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U 2017. godini obelezZena je jedna znacajna godiSnjica: tacno 150
godina od objavljivanja prvog toma Marksovog [Karl Marx] Kapitala.
Rec¢ je o jednom od svakako najznacajnijih dela 19. veka, ali i celo-
kupne zapadne misli, koje do danas ne gubi na aktuelnosti: iako je
Citavo delo ostalo nedovrSeno, ono predstavlja vrhunac Marksovih
napora da nacini konzistentnu teoriju jednog vrlo specificnog obli-
ka proizvodnje—KkapitalistiCkog. Oslanjajuci se na tekstove klasi-
ka politicke ekonomije kao §to su Adam Smit [Adam Smith] i Dejvid
Rikardo [David Ricardo], Marks je ponudio ne samo relevantnu kriti-
ku ovih autora i u odnosu na njih superioran teorijski sistem za razu-
mevanje ekonomskih procesa, vec¢ i delo koje nudi osnovu za funda-
mentalnu reviziju skoro Citavog sistema drustvenih i humanistickih
nauka. Ipak, ¢ini se da je Marksov magnum opus ostavio relativno
malo uticaja na promisSljanje i teoretizaciju umetnosti—marksisticki
orijentisani autori su u poku$ajima izgradnje marksisti¢ki fundirane
estetike, ako izuzmemo sporadi¢ne reference na teoriju robnog fe-
tiSizma iz prvog toma, retko referisali na osnovne koncepte u analizi
ekonomije i drustva koje nudi Kapital. Umesto za Kapitalom, marksi-
sticki autori su radije posezali za Marksovim ranim delima u kojima
su reference na umetnost mnogo zastupljenije i koja, ¢ini se, daju
stabilniju osnovu za teoriju koju ni Marks ni Engels nisu zasnovali u
konzistentnom obliku—marksisti¢ku estetiku. Ipak, ovo izbegavanje
da se estetika zasnuje na Marksovim zrelim radovima i pre svega
Kapitalu ostavilo je za sobom jedno veliko prazno mesto—malte-
ne do danas nije zasnovana kritika politicke ekonomije umetnosti.
Umesto analize koja bi se usredsredila na pitanja odnosa umetnic-
kog rada prema kapitalu i mesta umetnicke proizvodnje unutar ka-
pitalistickih proizvodnih odnosa, marksisti¢ka teorija umetnosti je
problemu umetnosti pretezno pristupala putem filozofskih, socio-
loskih, esteti¢kih i kulturolo$kih stajaliSta. Kakvo je mesto umetno-
sti unutar radne teorije vrednosti? Da li umetnost proizvodi ili troSi
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In 2017, there was a significant anniversary: exactly 150 years
since the publication of the first volume of Marx’s Capizal. It is
certainly one of the most important works of the 19th century, as
well as the entire Western thought, and has still not lost its topi-
cality. Even though it has remained incomplete, it can be seen as
the pinnacle of Marx’s efforts to develop a consistent theory of

a very specific form of production—the capitalist one. Building
upon the classics of political economy, works of thinkers such

as Adam Smith or David Ricardo, Marx not only offered a rele-
vant critique of their theories and a superior theoretical system
for understanding economic processes, but also provided a basis
for a fundamental revision of almost the entire system of social
and humanist sciences. However, Marx’s magnum opus seems to
have had relatively little influence in the reflection on art and

its theorization, as Marxist authors, in their attempts to build a
Marxist-based aesthetics, have rarely referred—if one excludes the
sporadic references to the theory of commodity fetishism from
the first volume—to the basic concepts in the analysis of econ-
omy and the society offered in the Capital. Instead of the Capital,
most of them have actually preferred to reach for Marx’s early
works, in which references to art are far more prevalent and seem
to provide a more stable basis for the theory that neither Marx
nor Engels elaborated in a consistent form—a Marxist aesthet-
ics. Nevertheless, this avoidance of basing a theory of aesthetics
on Marx’s mature works, especially the Capizal, has created a
large void—as virtually no critigue of the political economy of art has
been elaborated to date. Instead of an analysis that would focus
on the relationship between artwork and capital, or the place of
artistic production within capitalist production relations, Marxist
theory of art has largely approached the problem of art from
philosophical, sociological, aesthetic, and cultural positions.
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vrednost? Kakva je razlika, a kakva sli¢nost rada u umetnosti sa ka-
pitalistickim najamnim radom? Da |i je umetniCki rad proizvodan ili
neproizvodan? Kakav je odnos izmedu vrednosti i cene umetnickih
dela? Kakav je odnos umetnosti prema profitu, kamati i renti? Na
ovakva pitanja ne samo da nije bilo moguce dati odgovore, vec ona,
zahvaljujuci vezanosti marksistiCke estetike za filozofska i sociolo$-
ka problemska polja, nisu ni mogla biti postavljena. Rezultat marksi-
sticke estetike je time bilo filtriranje specificno Marksove teorijske
problematike kroz ne-marksisti¢ke optike, gde je izgubljena i sama
specifitnost te problematike.

Dodus$e, mora se priznati da Marks u Kapitalu i nije ponudio ocCi-
gledne smernice koje bi na prvi pogled predstavljale temelj za ra-
zradu kritike politiCke ekonomije umetnosti. U prva dva toma nema
apsolutno nikakvih referenci na umetnost dok se u tre¢em tomu
umetnost pojavljuje samo u nekoliko vrlo usputnih re¢enica i to na
mestima koja istrazivacu i istrazivacici $kolovanim u oblasti esteti-
ke, istorije umetnosti, muzikologije ili neke druge klasi¢ne nauke o
umetnostima deluju prilicno kontraintuitivno—u poglavljima o ze-
mljiSnoj renti koja je vezana za poljoprivrednu proizvodnju. Da stvari
budu gore, jedna od ove tri ili Cetiri reCenice, u poglavlju pod naslo-
vom ,,Apsolutna zemljiSna renta”, glasi: ,,Uostalom, da ne govorimo
o pravim umetni¢kim radovima ¢ije je razmatranje po prirodi stvari
isklju¢eno iz nase teme, samo se po sebi razume da razli¢ite obla-
sti proizvodnje zahtevaju prema svojoj tehni¢koj posebnosti razli-
Cite odnose izmedu postojanog i promenljivog kapitala i da zivi rad
mora u nekim zauzimati veci, u drugima maniji prostor.”" Ukoliko bi
gore pomenuti istrazivac iz oblasti nauka o umetnostima i dogurao
do ove 657. stranice treceg toma Kapitala, €ini se da bi ostao razo-
Caran—Marks ,,po prirodi stvari” izgleda da iskljucuje umetnost iz
svoje kritike politiCke ekonomije.

