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Luxemburg’s Theory of Accumulation

How It Differed with Marx and Lenik

- e . ’

) . . Rosa Luxembnrg’s Accumulation  she arrive at false’ conclusions. What makes this a prébl_em'o A
of Gapital! is a critique of Marx’s theory of expanded repro- the day is that lier conclusions are repeated not metely by' &
_ duction as analyzed in Volume II of Capital. The qitestion ot bourgeois economists but even' within' the revolutionary, Marx
" the accumulation of capital has been the central theme of po- ist movement. ‘The current preoccupation with “customenrs
litical economy. It was rhe subject of debate between Ricardo  and “markets” can best be answered by u restiteinént: o
ar.d Malthus, Say and Sismiondi, Engels and -Rodbertus, and.. Marx’s theory of capitalistic accumulation and’ Luxembiirg’
Lenin uand the Narodniki {Populists). Luxemburg occupies a  deviation from it. : R
conspicuons, but unenviable, position in this debate—that ‘of ' : . .
a revolutionist hailéd by bourgeois economists ashaving sup- :
plied “the clearest formulation” of the problem of “cffective T. His Premise T T
demand” until Kevaes' The General Theory of Employment, Since the publication of Volime II of Capital the piv
Interest and Money.2 It is typical of hourgeois economics that  the dispute on expanded reproduction has been Marxls dia
in 1945 they wero disrussing the market problem, which Marx-  grammatic presentation of how surplus value is réalized in'ai -
ists were discussing thirty years agu. o . ideal capitalist society. e e
Prior to 1914 the statification of production and the proi» To undarstand the formulae one must comprehend ‘the
lem of accumulation were not posed.as sharply as-today in premise upon which they are built: a closed capitalist saciety, -
terms’ of the decline in the rate of profit. Accumulation seemed i, an isolated sociéty dominated by the law of value” i
to the bourgeoisie then to be a question soluble by the expan- For Marx the fundamental conflict in a-éapitalist ‘society

sion of the market. It is-true that Luxemburg posed the prob-  is chat between capital and labor; all other elements are sub-
lem $n such terms. But her main preoccupation even then was  ordinate. If this is so in life, then the first necessity in tiebzy,”
with the collapse of capitalism, -Methodically, however, she far more even than in society, is to pose the problem ay’on
did depart from Marxism in the analysis of the question of the between the capitalist and the worker, purcly and simply.. .
sccumulation of capitai, and it was incvitable, therefore, that Hence the assumption of a society consisting only of workérs
. C : - and capitalists. Flence the exclusion of “third groups” and, as.
.. 1. Accumuistion of Capltal, & Contributica to the Rcosomle Bx- he '“_ales mPeaWdIY" the exclusion of fnrcl_gn tmdc_.'m‘ ha"’in_x'
.planmtion of lmperialtim, by Tosn Luxemburg, ist od., published 1 pothing to do fundamentally with-the confiict between: the
1913, There hns been much confusion botween this book and ber vorke d the capitili - ' . e
Anticritique, first published in 1919, end called Accumuintion of Capl- worker and the capitalst. . N .
tak ox That the Eplgoncs Have Made of the Marxiat Theary—in A capitalist society is distingnished from all previous.so.
Antieeitlqae. a Yras republishe n as Volnmo (1} er fira Tatin H - . e . S S o
* hpok ol Acoumibation. In Uils srticle, Volulns T of her Work will be cieries b!ﬁ _h'"_ﬂg a..valyc-prsvduang society. 'J:"he _13_}?—.95;Y?}!{,
referred to an Aceumulntion and Volusaw 11 k8 Auilerlifque, Acenmu-  has nothing in common with the fact that in other class"so-_
tatlon refers to the Russian transintion by Dvollataky. edited by Buk- ~ : . [
harin and published In Mozcow In 1921, Antlerltique Tefors to the 1923 e N
German edltion. 2. Of. eapecinlly Oapiial, Vol. I1, page B48. Val, IIT, page 300, an

1. Ct, M. Kaleck]: Faxays on the Thoory of Fronamie Fiaetuatlons, The Thecrlea af Surplus Valos, Vol. It Part 1L, page 161 (the refer
page €F. A co onces to Tho Theorius, stc, In this article are ta the Russlan edition).
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ctetles the worker was paid his means of subsistence, Herc
the thirst fur unpaid hours of labor comes from the very na-
ture of production and is not limited by the gluttony of the

master. Value, the sodially necessary labor time needed to pro- -

duce commoditics, is constamly changing due to the unceasing
technological revolutions in production, and this is a never-
ending sourre of disturbance in the conditions of production
as well as in the social relations, and distinguish capitalisn
from all other modes of production. Marx's isolated capitalist
socicty is dominated by this law of value, and Marx does not
let us forget thae shis law is a law of the world market:

The Industrialist alwaya hos the world market before hlm, com-
pares ond must continually compare his cost prives with those of
the whole world, and nol vily with those of his heme marketd

Thus, while Marx excludes forcign trade, he nevertheless
places his society in the environment of the world market.
These are the conditions of the problem. What is his purposc?

2, His Purpose

Marx's [amous [ommulae in Part HI of Veiume 11 were
designed to serve two purpnses.

