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v-surpaSsed in the present case.x-.

AN

STATEILENT OF THE:SECRETARIAT ON
THE JOHWSON ARTICLE

Ag is evident: from the introduction he writc. 'to his article
in this issuc of .thc Bulletin, coirade Johnson is insistent upon

- cking his article the subjcot o an artificial internol polenical

Gicorites This being the -casé, the ossential facts should be availe
atie oo all.

The Political Conmittée did in fnct endorse the decision of the
Editorial Bonpd of the N.I. not to print the following article by
Johason. The th¥ee main reasons then given to the aut-eor were as

fellowss

1. The article is inordinately long and, for its contents, its
leagih docs not warrant. yhe. space fequifed for No.I. publicatlion., As
pcinied out in o letter to-Jpohnsgon, this was not the main reason for
the P.C., decision, ZIts validity, hOWOVGf, nay casily be confirned
by the reader. . Furthermore, by a long-standing decislon of the P.C.,

“approved . by : Johnson when 1t was &dopted & propos of one of his polem-

lcal opponents, no. discussion article.may &s a rule- be printcd in the
magazine which exceeds a maxinun of four pages - a- size considorably

‘-u.‘,. : - .', . ——

2. The articlo does not deal wlth.the question in d1Spute.
Johnson openced’ thé dispute in his. lottor in the April, 1942, New
International, on two -points: - ay. uhother .0r not - Trotsky wws right

‘in‘‘saying, .in 1930, thnt the -formulac of extendcd reproduction in the

second volume of 1 ﬂqrx 5" "Capital" applied to'a capitalisn not linited
by national boundarics ahd ndi to-a. national’ capitﬂlism, and b) ‘whe—
ther or not the sane. fornu11 {or fornulao) applicd’ to. Russia: today,
characterized by the party as o burcaucritic tollectivist state,
Johnson denanded an official party: ("quthoritative") stadienent’ on
these polnts, a demand which did .not reveal a' very clcéar idca-on his
part of a Morxian party's relationship to siich ‘theoretical questions.
Naturally, thc party, being the serious revolutionary organization
that it isl took no ‘such "stand"; it cannot and will not. Having
voluntecred to do so, Carteris pLOpOS&l to answer Johnson in his own
name, and as one of the cditors of the N.I., wns accepted, and his
answer printcd with Johnson's letter., In his rcbuttal, Johnson simply
does not return to the questions he originally raised., Ioreover, he
states uncquivocally that he is not interested in what Trotsky wrote
on the formulac of extended reproduction applying to "national!" or
"internationall capitulism that is, he i1s not interestcd now and was
not intercsted then in the points obout which he prcsumably wrote his
first letter and demanded an official position by the party. We do
not pretend to understand such procedure in fruitful theoretical dis-
cussion. Hpwever, there is no.recason why we should promote or condong:
it on the pages of the N.I., wherc there i1s somc cholce in the matter,
If 1t 1s to be printed at all, then only in a party bulletin and upon
the demand of a party member, as was pointed out to Johnson when it

was suggested to him that he make such a request.

3. The article is, as stated in thec original decision of the
commlttec, abstrusc; to put it more simply, 1t is morc or less unine
telligiblc, We havo no right. to arrange for publication in the N.I.
of any artlcle that would be incomprchensiblc to not less than ninety-
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_five percent of its readers, Ca thig point, the Secretariat fecls

no need to elaborate, inasruch as 1t can be safely left to everyone
who reads the article to Jjudge for himself.

It is unfortunate that in failing to take these points into
consideration, comrade Johnson, as shown by his introductory states
ment, again failed %o understand. the responslibilities that go with
party leaodershlp. . s o _ ' - '

‘ o 'Seéfetariaf of the P.C.,
3/23/43 o Mea
| ERRR e, SR

~“INTRODUCTORY LETTER

. Thig article was subnlitted ih December 1942 in comment on the

_article written by Carter and published in the New International of

April 1942, ‘it will be rerenmbered that this.article, over threc
pages in length, was written in reply to a short letter that I wrote
to the New International in which'I asked for some authoritative
statement on the interpretation of passages. in an article by Trotsky,

| published in the Archives, The delay in cubnmitting my answer to that

o/97/43

was due to: (a) important practical activity which allowed nothing-
else to intrude upon it; and (b) 1illness, The P.C, has endorsed the

"decision of the Editorial Board which refused. to publish ny article

in the N.,I. because it is "abstruse" and "becausé it does not deal
with the question", These statenents I denye I think the policy of
the P.C. is false., However, since I am denied the possibility of
getting ny views on the question which I. ralscd, before the readers
of the N.I., I now submit it at least to the nembership.

,

J. R. Johnson

197



PRODUCTION FOR THE SAKE OF PRODUCTION

A Reply to Gerter

BY J. R. JQHNSON .