1
Marks, Kapital: kritika politi¢ke ekonomije. Treéi tom, 657.
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What is the place of art within the labour theory of value? Does
art produce or consume value? What is the difference or similar-
ity between labour in art and capitalist wage labour? Is artistic
work productive or non-productive? What is the relationship
between value and the price of artworks? What is the relationship
between art and profit, interest, and rent? It has not only proved
difficult to give answers to such questions, but also, due to the
fact that Marxist aesthetics has been bound to the philosophi-
cal and sociological problem fields, such questions could not be
asked in the first place. Thus, Marxist aesthetics has been filter-
ing specifically Marx’s theoretical issues through a non-Marxist
optics, where the very specificity of these issues has been lost.

Admittedly, Marx did not offer obvious guidelines in his Capital
that would at the first glance seem like a basis for elaborating a
critique of the political economy of art. In the first two volumes,
there are absolutely no references to art, whereas in the third, art
appears only in a few very incidental sentences, in places that
may seem quite counterintuitive to a researcher trained in the
field of aesthetics, art history, musicology or some other clas-
sical art discipline—namely, in chapters on ground rent linked
to agricultural production. To make things worse, one of these
three or four sentences, in the chapter titled “Absolute Ground
Rent,” reads: “Leaving aside actual artistic works, which are
excluded from our subject by the very nature of the case, it is
self-evident that different spheres of production, according to
their technical characteristics, require differing proportions of
constant and variable capital, and that living labour must play

a greater part in some and a smaller part in others.”" If the said
researcher in art disciplines even made it to this page 893 of

the third volume of the Capizal, he would most certainly remain

1
Marx, Capital: A Critique of Political Economy. Vol. 3, 893.
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Zadatak ovog temata jeste da pokaze da je razoCaranje ovog zami-
Sljenog estetiCara, istoricarke umetnosti, muzikologa ili teoreticar-
ke knjizevnosti ipak neopravdano i da Marksov Kapital nudi obilje
koncepata koji su itekako primenjivi na promisljanje umetnosti kao
vrlo specificnog oblika ekonomske proizvodnje. Marks ne obraduje
umetnost u Kapitalu zato Sto umetnost ima vrlo specificnu ekono-
miju, ali ovo ne znaci da se umetnost ne moze tumaciti u skladu sa
postavkama radne teorije vrednosti. Na$ cilj je pokazati kroz ovaj
temat na koji nacin kritika politicke ekonomije umetnosti, koja bi
pocivala na osnovnim postavkama Marksovog Kapitala, ipak jeste
moguca. Za ovo je neophodno imati na umu celokupnu strukturu,
odnosno sva tri toma Kapitala, tj. Cinjenicu da je Marks svoje delo
zamislio po slede¢em modelu: prvi tom se bavi proizvodnjom vred-
nosti, drugi tom cirkulacijom vrednosti, a treCi prisvajanjem vredno-
sti.? Nasa teza je: umetnost stupa u specifiénu interakciju sa kapita-
lom, odnosno biva nadodredena kapitalistickim oblikom proizvodnje
ne u domenu proizvodnje vrednosti (prvi tom), veé u domenu nje-
nog prisvajanja (treéi tom). Upravo zbog toga Marks onih nekoliko
skromnih referenci na umetnost smesta u tre¢i tom i to u odeljak
o zemljiSnoj renti. Analiza umetniCkih dela spada u odeljak o renti
zato §to su umetni¢ka dela zakasnela komodifikovana roba. U ovom
uvodnom tekstu u nas temat samo ¢emo ukratko objasniti Sta po-
drazumevamo pod ovim.

Zapoc¢nimo sa analizom prvog toma Kapitala. Kao Sto je dobro po-
znato, Marks u prvom tomu daje osnovne postavke svoje radne te-
orije vrednosti i delo otvara raspravom o robi (re¢ je o ¢uvenoj me-
tafori o kaputu i ar§inu platna). Njegova osnovna teza jeste da roba
ima svoje dvostruko odredenje: upotrebnu i razmensku vrednost.

2

Kao §to je dobro poznato, Marks je planirao i ¢etvrti tom Kapitala:

ovaj projekat je ostao samo u beleSkama koje je nakon Marksove smrti
sakupio i uredio Karl Kautski [Karl Kautsky] kao zasebno delo pod nazivom
Teorije o visku vrednosti. Marks se u ovom delu bavi nastankom i istorijom
klasi¢ne politicke ekonomije—od fiziokrata do Adama Smita i Dejvida
Rikarda. U Teorijama o visku vrednosti, posebno u prvom tomu, reference
na umetnost su mnogo zastupljenije nego u Kapitalu i uglavnom se tic¢u
rasprave o razlici izmedu proizvodnog i neproizvodnog rada, a §to je
problematika koja se uglavnom nadovezuje na prvi tom Kapitala. Vidi:
Marx, Teorije o vis$ku vrednosti. Za detaljniju raspravu o konceptima o
umetnosti (sa primenom na muziku) u Teorijama o visku vrednosti videti:
Dedi¢, ,Muzika izmedu proizvodnog i neproizvodnog rada”.
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disappointed—as Marx seems to have excluded art from his
critique of political economy “by the very nature of the case.”

The task of this thematic issue is to show that the disappoint-
ment of this imaginary aestheticist, art historian, musicologist,
or theoretician of literature is nevertheless unjustified, and that
Marx’s Capital offers a lot of concepts that are positively appli-
cable to reflecting on art as a very specific form of economic
production. Marx does not deal with art in his Capizal because
art has a very specific economy, but this does not mean that art
cannot be interpreted in accordance with the premises of the
labour theory of value. Our goal is to show through this the-
matic issue how a critique of the political economy of art, based
on the fundamental assumptions of Marx’s Capital, is possible
after all. In order to do this, it is necessary to bear in mind the
entire structure, that is, all three volumes of the Capital, and the
fact that Marx constructed his work according to the following
model: the first volume deals with the production of value, the
second with the circulation of value, and the third with the
appropriation of value.? Our hypothesis is the following: art
enters into a specific interaction with capital, that is, it is subor-
dinated to the capitalist form of production not in the domain
of the production of value (Vol.1) but in the domain of its appro-
priation (Vol. 3). It is for this reason that Marx places those few
modest references to art in the third volume, moreover in the
section on ground rent. An analysis of artworks belongs to the
section on rent because artworks are goods of belated commodifica-
fion. In this introduction to our thematic issue, we shall only
briefly explain what we mean by this.