Gn the one hand, he wished to expose the “incredible ab-
erration” of Adam Smith, who “spirited away" the constant
portion of capital by dividing the tetal social production, nat
into conswnt capital (c), variable capital (¥), and surplus
value (sv}, but enly into v plus s. (The teminology Smith
used for v and £ was "wages, profit and rent.”)

On the other hand, Marx wantcd to answer the under
consumptionist argument that continued capital accumula-

tion was impossibls because of the impossibility of “realizing” :

surplus value, ie, of sellingF
Marx spends a scemingly interminable tme, in exposing |
the ervor of Smith, That is because it is the great divide which |

separates both bourgeois political economy and the petty- |

bourgeois critique from scientific socialism. Smith's error be-
came part of the dogma of political economy because it dove

" tailed with the class interests of the bourgeoisic to have that
.. error retained, If, as Smith maintained, the constant pertion

of capital “in the final analysis” dissolved itself into wages,
then the workers need nor struggle against the “temporary”
appropriation of the unpaid hours of labor. They need merely
wait for the product of their labor to “dissolve” itself into
wiges, Marx proves the contrary to be true. Not only does ¢
niot “dissolve” jtself into wages, but it becomes the very instru-
nentality through which the capitalist gains the mastery over
the living worker, ‘ ) T

In disproving the underconsumptionist theory, Marx dem-

. onstrates that there is no direct connection between produc-
-, tion and consumption. As Lenin phrased ie:

The difference in view of the poity bourgeols cconoraists from
the views of Marx does not consist in the fact that the first replize
in general the connection between production and consumption in

capitalist society, and the second do not. (Thix would be sbsurd.)

‘The distinétion consiats in this, that the petty bourgeois economists

considered this tie between production and consumption to be a
diract one, thought that produetion follows consumption. Marx
shows that the connection is only an indirect one, that it iz so con-
nected only in the final inatance, beeause in capltalist soclety con-
sumption follown production.t

The underconsumptionists construed the preponderance
of production aver consumption to mean the “avtematic” col-

4. Tnpital, Vo, 7IL page 308, .

§. When In this article tha word ‘realization” ta uped In Jts under-
consuinptionlst menning of aale, It ia always put In quotes.

8, V. Lenin, Collested Works, Vol. IL, page 421 (Russ, ed.),

108 .
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lapse of capitalist society. Where the classicists saw only the:
tendency toward cquilibrium, the peity-bourgeois critics see

anly the tendency away from equilibrium, Mare demonstrates

thm hoth tendencies are there, inextricably connected,

3. The Two Depariments of Soclal Production and the
Coaditieas for Expanded Reproduction

To illustrate the process af accumulation, or expanded
reproduction, Marx divides social production into two main
departmenis—Department 1, production means of production,
and Department I, producing means of consumplion. .

The division is symptomatic of the class division ir society.
Marx categurically refused to divide social production into
more than two depaitments, for example, a third department
for the production of gold, aithough gold is neither 2 means
of production nor a means of consumption, but rather a means
of circulation. That is an entirely subordinate question, how-
ever, to the basic postulate of a closed society in which there
are only two classes and hence only two decisive divisions of
socin] production. It is the premise that decides the bounda-
ries of the problem. The relationship between the two
branches is net merely a technical one. It is rooted in the
class relationship between the worker and the capitalist.

"7 Surplus value is nox some disembodied spirit floating be-
' tween heaven and earth, but is embodied within means of pro-
i duction and within means of consumplion, To wy to' separatc

 surplus value from tneans of production and from means of

f’ consumption is to fall into the petcy-bourgeois quagmire ‘of
! underconsumptionism. As Lenin put it:.

The. pos'tulnte that capimliat.i cannct realize surplus value is
only & vulgarized ropetition of the quandary of Smith regatdiog
realization in general. Only part of surplus value consists of menns

B Y

of consumptlon; the other consists of means of productiom, “Con- . .

} -sumption” of this latler in reulized through production. «+o Theren *
forc the Narodniki who preach the jmpossibility of realizing sur- .
i plus.valuz eoght logically to acknowledge the impossibility of real. -

h[llgfglxslant capital and thus to return to Adam Smith.?
This is fundamemal to Marx's whole concaption. It cyts
through ihe whole tangle of warkets, Marx’s point is that the

bodily form' of value predetermines the destination of com-.
moditics. Iron is not consunied by people but by steel; sugar " .

Is not consumed by machines but by people. Value may be
indifferent te the use by which it is borne, but i must be in-
corporated in some use-value to be realized. Alone the use:
value of means of production, writes Mars, shows how im-
porant is “the determination of use-value in the determina:
tiun of economic orders.”? In the capitalist economic Jorder
means of production forms the greater of the two departments
of social production. And hence also of the “market,” In. the
United Staws, for instance, 90 per cent of pig iron.is “con-
sumed” by the companies 'which produce it; 50 per cent of
the “market” for the products of the steel industry is the wans:
portation industry. ‘ L

It is impossible to have the slightest comprehension of the
cconomic laws of capitalist production without being oppres-
sively aware of the réle of the material form of constant capi-

1al, ‘The material elements of simple production and’ repro-, *
duction—labor power, -aw materials and means of production ‘¢~

—are the clemenis of expanded reproduction. In order 1o pro-
duce ever greater quantities of products, more means of pro-

duction are necessary. That, and not the "markel,” is the dif-

ferentia specifica of expanded reproduction.

