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Abstract: 
 
We critically analyse the theory of cognitive capitalism as developed by Yann Moulier 
Boutang in his book of that name.  He emphasises a new category of exploitation, seeks to 
explain the behaviour of finance capital and foretells a coming dominance by cognitive 
capitalism over industrial capitalism.  While his theory has merit and is a useful starting point 
for further analysis of the interaction between digital technology and capitalism, it has major 
flaws in its treatment of financialization, of the employment relationship and of the power 
and dominance of large industrial corporations, as well as of the alleged superiority of 
cognitive capitalism and in its exposition of a second category of exploitation. 
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Has exploitation transformed? 
A critical analysis of the theory of cognitive capitalism 

 
There is no doubt that western capitalism has undergone some major changes in recent 
decades. The large industrial corporations that dominate the stock markets of the world have 
faded in importance, and in their place have come a number of firms with business models 
built, one way or another, on digital technology—firms like Facebook, Apple, Amazon, 
Microsoft and Google. These firms now dominate markets to such an extent that calls have 
been made for them to be broken up, much as occurred to industrial behemoths like Standard 
Oil a century ago. 

The major changes in the structure of the economy in turn lead to questions as to whether 
capitalism itself is fundamentally changing? Others have seen fundamental changes arising 
from the spread of globalisation, the emergence of neoliberalism, or the process of 
financialization. But the fascination with digital technology goes everywhere. Digital 
technology is bringing about (or will bring about) transformations to the world of work. 
Changes in jobs will happen and jobs will be lost; work will be transformed; the serfs will be 
liberated; and the free will be enslaved.  

Into this series of discourses has stepped Yann Moulier Boutang, a French philosopher 
who has developed a theory that ties together the emergence of digital technology with the 
transformation of capitalism in a political economy framework. Globalization has been 
facilitated by the digital revolution. Financialization, or what appears to be financialization, is 
explained by it. Neoliberalism is almost irrelevant to his story. And it all set out in his book, 
Cognitive Capitalism (Moulier Boutang 2011), written before and revised after the Global 
Financial Crisis [GFC]. 

 
A description of Cognitive capitalism 
 
At the core of Cognitive Capitalism is the idea that the old system of industrial capitalism is 
being replaced by something new. Moulier Boutang aims to supplant the idea that industrial 
capitalism extracts surplus value through a production process that led to the creation of 
material goods (Marx 1887). Now under cognitive capitalism there is a second “degree” or, 
as more accurately translated, a second “category” of exploitation.1  
 
Two categories of exploitation 
 
These categories of exploitation can be differentiated in the following way. 

Whereas industrial capitalism exploits manual labour, cognitive capitalism exploits 
“invention labour”. That is, where manual labour makes things and creates surplus value 
through labour power. The second category cognitive capital operates via the brain to make 
ideas and creating surplus value through invention power.  

Moulier Boutang draws an important distinction between the use of labour under 
industrial capitalism and cognitive capitalism. Labour power is consumed in the industrial 
capitalism production process. Much industrial capitalism production makes use of what 
could be called “direct labour”, materials and machinery. Primary production, that is the 
production of materials (even digging them out of the ground or sowing the crop) requires 
labour. So too does secondary production, that is the production of machinery used in the 

	
1 We doubt that “degree” is the best translation of Moulier Boutang’s words, though it is the term used in the 
official English version. In the original French, Moulier Boutang refers to “l’exploitation de la force inventive 
du travail vivant ou l’exploitation de degré deux” and in that context we consider think that, in English, a better 
translation of “degré deux” would be “category two” rather than “degree two”. 



production process (a lathe or a loom). In Marx’s circuit of capital, shown in the flow chart 
below, the primary phase refers to the production of the first commodity C (already 
purchased by the capitalist in the flow chart, so its production is not shown) and the 
secondary phase refers to the second C, notated as the transformed commodity C': 

 
 

M ® C … P … C' ® M'  
  

 
Labour used in the primary production of materials and machinery is, by Marx and 

Moulier Boutang’s reckoning, “dead labour” by the time it enters the secondary production 
process. That is, it is embodied in the materials and machinery themselves. (By contrast, 
labour power directly in the secondary production process is “living labour”.) This whole 
process is referred to by Moulier Boutang as the “category one” process of exploitation. 