2

As is well-known, Marx also planned a fourth volume of the Capital:

his project, however, remained in the form of notes that Karl Kautsky
compiled and edited after Marx’s death as a separate work titled Theories
of Surplus Value. In this text, Marx deals with the emergence and history

of classical political economy—from the Physiocrats to Adam Smith

and David Ricardo. In his Theories of Surplus Value, especially in the first
volume, references to art are far more present than in the Capital, and
mostly concern the debate on the difference between productive and non-
productive labour, a set of problems that mainly relates to the first volume
of the Capital. See: Marx, Teorije o visku vrednosti. For a more detailed
discussion on art concepts (as applied to music) in the Theories of Surplus
Value, see: Dedic, “Muzika izmedu proizvodnog i neproizvodnog rada.”
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Kaput sluzi za obla¢enje, to je njegova upotrebna vrednost i ona
funkcioni$e kao vrednost samo iz pozicije kupca robe, tj. rec¢ je 0
vrednosti za potroSaca robe kao upotrebnog predmeta. Sa druge
strane, ona nema upotrebnu vrednost za proizvodaca robe: krojacu
nije potreban kaput, za njega on funkcioniSe iskljucivo kao razmen-
ska ili prometna vrednost koja se mora razmeniti na trzistu. Prodavac
menja svoju razmensku vrednost za neku drugu upotrebnu vrednost
na trzistu, a koju sam prodavac ne poseduje. Vlasnik kaputa svoj
kaput moze razmeniti za stolicu, ali upravo ovde nastaje problem:
kako uopsSte sameriti vrednost robe? Kako utvrditi da jedan kaput
vredi isto koliko i jedna stolica? Da bi ova samerljivost postojala, ne-
ophodno je da postoji opsti ekvivalent vrednosti koji jedan kaput i
jednu stolicu, kao i svu mogucdu robu (sve predmete koji imaju upo-
trebnu vrednost za kupca i razmensku vrednost za prodavca) stav-
lja u medusobno samerljiv, a time i razmenljiv odnos. Za teoreti¢a-
re radne teorije vrednosti ovaj opsti ekvivalent jeste koli¢ina rada
utroSenog za proizvodnju date robe: vrednost u ekonomskom smislu
nastaje iskljucivo u sferi proizvodnje, odnosno za stvaranje odrede-
ne vrednosti neophodan je ljudski rad. Ipak, nije re¢ o bilo kakvom
radu—zdravorazumskKi je jasno da proizvodac kaputa koji dva ¢asa
radi, a dva odmara ne pravi vredniji kaput od proizvodaca koji radi
Cetiri ¢asa u kontinuitetu. Nije re¢ o tome da se odmerava bilo koji
konkretan rad, vec isklju€ivo prose¢no drustveno potrebno radno
vreme za proizvodnju kaputa (apstraktni rad). Koliko je ovo prosec-
no potrebno radno vreme u odredenom drustvu zavisi od stepena
tehnoloskog razvoja proizvodnih sredstava u datom drustvu—sto je
manje prosecno radno vreme potrebno za izradu kaputa, to je kaput
manje vredan, odnosno kaput je na trzistu jeftiniji (uz pretpostavku
da se kaput prodaje po ceni koja je jednaka njegovoj vrednosti, §to
ne mora uvek da bude slu¢aj). Drugim re¢ima, sa vis§im tehnoloskim
razvojem moze se proizvoditi viSe po nizim troSkovima proizvodnje.

104/2019 32



NACRT ZA KRITIKU POLITICKE EKONOMIJE UMETNOSTI NOTES FOR A CRITIQUE OF THE POLITICAL ECONOMY OF ART

Let us begin by looking at the first volume of the Capital. As is

well known, in the first volume Marx establishes the basic premises
for his labour theory of value and opens his work with a discus-
sion on commodities (the famous metaphor of a coat and 10 yards
of linen). His basic hypothesis is that commodities have a double
definition: the use value and the exchange value. The coat serves
as clothing, that is its use value and it functions as value only from
the position of the buyer: it is the value that the coat has for the
consumer as a usable item. On the other hand, it has no use value
for its manufacturer: the tailor does not need the coat and for him
it functions exclusively as an exchange or traffic value that must
be exchanged on the market. The seller changes his exchange value
for some other use value on the market, which the seller himself
lacks. The owner of the coat can exchange it for a chair, but this is
where a problem arises: how to commensurate the value of com-
modities at all? How to determine that a coat is worth the same as
a chair? In order for this commensurability to exist, it is neces-
sary to have a general equivalent of value that puts the coat and

the chair, as well as all possible other commodities (all items that
have use value for the buyer and exchange value for the seller) in

