded it as an obvious fact to which no one, including followers of Bailey et al., would object.  I, too, think it is too obvious to require a defence.  What I defended was not this fact per se, but the fact that a commodity has an exchange-value in the sense that is required in order for the third thing argument to succeed:  a worth independent of its actual exchange.  This fact is not as obvious––not even to Marxists, now that value-form theorists have argued that commodities’ values (and, a fortiori, their prices) are actually established at the moment of exchange and by means of exchange.
  Thus I pointed to evidence that commodities have prices even apart from and prior to any exchange:  ‘[E]ven apart from and prior to any exchange of our wheat . . . we think and say that it ‘has a value (or price) of’, ‘is worth’, so much money.  Moreover, we act on this basis . . . and we do so before we exchange and whether or not we exchange’.


Because my evidence was partly evidence about what we think, both Furner and Murray believe that I was ‘appealing to commonplace patterns of thought’
 or ‘appealing to common sense’.
  Furner evidently finds this objectionable, while Murray suggests that some but not all appeals to common sense are ‘allowable’.
  By an ‘appeal to common sense’, they both apparently mean an explicit or implicit claim that a statement is true, or more likely to be true, because it is commonly believed to be true.  It is generally accepted, and I accept, that such claims are logically invalid (except when the statement is about what people commonly believe).

But I plead ‘not guilty’.  I did not claim that commodities have prices or other exchange-values ‘even apart from and prior to any exchange’ because people commonly think that they do.  I did not even claim that people commonly think that they do.  I have little doubt that the overwhelming majority of humankind thinks that commodities have prices, but I also strongly suspect that the overwhelming majority has no beliefs, one way or another, about whether commodities have these prices ‘even apart from and prior to any exchange’.  If the issue were put to them and they were asked for their views, I am not even confident that, if the issue were put to them and they were asked for their views, a majority of people would know what to think.  

My claim was rather this:  What people think and say––even apart from and prior to exchange––about value and price, and how people act on the basis of these thoughts––before they exchange and whether or not they exchange––is sufficient evidence that a commodity has an exchange-value in some sense(s) other than that it exchanges for other commodities.  I cited ‘commonplace ideas’ not because they make Marx’s initial premise a fact, but because they are evidence that it is a fact.

It might be objected, however, that this is not valid evidence, since it still pertains to what people think (and what they say and do on the basis of what they think).  Even though what people think suggests that prices exist apart from the act of exchange, it might not really be true.  This objection seems persuasive at first, because it seems to appeal to the crucial distinction between what people think is true and what is really true.  But I have not claimed that people think prices that exist apart from the act of exchange, and so the objection, in recognition of this fact, actually makes a different distinction, between what is suggested by what people think and what is really true.  But to say that what people think suggests that something is true is to say that what people think is evidence that it is true.  Thus the objection implicitly affirms what it ostensibly denies.
  

So the only real issue is how strong my evidence is.  I think it is very strong, because evidence about our thoughts, statements, and actions is the only kind of evidence that can exist in this case.  Murray may be correct that there is other evidence for what he means by commodities having exchange-values, namely ‘regularity to price fluctuations’.
  But that is evidence taken from the sphere of exchange.  It is therefore not relevant to the question of whether a commodity has an exchange-value in some sense(s) other than that it is exchanged.  The only evidence that is relevant to this question is evidence as to whether a commodity has an exchange-value apart from the act of exchange.  So what other evidence can there be?  Prices and other exchange-values have no material existence.  Their existence is ‘purely ideal or notional’.
  In other words, they exist only in the thoughts and statements of human beings, and in second-order conceptualisations of our statements and actions.  Thus the only evidence there can be as to whether a commodity has an exchange-value apart from the act of exchange is evidence that comes from what we think, say, and do apart from the act of exchange. 

Murray’s ‘valid’ exchange-values

Murray defends what he takes to be my interpretation of Marx’s initial premise that a commodity has an exchange-value, elaborates upon it, and uses it to put forward his own interpretation and defence of the third thing argument.  However, he misunderstands my interpretation of the initial premise, and I do not accept his interpretations either of this premise or of the third thing argument as a whole.  I think that Marx’s initial premise was simply that a commodity has an exchange-value (in some sense(s) other than that it is exchanged for other commodities).  Murray, however, contends that the initial premise is that a commodity has what he calls a ‘valid’ exchange-value or price.
  I shall argue that that this interpretation lacks sufficient textual support, and that it weakens the third thing argument considerably by making it depend upon a premise that is much more restrictive than necessary (as well as much more restrictive than Marx’s actual premise).


