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PHILOSORIY ARD RRVOLUTION
Fart Il - WHY IBGT?  WHY HOW?

Chapter 2 - Marx's Tronscendence of, and Retumm to, Hegel's Diclectie

INTRODUCTION

Az establiched Merwism has proven more than once, the attemp: to sunder
lorxism by separating its Yselentific materialiom’ from its "Hegelian idealisn!
doen not cleanse its advocates of "Hogelianism,” but, oa the contrary, leads them
directly to the same mire vhere Hegel ended: glorificatlon of the state, the
"mediator” between opposing forces that remain irreconcilable. DJecause Fazrx had
foreseen the possibly of just suchk e development — and due not merely to persunal
opportunism but for the vasily more substantial racson of a fatal flaw within the:
given prilosopny of freedom —— he warned his cc-revolutionaries: 'We should
especiplly avold re-establishing gocigty as an abstraction, opposed 0 the individue
The individual is the social entify." This ptotement in the essay, “Private ’
Property and Commwmism' is part of the now-Tzmous Economic-Fhiloscphic Manuseriphs,
1844, ) : :

The year, 1344, wns a cruc one both in objective developmente, mach as
the revelt of the,Silesisn weavers,” gnd as the point of .origin of Marx's histor-
icnl materiaiism.” s, two forces, quite distinct from each other and unbelmowm
4o each other, working iIndependently in vastly different spheres of endeavor which
seemed worlds apart, werc eich “preparing' for the revolution thnt would, in fouw
‘years, cover the entire continent of Europe. The coinecidence of the spontaneous
proletarian outbursis and a vorked-out theory of liberation fairly riveted the
world's attention on the author of the Commmist lanifesto, as & revolutionary, .
as founder of a mnew world view of hisiory, & new uni.ty of theory snd practice that -
very nearly trensformed the world. ' : -

) ot o trace of Hepelian Manguage™ seems to have been left in the new
philocophy of ravelution, And, indeéd, ss against both Iarx's theory of liber-
ption end the actual freedom struggles, Hegel's mere concept of fresdom, even
where it reflected a historic drive, was history as finished, as past events, not
ay present, mici: less as anticipation of future. Yet it was no accident that Marx

1. Gesawtausgebe, Abt. i, Bd, 3, vhere these 184 Momuseripts are included, have
been tremsioted into Enflish by Margin M411igan, Forelgn laenguages Publishing
House, Moscow, 1959, and issue. in Great Britain through Iawrence and Wishart
Tid, They heve likewlse been translated by T.B. Tottomore and issued in the
U.5. by NeGraw-Hill Co., 1963, and include, besides the Eeonomic—Thilosophie
Manuscrdpts, 1844, two other egsays by lMarx from that same period: "Cn the
Jovish Question," and "Contribution to the Critique of Hegel's Philosophy of
Tight, Introduction” and bear the title, Xarl Earx: Early Writings. Excoept
where otherviise noted, I am, however, using my owmn tranclation, especially the
one of "he Critique of the Hegelian Dislectic,' as they appeared as Appendices
4o Marxism and Freedom, Twayne, N.Y., 1958, first edition.

Here is how tue young barx hailed this uprising: "The wisdom of the German
poor atands in inverse ratio to the wisdom of poor Germany... The Silesisn up=
risings began where the French and English insurrections ended, with the con-
solounnets Of the proletariat ss-a claso.! (quoted by Franz Mehring, Xerl Marx)
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saw the emergence of revolution not only as result of empirie, i.e., immediate
class struggles, but out of the logic of class struggles, cut of the dimlectic of
historical development, for Marx's vimion was rooted in the idea of a philosophy of
hietory which Hegel had propounded. And 1t waa the Hegellan dialectic which he
recreated and which gave his materialist conception of hisfory so diatinet a quality
that he could separate himsclf not only from "“idealists' but from "materialists,"
Feuerbach included. DBecause the dialeotic was not, as with Hegel, restricted to
thought, but was the dislectic of actual history, he was enabled also to see as the
subjeet," as the "megativity” that would transform the world — the proletariat-—
and with him propeiled to shope the future inntead of merely "contemplating” the
pagt, or present. There 18 no doudt as to ita originality or world-sheking sigmif-
icance, But 1t weuwld not have come to be without Hegel. Hor could he have fought
Hegel's idealism without Hegel's dialectic, DBut 1s was not out of mere indebtedness
t0 Hegel that Marx presented his view, not as mere opposition of materialism to
idenligm, but 25 their Toantty." Rether 1t was the positive in his revolutionary
vision that led him to write, in his "Critique of the Hegelian Dimlectic," that:
"thorough-going Naturalism, or Humanicm, distinguishes itself. both from Idealisn
and Materialism, and is at the same time, the truth vniting both... only Naturaliem
is capeble of grasping the act of worla histoxry." - '

Section 1: The 1840s: From a Critie of Hegel to the Author
of the Commmist MeniFesto

Within Jittle more then a decade since Hegel's death, in 1831, Hegelianis:s,
28 a philosophy, was not only splintered between congervative Old Hegelians and
radical Young llegelians, but — and this is what ds truly decisive ~- was being
undermined by the new objoctive situstion thot vias bringing unte the historie
stage'a proletariat more mature than Hegel had ever confronted. Marx's debt to
Hegel, however, began not so mich on the day he became a Young Hegelian in college,
but, on the contrary, on the day he broke with the vhole of bourgeois society, o
Young Hegelians included, and began settling scores with hig Uphilcaophic conscience.
It turned out to be "a Critique of Hegel's Pnilosophy of Right' and, as all the
other worlts of that period ~- 1844-1847 — this tumed out to be a critique also
of Hegel's erifics. He no sooner stated that ''map mekes religion; religilon does
not meke man,"" then he moved away from atheism, as such, as well as from philo-
sophical materlalism (Peuerbach) and all, existing tendencies, to throw out a - -
Fromsthean chellenge: "The immediate task of philosophy, which is in the service
of history, is to unmask human selr-alienation in its secular form now that it has
been unmasked in its saered form...It is wlth good reason that the practical
political party in Germany demands the negation of philosophy." Its exvor lies
in "that it can achieve this negation by turning its back on philesophy,
looking elsewhere, ourmiving a few trite gnd ill-humored phirases,..you cannot
abolish philosophy without reelizing 1t."” Just how thoreugh he himself was can

3. Marx himeelf never used the term; both historie materislism" and "dialectic
materizlism' were coined by Ingele., Marx himself preferred the more precise,
though longer phrases such as "fhe mode of production in material J1ife” or
"material base', and "the dialectic methodm or, eimply, "revolutionury." In
the essays wder discussion here he calls his philosephy "humanist," later it
wag "Commumist,” still later, "Intermnationalist," and at all times "revolu-
tionary." Nevertheless, as a shorthand term, and bocause the quiniessential
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clearest be seen au he grappled with Hegel's Phenomenology of Hind and Ineyclo-
Paodin 1n his next essay, "Oritique of the Hegelian Dialectic,”

Thiz essay i3 & work of such ""seriousness, suffering, aticnce and labor
ol the negative," to use a Hegelian phrase, that, though the reader too "suffers'
(since he is presented, not with ready-made conclusions, but with the act of
creativity itself), he finds ihat he has been made witness to the origination of
the Marden dialeetic, Hisloric materialism.

Onoe Narx reaches Hegel's Phenomenclozy, he stntes its simple facts —
"Hegel regards human esgence, Man, es equal to self-conscioustenss, A1l aliena—
tions of hwaan cusence is, therefore, no more than alienation of self-conscious-
1ess, ~— but elicitc the contradiction within: "ihe actual alienation, which
appears as real, iy... nothing but the appearence of tho alienstion of actual
human essence...! (guoted in Mzreism end Freedom, p, 311) No wonder that what
was "regarded az the essence of alienation, vhich is posed and to be transcende’.
is not the fact thet humen essence materinlizes itself in an inhumen manner in
opposition to iteelf, but the.fact thet it materializes itoelf from and in oppcew.
tion to, absiract thinking." (p. 309) How that Marx has shown the inndequacy of
Hegel's strongest point, his theory of alienation, he brings about a eonfrontniiun
betvicon the great merit of Hegellan philosophy ~ M"its thoroughly negative and
criticel character...” and the fatal flaw inheront in a philosophy which appro-
prietes objects orly as thought and movements of thought for: "hidden in embry.
{(is) the latent potentiality and secret of uneritical positiviem and equally un
.eritical idealism,,. philosophic disintegration and resurrection -of extant
Erpiricism." (p. 311)

Having throvm a glaring light on the development that will result, Marx

' moves bazk to hummer avay af the contradictions already axisting: Despite, for
example, lts phenomenel achievement -- "The dimlectle of negativiiy as ‘the moving
and creating principlc" — which enabled Hegel to grasp "the essenco of labor and
concelves objective man, true, actual man ac the result of his ovm labor." (p. 309);
_Gaspite 'the positivec momeni" —— "transcendence as objective movement! -- the
limitations of abstract thought, the rostriction of knowing only mental lebor,

tho faot that "imowing is its sole act," all lead to reducing trauscondence to
mere appearance. "Thus, aftcr transcending, for example, religion, after the
recognition of religicn as & product of solf-alienation, he still finds himself
confirmed in religion os religion... Men wko has recognized that in law, polities,
cte., he 1o lead an alienated life, pursue in this alienated life, as such, his
true human life," {p. 317) Marx now hammers avay at the "lie of his prineciploz...
Thus resson is at hcmo in unreason as unreagon"

In effect, vwhet Marx is now saying 1s that the total dichotomy botween the
philosophic world where alicnations were “transcended! and the actual werld where
they are as big as life is proof enocugh that the philosophic world is bereft of
practice, that cxistounce diin't onter the world of essence, and Hegol's Absolute,
for from achicvirg a writy of thought amnd reality, only compelled accommodation
to reality. And the Other of that wordd of beautiful Reason, abstract rationalicm,

distinetion always wac historic as both movement and change, 1.0., not permancnt
but transitory, we will here use the torm, historic materialism, to designate tha.
metordalist conception of history which was specifically Marxian,

4. Kard warx, Early Writings, p. 43 5. [Ibid. p. 44, 50
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ig total ircationality of the true, cxioting world. The manuseript breaks off
before Narx has carricd through the promise that '"We will soc lator why Hegel
cepalates thinking from the subjoct." (p. 323) But, in the procuss of his
ptruggle with Hegel's concopts on Hegel's ground, he has pointed to how differ-
¢nt the probleoms would be when "actual corporeal Man, standing on firm end weil
rounded varth, inhaling and cxhaoling all natural forces" becomes "Subjoct! nnd
the philosophy, Humonism, that has Man at its conter would be "capable of grasping
the zet of world history.! :

Phis, however, is not the culminating point of the essny, which ies the
last of the 1844 manuserivts that hai denlt with nlionated Gdabor, private pro-
perty, capital, communism. In these he not only criticized naturnl sciontists
whdze "abstract materielism™ blinds them to the fact that "Po hove one basis for
life und another for secicnes is 2 priori a 2ic." (p. 300) But olso tock issuc with
political economy which begins with labor as the source of all value but pro-
cecds to atiribute nothing te lebor and overything to private property." Farx
holds tha®: : . C

Private property has made us so stupid and one-glded that any kind of
object is ours .only when wo have it, i.e., vhen its existe for us as -
capitel, or whcn we posscms it directly — eet it, drink it; wear it, live
in it, ete. - in short usc iti.. in plece of all the physical and ’
spiritunl senses, there is the sonsé of possession which i1s the simple
alienation of 211 these scnscs... secing, hearing, smell, toste, feceling,
thought, pcrceptionm, experience, wishing, activiiy, loving,..To such
absolutc poverty has human cssenee had o be roduced in oxder to give
birth toc its irmer wealth. (p. 297)

He naturally lovels his atteck against the capitalist Yor whntever one
ceils the lord of labor" and has already introduced a totally now concept as his .
theory of slicnation, though based on Hegel's, moves to the solld ground of pro-
duction and zlionnted labor as the conter of its development. This new torm,
which we will soe in its most mature form in his greantest theoretiecal work,
Cepitnl, is "reification,' {transformation of men into thing, which the capltalist
procoss of production does to the loborer, + on ambiguity was apparent when he
atated that "comrmunism, as osuch, is not the goal of human development, the form
of humen socicty" since Marxz slso gave Communism high praisei "It is the golu-,
tion of the riddle of history and lmows iteelf as this solution." '

Suddenly, in the midst of the essay on Hegel, precisoly at the moment when
Marx —(in opposition to Feuerbach's criticism of the "negation of the negation, ')
stressos the Mpositive moments of the Hegelien dialectic —- "transcendence as
objective movement'i-= he returns to tho question of commnicm. He wrote that:
Moommunism is humanism mediated by the tranocendence of privatu proparty. Only
by the transcendence of this medistion, which is nevertheless o nacessary pre- )
supposition, doue thore arise positive Humanism, beginning from itsel?s," (p.319-2C)

-The very idea of taoking up the birth of "pnsitive Humonisn® os the result
of the socond negation after corwmumicn, in o defense of Hegel against Peuerbach
who, at the beginning of the cssay was credited with nothing shoxrt of having