7. Cf. Lonin, Collected Works, Vol. II, pake 33 (Ttuss. od.).

#. CF. Marx, Theorles of Surplos Valre, Vol. II, Part 12, page 118, .
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Marx proceeds further to emphasize the key importance of
the materiai form of the preduct for purposes of expanded re-
production by beginning his illustration of expanded repro.
duction with a diagram showing that, so far as its value is con-
cerned, expanded reproduction is but simple repreduction.

It is not tha quantity but the destinution of the given elenicnta
of simple roproductlon which I changed and this change is the
material busis of the subsequent repreduction.?

The difficulty in vadesunding expanded reproduction
lies not’in the value form of production, but in the compari-
sen of the value with its material form.

Marx's view is that in order not to get lost in “a vicious
circle of prerequisites”—of constantly going to market with
the products produced and returning from the market with the
commuwlities bought—ihe problem of expanded reproduction
should be posed “in its fundamental simplicity.” That can be
done by a realization of wtwo simple facts: (1) that the very law
+f capitalist praduction brings about the augmantation of the
working population znd hence that, while part of the surplus
value must be incorporated inte means of conswmption, and
transformed into variahle capital with which to buy more
labor power, that iabor power wiil always be on hand; aud
(2) capitalist praduction creztes its own market~pig iron is
needed for steel, sieel for machine construction, ctc., ete.—and
that therefore, so far as the capital market is concerned, the
eapitalists are their own hest “eustomers” and “buyers.” There-
fore, concludes Matx, the whole complex question of the con-
ditions of expanded reproduction can be reduced to the fol-
lowing: can the surplus product in which the surplus value is
incorporated po directly (without first being sold) into, fur-
ther production? Marx’s answer is: "It is not needed that the
latter {means of production) be sold; they can in nature again
enter into new production,”1? ] .

" Marx establishes that the total socixl product cannot be
Meither” meaus of production "or" means of consumption;
there is a preponderance of means of production sver means
of consumption (symballicaily expressed as mp/mc), That not
only is so but it must be so, for the use-values produced in
capitalist society are not those used by workers nor even by

“capitalists, but by capital. It is not “people” who realize the

greater part of surplus value; it is realized through the con-
stant expansion of constant capital. The premise of simple
reproduction—a society composed solely of workers and capi-
talists—~remains the pramise of expanded reproduction. -
At the same time surplis value, in the aggregate, remains
uniquely determined by the difference between the value of
the product and the value of labour power, The law of value
continues to dominate over expanded reproduction. The

whoie problem of the disputed Volume II is to make apparent

that realization is not a question of the market, but of. pro-
duction. The conflict in production -and therefere in society
is the conflict berween capital and labor. That is why Marx
would not be moved from his premise.

II-LUXEMBURG'S CRITIQUE

1. Reallty vs, Theory

The mair burden of Luxemburg’s critique of Marx’s the.
ory of accumulation was directed against his assumption of a

closed capitalist society. She gave this assumplion a twodold

meaning: (1) = socicty composed solely of workers and capital-

- ists, and (2) “the rule of capitalism in the entire world.”

8. Cf. Marx, Capiial, Vol. II, page 502,
10, Bame an foothole 8,

Marx, however, did not posc the rule of capital in the
entire world, but its rule in a2 single isolated nation. When
Luxembusg’s critics! pointed this out to her, Luxemburg
poured vitriolic scorn upon them. To speak of a single capitdl-
ist suciety, wrote Luxemburg in her Anticritique,1® was a "fan-
tastic absudity” characteristic of the “crassest epigonism.”
Marx, she insisted, could bave had no such stratospheric con-
teption in mind. Nevertheless, 25 Bak!:arin pointed out, Lux-
emburg was noc only misinterpreting Marx's concept, but mis-
reading the simple fact, which Marx had most clearly put on
paper: “In order to simplily the guestion (of expanded repro-
ductinn) we abstract forcign uade and examine an isolated
nation."1?

Luxemburg, on the other hand, argued that a “precise
demonstration”™ from history would show that expanded repro-
duction has never taken place in a closed sociery. but rather
through distribution 10, and expropriation of “non-capitalist
strata and non-capitalis socictics.” Luxemburg falsely counter-
posed reality to theory. Her critique sprung theoretically from
this one fundamental error. She was betrayed by the powerful
historical development of imperialism that was taking place
to substitute for the relationship of capital to labor the rela-

Honship of capitalism to non-capitalism. This led her o deny

Marx's assumption of a closed society. Once she had given up
the basic premise of the whole of Marxist theory there was ni
place [or her to go but to the sphere of exchange and coisump-
tion, . : o
- That there is ue paisible escape from this dilemma is most

clearly revealed by Luxemburg herself, Some of the best writ. -

ing in her Accumulation occurs in her description of the “real”

process of accumulation through the conguest of Algeria,

India, the Anglo-Boer war and the carving up of the Afiican
Empire; the opium wars against China, the extermination of

the American Indian; the growing trade with non-rapitalist

societies, and ari analysis ol protective tariffis and militarism.
Luxemburg-had become so blinded by the powerful imperial-
ist phenomena of her day that she failed to see that all this had
nothing to do with the problem posed in Volume II of Capital
which is concerned with how surplus value is realized in an
ideal capitalist world. Neither bas it anything to do with the
“real” process of accumulation which Marx analyzes in Vol-