In the footnote in my 2000 essay, I commented that a situation in which wheat exchanges for other articles without ‘having’ an exchange-value in any other sense ‘is certainly possible.  Indeed, I believe it obtains whenever exchanges are merely contingent, ephemeral events’.
  Murray infers from this comment that he and I are ‘[r]easoning along [the same] lines’.
  But we are not.  The line along which I am reasoning has to do with what Murray often calls ‘social form’, while the line along which he is reasoning has to do with how the magnitudes of prices are determined.

My point was that, if ‘exchanges are merely contingent, ephemeral events’, the things that are exchanged do not have exchange-values apart from the act of exchange.  They have exchange-values only in the sense that the things happen to exchange, sporadically and fleetingly, with one another in certain proportions.
  This situation can be contrasted (my footnote did not do so) to what occurs in a commodity-producing society.  Once exchanges become regular and persistent phenomena, other dimensions of economic activity such as production, consumption, and ownership become constantly and inextricably linked to and dominated by exchange relations.  Things are produced in order to be exchanged, consumer goods must be acquired by means of exchange, and almost everything that is owned is continually alienable.  In this way, useful things come to have prices before they are exchanged and whether or not they are exchanged.

This point has little in common with what Murray means when he says that a commodity ‘has’ an exchange-value.  In his view, to ‘have’ an exchange-value (in the sense that the third thing argument requires) is to have a ‘valid’ price.  What he means by this is largely, and essentially, quantitative:  ‘to have a “valid” price, the fluctuations in a commodity’s actual prices must display patterns’.

Yet what Murray means by ‘valid’ and ‘display patterns’ is less than clear.  Taken literally, the formulation above (and several similar ones) means that all of a commodity’s actual prices are ‘valid’ just in case they fluctuate in a manner that forms a pattern.  But since price fluctuations must always display some kind of pattern––for instance, a plot of a commodity’s price against time might look like Orion’s Belt––this literal interpretation implies that there are never any ‘invalid’ prices, which seems contrary to Murray’s intent.  
Instead, he probably means that a commodity has an equilibrium price of some sort, which alone is ‘valid’, while the commodity’s actual prices are ‘invalid’.  Accordingly, ‘display patterns’ probably means that the equilibrium price regulates the commodity’s actual prices, such that above-equilibrium prices are eventually offset and counterbalanced by below-equilibrium prices.
  That these are Murray’s intended meanings is suggested by a passage in which he attributes equilibrium-like properties––lawfulness, regularity, and constancy in the midst of fluctuations​​––to his notion of ‘valid’ price.  Quoting a passage in which Marx says that deviations of prices from values reflect the fact that the ‘laws [of capitalist production] can only assert themselves as blindly operating averages between constant irregularities’,
 Murray draws from this the conclusion that ‘”valid” exchange-values (prices) can exist [only] amidst fluctuations’, and goes on to comment that
if there were no regularity to price fluctuations––if the law of value did not force its way through—there would be no ‘valid’ exchange-values. Then there would be no basis on which Marx could assert that commodities can replace one another, hence no basis for asserting that they are of identical magnitude.  That would eliminate the observational basis for asserting a ‘content [Gehalt]’ intrinsic to commodities that is distinguishable from their properties as use-values.  Without observable constancy in the fluctuations of prices, Marx’s ‘third thing argument’ cannot be made.

Critique of Murray’s interpretation
Yet if Murray is correct that the third thing argument cannot succeed unless Marx’s premise that ‘commodities have . . . exchange-values’ is interpreted in the manner he proposes, then the argument is weakened considerably.  Since it now proceeds on the basis of one particular price, the ‘valid’ equilibrium price, its conclusions pertain only to that price.  It can therefore no longer be said that the third thing argument demonstrates that a commodity has an intrinsic value if it has an exchange-value.  It now demonstrates only that a commodity has an intrinsic value if it has an equilibrium price that regulates the commodity’s actual prices and around which they fluctuate.  This certainly seems false in the case of commodities produced by monopolies and oligopolies, and I know of no evidence that it is true in other cases.  Prices often fluctuate around a certain average price, but such evidence is entirely consistent with the hypothesis that the average price is only formed ex post, ‘simply as a matter of computation’.  Such an average price is not ‘valid’ in Murray’s sense (see note 52 above).  

