From: THE MAKING OF MARX'S CAPITAL (German ed, was 1968; English. 167?)
by Roman Rosdolsky

On _RL
On p, 22, i.e, the very introduction. he brings in “
RL at once, even though at that point he is eritical of RL and‘/g)i
- Suppeesdly<for Marx's theory of accumulation) he says: :

"Thls does show, however, that Marx's theory ¢f crisis had ’gaps®

in the sense that he naver again had the opportunity of dealing
with the problem at its most concrete level,{rd -~ which ic
ridiculous since Vol. III was written in the mid-lQGOs. Yol,IX

was much later and needless to say on the gquestion of criaes.'

Marx ke up 21l the way until the ond of hia life.) To this
axtenifgL'a eriticism contains an-element of truthand the

spedific pages he refers t¢ are pp. 165 =170,

‘ The 2nd appendlx to. his. introduction- is"whnlly‘dgvoted
{;gﬁﬁl»—ﬁﬁgthodologlcal Comments on RL's Critique of Marx® s“?

chemes of Reproduction*(pp. 63-72) o

The peculiarity of this appendix is thet he calls
attention to the fact that all itieisms of Vol, II
written there seems to be a " e_methodologic
Qﬁ§§5§3§8" which &% she adOpted1i§*%he star*ing point of her :
clem,,."

: Whereupon he supposedly will be complptely metho oiogical

o saying that her 2 methodological questions wesmee® were: 1)/

(s ¥ tuld the process be vi d from the individual or the aggregate
k/rd?\ix #'gocial capital B? ( 2? "Is this latter method -consistent with

+he abstraction of a soc
wagyers?"

composed entirely of capitalists and

On p. 66 RR has the most involved convoluted way of
bringing in Trotsky's permanent revolution. He says that it is
absolutely true that the Accumulation of Capital des " SNRETNEXFEX

“nigtorical-precess presupposes Trom 1§¥"¥S_T§§F?F1ﬂﬂzue~
of pre-capitali ic formmtions in which it ceaselog§%¥vﬁ7
is at this point that footnote 9 comes iR
his is dealt with very nicely by Trotsky in his permanent
revolution. *"Capitalist development -~ not in the sbstract form
of the se d volume of Capital, which retains all their signifi-
cance as 8 age in analysisy bu®t in historical reality -- took
place and cou place by a systematic expansion of its
) w153 ¢ of Ferm, Rev' T3 ®In the process of its development
.«r‘T’ and conseéquently’ in‘the“si”ﬁggle with its internal coniradlctions
@#Qy *  every national capital turns in an ever-increzasing degree to the
reserves of the“external market,* +that is, the reserves of
world economy. The uncontrollable expansion NSRRI rowing
out of the MWIRNEER®N{ permanent internal crises of capital
constitutes a progressive force up to the timP when it turns into
a force fatal for capitalism,®

. He elaims that ii's easy to discover RL'uy error
"once one has read the rough@ draft {rd -- i.e. Crundrisse)
It lies in the complete neglect of Marx's categories, Capital

in general,.. "
— e
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Peculiarly enough on p. 169. he quotes from the
Theories of Surplus Velue, Jol, I, pp, 492 = 93y, which he
says aré¢ the precise ones RL™q teewithout-giving the
slightest attention to the most important thingthere ~-
Marx's distinction between ' the general nature of capital!

cand the 'real relations*,"” (The whole of chapter 18 in

Iheories of Surplus Value is on Ricardo's theory of
accmulation and of course a critique of it (pp,470-546)
80 that'the_three pages RR refers to is on the form of

‘ : @5/ 72So vne car see that the ° biloodless fiction!
for which burg rebukes Marx is none other than the study
of the social reproduction brocess in the context of ‘eapital
in genersl.' This ddmonstrates the extant to which she mig~

interprets the method of Gapital ..."  Whersupon even though

. he praises VIL for calling sttention to methodology, he iz .
totally opposed to Lenin, _ ' y

iast of the para,s in this discussion on methddology

ends with %gge retains the merit of having placed this perspactive.