a mutually measurable and thus interchangeable relationship. For
the theoreticians of the labour theory of value, this general equiv-
alent is the amount of labour used to produce a given commod-
ity: in economic terms, value is created exclusively in the sphere of
production, i.e. in order to create certain value, one needs human
labour. However, it is not just any labour—it is a matter of common
sense that the coat manufacturer who works for two hours and
then rests for two hours does not produce a more valuable coat
than a manufacturer who works for four hours continuously. It is
not a matter of measuring any concrete labour, but solely the aver-
age, socially necessary working hours needed for the production
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Ono §to kapitalisticki oblik proizvodnje odvaja od svih drugih ne-ka-
pitalistiCkih drustvenih formacija jeste ¢injenica da on pociva na ek-
sploataciji vrlo konkretnog oblika rada—najamnog rada. Kapitalizam
je nastao odvajanjem proizvodaca od sredstava za rad—proizvo-
da¢ nema drugog vlasniStva osim svoje radne snage koju je stoga
primoran da prodaje na trziStu radne snage; za njega, radna snaga
jeste razmenska vrednost. Sa druge strane, vlasnik kapitala ima vla-
snistvo nad sredstvima za proizvodnju (postojani kapital) i kako bi
ovu proizvodnju pokrenuo, prinuden je da kupuje radnu snagu kao
upotrebnu vrednost (promenljivi kapital). U procesu rada neophod-
no je stvoriti: 1. vrednost koja nadoknaduje onu vrednost koja je
predujmljena na troSkove radne snage—rec¢ je o potrebnom radu
putem kog radnik nadoknaduje iznos svoje najamnine, ali putem
kog ne nastaje nova vrednost, ve¢ se samo reprodukuje vec po-
stojeca; 2. vrednost iznad postojece—rec¢ je o viSku vrednosti koji,
u obliku profita, vlasnik kapitala izvla¢i maltene besplatno iz viska
rada proizvodaca. Stoga, u interesu je vlasnika kapitala da iz radni-
ka izvuCe §to vecu koli¢inu viSka rada, a samim tim i viSka vredno-
sti. U ovome su kapitalisti na raspolaganju dve mogucnosti: visak
vrednosti se moze povecati bilo produzenjem, bilo skracenjem rad-
nog dana. Prvu opciju Marks oznacava kao apsolutni visak vrednosti:
kako bi povecao koli¢inu proizvedenog viska vrednosti, kapitalista
moze produziti radni dan sa osam na recimo dvanaest ¢asova; uko-
liko je Cetiri Casa period za koji radnik proizvede ekvivalent vred-
nosti sopstvene radne snage, jasno je da se produzenjem radnog
dana uvecava i viSak vrednosti. Sa druge strane, kapitalista moze i
skratiti vreme potrebno za nadoknadu placene radne snage. Marks
ovo oznacava kao relativni visak vrednosti i on se dobija uvodenjem
novih, savrSenijih tehnologija koje smanjuju radno vreme potrebno
za proizvodnju odredene robe: radnik sada nadoknaduje svoju na-
jamninu za svega dva ¢asa (umesto nekada$nja Getiri), a ostatak
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of a coat (abstract labour). The length of this average working hours
in a particular society depends on the level of technological devel-
opment of the means of production in the given society—the less
average working hours are required for making the coat, the less
valuable the coat is, i.e. it is cheaper on the market (assuming that
the coat is selling at a price that is equal to its value, which need
not always be the case). In other words, with a higher technologi-
cal development one can produce more at a lower production cost.

What separates the capitalist form of production from all other,
non-capitalist social formations is the fact that it relies on the
exploitation of a very concrete form of work, which is wage labour.
Capitalism arose by separating the producer from the means of
production—the producer has no other property than his labour,
which he is therefore forced to sell on the labour market; for

him, labour is the exchange value. On the other hand, the owner
of capital has property over the means of production (constant
capital) and in order to start this production, he is forced to pur-
chase labour as use value (variable capital). In the working process,
it is necessary to create: 1. Value that compensates for the value
invested in advance for the labour costs—it is the necessary work
by which the worker returns the cost of his wage, but which does
not produce any new value, only reproduces the existing one; 2.
Value above the existing one—this is the surplus value that, in the
form of profit, the owner of capital extracts almost for free from
the excess work of the producer. Therefore, it is in the interest of
the owner of capital to extract as much excess work—and thus
surplus value—as possible from the worker. In order to do that,
the capitalist has two options: surplus value can be increased either
by prolonging or by shortening the working day. Marx defines

the first option as absolute surplus value: in order to increase the
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radnog dana odlazi na proizvodnju viSka vrednosti. Prose¢no po-
trebno radno vreme je smanjeno i vlasnik kapitala koji je ulozio u
nove tehnologije uzima ekstraprofit u odnosu na ostale proizvoda-
Ce koji se i dalje sluze starim tehnologijama proizvodnje. Upravo ova
¢injenica da je moguce skratiti potrebno radno vreme za proizvod-
nju odredene robe uvodi momenat neprekidne konkurencije izmedu
vlasnika kapitala: odbijanje da prati inovacije u domenu proizvod-
nje i time neprekidno smanjuje prose¢no potrebno radno vreme ¢&ini
odredenog kapitalistu nekonkurentnim na trzistu (njegovi proizvo-
di su skuplji u odnosu na konkurente), a §to dovodi do ispadanja iz
posla i bankrotstva. Razlog za ovo je taj §to kapitalizam pociva na
eksploataciji najamnog rada, odnosno zivi rad ulazi u troSkove pro-
izvodnje—anticka robovlasnicka ekonomija nije pocivala na konku-
renciji upravo zato Sto ropski rad ne trazi neprekidno smanjivanje
potrebnog radnog vremena. Ne-kapitalistiCke drustvene formacije
su stoga sistemi koji poCivaju na proizvodnji upotrebnih vrednosti i
prostoj robno-novc¢anoj razmeni, dok je kapitalizam sistem koji po-
Civa na proizvodnji robe putem apstraktnog rada. Sustina kapitali-
stiCke proizvodnje nije zadovoljenje potreba, ve¢ akumulacija viska
vrednosti koja je upravo zbog postojanja konkurencije beskonacéna.

Vratimo se sada na problematiku umetnosti koju Marks jednostav-
no izostavlja iz svoje analize u prvom tomu: ve¢ samo nepostojanje
umetnosti u prvom tomu nam mnogo govori o prirodi rada u umet-
nosti, odnosno o prirodi umetni¢kih dela kao potencijalne kapitali-
sticke robe. Naime, u umetnosti (1) nema odvajanja proizvodaca od
sredstava za proizvodnju—kod pisca, muzicara ili slikara, sredstva
za proizvodnju nisu osamostaljena kao samostalna mo¢ u odno-
su na proizvodaca. Naprotiv, proizvodac jeste posednik, sopstve-
nik svojih sredstava za proizvodnju.® Ona, dakle, nisu kapital, kao
Sto ni umetnik nije prema njima najamni radnik. Time umetnik kao