Even if we assume that commodities do have ‘valid’ prices in his sense, Murray’s interpretation faces another difficulty.  His ‘valid’ prices are not the actual prices at which the commodities are bought and sold, but only hypothetical ones, and I do not see how the third thing argument can succeed if it proceeds on the basis of hypothetical prices.  In the passage quoted above, Murray suggests that Marx’s statement that a commodity’s exchange-values are ‘of identical magnitude’ is not true in general; the only exchange-values that are of identical magnitude are the ‘valid’ but hypothetical ones.  If this is correct, then the conclusions which follow from ‘of identical magnitude’ do not pertain to the general case, but only to the special, hypothetical case.  The third thing argument would therefore prove only that some hypothetical exchange-values are ‘forms of appearance’ of a content distinguishable from them, while saying nothing about whether real-world exchange-values have such a content.  
This difficulty remains even if Murray’s concept of ‘valid’ exchange-value is somewhat less restrictive than the equilibrium-price concept to which I think he was alluding.  As long as there are ‘valid’ exchange-values, there must also be ‘invalid’ ones, and on his interpretation the third thing argument falis to apply to the latter.  
Murray might respond that a weakened, restrictive proof of the concept of intrinsic value is better than no proof at all, and that these are the only alternatives.  Unless Marx’s statement that a commodity ‘has . . . exchange-values’ refers specifically to ‘valid’ exchange-values, ‘there would be no basis on which Marx could assert that commodities can replace one another, hence no basis for asserting that they are of identical magnitude’.  (See Steps 5, 9, and 13 of Table 1.)  The argument Murray provides to support this claim is that ‘only on the basis of commodities having “valid” exchange-values does Marx claim that they are “mutually replaceable” “as exchange-values”.  If the “valid” exchange-value of a gallon of milk is three dollars and the “valid” exchange-value of a gallon of gasoline is three dollars, I can replace the milk with gasoline by buying the milk and selling the gasoline’.

Yet Murray can of course ‘replace the milk with gasoline’ in this manner even if three dollars is the ‘invalid’ price of both milk and gasoline.  The ‘validity’ of the prices is neither here nor there; the necessary and sufficient condition for the indirect exchange to go through is that the actual prices of the two commodities must be equal.  
Why does Murray not see this?  His comment about ‘observable constancy in the fluctuations of prices’ suggests that he may think that exchange-values are ‘valid’––in a sense strong enough to guarantee that they are ‘mutually replaceable’ and ‘of identical magnitude’––only if they remain constant over time.  This notion of ‘valid’ price is far more restrictive and bereft of an observational basis than those discussed above, since neither equilibrium prices nor values remain constant over time.  But the third thing argument does not require the constancy of prices.  It is certainly true that changes in prices cause changes in the quantities of the commodities that can indirectly exchange with one another.  But the truth-value of Marx’s statement that ‘x boot-polish, y silk, z gold, etc., must, as exchange-values, be mutually replaceable or of identical magnitude’ (see Steps 9 and 13 of Table 1) in no way depends upon whether the quantities that can be indirectly exchanged are ‘of identical magnitude’ over time.  The statement is true just in case the exchange-values of unspecified quantities (x, y, z, etc.) of the commodities are ‘of identical magnitude’ at any given moment in time.
I also think that Murray errs when he construes Marx’s phase ‘mutually replaceable’ as a reference to indirect exchange.  In the first place, the third thing argument does not analyze indirect exchange, but only direct exchange: ‘a quarter of wheat . . . is exchanged for x boot-polish, y silk or z gold, etc.’  Consequently, the replaceability at issue is not the commodities’ replaceability in the process of exchange, but their replaceability as exchange-values of the quarter of wheat:  ‘x boot-polish, y silk, z gold, etc., must, as exchange-values, be mutually replaceable’.
  As I have indicated in Table 1 (Steps 7–9), mutual replaceability in this sense follows simply from the preceding step of the argument (Step 6) and the standard meaning of ‘replaceable’.  Since each of the exchange-values ‘is the exchange-value of one quarter of wheat’, they are all related to the wheat in the same manner, which makes them mutually replaceable within that relationship.  In other words, if ‘the exchange-value of one quarter of wheat is w commodity A’ is a true statement, we can replace ‘w commodity A’ with ‘x boot-polish’ or ‘y silk’ or ‘z gold’, etc. and the statement remains true.

