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I. THE MODE OF PRODUCTION AND ITS AGENTS

1. Certer's capitalictr vi. Marx's capitalists

With much bembast Coms Carter has set out to teach ws Marxism, In his
Jolmson'sy Mystification of Marxdiem the most elementary thesis of historieal
materialism is buried beneath his indigration sgeinst the evil capitalists
who do all sorts of things Just for yiofite, This indignation is gurressed
only by his indignation againet Gom, jolmson who states that capitaliste do
no% determine, but are determined by, production, "Of course the capitalists
are confrolled by particular forees and laws beyond their contrel," writes
Carter casually, But, having pnid horage to materialism, he procecds to
stress the exact opposite: "Bui they produce in order to reke profits — )
thio motive force is determined b _the social relations of produetion.” (p.15)
Heving given us this ideslised. versiun of the motive forcs of productlion,
he emplifies upon the ective role of the capitalists by & quotation from

Sari*sl via Borchardt's guessiomsble resume:

"The historic value and justifizat<on of the capitalist are
to be foumd in the fact thai he ruthlessly forces the human
race to produce Por production's scket he thus forces the
development of the preductive povess of soclely and creates
those material conditions wivich zlone can form the real basia
o & higher form of gociety, a soclety in which the full and
free development of every indiridual forms the ruling prine ..
ciple.' * o : o

Coms Surter has an inept genius Por choaing the wrong quotation "to
prove! hig points To expose our theoreticion and, above all, to analyze
correctly capitalist production, we must quote the entire paragmph as Marx
wrote 1%, not as Borchardt "peraphrased" it and Carter underiined it:

. "Except as personified capital, the capitalist has no histordcal
value and no right to the historical ejistence which, to use an
sxprescion of the witty Iishnowuky, 'ham't got no date's Aud
60 far only is the necessity For his own transitory exigtence
implied in the transitory necessity for the capitalist mode of
production, But, sv far as he is personified capital, 1t is
not velues in use and the enjoyment of them, but exchange value
and its augmentation, that spur him into action, Fanatically

- bent on paking value expand ita*f, he ruthlessly forces the
development of. the productive pcicra of soclety anl oreates
thuse materinl conditions which alone can form the’ real basis
of a 'igher form of soclety, & sooiety in which the full and
free development of every individucl foruze the ruling principle.
Only an personified capital is the capltelist respectables As
such, he shares with the mlser the passion for wealth as wealth,
But that which in the miser is a mere idiosyncrasy is, in the
capitelist, the effest of the ot izl mechanism, of which he is
but one of the wheels, MNorecver, the development of cepitalist
production makes it consiagtly x:cessary tu keep inereasing the
amount of ecapital laid out ir o ziven indusirial undertaking,

* Borchardt uses the Germen text. Carter immocently copies: "Vol, IIU _




-

and competition moles the immanent laws of capitallst production
to be feolt by each individual capitalist,; as e:ternal coerolve , |
lews. It compels him to keep constently extending his capital,
in order to preserve it, but extend it he cannot except by means

of progressive accumilation, S

- . What would any one who has read the quotation coniclude from it? Clearly,
that the capltalist, who reacts to the lmmanent laws of capitalist produe—

- tion es external coercive laws, cannot establish these laws, 4h, bub yow
have misjudged our superlor theoreticien, He is not tinid. He strikes boldly
to the following conclusion: S

"Pius 4t 16 clear that production for production’s sake iz nob
the driving force of capitalism or of the capitalists., Rather
it 45 the capitalists who drive capitalism to produce for produc-
Zim's sake, (p.21) :

Con, Carter has indeed been impressed with the prowess of the capital-
1sts -—— 5o mich ao that for "the cavitalists driving the mumen race to pro-
duce" he substitutes: "the capitelists @riving capitalism to produce.”

Soon he will have us sympathizing with capiielisn as ogainst the ecapitalists.

Why dpez Mary stress the fact that the actions of the cepitalist in the
compotitive world are enly the reaation of an agent of capltal to: the immane
ent laws of caplialist production? Heither Borchardt nor Carter got the . )
point. Yet the vhole significance of Marx's analysis is that, irvespeclive
of what men have in their heads, capitalist soclety is governed by the law
of value, The law of value cannot be vulgarized into the mazner in.which
_-the capitalista react to this law ie, their subjective search for -profits.

" On the contrary, Narx ineists that, although the law, of value dopinstes
production, it "remaing invisivle and wnintelligible to the individual a-
cents of production.! We mmst wncover that law by studying the.productive
process iteelf, nok by cbserving, sc Corter Goes, the individual agents of
production, This is the misconcepticn vhich rums through all of Carter!s
‘article apd vulgerizes his cornception of Marxism, - :

1

2, Value production, or the self-expansion of capitel

: In a capitalist soclety every commodity is produced according to the
amount of pocially-necessary labor time needed for - ite production. The
comnodity of commodities in capitalist society is labor power, so that the
whole soclety is govemmed by the necescity of producing labor power accord-
ing to the soolally-necessary labor time needed for its production, Hemce
the cost of the laborer is the firet consideration of the capitalist, Thai
15 g0 becsuse his main concern s to increase the value of such capital as
he has and the only power of increasing ida capital is the amount of living
labor which hé can apply to it. Marx has proved, end that much Qerter sees,
that the solfwexpension of capital couos orly from the production by the
sormodd by, labor power, of a value greater than i1tpelf. But there Jarier
giops. Olassical political econnmy camo almost +hat far when it recognlzed

1 Capttel, I, pps 648-9 {A11 referencves are to the Charles H, Kerr edition,)
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labor as the mource of all wealth. That is where Marx begivic his analysis,
It is insufficient, he says, to reduce wealth to labor in general, We must
continue our analysis and examine the dual character of labor: abstract labor
which creates values, and concrete labor which produces uoe-velues:

" .. this is the pivot on whic? a clear comprshension of °
political economy tume .,ee ! .

!a.! Abstract vs, concrete labor, or the process of alienation

#e have seen that surplus value is extracted Cicr the commodity, labor
power, The problem is how is it extracted? Abstract labor which creates
velue is only an mggregate of various kinds of comerete labor, Iabor is not
expended twice: cnce to produce a use~value and again to produce a vilue.

Goly by means of concrete labor, only through fashioning a definite article,
(a dress, a tractor) cau = value be produced. Value may be inditferent to

the particular wse~value by which it is borne, but it is only through the
bodily shrpe of a vse~value that the abstraction, value, can ssmume material
form, But 1% is not within the nature of the laborer, whose concrete activity
strives to objectify itself in a userul article in corregpondance with his
specific skill { e ehoemaker to make shoes, a miner to dig coal), to be con—
termned sbout ebstract values, Hence the capitalist rightly digfrugts the
laborer he bas hired to create vAlues. - Ce T

The self-expasion of capital deronds that the varjous kinds of concrete
Ja%T be dissoived into a mass of horogeneous avstract labors It becomes the
particular migsim of the capitalist ge the agent of capital io- see that; rTe-
gardless of the specific ability of tiae worker, the expenditure of his Jabor
‘power keeps time with the-ticking of his factory clock, This 8 set 10 'the
univérsally socially-necessary labor time. -Socially-necessary labor time is
the solvemt which reduces the eggregate of conerete labors to ahgmdgeneou;:

mass of ebstract labor,

Thus the procecs of labor wmder ernitcliom becomes what Marx called the
process of alieneation, I+t.1s this wiie: Jiscrdo could not grasps It is '
easy enough to gee -that, since the values the worker produces beléng not +o
him but to the capitalist, the values he creates are alien values. It 1s not
50 eagy to see that hle very activity, the expenditure of his lsbor power, is
alienated as well, Ricardo could not Zathom the two-fold charactsr of come
modities because he did not understand the two-fold charmouves &¥ labor em-

bodiled in commedities, Ricardo, seys iarx, sees = - ’

"only the quantitative determinaticn of exchange valus,-That
is, that it is equal 10 a defin:ite quantity of labox time; -
but he, forgets the qualitative determination, that ‘Angividual
labor. must by meens of its alicnation ve ppesented in tbe

form of abstract universs) social labor," o

This is ;bﬁe glet of ]'lﬁarx‘a anolysis of “the labor process under capitalism,.
which fails to emerge from Carter's concepis. Hence it i3 possible for him
to write of the "ownership! of labor power by the laborer ot the very time