L L P ol

ume III, for the rcal process of accumulation is a capitalist . . <=

process or one of walue production. . S
Luxemburg, on the other hand, writes that: ‘ ‘

* The most impostant thing is that value can be realized neither
by workers nor by capitalists but only by social strats who thom-
selves do not produce capitalistically.i4 ’

It was not hy accident that Luxembury found that she.
could not discuss capitalistic accumulation without bringing
in other modes of production. Errors of thought, even when
committed by grent Marxists, have a logic of their own. Just
us it is impossible in the actual class struggle to take a position *
between the capitalist class and the proletariat, so it is impos-
sible to take a position belween the two modes of thought re-
fecting the role of the two classes in the process of production.

Thus there was eniy one thing theoretically left for her to do, .

11. The rrgument wasz compliratcd by the fact that, tn the major-
iy, her eritien woro reformiain. 8ho, on the other hand, attaeked In-
diecylminately both tha revolutioniate and those who botrayed tho
revolutfon, Inbeling all her oritles “epigones.”

13. Page 401,

13, Theoricw, oto, Vol. IL Part 1I, page 181, Cf, also N, BuKharin;
Irpertaliam and (b Acewmulnilon uf Coplfel, 1925 (In Husalan and
in GQerman).

4. Aconmulnilon, pagw 245 (my ariphatis—T¢, ).
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Along with all bourgeois economics, she burics, as we shall sce,
the whole distinction of value production,

2. Tho Market vs. Preduction

(A) For whom? Acconding to Luxemburg, the Russian
Marxists wwere deeply mistaken when they thought that the
prependerence of constant capital over varisble capital {(sym-
bolically expressed as ¢/v) "alone” revealed the specific chare
acteristic Jaw of capitalist production, “for which production
Is an aim in itself and individual consumption merely a sub.
sidiary condition.” To raise consumypion from this subo
dinate position, Luxemburg transforms the inner core of cap:
italism into a mere outer vovering. The relationship of ¢/v,
she writes, is merely “the capitalist language™ of the general
productivity of labor. With onc stroke Luxembury is depriv-
ing the carefully isolated c/v relationship of its class charcier.
Value producticn loses the specificity of a definite historic
stage in the development of humanity, Luxemburnyg is thus
driven to identily what Marxism has considered to be the spe-
cific characteristic law of capitalist production—c/v—with *“all
pre-capitalist forms of production” as well as with "the future,
socizlist organization.”1s '

The next inevitable stage is to divest the material Torm of
capitalism of its class character. Where Marx makes the rela-
tionship between Department I, producing means of produc.
tiv, and Department 17, producing means of consumption,
reflect the cluss relationship inherent in /v, Luxemburg
speaks of the “branches of produceion™ as it it were a purely
technical tenm! She first deprives the material form of capital
cf its capital condend, then discards it becanse it has no capital
_contenit: . ,

Accumulation {s not only an fnner relation between two
branches of production. It is first of ail a relation between capltal-
ist and non-capitalist surroundings.16

Luxemburg has transformed capital accumulution from 2’

* substance derived from labor into one whose chief sustenance
is.an outside force: non-capitalist surroundings. T'o complete

this inversion of the chief souice of capitalist accumulation she .

is compelled to break the confines of the closed saciety, outside
of whaose threshold she has already stepped. Her “solution”
stands the whale problem on its head, and she now implores
us to drop the assumption of'a closed society and “allow for
surplus value to be realized outside of capitalist production.”

This step, she says, will reveal that out of capitalist pro.
. duction could issue “cither means of preduction or means of
consumption.”17 There is no law compelling the products of

capitalist production to be the one and not the other, In fact, |
states Luxemburg without any awareness of how far she is de-

parting from the Marxist method, “the material form has noth.
ing whatever 1o do with the needs of capitalist production. Its
material form corresponds to the needs of those non-capitalist
strata which makes possible its realization,"18

Differonce on What Determines Production

For Marxism it is production which determines the marke.
Luxemburg, on the other hand, finds hersell in a position
where, although she accepts Marxism, she yer makes the mar-

“effective demand.” Having lost sight of production, she looks
for “people.” Since it is obviously impossible for workers “to
buy back™ the products they created, she looks for other “con-
sumers” w “huy” the products.

Having thus departed from tie Marxist method, she pro-
ceeds to blame Marx for not having used that as his point of
departure. The Marxian formulae, writes Luxemburg, seem to
say that production occurs for production's sake. As Saturn did
his chillren devour, so here everything produced is consuned
internadly:

Accumulation ja effected here (the schema) without it being
seen even to tho least degree for whom, for what naw CONEUMErs .
does this ever-growing expansion of production takes place in the'
cnd, The dlagrams presuppose the following courss of things, The
coal industry is expanded in order to expand the iron industry. The
latter is expunded in order to expand the machine-construction in-
dustry. The machine-construction industry is expanded in order
to contain the evoi-growing army of workers from the coal, lron
and machine-conatruetion ndustrics as well as jts own workers.
And thus “ed infinitum®” in a vicious ¢ircle,1?

