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CORRESPONDENCE

A LETTER

To the Editor of The New INtcrNatTIoNan:

1 have just read the Felnuary iwue
of The New INtersationan in which theve appears a critical
review of Frolich's biography ol Rosa Luxcinburg by Reva
Craine. I hasten to send lor publication the following com-
ments which, it seems 10 me, need urgently to be made, “Fhe
only section of the article that 1 aim concerned with at the
present is called “On the Réle of Accumulation.” Revi
Craine discusses the Luxemburgian theory ol cupital accumu-
Iation as if it were the accepted theory in the revolutionary
movement. She says that Luxemburg did not “merely”’ defend
Marx but “extended” his theories. Shie fails to state that the
“extension’” was decisively rejected by Lenin. Since, unlor-
tunately, Lenin's major criticisms are unavailable in English,
1 take this opportunity of acquainting English readers with
them. )

Rosa Luxemburg'’s Accumulation of Capital was published

in W'{All reierences to the book in this letter
"are from the ian translation by Dvoilasky, under the

his views on the bo, ne consists of is.communts on vari-
ous sections of the book, and the other is amoutline of an
article he evidently intended o write bur never completed.

However, the following year he did write [of the Encyclafir.

editorship of ljgyyu;&'l;t) hie same vear Lenin wrote
in his notcbooks (pykjiEhratas the 3 oraiki) two outlines of
ﬁl\go

dia Granat an article, "Karl Marx,” which has appeared in -

English. To this he apprnded a bibliography in which he
“an incorrect interpretation
of Marxist theory,” The comiments in the Leninski Shornik
(Vol. 22, pp. 848-248) are more extansive. The outline of the
io write follows:

. ROSA LUXEMBURG'S UNSUCCESSFUL SUPPLEMENT
: TO MARXIST THEQRY
P. y22
For example: .
1xj4_year ago. The \:n:m.mks agaimat the M’nrmsls. Legal Marvxists

e

und Soclal Democrats.
L R. memburg@mi?_ry
.. IIL Posing of the theorelica pmblem.-

IV, Rosa Luxemburg's (“supplement™). Criticism.  Anti-criticism,
V. Rosa Luxemburg's "supplement.” A filure,

dcmocrmic press and “squabble.”
YL Digletics and eclectics] -
L. Imperialism and realization of surplus value. (Rothstein, ele}
Lenin’s Notes ond Luxemburg’s Views
It can be seen from the above that Lenin was shsolutely
ecpposed to Rosa's theorp—Roth in this and throughout his
tiotes on the book h'.&pm@)re{cm to his dispute with the
Narodniks. I cannot go into iliat dispute here except 10 suy
that its very root was the question of the accomulation of capi-
tal, a subject to which Lenin devoted numevous articles and
the opening scctions of his famaus Devclopment of Capital-
ism in Russin. In his marginal notes he constantly refers tn
the latter.
Rosa Luxemburg herself had ne illusion about the rela.
tion of her views to Lenin's. She makes many references to

Iyin (the then psendonym of Lenin) and deals with his
polemics against the Narodniks. On pages 222-223 she quotes
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Lenin to the ellect 1hat the constani growth of constant capital
ar the expense of variable capital is a characteristic law of
capitalist prudluclion. and then aotments:

Bulgakov, Il;[u anel Tugan Baranovdky are gieatly mistaken when
v he!

y declare th] wilh this Jaw they have discovered the specific character
of capitatist ccomumy o which prodoction ds an glin T [1eedf 2 ingivid-
ual comunption merely & subsidlary condition. C\

She argued against the Bussian Marxists and tried to find
a solution to she cunllicting positinas on the question of accu-
mnlation between the twa positions, between what she called
{pages 256-257): “the peuy bourgeois shepticism of Sismondi,
Kirchman, Vorontsev and Nikolsi=thiey whn considered accu-
mulation impossible—and the salgar optimism of Ricarde,
Say and Tugan Baranovsky for whoin cpital can endlessly
fructify jtsell.”

