,.mv?,_.emxmc OF mnx‘s ggpxm By
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'hla 581 page book. or. whlch Roman Rosdolsky has warknd for come‘15
. years,: . ‘has: been con51dered, hy - eatablished larxigts es-the.most.
'"ﬁuthor*tative’,profound, ‘worl. on Lhe H{ffprnnc 1g?%ﬁz c+ructuref
Df’Uapitgl'lehis is ce talnly the mogt deiallp hrelatlonshmp
Thk g p_paa.ranca of - the;ampor+ancn

oLviaus slnce, in the introduction it—

,fhat the | Young Marx and the Mature Marx and the Rouvh Draft Narx arG’L
"i{all one and the" same.'and the Grundrisse should put an end once ahd |
uj?for all to tﬁe idea *hat harx had moved away ‘fron phlIOSophy and dl"
alectics and “become just an economist; in Iact. it was ihe economlc'
'~crisls of 1857 whlch reweotabllshed the cruecial Jmportanue of! dlalec

AU o i b W S-S B

He then takes up the structure, the 9 ye“ perlod bntween

Qp“ﬁ) 1857 and - 1856, vihich conteins the 2 dlfferert dirafte of Capltu; .

r’ Too much of this is just on the queb+10n of the 6 books orLVinal‘"

;intended and the 3 tks actually produced. on p. 17, RR does have
7; good paragraph aga*nst Kautsky/s co&tentlon { the final chap+er
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iuﬁ*9_~186 cnntaine g lmot +ctdrﬂ

IPecullarly enough,@%ﬁgf;g;?thouch
. othing. - short-of-.

*_ﬁ n, @;_g-_a of..I.e.hgn..—
_ ; and == he, hlasalf, Bays o
1o“higgeahout that ‘erusial struggle for the Working day, wﬁere uhg.ff
eal‘gxxxn in the concept of theory occu:red . (See NaF) Ve

RR then deals with the previous explanatlon of the uhange/‘.
liney pdrtlcular;y that of ?EEEEEEEE] when eV1dent1v
a“;nof known at all. erhens. 8o flnally,;

-gnt y reread: Hegnl's Lagic, and how great a. help 11 was fof him.
1ﬂﬁ"~/;/”"—t:e\ka#5’ fZJZL (k4aﬂ$$v’¢” g
~" BUT WHAT .zN&IONs. BUT)ON THE CONTRARY' KEEPS RE-’
T ACHIEVEWENT ARD THAT IS TEAT ONE TUST G0
HOW IN W HELL Cill ANYONE SAY:"
7, THE BEuINNING. THE com&onmr, ‘IS ABSTRACT? WHAT IS TRUE IS °
AT WHEN HE BEGAN WITH THAT @:ﬁﬂb THE CONMODITY,, THAT
" MASE-CONCRETE~OF—ALL“ZHING, WHICH CONTAINEL THE CONTRADICTION OF-.
USE VALUE ‘AND VALUE, HE WAS STILL SO UNHAPPY ABOUT THAT ":IENGMENAB
\PPEARANCE OF CONWIRADICTION THAT KE SAID SHAT HE MUST JUNF 2C A
§ORE PROFOUND INDICATION OF HIS ORIGINAL CONTRIBUTIGN -- CONCKETE -

AND AESTRILCT LABOR ~- THOUGH THAT WILL NOT GET ITS ::.XPLMMTTGN
NTIL MUCH LATER, . It is true that Narx's stress on cencrete, when

J{in the Introduction hi{ﬂéﬂ—rﬂiEEEEﬂﬂi;to labor, is Pre°i§£lx_ﬁﬁe ‘i?f“
Hegellan explanationy/ "the concrete is concrete becanse it 1§"inp“*

'the synthesis of many uetermlnatlons, hence the unity of the efbéfﬂﬂ
And-’R-

Sgownerpression ln tne o

* o - 1zsEze




The concept as’ concrete.
is essentlally in itself a unity of diver:
_how does i!iﬁ#blther prown the movenent ALrom abstract “to conr-retn
n_fas the. methodology Marx used in. Capltal In fact, far from. beicg
'z:fthn final stage of ooncretlzatlou, vihan labor was the. concept Marx
Ahad inte nded to start wqth, Marx changed his mind +o staprt
ﬂtne commodlty an whon he’ told the reader a

9. to leber, it was. not laber as c reteT-%ndriaboa_a;' meus o7
,oontrndictorj of 211 concepts, fhe abSOTLta contrags specifical1¢f

‘oapltalipt¢c, between abstract labor whzch produces all valL= -and;
-concrete lahor Wﬂ?tb produces thn use’ value.‘ oL SN

and’ 1n fact anyfbﬁrtl P
se deterninations v Bug

with
at once .that he must ;

R ﬁoes make soae important po nts when he . dealob

i nnfrom‘Capltal to landed property anu i A

J5to aaﬂe;labor,hand is ebp301ally good later‘
t,lsn’t,true'

Ies

Wi but ncluded it in’ Vol. III.w'

.'"sh wirg thatl, as- far back. a8 185?,

UaFX (Crundrise D.661)
icts the fbrm of monogg;x capmial;sm".a:ter which

.RBOJLigenerally compet;tion ig the means bJ which"
ycar.les +hrough xis mode’ of - productlon" even as an. page’

had, Said that onﬂeptualL;EEmpebltmon is g;none ather t}an'tﬁe

1nner nature of capital appearing and realized 28 the 1nter~aotion
of;mary capl als.f:)'