“¢ronseended the old philosophy" is truly phenomenal., Hure is Marx who had al-
rendy broken with the Young Hegolians, who wos so sharply ontagonistic to Hegol's
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abstraciions whish cover up loopholes in -his theory of allenaticn and trans-
cendeney for accomodetion to the irrational world that Marx calls the key concept
o1 Otherness, of absorving objectivity =as nothing short of the "lic of his
prineciplei; here ¥arx Jinally stood Hegel "right slde wp" after having long bhe-
fore parted wnys with him in the anclysis of the actunl world —— and yet it is

at thisz fork in the road of philosophy "as such" that he turns to pralso Hegel

for his "insight, expriossced within nlicnation...inte the setuel appropriciion of
his objective essence through the destruction of the alicnated determination of ]
the objcetive world, through its transcendence in its alicnated oxistenec,! {p. %9,
after which follows his settling of accounts with communism that ae praisca for
“ranscending privote proverty, but stresses that it is only afier "transcendence

of this mediation! thet we will have a truly human socicty. a

It is a3 if onc watched an actunl birth of a new world conecept that
finclly scparates him from all others, no matter how close they had been and no
mbtter -hew they hoaé served.as transition points to this totally originel idéa, *o
this new fusion of nhilosophy and polities, theory snd practice thot is destir.d
to be Mmova es Morxism, It is at its point of origin so much remains to be done-
Marx will worl at it for the nexrt forty years of hia life, but sinece we have wii-
nessed it as it emerged rnther than as 2 finished product, it is worthwhilc 4o
tarry snother moment, cspecielly since whet we are tracing 1s the relationshiy
to Hegel, not only in the 1840s, but after he beecame "darxk the economist! of the

18508, and "Marx the world revolutionary and head of the Intermationsl Workingmen's
Association," eulpinating in Marx and the Puris Communc of the 1860s, ond 1870s.
" At the point in 1844, when Marxism is firat taking shape whon it 1s still a
cquestion of Ypure™ philosophy, whet is the peint that made it poseible to trans-
-cend alse Fouerbncii's prilosophic, contemplative mterinlism? Merx hed, even
vhen croditing Feuerbach with "genuine discoveries," noted that "Feuerbach regards.
the negation of the nogation only as the contradictlon of philesophy with itself,
co philosoply which affirms Theology {Transcendentelism) after it hod denied it...
But that it is necessary to rcmerber that since Hegel himself comprehends thet
inmenent in the cencept of "the negation of the negation” is thd orly truly
positivo..un act of self-menifestation of all being, to that he has discovered, .
though only as an nbstract, logicnl end specwlative exprossion, the movement of
history." (p. 305) ‘

¥ow it is this "movement of history" that Morx never let go of not onily
becouse that was to be the body and soul of his philosophy, but because, even
with the gtrict confines of "the old philosopky" (Hegel), Hegel had discovered
o dialectic which, as ho will o1l us .even o8 the author of Cnpital, is the
figourca of all dialeetic.”” Yo ratter how sharp the divergence, the dialcetic
will rumnin “$he truth! of all movement so long as we live in an antagonistic, in
e cluss socioty. Throughout the rest of the csscey, os he hits at and laughs at
the "sbsorption of objectivity" but limited to thought, "transcendence of aliena-
tion" which finde iteelf back Mat homo" though this is on insane, irrational
"home! which he is cupposecd to have trenscended so that reason itself lives "as
unroason,' h: koeps reminding himeself that "From the very nature of the netivity
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of philoscphy Hegel knows what oll other rhilosophers have done -~ viz,, that
they have conceived of particular momenta of Nature and of hurman life as momento
of solt-consciousness..." (p. 310}, that Hegel has "collected them, and instend
of o detorminnte obstimetion, has orcoted the nbotraction of its entire range os
the objcet of the critical philosuphy" (p. 323) but the promise that "Further
down we will develop ihe logical content of absolute negativity" {p. 321) was not
fulfilled as vhe essay remains unfinished. Whot he had, howevor, done — end to
this dny this is precisoly what ectablished Communilam fears as its main enemy -—-
iz to show this absolute negativity ot work on the very oppssition both to Hegel
cnd the actunl caphtalistic world, on communism, the +ranscendence of privete
property itself, overcoming this transcendence as well in order to creatu 8
truly Dusen world, "positive Humanism, bogineins from itsolf.” :

It is ironic that today's self-styled "scientific meterialism" reruses ©2
necept the 1844 dote o5 the poind of origin of historical materialism, although
the feet is attested to by Korx himsclf snd at a period when he became a Ngedientific
mtorialist": Ylhe Tiret work underteken for the solution of tho question that
troublod me was & eriticel revisicn of Hegel's Philosophy of Taw; the Inbroductic:
4o that work eppearcd in the Deutsche Franzosiche Jehrbucher, published in Parls
in 1844...The genoral ccnclusion at which I arrived, once reached, continued to
serve as the leading thread to my. studlos may be bricfly summed up 28 follows:...
Tho ‘mode of production in matericl 1ife determines fthe general. character of the
soeial, political, and spirituel process of life. It iz not the consclousness o
men that determinces their cxistence, but, on tho contrary, tholr pocial existence
that determines their consciowsncss." (Profnce to the Contribution to the Critigue
of Politiecsl Fconomy.) And ¥arx's lifelong collaborator, Trodericc Engcls, repeated
aftor Marx's death, in the 1868 Preface to The Communict Monifomto, wrotes Mihe :
Manifesto being our joint production I consider myself bound to stete that the -
fundamental proposition which forms its nucleus belongs to Max»...This propositicon..
we, both of us, hnd been gradually approaching for somo years before 1845...But

whon I again met Marx in Brussels, in the zpring of 1844, he had it already worked
outes.” No, it isn't = fight over a dote that is o¥ stake; 1t is a Tight over
Yarxism itself, the philosophy of trocdom that will brook no occomodations 40 an
ontogoniotic rerlity just becouse it is now in the form of state rather then
private property. ’ '

Nona con mateh this vislon. And none can reduce it to their particular
brand of Philistinicm end/ or powor complex: It isn't a.question of7_"proving"
thnt Marx never jottisoned this Humanist vision by ttquoting” Capital’to show
thot the roign of frcodom, too, begine only after the realm of nocessity: "Beyond
it begins that development of humnn power which is its own end..." It 1s that
they Joetiisoned the whole of Marxism, bogiming with 1ts vory Tirst oppearancoe
and not onding with the "mature” Capital uwntil it was transformed into its

uppositol as wa shall show ot the end of this chapter.

Wa hove spent so rmueh time on the 1844 Manuscripts both beeause it iz thu
enly placo whore Marx wroto o dotnilod criticiom of tho Hegelion dinlectic end
hucnuse wo sec tho idens ho will dovelop furthor during the four years preparatory

7. Copital, Vol III., p. 955
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to the 1048 revelutions —- in The Hely Pamlly, The German Idaology, The Theses un
Fouerback, and The Povorty of Thilosophy, only the inst of which was published in
Mnrxts litotime —— in Wit Loy bo enlled their ordgingl stato. Hoturally, it
ian't a mingle yeer in which go epoch~-mling a discovery az the matorialist con-
ception of history iz borm. Hor 15 it a question of 1t not hnving Jdeopencd
through the years, Quite the contrary, Whnt is quintessential is the stoge pro-
raratory to The Communist Monifesto, which didn't come full-blown out of the

head of Morx or Zous, Without sceing the thoorectieal nreparcticn, one cannot fully
cemprehend the Dractical expericnee, thu listc.-nizm to the proletinrint, Ytho nego--
tive representative of aocicty" that would degtroy the capitalistic world of un-
Tengon. In tur, these fow German crigre workors living in England and ealling
thomsolves the Teoguc or the Just, listoned to Marx's vision, his "type" of
Coicmmisn, nnd rennmed themselves the Communist Leogue ond "eomrisaioned" him to
virite thelr Manifosto. ' ' :

In unfurling ihe now banner of Buropean revolution - "Ghe proletarinns
have nothing to lose but their chains, They have a world to win. Workingmen ox
211 countrios, Unitel!V—e Mars didn't separate revolution, The vory structure oy
tho Manifestc shows this to bo s0, for inseparnble from the will and movement to
ciumge reulity is the eritique of 8ll other "tendenmejes" who wish to change tho
world btut do net have ao corprehensive o theory of liberntion. lor doos Marx
vait for Secticn ITI (Sociclist and Commmist Diterature) of the Manifesto to

distinguish his views from o1l others, But dircetly in Seetion I, "Bourgoois and
Prolotavians,” which opens with the Justly cclebrated sentenco, "The history of
all hitherto exizting socioty is the higtory of clase siruggles, " thnt Marx
Jwrites the 6qmlly Famous but not nearly so well undorstood statomonts: "A1l
previcous historicel movemonts wore movements of minorities, or in the interest of
minoritics, The proletarien movement iz tho sel®—conselous indopendent movement
of the immonse mjority; in the intérests of the vust majority.m ' )
No vherc did ¥erx get that expression, "gelf-conscious," and what doos it
mean A it doosn't moan tho inscparability of rovolutionary thought from revolu-
tlonory proxis? It is precisely because the class problem is & human tesk, 4 taslk
ol the whole man, that this Apceific wnity of theory and practice called Marxism is
the creative dramn of human liberation thot it 1s. We will sce this even more cloar-
ly when we get to the elimox of Mrx's 1ifo, Copital, on the one hand, ond the Paris
Coimmme, on the othor, But, Pirst, we must tcko on interlude with the economie '
vork, Critigue of Political Zconory, vwhich hag only an economic crisis — that

of 1857 ~- for impuisc instozd of that of revolution. '
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Ch. 2 - Merx's Pransceindence of, and Return to Hegel

Sec. 2 - The GRIWDIISSE: The Missing Link between Marx's Humanism or the 1840«
and "Economies' of the 1860s.,

The period following the defeat of the 1048 revolutions Marx spent mainly
in the British Fusewsi, Ile had returnsd to the studies of economics ou which he
had started as scen as he broke with bourgeois soclety in 1842, A further decade of -
eonccitrated resecrch into political economy as well as into the actual function~
ing of the ecapitaliot system Lollowed ac Marx tried to diszcern the law of motion
of capitalist developrent, "It would tale 2till snother decode of siudy, and
partlcipation in the class struggles as well, belore his greatest theoretical
viork, Capital, would be remdy for the publicher in 1867. . The commercial crisis
-of 1857, which Marx thought would lead to new revolutions, served as the impulse io
attenpt to give finml form to the vast notebooks spread out before him then. In
publisied form (mot in bis lifetime) they would total the equivalent of 750 -
printed pages of te:xtt, plus another 100 pages of extracts from Ricardo and other
econemiats.

Karx compleained to Engels e.buut ‘the Ygoaurlk raut and carrots" shnpelesancsx
of these 1857-58 notebocks which have since become famous as tho Grundrisse. At
the same time, Marx celled Engcl's attention to his economic discovery aud his
methodology: "I have thrown over the whole doctrine of profit as it existed up
o now, In the method of treatment the fact that by mere accident I have again
- glenced through Hegel's logic hau been of great service to mes.." (Letter to
Engels, Jan. 14, 1858), 1In a word, Marx's concentratior on economie research and
analysis, far from signifying an abandonment of "Hegelianism," meant, irsteand, a
most rigorous analysls of the proceas of proauc'hion and exchange by way of
dielectics, .

As it twrmed oub, however, Marx uaéd but & single chapter (Money) in pre-
paring A Contribution to the Critigue of Political Deconomy. The rest of the
bulky manuseripts, Le put away for re-working into o follow-up of the Critique.
Under the title Grundrisse der Kritik der Politischen Clronomle they were first
publighed, in ‘the original German only, in Moscow, in 1939-4). The outbreak of
the Second Vorld War ves hardly conducive to Yabstract" economic discussion. In
any case, copies did not become readily availsble untll they were republished in
1953 in fast Berlin, agein only in Germen. Since, however, the stimulant for theinr
publication was the success of the Chinese Revolution in 1949, discussion centered
almost exclusively ou a siagle brief section sbout the successive epochs of eco-
nonic aocial1formtioz1s. In fact, that section had been published separately the
Jyear before, '

This 1s the oniy scction which hae appeared in English, after another decade's
delay, wder the title "Prc—Capitalist Economic Formations" (with an intro-
duction by Eric J. Hobobavm).
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Why the delay of o half eontury since Ingel's dcath before the holrs pubd-
lished 8o erucial = work by Marx and another quarter of a century belore even
Barioue discusaion on it began?

Some historians have tried attributing the negleet of the Grundricse to
the difficulties that modern students have with its “Hegelianismg, Thoy flatter
Marx's “hrilliant anadysis" but hold that Marx's unbrol:gn internal logic in hister-
ical Gevelopment ig not listory "in the striet unese,!