Bt must be remembered ahat the dispuie s a theoretical
our, one which takes place within the framework of Marx’s
abstrace capitalism.  ‘Fhe dispute revolves around Luxem-

- burg's argument ihat capitalist accumulation is theoarctically

impossible unless capitalism can find non-capitalist strata at
home and abroad. This Lenin uncompromisingly denies.
Lenin does nov deny, 25 no sensible person could, the fact
that capitalism sceks foreign markets. But Luxemburg
thought that it must do so in order o realize surplus value,
Lenin stated that it did so in order to- be able to produre
greater surplus value, All lhrough his conunents Lenin's hos-
qu) to the specific contention of Luxemburg is manifest, Op-

posite her sentence: "Cap:tahsm has need of ron-capitalis
social strata as a market for ity surplus value,” Lenin remarks:
“Rubbish” in one place and "Kasha" (mush) in another.
That whole section of Luxemburg’s book (pp. 312-386) which
describes capitalism’s pursuit of fore:;_,n markeu is punctuated
by Lenin, thus:

-+« Capltalism moves to backward l.md: not for the sake of lhe vea-
lizator of sutphis value but [or the conveniences of cxploitation, gratui-
tous latior, etc. ‘The percentage is Ligger! That is all.. Pillaging of the
lands (gifts). loan at 1x-18 per cent, etc,, ete~thar i where the roof ks,
© ‘The root of Rosa's contention was entirely different. '

Reva Craine errs not only in depicting the place Luxem-
Iitg's bank oceupies in the Marxist movement, but also in
her summation of the theorstical objecuvc of the book. She
writeés: ‘ .

On the busis of Mnrx's !nrmu!nliam on accumulation ond exle':dcd
reproduction, she demonstrates that expausion, without which apitalism
cannot exist, proceads by a vast extension of the world market through
peactration imo and exploltation of non-capil.llut areny, (My =mphnsls
=F.F)

Rosa Luxemburg, on the other hand, writes (p 307):
He (Bulgakoy) thinks that with the help of

thgwe mathemail -
silae he resulved the guestion of accumulation. . ShBulmkov hel :
Cl“;)follom the Marxlst_methoed of investigation and finilates That very in-

frect posing BT the fuestion, withént noticlag its incorrectness™}

Further (p. 232} Luxemburg emphasizes “the insufficiency
of the dingrams at the end of Volume I1.” She devates a whole
chapter of her book 1o the Contradictions in the Schemata of .
Extended Reproduction. She concludes (p. 242):

‘Thus the Marxlan diagrans of extended repraduction conk! not ex-
plain the process of arcumulation as it occurs in reality and as i1 develops
historically.

In connection with what Reva Craine calls the “formii-
lations” must be considered the diagrams at the end of Vol-
ume 1 of Capital beeanse no party in the accumadation dis
pute ever considered the formulre except in close connection
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with the diagrams. Rosa herself uses “formulze,” “diagrams,”
“scheme,” “schemata” interchangeably. She goes to great
lengths to express her disagreement with (he theoretical prem-
ises of Marx's work on capitalist accumulation in Volume il.
{She contended thut Marx never finished the work, it was put
together from fragments and it did not rvepresent anything
like his completed views and, in fact, contradicted Voluines
I and IiL) She took first of all the diagrams and showed tha,
taken by themselves they could permit no other interpretation
than production for the sake of production, which she called
‘an ad infinitum vicious circle as expounded by Tugan Bara-
novsky” (p. 229). However, she then proceeded 10 quote ex-
tensively from all threec volumes of Capital and from his
Theories of Surplus Value and concluded (pp. 228-230) thau:

...even wken Marx speaks of the "aciual structure of socicty,” he
pays attention exclusively to the participants in the consumption of sur-
plus value and wages, corsequently, only to the suala clinging 1o the
basic capitalist categories of production.... Thus there is no doubt at all
that Marx withed *o describe the process of accursulation in 2 society
compoied exclusively of capitalists and workens under Lhe general and ex-
clusive domination of ithe capitalist method ¢f production, But under
these circumstances his formulae permit an sther interpretation than pro-
duction for production’s sake.

