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FORM AND SEQUENCE OF CHAPYER 2, Part II

£

In 1903 there is enough criticism of the fact that

no independent contributions by Marxists have appeared ever
eince the death of Engels and the'publica.tion of volune III
that RL rises to the chullenge . 0On the one hand, she admite
that is so but denies it has &n)lrthing to do wifh the rigidity
of Marx's theory. She says that first of all that would hold

true. only on the ouestion of the economic lawa of cap:r. valsm

that Marx describes and they gladly followed, because nothing'
ha~ happéned An SREUNAGFANE capitalism to disprove them,

On the other hand, str;e says that Marx's greatest contritution'

- --the materialist dialectical ‘conception of history -~ is

ha:édly mor e than-' g few inspired 1eading tlmughts ", that

there is plen*y of room i‘or Aevelopment, so that 1f the

’Marxiat h\.ritage lies fallow! it is not Mawx's fault but that
of the Marxisto, g9 And whereas it is very important to develop

Marx the point is that m Capital, even when they knew
on:;'fr volume I is so avsolutely great and sufficient for

carrying on the class struggle that they as the party of

- practical fighters have done magnificently. BETESANINNEI

TS They have both grown, and as the "party of
practical fighters" their needs "are aot yet adeguate for
the utilization of Marx's ideas™ which comprise such "a

wvhich
titanic whoi ’ ranecends the plain demands of the
Id

proletarian class struggle for whose purposes Lt was created.™
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Luxemﬁurg's article a ﬁeara in the same month
a that Kautsky rublished 5 tgehumcua papers what he called
"a fragmentury sketch of a treatise that was to have served
‘gé an introduction to his main work" which wag dated Augﬁ 23,
71857._'We kpow, of course; by now, that that was ghe Introéuc-
.Ition to the Grundrisse which was first published in English
in 1904 as an Appendix to Criticue of Political Economv, while

thg "rﬁndgisse were not yet Known and wers not published in full.ing'

‘English until quite recently (1973), part of which were published*‘?‘@“"

88 Pre-Oapitalist Economic Formatioms in 1964, . bub there
,iéﬂnéjﬁoﬁbt whatever that it didiaS'metHddology ﬁecomerthe:;
',centgrpoiﬁt 6f ali'd;scussiona. The question is, what did if

’emé&h? "“as it significent other than endless repetition
that.producfion is central and intellectual_developmgnt mexre
-réflectibn“of ;t. Jés its significance in any way related to
the Hegelian dialectic, though 1t‘13 ag Hegelian as anything
in the very early essays which they rejected, Was it anythiqg

more $han a new formulation of the perennially quoted—
. st

to Critique of Political Ecnomy :" It ie not the consciouéness
of mi; that determines their existence, but on the contrary
thair social existence that determines their consciousness,"?
Unofrtunately, cléarly no. Therefore we must return to

Marx's SENER Grundrisse., aven YK though we will limit our-
selves to that iniroduetion and to ths Pre-Capitalist
Formations, The latter, while it was not known as integral

to the Grundrisse, was known to the extent that, as journalist
\political. \
Marx had been raising some very n;$7gT ons in the N.Y.(bailx,
e ———e. *

Heral Tribune.
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o The sections on Pre-Capitaliist Formeiions must be
‘developed on the plane-qﬁiizgaxx of +the Chinese Revolution,
1941; wheress the Introduction thai Kautsky published must be

. developet to prove how absoiutely stone~deaaf they were to
pailosophy. |

Marx's
Whether it is wEference to the' nyth of Adam or
Prome‘i.he-.za 8% ungled on Hhe idea ready-made, and then it das

g@opted,ﬁe»c. (6r, p., 85) as if it were only a dig at Proud-

" hon, ‘or whether it vas the reference to "the Mongols M with
',:their devastation in Pussia, &, g. ware actzng in ‘accordance
 -'with thelr product ofu..’ /Lnd th- mode of pillage is i*self o (p-gsj“
in turn determined by the mode or proéuction" the undaratand;ng
i hardly went oeyond repeating what they alregdy‘knew of ecnomics,
One would'have thought that the central Bection cn'fhe Mefhod
of Politial Economy{pp. 100 - 108) which was the first de-
-_§e10ped view Bf history not alone as historic events but of
‘history s as shaped and reshaped®® Ly “labor" especially
since the methodolozy ends withrg prezentation of what he

alysi
intends to do with all of the five @WMEEE suhjects, from

of categories as revealing "the inmner struecture of bourgeois

society" {to the guestion of colonies and the world market in

crisis, would have made them sitop to question themselves as g
should have {aid attpnziga_’ﬂ
the "party of practical fighters™, urely/the 1 princip e

that Marx enunciates ag "dialectic of the concepts productive

zoree—{means_of production)and relations of production , a

dialectic whose boundarizs are to be determined, and which

does not suspend the real differente,"
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