At the same time, those who wish to transform Marx intc an economist and/or
sociaiopist have 2ikewige eveded coming to grips with the Grundrisse, Sinee nowhere
not even in the rhilosophie eseayn, i More more Hegelinmn than in tnese Batrictly
2coromle llotebooks which turm eut to he sweeping historic sketches, of Uankind's
developuent,

Jven independent Marxist echolers, vho are not ashamed of their Megelianism
- and have declared the Crundrisse a most important wissing link, the absence of viiich
kad hindered the perception of larxism in its Integral unity of philesophy and.
economies, materialism and the dinlectic, have likewise themselves failed to do
enything except using a quoiation, here and there, o bolster their own analyses f
today's rveality.” . ) . .

Since today!e reality consists of such .opposites as the birth of a thirad
vorld of technolpgicall,v underdeveloped comtrie

ons, 'Machinery" and "Progressive Epochs of Econonde
Soclal Formations." Crucial as these sections are, they are brief and lmowing them
drisse in its totality, muach less a
dentity of #hilosophy and economics in Merx's historieal
- Under the circumstdnces, it becomes necessary here to give the reader,
no matter how briefly, a view of the whole, . ‘ : :

First, let us bear in mind thet at the time of the writing of the Grundrisse
Karx conceived the whole of his studies &5 consisting of six books, three of which —~
Capital, Ianded Property; Vage Labor —- constituted what later became three volunas
of Capital plus The. Theories of Surblus Value, and the -three other books — State,
Foreign Trade, the Forld Karltet - never were worired out as separate studies. The
- Introduction to the whole shows us that- the historic sweep also extends to the
question of the relationship of. Greelk art to "Modern Times," that is the rid-19th
century, The Grundrisse consists of three uneven chapters. The Introduction
numbers 43 pages, a chapter of 105 Fages is entitled "Money," and a bulky one of no.
less than 512 pages, was entitled "On Capital." :

2. Ibid, Liobabavm, p. 11

S Ironically enough, both the Commmigty who whitewash their State Capitalist
regime as "Commmism" and critles of Commwism who hola that all technologisally
advanced countries Produce one dimensional man have grabbed on to the section,
Bachinery, in the Grundrisse, (see especlally Professor Edward Tipinelri'ty "he
Heritege of Marx": Sociel Fffects of Automation” in Polish Tacts and Mgures;
and Herbert Marcuse's One Dimeneionsl Ifan, ) _
An Italian tronslaotion wes puolished in 1956, the French not untii 1967, ana
to this date has nog yet been published in Inglich,
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Marx never finished hin Introduction because, as he tells us in the Preface
to A Contribution to the Critique of Political Leonomy, the only part of the re-
worked Grundrisse published in Ris lifetime”: T I opit g general introduction
which T had prepared, as on second thought any anticipation of results that are
3ti11 to be broven, seermcd to me objectionable,,." ihe Introduction was, however,
published in 1503, a full half century before the contents were published. It wna
forever quoted in any and all discussionz on “dinlecticel materinliong" wilthout
ever anyone grasping its import sufficiently to see that the whole is published.
It happens that Yarx hag never used that phrase; it wagp Flelthanov's phrasa, Marx -
was content to spenl: simply of “material production,” Stresaing at 211 times the
Pivotal, determining role of history in dialectics g
ngels referrcd to Marx'p materialist conception of
Dy whatever neme, the mode of production, the movement of bistory, the historic
determination or producing individuale, not in isolation, but as ppeial beinga is
referred to, as what wan importent to Me t man was not only ‘
"determined" bui himeelf siwaped history, though not out of the whole cloth. in3,
no matter how determining a factor "economics" Vas, 1t was "the sum total of ghes:.-,
relations of production (that) constitute the economic structure of society."”

o n.e.r'row economizt's vision thig, no reduction of dialeetic to a mers taal,
moh less a gathering of results arrived at by other means, by "inexorable eccnomiz
lave" selentifleslly aocortained without regard to the khumen subject.

- Uerx considered the Hegelian dialectic "the source of ail dialeotic,"T
including materialist dlalectics, 'The Grundrisge is the broof both of the indig-
bensability and limitation of the gialectic. The 1limitation, however, is not
‘caused by the defieiencies in the dialectic "as sucht ‘mck less the need to replacs
1% by another methodology. Rather, defieiency is due %o the fact that the dialectic
iz not en Yapplied” science, It hae to be recreated anew as it spontaneousiy
emevges from the developing "Subject." Until the “Subject,” i,e., the proletaria*
in the 18605 agtea (the new class struggles in Burope and the Civil War in the ‘
United States) ae against the quiescent 18503, the dimlectical analysis would, oF
necessity, remain intellectualiet, isolated from the actual movement of history, —
the maspec, Precimely for thig reason, Marx saw everything in a quite different
light in the 1860z, and decidéd to start Capital ab nove. In structure, Gapital
is totally different than the Grundrisee, but this does not detract from the )
grandeur of the Grundrisse, its mich less prove that Marx had
"gotten over" his addiction i cetic when he vas o young man. I+
does the exact opposite. in & totally new field, Marx is
more than ever the dialect ¢ nim actually at work recreating the
dialectic in the field ot economics, In the letter to Ingels where he spoke of tho
"great service to men that Hegel's logic was, he also satd: Ure there should ever
be time for such vork agoin, I ghould sreatly like to make accessible to the
ordinary human intelligence, in two or three printer's sheets, what is rationsl 4n
the moihod which Hegel discovered but at the same time enveloped in mysticism,”
{Lletter dated Jan, 14, 1858).

4 Contribution to the Critigue of Politicel Eeconomy, p. 11
Caopital, P. .
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The Introduction is the proof of this Tationality of the Hepelian dialectic,
A liarxiot “thoorist" mny even be able to quote Marx's briliiant formlation that
"$he definite mymer of rartlcipation in production determines the pariicular form
ot distribution, the Torm wider which rarticipation in distribution takes place."
(p. 284) He certeinly speaks Iluently enough about the capitalist's exploitation
of labor and prover thai it is capitalistic dorination over production which
"dotermisec! distribution, and exchange,

Yet, up to Vorld War I, they were all quite satisfied in using only the
economic, not the philosophic, "formleations." Cne and a1l they acted as if the
Hegelian "language,” if they uwnderstood it at oll, vwas of no great importence.
They did well emough without it. It tcok nothing short of the outbreal; of the
viorld var and a study of legel's Science of Togic to the very end for one, jus!
one, (I:en:«':-ﬁj %0 grasp the full significance of why Harx's economic categories werc
cast in the mold of Hegel's philoaophic categorico.

Vithout lmowing Marx's Grundrisse, vhich . had not been published in hias
time, Leuin had, once he studiecd Mezel's Science of Iogic, grasped the similarisy
Letvween 3% and Capital, In his Fhilosophic Notebooks, Lenin notex that the metho-
dology usad by lerx in analysirg the universsl charscter of the commodity money,
was remisiscent of the Hegelian vategories w- Universal, Particular, Indlvidual.
Only then did Lenin, not merely call attention to the resemblance of Marxian to
Hogelian categories, Above all, Lenin stressed thet it was impossible to under-
stand Farv's Canital without understanding the whole of Hegel's Science,of Togic.

© was first then that it became clear thet not only could Hegel mot be .
wderstocd without Marx; but also Marx could not be fully understood without Hegel.
Lenin was as alone, philosophically, when he came to that conclusion as he was
alone, politically, when he firet formilated the glogan, "Transform the Imperislist -
far into a Civil Var." i ‘

_ ALl thls io balderdash to his offieial heirs vhose precccupation is the
practical needs of State Capitalism., Whet they did, in 1943, in violating the .
structura of Capital, in oxder to "prove" the need for a law of value "n Soeialist
Socletiesy* they now are doing on the question of automation in denuding it of its
c¢lass nature. X ‘ o : . ) .

The question Marx posed to himself in the Grundrisce was: "can the exist- |
ing relations of production, and the relations of distribution corresponding 4o
them, be revolutionized in the instrument of elreulation, in the organization?"
Iar:z's angwer was not a simple "No." He went to the root of the ™Yo, Turning
fzom the Introduction to the Chapter on Money, Marx incisted that the separation
of what was once identical -~ lsbor and the mesns of labor; labor ond property -
lead, nct only to the independent exictence of what was produced, but, above all,
to the allenstion of the producer, the worksr, "Subjoctivity's"(the workex)
divorce from "Objectivity" (means of labor) was the root cause of all else in
soclety. Money, Marx says, is o product of the dependence of the individunl
preducers upon exchange, on the one hend, and, on the other, of the development
of exchange as a procecs independent of the producers. Money does not produce
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this contindiction, It ir the devclopment of this contradiction which produces
money. lioney, therefore, represents a universal sociel exlsicnce serarated from
the particular com:odities und their netural (material) exictence. Iabor itsels
"is no longor growm togelher with the individual into cne particular destination.®

Viere the economists saw only “harmony" in "free exchange” Marx saw contrn—
diction, firet of labvor ond capital, then of labor and its rroduct and of labor's
dependance on exchange to get bacl: some of these commodities, the means of con-
sumption. The development of these oppoaites —~ particular commodities ang the
universal in the commodity, Money =- results in commercial crises.

shere the economiets thought thet the crises resulied merely from poor
organization of exchange, Linrx saw the erises resulting from the relations of labur
and capitel. The erises. in the mariet resulted from the crises in production,
and not viee-versa, "The economists Fix on the abstraction of eapitol as raw
materiel and instrument of labor," wrote Yarx, "in order to present capital as g
hecessary elewent of production. Even the socialiste say we need capital, but no=
the capitnlists. he capital appears as pure Sache (thing) not as production
relation..." (p, 205) . _ . ‘

At he moved from the chapter on Money to the Chapter on Capital, dialecti:
-logic opened new doors for Marx, The very produetivity of labor, Karx went on, :
confronts the luborer.as a Wrprei wer' while the capitalist vaxes rich on “his
“alien labor." Ricarde and Sisrondi did sece thet “only labor,” not capital, is
productive. Bul then they leave capital not in iis specific Form-determination an
an intro-reflecied production relation but think of Storrliche material) sub~
stance, raw material." (p. 231 ; o

Peculiardy enough it is in the further exparsion of the question of laboa
as alienated and capital, as not o thing, but a relation of production between
" labor end capital expressed through the instrumentality of things (machine) thet
Marx posed the guection that led to the excursion on the questions of pre-capital..
ist sccieties. fThe Pirst form of cociety, he said, is that in which human pro-
ductivity is limited and natural relations of -personal dependence prevail. This.
‘1s the case under primitive communmism, Personal independence, based on material
dependence, is the second economic formation where for {the Tiret time the univernal
syotem of exchange is developed and so are the all-gided necds and universal .
capaclties. This is the capitalist society.  The thira stege is free individuality
based on the universal development of the individual, The second siage of social
development creates the materdal conditions for the third but the antagenistic
form and relations must Pirst be abolished,

Marx begins by showing how 1t came about that the worker became "freg.!
"This means, above all, that the woriter must be separated from the land, which
Tunrtions as hio naturgl laboratory. This means the dissolution both of free
Petty tand ownership and of the commmal landed property, based on the Oriental
Commume." (p. 68) ' :

This is the opening parogreph of the now most famous section of the vork

dealing with pre-capltalist socioties which had been made so famous by the birth
of a new Third Vorld in general and of Communist China in particular. This in
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the section where the prusent becomes a point of intersection in history beiween
futwre and past. Tor the futuwre that imbedded in the past, that became present,
and which is imbedded in the present to become future is unifying vision, a
tremendous world historic view of a now society based on expanding human forces
in o century when the whole cultivated world thought only of expanding material
forces. Harx, on the other hand, as we saw, spole of man yeaming not "to remain
sometliing formad by the past but is in the absolute movement of beoeoming.”

i'o aingle idea of liarx hizs been more represented then that which concerns
the "Agiatic mode of production".’ larx also opposed "advanced" capitalist pro-
duction., Marx did not consider that there was nothing to the Oricntel mode of
. production except "backwardness." As against the year in which he wrote the
Communist Mamifesto (1847), when he lmew little of the Orient and extolled the
Bourgeoisze revolutions for breaking down the "Chinese wello of barbarism," Maizx,
in the 1850s, wrote with disdain about Western sociely, and the opium wars they
foreced upon China and extolled also the great T'aiping rebellion, writing in th:
Kew York Daily Tribune {(June 14, 1853): "The chronic rebellions subsisting in
China for about ten years past, and now gathered together in one Fformidsmble re-
volution,: theze order-mongering powers (T:.‘ngland, Frence and America) which
would attempt to support the wavering Memchw dynacty, forget that the hatred
ageinst forelgners... had become a political system only since the conguest of
the country by the race of the Manchu Tartars?!