What Marx meant by gültigen Tauschwerte
My interpretation of the role that ‘valid’ exchange-values play in the third thing argument differs greatly from Murray’s.  The phrase ‘gültigen Tauschwerte’ (valid exchange-values) does not appear until late in the first paragraph, in Marx’s penultimate conclusion and, in my view, the ‘validity’ of the exchange-values (in Murray’s sense) is not present even implicitly until that point.  It is not needed to deduce, nor used by Marx to deduce, the mutual replaceability of the wheat’s exchange-values, their identical magnitudes, or anything else.  In short, the concept plays no role in the third thing argument at all (see Table 1).

On Murray’s interpretation, on the other hand, ‘validity’ is implicitly present from the very start of Marx’s argument, and it does most of the argument’s work.  When he wrote that the wheat ‘has . . . exchange-values’, what Marx meant by this was that it has ‘valid’ exchange-values; that is, he meant that price fluctuations display patterns and regularities, that the law of value forces its way through amidst the fluctuations in prices, and that a commodity’s equilibrium price regulates its actual prices such that they fluctuate around it (or somethnig similar).  Indeed, Murray contends that this specific notion of ‘valid’ price is so crucial that ‘Marx’s “third thing argument” for value cannot be made’ without it.

Given that the term ‘valid’ appears only late in the first paragraph of the argument, only once, and then seems to do no work, and given that the third thing argument as Marx presented it does not seem to appeal to such things as regular price fluctuations, the operation of the law of value, the regulation of actual prices by equilibrium ones, etc., this interpretation is quite implausible on prima facie grounds.  One has to ask:  ‘Could Marx really have meant everything that Murray says he meant when he wrote “has . . . exchange-values”?’   
A good deal of textual support is therefore needed before Murray’s interpretation can be accepted.  But I don’t see that he does much to increase its plausibility.   The only direct textual support he provides is the passage quoted above about laws that ‘assert themselves . . .between constant irregularities’, which comes 69 pages later in Capital and which is not obviously relevant to the meaning of ‘has . . . exchange-values’ or ‘valid’ prices.  And Murray’s only other support is his claim, which I challenged above, that exchange-values are not mutually replaceable unless they are ‘valid’ in his sense.  

What, then, did Marx mean when he referred to ‘valid exchange-values’?  In my view, not much.  First, ‘valid exchange-values’ may not be the best translation of ‘gültigen Tauschwerte’.   The online LEO Deutsch-Englisches Wörterbuch (http://dict.leo.org) renders ‘gültiger Preis’ as ‘current price’, ‘zum gültigen Marktpreis’ as ‘at current market price’, ‘zum gültigen Preis’ as ‘at the price ruling in’, and ‘zum gültigen Tagespreis’ as ‘at the current daily price’.  So ‘current’ may be a better translation of ‘gültigen’.  If so, then Marx’s statement that ‘Die gültigen Tauschwerte’ of a particular commodity ‘express something equal’ or ‘express the same thing’ (drücken ein Gleiches aus) does not pertain only to exchange-values that are ‘valid’ in Murray’s sense.  Marx is instead referring to the general case:  whatever the current exchange-values may happen to be, they all express the same thing.  I think this is most likely what he meant.

Yet even if ‘valid exchange-values’ is the preferred translation, it seems to me to means something different from what Murray takes it to mean.  In the first sentence of the paragraph, Marx assumes that a quarter of wheat ‘is exchanged for x boot-polish, y silk or z gold, etc.’
  Thus x boot-polish, y silk, z gold, etc. are the actual current exchange-values of the wheat, i.e. the quantities of the other commodities that can currently be exchanged for a quarter of wheat.  Marx then says that x boot-polish, y silk, z gold, etc. are mutually replacable or of identical magnitude, after which he calls them the ‘valid’ exchange-values.  Thus the ‘valid’ exchange-values are the actual current exchange-values.   

We arrive at the same result by noting that, immediately after Marx writes that x boot-polish, y silk, z gold, etc. are ‘of identical magnitude’, he refers to them as ‘the valid exchange-values’.  It thus seems clear that ‘valid exchange-values’ refers to the numerical values of x, y, z, etc. that happen at the moment to satisfy the condition that the wheat’s exchange-values are in fact ‘of identical magnitude’.  But Marx has already deduced the conclusion that the numerical values which satisfy this condition are the actual current exchange-values. 