3 Capitrl, I, p. 48
4 Theories of Surpluy Value, IT, 2, pp. 187~4, trenslated from the. Russian,
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when thet ownership has been zlilenated from him, Carter writess -

"And he (iiarx) shows that thio inorease of value io the result

. of the faot that the total capitel is divided into two parts:
constant capitel, the means of production bought by the capital~
ists; and variable capdtal, the labor power cwned by the workers
whose use value ex0oeds 418 VALuBe! (Deld)

Com, Carter seems emtirely umaware of Marx's goomm for bcurgeoié econo~
mists who declare that the workerts labor power is his capital, Marx insiste
thats

Y1t 1o the only commodity which he must and can sell continu-
. 8lly in order to live, and which does no‘b,servesas caplital
wtil it reaches the hande of the capitalist.®

The faet that Com. Carter, jn a theoretical article, can write and undem-
line 'variable capital, the lebor power owned by the worikers" betreys that
'his enalysis is not far removed from those of the apologists, - Carter missen
- entirely. the significsnce of naming the wage fund variable capital., It was
not o equate it Yo labor power Momaed” by the workers, but to show %hat,
from tbe moment the worker enters the immer spods of production, the factory,
his labor power is no longer owned by him, It then becomes variable capital,
ie, e component part of capital. - ‘ e

_ Iabor and means.of production are, of course; the mein elements of any
social. system of producticon but only under eapltalism do-they-mnite as Mthe
different modes-of -existence which the value of the original capital espsumed
wher from being money: it was transformed into the-vgz'-.iqgg factora -of the
labor process": vardable capital and constant capital.  And in the procass
of capliul it is valué which assserts iis independence. ‘Hemcs the signifie
oance of Marx¥s contrast of the labor rrocess "in general™ and the Iabor pro-
cess under capitallsm: '

. "The means-of produotion are at once changed into mesns for

the absorption of the labor of cthers, It is now no longer
©+ ‘the laborer that employs the means cr productiom, but the -~

‘means of preduction that employ the laborer, Instead of Y
being cunsumed by him ss materisl :elements of his productive =~
activity, they. consume him as the ferment necessary to their
own life-proeass and the 1ife-process of capital consists only
in its movement as7value camstantly expanding, constantly ol -
tiplying dteelf," ) . '

Contrast this to Carter!s shallow assartim that the''use-value of comstant
capital is that it functions as & means of producing (ultimately) consmumers
goodsy' (p.16) which strips constant capital of i+s capitalist character and
converts 1t to a slmple factor of socizl productlon, Cartusr is unawere that
ell bourgeols eoomumists do just that, and that only the most vulgar of them
‘would proosed to say: "For ex,..a shos-making machine is produced to serve
to make shoesj that 1o its use-vaiue,” He should lmow that the intention
%4 to produce a mechine to make shoes. Dut since value dominetes capitalist

‘5 Capital, II, p, 512 6 Capitol. I, p. 232 7 Ibids m 239
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spoiety, the machine is permitted to preduce shoes only insofar as those shoes
exhody the soeinlly-necessary labor time¢ the minute & new invention cuts that
necessaxy labor time, the shoe machine is given no chance to display 1ts uge—
value', .

{b) Accumulated labor vs. 1iving labor

The mission of the capltalist i: roduce the aggregates of conorete labor
to a mass of abstract labor he sccomplishes by tuming the labor process into
a process of slienation through the utilization of one of the factors of pro-
ai::tion, acoumilated labor, against the other factor of production, living

[s 20 .

Accumilated lsbor or machines or at least tools existed in pre-capitalist
societies but accumilated labor did not dominate living labor. Instead of 8
tractor, the serf had a wooden hoe. But that crude tool did not have & value
which asgerted its independence in the process of production so that the energy
of the 1living laborer wos & mers meann for 1ts expension. Todey, when an ail-
steel automobile body, despite tne heavy costs for steel and new eguipment,can
te turned out at a ‘cost of $3 lees per unit, the auto worker must b:mnd hils
energles to the tune of thie uxpansion of value and face wnemployment besides.
More and more machines need less and leso living lahor and more and more per-
fect machines need less and less skill in the general mage of humen labor,

: The labor process las become a mere means for the creatiom of values.

- However; eveua as living labor cen function cnly according to ite speciric
sitill, so accumlated labor can realize itself as value big with value culy by .
means of its Inherent use-value, It is true that yamn cannot becoze cotton;
steel & tractor, without wiiting with living labor, = Dead labor can preaerve
itgelf and become & grester value omly by absorbing Iiving lsbor and the wore
ker is unable to resist this Mproceas of suetion" © because hs is now only

& compoient part of capital, "a simple, monotonohs, p'z'oﬂuoaiv‘e “force that does
not have to have either bodily or iEBel:ectual faculties®™ 7, The worker las
become an "appendnge of a machine” 7., pxx insicts that then end only then
does the real subordination of laber to crplial cesure - -

| It is this domination which turms accurwlated labor into capital, a force
divorced from the dlrect producer and exuloiting him.’ U.‘her'e;ln is the antagon~
iem botween accumulated lsbar and living labor, That antagonism will continue
80 long as the world marke’ exlsts and the workers are not themselves In cone
trol of the process of production. The antagonism between acounmlated labor
and Lliving lahor benomes personifisd in the struggle between the capitalist
end the worker, But the mastery of the capitalist over the worker,is "only
the mastery of things over man, of dead lebor over living labor." :

5+ Relfication of people and the fehishisa of comoditiaé

_ Com. Carter is horror—struck when Goa. Jolmson says. that under capitalism
machines explolt labor., ¥ "Capital is then & material thing vhich exp‘.’.qits

¢ Archives of Marx-Engels, II (vi1) p. ., trvonslated from the };_itiasian.
Y Vage Iabor and Capitnl 10 Capital, I, p. 708 11 Archives, pa 35 -

* Cf, the menver in which Marx treats this in quoté:bion (7) on p.4
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labor." (pel3) Insterd of analyzing the capitalist labor process and thus
discovering how a material thing becomes an exploiting force, Carter accusos
Johnson of having fallen viotim to the fetichism of commcdities, end indignant-
ly reminds him that for Marxists capital is not a thing but a social relation
of production established by the inmstrumentulity of things, What Carter does
not percelve 1s that the thing, means cf production; has become the sociel
relation, capltal, because of what Marx calls "the contradiction between 15
personification of objects and the representation of persona by things,"

The focal point of Marx's analysis of capitalist soclety is his critigue
of capitelist productions The ideology which flows from this historic mode
of production ls enveloped in the perverted relation of dead to living labor.
Haix pointed out that the very simple relation - capital uses lzbor o-—lgx--
presses “the perconificatlon of things and the reification of people.”

That is fo say, the means of production become capital and are peravnified es
capltalists at the same time that the workers become reified, that is, their
labor becomes cbjectified into the propexty of others,

 Marx's critique of capitalist soclety, based primorily on' this inverted
relation of dead to living lsbor at the point of pruduction, extends also to
the surface of soclety (the market), where the social relation hgtween peo~
Ple assumed Wthe fantastic form of a relation betweed thinge.". This is
. the fetichiem of coumcdiiiss. Come Oarter sees only tbat, “Bud he is blind
to the inverted relation of dead and living labor, This relation, without
which Marx's political economy is vitiated, never gets one single line in all
- Garter's theorizing, He tius bungies both of Maxx®s flleses, - Had Carber kept
.in bis mind Marx's plan for Volume I, this would bave become clear to him,

. In Part I of Volume I Marx deals with capitalist wealth ds it appears
to be: "an immense eccumilatlon of commodities," Beeause he deals only
with the appe=runce, or what Marx callas the phenomena, of capitalism, he does

- no% here analyze the class relationship wder capitalism, Here cur capital-
ist 1s st11l only Mr, Mmeybags, who kas bought & commodity, labor power,

That 1s why, in "The Petz.ilsm of Commodities", Lerx uszes the words, “social
relation", or "personal reletion”, not capitalist reletion., In the marked,
then, woere rule "Freedom, Fquality, Property and Bemthum" ~ , whera bhie
cardinal tie between men is ‘exchange, the social relation between them ap-
pears as a relation between things. Marx advisedly does not analyze the clasc.
Telationship until after Mr, Moneybags has left the market and gone into the
factory, where his capital can expend and he become a real capitalist, that
1s, where the class relationship is created, B

' Marx proceeds to analyze the capitalist mode ef productions Now that

the worker is in the Tactéry, the "sooclal relation becomes a production re-
lation, By virtue of tnat fact his relationship to the boss is very clear;

it in no sense assumes the fantastic form of a relation between things, On
the contrary, there the worker overssiimates the capitalist's might. He
thinks that the capitalist alone is responcible for his plight inatead of feen
ing the caune in the mode of production wihich the capitalist represents.