The immobility of man in Ancient China, the state buresucracy which re--
sisted ell change in enslaving its population was naturally something that Marx
castigated mercilessly but this did not mean that he was "for" the unique Ger-
manle feudal regime which alloved for further development. Whet interested him
in all these stages of developuent was when the contrediction between the pro-
ductive forces and production relations reached the explosive point, "epochs of
souinl revolution.! The persistence of the Oriental mede of production, Marx
explained in this wey: 'The Asistic form necessarily survives longest and most
fstubborniy. This is due 1o the fundamental prineiple on which it is based, that
is, that the individunl does not become independent’ of the commumity; that the
circle of production is selif-sustaining, unity of agriculture and draft manu-
facture, etc. If the individual changes his relations to the commmnity, he
modifies and undermines, both the community and its economic premise; conversely,
the modification of this economic premise -~ produced by its owm dialectic
pauperisation, ote." ' ‘

At the same time, while tracing the transition of the individual in the
hizhe> Germanic type of commmnity, who comes in confliot with the community,
escapes to the towms and in the conflict between tova and country, "the asge of
disgolution of feudalism begins, larx asks how 1t 1s that the individual as a
worker was stripped of all qualities except work, The separation of the toller
from the lend and herding him dinto the factory was no golden page of history

vt —————

3. Frotessor vittfogel has created a veritable "universal! called Oriental
Deopotiom, NHot satisfied with the originality of this creation, he iried
attributing it to none other then Karl Marx "before" he supposedly "bebrayed!
these early insights. On the other hand, George Lichthein who has made &
subgtantiol contribution in tracing Mar:'s development on the question, and
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and labor tried %o resiot it in every possible way: "History records the faot
that it first tried beggary, vagabondage and crime, but was herded off this road
on the narrow path which led to the labor marktet by means of gollows, pillory and
whip. (Hence the rovemmments of Henry VIX, VIII, otc., also appear asz conditions
for the exictence of capital.)" (p. 111)

It is cleer that the "new soelety” vhen it is the birth of capitalicm, is
no golden age for labor. The very opposite, of eourse, is true. There has nover
been any doubt about that in eny of larx's writings, PFor those who chose to doubt
that the eriticism of the oriental mode of production was not perennial, and tha’
this change of attitude to the Asintic mode of production between the mid-1840n
and mid-18508, was not & "betrayalV but a real Fforward movemert both in his Imowledg
and in hiz theories, should study the very last writings we have from his pen on
the subject, . :

The urgent question of today as to the prossibllity of going from an "archric
mode of production'! to socialicm without Zoing through capitalism and yet under-
going industrialization was precisely the questions that both the Narodniki and .

duy) raised regarding the future of Russia, Marx, who he?
. eommne as bub a sub-variety of the Agiatic mode of pro-
duction, answered in a most rrophetic manner: WMIF. the Hussian Revolution beccies:
the signal for a proletarian revolution in the West, so that both complement each
other, ike present Russian common ownership of land may serve as the starting-
roint for a commmict development.t (Karl Marx, Selected Works, Vol. I., p. 192)
Ve viill retumn Yo this. problem in the Pfinal part of the book vhen we deal with
"Deonomic Reelify and Prdlosophy." Here we wish to follew ¥arx in the Grumdrisse.

Harx hod already strossed that "Asisn higtory io a lind of undifferentiated
wity of town and country which, by combining agriculture and manufacture and e -
being a 'sslf-sustaining writy’ hed 1ittle need for trade or individual develop-
ment., Over and over again, he stregsed that by combining agriculture and inr-
dustry and thue being self~contained,’ these 'self-governing villages,' inoffencive
though they may appear, had always been the foundation of Oriental despotism." |
It ian't, as we see, only Orientwl despotism but the prinmitiveness of the commme
which allowed for 4he rise of the "highest umity," the "father,” “the despot.™
It is this which made it a closed soclety so that the commmity "as a state," the
state as "supreme landlord," the centraliszation of rower through irrigation
works mun by the state, plus on the one hand, absence of private property, and on
the other hand, the state bureavcracy having command over the surplus labor of th:
commme and thus perpetuating its rule,

chowed how tremendous a contribution that waz to theory, nevertheless is him-
Gell 80 overwhelmed by the "aniqueneocs® of the Germanie, i,e., Duropean con-
tribution to civilization, that he trys to dismiss some of Marx's writings in
the daily press. Thue, while he treats the section in the Crundrigse as
"brililant," he dicmioses many of the articles in the New Yor: Daily Tribune :-.
priase of the "Chinese Revolution" as if this was done cnly for joumnalistlio
eifect. He fails fo explain why, thon, did Marx bring reference to the T'aip.ng
rebellion into his greatest theoretical vork, Capital; moreover, it was done

8z a fooinote to o Chapter that had nothing whatover to do with China but. a
great deal with the Tetishism of commodities,

4240




15

Marx maltes no fetish of the commune because, as he puts it, "free and full

uent off individual or society i1s inconceivable here for such evolution
stands in eontradiction to the originel relationship." (p. 84) In a word, the
centralized, i,e., despotic regulation of the basic economic activity acecounts for
Crientsl Despetism even am "the despotic rule of capital" in the factc 1s at the
root oF the erigses, wars, elienations, barbarism of capitalistic society.

flarx's point is that "man is oaly individualiszed through the process of
history, He originally appesrs as a generic he a2 tribal being. a herd animal...:
{p. 9(3 The greatness of the Germanic mode of production wos that 1t allowed for
2 new sociel order by creating the conditions for individualization: "Among the
Germans, where single heads of Tamilies settle in the forests, scparated by long
distences, even on an extemsl view of the commmnity exists merely by virtue of
every act of wnlon of 1%5 members, although their unity existing in itself is em-
hodied in descent, language, comaon past aud history, ete: The commmnity there~
fore,; appears as an associatlon not as a2.union, as an agreement, vhose independent
subjects are the landovmers, and not as a unity. In fact, therefore, the comprind. iy
hao no existence as a state, a political entity..." {p. 78)

A1l these profound cbservations were writton by lisxx almost as mere asidus
to Marx's main prévccupation ~- the onalysis .of capitalist develovment. Though -
£ underdeveloped countries, the Commmisic
lcal line arrived a’ by quite other con-
siderations than Marxdat theory. A4s. for the professionnl anti-Commmists, ‘o the
extent that eny echoler was intorested at all, i%-was only to elaborate a theoryr
on Oricntal Despotism, the absolute opposite of Harx's, and then to accuse Marx
of having "betroyed' his original insights, ‘

. The other characteristic of today's reality vhich has brought the Grund-
risse onto tie hisfsric stage is automation. Just as the birth of the Third Worlg
has ecreated o new urgency fe the section denling with the bre~capltalist societics,
' 50 the development of automated preduction in the technologically advenced couniries
bes focused attention on the section on machinery. The two sections — both of
which appear in the chapter, "Ou Capital" — are not, however, comparmble. This
is so0, not because the subject matter differs, but because, while Marx did not
revise the history of pre~capitalist societies, he did not stop revising the
section on Yaechinery in the decade between those 1857-58 Notebooks and the final
publication of Capitai. Thuu, the last word on the subject of Bachinery is in
Copital, not in Grimdrisse. jlot that there is anything "wrong" with what he said
in the Grundrisse, 1t simply dsn't conerete enowsh. And the iruth is alvays
concrate. .

Thus, as against the emphasis on zmachinery as "monnter' that the workers
vwill overcome, there in too ruch emphasis in the Grmdrisse on machinery as -
creating the material basis for the dissolution of eapital as the workers stand
alongsilde of production me their "regulator." Thus ) &8 against the worlters' re-
vistance to the dincipliye of capital in the process of production itselfl oo
graphicelly described in Capital, the Grundrisge still stresses the paterial con..
ditions for the solution of conflict and contrudictions. Thus y there still is no
separation of the geneial contrmdiction of capital and the falling rats of profit
froem the actual clues otruggle in the process of production,
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In general, becense the production process was not ¥et separated from and
made predominent to the process of circulation; surplus value not yet separated
from profit, rent and interest; and the worker as subject of reconstruction of pro-
duction on totally new beginrings, appearing only "theoretically," Larx put the
Grundrinae aside as he plunged into the building of the first Piret Internaticnal
Vorlelngmar's Association, which arose spontaneously under the impeet of the claass
sirugglen in Europe and the Civil War in the United Statea.

ilevertheless, the Grundrisce has a magnificantly unifying vision of what
the future will be like nfter transcendance of the surpius value-orienited machine
production. Once the reader remembers that it is not the present but the future
Earx is talicing about, then the description is very illuminating: "The us
ighor of the masses has cemsed to be the condition for the developrent of social
wealth Just as idleness of the fow has ceased to be the condition for the devel-
opment of the universal capacities of the human mind, With this, the mode of pre-
duction braed on exchange velue collapses and the immediaste material process of
rroduction is otripped of its acantiness and ito antagonistic form.

. Thus it is not the reduction of labor time to creats surplus labor but k.

reduction of necessary labor in society to & minimum which is thon in accord it
the artistic, scientifie, etc., education of the individuals through the free tim.
and tie meaus created for everyman, for the free development of the individual....
The measure of wealth will then no longer he laboxr time, but leisure time."

‘On the other hand, while production is still capltalistie, the highest
technologiocel development and growth of sclentific power lead only to catas--
-irophies: FHence the highest development of productive povier together with the
greatest expension of existing weolth will coincide Wwith depreciation of capitali,
degradation of the lahorer... These contradictions lead to explosions, catoclysms,
crises...those regularly recurring catastrophes lead .to their repetition on a-
bigher scale, and Finally to its violent, overthrow.!

The Compunists thim: that they con escape ithis viclent overthrow by de-
‘ciaring that auvtomation is the millenium, that so long as +the worlers obey the
dictotes of the machine, sme long as there is no private property, that in and of
itsel? "surmounts alienation.'* What great delusion!

- It 1s impossible to read the Grundriesse, written by Marx, nct for pub~
lication, but as monographs Por himself, without awarensss that Marx i at worlk,
cutting out frou virgin rock, originnl theordes not only as regards economica,
but of mankind'e development. It is as if we were hearing Marx thinlt out loud.

#* Dy no accident, Frofessor Litinsld had been put at the head of the Boonomie
Council when it was established in January, 1957, By the '60s this learned
Trofessor was going po far afield from Marxiem that he could virite that: "apar:
time createn a distinet type of constant capitcl in the person of man himself,"
(sic!) Intercstingly enough, the Professor, who by no weans limite himself to
profesnionsl dissertations but ia the one to draw up the plans for the sconom-
vhich the werkters are made to obey, basca himself on these very pages from the
Grundrisse, So enamored is he with his parversions of the Marxian oconcept of
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It is impossible not to be aware of the thoroughgoing dialecticel nature of each
of the parts of the Grundrisse as it ie the sum and substance of the vhole, With-
out if, Marx's "economics" would have been shorn of its lifeblood: a philosophy
of history. The Hegelian dialectic was the erucible wherein materialism was trens—
Lormed inte a world historie rhilosophy of freedom even as the preletariat as
"Subject" of man's self~emancipation that put en end to all class socleties trans-
Tormed the dialectic development of the Jre-history of man into the elicitation of
21l men's potentialities so that his true history can Tinally begin. Therein lies
alco Merx's geniug in grasping thet the succesaive spochs of the econcmic wocial
formations created the conditions for socialist humanism, If any there are vmo
51111 cousider historical materipliem an cecnemlic or goclological interpretation
of history, let them confront Marx's humanist vision here as it arises out of the
material base, and let them listen to the VHegeliandsma" like "absolute movament
o becoming! s Marx develops his materialist dimlectic as ‘the multi-dimensionn’
self-development of man: .

".es when the narvow bourgeois form has been peeled away,
what is wealth, if not the universality of needs, capacities,
enjoyments, productive powers, etc., of individuals, produced
in universal exchange? What, if not the full development of '
hursan eonizrol over the forces of nature = those of his own
nature az well as those of go-called "ature," What, if not
the absolute elaboration of hls creative dispositions, with- -
out any preconditions other than antecedant hiestordical
evolution of all human powers as such, unmeasured by any .
reviously cotablished yavdstick - an end 4in itself? What
is tids, 17 not a situation where man does not reproduce
himself in any determined form; but produces his totality?
Y¥here he does not neek to remain Bomething formed by the rast,
but 1o in the absolute movement of becoming?" ... (p. 84-85)

Once again as we see, instead of the mature ¥arx rumming away from Hegel '
Absclutes, he sees in the "absolute movement of beco " the ever-prosent historic
spirit, the future immanent in today's reality, Becauss, to Marx, Materialism, or
to be more precisely Narxist in lenguage, the conditions of material preduction,
meant the production and reproduction of actual, social human exlstence, history
was never "a lifeloms collection of facts" as 1t was for those Marx called "abstraet
empirieists;" It was mosses in motion, transforming reality, shaping history anow,

the hutomatic faetory" that he degrades Vol., IIT, of Capital as mere "notesh (aic..)
which were ntver -Piblished by Marx himself. The only thing he fails to add is that
these Tnotes that work piepared dy Bnyels, had been written in the 'G0s and '70s,
hereas the Notebooks ‘called ‘thie: §irdringe were written at an earlies period and
were the. very dnos Mara Yeworied; not only for whet became Vol. IIT, which Fngels
edited, but Vol. I, whloh Marx hinpel? prepdield dor pudblication in three differens
edltions, each revised ¥igorcusly by ‘Himself, and*thed this £ina) version which nu
ons, friend or fos, has ever denied £o being Marx!s gFuatest work, over and over nd
‘over again desoribes this automatie factory, and the- constant capital it sets into
motion, as a “mongter that is Zxuitful end mdtiplies," and “rensforme man into
nothing but "ah appendage to a mechine, "

iD: Gotober 23, 1968
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THILOSCPFHY OF REVOLUTZON Part I¥ WHY HEGEL? WAY NOVE.

