[working title:  using commodity fetish  to analyze the targeting of the world trade center and pentagon.]

Marx states in Capital that “the commodity form is the most general and the most underdeveloped form of bourgeois production (176).” A modern analysis using his method to describe the creation and value of the commodity fetish may show that architectural structures, specifically monuments and buildings, have a highly developed associated commodity form. Because of the strong ties between the idea value and the physical structure, the destruction of the monument becomes a metaphor for the destruction of the idea. Not all structures are monuments; and the destruction of an icon may attach a stronger commodity fetish on the structure, even though it may no longer physically exist. The difference between a monument and an icon lie in the transition of the power in control.

[definition of commodity fetish]

Commodity fetish is a value that has been ascribed on an object through social interaction. An object or process is given worth and power. I don’t know yet how this power is determined, or who determines it, but it exists because of the disassociation of labor and ownership intrinsic to the success of capitalist social structure.

[T]o find an analogy we must take flight into the misty realm of religion. There the products of the human brain appear as autonomous figures endowed with a life of their own, which enter into relations both with each other and with the human race. So it is in the world of commodities with the products of men’s hands. I call this the fetishism which attaches itself to the products of labour as soon as they are produces as commodities, and is therefore inseparable from the production of commodities. 
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Marx uses concrete objects and labor to define commodity value. He uses the analogy of vision to describe how the interpretation of a form outside of the body is “perceived not as a subjective excitation of that nerve but as the objective form of a thing outside the eye. (165)” Using iconoclast actions, the destruction of structures can be interpreted in a similar way, that is, as representing a political or economic structure that has been overthrown or superceded.

[the destruction of monuments – the fetish as action]

Without the concept of commodity value that is present in the capitalist social system, the targeting of a structure would not be a metaphor for the thing itself. The transition of the Soviet Republic to independent states included the destruction of structures representing the former power, the Berlin wall and the statues of Lenin. 

Although the barrier of the Berlin Wall was a concrete (teehee) example of a structure, the metaphoric separation of communist and capitalist political ideologies greatly outweighed any actual ability to maintain or restrict entry from one state into the other. (Guns helped, of course.) Soon after, the massive statues of Lenin were toppled in an iconoclast representation of the fall of the soviet government. I wonder if the corpse of Lenin will finally be allowed to rot, or if so much formaldehyde will prevent his physical body to ever join the living memory of his existence. 

The destruction of these two forms of representation were part of the transition of one power leadership to another. Without this ritual destruction, the structural representations of the might of the outgoing power system would, with their presence, actively suggest that the new power system could fail. Marx doesn’t cover the clean start mentality in his writings; I’m using another book to demonstrate this concept.

[the destruction of icons differs from the destruction of monuments]

The destruction of monuments as metaphoric transition of power may be based on commodity value, but the iconography of a power that is threatened but not overthrown may instead rally around the icon as a symbol of might and power. 

The pentagon was designed for the practical reason to allow the representative branches of the US military to work in close proximity and thus call a meeting in quick order. The iconography of the building was one of unity of military might, although most of the military personnel did not work in the complex. The targeting of this particular building may have been to show that despite the numbers present in the military forces, it was still open to attack and capable of being destroyed.

The iconography of the World Trade Complex as the representation of the columns holding up the structure of capitalism was based principally on the size and the structure of the building. The stock market would have been a more fitting target if the total disruption of the economic system were desired. Instead, the size and representative power of the twin towers was chosen.

In neither case was individual fatalities considered as the buildings themselves were not seen as locations of occupancy, but as icons of power. The timing of their attack could be interpreted as choreographed to synchronize with morning news programming, and the delay between the attacks could be interpreted as an understanding of media display to obtain the largest audience.

[conclusion]

although much of the intent of the attack is speculation, without commodity fetish, buildings would not be metaphoric representations of power.