There the worker perscnifies things: the means of production used as czpltul
become the capltaliscts. We are here coufruntc! with what Marx called "the

12 Gapital, I, p. 128 13 Archivey p. 159 14 Capital, I, pe 83
15 Ipid, p. 41 16 Ibid, s 195 _ |
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rerecnifieation of thinzse and the reificetion of pecople", Maxx was moet em—
phatie In laying bare this "reification of people" because that is the very
heart of his oritique of political oconomy. He grasped this very early.
~"When one speaks of private property," wrote the young ifarx in 1844, 'one -
thinks of something outside of man, When ome speaks of labor, uae has to do
imedistely with man himself, The new formmletion of the guestion already
involves 1its solutiocn."

4o Productien and distribution, or “production taken as a whole'?

Carter bas discovered that Jolmson "by sleight-of-hand has passed from
the notion of capitalism to the notion of the 'strict process’ of capitalist
Production eses capitaiism is not and cammct be oaniined to @ SBLrict procesn
of production' or reduced to this by any cver—wonderful miracles," (a1}

Our theoretician is anxisug to show us that his hand is on the pulse cf
life, and not on Hegells Iogic. He is eager to demonstrate his opprosition to
any such “aleight-of—handj." as Jolnaon practises, Hunce he clearly distine
guishes his conceptlon of the striet provess of preductioh from thet of Johmi-
son3 .

"Without the preliminary social distribution of the material
factors of production, without tre preliminary process of cir-
culetion in which the products are sold and’ profits are orce
again converted into capltal; +the immediste procecs of produc—:
tion is 2 meeningless abstraction; a complete impossdbility." (p.15)

Insofar ag distribution, both of the means of comsunption md of the
elements of production, is concerned, there is no ambiguity whatever about
Yarx's emphasis that production is the determining factor from which & certain

“type of distribution flowsd, He womt to great length to argue against those

who thought that either distribution or cinguest wan a determining factor.

He demongtrated how even the. Mongol deypatationof Russia logleally flowed

from the Mongoel method of roduetion, R
Insofar as social distribution, or circulation of the aggregate capital

1s concerned, ¥arx was equally emphotic as tio which 18 the determining factor

- und-‘which the subordinate, Iet us follow Marx. Volume I is subtitled: The

- Process of Cepitalist Production; Volume IT: The Frocess of Capitalist Circu-

dation; and Volume ITI: The Frocess of Capitalist Production ad 8 Wholee

It 18 clear that capitalism there is not t.c process of proguciior and the

process of circuletion, ag 1f each is an ejurlly important movement of tha

develomment of capitalist society. Patker the sumation of the analysis of

‘eapitalism is the process of capitalist productior "teken as & 2 wholels _

That is =0 because circulstion or svciul distributicn 1s but the other side

of the same coin, production, i
Marx tells us that Volume ILT deals withs
“he movements of capltalint pracvuection es & whole ... (whizh)

approach stop by step thet Lorxz. .lich they assumc .on the sur-
face of society in their mutunl Intermetions, in competition

17 Critique ef Political Eoonomy, p. 268
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and in the ordi&gry consclousness of the human agencles in
this process,”

Here Carter always remains, Here, then, we learn that commodities sell, not at
value, but at price of produection: that surplus value is not an abstrzction,
congealed unpaid labor, but that it has the concrete form of profit, rent and
interest; that capital is not only a social relation of production, ‘Wt has the
bodily form of money-capital., Here we study the 2ole of credit and even learn
about gambling and swindling.

khat is the grand result of learning all the facts of 1ife? In order to
get at the real cause of erisis Harx has to make an abstractio& of "the bogus
transactions and speculations which the crédit system favors," In order to
ascertain the cause which will doom capltelist production, we revert to uhe law
which dominates over production, the law of value and hence ot surplus vainue:

"In order to produce the same rate of profit when the constant
capital set in motion by one levover increases ten-fold, the
surplus labor time would have o ineresse ten-fold, and soon
the total labor time, and finally the fui. 24 hours a day’ 20
would not suffice even if wholly appropmﬁated by capital.,”

[mrx thus brings us back and “confines" us to the sirict process of production
and to that aupreme cowmodity. labor power, - G

Comparefthis with Carter who never leaves the surfhce of saciety nven whon
he thinka he is 1n.the innor abods of prouucnzonl ERRERER

M, in “the 1mmediate proeess of production of commodities. tha
- - capltalists may not be found rhysically presenti in such casas
. they are reprcscnted by the managers. foremen, - eto." (P»l#}

And this is supposed to teauh Johnson that 1f the “capitalistb ¢ze nowhere"
they are represented by managers, foremen, etc.-; LA N

5, Value and E' ofits

- Ia Carter's thought-formations the dppearance and’ the essence are.. always
identical, His failure Ao 'understand the quotation on pages 1028~9 of Volume
IIT is a good example, * Lot us examine the structure of the, chapter,”Conditions
of Distxibution and Production",in which this quotation appears.. Harx. -8hous
”irat, how the condition of distribution. B OPRBLS: ;o "the ordinary mind““-
fle then counterposes "the scientifie analysis”, 2 Marx completes the part re-
garding the condition of distribution wiith the conclusioén that the éondition.of
distribution "is gerely the exprcssion of this hisuorically daterminsd ccnditio1
of production," & : e o
Thereupon. without rustating his method or treatment, he reverts to’ the
appuarance of the condition of production to the. -ordinary mindr “Ang, now let
us take profit ,,,, It is a relackon which déminates reproduction,” Harx

78 Capltal, III, p, 26 39 Ibid, ». 568 20 Tvdd, p. 468 21_ Ibid, p, 1022
22 Ibid, p, 1023 23 to 25 (see next yage) Ibld, pp. 1028-9 - -

¥ Cf. use of quotation by Carter, Ilew Fnternationsl, April 1942, P.80; criticien
of Carter's Lnterpretation by Johnscn: Prciuctien for ‘Froduction's Sake, p.73
and rejoinder by Carter: ggg—§_p s hystification of Harrism. PP, 16-17




analyzes this concept of the ordinary mind by saying that profit “appears here

as the main faﬁgor.-not of the distribution of production, but of thelr produc-
tlon itself," But, Merx continues, that 1s not true at all, To the sclen-

tific mind profit arises "primaxrily from the devslopment of capital as a self-

expanding value, creating surplus value,"

Carter i1s blind to all this. He is certain that he has noi used the
quotation out of context. To “preve" his point, he quotes “supporting evidence”
from Marx's analysis of the thing which worrles Ricardo, "the fact that the
rate of profit, the stimulating principle of capitalist productlon” is declin-
ing., Once agaln Carter has picked the wrong quotation, A few llnes further
he could nave read that this characterization of profit is from "%6bourgoois
point of vlew, within the confines of capitalist understanding,” '

HMarx has stated thus the theory of the law of the declining rate of pro-
fits "The fall in the rate of prcfit therefore ﬁypresses the falling relation
of surplus value itself to the total capital,” Bourgeols economists d: net
understand this law. They are, however, siruck with the expression of this
law, the manner in which it asserts itself: the declining rate of profit.

Marx considers it significant that a bourgeols economist is werried about this:
law because thereby Ricardo reveals that he "vaguely feels" that "scmething
deepexr” than the declining rate of profit is hidden in the decline itself,
Thet something deeper is the fear thet the bourgeois mode of production is not
an absolute but a historically transitory aode cf soclal production. Maxrx
could not prove this .to a bourgeois econcmist by lecturing to him on the his-
torical davelopment of labor,  But because the same point was brought home to
hin %in a purely ecocnomic way, thatis from a hourgeois point of view", he
shows the first signs of undorstandinga confusion and worry .