Ch. 2 ~ Mnrx's Trunscendence of, and Retum to, Hegol's Dinlecetic .
Sce. 3 Mie Advontures of the Comrodity as Fetish

Mo leszer historic tuming points iluin World War I and World War IT have
brought the lowly commodity, aas anrdyzed by Marx, into focus for our day. In 1914,
it was Lienin who, in rcading Hogel's Scienec of Togle, was mo siruck at the paral--
Iclisy botweoen the eategories of Universal, Particular arnd Individual end those or
Zicuentary, Expunded and General Forms of Value in Merx's chapter on cormodities
in Copital that he cxpressed his views on Morxists, himsclf included, in 2 most
cxtrems way:

Arhorisn: It 1s impossible completely to wnderstand nrx's Capital,
and especlally its first chapter, without having thoroughly studicd
cnd waderstood the whelc of Hegel's Logle. Consequcnily, half a
century loter none of the Marxlsts wnderstood Marx! v’

In contrast to Lendn's now approcintiog both of the Hogelinn dizlectie oard
ot kerx's Gapital, the Communist theoreticionsy in the midst of World War II, ’
suddonly laid hands on Narx's greatest theoretical work. On the nlleged ground
thot 1t is both Ysheer pedontry" and a violetion of the "higtorienl prineciple” &2
study Capital as Marx had writton it, thoy proposed thnt the Tirst chapter not bw
tho first topie "faught.® In thus brosking the dislectic structure of Capital,
thoy sundered whet lorx hnd unilted — theory ond histdry., Though Lenin by no mean:
limited himsol? to comments-on the chapter on Commoditics, and the Commmist theo-
rcticinns of our dey did so only apparently, it 1s no mceident thot it is thot -
chopter that is subjeet both to praisc and attack for it is, indued, crucial not
only to Capitel, but to dinleetic methodology os a whole in every ficld.as it har
been used, and abused, by wstablished Marxism since the death of Mirx. The pro-
bloms that Lendn frecd in 1914, and thosc the Russian cconomists faced 'in 1943, a2
rery, very far-removed from tho matters denlt with in Capital, and yet it is not
necidental that enck, “though for opposiie purposes, reforred to the work. In
order Yo understend this, as woll as to illuminnte our absorption with the gquestivn
"Why Hogel? Why Now?" it is to Copitel that we must now turn, '

In the Preface to Capitcl, Marx wamed: YEvery beginning iz difficult,
holds in all sciencous. To wunderstand the first chapter, especially the section
that conteoing the annlysis of commodities, will, therefore, prosent the greatest
difficulty...The volue-form, whose fully developed shape is the money form, is
very elementory and simple. Nevertheless, the humon mind has for more than 2,000
years sought in vain to got to the bottom of it, whilst, on the other hand, to the
succesniul analysis of much more composito nnd complex forms, there heg been at
least on epproximation. Why? Bocouse tho body, no an organic wholeo, is more casy
to study than are’ the cells of thnt body. In the onnlysis of cconomie forms, mora-
uver, neither microscopga nor chomleal reagents are of use, Thoe force of abstron -
icn must replace both.M '

1, Lendn, Collected Woxrlcs, Vol, %8, p. 181

2. Namon are not given, not bocouse I am trying to depersonnlize them, but beeaw:.:
whenever a fundamontal revision is undortalzon, the vhole "Institute" rothor thon
an individunl bucomos tho signutory, The orticle wac first lesued by the chief
theoretienl journal Tod Znamencr ncxismn, No. 9708; which loter disapreared
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Dut before M force or chatroetion could emanpte Trom, and enecompass,
the course the sheer mss of vmpirie dntn accumidated way
asdounding,” m of coneentration ¥as not 2,000 yeara, but the eentury sinee
ciageieny politicny ceonomy did discover ’rea of nll value without
bodng able 4o Penotrate crtless digging ip ono
Ploes — the Proceas : ty with i4n "objootive
appeeranech i a place "pelow!” hig

the centralizetion ang
coneeniration of capltal — gt g time wh sov anything but laissez fajre!—.
Or cven tho "goneral abgolute lawh of capitaligt dcvelopmcnt, the unemplorad aruy,
which bourgeody ceonomdsts were net t0 colcern thenselves with ti11 the Dopressiog!
On ‘the eontrary, the Aifficd ty oF the birth of the laet seetion of that Tirst
chapter, "She Fetishisn oF o Commodities ang tng Seeret Thoreof, "(which waan 't
conpleted in o ranncr antisfa.ctory to Morx until after 1ts Ffirst publication, ‘
wtil efter the Paris Commme and hig preparation of the Fronch edition, 1872.75)
only furthor testifios to the &cnlus of Moy,

Morx bogon tho chaptor on-Comoditios 4in Copitel mory or less in the momsar
in whizh he bogan that chapter in Critigue of Politieal Econogm which hng ho
Separate acedion on fotishiom, be colling attention to the faet that "The wealth
of those sacloties in whieh the eapitnlist mode of production Prevnils, presents
1tself as an immense accumdation of cormoditien, its unit boing
But he lio commodity 4o heo o unity of oppositos . uso-vnlue and
oxe than he ‘calis attentlon 4o the fact that this dunl anture of o
comnodity is hut g menifostation of o live contmdiction, the dual chnmetor of
lnbor 1t8¢1f;. "I wag tho firat to point oyt and emminu“criticnlly this two-£o14q
nature of the 1 +2thiz point ig e plvot on vhich &
cleny comprohension of o .'Actunlly we will not sco the
laboror at worl wtil we riol procoss of productionf i4..
8¢l and there gec Low the 83 roduces tho myriad of concreta
labors 4o one abstraet mgg, W 1t underlioy the duality in. the
commodity znd we arg thus enabled to trace the valuo forms fron the momont & pro--
duet of labor ig offered fopr 8nle, be that even only barter, through the most
developed form of exchiange, monoy, - T

allowed to forgut, howover, that,
mystory of the vulue-_-fom until it app

mystification not o beginae with 4ts

fron the &gcene, but tho rovision there cormitted beeamg dogmn, and a1l text-
books as woll s Yoriginng® buse themaclves on the rovigion ap if thero never
Yas any other interpretation of linrxts Cepitnl, Soo iy tronslation of article
and comncntary upon it. (AmR, sopt, 1944-45

Cepital, B, XV

Ibid., P, 1
Lanital, . s




Lonin First grasped the full significance of the methodolegy usced herc
when he reached the ond of the Iogic, cven as he understood the Togic better by
Inowling Copitnl. This ig why he then remarked to himself: “Just as the simple
value-form, the indiviéual act of exchange of a given compodity with another nl-
ruudy ireludes, in undevelopod Torm, all major controdictions of etpitnlism, s tlio
simplogt Genoeralization, the Tirst and gimplest forming of neotions (judgmcnts,
syllogism, etc) significs the ever-decper knowlcdge of the objective world connec-
tions, Here it is neeessery Yo scck the roal mense, cignificance, and role of the
Hegelian Logie. This NB.Y : ‘

By digging and digging* through oll the forms of value, nc Pinally dis-
covered the foetishien of the commodity. Marx begins the section thus:

A commodity oppears, ot first sight, a2 very trivial thing, oud

ensily underastood. Its anzlysis shows that it ia, in reality, o very
auecr thing, cbounding in uetaphysicol subtlotics and theologicnl niceiies.
30 far os 1t 15 o valug in use, thore- is notidng mysterious abovt it...
But, as souvr as it steps forth as a commodity 1t is chnnged into something
tronseondent.  Ii not only stondo with its Teet on the ground, but in
rclation to oll other comaoditics, it atands on its head, omd ovolves owh
ox ity woo;}cn brain grotesque ideas far more wonderful thon ftabla~-turning'
over vigs, ’ o

The sorecocry thnt starts the very instant the product of labor aseumes the
2 commodity is not due mercly to the alienation of this product from its
producer, but from the form itsclf," This T eall the Fetichism which attaches

itself to the preduct of labor, so soon ns they are produced asm cor@odities, and
vhich is tharcfors inscporable from the production of commodities,'

form of

The point is thnt, in the process of proeduction itself, before the pro-
ducts of labor ie teken away from the laborer, the very cetivity of mon has be-
come so olien to him, that, vhatoever it is ho will produce, and howover it will ke
oclienated from dm, 1t bogrs tho stanp of the absolute opposition between the con-.
crete nbilitics mon hos ond the soclally-noecessnry time in which he 1s made $o
rreduce it in the socinlly-iccussary tine, in total disregard of his. conerete
ebilities, It 1o he who must descond into the hell that is the foetory; it is ho
who is subjected to the moterinl process of production end its timo-clock; and it
is lobor thut is made into on adjunet of the machine and the machine that is
ragter: "And juot as in soeloty, o gemeral or a bankor pluys a great p.'.'.rt,18ut
mere mon, on the other hand, a vory shabby part, sc hoere with hamnn labor," ~ A1l
humon relations become roificd, are tummoed into things.,

7. Lopital, p. 19 .
€, 1Ibid., pp. 41-2, A footnote here is laft out from the Englich cdition and yo!
it is not only impurtant in Ltaelf, but to show how carufully Mary listened for i
elgns of workora' rovolts and if ho could not Cind any in Europe during the quies-
cent 18600, ho heard it in the Taiping Ruvolt in Chinn, Tie foctnoto ronds: "Onu
will remembor how Chinn nnd the tnblou bugnn tu danou when the rest of the world
cppearod to otand atlll pour encouragir los sutres." Soc also "Revolutieon in Chiun
cnd in Europe" and otlier articles on tho Opiun wars which he wroto for tho H.Y.
erald Tribune and which lave finadly, in part, boen published horg. Iha Anerlenn
JorImlism of anrx wnd Incole (Mew American Libraxy, 0.Y., 196€,)
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It isn’t bocause tho net of exchange is an impersong) thing thot "tho re-
lation of the producers to the swa totel of their own labor is prescnted tc then
as o gocial relotion, oxisting not between themsclves, but between the products of
their labor,® Rother it is Ythe poculinr soeinl character of labor of these pro-
ducts' vwhich causcyr ¥the charaeter of men's labor ﬂ eppear to thom as on objective
clhuracter stamped upon the product of that labor.!

Surely, tho nyeticel chnractor of commoditics dous nut arise from the use-
valuc. "™hcnea, theon, arises the cnigmnticel character of the products of ln.bo:,"2
a0 zoon ns it assumes the form of commoditivs? Cleerly, from the form itsclf.®
It holds every cne in tow, Thuas, cven the cuihora of the epoch-moking discovery
that irvor was the souree of all value — Smith and Ricardo —— have not only faileld
1o corry their theory to its logienl conelusion, that labor was, therefore, the
source of a1l surplus velue, but they themsclves beecane the prisoncrs of the foxx -
of value. Nor is the resson for this duc solely to the fact that they were Yentirel
cbscrbed in an analysis of the rognitude of value. It 1ies deeper., . The value fom
cf the product of lcbor is not only the most abstract, but also the nost univers-l
form token by the produet in bourgeois production, and stamps that production as
o perticular speelcs of seelnl production, and theroby gives it its speecinl histoz-
ienl charactzr. If then.we troot the pode.of production os one eiternally fized
by nature of wvery sitate of scelety, we necesanrily overlook that which is the
differontic specifica of the valuc~form, and conscquently of _’f};e. commodity--form,
cnd 1te furthor Govelopments, moncy-form, capitnl—form, ete."'” In'n word, they

© Lere mot their historie berrier. T - -

Over and over agnin, throughout the scction, Marx, in showing how "fonta: -
tic! must indeed be n fornm vhich mokes relations between men assume the appenranc:
.0f a relations of things, stresces that,novertholeas, under capltalism. they sownd
nost netural: "The eategories of bourgeols cconomy conaoist of such like forms.
They are forms of thought oxproosing with socinl wvalldity the conditiona and ro-
laticns 2L a dofinite, 'hﬁtoricvlly detormined modo of production, viz., the pro-
duction of commoditics.® ) . . i

Whatcvor olse can be said of othor forms of scciety, they had one advantoye
over capitulism. There wes nothing mysterdous cbout the cluss relntions in other
oxploitntive forms of soclcty. No slave cvor thought himself the equal of his
mestor. But so porverse are relaticns under capitalisin, and so totally thing-like
is the medium of oxchenge thot thosce supremely unequal classes, labor and capital
nppear ns cguala,

. Porlerizors hove ever sinco said thot'the failuro of classieal politieal
coonomy to see the incgunlity arising out of equnl oxchnngo came from-the fodlure
"to underatond the clazs struggloe." I that wore cll thore wos to 1t, Marx would
hove left the annlycsis where 1t was when he first broke with bourgoois sceloty in-
of unyicldingly porsisiing in digging cut, over a poriod of more than two full

1l1. Capital, pe 43

12,

13. Ibid., pp. 5253, ftu.
14, Ibid s P 43
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dveades, the precise inner conmcetions between thought and preduetion, between
vorious cccnomic eategories "os such," ond from it finally extroet tho form of
velue as the "difforontle specifica", To prove exploitation, Marx's thcory of
vnlue and surplus velue, accurmlction of capitnl and the decline in the rate of
profit, crises anéd the “general absoluie law" of uncmployment wore core thom
sufficicent.

