
Capitals are competing with each other in a circumstance where expansion is necessary to maintain rollover of 

production at a rate that maintains profits and this cannot be sustained indefinitely without intervention of 

countervailing tendencies. Political expansion as well as credit. The discussion of speculative finance capital 

and time is of course relevant, but Marx on credit is, usually, not an unfamiliar topic, and it is just here that the 

focus on finance possibly misses something crucial both to the character of industrial capitalism, and to the 

argument about proletarianization. The usurers that Marx lambasts in the early chapters of Capitalwere not 

nice guys, and there should be no reason to applaud the activities of the creditors of big capital. These are not 

bears asleep in caves, but rather rogue traders – metaphorically beastly animals roaming the (financial) 

woods. But crucially, the analysis here is of mercantile and credit capital, not industry. 

For sure, these bears also fight each other and create mayhem. Stiegler’s concern with the self-preservation of 

capital is not a concern of any individual bear. Capitalists eat each other. Greed is good, Gecko said (another 

animal). There are of course many rogue bears, even in Stiegler’s commentary, and Bernard Madoff is his 

prime example. Gecko too comes to a sticky end, and not in a jar of honey. But every time the bear appears 

Stiegler also tends to tell us about something of which Marx was ‘unaware’[vii] – in this case marketing, but in 

others it is always a new and unforeseen response of capital in America and so forth. For Stiegler, the 

proletarianized consumer’s libidinal energy is a new energy that Marx could not anticipate, even where Marx 

discusses consumption as productive. The bear in the woods however, is that Marx was working on his 

‘economic shit’ and although his comments on circulation of commodities are possibly underdeveloped in 

comparison to his comments on factory production proper, this does not at all mean he ignored the sphere of 

consumption. 

For Stiegler the capitalist system is bearish or fictitiously speculative, and we are told Marx failed to take this 

‘fully into account’.[viii] I want to suggest, with respect, that the bear here is too easy to trap. Marx is not 

talking in the way that Weber of Schumpeter might talk of cultural determinants, or in a way that rests at the 

level of consumption peculiarly uninterested in what goes on in foreign woods where Goldilocks will not 

venture. Even at six volumes, the project of the book Capital is an unfolding analysis and incomplete, but there 

are sufficient hints and suggestions to assure us that credit is not the core of the analysis of industrial capital, 

but a supplementary tendency to be analyzed in turn.[ix] That this has been obscured is then compounded 

when we turn to the cultural. 

The key to Stiegler’s thinking here is that the rate of profit no longer has to do with a credit crisis, but is rather 

the consequence of a culture of corruption, where capital becomes ‘Mafia-esque’ and a dominant, and Freud-

esque, ‘consumption-drive’ is no longer to be understood in relation to the equation P equals surplus over 

constant and variable cost of production, that is ‘a profit that no longer bears any relation to the profit rate 

calculated by…’ Marx.[x] This form of capitalism ‘cannot be thought with Marxist concepts alone’.[xi] 

The new economy associates the ‘bearish consequences’ of the present milieu of capitalism and ‘the tendential 

fall of the rate of profit and it’s consumerist counter tendency’[xii] with a stupidity that is the 

proletarianization of the nervous system. Though he does not move past the bear enclosure to other pens, this 

is the mentalist version of the trained gorilla captured in the evocative internet-generation phrase, that I owe 

to Matt Fuller, of ‘web monkeys’. These web monkeys are best imagined as the hapless operatives of a call 

centre keying in basic purchase information for a home delivery service, or better, the poor ciders condemned 

to work at ever more efficient algorithms for estimating consumer preferences from past browser clicks and 

purchases. 

Web monkeys however are not to be thought of as new media start-ups (with funny haircuts and junk food 

addictions pace Douglas Coupland novels, they are rather the shock troops of short-term industrial and 

institutional transformation. In my own sector, we employ an ever greater number of these terminal-bound 

Promethean types, and of course every Professor is turned more and more into a data entry flunky by the 

administrative imperative. This is global and has happened in a fit of absence of mind (to which of course 

professors are also very much suspect). It is to his credit that  Stiegler notes the institution of new global 

universities as an alternative, in the battle for intelligence, to the onset of attention deficit disorder in the 

United States, but we might also consider that these Global Universities also have an imperious cast, and 

cautiously and not without concern for the pharmaceutical interests that profit from ADD and its key product 

Ritilin™, that the escalation and multiplication of attention deficit – ignoring protocols of media attentiveness 

– is globalism on the march. Though, in the face of this, and again with Coupland’s novels in mind, a willful 

refusal to attend might also be a basis for resistance and struggle. Another kind of university, learning to live 

despite mediatisation and real subsumption. 



Missing in Steigler’s narrative here is the great critique of industrial capital in these forms – this has also been 

said of Derrida by Spivak.[xiii] An adequate grasp of industrial processing and specifically, in relation to 

proletarianization, the way industrial transformations drive deskilling and cooperation, is necessary to 

understand the present composition of capital. Stiegler’s analysis is often good for mercantile or credit capital 

– vicious and unacceptable – but it is not yet an analysis of what is at stake in industrial capitalism. This is 

compounded by a versioning of the tendential decline of the rate of profit that transmuted this ‘law’ into 

culture and corruption rather than credit as a culture of financial sector corruption-opportunism. We need 

more than fear of bears here. We need bears in the woods, shitting… 
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