' . For the first time in 1ts existence, The New _International
(April 1942)has carried a theoretical article dealing with a funda-
mental problem of Marxian economic theory as expounded by Marx him-
‘self, This, and the character of Carter!s article, dictate the

, -method and content of my reply.

. Anyone ‘who' even scans Capltal will note the venom: With

‘ which Marx attacks Adam Smith for dividing the annual product of
- a country into v, workers' wages, and s, profit.. ;"Incredible
‘“dbberation", “fundamentally perverted analysis", and a ‘dozen other
'denunciations. ‘much-worse than what Carter says of Johnson., Rosa
Luxemburg, thought that: Marx -devoted so much time to this secondary
* lssue that Volume II missed the point‘entirely. .She was grievously

\ wrong. . : ) : ‘ -' : -

| S Ianolume I Marx reduced'all'caﬁital to'value, the worth
‘of anything, the amount of socially necessary labor time required
for its pfoduction. He found in any plece of individual-capital
a -distinctlion, v, variasble capital, or wages, andc, constant -
capital, that which bought raw or processed material, He showed

“» that any surplus or profit, s, could eome only from v, Hence his
~+ formula for the annual product was not v +8-but ¢+vis, For Marx,

pupil of Hegel, the distinctions could only be a prelimjnary to
the discovery of their relation, in its- development. He concluded
that the compelling aim of caplitalist production 1is to extract as
. much as possible from v, which it does chiefly by increasing oc.

- Carter speaks about a whole séries of formulae. Let us watch this
© -slngle one, c+v4s8 and their mutual relation, Above all, let us
“keep.our eye on o.

: . -Value 18 an: abstraction. Marx will now trace how value
manifests 1tself in-the material form of productse Volume II
?oses thls problem as the production, reproduction and exterision
increase) of the annual product, Marx, agailn, distinguishes
~‘the annual product into two parts, means of production (I) and
. means of consumption (II). Of this divislon Lenin approvingly
" 'quotes a Russian Marxist as saying that it has more sense than
“all the discussions of previous econom:.sts about the market put
- together. Thus, when we say I and II, c+v+s, we are talking about
- the heart and bones of Marxian economic theory. Nqw, what liarx
drew from his study of material form 1s summed up in the phrase?
-production for the -sake of production. Who is not oppressively
aware of that and what it means can be a good revolutionist but
he should eschew writing on capitalism and Capital;t

Lenin and Volume II

« Volume III appeared in 1893, and from it an old Russian
controversy sucked sustenance. The Narodniks claimed that the
elements of Socialism already existed in the Russian agricultural
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communce. Lenin insisted that Russia was making a progressive,

- capitalistic development., The argument now centered around the
interpretation of Volume II, 8n¢ on:an alleged contradiction bet-
ween II and III. T o

S . The capitalist class put 1ts capital into production. The
- workers produced thelr subsistence and a surplus-value. The wor-
kers with their limited subsistence could not' consume this surplus.
~Therefore, argued the Narodniksy there had to be some third class
of people to consume the product; or the capitalists had to .go to
foreign countries, in order to be able to realise ‘their surplus-
value. But it was a commonplace that Marx was working within an
abstract capitalist soclety, sélf-contained, consisting only of
capitalists and workers.,uThe.Narodniks,claimed’that within this
_scheme surplus-value could not be realised at-all, Lenin tireless-
ly exposed their blunder. .They did not understand the significance
of ¢ in c+wis. The total product wes realised not’only by workers!'
“subsistence and capitalist luxuries. A large part of it went into
‘¢, constant capital. Hence Marx's obsession with Smith's mistake.
If you divided the annual product only into v's, the road was open
to the dangerous theoretical conclision that "the worker cannot buy
back the product." "Applying this formula in its ‘development Lenin
" showed how ¢ of I increasingly. absorbed more of the annual. product
_than any other section,-and thus from the logical theory he ex-
plained the historical mission of capitalisme, =~ - " o

,A Yet, although specifically capitalistic, this formula illu-
“minates all types of socieéty.. "The bourgeols society," says Marx,
"1 g the most highly developed -and most hizghly differentiated his-

. torical organization of production. The categories which serve as

the expression of 1ts conditions and the comprehension of . its own

_ organization enable it-at the same time 1o gain an insight into the
" organization and -comditions of -production which had prevailed under
all the past forms of society"¥* —and, I add, all future ones also.
The terms of these formulae are Marx's own fundamental categorics.
An intelligent Marxist:can apply them, to a slave society in 1860
B.C. and 1830 B.C., to a feudal society in 930 A.D. and 960 A, D.,
to American capltalism in 1914 and 1929, 1In all of them, v would
be pretty much the same .the second time as 1t was the first. But
in the graph of the capitalist gociety, c would 'shoot to the skies,
thereby sharply differentiating it from the othérss Smith and
particularly Ricardo, .devout bourgeoi's, saw this and though they
did not clearly disentangle c from s, they used the general result,
Smith to belabor mercantilists and Ricardo the landlords. "Truly
wonderful," said Marx, the pupil of Heg:il, "but don't -look at the