Nor was the remnrk about the human mind, for 2,000 yeara, not being able
to get dovm to the bettom of the moncy-form a mere teunt. The foet that the greas-
est thinker of antiquity, Aristotle, couldn't figure the common denominator which
mcken such different use-valucs and cheirs and cloth exchnngeable, a foet any
schoolboy con tell him now, is further proof thnt a historic barrier is n great
denl more complex than Yknowledge! of the clnss struggle. Whot Moarx is saying is
the exnet opposite. Slavery made the cxistence of classes all too cbvious, but,
beeause 21l labor wos done bty slaves, Aristotle couldn't soe labor us the ogqualizew,
the leveler, the soureo. On the other hond, the very fzaet that the Industriel -
itevolubion ervated the possibility for rcduc:l.ng the myrind of conersie labors to
one single absiraction so that their only distinguishing mork was thut they wero
humon labor, the form-it then acsumed by being mterializod into o thing beoene
o fotish, blinding the new sélence of political cconory from Boeing that human re-
intions hovae been reduccq to "mtérinl relations betweon porsons and sceinl re-
lntions totween things.” s

This 1s what Korx dug up, the simple- bul; blinding fachk 'b}mt human Do
lotions under capltnliem appenr ns things becausc "thot is what thoy really are.'
It cannmot be othorwise in our roi:icd world.

nih

The supreme oxampld of this clienation is that even living labor takes the
form of « commodity. And, as Marxx wos to oxplain in one of the last things we have
from hie pen, "The pecwliar chorncteristic is not. thnt tho commedity, :l.gbor power,
is snleable,-but that lebor power appears in the shopo of o commodity.” ™

The perversity cof appecronce isn't, however, mere show. It ig both putrid
esgcnce ond the necessary form of appecrance. It 1s the sum and substance, the
whole life nnd spirit of this historie, that is o say,transitory mode of commpdily
produetion, This is its truth., And becouse this ie its truth, n commodity is not
Just o unit of wealtl, nor only = composite of the opposites, use-volue and valuo.
Its value-form docs morc than Yhide" a relationship between mon, in the final
analyais, between classes. It is the monifestation of the perverse ralotionship
of subjeet and objoct, and bocausc machine masters oon it bocomes the religion of
capitalism ns enpltalists ond oo ideologists: "The life-procoss of soclety, which
iz based on the process of mnterinl production, docs not sirip off lts mysticnl
veil until 1t is trentod as production hy freely assuclated men ond is conscloucly

15. Capitad, I, p. 45
18, Ibid.

17. qﬁ&?ée t§ﬂ{ tRY Rg{jﬂ% ﬁﬁwau

E@%‘S?I;;?ix y‘?; ot

Cnpital, Vol. IL, p. 37
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regulated by then in accordunce with o settlcd plan.“19

Only frogly associsted men eon destroy the fetish because only they lmow it
Trom the inside, from within tho pProcoss of produetion and thus only they have
both the power ond the true Imowledgo of reality. It is not in thc process of
exchange, but in the process of rroduction, that the act of perversion of subjeect
tc ubjcet was cormitied, And 1t is in society itsclf that the very concept of
objectivity which is frlse. The "megie! of tho fetlsh, as we sec, is not ex-
hausted in its origin. On the contrary, tho redfication of humon relations is 80 .
overpovering o faet that 1t dominetes the whole of society, including copital it-
self end the thought of the period,

Deceptively simple, the commodity mokes i%s rounds aos the most common of all
things and yot 1t is an opicte which reducos oll comscicusness to false conseious-
aces s¢ thet oven "purc scioneo” camnot penetrate through it to a true lmovilodge
of reality. Hoving reduccd "pure" Ideas to mere Ideology, cormodity, as fetish,
becomes the golden calf before which onc gonuflects while being under the illusien
that he is doing nothing untoward ot all. This is capitalism's Golst, and this
iz 01l 1ts Notiom is. . .

Whnt to the bourgeolsie wes i fotish beeame in Morx's thoory a flash of
1ight, a flash that illuminnted the whole of capitnlism, its production, i%ts ox-
change, its thought, No doubt the tronsformtion: of phenomonon to notion could
not have been without the Hegolisn dialoetde, but it was trunsconded dialeotic,
the inner core, intornal dinlectic that hHegel was unmble to extract not only be-
cnuse ke lived only in the roalm of thought, but also, %o the oxtent thoet he saw
the actual world, it wos still ns o rhilosopher, os somocne outside of it. Marx

_ 0lono could see this dinleotic cmerge out of the concrete data of functioning .
capitalism ond the praxis of its grovedigser., In a vord; it wnsn't only "materini-
igz®" in the scnse of Merx seoing the actual course of history through chonges in
matorinl production mmther tham through the so-called progress  of tho mind. T3
was thni, In the analysis of capitnlist production nnd +the dugeneracy of its
thought, to ace also the proleotariat an freely cesociated men creating new beginning
for other than value production and now beginnings for thought as well, for Marx
never separnted direct cction from its wnderlying philosophy. Both being and
congciousnoss would be tromsformed. Only to pragmatista, or "abstract empiricista
as Merx enlled them, was life o collection of 1lifeloss facts. To historical mater—
iplisgtz the insoparcbiltity of fuets and idoas, of action and eritique of other
philosophic intorpretations of the world, of philomophy and rovolution werc the
only woy to destroy the false idols’ that kept you inmprigoned wider capitalism.

As 1t tock the collapse ¢f established Farxiem to make Lenin sco the intrinsic
reletionship of Caplinl +to Togie, so it took the faseisation of cnpitelism to mokn
vne profound Christian philoscphor comprehond preeigely what 1t is that Marx was
drivirg ot in Copital: "A phonomenologienl annlysis of this universal problem
{(Quality, conflict, rd) is given in the firet portion of Das Kapitel, in which

19.
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linry oxhibits the mercantile character of everything wo produce. In morchondise
he rovecled the basic ontologienl astructurs of our entire physical world, its

'mercantile form.! Tt charnctorizes both the nl}gﬁntion of mn from himself ard
vhe ulicnation of the world of things from him." :

On the other hend, with the transformntion of Communisnm into ita‘opposite,
state-capitalion, tho Russion thooreticiona bozan to feel o5 1% Marx hoad indeed
btranded the mrk of Cunin on the very form of all products of industrinl rroduction,
and folt they mst somchow rid thomsclives of tho Marxizi notion of commotity, th g
which Engels cnlled its "particular distinetnesg", before they eould revise also
the Morxinn low of velue as applieabla only to copitolism, If thoy could scporat:
the dinlcetie from "history" and show that commodities exisicd befora copitolism,
during cnd after; if, if, if...Thoy did achieve onc Teat by donuding or trying 1~
donude tho economic eatogorios of thoir class content, they clcored o path for .
their etato-capitniist cxplanntions for machinery "ap such" pg if te.ch:iology wors
76t the vory axie around whick all of capitalisn revolved.

% ¥ K ¥

19-A. Enrl Lowith, From Hegcl to Nietsche: The Rovolution in Nincteonth Comtury
Thoushs, p. 154, I 8o not hove at hond tho originel Germnn edition so I do
not know what.torms Mr, Lowith uscd for "moreantile, "merchandise, etle,,
but it hns been .most amoying to this writer that American franalators arc
80 1itilo acquainted with Marxion torminol ogy that his most famous exprassio:n,
"eormodity fetishiem’ hna been nost oftfen tronslated as mereantile” or

"morchandise" fotishism. The osscnee of Mr. Lowith's analysio is ¢lear
enough, however,




THITOZOTHY AND REVOLUTION: Iart II - - WHY HEGELT WhHY LOW?
Chapter 2 - Marx's Transcendence of and return to, Hegel's Dialectic
Seetion & A Conerete Universnl: Norx's CAPITAL

If Marx ¢id not leave behind him a "Logic!
(with o ecpital lotter), he did leave the
logic of Capitnl... In Capitel Mnrx applied
to o single selence, logie, dinloctics and
the theory of knowledge of materislism
{thrsc words are not nceded: it is onc and
the same thing)s

- — Lenin
Thilosophic Hotebeoks

As we saw, there is o grent decl more to Morxien methodology thon the
Mapplicaticr” of Hegclian dlalecctics to cconomic data. To vhatever cxtent, tho-
dinldetic rmothod enabled Mark's "freo movement in matter? insofar os refusing to
cocept the given cuncreto —— in our. casn, o cormcdlty -- as tho real, the truth
is thot Morx could not have disclosed the fetishism of commodities exeept by
transcending both Hegel and Rienrdo, both fabstract materinlisn! and historion-
compilers of & collection of lifoless faets. TPutb differontly, it is the unique-
ness of Marxian materialist dielecties, which 'is both class rooted and Hwmndst,
and thot onables it o sec the praxis of rovolutionaries, of frecly cesocinted
men in the Poris Commune "storming the lhsavens," ostablishing"both a new socicl
order ond stripping from tho old its fetishism of commodity. It is this uniquene:3
which hns somotling vital to sny to us todey, and on no question rore cogontly then
on "Mochines," 4o which Automntion has imparted a new urgency. On-this question,
" gs in rll olsc concorning Morx ns theorctielan and s reveluticnary, the 18608,
aroe the erucicl years, the deeisive years whon theory and practice fuscd into the
philosophic whole we lmow as Marxiem. . ‘

. Tt i3 of the oscence, thercfore, not .so mich to hold fast to, the Wresul ta’i
as to fcllow the process of change so thot we can ourselves work out its implicn-
tions for our age. Thua, it is easy cnough to trace the chonges in the very con--
cept of tochnology from its appenrance in tho Communiot Monifento os the instrument

" of bourgovis rovolution, through i1ts manifestation in the Grundricse as the mate~
rinl foundation for the proletarint's usg in abrogating value production, to its
full-blown esscnce and notion in Capital na "a mechanical monstor whose body £ills
whole fuetorics, and whosc demon powery ot £irst veiled under the: slow and mensured
rmotions of his glent limbs, ot length breoks out into the foet and furious whirl
of his countless working orgons." But thorc is no casy answer to whethor what has
veon written bofore the 1860s, was discarded. For tho answer is two-fold, is
contradictory, and yeot is trae in both of its parts.

1. Capitai, Vol. I, p. 377, Throughout it is the Internationnl FPublishora odition
That is uged hero; #dd 40 pagos to find 1t in Kerr odition.
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Zocimolomy, lothodology, and Warkors! Rovolts

istory does nothing; it "posscases no

cclossal riches," it "fights no Tight." It
is rathur mon - renl, living mon - who acts;
posseeses and fights everything, It is bty no
means "History" which usos tan as a means to
carry out its ends as if it weru o perscn o-
part; rather liistory is nothing but the actir-
ity of won in pursuit of his cnds, - -

Marx, The Holy Family

. Therc is nc doubt whntever that the puricd between the 1857-1858 Noteboois
(1t were not intended for publication and that have since become famous as “the
Brumdrisse) and the 1867-75 céitiens of Capitcl wos a period of total change,

_both of the method of precontation and of whot harx presonted on the subjeet ov
Machines, Thus, the restructuring of the Grundrissc and the Critique of Politicu:
Leconomy as they developed inte Capital mormt o gront -deal moro then the fast tiuts
the mteriel hed grown into 4 backa. It meent o scparation of annlysis of the
sphores of production, circulation and the furms 0T the procoss ag o whole, in -
vhich would alse be included the histery of the theoriés of surplus volue, O0F
necensity, this signifiod not only a sharp and fundamontal distinction between
the vasential funetion of rachines in production and thoir appearanece in the moz.
kot, but that thero be no rush to dend with thaoir possible funetion in o non-

., value producing socicty for the nced wos 1o bo conereie y historieclly procise, and,
Inr from skipping stages to get to the aend, to koep oyeos rivetted on men in
history, at werlk, S .

' Thus the decision to make room, in the first volume of Capitel, for n new
section on "The Working Day" meont, at onc and the same time, o dramatic and -
basic shift in the ocncept of theory, from one of cowntorposing. onc's t hoories
to those of other theoreticicns, to that of vwotching the birth of theory emerging
out of the developing class struggles, Insofar nz tho subjoet of teoclnology was
concurned, decp insight into the tronsformation of subject to object, of the peor-
verse relotionship of maching as "subjeet® deminnting mon as object? noturally
entolled seoing tho nnshine as “tho cnemy.® Indoed, the greater part of the first
volume of Capitel — Parts II through V, or some 400 pages duevotod to the procese
of production —— is, preecisely, this; the nethed of analyeis ie nothing othor
thon fhe proceas of developmert of oosentinl rolasicnship of subjoct to ob cot.
It is thercfore dtotnlly and complutcely opposed to tho idcn thas tho workoer 18 ol-
ready thot of "wabtchmen and regulator," o phinse used in thu Grundrisse.