(I must here remarik that on p, hsﬁ_erwertu
d in qther

is 40" me correetly translated as “"expansion of value"

,places as "realization of value"™ and I do.nc+t understand why saddenly

thls author basiﬁg_hlmeeiikon‘Ben Foygkes’ trdnslatlcn of Cap;tal.
uslng the word valorlzatlon. :

Appendix to thls part. "ptho dologlcal Comwentson RL

Crithue of Marx's Schemz of Reprodactiou" states that szncs so -
much was written on the incorrectness of the schema, ne wili not grﬁ
PR AT spend time on this schema. What he doesn't understand is why thn'?
o }ﬁ;-" - . methodologeial premlses were not criticized, for that is the most
' o ‘ important E;pR must have known about my criticism prec;seJ of the
‘methodology, preclsely of the relatlonshlp‘Mﬁ between reality and .
.theory, since the cr1thue of RL was published some 1l Years he*ora
M&F, and pince I hzd a considerable numker of debates ot the whoxe
question at that time ¢f how methodology, specifically p;ag?aziig. o
led everyone astray alsc on the law of value. The most fan' a .




structure o:t‘ Capn.ta]. was 1{ professor._ ’.['ha was 1944.. It we.s. L
?.fffde'é'ds-' W bhat year-lonsr dnbate tha‘l‘ had evn.dently
(.all'ed the ‘German refugee attentmn tf‘ sea:uc‘l me out. Elrec'bly
"f'ter the wa‘.'.". I me‘a RR, and it was in 191&8 'l:hat we f1rs+

Joduatnted vith the Grundriesa"[

”capital st/coun'bries, 'bha't provas the

I'm skipping to the section on Rosa Luxemburg, or. rather ‘to-h‘i‘—s"-
critibal excursus. where all disputes regard
_taken 'up. -- heo-larxists, pp 552 - 5?2"‘

\ / e *“H“““—"t‘*-,—v o
-

First (p.451) RR ‘takes up KK and Hn_li‘erding and Otto
Bauer who was the first to attack RL's work, Then comes Grossmann

:':‘l"" 24 ain n a It Leso we Zini LaThipee 9‘6 l
A WMW«%JTJ‘M o
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,BA 'ge.lfo\r and Tuga.n—-Baranovsky. but the cr:n.t:.que ol Lenm is hs:.rdly

‘undere .andable in view of the fact tha‘t he e.gre*es with all of Lenln

,I".against the 7\iarodm.ki and for the histor:.c correc’cness of tenints

'anlays:.s, of, Russ:Lan capitdhsn as well as lLenin's conte La.qjha;.
' And ye

‘s no. contradict:.on betWeen Volumes II. e.nd I

_I'm very glad' that Pannekoek, Ecksteln. and Ovt:o Bauer have alll
condemned her- 'book w:.‘th one accord ar‘d used the same argmuents wh:.ch
. I intend t0 - wm;t_

e.bou't Rosa. :Ln No. + of “rosveshcheme. 0]"' p. 481 RR ret

._‘e'"xrfost 1mportant o of 'l'.he aspec ts is".

dn.d not understand 'the ‘

. 1 odology because xmmx

;_h.'LS treatise on the reellzatlon problerner Me.rr g 'l:hnomes o'_'
T gurplus value @the Grundr:l.sse were(kno to him: he cou‘ld ha.ve_
had only less than an adequate ms:.gh’t inso the .me hodo..og:.rally o
very ‘somplex structure of Iua.rx 8 economic wor¥. He . )
'accordmg %o Marx's plan for the structure ofitle 'wor...

figure as, the analysis of “Bapital in General"' and
ﬁaly the results _which Marx obtained in 'these volumes

‘,..—.—""'
- although extraordinar:.ly important -- Jsull ha d 40 be coner et:.zed
ysis, that o:[‘ "Capital in: conc'-"l’ce_ real:_l.'l; '




Larabire whiqﬂaansdioutly and in detall takes up the quest‘on of
re" néthogdo g;v of Marx's 'Cayl‘tal '

e devotes no less than 3

!ﬂ! He says tha't- Laf
on Lhe economic 13Wsdluu

etlon of mnthodology
: p.‘contalns a (Bomehwat dubxous) presenuatlon of the materlalya+
=concept10n of history; however. slncd sonzo*ogy cannat serve asja

U W J
A f" ‘
’Doc%r'he of: Eezng anu Essence) 15 the genetlc_

-1:- gctisy “Grundrisse was first’ pubm,
lished.“"ONE NO LONGER HAS o BITE INTO THE SO0UR APPLE AhD 'THO—

- RGUGHLY STUDv THE WHOLE OF HEGEI'S IDGIC vIN GRDER 0 UNDERSTAND
',MARX'S CAPITAL - ONE CAN ARRIVE AT THE SAME END, DIRECTBY, BY ‘

.wImNGE'S OTHERWTSp USEFUL- IVD INT&RESTLNG BOOK,

MAKES A REMR&KBABLY OLD-FASFIONED IMPRESSION: " (° Thls awfully
‘awful and awfully er;dlte author has all thls ‘praise of Lange. even
570) he calls attention to the fact that H

though in a fine (55: P.
a’@ e %as smxtollmg Stalin for hJ.S greal; contr:.—

AP MR O b

ﬁT Ttical economy.
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