This is different, according to Moulier Boutang, under cognitive capitalism. Labour 
power is not consumed in the production process; it is instead deployed. Indeed, it is not even 
called labour power, it is called “invention power”. Hence production under cognitive 
capitalism relies upon living labour. This is maintained as living labour and intellectual 
capital. As invention power is not consumed but merely deployed, it is also accumulated in 
the worker. The cognitive capitalist cannot consume labour power, it needs to rely on the ever 
-accumulating skills and knowledge of the cognitive worker. This extraction of surplus value 
from invention power is referred to by Moulier Boutang as the “category two” process of 
exploitation. 
 
Invention power and positive externalities 
 
What is invention power? Invention power is the ability to create new ideas or pieces of 
information of knowledge that in turn generate profit. It does not rely on the exertion of 
physical labour, as occurred under industrial capitalism. It relies on brain power—not just the 
brain power of individuals, but on “collective knowledge” accumulated by the collective 
brain. Invention power relies on workers ever increasing their expertise and being able to 
apply that in the cognitive capitalism production process. They receive training and exchange 
ideas with others that further develop their own ideas.  

Moulier Boutang draws an analogy with the work of bees. Under an industrial capitalism 
way of thinking, even allowing for the benefits of collective coordination of workers, we 
think of the output of a hive of bees as being an amount of honey. But under cognitive 
capitalism, the output is the much larger extent of pollination that the bees engage in. That 
pollination is actually more important, at least for the ecosystem as a whole, than the 
production of honey. So, in cognitive capitalism, metaphorically speaking, we operate in a 
“sphere of pollination”. 

To be effective, cognitive workers have to connect to each other. This is now possible 
through the creation of the internet, and is enhanced as Web 2.0 technology spreads, as 
processing speeds increase and as memory storage increases. Cognitive workers need to be 
able to efficiently use and analyse large amounts of data. This was not possible before the 
creation of computers, and advances in digital technology have enhanced this ability many 
times over.  

Under industrial capitalism, firms are not able to fully capture the benefits of invention 
power. This is because it produces “positive externalities”, arising from the exchange of ideas 
and pollination that occurs, often through unpaid labour, amongst cognitive workers. Think 



of simply hitting “like” on Facebook, or chatting in an internet forum, at a conference, or in a 
café.  

Externalities are costs or benefits that are created by, but not captured by, the parties to a 
transaction. They can be negative or positive. The most obvious example of negative 
externalities is the emission of carbon dioxide and other greenhouse gases in the production 
process. These costs are borne by current and future societies, but they are not paid by either 
the buyer or the seller of the commodity that is created by that production process. Positive 
externalities may emerge from education (society benefits from people being more 
knowledgeable and less bigoted) and research (ideas are generated which are disseminated 
and lead to further ideas and inventions by unrelated parties).  

Some processes might lead to both positive and negative externalities—urbanisation, for 
example, might mean individuals and firms benefit from ready access to services and labour 
markets for particular skills. But on the other hand urbanisation also creates costs of 
congestion and pollution that are experienced by many, and not just the vehicle drivers who 
create the problem. 

Externalities are critical to Moulier Boutang, as the existence of positive externalities 
arising from the dominant (category two) production mode in cognitive capitalism 
distinguishes it from industrial capitalism. 

  
Finance and cognitive capitalism 
 
Moulier Boutang sees accounting systems as based on principles from industrial capitalism 
that are unable to account for these positive externalities. Instead, the benefits of these 
positive externalities are captured by financial markets, who are able to value firms in ways 
that reflect the true value of cognitive capital. Financial crises, in turn, have been a “crisis of 
measure” (Moulier Boutang 2011, 187), because of the difficulty of accurately valuing these 
positive externalities in industrial capitalism-dominated thinking. 

Values  
Under industrial capitalism, the dominant values were about money, work, flexibility, 

individualism and selfishness. Under cognitive capitalism, these values change to become 
passion, freedom, altruism, the search for openings and creativity.  

Cognitive capitalism will see, he maintains, the importance of peer recognition over 
corporate control; the rise of the ethos of the creative individual and the hacker; people 
joining more voluntary mutual interest groups; and the dominance of technologies of the 
mind (relating to computers, media, games and the internet) that spell the demise of old 
iconic industrial technologies (the steam engine, loom and railway) and forms of 
communication (telegram, mail, etc) (Moulier Boutang 2011, 57, 89). 
 