© pesult in its ldentity, gentlemen, separate ¢ from s and look at
the developing relations," and, he, on behalf of the proletariat,
smached at the bourgeoisie. As long as tlie proletariat is not
emancipated-that relation is itsitheoretical weapon. It needs no
other, I cannot conceive of a form of post-bourgeols soclety so

®Gritique of Political Egonomy, pe 500 . -~ 199
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M"highly differentiated" from bourgeois society that the categories
cannot be used,¥ith that formula there 1s nothing else to political
economy except dialectical materialism and technique. Without it
you have the morass of sprawling data, caprice and trifling non-
sense which the modern bourgeoisie calls "economics", Let

Marxists for God's sake avoid "economics'. ‘

Lenin, Luxemburg and Volume II

..o

It may save trouble and will explain much to quote not
Marx but Lenin on Marx:

"It is impossible to understand (Marx's theory) unless
you understand that the total product is divided into o+v+s and the
material form of this division is means of production and means of
consumption, "# : o _

. And for the historical significance of the logical theory:!

"In the development of these two departments,....+disproportion 1is
inevitable. The fact that means of production grows faster than
means of consumption corresponds to the t'historic'! misslion of
caplitallsm and 1ts speclfic social structure: the first consists

reclsely in the development of the productive forces of sgociety
production for the sake of production), the second excludes their
utilization by the masses of the people,M## .

That is what the abstract formula is intended to show con-
cretely. At the end of Volume II Marx concretised the formula 1in
some difficult dlagrams which also illustrate this among other
themes.

I am not acquainted with the actual writings of the
Narodniks except through Lenin's and Rosa's quotations, but some
years after Rosa Luxemburg in her study of capitalist accumulation

.. found herself far closer to the Narodniks than to Lenin:

Mesesaewho realiges the constantly expanding surplus-—value?
' The diagrams answer: the capitalists themselves and only they.
" What then do they do with their constantly expanding surplus—value?
The diagrams answer: they utlillise it for the ever greater expansion
of their production. These capitalists then appear to be fanatics
expanding production for the sake of production. They build new
machines in order with them to build again new machines., What this
amounts to i1s not accumulation of capital but expansion of the
means of production without any aim,..!'###

- ¥Notes on the Theory of the Markcte

Towards the Characterization of Economic Romanticism
"These two passages have been translated for me from the original
Russlan. In Lenin, Selected Works, Vol. I, pp.225 and 376,
Lenin's conclusions are given in English, Hls arguments are
omitted, in an edition of 12 volumes. So low everywhere is the
status of Marxian economic theory. The material is easily acces-
sible in German. Pyblication in English would be a service.

##¥Rosa Luxemburg, The Accumulation of Capltal, Chapter 25,
' 200




It sounds devastating. But Lenin, though perfectly avarc
of the formula's limitations, had answercd a simllar attack years
before: : - , '

"Marx knows that capitalists and workers cannot consume
all that is produced. Fprom Smith to liarx they divided the product
into v-s, but Marx into c:vis and that surplus goes back into pro-
duction, When therefore we correct that mistake and we realise
the tremendous role of the medns of production (that part of the
surplus product which goes not for individual but for productivy
consumption, not for consumption by people but conswaption by i« “#*
capital) then the whole theory falls to the ground, " B

L’ -4

: It is not as simple as it looks, though oth positions are
there fairly well summarized., But all Lenin's articles show how
~-clearly he had caught the motives behind Marx's endless supposi-

" tions avd abstractions, the demonstration that even under all
imaginable conditions, capitalist productioh would gbjectively re-
main production for the sake of production. Rosa dgreed complete-~
{ 'ky that "under the abstract condtions Marx's diagrams ptrmit of no
“other interpretation than production for the sake of production, "##*
That is what Marx meant by the formulac, she¢ said, and he was wrong
because actual-capitalist soclety is nob like that; That is what
Marx meant, said Lepin, and he was right, becausc” capitalist
society ia like that. Both knew Marx'is second thesis on Feuerbachi

D

WPhe question whether objective truth is an attribute of human |,
thought is not a theoretical but a practical question,..The dis-
pute over the reality or non-reality of thinking that''is isolated

- from practice is a purcly scholastic question.

Oarter:ahd.Volumo II

Now listen to Cprter:

A "The formula describes a necessary condition for capitalist
accumulation only if- the ‘terms are actual capitalist categories —-—
constant: capital, variable capital, surplus. value. Therefore one
cannot prove that, e.g. Russian economy is a capltalist system ——

- as Johnson seeks to do ——by shewing that the formula describes a
necessary aspect of its process of accumulation. On the contrary,
. one must prove that the terms of the formula, the soclal relations
of production, arc in fact capitalist."

’

We are 1n a different world.