By means of her substitate of the non-capitalist miliey for
Marx's closed society, Luxembury is out to break this “‘vicious
civele.” The capitalists, hie writes, are not fanatics and do not
produce for praduction’s sake. Neither technological revolu-
tions nor even the "will” to accumulate are sufficient to induce
expanded reproduciion: “Oue other rondition is necessary:
the expansion of cffective denand.”"2" Except to the cxtent
that surplus value is necessary 1o replace constant capital and
supply the capitalists with lusuries, surplns value cannot -
otherwise result in ‘accumulation, cannot be “realized.” Or, as
she put it: .

They slona (capitalists) are in a position to realize only the
consumed part of conetant capitel and the consumed part of aur-

plug value. They can in'this way guarantee only the eondition for « W

the renewsl of prodection on the former sealo2l . '
That the “consumed part of constant capital” is not con- -

sumed personally, but productively, seems to have escaped !

Luxemburg's attention. Capitalists do not “eat” suachines,

neither their wear aud tear, nor the newly-created ones. Both ™" . .

Lize consumed pant of constant capital and the new investments - -
in capital are realized through broduction, That precisely is
the meaning of expanded reproduction, as Marx never wea- .
ried of telling. o -
Luxemburg, however, instead of speaking of the laws of
production based on the capital-laor relationship, has now no
other refuge but the subjective motivation of the capitalists for
profits. Capiralist, production, she writes, is distingushed from
all previvus exploitative orders in that it fiot only hungers for
profit but for ever greater profit. “Now how can the sum {of
profitsy grow whén the profits only wander in a circle, out of
one pocket and into another?"#3—that is, out of the pocket of
the iron producers into that of the steel magnates into that uf
the machine-construction industry tycoons, No wonder Marx
was so insistent upon establishing the fact thae: .
Profit i3 therefore that disguise of surplus value which must

be rczmoved befora the resl nature of surplus value ean be discov-
ered. 22 - .

Luxemburg, being a serjous theoretician, was compelled to

develop her deviation to its logical conclusion, Where, tos"y
Marx, expansion of production meant aggravation of the con- g
flict bewween the worker and the caphalist, to Luxemburg it ‘
meant “first of all" expansion of demand and of profits, She

ket determine production. Once Luxembury eliminates the
fundamental Marxian distinction of means of preduction aml
means of consumption as indicative of 2 clase relationship, she
is campeilled o look for the market in the bourgeois sense of

19, Ibld, page 228, :
15, Accunmulatlon, page 322, . 20, Aecumulation, page 180.
16. {bld, page 287 (my cinphaals—F, F.), 31, Ihid., page 244,
17, Ybld, pagn 247, ’ 23, Antlerltigue, pagen 407-8,
18, 1WA (my emphaala—F. T.), : 22, Capltal, 111, pago 62,
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contentded that Marx assumed what he should bave proved--
that expanded reproduction was posible iz a closed society,
With her attention focused on imperialism, she overiooked
that capitalism was developing to a much greater extent capi-
talistically (cxpansion of machinefaciure within the home
country) and between capitalist countries (e.g., United States
and Britain) rather than through “third groups” or between
capitalist and non-capitalist countries. ‘
Luxemburg had left the sphere of production for that of
exchange and consumption, There she remained. Having
given up Marx's premise, she had no vantage point from which
2 view these phenomena. She arrived pivotless on the broad
arena of the market, asking that the abvious be proved, while
“taking for granted” the production relationship which the
obvious obscured. P.emaining in the market, there was nothing
left for her to do but adopt the Janguage characteristic of
what she herself, in other circumstances, had called "the mer-
chant mentality.”

B. "Pure Form of Yolue" .

Luxemburg maintains that, although cozl may be needed
for iron and iron for steel and steel both for the machine-
construction industry and for machines producing means of
consumption, the surplus product cannot be reincorporated
into [urther production without first assuming “the pure form
of value,” which is evidently money and profits:

Surplus value, no matter what its material form, cantiot ke di-
rectly transferred to production for secumulation; it must Arst be
realized.24 n :

Just as surplus value must be “realized” after it is pro-
duced, so it must after that reassume both the “productive
form” of means of production and Iabor power as well a5
means of consumption, Like the other conditions of produc-

24. Accamulation, page §i.

tion, this leads us to the market, Finally, after this has suc-

cecded, continues Luxemburg, the additional mass of come’

moditics must again be “realized, transformed into money,”
This again brings us 10 the market and only after this has suc-
ceeded. . . . Closing the door to what Luxemburg thinks is the
“vicious circle” of production for production’s sake, she opens

the doors wile to what Marx called *the vicious circle of pre- .

requisites.” 8

Where Marx said that alone the use-value of means of pro-
ductinn show how important is the determination of use-value
in the detcrmination of the eatire economic order, Luxem-
burg leaves out of consideration entirely the use-value of capi-
tal: “In speaking of he realization of surplus valie," she
writes, “we @& priori do not consider its material - form."2¢
Where Marx shows the incscapable molding of value into use-
value, Luxemburg trics violently to separate them as if surplng
value could be “realized” ocutside its bodily fonn. The cin-
tradiction between use-value and value which capitalist pro-
duction cannot escapr Luxemburg tries to resolve by dumping
the total produrt of capitzlist produttion into non-capitalist
areas. . ) a
Luxemburg may have thought that she was thus frecing
herselt from “the vicious circle” of the Marxian schema, In

- reality, by freeing her thoughts from the laws of capitalist pro-
duction, Luxemburg was frecing herself from the actuality of -

the class struggle. It is this which permitted her to abandon
the premise of a closed capitalist society, and Jence the impli-

cations and limitations of the Marxian categories.” -
{Editer's Nota—The coneluding portion of thin study will ap-

pear in our next issve. It eoncerns itsclf mainly with “Mafx end
Luxemburg on tho Breakdown of Capitalism,” baing o dismsiiun:

of the Marxist theory of crises.)