Thus, finelly, tho may rew developmenta in Marx's theorotical diceoverion,
hies erantion of origin:l eatvgurics, in the decnde botwoon the two worka, would
socn to have toru averything up by its roots. For excmplo, to the oxtont thot,
ot the tino of the 1857-58 Notubooks, the Jusl cheraetor of labor had not boen
Dudly worked out as that unity or oppositus Trom whiel: all developmont proceeded,
there wes, of necossity, thue tendeney to be nltogethor tue briuf with the astage
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Guseribod in Copitnl as the stogu of muchinofneture where “eopitol colebrated
its orgies.,"* It ig certainly true thot, in the Grundrisge, there im cltcgethor
teo rueh enphnsiz on the materdal, that is to sy, the tochnologienl, foundntion
of the new socitl order. At the snmc time, there ic also no doubt thnt Marx, ot
ne time, vno leoking nt the expanding materinl forces osg thoy were Y“the condiﬁ'an,
tuc activity, the purpose of liberation;™ but thut, on the contrcry, he wos tolk-
ing of tre cxronding human forces as "the motive foree of history,M Thoy and
they alone cowdd cbregnte the exploitative value relotions of cepitalist society;
their aetivity and theirs nlene wowld resolve contredicticns and it is for them
~id shes olone that the exponsion of the material forecs w%e intonded. Inrx
speke dloguently oncugh on this subjeet in-the Grundrisso:

The cxekonge of living labor ageinst watorialized lnbor, i,e., the
existence of socizl labor in the form of the antagonism between eapital
and wnge labor, iz thu last stoge in the development of the volue re-
lotionship ond of produstion basod oh velue., It presupposcs the de-
clvive factor in the ereation of wealth is the amount of dircet working
time. . .But the more nodern industry devolope, the creation of wenlth
bocomos less dependunt on working time...Iabor no longur appears BO
ruch cnclosed in the procuss of produetion but rathor min relates him—
self 0 it as wntéhmon and reguintor...Onco dirced. lobor has cengod 0

-bo the direet souice.of vionlth, labor time must ecsv to bo its monsure,
end, consequently, cxchange value the measure of use valuc. Tha surpluc
icbor of the mnsses hns ccased to be tha condition for the development
of scelnl weelth just os tho idlencss of the fow hos conged to be the
conditicn for the dcvelopment of the wnivorsal capacitios of tho humon
rind. With this, the modo of production bazed on exchnnge valuo
collapses and tho dmmedinte materinl procosn of production is strdpped
of 1ts scontincss and dits antagonietic form. Thus it i@ wot the re-
duotion of labor time to ercate surplus labor but the reduction of tho
hecosenTy labor of society to o minimum which is then in accord with
centspricliich) the artistie, sciontific, ete., educniion of tho ine.
dividvonle through the froe time ond the menns croated for cverymnn,
for the froo development of tho individual...The mensure of weclth
will then ro longer bo labor, timo, but ledouro time.

‘That any one could conclude from this that it im Autorntion, hore and now,
which is creating "tho mnterinl foundation" Por the now, with or without the pro-
letariat doing the ovorthrowing of the old, is only furthor proof of tho fact
that our age is ridden with such lrroconcilable opposites ns o heve producod
the disintogration of thought. We seo this remgo before our cyos from thuese
who gec our times to bo "the end of ideology," the age of the 'ene-dimensionnl
ran, " "tho eritiquc of dialectiecnl reason! loaving us ll to accopt torror as the
way to commmal life! So overwhelmed by ‘the totnl mechonization of 1lifc that
Automation seews to lmply aro Fhilosophoro oven closo tn Marxism that thoy seom

2. Ibidc, P 264 .
5 Tho ocetion is cntitled '"Die Ietzte Entwicklung dos Wortvorhnlinisses unde dew

af ¢ew Wort Voruhonder Produktion” pp, 591-2: 599-6
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to have cmbarked on o senrch for some now prineiple of reality apert from edither
moterialism or icdealizm or its unity in Humonism, Jean-Paul Sartre has even
introducad the question of sexunlity into the machine as the doydream of the
vorker subjceted to nutomnted production. Uaturally, he opposes such dchumaniza-
tien. laturally, he wonts, not to rejeet Marxiem, but to revivify "tedny's
Farxiss¥ by naking the hwmn being contral to it. But to the oxtent that nolther
he nier the other philoaophers close to Marxism go dovm tu where the worker is in
the proecss of production or listen to his thoughts, the result ig that, instend
of holding on tiglit to the fact thet lMon nlone is Freedon ond Reason; they en-
dow foechnoiogy with rotionality and capacity to be its ovm tronscendenco, 6r they
consider “thc Party® to be able to do so for Man, Fhilosophers who, yesterday,
sow in the owvenont of Reason the tendoney to go beyond ontology, i.c., beyond
philoszophy "as cuch," todny vory necrly degrade ontology to tochnology. All the
mere recson Tor us tc watch ¥Morx at work on techrologys :

MT an enilarging presontly the chaptox on licchines," Morx writes Engels on
Janunry 28, 1863, '"There are many problems there which I hed bypasscd in the
‘Pirst droft...In order to clorify myself I rercad in £1ll my notcbocks (extracts,
on technolegy and am attending o practical coursc {experimental only} for worke:ss.,
T uwndersrinnd the mathemnticedl laws, bubt the simplost technical reality demanding
perception is -hnrder for ne thon to tho biggest blockhead." Four days prior ic
this Letter ho hnd writton Engels that ho found himeelf Yin groot difflculty®
becouse he didn't undersicnd "shot wea the werk of the se-cclled spirmer befors
i inventdon of the self-neting milo" and, sgain quentioned: Vin wliat then douws
the lutorference of the motive foree of the spinner expresa itselt in relation to
the forces of power?” (All those reyuests for inforemtion.on 'metive forces' znd
"forccé)of posior" are soon to result in Marx's crention of o new cobegory,''labor
pover. ) .

Marx hod been plying Engels with questions about Yentogorics of workors in
youwr factory" for menths prior tu theso guostions, But then it 'wns for purposes
of showing the folsity of Adom Smith's viow of the divigion of lanber as if thot
which wos true in scciety -- competition, indopendence, "ogqulity" -- held in the
factory., Marx would cghow thnt, in tho Zoetory, it is not competiiion that rules
the division of labor, but the cutherity of tho enpitnlist, his “despotic plan,"
the hiorarchic structurc of eopital itsolf, Horeover, his moterinlist concoption
of history notwithstanding, he scumed constontly amazed to find that celentists
mad philopophors would in all hut their cwm spueialty, ceeops the glven as the
real, Thus, on dume 18, 1862, he wrote Engels: '"Rumariable that Dncwin in the
cniml and plont kingdom reveals ancw hio English socioty with its divislon ol
iabor, compatiticn, opening of new mirkats, 'invontions'! nnd Malthusion "strugglo
Lor cxistonce,' This 1s tho Hobbsimn bollun ommium contre ormes, ang this bonxs
o regepblrnge to Hogel in his Phenonorology in which civil aocicty 1o daseribed
as 'the spizitunl lringdom of onimals! whilo with Dervdn the animnl kingdom ropre-
sents eivil oocloty.'" He wae to put o eimllar thought dircetly in the seetlon
on Moohines: i Capitol: "A criticel history of tuchnology would show how 1ittle
any of tho invontions of the 18%h contury arc the work of » aingle individunl...
The woel: pointe in cbotract ratorinlimn of natural solonce, o materieliom thot
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excludes history and its preeoss, are at once evident from the obstroet and ideow
lezieal conceptions of its spokuosnicn, whenever they vonture borond the pounds of
their speclalty."? :

In Marx's cose cven "mre research® wue never restricted to "seicneo as
suel:, " but included the study of the Bluc Bocks, those reports of tze British fac.-
tery dnspectors Iars: e oo fosous, “proctieal covrces," history of oll class
etrugelos nnd sone historics that hnd not yet been vritten, so that once he
settled dovn tc work out the cctunl relations at the point of produciion, new
entegeries emerzed.  Onco he entercd the process of production oad eaw that
achines hed indeed no other existenes thon that whdch whey ful®ill in the Iactor;,
than the dcrdnetion, utter nnd wiquestioned ond oppressive, of capital over all
olae wae scen in the very chonge of title for his moin work from that of Critiquc.

ef Peliticul Heonemy to Capitel, His two mjor eriginal categorics -- constond
enpital nd varicble eopitel — shoved that not only do vnckines in the foctory
vxist oo eopital, but sc docs living inbor, the enly distinetion between the tuo
kinds of enpital being thnt one wag constantly undergoing o variation in megnid fude,
that 15 o sny, living labor wna exploited, mude to produce many unpoaid hours ol

lobor.

I fact that ko wouldn't pormit the publication of his own lecture on
Wnlue, Prico and Profit" watdl aftor he comploted Copital is further proof
that only 4he lettor contotned the whole of his thécry, without which ne singlec
eloment could be fully wnderstood., Toko hig category, laber powsr, which was not
in the Grundrisse or Critique or the penphlets; in o word, hadn't boon Tully worlked
out witll Capitel itsolf wos. The non-existenec of the eategery before his moin® _
theorotical work was completed was surelyr not due to any questicn about his "mow-
ing" or not Mmowing!" about tho vital differencos botween labor, as activity, and
lebor, as commodity. He no cooner broke from bourgeols socicty bock in 1843 -than
he kmow thet., He kopt writing about it, locturding on i1, putlishing his lecture,
"age-Tabor and Capital" in the Noue Rheinischo Zoitung whon the 1848 ravolutions
wero st11l fresh. Whnt wes ot issu¢, in his mind, was tho fact that a new stoge
of genernlization, o new stnge of cognition that plves birth o on originel eato-
gory, liderztes you both theoretieclly and practically; it ia a sort of point of
intersoction in history itsclf which permits a viow of tho futuro bocause the paos
ond presont have beon so fully comprchended thot tho future inherent in the proscnt -
con omirge.  And with thot catiegory, labor power, it was not ouly its cppearance
as 2 "nomo" for n commodity, a most wnique comwodity, the only onc that was con--
strntly oxploited to produce more, and produced nll the voluv and surplus voalve,
bud thnt it was o povier os well, T4 Vs n power not only beecnusc it thon became
congeious that the mechine that w-g uxplolting it bad Toot of olay, could drive
laber, but iteclf could do nothing but "yicld up! want laber wag alruedy mgor—
talized in it, for though "londed with valuc® it itzclf "oreotes mo vnlue." Ik

¥on 0 powor nleo boemusc, ag contreostod whon labor first cntored the footory nn&
tound hin votec "otifled in the storn and struss of the process of production,”
it now uaited with othors right at tho poind of preduction, in the cooporative

Ge pe 385 4. Capital, Vol. I., p. 367 ftn.
6. p. 21E - '
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leber ‘process machinofncture hnd to introduce, and was further not only disci-
rlined by thnt instrumoniclity, but united o act, innide ard outeide the factory.
Ferx's deeision, thurefere, to séd 2 scction on "The Working Doy,™ 2 decision

he 2idn't pake until 1865, hnd further conseongrices in cipanding the power of the
proletorist os historie snd philosophic foree: "In place of tho pompouc cetulopic
of the 'inrlicnatle rishis of man' cozes the Moagna Charta of a legnlly limited
working doy which shall mike clear when the tine which the worker sells ig cnded,
oand vhen his own bagins.  Quantunm mutntus ab 11icl? (vhat o chonge in the pieture:)

Naturally, od2 these decisive fnotors of reulity, as controsted $o mere
resenreh or arguronts with other theoreticions in the 1850s, led ¢ o chonge also
in the concept of tcchuology: "It would be posaible to write culte a history of
the inventions mnde since 1830, for the solc purpoge of supplying capitnl with
weapons ageinst the revolts of the working class,t :

Once capitolisn hes moved from. the nceed to extend the hours of the viorlciug
doy to oxtract unpaid hours of labor, ¢ boing able to oxtract the surplus withiy:
the zame working doy —— and it is the developmont of machinery that hos achievel
this feat -= it iz first then Mork begins reforring to mrchinofacture as "tho
speelficnlly eapitelistic mode of production." Conerete, conerate, concrete .-
this sume up the serupulousnoss with which Maryx follows the mnchine's developaers,
nover eensiders it outelde of its historic, capitalistic context, ond procaeds e
shcw how Ythe machine \'gh,}eh is the sterting ‘point of the industriel revolution,
supeiraddes the workman.'” Recouse, says Marx, "Tochnology also discovered the y
Pow fundamental ?‘Bma of notian,..necossarily token by cvery productive action of
the human body," ™ thoe automaton could now become "an organized system of machinoa
te which m?,l*,ion in commnwicated by the $ronomitting mechonise, from a ‘contral
autoraton ' end thereby become "objective! so tihat "the loborer bc?anos a mere
appendnge to cn clrendy sxisting mnterinl condition of production.!'® What is to
be watched, hewever, is not the machine, but whet it dovs to the workman who is -

© subjocted to the ™wmdform motion of the instrumcnts of labor® for 1t is tals
vwhich"gives risv to a gmck discipline, which is clobornted into o complete
systom H the fnetory," '~ whero capital ereets its owm code "liks a privote legis-
lator.t : .