With this she viotenmtly disagreed. She counters with an

atempt to bring in underconsumption: “And thus who rea-

lizes 1he constantly growing surplus value?” (p. 231). And
finally, on p. 259, she states her own canclusions emphatically:

Accumulation of capital eanmot Le conceived, it we presuppose the
exclusive and absolute domivation of the capilallst method of produe.

tlen; more thase that, it is inmncclvnb!e in any respect wilhout ‘non-capl-
1alint circles,

It is alongside this passage that Lenin wrote: “The root
of the mistake.” There can be no reconciliation whatever of
his position and I..uxernburgs. ' '
Ne:essﬂy for Clarity

This is by no means an academic qucuion nor one belong:

ing to the distant past. William B!ake, in his An American
“Looks at Kar! Marz, published in 1919, gives practically twen-
ty pages to Rosa Luxemburg and the "Accwnulation” debate.
In her recent (1y y42) An Essay on Marxian Economics, Joan
Robinson bemoans the fact that Rosa Luxemburg's aitempt
to make an underconsumptionist of Marx has not been taken
seriously in the revolutionary movement. In America the

question has been once more reopened by the Stalinist, Paul

© Sweezy, who, in his The Theory of Capitalist Develofiment,
a!though criticizing Luxemburg along the lines of Lenin's
criticism, himsell makes a desperate attempt to turn the Marx-
. ist theory into one of underconsumpticnism.

It behooves us to study the problem more thoroughly, It
was not 'my intention in ihis lever, ror could I possibly in
such brief space, detail the full positions of Lenin and Luxem-

burg. What I have intended 1o do and what, in my opinion,-

needs immediately to be done is to counteract the urterly false
{and dangerous) impressions Reva Craine gives in her “criti-
cal review.” No critical reviewer could fail 10 be aware of the
ditlferent puints of view in this historic debate. Or, at any mie,

leave such {alse impressions as must certainly arise from sen-
e y » CORRECTION: +~

ences like the following:

On the hasis of fier theory, Rosa Luxemnburg proved the inevitability
of the collapse of capitalism, that it cannot emerge from it contradictlons
and continue Emitless expansion. (My emphasis.—F. F))

I Reva Craine accepts Luxemburg's basis, she is, of course,
entitled to her opinion but she should, at least, have stated
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that Lentn and other greal Marxists neither accepted the basis

nor thought that the inevitabilivy of (he collapse of capitalism

eoufd be proved on that bavis,
Reva Craine {further writes:

She (Luxamburg) thetefore pnt soclalism on a4 more scientilic foot-
ing. stzipping it of 1t last shreds of utopianism,

Wihat, may 1 ask, were the elements of “utapianism' in
Marx's dectrine in general and of accumudation in particular
which were eradicated by Luxemburg?

Furpnir: FOREST.

A

A REPLY

in reply to the somewhat over-
wrought fetter of Freddis Forrest, I want 1o make a few brief
obscrvations,

1—Lenin's disagreement with Luxemburg's dccumulation
is & universally well known [act, and although it was an omis-
sion noi Lo have mentioned it in my review, it cereainly is
silly 0 imply. in this omission a conspiracy ond a “dangern”

It is interesting, however, to note that although' Lenin
prom:sed to write a book 2gainst Luxemburg on this ques.
tion, from 1913, when her book was published, up until his
death, he did not do so. This was the period when he wrote
Imperialism: The Last Stage of Capitalism, in which no refer
ence is made to Luxemburg, although he wrote voluminously
against her on all other questions on which the two disagreed.

g~1f Freddie Forrest knows the origin of Luxemburg's

"boak, and ageinst whom it was written, she could readily have

understood that my reference to “stripping socialism of its
last shreds of utopianism” was to the German and Austrian
social-patriotic revisionists (Bauer & Co.), who claimed that
capitalism would fall not as a result of its own inherent con-
tradictions but as a result of the indignation to which it drives
the working class,

-8=In her quorations’ from Luxemburg, ‘Freddie Forrest
shows that she herself does rior understand what it is that Lux-
emburg accepted or rejected in Marx, but she does reveal her
misconception of Marxian cconomics by adhering to the erro-
neous concept thar under capitalism. producliun takes placc
“for the sake of production,”

4—Lenin's rejection of Luxemburg's theory is in and-by
itself neither a confirmation nor a refutation of i, any more
than “kasha™ and “rubbish” are theoretic criticisms. An ob-
jective discussion on the merits of Luxemburg's book is pos-
sible only on the basis of a first-hand knowledge of it, which,
I am afraid, neither of us can have ar the present time. Any
other discussion of this work is presumpiuous.

Reva CRAINE.

Ehw?*h

‘An A 1l} is ol;,

g

Inruclt.,
Russian Economy,” which appeared in the February issue of /i(}'
The NEw INTERNATIONAL, it was erroneously siated thiat Mme.
Litviuov headed the perfume trust, whereas in reality it was
Mme. Molotov.
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