Thus, even if one prefers that ‘gültigen Tauschwerte’ be rendered as ‘valid exchange-values’ instead of as ‘current exchange-values’, the sense of the passage remains unchanged, because the two translations mean the same thing.  The actual current exchange-values–– whatever they may happen to be––are the ‘valid’ exchange-values.
  The term ‘valid’ therefore does no work at all, and this makes Marx’s proof completely general.  Whatever the current exchange-values may happen to be, they are forms of appearance of a content, (intrinsic) value, which is distinguishable from all of them.   
Conclusion
I believe that Lenin was right to insist that it is impossible to have a complete understanding of Marx’s Capital, especially Chapter 1, ‘if you have not studied through and understood 
whole of Hegel’s Logic’.
  I also believe that a complete understanding of Capital is impossible if one is not sufficiently familiar with concepts of classical political economy, such as ‘exchange value’, that Marx inherited and critiqued. 
It seems to me that this problem is the source of much of the difficulty that sympathetic readers have had with the third thing argument.  For instance, I believe it underlies Furner’s reading of ‘exchange-value’ as ‘intrinsic value’ and Murray’s reading of ‘replaceable as exchange-values’ as ‘replaceable in exchange’. 

Once close attention is paid to the term ‘exchange-value’ as it was employed in classical political economy, the third thing argument, though profound in its implications, seems to me to be easily understandable and ultimately simple.  Given the standard meaning of ‘exchange-value’ that Marx inherited, namely the ratio in which two kinds of use-values exchange––for example, w commodity A : 1 quarter of wheat––one only needs to ‘take a baby step’ to arrive at the conclusion that the various quantities of commodities that can replace each other on the left side of this ratio (w commodity A, x boot-polish, y silk, z gold, etc.), i.e. the wheat’s various exchange-values, are ‘of identical magnitude’.  And after another baby step, one arrives at the existence of a third thing.  Rather than trying to pull a rabbit out of the hat by deriving the equality of commodities from a non-quantitative relationship such as exchange, Marx was showing that one quantitative relationship implies another closely related one.  
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� Kliman 2000.


� Kliman 2000, pp. 95, 97, 103–04.  The term ‘third thing’ refers to the argument’s key conclusion that any two commodities that are exchangeable with one another are ‘equal to a third thing [einem Dritten], which in itself is neither the one nor the other’ (Marx 1990, p. 127).  On the next page, Marx calls this third thing ‘value’.


� Brown 2008, p. 125, emphasis in original.


� Brown 2008, p. 125.


� Furner 2004, Murray 2006.  Brown (2008, p. 132) also discusses this footnote.


� Böhm-Bawerk 1984, p. 68.


� See, e.g., Böhm-Bawerk 1984, pp. 68–69; Cutler et al. 1977, p. 16; Brewer 1995, p. 117.  The latter two works are quoted in Furner 2004, p. 94.


� Kliman 2000, pp. 102, note 46


� Kliman 2000, pp. 101, note 46.  The interior quotes are from Marx 1990, p. 127.


� Murray (2006, p. 154) also accepts the distinction I drew:  ‘Marx asserts not simply that commodities are exchanged but that they have “valid” exchange-values’.  I discuss the issue of ‘validity’ below.


� Furner 2004, p. 96.


� Furner 2004, p. 94, p. 95.  


� Furner 2004, pp. 93–97.


� The exchange-value of a unit of any commodity is the amount of some other commodity that can be obtained in exchange for it.  Thus, if either 10 yards of silk or £2 can be obtained in exchange for a quarter of wheat, then 10 yards of silk is the quarter of wheat’s exchange-value in terms of silk, while £2––the price of the quarter of wheat––is its exchange-value in terms of pounds sterling.  


� Furner 2004, p. 93.  The interior quotes are from Marx 1990, p. 127.


� Murray 2006, p. 152.


� Furner 2004, p. 93.  


� Furner 2004, p. 94.


� Writing in 1848, John Stuart Mill (1987, p. 437; Book III, Chap. I, para. 2) noted, ‘The word Value, when used without adjunct, always means, in political economy, value in exchange ; or as it has been called by Adam Smith and his successors, exchangeable value, a phrase which no amount of authority that can be quoted for it can make other than bad English.  Mr. [Thomas] De Quincey substitutes the term Exchange Value, which is unexceptionable’.


� Smith (1976, p. 32; Book I, Chap. IV).


� Marx 1990, p. 126, translation altered.