3
Marx, Teorije o visku vrednosti, 384.
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amount of surplus value, the capitalist can prolong the working
day from eight to twelve hours, for example; if four hours is

the time in which the worker produces an equivalent of the value
of his own labour, clearly prolonging the working day will also
increase the surplus value. On the other hand, the capitalist can
also shorten the time needed to compensate for the paid labour.
Marx defines this as relative surplus value: it is obtained by intro-
ducing new, more advanced technologies that reduce the working
hours needed to produce certain commodities. The worker now
compensates for his rent in only two hours (instead of the former
four) and the rest of the working day is spent in producing sur-
plus value. The average working hours have been reduced and
the owner of capital who has invested in new technologies real-
izes a surplus profit compared to other producers who still use
old production technologies. It is this fact, namely that it is pos-
sible to shorten the working hours needed to produce certain
commodities, that introduces the moment of continuous com-
petition between capital owners: failure to keep pace with inno-
vations in the domain of production and thus to continuously
reduce the average required working hours will make a capitalist
uncompetitive on the market (his products will be more expen-
sive as compared to his competitors), which will eventually bring
him business losses and bankruptcy. The reason for this is that
capitalism relies on the exploitation of wage labour, living labour
that enters the cost of production—ancient slave economy

was not based on competition precisely because slave labour did
not require a continuous reduction in the necessary working
hours. Non-capitalist social formations are therefore systems
that rely on the production of use value and a simple exchange
of commodities and money, whereas capitalism is a system based
on the production of commodities by means of abstract labour.
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proizvodac ostaje na jednom skoro pa pretkapitalistickom nivou
proizvodnje, odnosno on ostaje u domenu sitne zanatske proizvod-
nje. Takode, u umetnosti (2) tehnoloska inovacija nije merilo za proi-
zvodnju vrednosti: osnovni zakon kapitalistiCkog oblika jeste teznja
za smanjenjem drustveno potrebnog radnog vremena. Ovo sma-
njenje vodi padu vrednosti robe, time nizim cenama, vecoj traznji
za proizvodima, a ovo dalje vodi ka uvecanju profita. Zbog toga je
kapitalistiCka proizvodnja masovna proizvodnja koja tezi neprekid-
nom uvecanju ¢itavog obima proizvodnje i beskonacnoj akumulaciji
kapitala. Svega ovoga—neprekidne tehnoloSke inovacije, uvodenja
naucnih principa i postupaka u proizvodnju, neprekidnog uvecanja
obima proizvodnje, zakona konkurencije koji pojeftinjuje proizvo-
de—u umetnosti nema. Vrednost umetnickog proizvoda nije odre-
dena drustveno potrebnim radnim vremenom za njegovu proizvod-
nju. Upravo zbog toga, moguce je re¢i da umetnicka dela nemaju
vrednost, ve¢ samo cenu.* Ovo zapravo znadi: njihova cena nije
odredena potrebnim radnim vremenom ve¢ samo ponudom i potra-
znjom—neKka slika ili skulptura kosta toliko koliko kosta ne zato Sto
je njen autor utroSio odredeno druStveno potrebno radno vreme u
njenoj izradi, ve¢ zato $to je neko (kupac) spreman da plati odrede-
Nnu sumu novca za nju. Marks ovakvo tvrdenje eksplicitno iznosi u
tre¢em tomu Kapitala gde piSe kako treba imati na umu ,,da se cena
stvari koje same po sebi nemaju vrednost, tj. nisu proizvod rada,
kao zemlja, ili se bar ne mogu reprodukovati putem rada, kao stari-
ne,umetnicka dela odredenih majstora itd., moze odredivati veoma
slu¢ajnim kombinacijama. Da bi se neka stvar prodala, dovoljno je
samo to da se ona moze monopolisati i da je otudiva”.® Ovim po-
staje jasno zasto Marks u Kapitalu potpuno iskljuCuje umetnost iz
svoje analize—umetnost, ma koliko za njega bila vazna (posebno u
njegovim ranim delima), nije mogla da mu posluzi za razradu teori-
je kapitalistickog oblika proizvodnje. Rad u umetnosti naprosto nije

4
Beech, Art and Value; Pantié, ,,Ka kritici politicke ekonomije
umetnosti: monopolska renta i autonomija umetnosti”; Bordevic,
+Elementi za analizu politicke ekonomije savremene umetnosti”.
5

Marks, Kapital: kritika politicke ekonomije. Treéi tom, 551.
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The essence of capitalist production is not the satisfaction of
needs, but the accumulation of surplus value, which is endless due
to the existence of competition.

Let us now return to the problem of art that Marx simply omits

in his analysis in the first volume: the very absence of art tells us
much about the nature of artistic work, that is, the nature of art-
works as potential capitalist commodities. Namely, in art (1) there
is no separation between the producer and the means of produc-
tion—with a writer, musician or painter, the means of production
are not independent or an autonomous power in relation to the
producer. On the contrary, the producer is also the possessor

or owner of his means of production.’ By the same token, they are
not capital, just as the artist is not a wage labourer in regard to
them. Thus, the artist as a producer remains on an almost pre-capi-
talist level of production, in the domain of small-scale craft pro-
duction. Also, in art (2) technological innovation is not a measure
for value production: the basic law of capitalism is the tendency
to reduce the socially needed working hours. This reduction leads
to a decline in the value of commodities, thereby to lower prices
and a higher demand for the products, which further leads to
profit increase. That is why capitalist production is #7zass produc-
tion that aims at a continuous increase in the volume of produc-
tion and an endless accumulation of capital. All this—continuous
technological innovation, introduction of scientific principles
and procedures in production, continuous increase in the pro-
duction volume, the laws of competition that lower the price

of products—is missing in art. The value of an art product is not
determined by the socially necessary working hours spent

in its production. For this reason, one may say that artworks have
no value, only price.* This actually means that their price is not

3

Marx, Teorije o visku vrednosti, 384.

4

Beech, Art and Value; Pantic, “Ka kritici politicke ekonomije
umetnosti: monopolska renta i autonomija umetnosti;” Pordevic,
“Elementi za analizu politicke ekonomije savremene umetnosti.”
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paradigmatski oblik rada za kapitalisti¢ki sistem: u umetnosti je ka-
pitalisticka proizvodnja prisutna samo u ograni¢enoj meri.

Ukoliko bismo se zaustavili na prvom tomu Kapitala (kao $to pone-
kad rade pojedini marksisti¢ki teoreti¢ari), diskusija bi ovim mogla
biti zavrSena—umetnost se ne uklapa u kapitalistiCku robnu proi-
zvodnju, ne podleze pod radnu teoriju vrednosti i time se potvrduje
teza o autonomiji umetnosti i ekonomskoj izuzet(n)osti umetni¢kih
dela. Medutim, Marks je napisao jo$ dva toma: jedna od teza koja
se provlaci kroz Citav treci tom jeste da u svakoj drustvenoj struk-
turi (ili socijalnoj formaciji) paralelno moze da postoji i koegzistira
viSe razli¢itih oblika proizvodnje. Stvar je u tome §to odredeni tip
proizvodnje unutar zadate ekonomske, tj. druStvene formacije po-
staje dominantni. S tim u vezi, kritika politicke ekonomije umetnosti
spada pod okrilje jedne posebne teorije —one koja bi se bavila ana-
lizom mehanizama i uslova pod kojima ne-kapitalistiCki oblici proi-
zvodnje (kao $to je umetnost koja je, videli smo, oblik sitne zanatske
proizvodnje) bivaju nadodredeni ili u potpunosti transformisani ka-
pitalistickim oblikom proizvodnje kao dominantnim oblikom. Marks
je u trecem tomu posebnu paznju posvetio analizi naCina na koji je
poljoprivredna proizvodnja u potpunosti transformisana delovanjem
kapitalistickih odnosa. Gore pomenute fragmentarne reference na
umetnost u Kapitalu mogu se naci upravo na tom mestu, u trecem
tomu, u Sestom odeljku koji nosi naslov ,,Pretvaranje ekstraprofita
u zemljiSnu rentu”. Kontekst u kome se nalaze ove reference stoga
zasluzuje nasu posebnu paznju.