First, the formula, as I have shown, represents in Marxist
thought not a necessary-aapgot, but the specific, immutable aspect
of a capltalist accumulation, production for the sake 0f production,
But (T am speaking herc only of method) if even I can show that the
specific, immutable principle -of ;Stalinist accumulation is produc-

. tion for the sake of production, I st’ .1, according to Carter's
logic, must go back and provc. .that the terms are -capitalist. A
revealing requesti: .We.have left the world of Lenin and Rosa and
are back in the Niddle Ages, analysing God in terms of "rug—cutting
angels, proving terns in terms of terms. ~How can I or anybody

*Lenin. Economic Romanticlsm (My emphasis)l~ .
##],uxemburg. Accumulation of Capital, Chapter 25.
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"prove" what Carter asks? If not only Apistotle but Hegel also
came back with neothing else to do, they couldn't do it, Terms
exist for one purpose —— proof., Proof does not exist for terms,.
Ferne is measured by expression,means by ends,, causc by effect,
erd sorins ere measured, i.e., validated by proof.  That 1s the
Fegelian interpretation of opposites in contrast with the meta-
paysioal superstition which 1o this day demandg of Harxists for
instonece, that ey, flrst o tin fact", "prove® the labor theory
of value. . Hozoldl  thoe bourgeols, settled acccunts with such long
ago¥*, and Liarx merely repeated Hesel**, We as Liarxlsts are heirs
40 & tradition snd must clarify the ccrtinulty. 1 have done my
full share of thats . I, in fact, insisted on it. But the kind of
disputation Carter wants’'was left behind with the mediacval #31001-
men. ' Théir subject-matter compelled them to use it Tor s0 narrow
was their rdlation with hature thet they disputed about +od and
anZels which couldn't be tested anyhow..- We have other things to
" prove and' therefore other methods of proof, Today,‘Carter's type .
of proof is possible only in mathematics and very formal logic. 3t
It can never be applied in life ahd society. The proof of the . ‘.
pudding is in the eating. The proof of the labor theory is in’
fact Lhat Liarx explained and predicted tae movement of capitalist
‘socdaety By.it. The proof of tne applicability of Farx's catepo—
ries to &tnlinist Russia.is in the positive results and illumina-
gion you 'get. Ag Iarxiconcluded: "all else is drivel." All elsc. .
S. . . s oo ‘.? o B . - .' ; .

-

R I. sdy that in any class socicty within the historical en-—
vironment the compelling motive nf production will be surplus |
-labor. I say that thercfore production will be' objectively for =
the sake of production.,. I say3‘nbt-£pn6arter butftq‘the.scréne."'
tific Mr. Burnnam (and all his co-discoverers 1¥Call it what -you .
pleasg. Win your paper victories Yproving! how ‘your!terms'differs
In the. histortcal result,.productionLw}ll'be(m&ihly}for;capﬁtal
and only incidentally for people, with 1is rending” dontradictions -

betweecn use-value and value, constant crises in production, .and

soclalism or'barbarisa as the immecdiate historioalfa}ternat;yes.""l
That is what llarx meant, and he unmistakébly .said so, -

directly and indirectly. He would not have been 80, stupld as to
try to "prove" anything else. ~This, &.1d this alone (but how much
1t is) 1s thé precictive power of the law of value; .deniled or mis- -
undérstood by sb many Marxists dnd anti-Harxists. . THis is what,
in our world of today, is crying out for continuous, many-sided
exposition and discussion, Russla or no Russia, In 1914, in the .
minés of millions, political. deiocracy .was at stake. Today, - « T
undisguised by any religious or political fetlighism, the economic:
svstem itself:is:belng laid bare for the monster-that it is. e
Mow, morc 'than-ever; we neced to take 1t apart and exposc 1t tire-
lessly not only in its manifestations which people can see, but
in its innermost being.. For only thus can we educate the advanced
workers in method, and confuse the ‘petty—bourgeois confusionists,
espceclally thosec with seicntific or liarxist pretensions; only thus
can ‘we show what must inevitably arise from the present travail,

.

S Loglc, Tr. Johnson ahdiétruthﬁps; {Vpiﬁme II, pages 483-484.

., #%g5ce my rcview of Ednund Wwilson's To the Finland Station,

Now International, Junc 1941, p.127,wherc I quote parts .of a

lctter to Kugelman on “thc, same subjcet — Lenin asked that 1t
should be read many timess ' 202
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‘f:- But Carter's scholastic approach to Marsian economics not
only inhibits the scientific analysis of society but what is pro-

‘®ably the samé thing, prevents any undeérstanding of the theory

- 1tself, Carter actually says that "the formulae are not supposed

to lapply! to a concrete real capitalism." The formulae in and

.for themselves are abstract and therefore dead. Ag larx "posed

- and developed" them, they are for no other purpose than to show

how a real concrete capitalism works. For Carter the formulae do
not exist for soclety; soclety exists for the formulae. To art
for art's sake Marxists will now add abstraction for abstraction's
sake. Or maybe Marx produced abstractions for artt!s sake. I
could ¥prove" that I expect, if I.tried hard enough,

" Protsky Needs No "Defence!