" Had. Carter mot used "the languace of ;hg_ggpgzgllggg" 28 he would have
understood the quotation on page 1028 and would have realized as well the sci-
entific reason why Harx refused to analyze profits in Volume I where he analyzed
"pure" capitalism, stripped of all its phenomenal and confusing formsi

"We shall show in Bcok III tbat *r rate of profit 1s no mystery

s0 soon as we know the laws of surplus vplue,  If we reversigthe

_process we cannot comprehend eiﬁhor the one or tho other.

. Com, Carter has reversed the process and hance has. understood neither the

one nor the other, He may, if he wlshes, repest that the scale of production
‘1s determined by what profit the capitallst thinks he may get. (p.15) However,
I underlined for his benefit that Marx considers such language to be the "lan-
guage of the capitalists", Certer's theorizing is a vulgerizution of Marxism.
Bacause we live in a bourgaois world and are bound by a thousand threads to
bourgeols ooncepts, language which is "within the confines of capltalist undar-
standing" is easy for the simple-minded to gzasp. That is why pseudo-darxism
always "seems to make sense",

6, Production and consumption
' Carter writes:

26 Ibid, p. 304 27 Ibid, p. 250 zd Iot4, p. 303, ny emphasis
29 Cipital, I, p. 239, footnote
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"Thus, given the divorce beiwesn Production and consumptlon
under capitalism, there is an inherent tendency for the un-
limited development of the productive Forces {production

for the sake of vroduction in coritrast to production for the
sske of direct consumption.) Far from excluding the profit
motive, this tendency is the result of the profit motive, its
-objective consequence," (p.20) .

d1th Carter everything stands on its head, According to him production
for the sake of production tokes Place not because of the immanent laws of pro-
duction, its constant techiological revolutions, but because of the diveorce of
rroduction and consumption, Under capitalism there is, of course, a divorce
between production and consumption. But the divorce of preductlon from eongump-
tion 18 itself a surface expression of the faot that ths process of production
continues regardless of the extent of consumption. Mawx insists that thejsis-
regard of production for consumption "resides within production itself,”

nsumption alse reflects the class composition
of soclety, That is precisely why Marx took it for granted in. analyzing cap-
italist preduction, I Lelleve tuat Maurice Dobb has expressed this Marxlst
view very well when he wrote that: - . ’ " ’

Divorce of production and co

"the conflict between productivity and consumption was one
facet of erises and onc olemen’ of the coniradiction ‘which '
found expression in a periodic brezkdown of the system, At -
' the same time it remains only a facet; and it seems’ élear -
that Mark consi@ers the coniradiction between the” growing
productlve power," conseguent on accumulation, and. the fail-
ing profitability of capital, between the preductive forces
“and the producticn relat%gns of ‘capliclist sccliety, as the
essence of the matter,” -~ _ T

Where, in Carter's theorizing; doec cne see the contradiction betweon the

productive forces and the production relations? OCh,. he hes much to. say against-
“-the production relatione, but they are .not in contradiction with the productive

forees: OUn the contrary, the striving of produstion for limi€sss expansion

"ig the result of the profit motive, its objective consequence," How, then,

do the relations of production become fetters upon the productive forces? One:

can see it nowhere in Carter for he has liguidated what' Marx called the general.

contradiction of capltalism., -Wherein, then, is the sclentific basis to our

movement? Is it really sufficient Just to show that the capitalist is anxlous

for profits and has overreached himself? Or has our theoretician overreached

himself in trying to prove Johnson's "mystifications" of Marxism? :

30 Theorles of Surplus Value, II, 2, DP. 198

31 Political Economy and Capitalism, p, 131




11, EXPANDED REPRODUCTION

1, Lonin vs, Luxemburg

The confusion in our movement on thils question is maiched only by the
presumption of the cemrades whe discuss it, # Lenin, they smy "significantly",
d1d not write a book against Luxemburg's Accumulition, I do not know what
this statement is supposed to prove but, to me, 1% merely indicates that the
comrades either have not read or do not understand Lenin's theorestical wrl-
tings on the question of expanded reproduction, Luxemburg was not the first
to state that the "facts" contradicted the Harxist theory, Lenln’s descrip-
tion of Luxemburg's theory as "kasha" (nush) was not a casual remari but was
based upon an exhaustive anslysis of this problem. Lenin's defense of Marx]s
analysis of expanded reproducticn is embedlied in his theoretical articles on
Marxism in general and in his extensive debates with the Narodniks in particu-
lar, For Lenin not_to have orposed Luvemburg's theory of accumulation would
‘have meant that he nad rejected his entive theoretlc past on the guestion,
Unless Come. Carter and Craine a-e reacy to argue that Lenin had changed his
position, all discussions as to why he did not write = book on Rosa's Accumu-
lation belong to the roalm of - psychoanalysis and not of thneory.

Lenin's theoretic position and heuce oppositlon to Luxemburg®s theory,
we can casily find in detall in his poiealcs with the Maredniki, In the fu-
ture I hope to present this issue in an article on Rosa's thepry of accumula-’
tion, “Here) however, I must 1imit myself, and very briefly, to a few points
ratsed by Carien, s : g L .

{a) The formula;* and underconsuﬁgtionism

.The significance 6£ the formula of expanded repkodué;ioﬂ'doeq not at

* Cf, New International, March 1943, In answer to &y criticism of her very -
inadequate summzry of the theory ¢f expanded reproduction, Com. Craine ans-
wered me thuss "If F, Forest knows the origin of Luxemburg®s book and against
whom it was writien, she could readily have understood that my refesrencé 1o
‘stripping socielism of its last shuveds of utoplanism' was to the German znd
Austriazn social-patriotic revisionists (Bauer & Co,)," .Com. Craine thus den-
cnstrates that: ?;) sho. confuses Rosa's Accumulation with her Antikritik;

(2) she has read neither the one nor “he otherj and (3) she knows nothing at
all about what prompted Rosa's AGcumuia’.uy:, aithough she could have easily
learned that from my lotter, Accumulation does not mentlon'and is not con-
cerned with Bauer & Co, Antikritik, written in answer to the critielsms of .
Accumulation, does take issue with Bauer & Co, Far from “siripping soclallsm
of its last shreds of utopianism®, Rosa’s Took polemicized precisely against
the central thesis of the one who had "stxipped socialism of its last shreds
© of utoplanism", that is, she took issue with Marx's thecry of expanded ra-
production, o .
- ‘ . Ll nohexes '

*% Formula, formulae, tormulas, Now Al to theses/achomss, schemote, and
y2u will be repeatling the five wurds Luxemburg and the other Marxists used
interchanzeably in the debate on the trcory of expanded reproduction. The
reason Cexrter has chosen to stir up o stoxm in a teacup over Johnson's use

of "formula", instead of "formulas®, i= indieativo of Caxter's method of

178




“12-

*all revolve around tho question of underconsumption, though the Narodnikl and
Luxumburg dragged the question into 1t. Johnson stated that Luxemburg was not
"oppressively aware" (p.6) of the role of constant capital in capitalist soci-
ety, and hence redyced the question of capital aecumulation to the question of
the realization of surplus value, She thus narrowed the guestion to a varlety
of underconsumptioniam. Carter is so oblivious to the real icsue that, in at-
tempting to defend Rosa, he brings to her defense the very proof that she did
drag underconsumptionlsm into an "explanation" of the formula, He says that
the discrepancy betwesn production and consumption “was in fact the main bur-
den of her criticism of Harx's schems®”, (p.20) That is exzctly why she was
Nrong,

Iuxemburg was not a vulgar underconsumptionist and did not put her case
as crudely as Carter, Like Marx, she took for granted that capitalist produc-
tion deyeloped beyond the consumption demand, glven the class composition of
society, - Thelr premise vas the same, but the similarity ends there. She con-
tended that nelther the Marxist thoory of expanded reproduction’ in general nor
the diagrams ir particular correctly explained capital accumulation; that Maix
was out of touch with reality.