� Marx 1990, p. 126, translation altered.


� Marx 1990, p. 127.


� Marx 1990, p. 127.


� The reason why Furner misinterprets Marx’s premise is evidently that he misreads ‘has’, not that he misunderstands ‘exchange-value’.  He is aware that ‘exchange-value’ generally means relative value: ‘exchange-value is a relative expression subject to constant change’ (Furner 2004, p. 92).  He is also aware that exchange-values are plural while intrinsic value is singular:  ‘[Marx attempted] to understand the different exchange-values that a commodity “has” as expressions of a unity, value’ (Furner 2004, p. 99).


� Murray (2006, p. 152) has also responded to Furner by arguing that the third thing argument proceeds in a straight line, from (relative) exchange-value to (intrinsic) value. 


� In my 2000 essay, I argued that the apparent repetition serves a purpose.  The first paragraph considers a series of commodities while the second paragraph considers just two.  It is more difficult to recognize the existence of a third thing in the latter case.  Thus, ‘once the equal content of a series of commodities is established, the equal content of two commodities can then be recognised more easily’ (Kliman 2000, pp. 102–03, emphases in original).  


� Furner 2004, p. 90, p. 107.


� Kliman 2000, pp. 101–02, note 46, emphases in original.


� Furner 2004, p. 96.


� Murray (2006, p. 156, note 21, emphases in original) understands me correctly:  ‘Kliman goes on to say . . . [that] “we think and say” that a commodity has a price’.


� Furner 2004, p. 96, emphasis added.


� This is actually irrelevant because, in Marx’s theory, commodities’ prices and values are both determined by demand as well as supply.  An increase in demand causes a commodity’s price to rise, which allows less efficient producers to produce it profitably.  Once they do so, the average amount of labour needed to produce the commodity, and thus its value, increase as well.  See Marx 1991, Chap. 10.


� Furner 2004, pp. 96–97.  Furner (2004, pp. 106–07) seems to reject Bailey’s (1825, p. 72) conception that ‘[v]alue is a relation between contemporary commodities, because such only admit of being exchanged for each other’, i.e., that a thing’s value is established at the moment of its exchange for another thing.  But his belief that, in order to correctly assess what one’s assets are worth, one needs to ‘anticipate market conditions at time of sale’, seems decidedly Baileyesque to me, as well as wrong.  If I own a house, and I want to know how much property tax I will have to pay next month, I need a correct assessment of what the house is worth now, not what it might be worth in 100 years when the great-grandchildren who have inherited the house decide to sell it.


� This paragraph is a response, not only to Furner, but also to the following comment by Murray (2006, p. 158, note 28):  ‘One must be cautious in speaking of commodities having values prior to or independently of exchange.  For Marx, the potential value of a commodity is actualized only in exchange’.  For further discussion of the difference between sale and price determination, and of the difference between value being ‘realized’ (Marx’s term) and value being ‘actualized’ (Murray’s term), see Kliman 2008.  





� Furner 2004, p. 96.


� For instance, Reuten (1988, pp. 53–55) holds that commodities have only an ‘ideal’ or ‘anticipated’ (but not ‘actual’) value before they are sold.  Arthur (2002, p. 13) endorses this position and Murray’s position (see note 35, above) is quite similar.


� Kliman 2000, p. 101–02, note 46, emphases in original.


� Furner 2004, p. 97.


� Murray 2006, p. 157.


� Murray 2006, p. 158.  He does not say whether he thinks my alleged appeal to common sense is allowable or not.  He does suggest that it is irrelevant, since ‘[t]he fact relevant for Marx’s argument is a fact about prices, not what people think about them’ (Murray 2006, p. 156, note 21).


� Brown (2008, p. 132) recognizes that I was employing common beliefs as evidence, but thinks that I regarded them as evidence that supports Marx’s conclusion (commodities have intrinsic value), not his initial premise (commodities have exchange-values independent of their actual exchange). 


� Thus the objection reduces to the following:  ‘Even though what people think is evidence that prices exist apart from the act of exchange, it might not really be true’.  This statement is correct, but banal.  It merely tells us that the evidence is not a perfect guarantee of truth, something that can be said of all evidence whatsoever.  


� Murray 2006, pp. 155.


� Marx 1990, p. 189.  He goes on to say that ‘the expression of the value of commodities in gold is a purely ideal act’, and that ‘[i]n its function of measure of value, money . . . serves only in an imaginary or ideal capacity’.  Marx 1990, pp. 189–90.