My letter now speaks for 1tself. ¥hen I sald,I, Vs, must

.. be greater that II, ¢, I merely identified the formula in the form
- I. shall always use, Stalin or no Stalin, Carter or no Carter,

simply because 1t poses relation. How was I to dream that whoever

~ replied would treat this famous formula in any other way than,

first, its developing relation in a living soclety; secondly, the

Adeveloping history of thé formula itself? For obviously, after

- Lenin and Rosa had finished with 1t, the formula, as everything
that 1s not abstract, i.e. dead, has itself developed. Trotsky I

- .. excluded at the start, by saying: "Whatever construction Tprotsky
may have put on this sentence as it stands, it can give rise to...

"
Carter accuses me of saying that "t follows from Tpotsky's con-—

. tention...that the workers cannot buy back..." I was not discus-
~.8lng Trotsky's contention. I did not say "Lt follows", Instead
I wrote: "The road is open to....", which is a very-different

thing. I later reiterated that I would not deal with Trotsky and
I said why, Opce more I sound the siren and raise my amplified
voice. I AM NOT DEBATING TROTSKY. Ogrter amalgarates me with

* S8talin and Bastiat. Bastiat] Peace be to his shadel - Bastizh 1is

as much to me as I was to Bastiat; and since when, pray, dic¢ - S
Bastiat and Stalin "pose and develop" formulae as Marx?* (Note
thls cripping incapacity to discuss anything except in terms of
Stalin and Trotsky.) . '

Oarter psycho-analyses me to prove that I didn't know that

the premises of the formula were abstract, that I misunderstood ev=

¢rything., That discussion he will win by my default. These thilngs
prove themselves or vice versa in the end. I shaped my letter to
draw some definite opinion, for people are always taking positions
on Marx'!s fundamental theorles whether they know it or not, and
most of all when.they don't know it, I said provocatively that

without this formula you cannot avoid bourgeois concentions of
- eoonomics. Rosals conception is essentially bourgeois. Every day

I'ts adherents grow and the reasons for this and its significance
would take a whole article, Strictly speaking, Russia was not
necessary to my points, though in my opinion invaluable as 1llus-

.T tration one way or the other, A demcastration of how the formula

*A clever politician would have said: "Of course I know that
Tprotsky understood, etc." For thosc who do that sort of thing,
well, that is the sort of thing they do., I don't., Thatl'g all,.
Time has a way of making even simple things 1lil:z these signific-
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applied to Germany for instance would have been sufficient. All
. roadg lead to Rome. But it was not my choosing that the formula

hod turned up ruddenly in articles on the Russian question. Ob-
vicusty I wae fishling, but ihe fish. that bit was very small and
gwirs-only in the heme shallowse S S o

'Hegel, Harx gnd Carter . .
e e "

Cartef}finallj‘HOIaé up,my'1gnorénééfof'br6fit to the

light. Profit, he says, is "the peculiar capitalist form of

. surplus value Or surplus labori® 1Ipn strict theory, the basis of
"Value proaacing surplus-value is a mass of accumulated labor 1n

the form cf machinery and'scientiinjorgan;qatIOn-dominating the
- expropriated workers in a way that is entirely different from

slavery or feudalism, whére the téchnical meang 6f production were

- go simple.and were handled by the worker himsglf. . It is the laws

of this relation that Marx expounded first, in ¥olume I. Marx.
knew these laws falrly &arly. Yet as late as January 14, 1858 we
find him weiting to Engels: . "...I have thrown over the whole
doctrine cof profit as 1t has existed up .to now: -In the method of
trentment the fach thah by mere accident I have'agaln glanced .
through Hegol's Logic has been -0f great service to me.sof

The history of’'the dpctrine would take us too far. But
Carter's quotation must be shown for what 1t 1s, and will s.rve
as an 1llvstration cf Marx's whole method, ~The quotation 1s ln
Volume III, pp.1028-1029 and ends: "Profit then appears here as
the main factor, not of the distribution of products but of their
production itself, as a part in the distribution of capital and

- labor -among the various spheres of productions® And there Carter

stops. =-well ensconced within the most superficial of capitalist
conceptions. Bastiat might have stopped therec -but I doubt even ir
Stalin would. Two lines later lMarx says,.not what the primary
factor appears to be, he says.what in egsence. it 1s, "But it
arises primarily from the development of capital in 1ts capacity
as a self-expanding value, creating surplus-valuc, it arlses from
this definite social form of the prevailing process of productionl”
I, other words, bac™ t0 ‘1living labor dominated by a mass of ac~
cumulated labor, analyzed -in. Volume I.  Why does Marx so sharply
separate self-expanding’ value from capitalists approtioning cap-
ital to production for' profit? Simply because 1t was his mission
in life to _do so. ST o R ‘ o :