Lenin argued that the ‘theory and diagrams give the correct explanation cf’
. capital accumulatior because they show how the contrad_ction is realised:

- JThat consumption ts not the alm = crpitaliuu p“cuuction is
© a fact, - The contradiction between this fact and ‘the fact that '
in the final enalysis production is linked with’ consumption,
also depends upon tonsumption in capitalist soclety -~ this
_eontradiction is not a doctrine but a feal.ty. The Harxlst
theory of realisation precisely.for that reason, by the way,
represents a tremendous scientific value in that it demon-
strates how this contradiction i5 realised, that it by ngs
this contradiction forward for first consideration,"” ..

Te understand how this contradictlon is realised you must forsve- né "oppres- :
. sively aware" of the overwhelning significance of constant capital in capital-
ist socliety. Rosz was not, "She posed ths question. subjactivelys "for whnm"
does' the constant expansion of. product‘on proceeds .
“Accumulation is effected here without 1t ‘being seen even to
-the least degree for whem, in the end, for what new consumers,
does this ever-gioning expansion of production take place. ‘The .

polemic and has no other justification. The use of the word "formula”, refer-
ring specifically tc'the formulz I v plus s (Department of means of productlon,
variable,- surplus) is greater than Ilo (Department of means .of consumption,
constant) was used as a summation of all the formulae in Volume TI, Part III,
When Carter reads (he would have fared better if he had read the whole artizle,
instead of having "translated” 1t), he zrrives at the correct conclusion:
Johnzen uses the formuls ar a summaticn of all the formulae. Thatl. precisely
i1s the point and.that ia the manner in : hich it will ba tréated here.

32 Works, II, p. 413, traqslated front the Russian,
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diagrame presuppose the following course of things, The coal
industry ls expanded in order to expand the iron industry. The
latter expends in order to expand thz machine-construction in-
dustry, The machine construction industry is expandéd in crder

to sxpand the production of means of consumptien, The latter,

in turn, is expanded in oxder to sontain the ever-growing army

of workerc from the coal, lron and mechine construction indus--
tries as well as its own workers, And thus *ad infinitum! in

a vicious eirele ,... But under thess conditions, his diagrams .
permit no othsr interpretation than production for the sake of
production.” 4 : ‘
Carter writes: "Only Johnson could be so illogical as to accept Luxem-

“burg's major criticism of Harx but roject the inescapable conclusion,” (p.19)

Carter to the contrary notwithstanding, all Harxists accepted Luxenburg's
conclusion that the diagrams mean production for production's sake, They
only rejected her contentlon thet this mekes the capitalists fanetics, It
is not Johnson but Bukharin who wrotes ' SR

"If production for prbductign's sske makes ):,Re capitalists - -
fanatics, why not money for money's sake?" reh T e

(b} ‘ihe formula and constini capital T o

Com. Carter contends that Johnson's quotation from lenin.on the inevifa-.
bility of the disproportion between the productién of means of' preduction. and
the production of means of ‘consumption shows that Lenin “is not dealing witik
Harx's stheme developed in thé second velume of Capital,” (p. 19): Carter .
.then copntlnves: -~ - . T I . L T

_ "That is clear from the first sentence, - Disproportio botween”
the ‘two departments of economy are inevitable in the develop-
ment of capltaliam; but 4% doee not exist'within the hypothet~:
jcal progressively expanding capitalism postwlated in Marx'e .
scheme, -Harx there assumed a -balanced, harmonlous self-en= " -
closed capiialist system; that is to say, one in which the = * =~

 more repid growth of producer goods lndustries conpared to
the consumer-goods indistries is ab the: same time a propor= g
tiongte development of tho relation betwesn the two," ™ -p.19-2(_)) .

Everything sta.tegl in the above two -q\_xdtaLt.’L_ons-'ia' Wrong.

First, insofar as the fact of the matter is concerned, Lenin does deal
with Marx®s analysis of expanded reproductlon in. that and all the works
agalnst the Narodniki, 'The Narodniki nusmbered-ameng their ‘midst the learned
N--on, pseudonym of N, Danielson, the translator of Capital-into Russian and
the friend ‘of Marx and Engels, The Naxodnikl wWere constantly-quoting "o
prove" that capitalism would not arise in Russia, Since these polemles re-
volved sround the reallsmation of sur. luc ‘:wlue, ie, the possibility of capl-
talism arising- in Russia, the discusslons, no mawier on'wi at aspect of ths

.

33 Aceumulation of Capital, p. 229, trenzlated from the Russalan,
34 Imperialism and Accumulation of Caziial, P. 15, translated from the Russian.

.~ 180




=1l=

subject they started with, and no matter whothexr they did or did not directly
refer to the "scheme", that is the dlagrams of reproductlon, always anded
with the Marxist theory of expanded reproduction,

Secondly, insofar as the interpreta.tion of the scheme is concerned, dis-
proportion exlsts between the two departmentst " s under capitalist pro-
duction I Sg plus.8) cannot be equal to II¢c, in other words, the two cannot
balance,"

Carter says, yes, but this disproportion "is at the same time s propor-
tlonate development of the relation between the two," Not at all, Before
lMarx begins his diagrammatic presentation of expanded reproduction, he pre-
sents us with a new formula of simple reproduction and explains it thus:

"It is not the quantity, but the destination of the given
elements of simple reproduction which is changed, and this

change is ths material is of a Subaeguent regoduction
on_an enlarged scale,” .

The changed destination is nothing more than the disproportionata growth of
conetant capital, . B

The umy thing "harmonicus” osad-4dosl. copliclist oye-
tem of Marx®s formulae is that the oa-:i ualist ‘has no headaches conceming
realisation of.the production, not.ocnly of surplus valua, but of the Phole
product, 'beca.use everything that is produced is sold, . _

h‘ha.t Ca.rter almost gathered from thn first sentence of Johnson's quo- '
tation from Lenif is that i¢ was rot merely a theoretic dispute but a con- -
_ crete demonstration, Lenin utllized the actual disproportional developnen*
betveen the production, of means of production and means of consumption as
well as the disproportion of production within each of these departments to
prove Marxts thecretic correctness, At no iime. dld Lenin reduce the ques-
tion of the disproportional growth of constant capital to variable cap.tal
4o a d.lsproportion batween production and consumption, . On. the contra.ljf. in
that very a.rticle he hit. out a.ga.in.;‘f: that point of viem - )

"From the point of v.i.ew of Sismondi tha.t accumulation tgrowth
of production in general) is determined by consumption, and
from the incorrect explanation of the realization of the whole
social product -which is reduced by him to the share of the.
worker and the share of the capitai) 3t, there flows naturally
and necessarily the doctrine that crises are explalned by the
disproportion between production and consumpticn.... The scl-
. entific analysls of accumulation in cepitalist soclety and
~+he realization of the product undermined the foundatlons of -
thils theory ..., This (second) theory explains crisis by an-
other contradiction,. precisely the contradiction between the
social character of production {soclalised by capitalism) and .
the private. individual methed of appropriation ,,,. The first
theory sees the root of the phinomens outside of production 7
ese the second precizely within the conditions of production.”

'35 Capital, II, D. 609, ny cmphasis 36 Ibid, Pp. 591-2, nmy emphasis
37 Works, IX, Pp. 35-6
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~ Only one who 15 as completely unaware of the volght of constant capltal
in capitalist society as is Carter can state that the formulse denote " 'a
balance between production and consumption™: _ '

“Thus Harx's formulae d¢ not express the dlsproportions which are

inevitable under capitalism, On the contrary, they express the

relations which must obiain batween the two depeytments (and the
t thin) for a harmonious, balanced development of capi-~

talisn, They assune that 21l that which is produced is consumed,.
that is, a balance between production and consumption,” (D,20)

Let‘s listen to Marx instead:

"With the advance of accumulation, therefoie, the proportion
of constent to variable capital changes, If it wes originally,
say, 111, 1t now becomes successively 2:1, 3:l, 413, 5:1, 711,
etc,, so that, as the capital Zncrceses, instead of 1/2 of its
total value, only 1/3, 1/4, 1/5, 1/6, 1/8, etc, is trausformed
into labor power, and, on the o3ger hand, 2/3, 3/4, 4/s, 5/6,
7/8 into means of production," - - ;