� “What does Marx mean by talking about a commodity “having” exchange-values?  . . . not simply that commodities are exchanged but that they have “valid” exchange-values’ (Murray 2006, p. 154).  Marx referred to ‘valid exchange-values’ (gültigen Tauschwerte) at a later point in the third thing argument (see Step 15 of Table 1, above).  


� Kliman 2000, p. 101, note 46.


� Murray 2006, p. 156.


� Marx (1990, p. 181, note 4, emphasis added) writes that, in the case of ‘direct exchange’ (barter unmediated even by accounting money), ‘[t]he articles A and B [that are exchanged] in this case are not as yet commodities, but become so only through the act of exchange’.  Murray (2006, p. 16) quotes this passage but leaves off the clause I italicized.  


� Marx (1990, p. 166; cf. p. 182) made a similar point:  ‘‘The division of the product of labour into a useful thing and a thing possessing value appears in practice only when exchange has already acquired a sufficient extension and importance to allow useful things to be produced for the purpose of being exchanged, so that their character as values has already to be taken into consideration during production’.  


� Murray 2006, p. 156.


� By ‘valid’ price, Murray definitely does not mean average price.  He writes, ‘Every commodity has an “average price” simply as a matter of computation; to have a “valid” price, the fluctuations in a commodity’s actual prices must display patterns’ (Murray 2006, pp. 155–56).  This is one reason why I believe that his term ‘patterns’ refers to price fluctuations that are regulated by a pre-existing equilibrium price.  If prices just happen to fluctuate trendlessly without being regulated by some external force(s), there is an average, formed ex post, around which they fluctuate ‘simply as a matter of computation’.  For further discussion of the difference between ‘average’ and ‘equilibrium’, see Kliman 2007, pp. 91–94.


� Marx 1990, p. 196.


� Murray 2006, p. 155.  Murray’s discussion of the law of value ‘forcing its way though’ ‘amidst fluctuations’ in prices seems to suggest that he thinks that a commodity’s ‘valid’ price is its value.  But then the ‘observational basis’ he seeks does not exist.  Because of the tendency of rates of profit to equalize (and because of monopoly power, ground-rent, and other factors), prices do not fluctuate around values or equal them on average.  Since Marx was well aware of this phenomenon––he discussed it at length in Chapter 9 of Capital, Volume 3, and repeatedly called attention to it already in Volume 1 (Marx 1990, p. 269, note 24; p. 329, note 9; p. 421)––it is extremely doubtful that he meant ‘values’ when he wrote ‘valid exchange-values’ (gültigen Tauschwerte).     


� Murray 2006, p. 153.


� Murray (2006, p. 153, note 14) quotes a passage from Marx’s 1861–63 Economic Manuscript in which he says that the ‘best proof’ that the various exchange-values of a commodity ‘express the same value’ is that ‘all these different expressions are equivalents which not only can replace one another in this expression [of the commodity’s value], but do replace one another in exchange itself’ (Marx 1971, p. 147).  Murray seems to construe the final clause as a reference to indirect exchange.  Even if that is correct, Marx’s comment that this is the ‘best proof’ does not imply that it plays a role in the third thing argument.  By itself, the replacement of one exchange-value with another is just a phenomenon that admits of different explanations, not a proof of anything.  It becomes the ‘best proof’ (if it does so at all) only after, and in the light of, the third thing argument’s deductive proof that value is intrinsic.  


� Murray and I also disagree about the relationship between ‘mutually replaceable’ and ‘of identical magnitude’.  Without stating his own position on the matter, he writes that ‘Marx takes the mutual replaceability of commodities to be sufficient evidence of their identical magnitude’ (Murray 2006, p. 153).  I do not think that mutual replaceability is sufficient evidence of identical magnitude, but nor do I think that Marx attempted to deduce the latter immediately from the former.  He had already noted that exchange-value is a ‘quantitative ratio’ (quantitative Verhältnis).  ‘Of identical magnitude’ follows from mutual replaceability together with this lexical definition of exchange-value (see Steps 10–13 of Table 1).


� Murray 2006, p. 155.


� Marx 1990, p. 127, emphasis added.


� This makes intuitive sense.  Aren’t the actual prices at which things are sold more valid than some hypothetical equilibrium prices at which they are never or almost never sold?  


� Lenin 1961, p. 180.
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