25, CP. Hectlon I of this article, the matter relating ‘!:o tcomotnwlu.
18. Ascumulntion, paye 246, o '
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Luxemburg’s Theory of Accumulation - |
Meiket, Crises and the Breakdown of Capiralism

The dispute between Marx and
Luxemburg is not confined 1o the limits of the formulae, That
is only the outer shell of the inner core of the gsential ques-
tion of the breakdown of capitalism, or the creation of the ma-
lerizl foundation for socialism. Throughout her criticism of
the formula in Volume 11, Luxemburg maintains that Volume
- I contains “in implicite” the solution o the problem posed
“hut not answered” in Volume §1. By the “implicit” solution
Lixemburg means the analysis of the contradiction between
production and consumption, and bewween produection and
the marked. ‘That, however, is not what Marx called “the gen-
eral contradiction of capiralism.”

. The "gcm.nl contradiction of capitalism,”¥ writes Marx,
consists in the fact that capitalism has a tendency toward limit-
less producuun ‘regardless of the value and surplus value in-
corpnrated in it and regardless of the conditions of production
under which it is produced.” That is why, in “Unravelling the
Innter Contradiction,” Marx places in the conter of his anuly-
sis, ot the martket, but the “Conflict between Expansion of
Production and the Crention of Values,"

The constant revolutions in production and the constant
expansion of constant capital, writes Marx, necessitates,” of
course, an cxtension of the market. But, he explzins, the en-
:largertent of the market in « capitalist nation has very precise
limits. The consumption goods of 2 capitalist country'are lim-
ited by the luxuries of the capitalists and the necessities of the

workers when paid at value. The market for consumption -

goods is just sufficient to allow the capitalist to continue his
sgarch-for greater value, It cannot be larger. - Loy,

This is the supreme mitnifestation of Marx's simplifying
a’ssumplion that the worker is p-u‘d at value, The innermost

use of crises, according to Marx, is that labor power in the
pro:m of producfmn, and not in the market creates a value
greater thaw it iwself is. The worker is a producer of overpro-
duction, It caunot be etherwise in a value. -producing society
where the means of consumption, being but a moment in the
reproduction of labor powey, cannot be bigger than the needs
ol caphtal for labor power, That is the [atal defect of capitalist
production. On the one hand, the capitalist must increase his
markct. On the other hand it cannat be [arger.

Luxembuirg, however, is so blind to all this, that she insists
that it is not the problem that is'insoluble, but Marx's premise
which makes it so. She is prevented from seeing what is most
fundamental to Mark because, on the one hand, she has ex-
cluded crises as being merely “the form of movement but not
the movement tsell of capitalist economy,”# On the other
hand, because she abandoned Marx's basic premise, she looked
at the market not as a manifestation of the production reta-
tionship, but as something expendable owtside of that relation-
_ship, To Murx, however, the "market™ that cin be t‘nl.ugnl
J)cynmi the limits of the working population paid at value is

. the capital marker, Even there the constant icchamtogical rev.

- olutions make the time necessary to reproduce a product to-
mortaw fess than the time it took to produce it today, Hence
there comes a time when all commodities, including lnbor
-+ power, have been “overpaid.”

The crisis that follows is not caused by a shor mgu of “cllec.
tive demand.” On the contrary, it is the crisis that caises a

stortage of “eflective demand.” The worker employed yester-
day has become unemployed today. A crisis accurs not because
there has been a scarcity of warkets—the market s largest just
before the crisis—but because from the capitalist viewpoint
there is accurring an unsatisfactory distribution of “income”
belween ecipients of wages and those of surplus value or
profits. The capitalist decreases his investments and the re-
sulting stagnation of productivn appears as overproduction.
Of course, there is a contradiction between production and
consumption, Of course, there is the “inability to sell.” But
that “inability ta sell” manifests lsell as such becanse of the
frndamental antecedent decline in the rate of profil, which
has nothing whatener o do with the inability to scll.

What Marx is describing tn his analysis of the “general
comtradiciion of capitalism™ is (i) the degradation of the
worker to ant appendage of 2 machine, (2) the constant growth .
of the unemployed army, and {3} capitalism's own downlzll
hecause of its inability 1o give greater employment to labor.
Sinre Iabor power is the supremr: commodity of capitalise pro-
duction, the only suurce of its value. and surplus value, capi-
talism's inability to reproduce it dooms capitalism itsell.