In o word, the whole syston of capitalist ?goduction "bogsod on the faet thel

the worlkmn sells his labor powur as a eomaodity™'” ende by having "the instri-
mont of labor strike dovm tho laborer':; !'Henee, the chnractor of independence
ond cotrangencnt which the cnpitalist mode of production as o wkole gives to the
instrumeuts of labour and to the product, as ngah?gt the worimen, is developed,
by means of riachine, into a thorough antngonism,!

Throughout the ten avetions of that single chaptor, "Mnchinory and Moderr
Induetry" Earx never lots go for n single instont the intormal dinloctie, the
cosontial relntion of subjeet to object, leading frexornbly to the absolute, irre
conelleblo contrndiction so that vhon ho strikes out agimst the vconomiats who

10, p. 492 13, p. 423 16.
1. pe 377 14, p. 424
12. p. 302 15. p. 431
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content thot therce can be no antogenisms sinee thoey cannot arise from the machiu-
cry Yag such” we are left breathless that there would be any other view of rachines
than as enpitel, opprossive, dominecring, oxploitative, full of contradictions,
perverse.  But, far frono thinking of Hegel, we think of this ncw world vision.-
FVeorm, however, a little loter Lrings us bock to Heguel when he Inmwgiis at Joln

Sturrd i1l for nitempting "to cnnex" such irrceoncilebles as David Ricardo's
theory of profit brecd on Inbor as scurec of wenlth to Liassnu Senior's "ronuoera-
tion of cbkatinence," "He is as mich ot hone in abesurd contmdictiozﬁ as he feels
ot sen in the Hogelion contrndietion, the gouree of pld) dinluectie,W

We are in o very differont world thwm the machines we saw in Grundrigse;
it ie the reol wordd of cepitnlism. And, if cven we wished to forget the strifeo
¢f the workuon ond michine, we cowldn't rid oursclves of the contradictions in
technology for oven "ns sueh” they arc preductive of criscs nnd ccoromice contre--
¢letions. For the plmple fact is thot soch techuologienl chimge mnkes cbsolete the
rnchinery which voutorday wao "perfect ¥  Large-scole cconomios pormdticed by toch--
nologicenl rovelutions do cllow for accumulation of ecapitnl anéd should make the
capitedist hoppy, but, unfertunatcoly, they clso lead to ceompetitive pressures to
. imtroduce still newer techmiques and "big capital starts eating little eapital.”
Koreosver, each rmachine scems to have o "will" of its ovm in opposition to the
notive feree of caplicliast production -- the production of valuo and surplus value,
lerx cndls this the "absclutce contradietion between the tochnienl necussities1 gf
medern Industry, and the socinl chnracter inhorent in the copitolistic form,"
wvhich doeen't stop the capitalist from ncving many headachos about his nachine
Mpredueing for produstion's sake," irrespective where there are "rcustomors.h
lorx cuntinues; "Ve have scen, too, how thds antagonism vents its roge din the
erontion of thot monstrogity, an industrizl rescerve army, kopt in misery in'order
te be alwoys ot the dlsposal of copital; in the inecssant humnn scerifleces from
arong the working elass, in tho most rockloss squandering of labor powor, in tho
devestotion cnuced ‘?§ a secilzl annrchy, vhich tums overy cconcmic progress into
o sceinal enlomity.! . ' . .

But, From the copltnlistic peint of viow, what is unoxplainable is that,
though hu kocpo investing more ond more into those wonderfully. officlont and cver
mightier nnd labor-saving machines, and the less ho has noued of those workers
congtontly in reveli, there suddenly appears o decline in tho rote of his profit,
no mattor how fabulous it grows in mass. Having gotten out of his crisils and
started on the nuw lovel of preduction with o higher organie composition of
copitnl —- pore that is cxpanded for constont than for voriable eapital -- thogce
neehings soor to bo destroying the very source of thoir valuo -- living labor it-
nclf, 8o ho beging te eoncontrete his eapital ond cuntralizo it ond go in for mora
machinus cnd ngoin these monsters are the enuse of Yoverproduction! nnd back goca
the eopitolist into ever deuper erdsoc, till he hne indulged hinoclf in Yecoloni-
sntion," A now and inturnntionnd division of labor, o division suilted to the
dovelopnents of tho chiof contuers of nodumm industry springs up, and converts one
part of the globe intec o chicfly ogricultural ficld of -produﬁaion, for aupplying:
the other part of which romnino n chiofly industricl ficid." This docs not

17. P, G96n 19. P. 493
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sbrogate the low of concontration nnd cantralizeticn of capitaé into "tho hoands
cither of o single capitalist or o single capitalist company.” :

411 this Morx wrote in 1867 cnd 1872, but no one listened, It sounded
7o utterly out of this world at the heyday of capitalism when there vinen't cven
o single trust around to speak of "one singlc copitalist compony™ holding nll
the weelth and yet on its way to callapse thot Mthe learned” peid no ottention —-
until 1922, when 21l come ereshing nbout their hende, ond then thuy all rushed
ngt to leorn the historie, clialcct:.c nethod which enubled Morx to cee technology
o the modvgming of the whole process of crisi_o-ﬁidden capitalistic production,
raeh luss the "histerie motive power of society,””” the prolctarint which slonc.
cxn regolve these contradictions, but only to learn Ythe mochersisn® on which to
crin thelr Business Cycle thecrics- -- or tochnoeratic mirages —- anyrthing at all
execpt the tearing up by its roots of valuer production. 4nd, ironicnlly enough.
they woere much, too much prosceupied with the "rypticisa" of the "kegelion leng-
v’*gn" a5 if thot exeused their not having scon vhere their socicty wes huadod for
hald? eontuny bECk' As Schunpeter put it: "I hold that the philosophic garb is
remsvable., S Sonchow, in the prucuss, they nlso removed both tho closs annly. :
cnd the rovolutioncry dinlectic! DBut, not nceidominlly, they clso scem to hove
mmch in ecrmon with Rugsian Gormamism vhich 1s alse busy separcting what Morx mac:
insepardble -~ technology and its cctusl historic contradictory dovelopment.
Instead of +the veonomic laws of capit:..'l.if:tic developnent, we hidar instead of
U$he laws of naturc" as Ytho objective bacis of technology® di, like in the volue
coniraversy, alleged "disregard of the hictorical prineipleM”™ mernsg denuding it
both of ite universzl class charnctor and the dieleetic of its dovelopment.. In-
doed, no private eapitelist ever drcumed more fontastic droagg of factoriecs run
:-utomt:l.cally with no nced "for the intractible hond of mon"“” thon do Russinn
‘Corrmmists, Vo rust, insto:xd retur to tho spedific class, the prolct...ri...t,
end ite rolatlonslip to Morx's, if not I{cgul's, Absolutos.

Ir'hrx‘ 53 Abaolutos

In eirecles of ustablished Marxiem there®have beon two voriations in the
"real ctory" of Morx's relationship with Hogel. One points out thot oven os a
young Left Hepelian, linrx had roclly M"finished" with Hegel end turned to the
real seionce of ceonomics."  The ofher variont admits a longor reictionship, bui
smkes 1% olear that it was sirietly limited to Ymothod” and oven there Marx trenc..
formod tho dinlectic into "anturinlist dinlectics." It is true, of course, that
Mors: bend to breok with Hogells Absolutes bofore he could discover the materinliod
conecption of history. But this hardly oxplains Morx's return to Hegel, ond nc .
sinplistie, that it was only for purposcc of "standing Hegol right side up," con
poasibly oradicate the deoep crgenie, porsistent relationship. Tolko the Yproof
poeitive," Hoegel's Absolutes., It 1o certodnly truo that there the brook wes
nogt deelolve.

21, p. 654
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23, p.513

g4, Josoph Schumpoter, Hictery of Fconomie Annlysis, p. 31

25. A, Zveriline, "History of Tochnology As o Uelence and Ac a Branch of Lonmiwg "
in Tochneleory rad Cultre, Wintor 1961
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Even there, however, it is worthwhils to trke o sccond lcok since it is
clenr ng he reaches the cnd of his anclywia of the proccss of production and moves
over to its "results" in the cccurmlation of capitel, thot the word, abaclute,
becones exueinl, The first of thosc absolutes, as we snw, was "the chsolute con—
tradietion Bc,-tw‘.cn the teehnical nocessitics of Modern Industrics ond the socinl
charncter.™’ And sinee "the cechanien of copitalist production so mannges motiers
that the obsolute inercase of ggpitol is pcecompanied by no corrusponding rise in
the genurcl demand Zor labor,"™™ we rmst finnlly confront the absclute goneral lnw
¢l eapltolist accwmilntion: "The greater the sceinl v*a.lth, the funciicning
oapitel, the cxiont end cnerpy of its growth, and thercfore, slso the sbsolute mnus
of *the proletnrint and tho productivencss of its laber, the greeter the indussrie:
TLSRIVe SITF .. .This 1o the abselute geneanl law of capitalist oeccurmtistion,.. It
fcllows thorerfore tlot in proportion as capital ac .:%gtcs, the 1ot of the
laboror, be his paymont high or low, must grow worra.' :

Now there 1s no dsubt that, where Hcgel's Absclutes are =lvwnys unitics —
of nistory and philosuphy, of theory and proctice, of subjeet and cbjoet — Marx's
are clwnys totol disruptions - abaselute, irrvconciloble contradictions, whether
that be of technienl bosc and ‘socicl chnrocter, or of accumulation of capitel of
onc. polo and miscry and wnenploymunt at the olher, or of denglnbor vs. living
labaxr. !

There Hegel 's Absolutes are alwnys high points, Marx's are alwoys collanens,
as iu tho noture of the low of motion of copitolist socicty. And vhero Hogel's
Absolutes are achivveble within the oxdsting francwork, Marx's tgar up the exiat-
ing socioty by its rootz. "Ihe oxpropriatorc are GXpro priuted." The destruction
¢f the cld i total. "The nogation of the negation"’' ollews in but the fointest
glimmer of the new; no blueprints of the future thore, mich less "Fhe eternnl
Tdena, in £11l fruition of its onscncrg eternnlly sots itsclf to worlc. engcnders
~and enjeys itself ne Absolutc Mind."”” We approcch the prolut%rian revolution onu
there stop; oven for o sight of “the swrming of tho hc-"vona" we st rend the
higtoric works, net Cagit'xl. .

. - But all this proves the oxact opposite of whet it is noont to prove. It

is proof cnly of the fact that Morx did not go in for cbetractions, thot for him
"$ho truth is conerutd," and thet he vies concerned with vne, and only one, his-
torde soelal formation: capitalisn, Its absolute is its downfnll. The logic of
Capital ia tho dinlectic of bourg_caie socloty - = state capitalism at one pola
ond the rovelt of the prolotariat ot the other. TBut in tho somo monnor os Morx's
developuent of the, form of the commodity were rolated to Hegel'u syllogistic
Univorsal, Partiewlor, Individunl, or the Doctrinu of the Notion in goncral, so -
Ythe absclute genernl low of capiialist ncousulction" is basod on Hegel's Absolute
Iden, mnde conercte for onc very conerete, vory snecific, very tronsitory hiatom.
socicl ordeor,.
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Biorx woull never have devoted no less than o quarter of n century to thot
"digrl scicnee,” politlen) cconomy, unless, in its Mrrxiotienlly rceonstructed
form, it helped disccern the law of notion of the cnpitnlistie soecinl formation.
Tie recongtructed scicnee mennt, however, thot not only did his originnl discover-
ive make the difference, but that these originnl econcnic cztogorics were so
philesophlenlly rooied that it ercated a new unity out of cecnorices, philosephy,
revolution, on o specific historie plonc., This new hiztoric plnne wos not ox-
nausted within the pericd of Marx's 1life not beccuse he was o Yprophot," but be-
cauge the historic raticnolity Eorx discoverced ce immenent in the life of man
mcont; in turn, thot it is living men who work out the menning of philosopay by
mkdng the theory of liberntion and the strugglc to be freec o unity. So much is
frce man the truc subject of history thnt Marx ealled the period in which he lives,
and the cre in which we still live, the Pre-history of mankind for man's true
history does not begin until he 1s free and gets to develop in full his univerue.
talents. In o word, there is no separation betweon theory ond practies, or
philoscphy and rovolution. ®other, it is bocnuse Isterie retionadisy is dmzmonc..h
in the actions of men that we can got o glimpse of the future, ond it is this :
antieipntion which Merx 'left to us, not as prophesy, but as tagk.

Finrlly, Icnin whe wos neither os organic o Heogolinn ns Morx dnd surely ru
ivery tower philesonher found that he 400 had to return to Hegel, cnd not to
work out the dialactic of cconcmics; but becnusce the polit‘ical' prassures of o
world crisis in which, with thoe eollapsc of capitalism, olso eone- the collapsce of,.
cotablished Morxism. In cxamdination of this we will first sce why it -was so
vnsy for Marx to {ranscend politiend ceonomy and “Porgesh it, that is, not wear
its birthmarks, and vhy one cculd do tho some with Foliorbachion eotericlism and
utopion socinlism but cculd not do the =ame with Hegelian dinlectics.
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