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E. e ¥SSUBS IN MARXIST PHILOSOPHY, Edited by John Mepham & 1-H, Ruben
P (Vol, One -~ Dialects and Method (Humanities Press,1979, H.J,)

i

John Mepham: ‘"From the frundrisse to Capital: the Making of
: Marx's Method" p, 145

Ny This is the besi, i.e. moat conerete article in the
- collection, and though he is a pragfmatist and Roadolsky is
Supposedly a RPEIROONE Marxist dialectician, this is the only
-8erious criticsm of Rosdolsky and correct except Tor conclusien.

He etarts by saying that after criticising it pre-
viously, he decided to expand it because he thought that to
begin with, they mad very different readings of the same hook,
l.e. Marx's Grundrisse, with RR approaching it "with facile pre-
suppositicns and their transparency." (p. 14%) And that RE

. thinks that the way to revitalize Marx's economies because
“uthey do mot unerstand method should be instead of terning %o
Ceupital to being with the Grundrisse, and thus understand,
{rd -~ he should have zdded *hat he has ne understanding what-
ever of method). o . :

,§31~- ' mmts main.point seens to be that "reading the ..
w L. ., - Grundrisge TR rovenls ‘that Vol, I and II only with the
tﬁfﬁuﬁﬂ . 2nalyses of: 'ecapital in eneral' whereas Vol, III approashes .

°, ¢ the analysis of ' capital in_eoncrete reality' /" G from RR
p " that claims that since thezﬁhegg;gg“gg_sﬁxp;as- alue ‘and the
P? " Grundrisse CMNEERDS had not BHeen published whem "the young .
\Lenin" wrote his articles on the yarket*he copldn't, have known
J . ' / L&’/

> Ced %y wens

A n th
oA these hings, &4 v
ﬂf Tf se great thing : 140/ //1/ -ﬂ;%r,

s . JM_therefore shows that, in f 'y RR's WERUNMP emphasis
“6n how very limited the distinetion RR puts on this since it
/ends up simply being the difference in level of zbstraction
or,28 he constantly emphasizes ,the yd%ment from abstrac
concrete, without investigating (R J150) M., in detai
is involved in the procedure of scientifie dbstraction (as
for example, from speculative phil68ophbical abatrantidn) nor s
discuss in detail the specifiec application of these procegdurceme.
in the text of Capital itself, 1In faoct when explaining ¢he
‘Eﬁlﬁlib

istinction when it is first invoked {p. 46) he : it .
Zwith a quite different distinction, namely that “eetwesh aggre=- ;Q‘
//rgate capital—and_ingix;dug}_papital." e

JM contrasts RR's view to Marx's on the explanation of G
abtstract which Marxffshows to ba "an abstraction which grasps
the specific differences which distinguish capital from otherp
forms of wealth .- these are the features common to each
capital &3 such or which make up very specific sum of values
into capital,”
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_ 1449
JM then quotes Vol, I, p. /3% (new trana,)

To claim that capital in general was the objeét of

investigation of Vol, I, JM rightly clai 8 not in itse
(B Very a3 1B0) O Iot dn dreeln

3 P.-118) dares say that Capital WEEREN suffers
of ite method of Tresenmtation.™ And JdM then
Bacingy Capital in the light of Grundrisse is based
@- cceptable asgumptiong? , s is.that
Nt/ Capital areﬂ\gdenﬂca as 28 methon 1is -

oncerned, (Q feom o, 445) And this is a non-metaphgsical
so]

but still"Hegelian irheritance of Marx's thought" {p, 492 ) 27,

And this 18 supposéd tc be proof of the fadct that Grundrisse .- N
- sh~ws aeadem.‘hcs} that you can't study Marx without having _ N

studied Hegel, "¢ g/ Semf Bt Apy

v .