Thus the three principa' facts of capitalist production
which are-reafirmed not merely “implicitly” but cxplicitly in
the real world in Volume II¥ are: (1} decline in the rate of
profit, (2) decper and deeper crises, and (8) a greater and
greater uncmployed army. :

-One by-ane Luxemburg rejects these, either in part or in
full, either implicitly or explicitly. As we have seen, she has
cnurcly excluded any consideration of crises from her analy-

j sis of accumulation, She now Jismisses the decline in the rate

of profit as symholic of capitalist collapse. She siates that the
icndency for the mate to decline is, if not entirely negaled, at.
least strongly counterbalanced, by the increase in the mass ol
proﬁt. Therefore, she cnnc!ude-s. we might as well wait for “the
extinction of the sun"? as 1o wait for capitalism to collapse
through a decline it its rate of profit. G the conirary, she
wntes. the historic process wili reveal the “real” souree of
capltal accumulation and hence the cause of capitalism’s down-
fall when that source will have been exhausted;

From the historic point of view, accumulation of capital is a
proceea of exchange of things betweon capitnlist and pre-capitalist
mothods of production. Without pre-capitalist methods of produe-
tion, nccomulation eannot take place.... The impensibllity of accu-
mulation signifies from the eapitalist point of view the imipossibil- -
ity of the further development of the productive forces and con-
acquently the objeetive histerle nccessity for the breakdown of
capltallsmt -

Here again Luxemburg was betrayed into this position
by the one and only fundamental error she made to start with
—the counterposition ol “reality” to theory, This leads lier to
so fully depari from the Marxian theory of accumulation that’
she finally denies Marx the right 1o assume thae [abor power
will always be on hand for purposes of expanded reproduc-
tion simultaneously with assuming a closed capitalist society.
“Renlity” would show, she writes, that it is the non-capitalist
socictics which are the “reservoir of labor power.'*3t By deny-
ing Marx that right she is denying the Marxisc thcory ol popu-
lation, With a single stroke of the pen Luxcmburg, frees capi-

talism from its "absolute gencral law"—the. reserve army of
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labor—which, says Marx, is all.dominant even when the entire
social capital has been concentrated in "the hands of one sin.
gle capitalist or one single corporation.™? That is the blind
alley to which Luxemburg was led by the phenomena of im-
perialism which had driven her to substitute “reality” for
theory.

2. Once Again, Theory and Reality

Theory and reality are not separable. Marxist theory is
the conscious expression of the unconscious historic process.
Distinction between the real world and general theory is false.
The real world has significanice ouly if you see it in relation
to a certain theory. Essentiatly there can be only two modes
of thought in contemporary society: bourgeois or proletarian.
Marxist. If you develop consistently away from the Marxist
you must inevitably fall prey to the bourgeois theory. That is
what happened to Luxemburg, That is what happens 1o any-
onte who comes unarmed by Marx's fundamental premise into
the broad sphere of exchange and consumption where the capi-
talist hides behind the guises of “consumer,” “buyer” and
“seller.”

Wherein [lay the importance of the impertalist phenomena
that Luxemburg said contradicted the Marxist theery and
diagrammatic presentation of accumulation? Obviously in the
Fact that the phenomena brought into view "nat only” a closed
capitalist society and its contradictions, “but also” the non-

" capitalist strata and societies and jts relation tn them. And

not merely “also,” but “first of all." And from this “first of all”
Luxemburg did not hesitate ta draw the logical conclusion
that accumulation was “inconceivable in any respect what
ever” without these third groups. But if accumulation is "in-

conceivable™ without this outside force, then it js this force,

..and not tabor, which will bring about the downfall of capital.
ism. The historic necessity cf the proletarian revolution falls

to the ground,

Luxemburg, the revolutionist, feels the abysmal gap be-
tween her theory and her revelutionary activity, and comes to
the rescue of Lukemburg, the theorist. “Long belore” capital.
ism would coilapse through cxhaustion of the non.capitalist
world, writes Luxemburg, the contradictions of capitalism,
both internal and external, would reach such a point that the
proletariat would overthrow it. :

Bu it is not 2 question of “long before,”” No revolutionist
doubts that the enly final solution of the problem of expanded.
reproduction will come in the actual class struggle, on the live
hisioric stage, as 4 result of class meeting class on the opposite
sides of the barricades. The question scientificially or thesreti-
cally is: does the solution come arganically from your.theory,
or is it brought there merely by your “revolutionary will."” In
Marx the granite foundation for socialism and the inevitabil-
ity of capitalist collapse come from the very laws of capitalist
production: capitalism produces wage lahor, its grave digger.
The organic compasition of capital produces, on the one hand,
thie decline in the rate of profit, and, on the other hand, the
rescrve army of lzbor. The inability of capitalism o reproduce
its only valuccreating substance sounds the death-knell of
capitalism,

With Luxemburg, on the other hand, death comes not
from the ovganism of capitalism, but from an outsitle force:
“non-capitalin strata and non-capitalist societies,” while the
revolution is dragged on Ly her indomitable revolutionary
will. The socialist proletarian revolution, which, with Marx,
is ronted in the material development of the conflicting forces
of capital and labor, here becomes a wish disconnected from

138 THE NIW INTERNATIONAL - MAY, 1944

R Eadhesiabis b sl ~y,

-
RN -"T‘,-'.';

the increasing subordination of the Iaborer to, and his grow.. .~
ing revolt from, the capitalist labor process.