(rd. 8@-ecconomic expansion) back in.the center of the discuseion;
8 perspective vhich follows directly Sfrom Marx®'s theory .

:~.itaelf; but which posed $BMBEMEKXX intractinle problems for the
~reformist epizonss of the Second International,”.y o

~Finally, in his critical excumsu s_¥h he is es-

" pecially sharp in the attack on:Lenin {pw472-482) he

returns to Luxemburg (pp L90=505) ;. bne wIn it ig the
historie and methodologic t—hé/startsi with, We are

actually returning to the fact that a"since” the critics of RL
rejectdd the ti;ory of breakdown,fi. they were ®rong and therefore

RL was right, Ltg B Accumulation whose centrel theme --
disregarding the seconddgv snd subslidiary material - involvasg "

stressing the idea of breakdown and hence the revolutionary kernel
of Narxism, can only be understood ... ag a reaction to the
neBrharmonist interpretation of Marxs o theory,” - (p. 491)

. On .ph92 fin, 123, quotes_RL's-raccoco statement
hot only as if it were only "a_passing moocd" and-a’ feeling of
annoyance at the sham§ orthod of her critizees" but besides
acts as if she had made that rehark on Vol, 2 instead of Volume 1.

And of course on p, 498 he comes to defend Langm




. - SOME NOTES ON RDSDOLSKY 'RE RL, 1 -~ The Methodological
o Import of Grundrisse :

- \
f

It's all devoted to the flrat three "books" which are-
‘listed very mechan1cally but every other word ie “m%hodcﬂo icall
fassumptions“ He does have one good point cn the zbstract

‘anc concrete regarding the fact that it's a movsment from

"abstract to concreie because it is the way of appwehending
;ooncrete and reproducing it in thought, Q Kis "The concrete
i;is concrete becauss it is a synthesis of many determinations.
:hbnce a vnity of the diverse. - Therefere, 'says Ros. '

continui g KM'B exp1ana+ioni "process. of synthesia"“

Varioas. different levels of the concretn;
/

ettt ————— i
. ) . T ————————

The 2 ways or answer1ng RL are ; (1), pp 63 tam 72. which
_1ares upposed to be on the methodology of the schema of repro_f;-
"duction; and (2) jumps all the way to part 7, which is his’
':critical nycuraus and the actual final part, and thers it‘

'On RL's crltique, pp 490" - 505. . _
(He quotes KN on Fourier: "Labor

éanhot bécome play., ag Fourier would 1ike...Free.time...ha;
naturallv transformed its possessor intoc a dlfferont suhject e
materially creative and objectifying signs, as regards the

human being who has become, in whose head exists the accumulated

knowledge of society.” ('p. 12 in the Grundrisse),

The key WipWMEEBX pages are pp 460-464%, key in the fenae
that he goes back to the Narodnik debate with the legal Marxists
in Russia on Yol, II, and that includes Engels' debate with
Danielson, which has the following dates: (a) Dan. to Engels
Feb, 3, 1887 and 11/24/1891.
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* RR " : ’

LRDf KM Bays "Concept as presuppositioﬁ “-as a moggg;'
is to be - diatinguished from the accumulation of capital which
ia still to become canltal. " Now finally, RR's own "Critical (!)
Excursus" a+tacks vIL, (p. hoe-i78), blames"Stalinista“ for ap«
pending Lenin 8 writings on Vol, II of Marx's Capital as
Bometning that VIL himself wobldn't have tolersted; half

-fis devoted to defe éé of RL. and 'wholly an overestimation
- _o wh n(PPhgo-hQQ)he gets on the "historic_

\ground" ‘he says RL (p._#91) can be

o’ help in the 111ustration ers. (D, 49¢)s‘,"RL's methodolog;uai-f“,&

error'muau seem all the more surprising in that she came verv
near to 8 corrnet understanding of the methodological agsump~-

tion behind the schema." . v .
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