Marks svoju teoriju rente zapocCinje analizom zemljiSne svoji-
ne putem koje vlasnik ostvaruje odredeni dohodak—ova svojina,
dakle, podrazumeva monopol izvesnih lica da isklju¢enjem svih
ostalih raspolazu zemljom kao iskljugivom oblagéu svoje volje.®

6
Marks, Kapital: kritika politicke ekonomije. Tre¢i tom, 535.
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determined by the working hours needed, but only by the laws

of supply and demand—a painting or sculpture does not cost as
much as it does because its author has spent some socially neces-
sary working hours in its making, but because someone (the buyer)
is willing to pay a certain amount of money for it. Marx speaks
about it in the third volume of the Capizal, where he states that one
should keep in mind “that the prices of things that have no value
in and of themselves—either not being the product of labour, like
land, or which at least cannot be reproduced by labour, such as
antiques, works of art by certain masters, etc.—may be determined
by quite fortuitous combinations of circumstances. For a thing

to be sold, it simply has to be capable of being monopolized and
alienated.”® Thus it becomes clear why Marx completely excluded
art from his analysis in the Capifal—art, no matter how important
to him (especially in his early works), could not be used to elabo-
rate a theory of the capitalist form of production. In art, labour

is simply not a paradigmatic form of work for the capitalist system:
in art, capitalist production is present only to a limited extent.

If we were to stop at the first volume of the Capital (as some
Marxist theoreticians tend to do), the discussion would end here
—art does not fit into capitalist commodity production, it is not
subject to the labour theory of value, and thus confirms the
hypothesis on the autonomy of art and the economic exclusion/
exclusiveness of artworks. However, Marx wrote two more vol-
umes: and one of the hypotheses that runs through the entire third
volume is that in each social structure (or social formation) there
can be parallel and coexisting multiple forms of production.

The point is that a specific type of production will become domi-
nant within a given economic or social formation. In regard to
this, a critique of the political economy of art would fall under the

5
Marx, Capital: A Critique of Political Economy. Vol. 3, 772.
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KapitalistiCka renta se pritom striktno razlikuje od starijih oblika
zemljiSne rente kao §to je feudalna renta: kapitalisticka renta po-
drazumeva eksproprijaciju seoskih radnika od zemljiSta i njihovo
podredivanje nekom kapitalisti koji se poljoprivredom bavi radi pro-
fita. Poljoprivredni kapitalista unajmljuje zemlju od vlasnika zemlje,
a od proizvedenog viska vrednosti deo isplacuje zemljovlasniku u
obliku rente. Za postojanje rente je, dakle, neophodan odredeni ek-
straprofit koji stvaraju proizvodaci u sferi proizvodnje, a cena rente
je, osim u slu¢aju monopolske rente, u korelaciji sa produktivno-
S¢u rada. Marks pritom pravi diferencijaciju izmedu razli¢itih oblika
rente i razlikuje: diferencijalnu rentu I, diferencijalnu rentu I, ap-
solutnu rentu i za naSe potrebe posebno vaznu, monopolsku rentu.
Diferencijalna renta | podrazumeva situaciju kada zemlja koju ka-
pitalista uzima u najam ima izvesna posebna, od prirode data svoj-
stva ili pogodnosti za proizvodnju koje drugi komadi zemlje nema-
ju, a §to zakupcu omogucava da u odnosu na konkurenciju ostvari
neki ekstraprofit. Marks navodi primer zemljiSta sa prirodnim vodo-
padom ili zemljiSte posebne plodnosti. Na zemlji posebne plodnosti
neophodna je manja koliCina potrebnog rada—iz nejednake plod-
nosti ovog specificnog komada zemlje i plodnosti drugih zemljiSta
nastaje renta. Zato je ova renta diferencijalna. Diferencijalna renta
Il nastaje na zemljistu prose¢ne plodnosti, ali koje se zahvaljujuci
sukcesivnim ulaganjem kapitala tokom duzeg vremenskog perio-
da (kultivisanje, dubrenje, uvodenje nauénih principa u odrzavaniju
zemlje, uvodenje vestackog navodnjavanja, i sl.) poboljsava i time
vremenom stiCe posebna svojstva. Zahvaljujuc¢i ovom dugoro¢nom
ulaganju zemlja pocinje da donosi ekstraprofit u odnosu na kon-
kurentna zemljista i time stvara uslove za nastanak diferencijalne
rente. Ova dva oblika rente se, dakle, odnose na zemlju kvaliteta
koji je iznad kvaliteta najloSije zemlje uzete u kultivaciju. U odno-
su na najlosiju zemlju, ova zemlja omogucava vecu produktivnost,
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auspices of a special theory—one that would deal with the

analysis of mechanisms and conditions under which non-capital-
ist forms of production (such as art, which is, as we have seen, a
form of small-scale craft production) become subjected to, or com-
pletely transformed by the capitalist form of production as the
dominant form. In the third volume, Marx devoted special atten-
tion to an analysis of the way in which agricultural production had
been completely transformed by the operation of capitalist rela-
tions. The abovementioned fragmentary references to art in the
Capital can be found precisely here, in the third volume, in the
sixth part titled “The Transformation of Surplus Profit into Ground
Rent.” The context of these references, therefore, deserves our
special attention.