The coming dominance of cognitive capitalism 
 
Cognitive capitalism will replace industrial capitalism, or at least dominate it, according to 
Moulier Butang, because it is much more efficient and productive. The collective efforts of 
workers under industrial capitalism, organised by corporations, do not match the potential of 
those working under cognitive capitalism. This is because workers under industrial capitalism 
largely work individually, and because the technology did not exist before digitalisation and 
the internet to make use of a collective intelligence.  

The extent to which cognitive capitalism will outperform industrial capitalism is said by 
Moulier Boutang to be enormous, probably a thousand fold. He partly makes this calculation 
by the aforementioned reference to bees: and their productive methods of pollination, but 
mainly by reference to the behaviour of financial markets. This is because “predator” 



financial markets (Moulier Boutang 2011, 188), over recent decades, have captured the 
positive externalities of cognitive capitalism, for example by pricing into the market 
valuation of firms the future value of the ideas of the people working in that firm. These may 
be such things as plans for ride-sharing technology, new modes of communication or new 
ways of organising work flows.  
 
The end of employment 
 
Cognitive capitalism, in this schema, is leading to major changes in the relationship between 
labour and capital. The wage model is declining because it is incompatible with cognitive 
capitalism, as it inhibits pollination. Cognitive workers seek engagement with other cognitive 
workers, not the constraints of being employed by a single corporation, and this enables them 
to exchange and grow ideas. With payment of wages effectively destroyed, and creativity 
needing to be encouraged, cognitive capitalism will inevitably tend towards provision of a 
universal basic income, with a high living standard for all members of society regardless of 
their “active” contribution through employment. 
 
Resistance and enclosures 
 
The move from industrial capitalism to cognitive capitalism meets resistance. This in itself is 
not new—think of the Luddite movement when workers smashed looms that they thought 
were taking their jobs during the change from feudalism to industrial capitalism —but 
Moulier Boutang emphasises resistance not from displaced workers but from industrial 
capital.  

Large corporations, still in industrial capitalist modes of thought, try to defend their 
control over property, and so major battles occur over such things as music copyright, 
intellectual capital and patents. Moulier Boutang refers to capital’s attempts to maintain and 
extend corporate property rights here as the modern equivalent of the “enclosures” of pre-
capitalist and early capitalist times (when peasant farmers lost their commonly held land to 
their lords and the state). Marx (1887, chapters 26-33) referred to this capturing of value 
through the enclosures as “primitive accumulation”, and David Harvey (2004) uses the term 
“accumulation through dispossession” to apply it to modern times.  

However, Moulier Boutang sees an essential difference between the earlier enclosures 
and the bids by modern corporations to fence off property rights from ordinary workers. The 
earlier enclosures were successfully able to strip property rights from peasants, but the nature 
of knowledge under cognitive capitalism makes such fencing now impossible. The logic of 
cognitive capitalism is so strong that these battles over intellectual property ownership are 
being lost or eventually will be lost by these large corporations. 
 
Critical analysis 
 
There are many interesting and useful aspect Moulier Boutang’s analysis. However, there are 
three fundamental flaws with - in relation to financialisation, in the treatment of the 
employment relationship and a failure to recognise the importance of the capitalist 
corporation, as well as an additional major difficulty. 
 
Financialisation 
 
The first flaw is the treatment of financialisation. Moulier Boutang considers financialisation 
to be a product of the emergence of cognitive capitalism, and of the greater ability of finance 



capital, than industrial capital (that is, non-finance capital), to efficiently price the positive 
externalities of cognitive capital. Industrial capitalism operates under the old, flawed 
industrial capitalism model of accounting. However, there is a conceptual problem here.  

He says that finance capital can capture positive externalities, and it does this by more 
accurately valuing firms than the accountants do. (This is aside from the fact that unpaid 
production, such as domestic labour, is taken for granted or ignored by both accountants and 
finance capital (Waring 1999)). 

Yet if the benefits were externalities, then by definition they would not be available 
through the relevant firm and hence could not be captured in that way by finance capital.  

Moreover, even if the benefits are generally internalised, rather than externalised, Moulier 
Boutang’s model assumes the efficient market hypothesis. That is a rather extreme 
neoclassical model of the operation of financial markets that was largely discredited by the 
GFC also known as the Great Recession. That is, it assumes that financial markets efficiently 
price all assets based on all available information. But the GFC effectively destroyed this 
hypothesis (Quiggin 2010). 