Poor Maxx, he belabored the point for nothing, - To Carter the fact that 11 is
-not 1tl but 71l merely means that "a talance between production and consuap-~
tlon" exists] Such a "balance” axlsts in the formulse purely becaise of the
productica relations under capitalism which has resulted from 7c:lv, That
is why the categories‘cf Marx are so immitable to capitallsm and apply to
_ no other soclety., * "They agsume that. which.is produced is consumed” be-
‘cause it is capltalist prodiction and hence, malnly, productive consumption,
In other words, 7o is-consimed by eapital,.not by peopie... To try to deduce
‘frem this/that there 1s no "disproportion" in an ideal capitalism -~ and at-
Iribute that viewpoint to Lenih -- should make Lenin twrn in his grave,- To
‘Lenin dlsproportlon in capitalist production was not mercly a reality; ihat
is, something that occuxved on the surface, 'It was more.than that,. It was
Anhorent in production and hence there could never be a "balance” between
Iroduction and consumption evé'nl in the '_idéal'qapitalist.aocietyl; . ‘ .
" '"Even under the ideally~smooth proporticnate reproduction and
circulation of the whole soclal capltal, there is inevitably
a contradiction between the growth of production and the lim~
itatlozs of consumption,  In reality, in additon to this, . -
the process of realisation does not proceed along the ideally-
amooth proportionality Bgt only with 'diffipulties®, *Sluctu-
athons', crises, ste,” *7 . ) . , -

3 Capltal, I, p. 690 - 39 Woris, II, pp. 415-16 s
* If Com, Johnson,after he nad emphasized its specifically ‘capitalist charac-
ter, stated that an intelligent Herxis. coculd apply the formula to &1l soct-
eties,” the emphasis was, clearly, on thy vord,.intelligent., in intelligent
Marxist would have realized that it wes o standard by which, gudge the extent
to which, if any, it applies to any onc soclety, : As Bukharin pud iti-"Ab-
siract thoory is a 'key' to knowledge of reality which one must be .capable

of operating," (Imperialism and Acor-wlation of Capital, p. 300) -
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The "proportional reproduction of the whds social capltal” means ithat
the whole product is realised, that is, that there 1s found in capltalist soc-
ety a portion to replace ¢ (constant capital}, v (variable capital), and that
an ever increasing portlon of the surplus is reinvested, That is why Lenin
had previously emphasized that the problem solved in the formulae. was how
this contradiction between preduction and consumption is realised, This real-
isatlon, or "proportionate development” does not eradicate the dleproportion-
ate development between constant capltal and variable capital, but rather em-
Phasizes that. inherently, gven in the formulae of Marx of an ideally-perfect
capitalism the disvroportions Letwean social _production and private appropri-
ation, that is, botween production for capital and not for secial nesds,

would lead to capitalist collapse,

On the historic stage the geonetrlc increase of constant capital, or ac-
cunulated labor, becomes so oppressive upon living labor that instead of re-
maining a purely econcmic problem, it is twought ocut upon the social arena,
The working class faces the capitaiist class on the opposite sides of the
barricades, where, in the lsst analysis, soclal lssues arec decided,

It 1s needless to point to the ¥z=t that the berricades form ho part of
the dlagrammatic preseatation »f capital zccumulation, As Lenin points out
and as Carter correctly quotes himi - . o

"Schemes can prove nothing; they can only illustrate a process.
¥hen 1ts seperate elements have been theoratically clarified,”

The scheme was intended to-ilIuminate this capiial-labor relstionship.in a
dlagramnatic form. .That is why it was wrong to drag in the quéstion of for-
-elgn trade (as did the Narodniki-and Carter)-or: "third groups® (as did Rosa)
because that.only shifts the problem of acoumulatfion fiom the capifal-labor

- relationship to a svbsidiary feature: ‘foreign trade or rien~cepltalist nilieu,
By dragglng that guestion in, the conclusion is reached that the capitalisis
have o go to foreign markets, But Marx and Lenin insisted that the.capit-
alists go to forelgn markets, not besause they have to, but. for “convenlence"
-~ profits are higher there, and, furthermore, a crisis within the most high-
ly developed industry is avoided. But as far back as 1898 Lenin foresaw .
thats B e L

© "Under a different* distribution of the national capital, .
the same th‘s.nti.ty of produce could be realized' within the
country. " . - - ' ) ‘.

. Thus Lenin remained firmly wooted in the realm 'of production. Hence he
" realised that capitalist collapse was imbudded in capitaliat mode of produc-
tion and hence reflected in the formulae of Marx, Rosa, on the other hand,
‘was not "oppressively aware" of the role of constant capital and hence of

40 Theoretlc Mlatakes of Haro&nik Ecozpriets, translation of which is running
currently in-the New International. - B : :

* Warning to Cartert A “different distribvtion of the national eapifal” doot
1ot refer to soclalism but.a different sistribution under capltalism than ths
one which leads the most advanced indusisy to seek a forelign ‘market, Stalin,
that is, Russian ctate capitalism, has cohleved such a different distribution
of the natlonzl capital, Lenin, however, dealt with a purely theoretic -
situation,
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capitalist collapse oven within the ideally-perfect capitalist soclety.
‘Therefore, she concluded, as did the reformists, that the formulae meant
that capital would forsver fructify itself, The roformists atood by such
an interpretation of the formulae because they wers social patriots, Rosa
vigorously protested agapinst the formulae because she was a revoluticnist,
dut thelr interpretation of the formulae was the aame, and equally wrong.

2. A national and world capitaliss

Com, Carter informs us that "Contrary to Jonnson, all the participants
in the famous disputes among the Harxists on capital accumulation assumed
‘E.heﬁa.ct thet Harx's formulae zssumed a world and not a national capitalism,”

P .

Everything Com, Carter savs is wrong, But that does not seem to bother
Carter vho stands by his original B,I, article (April 1o42): -

“I't. would not be surprising thot, when Johnson wrote that Marx
'strictly adapted the formulase to a national capitalisn’, he

had in mind a passage in the first volume of Capital uhich de-

clares the exact oppositef"

(I nus=t concss that it h.a.u bean very conveniant to hava Carter
underline his own mista.,{es 80 poignantly. )

0.K., let's leave: Tohnson out for the moment, Let Marx do his'om
pc.‘.phra..hg. _ o N

"In order to simplify the guestion, we ﬁléstract‘ _foreign':‘
_trade and examin° an 1u°1u ed nation,” T -

Lenin and Bukharin very cl early understood the a.pp..ication of the for-
mula to a single nation and hence insisted that both in theory and in fact'
the i‘o*mulae were valid, HMarx in t':eogx had ta.ken as hls premise a world
capitalism wlthout foreign trade, hehee a national cepitalism, Lenin appilec
this analysis to the hiotoric congrese, &ll hie articles on the theory of
reallsation, that is, on expanded reproduction, revolve precisely a.ro1md
this point, His Development of Capitalism in Hussia originated during his -
polemics with the Narodniki, as much- to concretize his theoratic viewpolnt
85 to learn about developing capitalism in Russin, As Lenin stated it, gfter
his study cf Russlan ca.pita.lism Was. publiahed. R

"Hh.;aner we teke one country or the whole world, the bas:l.ﬁ
laws of realidation discovered by hHarx remain the same."

Com, Carter ie uompletely ignomht of this accumulation of evidence,
Yet he parades his ignorance as a counter-ireighi sgainst Johnson's “empty
- display of erudition", (p.l) The least that can be asked of Com. Carter is
that he please inform himself of the-facts of the act.umula.tion debats befora
he burdens us with his conr'lusions. .