Marx begins his rent theory by analysing landed property through
which the owner earns a certain income—this property, therefore,
implies a monopoly of certain persons to exclude everyone else
and dispose of the land as their exclusive area.’ Capitalist rent is
thereby very different from the older forms of ground rents such
as the feudal one: capitalist rent implies the expropriation of
rural workers and their subordination to a capitalist who engages
in agriculture for profit. The agricultural capitalist rents the land
from its owner and pays a part of the produced surplus value to
the landowner in the form of rent. Thus, for a rent to exist, one
needs a certain extra profit created by the producers in the sphere
of production, and the price of rent is in correlation with the pro-
ductivity of labour, except in case of monopoly rents. Marx thereby
differentiates between various types of rent: differential rent I,
differential rent II, absolute rent, and—especially important for
our purpose—monopoly rent. Differential rent I implies a situation
where the land rented by the capitalist has some specific natural

6
Marx, Capital: A Critique of Political Economy. Vol. 3, 784.
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odnosno zahteva manje potrebnog rada za proizvodnju odredenog
proizvoda koji se zatim prodaje na robnom trzistu kao sva ostala
roba. Apsolutna renta se tice pitanja da li zemlja najloSijeg kvaliteta
moze da donosi rentu? Marks daje odgovor da moze—jedini uslov
jeste da cena proizvodnje omoguci kapitalisti prosecni profit—u
suprotnom on nece uci u proizvodnju. Kapitalista ¢e plasirati kapi-
tal samo tamo gde moze ubrati barem prosecan profit. U sva tri slu-
Caja postojanje rente zavisi od produktivnosti,odnosno potrebnog
rada za proizvodnju odredenog poljoprivrednog proizvoda koji daje
odredeni viSak vrednosti, a Ciji se deo preobrazava u rentu.

Medutim, postoji i takva vrsta rente koja ne zavisi od potrebnog
rada, odnosno produktivnosti rada—rec je o monopolskoj renti. Ova
vrsta rente proistice iz vlasniStva nad odredenim resursom ili proi-
zvodom koji se moze prodati pod posebnim, monopolskim uslovi-
ma, nezavisno od koli¢ine druStveno potrebnog radnog vremena
neophodnog za proizvodnju. Re¢ je, dakle, o resursima ili proizvo-
dima koji poc€ivaju na monopolskoj ceni.Kada je re¢ o monopolskoj
ceni, misli se na cenu koja je odredena samo raspolozenjem za ku-
povinu i plateznom sposobnoscu kupca, nezavisno od cene odre-
dene opStom cenom proizvodnje, kao i od cene odredene vredno-
8¢u proizvoda. Jedinstvenost, neponovljivost, izuzetnost resursa
ili proizvoda je ono §to odreduje njihovu monopolsku cenu. Marks
navodi primer vinograda koji daje vino izuzetnog kvaliteta, tj. vino
koje se moze proizvoditi samo u maloj koli€ini i isklju¢ivo na ovom
posebnom zemljiStu: ,Vinar bi usled te monopolske cene, Ciji viSak
preko vrednosti proizvoda odreduje jedino bogatstvo i sklonost
otmenijih vinopija, realizovao znatan ekstraprofit. Taj ekstraprofit,
koji ovde teCe iz monopolske cene, pretvara se u rentu i u tome
obliku odlazi u dzep zemljovlasniku usled njegovog pravnog na-
slova na ovaj komad zemljine kugle obdaren osobitim svojstvima.
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properties or production advantages that other lands lack,
which allows him to realize some surplus profit compared to
the competition. As an example, Marx mentions a land plot
with natural waterfalls or with especially fertile soil. If the soil
is particularly fertile, a smaller amount of necessary labour

is required—the rent thus results from the difference between
the fertility of this specific land and the fertility of other lands.
That is why this rent is differential. Differential rent I comes

from a land of average fertility, which has improved due to suc-
cessive capital investment over a longer period of time (cul-
tivation, fertilization, introduction of scientific principles in
soil maintenance, introduction of artificial irrigation, etc.) and
has thus acquired special properties. Owing to such long-term
investment, the land has started yielding surplus profit com-
pared to that of the competition, thus creating the conditions
for differential rent. These two types of rent are, therefore,
related to the land of a quality that is above the quality of the
poorest land cultivated. In relation to the poorest land, this land
allows for greater productivity, i.e. requires less labour to pro-
duce a particular product that is then sold on the commod-

ity market like all other commodities. Absolute rent concerns the
question whether the land of the poorest quality can bring a
rent? Marx answers this question positively—the only condition
is that the price of production should allow the capitalist to
make an average profit—otherwise he will not enter into produc-
tion. The capitalist will invest his capital only where he can

gain at least an average profit. In all three cases, the existence
of rent depends on productivity, that is, the labour needed to
produce a particular agricultural product that yields a particular
surplus value, a part of which is transformed into rent.
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Tu dakle monopolska cena stvara rentu.”” Ovaj oblik rente se time
moze prosiriti ne samo na poljoprivredne proizvode, vec¢ i na sve
one proizvode koji se prodaju po monopolskoj ceni: antikviteti,
retki i neobi¢ni predmeti, umetnicka dela, slike starih majstora, svi
proizvodi koji poCivaju na kriterijumima posebnosti, jedinstvenosti,
originalnosti i neponovljivosti. Jedinstvenost Pikasove [Picassove]
slike, na primer, obrazuje osnovu za monopolsku rentu. Kako ova
jedinstvenost Pikasa stvara mogucnost da vlasniStvo nad njego-
vim slikama donese odredeni dohodak, njegove slike bivaju otvo-
rene za trgovinu—dohodak koji nastaje iz jedinstvenosti Pikasove
slike ovu sliku ¢ini predmetom kupovine i prodaje. Dakle, putem
monopolske cene, umetnicka dela bivaju integrisana u kapitali-
stiCku robnu razmenu, odnosno rad u umetnosti kao oblik sitne za-
natske proizvodnje biva nadodreden kapitalistiCkim oblikom proi-
zvodnje kao dominantnim. Umetnicka dela bivaju komodifikovana
ne u domenu proizvodnje, ve¢ u dodiru ovih dela sa preobrazenim
oblicima viSka vrednosti kao §to su renta ili kamata.

|z svega ovoga proizilazi zaklju¢ak o odredenju umetnosti koje je
Marks dao u fragmentarnom obliku u svom Kapitalu: rad u umet-
nosti jeste oblik sitne zanatske proizvodnje; umetnicka dela su
poseban oblik robe koja nema vrednost ve¢ samo cenu; ova cena
je odredena monopolski; monopolska cena obezbeduje vlasniku
umetnickog dela dohodak u obliku rente; mogucnost ostvarenja
dohotka otvara umetnicka dela za Spekulacije i trgovinu na kapi-
talistiCkim umetni¢kim trzistima. Drugim re¢ima, kao §to smo vec¢
izneli, umetniCka dela unutar kapitalisticke drustvene formacije
jesu zakasnela komodifikovana roba.