. For self-cxpanding value he uses the term verwertiendens
Tt is in the full Hegelian. tradition. Hegel believed that the
self-developing idea expressed itself in nature and soclety,"
dictating the conditions and limits' of men's activity. When ex-
plained briefly, Hegel seems to be talklng nonsense. In reality
this last and greatcst of bourgeols pilosophers stood like Moses

‘on Pisgah, with the ultimate secret o1 human knowledge spread be-

fore him. Marx's work was to stand Hegel's principle on lts feete.
He placed the dictation in the hands of the mode of production

"and its expression in the concept of value, This 1s*cgp1talist
gociety he-called the sclf-devecloping valuec, verselbstandigung,

g term 1ifted bodlly from Hegel. - The prefix ver 1ir Hegel always
means & transformation at the root, something that transcends
1tself from its own inherent {and thcreby contradictory) nature.
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The transformation may appcar to be the work of something elsc.
Hegel and Marx spent their lives proving that it was not. The
very terms,self-developing 1den, sclf-dcveloping value, gself-
expanding capital repudlate the importance Carter gives to his
quotation where the initiative or prime movement is definitely
given to the capitalists, Marx is here bullding his structure
on subterranecan foundations the analysis resting on his philoso-
phy of history, his estimate of the origin, development and
destiny. of man. The ocontradiction is in nature 1tself, between
man, consclous nature, and means of production, appropriated
nature. But whereas in previous socleties, owing to the low tech-
nological level, c.g., & man and & hoe, the contradictlon was nar-
row and 1little capable of dcvelopment, now, owing to the complete
_ severance of the man of labor from the means of labor, the contra-
" ‘diction is so sharp that the development is rapid and powerful,
Owing to the length of the working-day (physics) and the physiol-
_oglcal limitations of man (chemistry and biology), value could
“not expand itself indefinitely by prolonging one factor the work-
. ing-day (absolute surplus-value), whereupon it broke that limita-
tion by expanding itself through the only way now open to 1it, by
. increasing the other factor, the quantity of the accumulated
' labor, the machinery, that functioned within the working-day
. (relative surplus-value). The two active factors in production
" which we see here Marx calls.moments, another Hegelian term. The
chapter where Marx establishes thg development of relative surplus-
valueﬁ he significantly entitles The Concept of Relative Surplus-
Value®, - The word he uses for concept is Begriff, which Marx being
who he '1s, could be more modernly and preclsely translated by per-
~haps the famous word in philosophy, the Hegelian term, "The Notiont,
~ Of this notion Hegel says:. ' o

«mmm?:yh m*s@y,@z [
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_ "The Nature, the peculiar inner Being, the veritably cter-
~ nal and substantiol element in the multiplicity and contingency of
“The phenomenal and passing outward, is the Notion of the Thing."*

It sounds outlandish. In reality it is very simple. Hegel
says that in the theorctical analysis of anything, which for him
means & study of it in its self-development and inevitable self-
transformation, do not do what Cprter does constantly, check off
& list of items, in other words "the multiplicity and contingency
of the phenomenal', the ever-changing outward historical forms.

He says: seek 1ts notion, that inner rclation from which all ex—
ternal developments must flow until this lnner contradiction 1is
abolished.  Marx reducecs his analysis of capitalist production

-t0o an ever-wonderful miracle of notional simplicity, stripped

of all contingency: less nnd less of the day's labor going to the
worker, more and more going to the other moment, or active factor,
' the machinery. This 1s the mark of capitallst production and

” when Carter quotes Marx to show that I confuse all types of socle=
ty, I realise with decp concern the gulf that separates us, not on
Russia, but on historical materialism and Capital. For although
debate on Russia is understandable, it is a miserable business

#The passage 1s to be found in the Preface to the second editlon
of the Logice. Tr. Johnson and Struthers, p. 45, but 1 am using
the version in a stray quotation from Sterling: The Secret of
Hegel, Vole T, ps305. It is easier to understand out of context.
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when you have to stop to explain that this sharp relation within
the working-day has nothing to do with, e.g., feudanlism. That

"'rapidly developing relation and its laws form for lMarx the "inner

. nature" of capital, and the consequences were analysed by Marx
~with a logical direction, a mastery of his material and a vivid
concreteness, equalled nowherec-except in the arrogance and obtuse-
ness with which 1t 1s ignored. -The self-expanding value expands
1tself according. to. its "notion", accumulated labor devouring
living labor,. Narx was .supremely confidcnt -that he had found
- here the notion of the "strict proccss: of production", the
gbstract loglcal relation around whose development all future hils-

.~ gorical socilety ‘would revolve (as 1t did not rcvolve in the past)