41 Th "'heories of Surplus Yalue, II, p, 25, my emphasls
42 Works, II, p, 414




3, tlussia and the formula
(a) Terms in terms of terms

Above all, one must know the subjset of dicecussion, Johnson's article,
Production for the sake of produetion, discussed the formula of expanded re-
production. The terms of that formula are Marx's speclfic categories for
capttalist production: o stands for constant capital, v for variable capital,
8 for surpius value -- all spocifically capitallst terms. Put our thecreti-
cian, completely unaware of his ludierous position, demands that Johnson
prove "the terms of the formula .,, arms in fact cepitalistiz,”

o wonder Com, Johnson objected to being asked to rrove terms in texms
of terms: “How can I op anybody 'prove' what Carter asks? «+a ToIms exist
for one purpose -- proof, Proof does not exist for terms,” {pp.4-5) How-
ever, Johnson's answer makes no dent in Carter's obtuseness, He insists
that Johnson must prove that "the terms >f the Tormula, the soocisl relations
of production (in Aussia) are in fact capltalist,” (p,5) But Russia was not
the subject of Johnson's artiele which concerned itself with an ‘abstract for-~ -
mula, . . : g ;

- Times have not changed Tadleally since the days of the Narodniki, The
arguments of the iarodnik .and our burcaucratic_polloc:h_ivistjar_e not far a-
part, When Lenin argued from a theoretic viewpoint, the contentién was: Ah,

. but he did rot know Russia, hen he showed, through-an exhaustive study of
the Russian econemy, that there was nothing in its economic developrent es-
sentially different from general capitalist development, the contention WaG
that he did ‘ot understand theory, sussla, as We.sea, 1s.always a polnt of
departure for theorles of particularism, If it is not the Russiap "soil® '
it is.the Russias "soul", and 1f'it’is not the Aussian “soul", it is the
"body politie", * L . L X

(L) Trotsky vs, Cavter . = S
"Carter makes a blg show of the fact that he is defending Trotsky against

Johnson, ‘It is trua"that'.'l‘rots?.y did not consider the formula of expanded
reproduction applicable to Russia in 1930, ‘But that has nothing whatever to
do with the applicability ;o;'"npn'-'applicability of the slogan: to Russia now. .
Horeover, the method of argument used by Trotsky is as different from that

* .used by Carter as the dialectical method is.different from the scholastic,
dven without the aid of Hegel's mysticism, Carter is quite adept at turning
theories on their head, His demand of proof of the terms used was completely
foreign to the methodology of “Twotsky, If any one thinks that Carter,in de-
fending Trotsky, knew what Trotsky was talking about, let me quickly dispel
that. i1lusion by counterposing the. two bositions: Co ) .

¥ slsewhere -- ¢f, my Analysis of iussian Sconomy in the Deec. '42, Jan, & Fob,
'63 N.I, (Jen, 1978 noto: these artlicles were. reprinted by News & Letters in
1973 in pamphlet fiussia as State-Canitalist Society} -- in a study of the de-
velopment of the Guswirn economy and the historical devclopment of labor, I
have deseribed prroduction relations in the USSR, which in no essential respoct
differ from those in a capitalist state, 7o uxove explicltly what was implicih
in those objective articles would, houevor,, take me tos Tar afield from the
object of this article,
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Trotsky: “harz's formulac deal with a.chemically pure cop-.. .. .
i1talism which never existed and does not exist anywhere now,
Preclsely because of this they reveal the basic tendency of -
every capital&gm but precisely of capitzlism and only of
capltalism,”

Carter: "Trotsky scornfully rejected the view that this for--.

mula was &_specifically llarxist theory or expressed a distinct-

1y cepitalist process,” - . ' '

Trotsky quoted Stalin: “The larxist theory of reproduction teaches that
contemporary (?) society cannot develop without annual sccumulations, and it
is impossible to accumulate without extended reproduction year in and year
out. This is clear and evident." Trotsky remarks that this could not be
clearer but "'The Marﬁﬁut theory of reproduction' refers to the capitalist
mode of production,” Lo . ‘ ‘

In other words, ‘lcotsky, contrary to what Carter says (ﬁ.?G) is not ar-
. -guing sgainst Stalin's formuletion but against Stalin's attempt to apply it
to a "soclalist soctety". To prove 5talin's application’wrong, Trotsky .writes:

"Saccumilation’as a condition of development of 'contemporary.
socleiy’ is precisely the great idea which vulgar. politieal:.: .
. economy cleared of the elements of thg labor theory of wvalue
which had their foundation in classical political economy " ¥,

oo A s I P S LN

Carter did }rﬁgisaly;that;;he'ﬂplea:ad“the‘reﬁroduqtignftheory'Qf.%he
elements of the labor theory of value" when he stated that the formula could

..ba. "stripped of its, capitalist content”, that .the formula .desecribed a condi-
tion of capital accumulation “nnly if" the.texrms are "meotual capitalist cai-
egories", and then proceeded to demand such proof of Johnson. '

How Carter fell into that trap of vulgar political economy.is worthy of
note, In his discussion (p,78) Carter staied that.if éxpanded.reproduction
is to occcur, I v plus & must be greater tnan Ile, . But Marx-was;not concerned
with the "if"; that he ‘took for granted for accumulztion-is capitalism, Hoxa
was concerned with how it.occurred and his formula explained:how.aud, that

. should have put an end to all :idle speculation:about "ifY itTappiied to othex
- societies, In this I absolutely agree with Com. Trotskyt: it ls.impossible
to- take an algebraic foxmula dealing with hui a certadn process ooours in a
. glven (eapitalist) condition and apply it to.a tontrary {socialiat) condition.

i

§3 Ly, Nov. "1, p..260 44 Ibid, p, 261.

* Hy‘emphasis
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III, THE “INCOMPL.ETL" CAPITAL ASD CAHTSt'S DuVIATION:

We have seen that Carter has not grasped the core of the capital accumula-
tion preblem, Whore he cannot hlame Johnson, he blames Harx: :

"Marx's general theory of capltal mccumulation is the central

point of his theory of capitalism. Th. scheme of expanded re-
production found in the secord volume of Capital ls one phase of

the general theory, which was neither completed by Marx nor inte-
grated by him with tho other aspects of his_theory." (p.23, my emphasis)

) Com. Carter has no idea what bourgeois quagmire he is stepplng into when

he says that, That Marx had not completed the three volumes of Capital and the:
the sccond and third volumes were edited by Engels is a well-known fact, But

to jump from that {0 the assertion that the analysis of expanded reproduciion

is not "lntegrated" with other aspects of the "theory of capltalism” is entira-
ly unfounded, * ’

The whole 1nﬁ lcate analysis of Marx's entire work was completed "in its
assentlal parts" before Volume I was prepared for the printer, The first
edition of Volume I appeared in 1867, Many sections of Volume II were not writ-
ten before 1870, But that was before the final editlon (atring the author's
1ifetime) of Volume X, which incorporated many changes, was published in 1873.

Nelther Ehgéis; who edited Volumes II and iII; nor the great Marxists whz .’

' followad him, found any lack of integration in his theory as expressed in Vol -
‘umes I'and III, until Luxemburg fouqd'need"to supplement” Volume II. .

Carter®s cholce of example to prove the'ﬁnfinished‘atate oflﬂarx's work

is replete willi bold and cenfident errors:

"For example,‘as Harx explained his original plan in a lstter

to ingels (July 6, 1863) he intended to show how profits, . .
which he wrote ave "only formally distinguiged From surplus .-
_¥alue”,are:further.divided into indusirial (including com= o
mercial) profit, interest and rent. (See Marx-gngels Cor- - '
respondenecs, P 241}, And in an accompanylng economic o

table appearing opposite page 154 of the same volune,
Marx graphically depicted this aivision,” {p.23)

Carter Has not.the slightest conception of what Marx is talking about in
elther the letter.of July 1853 (pp. 153~5 of the Correspondance) or the one
dated April 30, 1868 (pp. 240-5). He has used the latter only to get fxom 1t
the phrese, that profii is "only formally distinguthed from"surplus-value"
end hes entirely by-passed its significance, dvur, word of that letter epeaks
shaxply against Carter's vulgarlzatlion. :

Marx: "In Book III we come to the transformation of surplus
value into its different forms and specific component

Pﬂrts 'YL

"If profit, then, is at first only formally distinguished
from surplus value, the rs’ie of profit 1s at once really

45 Preface by i&nauls to Volume II of Capital, p. 9
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distinguished from the rate of surplus value." (p.241)

And why is this, and not the phrase quoted by Certor,the essence of the
problem? Merx tells us: :

“This rate of profit expressed absolutely can be nothing else

than the surplus value produced {annually) by the capitalist
class in relation to the total social capital advanced.” (p.243

Carter could not have missed the significancu of the letter nor the con-
c¢lusions thet llaxrx drew had he gone to it for other purposes than getiing a
phrase, Marx's language is unambigucus: ,

"At last we have arrived at the forms of appearance which
scrve as tho storting point in the wvulgar conceptlnn: ground
rent coming from the earth, profit (11terest) from capital,
wages from labor .... Flnally, since these three {wages,
ground rent, profit, interests constitute the respective

" sources of income of the three great classes of Jandowners,
capitalists, and wege laborers, we have, in conclusion, the
class struggle, into which the movenent of the whole
Scheisse is resolved." {p.Z45)

. e are back to the historic stage where not terms nox phrases will decide
but the reiationship of forces between the iwo antagonistic classes:the wor-
_kecs and capltalists,and not between the various kinds of capitalists.