Pitanje koje se ovde postavlja jeste sledece: da li je na osnovu ovih
fragmentarnih premisa iz Marksovog Kapitala moguce razraditi

7
Marks, Kapital: kritika politicke ekonomije. Tre¢i tom, 671.
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However, there is also a type of rent that does not depend on

the labour needed or on the productivity of labour—and that is
the monopoly rent. This type of rent arises from owning a particu-
lar resource or a product that can be sold under special, monop-
olistic conditions, regardless of the amount of socially needed
working hours required for its production. It is, therefore, based
on resources or products that rely on a monopoly price. When

it comes to monopoly price, it is a price that is determined only
by the willingness to buy and the buyer’s financial power, regard-
less of the price determined by the general price of production
or the value of the product. Uniqueness, unrepeatability, and
exceptionality of resources or products is what determines their
monopoly price. Marx cites the example of a vineyard that yields
wine of exceptional quality, but one that can be produced only

in small quantity and only on this particular land: “By virtue of
this monopoly price, the wine-grower whose excess over the value
of his product is determined purely and simply by the wealth and
the preference of fashionable wine-drinkers can realize a sub-
stantial surplus profit. This surplus profit, which in this case flows
from a monopoly price, is transformed into rent and accrues in
this form to the landowner by virtue of his title to the portion

of the earth endowed with these special properties. Here, there-
fore, the monopoly price creates the rent.”” This form of rent can
therefore be extended not only to agricultural products, but to all
those products that are sold at a monopoly price: antiques, rare
and unusual items, works of art, paintings by old masters, all
products that are based on the criteria of specialty, uniqueness,
originality, and unrepeatability. The uniqueness of a painting

by Picasso, for example, forms a basis for the monopoly rent. As
this uniqueness of Picasso creates the possibility of realizing

an income due to owning his paintings, these paintings are open

7
Marx, Capital: A Critique of Political Economy. Vol. 3, 910.
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sistemati¢nu teoriju umetnosti, odnosno ve¢ pomenutu Kritiku po-
liticke ekonomije umetnosti? Razlog za nastanak ovog temata u ¢a-
sopisu Zivot umjetnosti jeste vera da je ovaj teorijski zahvat moguce
sprovesti. Ideja za koncipiranje temata proizasla je iz dijaloga teo-
retiCara Rastka Mocnika, Radeta Pantica, Marka Bordevica i Nikole
Dedica, a neposredni povod jeste bilo predavanje, a potom i esej
Radeta Pantica ,Ka kritici politiCcke ekonomije umetnosti: monopol-
ska renta i autonomija umetnosti” (u pripremi za Stampu) u kome
su date neke od osnovnih smernica za konstituisanje problemskog
polja koje u dosadasnjoj marksistickoj literaturi nije bilo dovoljno,
pa ¢ak ni uopste razradivano (mesto umetni¢ke proizvodnje unutar
radne teorije vrednosti, veza umetnosti i monopolske rente, veza
umetnosti i fiktivnog kapitala, npr.). Nakon Panti¢evog artikulisanja
ovih inicijalnih premisa doSlo se na ideju uredivanja temata koji bi,
putem otvorenog poziva u jednom uglednom teorijskom ¢asopisu
kao §to je Zivot umjetnosti, okupio veci broj teorijskih pisaca koji u
svom radu neguiju sli¢an interes za veze izmedu teorije umetnosti
I Marksovih poznih rukopisa o politickoj ekonomiji. Urednici se za-
hvaljuju redakciji Zivota umjetnosti i autorima na pristiglim rukopi-
sima i njihovoj nesebi¢noj spremnosti na razmenu znanja i nadaju
se da ce tekstovi objavljeni u ovom broju ¢asopisa biti skroman do-
prinos konstituisanju jednog novog problemskog i teorijskog polja
—kritike politicke ekonomije umetnosti.
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to trade —the income derived from the uniqueness of Picasso’s
painting will make this painting an object of buying and selling.
Thus, through their monopoly price, works of art are integrated
into the capitalist commodity exchange, and work in the field

of art, normally a form of small-scale craft production, is sub-
jected to the capitalist mode of production as the dominant one.
Artworks are commodified not in the domain of production,
but in their contact with the transformed forms of surplus value
such as rent or interest.

This leads us to the conclusion on the definition of art that Marx
offered in his Capital in a fragmentary form: labour in art is a
form of small-scale craft production; artworks are a special form
of commodities that have no value but only a price; this price is
determined by way of monopoly; the monopoly price provides
the owner of the artwork with an income in the form of rent;

the capacity to generate income opens artworks for speculation
and trade on the capitalist art markets. In other words, as we have
already stated, artworks within the capitalist social formation

are goods of belated commodification.

The question that arises here is the following: Is it possible, ba-

sed on these fragmentary premises from Marx’s Capital, to develop
a systematic theory of art, that is, the abovementioned crifigue

of the political economy of art? The reason behind this thematic iss-
ue of Zivot umjetnosti is our belief that such theoretical interven-
tion is possible. The idea of this topic derived from a conversation
between the theoreticians Rastko Mocnik, Rade Pantic, Marko
Dordevic, and Nikola Dedic, and its immediate trigger was a
lecture and then essay by Rade Pantic titled “Towards a Critique
of the Political Economy of Art: Monopoly Rent and the Autonomy
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of Art” (in preparation for the press), where he suggested

some guidelines for establishing a problem field that has been
insufficiently addressed in Marxist literature so far, much less
elaborated (e.g. the place of artistic production within the labour
theory of value, the connection between art and the monopoly
rent, or between art and fictitious capital). After Pantic’s articula-
tion of these initial premises, we came to the idea of preparing

a thematic issue that would, by issuing an open call to contribute
to a reputable theoretical journal such as Zivot umjetnosti, bring
together a number of theorists who cultivate a similar interest

in the links between art theory and Marx’s later manuscripts on
political economy. The editors would like to thank the editorial
board of Zivot umjetnosti, and especially to the contributors for the
submitted manuscripts and their selfless readiness to exchange
knowledge. We hope that the texts published in this issue will be
at least a modest contribution to the constitution of a new theo-
retical problem field—a critique of the political economy of art.
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