‘until the abolition of the .capitallst’system of production, For
the word abolition,-sufhebunp, -Marx went again to Hegel,to show
quite clearly what he had in-mind. “Aufhcbung 1s gccond in
"~ Hegelian importance only -to Begriff. ~“AuThebung. does not mean
mere non-cxlstence, or aboliTion as you abolish-a hot dog or wipe
~.,some chalk off a boand,  As:Hegel explains at length,* 1t means
“for him transcendence, -raising of ‘one moment or active factor
from its subordinate position in the dlalectical contradiction

“"}o its rightful and pre-destined place, superseding the opposite

- moment with which It is-interpenetrated, l.e. inseparably united,

_"in thls case raising labor; the basls of all value, to a dominant
'position over the other momeit, the mass of accumulated labor,

' Theréby self-developing humanity takes. the place formerly held by

. self-developing value.~rThe.real’hxspdryiofuhumanity will begin.

R And where are the.capitalists in all this? Nowhere. Just
nowheres Gapltal and labor are the moments. The capltallsts
are not moments, l.e, determining active factors in production.
They do not ‘detérmine.. They -arc determined. - They sec that the
work is well done. -They. pocket as much of. the proceeds as they
~can., They are, as Marx wearisomély ‘repeats, mercly the agents
of capital, the embpdimqntuin.Wllﬁ;and;cgnsciqusness-of capital, ¥
_They obey its inner nature, Thusg-all capitalist activitics are

. in reality (on the historical scale of ‘course and complicated by

the class struggle etc,) strictly limited., It is easy for.us to

- Bee politically that.capitalist man cannot. abolish ‘war, and we

“and we laugh. at all .their peace conferences and pacts.and leagues

and charters, It 1s the same when a’capitalist (or a’capitalist

class) invests capital here or does not do it there. He 1s merely
*Logic, Tr. Johnson and Struthers, ‘Vol, I, pe120 =~ .. .7 -~

. %¥ 3o deep in the labor process did Marx tase his andlysis that he

viewed man as an "impersonation of labor-power" (Vol.I,p.225),

labor powér being "energy transferred. to a human organism by means

of nourishing matter" (Vol. I, p.239, n.). But whereas having

said this hé rarely returned toé it, L.ciuse it didn't really mat-

ter to his conclusions he hammered away at the fact that the

. capitalist was mercly an agente  He had to, for his whole point

" was that the activity .of.the two-determining factors, the laborer
and-the mass of accumulated labor, produced the laws, as inflex-

. ‘ible ns laws of:nature, which the agents obeyed. From another.
point of view, his philosophy of history, which, with him, 1s

antecedent to political.economy), his closé association of labor

to a force of nature, is of fundamental importances, -That, how-

~ever, 1s beyond us.for the.time being, o : T ;

v
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b obeying the laws of self-expanding value and nowhere so much as
in relation of means of production ‘to means. of consumption. If
he does not, he is fired, i.e. he loses hils capltal,” In abstract
logic, production for the sake of production 1s an absurdity.

So far Rosa was right. But:-in dialectical logic i1t 1s the great-
est good sense in that it conforms to the ldws of sclf-expanding
valuc which rule the world.* Once this mass of accumulated labor
dominates the laborer in the process of production, nobody 1s .
frce, nelther the workers nor the capitalists.. Capltal, and
above all ¢, 48 the boss. Burnham belleves that hig managers
will have frecdom. ‘A petty-bourgcois fantasyl Tk»y too will be

-~ agents, The only greater freedom they ‘¢ould have 1s more frecdom

" to-chase more surplug-value and produce more for the sake of

. mora production; whereby they will sharpen the capltal relation
to such a degree’ that the last state of man will be worse than
‘his first. From that necessity, said Marx and Engels; following

~"Hegel, the only fregdom was socinlisme. Only *the sgoclalist = - -

Cworking cings cAn make man's consclou: activities: the’ moin T
footor in cconomic »ife. Thie, a-difticult thing tec grasp ontlre,

~1s svoerlastingly more difficult to maintain in the pcrvadlng -

“bourgeois environment, -and the-history of the revolutionary move-

“ment, .theoretical and practical, 1s-for long periods the history
.0f .how some of its greatest leaders were seduced from this con-.

. ‘cepty, the beatings it had to take-and the casualties 1t suffered
‘before it was driven back. Luckily milllons of workers have made

* the ‘revolution and will mnke it again: without Marx and Hege... .