Though the book was written both before, and updated after, the GFC the financial crisis 
does not appear to have altered its argument. His explanation of the GFC—a crisis of 
measurement because finance capital was unable to accurately measure the positive 
externalities from cognitive capitalism—fails to accurately depict the collapse of Fanny May, 
Freddie Mac, Lehmann Brothers or any of the other major institutions. While the end of the 
dot-com boom in 2000 could be described this way, other crises including the GFC were not 
due to inaccurate financial valuation of cognitive capital. If the GFC was a crisis of 
measurement, it was the false measurement of risk, arising from the complex use of 
collateralised debt obligations, not the false measurement of positive externalities (Bryan 
2009; Colander et al. 2009; Crotty 2008; Kirkpatrick 2009; Peetz, Le Queux, and Frost 2011; 
Rudd 2009; Waxman 2008).  

Nor does Moulier Boutang’s explanation tally with numerous other accounts of the rise of 
financialisation from the 1980s. Although these differ in emphasis, they typically relate 
financialisation in some way to the rise of neoliberal policy settings, the practices of various 
governments including that of Thatcher, Reagan and/or Pinochet, and the power of finance 
capitalists (Krippner 2005; Palley 2007; Witko 2014). This is a very different perspective to 
that of the efficient market hypothesis. 
 
The employment relationship 
 
The second major flaw is the treatment of the employment relationship. Moulier Boutang 
claims the employment relationship is already in irretrievable decline—yet the data show no 
such decline. Averaged across countries, self-employment has fallen since 2000, including in 
the USA and the majority of OECD countries for which there are data (Peetz 2019, chapter 6, 
using OECD data). While no doubt there are, and will be, cognitive workers who run or 
establish “start-ups” and work on a per-service basis, most are employees. The employment 
relationship persists not just because most workers prefer the relative security it offers, but 
also, importantly, because is the most efficient way to control labour and it is the way that the 
employer can extract profit (surplus value from invention power) from the worker to continue 
profiting within the circuit.  

The problem of managing the labour process is ignored by Moulier Boutang, yet it is 
central to understanding the role of cognitive workers in the present and future. 
 
The power of the corporation and the internalisation of positive externalities 
 



The third flaw relates to the first two in that the theory fails to recognise the importance of 
the capitalist corporation: that is, its urge to maintain, spread and strengthen its power, and 
the consequences of this. The corporation will competitively fight tooth and nail to reinforce 
the power that it already has, and to build its profits. It is not as if Moulier Boutang is totally 
unaware of the resistance of corporations to movement from the industrial capitalism model. 
He devotes most of a chapter to the efforts by several large corporations to tighten their grip 
on intellectual property through things like music royalties and patents. But he expects that 
their efforts will be in vain because of the superior logic of cognitive capitalism. 

But there are two problems with this expectation. First, Moulier Boutang over-estimates 
the ability of cognitive capitalism to outperform industrial capitalism. These estimates are 
primarily derived from the mistaken idea that the performance of the financial sector (more 
precisely, the capacity of the financial sector to extend credit) provides a rule of thumb 
indicator of the superior performance of cognitive capitalism. This is, he sees, because 
finance capital has captured the positive externalities of cognitive capitalism, and that is the 
principal reason for the growth in profits in and crises in finance capital.  

Second, and more importantly, though the seeming superior performance of cognitive 
capitalism over industrial capitalism is potentially something that happens at the aggregate 
(national or international) level, it is not something inherent at the firm level. This is because 
of the discrepancy between national interests and the sum of individual interests, due in no 
small part to the existence of externalities.  

Industrial capitalism overran previous modes of accumulation because the firms using 
industrial capitalist production methods outperformed entities using simple or feudal modes 
of production. This was due to the logic of industrial capitalism, which is to search for the 
maximum profit and the most efficient technology that will produce lower prices to 
potentially undercut and wipe out competitors. Because the “superiority” of cognitive 
capitalism arises from positive externalities, firms using cognitive capitalism modes will not 
necessarily be able to capture those externalities and hence outcompete firms using industrial 
capitalism.  

If finance capital is itself able to capture the positive externalities of cognitive capitalism, 
it does not follow that firms using an industrial capitalism model will go out of business 
when competing with other firms in similar industries—or even that cognitive capitalists 
want this to happen. Cognitive capital needs industrial capitalism. For example it needs the 
technologies, such as computers, that are mostly outsourced to be built in third world 
sweatshops, an oft-cited example being Foxconn and the production smartphones in factories 
that now have suicide nets outside the buildings (Merchant 2017).  