> CeconDassumption is that Capital “constitutes‘a

unified, homogeneous discourse; that it ie methodological

and theoretically without internal §rissures and contradic-

tions so that there is a unique answer of whether or not -

it is in'some sense methodologically Hegelian., The implicatioN

of this is, in effect, that Capital cannot he aubjected. to \ P
.y eritical analysis," (p, 152) (HERE JM IS TOTALLY “RONG -{7%
S MIXING UP CRITIQUE OF RR WITH CRITIQUR OF CAPITAL, MOREOVER :
'ARR CAN SURELY NOT BE TAKEN AS THE VOICE OF MARX,) o g

' assumpftion is that 2 dis::ours;e‘sfb"ﬁii."phi{o- 3{3(’
sophical and "THe other economic, can be gongeptually Jdentinal -
- and differ only in their manner of presentativ i Ghher words, f
that the manner of Presentation &s 1 conceptually neutral!,®
(Ehat's gimply idiotic on RR's part). What RR does with this
is that he takes each section of Grundrisse and identifies it
with a corresponding section of Capital), and their differences
are dismissed as mguperficial, @ RR Wihe distinction lies
chiefly in the manner of presentation, ! (p. 203) In a word
the development from Grundrisse to Capital is “implicitly
d as a continuous and IR GEROR RN a R . :
unilinear process,” ({p, 152} = And RR again, even
¥ , when he shows how they differ, leaves it pretty much at "traces
% oflenguetting with the Hegelian mode of expression', In fact
A

/W gt
e ™\ though iic results of_ the analysis are the same in both texts,..
: ‘ 3 / 1888 the process—by which his-economic theory develcpgs." (p. 210).

P

Grundrisse is Marx's scientific workshop’ and allows us to wit—
. JM calls attention to the fact that there . i
k‘/) difference in the two and it "may" have involved a {dis ontinuity A
ingtead of a continuity with khe earlier Bl texts; ™M&ny sec- @v'/ (/)
tions of the Grundrisse are clearly philosophical or speculative :
in character dces not therefors prevent him from identifying X3 .
them with 'correspond®ing' sections oﬁ clearly economire 5 HYS
character in Capital, " %p. 153) ' ) .
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JM then turns to 'B‘giiscussioh ofl_{’e;tj_a_h
122) to whieh he devotes{pé&l'itl Unfortunatély, consists
“mostly of‘referrlng to w at“hﬁ‘ﬁﬁ?ﬁgh out somewhere else
and it's these reierences to previous, that has some interesting
material so I'll cite, them: _ T

. WX Nikolgs Rose, Ideolozy” in
Ideology and Consciousness No.2,{1977, The ftn, contrasts
e it with 1.1, Rubin, where that subject iz taken
rimarily as functioning within a critique of political economy
rd -- which is exactly what's wrong with it; however, Treddy
Perlman writes a whole article in Telos on it.)

Derek Sayer, Marx's Feﬂ;nod Ideology, “cience and
,Critigue in Capital \Hassocka 1979)% in which it is dis-
cussed in cintext of Marx'/s m :-Ialist and realist theory
of meience a8 against Rose who analyses the different discourses
"hut in discussing fetishism he unfortunately does so from
within a/idealist problematic and is thereby led to dismiss
‘the possibility that the concept #3M might have useful
theoreﬁical gontent ,® ;  this disdainfully dismisses Marx's
realigst eplsiomology as 'empiricist'.“

//._-‘_— . . e
Now then, to get back to the text, he begins by \
g att ion ‘to WNERNTRNNNEINIDIABE what RR says on
. a7 2 fprovides the proof that the "riddle of the
. : e'tish" is in fact "simply t%e riddle of the commodity
fetish, now become XINENFEIRS visitle azz
7 eyes, ni (p, 126). But KR werns us3 (fnot to be
the fact that this section on fetish ]
: as"proof" which connects m tOgetheL en
nalysis of the value-form, money, and the commodity with
the concept of fetishism into believing 'that Marx's famous
concept of commodity-fetianism was first developed in the
mid 2.860s8," JM is evidently having 2 good time with the
‘s8ingle and double gquotes since he caught Rosdolsky in one
section where there is not a word of in the uungg&ae but
Since RR keeps saying that it ig_-ypwem - ¥ identical
he goes in for "proof" into an m, anuscrtpt on Millg .
where JM shows there is some talk of alIE:‘E‘t‘l:mrbu '
fetishism but RR makes the two expressions one
/e;e'ben‘t—that—vhe._following iz RR's conclusi
elements of the later—theory of ctommodity are already present
here (in the 1844 notes), even if they appear in philoegovhical
guige', The 'real economic basis! of the theory was to be
rovided only in Gapttal, although *a2 foundation' for it iis

ta found at the Grundriase ip. 158, emphases adde

e*onl,,f “thing interesting on this expose is that
he definitely catches RR not only wnere &R it can be proven .
there is no identity of the two books but that he IENESHEX '

himself who is trying to talk so much of metho? holds the
view that"philosophy acts simi-y-as_ the guise"s,