-, They. learn direct :from the self-expanding value. But the theoret-

“i1cal representatives of the movement have this insidlous danger
~to“-fight always; before, during and after the revolution. No

" labor is tdo ‘great, no probing %oo deep, nor can w¢ ever for a

* moment rest in . the struggle to make that as-natural to us as
breathing. If we don't, we payl ‘- O

o SR

e

Hegel had masteéred the ‘ided and method (he-snid they were
< ‘the  same) .of presenting the myrind of concrete activities and
thoughts of men &s determined by 'the me¢essities of ‘one universal
‘law of -self~developing movement. ©Marx learncd from Hegel and .
in generdl outline and detail”fdlrowGa'the'Hegelidn.methdafvery‘
closcly. Ip fact, Copital is bullt on the Loglc and few intel—
lects can mnster-the one except to the degree that they master
the other,#¥ Hence 1t 1s. of the essefice of all Marx stood for
when he' says that capitnlist activities appear as the main factor
and fortwith calls immediate attentlion as he has done in page :
after page to the self-expanding valiue, creating surplus values....
R e S S e R .- - . .
*Needless. to say.Rosa, in my viéw, did not Just make a mistake.
fhen o giant Marxist blunders, it 1s usually owing to strong,
historical pressure. It 1s the business of theory to find this.
Only then is the éorrcction assimilated,-and another weapon added
to the armory of defence against the riever-ending investment and
‘infiltration by bourgeols methodoloegy of the narrow Marxist road.

#%The problep of.the ‘contradictions betwéen Volumes II and III,-
to which Rosa-added the charge of contradiction between I and II,
15 solved .without .the slightest difficulty when seen in terms of
" the Loglc. -Even Lenin was ‘not a&s:clear as usunl here. -
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But Carter, bent on proving me a dunderhead, blithely quotcs his ‘-‘
littlec piece about capitalists approtioning capital to produc-
- tlon for profit and omits the key scentence on sclf-expanding
" value, ignoring the fact that this bourgeois deluslon 1s pre-
ciscly what Marx as usual 1s lambasting., I can imagine nothing
more dessicating than Carter's ideas of proof, and nothing more
. dangerous than his conception# of Capital. When I wrote my let-
ter 1t was to bring this conccption, which I was confident,
~existed, into the open., Well, here 1t is., Like the poor, in
fact as long as there are poor, it is always with us. The
" Russian question is merely a part of it, It is not a part of the
Russian question. : c " — , ,

i BT e T

The Significance of Carter'é Afticlé

The reader will have noticed my insistence all through
this article on the dialectical mcthod and my frequent and pre-
cise references to Hegel?¥ Marxian economic theory flows from
dialectic, as I have tried to show. I believe that we have been
without its systematic study and overt practice too long, And
serious dialectic means the study of Hegel. If we do not do it
ourselves, who will do it for us? Each generation must itself
recrerte the fundamentals of its beliefs in its own image, in
terms of its own problems. Otherwise it does not only not
understand them, it often actively misunderstands them, and
leaves open the door to the surrounding bourgeois swamp. When I
wrote my letter I had only economic theory in mind. Ag I read
Cartert!s article it bccame obvious to me that somehow or other
the field had to be cleared, even at the cost of having to give
e mere outline of all the points and dectailed treatment of none.,
Carter implies that I am obsessed with the idea of proving my
point of view on the Russian question. True to his mcthod he
sees everything upside down. The truth 1s cxactly the opposite.
I want to break through the limitations which fiftcecen years of-
preoccupation with the Russian question have imposed upon us. Of
these limitations Carter's article is a notional example. Nyt
only its content but its tone shows that he resents my raising
these questions. He repeats some commonplaces on the text of
Capital but it 1s clear that what he wants to'do is to make the
Journey homeward to habitual self", to his stereotyped analysis
of burcaucratic collectivism, to Tprotsky said -- I agrec; Trotsky
sald - I disagree; Stalin... the old Tour familiar walls, an
interminable reshuffling of the same ideas, a Jjejune ratiocina-
tion, essentially obscurantist, If even we stlll held every
.single one of those concepts with the simple failth of the
Cannonites, still we would need to have more varied and nore
powerful lights thrown upon them, to place our cameras at new
angles. Wec live our dnlly lives in the upper reaches and

¥Carter!s completely false concept of profit can be exposed in
many other ways (1) In the Hegelian terminology lMarx uses in this
particular field, which is even more precise than those I have
indicateds Oartcr now has his chance to show in advance all
that Johnson does not know. (2) Ip the "evy structure of Capital
itself, in the rclations of the volumes wu coicn other and in the
internal structure of Volume III., (3)In Marx's own clear unmis-
takable words on this very question, I preferred to begin at the

beginninge 208
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‘derivative super structure of lMarxism. We arc uot acadenicians
and must perforce spcnd most of our time therc. .But the founda-
tlons and the lower floors are huge uncxplorcd builldings which
we. enter 1f at all in solitudc and leave in silénce. They have
been” shrines too long. " We heed to. throw them open, to oursclves
and to our public. Johnson is cockeyed? Maybe., We shall sec.
But I offer mysclf as the sacrificial gont, not howcver for
school-book polemics, a perpgtunl gyration on the samec spot, and

~an endless manlpulation of the. snme hoard, whatever carat its
golde Rather let my slaughter be a.means to deepen our knowlcdge
and cxpand our idens. Hence my lettol’s Hence my: opening sen-

-tence. Hence my whdle article. :
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