Financialisation has led to increasing ownership and control of industrial (non-finance) 
firms by finance capital (Peetz and Murray 2012). This has not sent them all broke—it has, 
though, changed their behaviour, making them more focused on the short-term and less 
interested in the long-term investments in training and development that are the sine qua non 
of cognitive capitalism. Rather than supporting cognitive capitalism, financialisation is 
undermining it. If Moulier Boutang was correct, then finance capital would be encouraging 
the industrial firms with which it deals to allocate more resources to training and 
development, so that finance capital would be able to reap the benefits. Instead, finance 
capital’s behaviour discourages that reallocation by its focus on short-termism (Peetz and 
Murray 2012).  
 
The dominance of cognitive capitalism 
 
While cognitive capitalism may be a “superior” system to industrial capitalism, this is only 
potentially the case. Even by Moulier Boutang’s logic, this is dependent on the benefits—the 



positive externalities—being captured by the state and passed on to society. Yet in practice, 
existing corporations will continue to do everything to maintain their control over intellectual 
property and prevent positive externalities flowing to anyone. There is no intrinsic logic to 
capitalism that says “do the right thing by society”. Indeed, the opposite is true. The logic is 
to compete as ruthlessly as possible (at whatever cost to society) so the corporation survives. 
The behaviour of individual corporations, in seeking to preserve and advance themselves, 
will also act to maintain industrial capitalism.  

The dominance of industrial capitalism over other modes of accumulation was not reliant 
on industrial capitalism capturing positive externalities. Its benefits were fully privatised. 
True, the costs were externalised, and passed on to society and the environment (for example, 
through pollution, carbon emissions and ill health), and that has been pivotal to the ascension 
and endurance of industrial capitalism. But there is no inherent reason to believe that 
cognitive capitalism would internalise these negative externalities. And if individual 
corporations are unable to internalise the positive externalities of cognitive capitalism, then it 
is unclear that they would outcompete traditional firms. 

This not to deny that Facebook, Amazon and other high-tech firms are reshaping markets 
and achieving dominance over them. But they are not doing this by allowing positive 
externalities to pass them by. Rather, they seek to prevent positive externalities from escaping 
them. They have the financial resources to successfully sue anyone who seeks to make use of 
proprietorial software and preventing its use by smaller rivals. They have the financial 
resources to acquire smaller start-ups or potential rivals whose technologies show signs of 
promise.  

This is not the rise of positive externalities. It is dominance through the rise of market 
power in certain technology-shaped markets. Moulier Boutang is right to pay attention to the 
way technology changes capitalism, but wrong to see this is some benevolent force that will 
render industrial capitalism helpless. Rather, it is industrial capitalism, in a new phase. 

As to the new social values embedded in cognitive capitalism, we do not expect existing 
corporations to be happy to cede control of production to happy groups of cooperating 
workers. Indeed, we expect their resistance to be far more effective than Moulier Boutang 
imagines. The recent history of corporate behaviour, particularly amongst large corporations 
with sophisticated HRM practices and the ideas streaming from their associated think tanks 
and business associations, is indeed to encourage cooperation among workers, and to 
promote collective intelligence—but to do it for the benefit of the corporation (Willmott 
1993).  

Collective “flexible” behaviour, various studies have already indicated, is not only 
tolerated but welcomed by these corporations as a means of generating commitment to the 
organisation by employees and of generating profit that can be privately appropriated by the 
corporation—often while using the rhetoric of promoting the “individualism” or workers. 
However, this collective behaviour is not generally tolerated if it leads to workers seeking to 
challenge the control exercised by the corporation, for example by unionising or engaging in 
collective industrial action (Van den Broek 1997). 

We see two, divergent, tendencies in corporate management of employees. One is of 
tighter management control, rigid focus on metrics outcomes and shifts towards 
micromanagement and beyond, superficially totally antithetical to the ideal cognitive 
capitalism model. The other, possibly more common (but there is little authoritative evidence 
on this) is of permitting greater participation or involvement by employees in production, 
direct cooperation or share ownership, though this is contingent on their not challenging 
managerial prerogatives (Peetz 2019). Thus corporations may at times give the appearance of 
promoting co-operation and the “collective brain” of employees within very defined 
boundaries that do not allow independent employee voice or permit positive externalities to 



flow outside the corporation. This urge for continuing control is one reason for the 
persistence of the employment relationship, and is contrary to Moulier Boutang’s 
expectations. 
 