, Lt H/‘J.,,x | Ceerne &M'Z‘ﬁ
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(p. 155) "When, older and more experienced, it mixes with the
concepts of M '8 mature critique of political economy, it
at Jast recejves rot onl tc wear but €150 a new
name, 'fetishism', this{belated bapt registering the fact
that it has, one might be ed to hear; also af last been
provided with a 'Foundation! and then 'a¢real basis' in
economics,™ JM then shiGWe that it is a fantssticvay to prove
the alleged identity since at the time Marx wrote the piece
on Mi the-alienation and the manifestation of it in moneyy
£ar“from eing seen as only the result, was in fact, seen
Uthecause or basic principle governing social life." And
of course we know the exact opposite, net just in Capital,
but in the whole mature Marx whefe the focus is on class
gty 5 gi»tgﬁxggggggmﬁhg_prder of causality is itaelf
- & case of fetishism..,, the order of determingtion—is—thverted.
- N 89d In whic € tanial agency is misplaced onto the concrete,
T "So the philosopnical coucept of alienation, far from being
. 1dentical with fetishism, is rather an example of it." (p. 156)

o -;Fu&ther,.the whole concept of fetishism and the .
“problematic which brought this about hasn't anything. to with

- 8omething "in general® but very specifically the effects of
%‘capi' lism, -JM connects this also w. htEEEEX

. ¥he 'chapt®T on cooperition which 1) amazes me since I'm the
only one who has made -tha: central and -2).hé. is the only one
vho reletes this to the 1844 Mss, 8imply because-it is all -
"'n rather than"epist@mologicall, Fantastieally, ali
the €tisms of RR are really but a pale copy of ‘what JM means
to.aim at Marx:"I this, as in so many other instances, the
making of Marx's Capital is possible only on condition that
Hegel's methods are abandoned," 1(11011118881 ,
And because he is so opposed to Hegel, -he concludes that " if!
there is an Hegelian inheritance in Marx, then it will beﬂfoug%‘
to reside in his use of dialectical method.". How pecuiiar. i
that in 1980 we return back +o Bernetein's removal cf the
dialectical scaffolding,
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ISSUES TN HARXBT r,I'.‘i].'l.-.ad.by Ju‘m ‘Mephanm -'.'c D-H Ruben
RSO \ p{ L L ' \Vo, Cao Dia.leotics & Method M/"

i
FROH THE GRUNDRJSSE TO UAPITAL& THE MAKING 01" MARX's Mathod
Y FALB98-1967 \voim in- Lvov.oapmed Nazi unp &aent to

ST Baal
the G'mmarisse mvaafp 'tha*' the
tJfola.‘ﬁi_&-Enof—cAPv-deal-only-wit‘: -enalysie.. .- -

! uhureas IJolII} ammoacheu—tbe\ana]ysia of ey
m K )

-42_abstraction B
S HALH & Q) te different &iatinﬂtlon. ramely that bet,

. H ch ué,s
othe:r foms of HeaithA

27 o R

v -

tﬁe—appagént-mﬂnEss of -dta——
i'l'. ‘being road (p.119) as‘a- Y
ll"l“ \\H;L?S\

l~i‘U“Bmpﬁ°“ is tlﬂt the Grindriese’® Cap. are a.;i‘a.r

— e

ption is tha.t 2’ discourses. one@&the
en'l:ica.}&‘ﬁiffer'-on_y in“‘bhei:r.'mnner -of
that the ma.nner of presenta.tian

in-the pa.ssageq by-
e alienation of pvt. JJTop. * ....-
b3, existenca or this- Aliedation. (p.128) \[HIS/CORCEPTUAL~"
of.:tha.t_involved in GAP.: THE DF.DERDF "

own. “Tt constitutes FROM THE FOINT OF VIEW OF THE DJBCDUBSE

of Cap, a case of {futishism) that is a theoratical ideology in which the order
of determination 38 inverted in w

1 _agency is mj.%lace_d._ _onto the.
oonm:ete. SO THE, PHIT PHIL. CONCEFT 0 ALIINA'IIOH FAR FROM BEING IDENTICAL WITH THAT
. OF_FEIas (SHT -
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