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This book is neither a biography of Rasa Ixnrrﬂhn.-a-_ noz ¢ demached - c‘a-
jective study of her thought. The rcadcr unfamiliac with Iuxemburg’s lifeor =~
witings will vainly look for the missing picces or the balanced evaluation, As Ll
we kaow Liom her previous works, Kaya Dunaycvskaya does not believe in
critical detachiment. Shie writes in the kind of polemicai style, inttoduced Dy
Marx and'since Lenin cazried to ever higher pm:h which featuses invective as its
principal figure. As for the form), her book, in spite of continuously niwmhered -
chapters, consists of three dﬂcrcnt essays of which the fist s connected with
the gther two only by occasional statements of the main suhje:cta position
(nowever marginal) on women's liberation and on t.hc sxgnmcancc of Matx's
d1alcct1c.
-+ - Deypite this probiematic presentition Dumycvskaya s work mnvcys fresh
insight into both Luxemburg and Marx. Rosa Luxembutg- occupza a tather -

_ unique position among twencieth century Marxists in that she not only broke
with the leaders of the Second International but also, on a crucial issue, op-
posed Ledin himself. Radically internationalist, she fesisted all nationalist
liberation movements as well as the German Socialist Party’s 1914 support of
the war, Active tepatnist, she nevertheless refused to grant the cmmr"w"n" of

“women: 2 priotity in revolutionary theory or practice, .
Thcorctlcally she is mostly rmcmbcrcd for het critical smdy of Mancs
theory of the reproduction of capital, Die' Akkumulation des Kapirals (Berlin:
Singet, 1913). Macx deemed 2 continued accumulation of f capital possible even
in the closed market econoray of a single country, because, so he argued,
capital creates its own consumption. For Rosa Luxemiug, ont the e'ontnry thc
c.ﬂ.p"ﬂ'!s.t econemy is able to continue its expansion enly breause of its &
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tion of noncapxta.hst underdeveloped countrics.

On these premises only 2n imperialist policy can prcscrvc capltahsm from
coltapse th:ough underconsumption. Confronted with the perplexing choice
between loyalty to her Marxist subject and leyalty to Marx hirnsclf, Danayev-
skaya opts for her master. Luxemburg, she argues, is forced to intreduce revelu-
tion a5 20 extetnal element, tesulting from a “revolutionary wili” rather than
from the very laws of capitalist production. But to attribure the collapse
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capitalist system to any cause othes than the “contradictions” mhcrcnt in
- surplus labor, as Luxemburg does, is to abandon the main thesis of Marx's
theory. To B sute, no one would deny the rcvoluuonary ardor of 2 wornan who
-bioke with Kaursky's German Socialist Pacty because of its cvoluno'my doc-
trine, and who, among the first, predicted the coming of 2 rcvoluuon in Russia
that would initiate 2 world revolution. But Dunayevskaya raises the question:
* “Does the soiution come orgm:ca.fy from yous theory or is it brovght there
" merely by ‘revolutionary will'?" (p. 45). A pertinent question indeed! But is her
‘own thesis, that Marx’s medel for the collapse of capitalism is a correct one,:
+mote than an assumption for which only the trucst befievers in Ma.rx s doctrm- :
' ,succcca in finding aay cwdcncc’
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_ Readers of The Ow/ will probably be most interested in the third part 6f o
this book, on the dialectical element in Marx’s theory. Here, once again, the - -

writer aligns herself with those “leftist” Marxists who stress the ‘Hegelian

philosophical element in their theory, With Lenin, Dunayeyskaya asserts that
- Hegel's dialectic "needs to be studied in and fos itself.” She is not satisfied with
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- Lumcmibuig's defense of the dialectic as “the method of thought™ i the revolu: ~ |~
tionary movement, or even with Marx's own note to Engels that Hegel's Logic

“has been a great service to. me as regards the meshod of dealing with the
material {for the writing of Capital}” {p. 135). No; for her Marx’s historicel
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materialism is nothing less than “the self-devermination of the 1dea” (p. 125).
The transition from theoty to practice signifies 2 philosophical move, rather

than the abandonrent of philosophy. Did the young Marx himself not write
that “the praciice of philosophy . .. . is itself theoretical, It is eriticiem which. .
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measures the individual existence against essence, particular actuality against

the idea” (p: 146). Contraty to most other interpréters, Dunayevskaya considers

¢, 1 tel H ' memmemme ddnan ST B T
-thie carly. nosivion one which Mare nover changed. The assumption-of siich 2=

continuity allows her to justify the reappearance of Hegelian lan guage in the
Grundrisse, the preparatcty notes for what was to hecome Capita, Against
those who assume the existence of 2 break berween the carly and the mature
Marx, the author considers the later period the one in which Hegel's dialectic
was more fully assimilated. T '

~+ * Dunayevskaya's interpretarion may gest an a rather salectiva raadine of
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‘Marss rexts. Yet the continued impact of Hegel seems, indeed, undeniable. It
is supported by ker instructive analysis of the jong first chapter of Capitalin the
light of Hegel's Logsz. I doisbt whether any commentator since Jean Hyppolite
has succeeded betrer in such a Hegelian interpretation of Capital. Nor does

Dunayevskaya consider this chapier 2 mere “imitation” of Hegel’s docttine of-

the notion—as Lenin termed ‘it. Quite the contrary! Nowhere does Mari’s
theory oppose Hegel's intentions more radically than here o
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It is the Great Divide from Hegel, and. not just becavse the
subject is economics rather than philosophy . . . No, it is the
Great Divide because, just because, the Subject—not subject
matter but Subject—was neither econcmics nor philosophy
but the human being, the masses . . . This dialectic is
therefore totally new, totally intesnal, deeper than even was
the Hegelian dialectic which had dehumanized the self-
development of humanity in the dialectic of Consciousness,
Self-consciousness, and Reason. (p. 143) -

Few students of Hegel will agree that his dialectic can be “deepened” or even
preserved in Mands reinterpretation of it. {I have developed some of the major
difficulties confronting such a positicn in chapter 3 of my recent Marx's Social

Critigue of Culture.) Marx presents us something attogether #ew. Dunayevs

skaya rightly denies that Mandism simply “applies” Hegel's dialectic, as or-

thodox communist doctrine would have it, but she herself ctrs in considering its
theoty continuous with Hegel's thought. " s e e

.~ .Dunayevskaya remains the liveliest, probably also the best infermed,

theozetician of the far left, deeply committed to her Marist cause, yet remain- -
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7 Lenin, Troohy, snd, mont exerprionally, Masy