Carter knows all thet, you might say. However, he surely has not applied
his knowledge to the thetry oi' Marx on expanded reproduction which, to Carter:.
is "not integra‘~4"with Harx's “"theory of capitalism” and is "incomplete”.

And what. 1s further proof of the “incompleteness"? Carter tells us that in
ihe letter of July 4, 1863, kazx had Lold ingels that he "intended to show how
profits ,,, are further divided into industrial {including commarcial)jprofit=
interest and rent,” . R . oL )

o

ar?

‘It happone to he factually incorroct since the only reference to the divi-
sion of swrplus value in that letter iz not to how it is divided but how 1t
flows back to the industrial capitslist of the department broducing neans of

. consumptlon, DBut that is of minor importance, For the letter of .April 30,
1866, to which Carter referred to for a phrase, does deal with that division
of surplus value into profi, rent, interest, ete,  But what s the crux of
the matter is that both the idea and elaboration {strted respactively in the
letters of July 6, 1863 and April 30, 1068) were incorporated in his Lapital.
Volume III, in its_ entirety, doals with the various divisions of surplus valve
into profit, ¥ent and interest. Parts IV and V of that volume deal directly
with the topic of interest to Carter: the Zivision of profit inte indusixial,.
including commercial, profit and  interest, Carter talks as if he had not
the slightest acquaintance with Volume III, i ’

I do not know vhy the diagram on p, i%% of the Correspondance, vhich was
included in the July 6, 1863 lotter Yo in.cls, should havo so confused Carter.
Tnat diagran is a scheme of reproducticn of tho aggregate capital as finally
Geveloped in the diagrams in Voluma II, The graphic descxiptlon of the divi-
alon of surplus value, on the othor hani, ls included in Volume III, It is
true that there 4s no single cconomie table sither in Volume II or Iy, 3But

188
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that econanle table wa.s an earlv attempt on the part of Harx to present a
plcture of the seproduction of of soelal capital, That first attempt dates to
1863 when he was working on 'all three volumes of Capital and before he pre-
pared the first volume for tho printer, 'This attempt to ada t‘I‘a‘bleau
steonemigue of a type used by Quesnay was not used in the fini % lived to
wrlte, not because Mprx's theory was not "integrated" or was "incomplete"”,
but bacause this early attempt was rejsoted by the fully-alive Harx in favor
of what he considered a better way tc present his views, That better way wWes
the manner in which the schemes of reproduction were used in Volume II, Voi-
umes II and III are not in the finished form in which Volume T was published,
But they do not deviate from the theory set down in Volume I, iho deviates
is Cgorter. . ‘

It is necessary for Carter 4o state his views positively. The great
flusa did not hide beneath a false cloak of being an exponent of the Horxist
theory of expanded reproduction. 5he openly challenged it, and offared “to
supplement” it, If Carter likewlss disagreos with the formulae of expanded
reproduction, I'm perfactly willing to argue their validity, But in that
case he must drop the mantle of the true exponent of the Marxist theory and
come cut as its onronent, -

E.5, Cg_tar on .}'onnson and He.'zel

) I make no pretense at 'be.lng able to pxpound Hegel and herce ‘had- ori-
gina.lly not intended to take issue with the section by Carter on Hegél, al-
though I categormally msagresd "7ith his 1nterpretation.  However, my juds-
' mert.was not so much due to my small knowledge of Hegel's works as.to what
I know of the views of llaxx, ungels and Luain on }Iegel. However, L found .
Carter's polemical methcd in that seation so reve +ing that I feel constrainad
to make a few remarks, not on Hegel, but on, Carter's method in dealing with
: Johnson. espacially as expounded in that section on Hegel. :

. (1) The cheap tactic of Carter's culling = quot..tion Trom Feﬂ'el on God
"is the first such red herring in our movement that I have ever .seen dragged
across the path. of a ‘theoretical dilcussion. His quotation is adorned, Torg
and ai‘t, all to the effect that Johnson quoted Hegel's definition on’ "notion"
and agreed wi-hh it without & word of resorva.tion. ’

But to my simple mind ~= and I admit I'n not 'in the habit of "trans]n.-- :
. ting" IEnglish irto Lnglish, as.does Carter, but merely of reading it'-~ the
fact that Johnson states that Hegel is a ‘bourgeois philosorher {p.7); that,
for a revolutionist, is a very con..idora.ble "resexrvation”, = When Johnson
follows this’ up with: :

"Harx'e work wae to stand liegsl's principle on 1ts feet, He.
blaces the dictatlon in the randsc of ‘the mode of production
and 1ts expressicn in the concept of value", -

Johnson has not merely made "further roservations", He has moved far awey
from the world of Llcage]. and’ God as woll as from the world of Carter and
profit,
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{2) As is clear to anyone with the slightest acquelatance with Haxx's
work, his use of the Hegelian dialectic is not, as Certer implies, limited to
the use of a few Hegelian "phrases”. Hot at pll, lEngels paid this tribute to
the Hegelian method:

“hat distinguishes Hegel's mode of thought from that of 21l
other phibscphers was the enormous historical sense upon

which it was based, Abstract and idealist thougn it was in
form, yet the development of his thoughts always Proceeded

in line with the development of world history and the latter
was really meant to be a test of the former., H. was the first
who attempted to show an evolution, and inner ccherence ln

history, 'his epoch-making conzepticn of history was the di-~
. theoratical prereguisitc for the new (that is, harxist --

FFE materialist cutlook,"” ES

Insofar as Hegelian “phrases” are concerned, it would have helped Carter
a lot if he had been able to grasp at least the manner in which Marx used them,
at lcast on the question of profit, a subject so dear to the heart of Carter.
That would have meant he would have had to understand surplus value, ox the
self-expansion of value, le would then not have complained: "It is ilmpossible
to discover from his (Johnson's) exprsition why 'self-expanding' value takes
place, why it ever starte again.” (pp,13-14) He would not have complained be-
cause he would have understood Marx’s dlalectical apprcach to the self-expan-
alon of values; . : ’ :

- "Those who look upon the self-development of value as a mere
abstraction forget ihat the movement ol industrizl capital |
15 the realizatlon of this abstraction .,.. It is clear that

- capitalist productlon can only exist and endure in epite of
the revoluticne of capital-value, so long as this value cre-
ates more value, that is %o say, so long as 1t'goés through
its cycles of a self-developing valus, or 5o long as +he rov-
olutions in value can be overcome and balanced in some way

. +vss These periodical vevolutions in value, therefore, prove '
that sbich they are alleged to refute, namely, the indepen-

*  dent nature of walue in the form of capital and its In- e
ereasing independence in’the course of 1is development,”

(3) Certer says Harx's uss of Hegellan "phrases” has"undoubtedly in-
creased the difficulty in understanding Canital”,(p,12) That has been a bugn-
Too in the Marxist movement for all too long & time, It is no more than a r2p-
etition of the arguments lazy "intellecviual fellow~travellers” have glven foi
reading Machiavelli instead of Marx, and glossing over thelr incapacity fox
understanding Harx, The difficulty in undesrstanding Capltal is not due to the
use of Hegélian "phrases”, Rather it is because the thought, the ideas them-

. gelves are profound, not eimple, and can therefore not be presented 1n the
manner of a morning headline, - It 1s a quostion here of presenting a new scl-
ence, one that challenges the exlsting mode of production and of thought, and
yot painstaliingly aanalyzes them, Czpf*sl is no more difficult to study than
any scientiiic work, provided one is zgrious about 1t. 4s Marx phrased 1t:

"there is no royal road for zcinnue and only those have the
poseibility of reaching lts bright summlts who do not fear

‘tiring themselves by climbing the steep cliffs."

Novembex 14, 1943 ‘ == P, Forest

T6 The Materialism and Dielectic of Marx, included in Lvdiig Feuartach, my
emphasis 47 Capiial, II, p. 120
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