Categories of exploitation 
 
There is also the difficulty arising from of Moulier Boutang’s drawing a strained distinction 
between “category one” and “category two” forms of exploitation, the former ultimately 
producing dead labour, embodied within the means of production, while the latter requires 
the continuing use and reproduction of living labour.  

Although cognitive workers do need to be repeatedly used and enriched, but not 
“consumed”, to generate the ideas that form value in cognitive capitalism, the distinction 
between living and dead labour in categories one and two seems rather artificial in the way 
Moulier Boutang presents it. Skilled workers have been receiving training and development 
for decades, even centuries, under industrial capitalism, and have to be carefully managed by 
their employing corporations.  

Even if invention power becomes the key ingredient in the future, its benefits are still 
manifest as what Marx would call “dead labour”, that is, in some new process, product, 
software, hardware, or other invention constructed by those previously used workers. Yes, 
capitalists still want to make ongoing use of the invention power of the same workers, but 
such has always been the case. It does not matter whether we are talking about the idea for a 
new piece of machinery in place of a lathe, or a new piece of software that makes lathes run 
autonomously, the labour power consumed in the generation of ideas becomes “dead labour” 
when it is embodied in the idea that is taken up by capital. 
 
Conclusion 
 
In conclusion, does all this render Moulier Boutang’s concept of cognitive capitalism fatally 
flawed? We do not think so, but we do think that it requires significant modification.  

His concept has several important benefits. It alerts us to the importance of studying the 
way that digital technology shapes the way that capital behaves. There is a need to investigate 
how capitalism is being reshaped by new technologies, including the internet, robotics and 
artificial intelligence, and to do so in the context of a solid understanding of how capitalism 
actually works, rather than taking a wide-eyed reading of the great wonders or inherent evils 
of those technologies. 

Another virtue of his approach is what he says about the importance of “collective 
knowledge”—the “collective brain”—in newly developing modes of production. In that, 
however, he may be a little ahead of the field in anticipating its dominance. A “collective 
brain” may be necessary to enable humanity to overcome crises of the commons, most 
obviously and desperately the climate crisis. However, present digital technology and 
individually competitive capitalism as currently organised do not really enable the 
“collective” to dominate. The power of individual capitals still rules. That said, likely 
developments in neural technology in coming decades will facilitate the capacity for the 
“collective brain” to be harnessed, though whether this is for the good of society depends on 
choices that are made, something well beyond the scope of this paper (Peetz and Murray 
2019). 

Importantly, in this context, Moulier Butang points to the importance of the “commons”, 
of production for the many, who may lack capitalist ownership, instead of just profit for a 
few. But his is not a socialist manifesto. It points instead to a more altruistic, passionate and 
free future, arising not from revolution but from the logic of the technology and how it 



interacts with capitalist production. Still, he points to the potential importance of policy 
measures like a universal basic income. Regardless of the specific merits of that particular 
policy, his doing this also highlights the ongoing importance of the state in any future form of 
capitalism. 

In all this, though, it does not appear to us that exploitation is in the process of being 
fundamentally transformed, from one involving the extraction of surplus value through the 
use of labour power, to something fundamentally different involving invention power, and in 
which the nature of externalities is dramatically changing. There are core problems with his 
analysis arising from his treatment of financialisation, power, and the power and dominance 
of capital. 

Yes, we need new maps to look at an old system that is close to destroying us as people 
and our environment. Exploitation is still the basis of capitalism but it does work differently. 
For many of us in the first world, we no longer sweat over a loom in an overcrowded, under-
ventilated and unsafe factory. Much of that work has been parcelled off to the Global South 
where it can be executed more cheaply, with fewer restrictions and weaker labour 
organisation. First world capitalism has a new dimension, with many appearing to collude in 
their own exploitation by working longer hours, driven by new technologies, or short 
unpredictable hours with substandard wages, also facilitated by technology. The motivations 
of capital and the outcomes from its search for profit need not have changed, but the 
technology has and we need to consider the impact of that on class relations and class 
reproduction. The work of Yann Moulier Boutang is a useful starting point in that process. 
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