3. A Single Cogitailst Seclety and "4 Diffaront Distribu.
- tion of Nationa! Caplta)”

Lenin, in his voluminous writings in defense of the abatrac-
tion of a closed capitalist society, wrote that not only had
Marx ihe right ta his assumption, but that it was the only
scientific method possible 1o illustrate (1) the law of realiza-
tion, which held true "whether we take one nation or the
whole world,"% and (2) to prove that distribution was net
the problem. By projecting an ideal capitalist society in which ~~™
the capitalist has absolutely no headaches about markets— oy
everything produced is “sold"—Marx proved, says Lenin, that ‘
the capitalists' search for markets is motivated by the search :
for greater profits, and not because it is absolutely impassible
“1o realize”’ the goods produced within the capitalist society.

“Under a2 different distribution of the natinnal capital,”
writes Lenin, “'the same quantity of products could be reafized
within the country." 4 ) .

When Engels had poswalated a similar “distribution of
natianal capital,” he too had done so without changing the
basic capital-labor relationship:

The modern state, whatever ita farm, is an essentizlly capitalist

i
.;l
i
}
i
;
!
machine; It is the stateof the capitalists, the idenl collective body 4
of all the eapitalists. The more productive forees it tokes over, the 7]
]
{

o)

more it becomes the real collectiva body of all the capitallsts, the

mare citizens it exploits. The workers remain wage earners, pro- -

letarians. The capitalist relationship §s not abolshad; it is rather -

pushed to &n extrame,36 : .

'Beeause this capitalist-relationship would not be abolished

but would rather be “pushed to an extreme,” Marx would not.

budge from his premise of a-society consisting only of workers.

and capitalists. By being solidly based on the capitallabor .,
1.

relationship Marx sees that the decline in the rate of profit -
cannot be obviated either by an increase in the mass of profits |
or by an increase in the “effective demand” for the extra prod-
ucts created. No matter what the market is, the technology of
production is such that the capitalist .needs relatively less .
warkers to man the new and ever larger snachines. Along with
the technology of production, the production relationship is
stich that surplus value comes only from living labor (variable
‘capital in the process of production), which is now an ever
smaller part of total capital. Hence the tendency tc: decline
reveals ever clearer the law of surplus value hehind that ten
dency. . . :

_The logical development of this tendency, writes Marx, .
will reveal that ultimately nol even the full twenty-four hours
of labor woultd produce sufficient surplus value to turn the
wheels of expanded reproduction on a cepitalist basis;

In order !o produce the same rate of profit when tho conatint
capital wet In motion by one laborer increases ten-fold, the surplus
labor tiine would have to incrense ten-fold and scon the total Inbor
time and finally the full twenty-four hours a day would not suffice
even if wholly appropriated by capital 36

We lave reached the theoretic limit of capitalist produc.
tion. It is as inextricably connected with labor as is the theory * -
of the abolition of capitalism with the proletarian revolution,, .
That is why an organic part of Marx's theory of accumulations .
is the mohilization of the proletariat for the overthrow of capi-—<
tatism. "That is why Marx would not be mover from hls prem.
ise of a closed soclety. It was the basis not only of Volume I
of Gapital but of Volumes I and 111, as well as of his Theories
of Surffus Falue, Moveaver, it was the basis not only of his*
entire theoretical system but also of his whole revolutionary
activity,
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(Limitaticns of space kave made it ne.-s-
aary for us to abridge the following com-
munization, Tts author, W. H. Emmett, is
welt known for his *“Economic Handbook of
Marxism” and for previous coatributions to
these puges~Editors.) -

Editor: . ' .

I wish to maoke some commeniary on the
discussion of "Luxemburg's ‘Theoty of Ac-
cumnlation” by F. Forest in the April and
May issues of THE New INTERNATIONAL.
Eapeclally, T would refer to the general
beering ®s to tho cauze of modern commer-
cial erises. ) .

A persistent and engaging guestion of
tho discussion In Tre NEW INTERNATIONAL
seems to be: What exactly does Marx mean
by “Capitalist Accumulation? More dofi-
nitely and substantially it seems to be: Does
Mfarx refer to the capital of a single capi-
talist-natlon, or to that of a number of na-
tiona or, say, all the nations of Europs, or
to tha capital of the whele capitalist world?

-Before venturing an answer to this evi-
dent question, let us briefly contemplate &
rather simple analogy. R

Whenever ona may meect with anthropo-

‘loglenl work about the attributes or charace

terlstios of human nature, we cun easily
understand that it matters nol whence the

_ examples of human nature may come—

v

from a upecial part of the world, or any
number of parts, or from all parts of the
hobitable globe, Wherever they may ba
found, humanity's physique or make-up,
speech, genoral. activities and character,
will always effectually differontinte man-
kind from all the rest of the animal king-
dom. The essentinl distinctivencss of that

' an nature Is quite independent of any

pu.ticular race or races of mankind, and in-
dependont, too, of any countrics to which
they may happen to belong. .

Similarly with the capital of Marx's
“Capitaliat Accumulation” The phencme-
non of secumulating capital iz quite indo-
pendent of “a closed soclety” and qulte in-
dependent of uny pre-capitaliat or “non-
cnpltalist surroundings"

Despite her wide research, Forest's two
articles will not withatand much economle
probing or anslysis. The queation an to
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sehick or what capitall or wherel should
never srise. Tho formula or label, ed-vr8,
definitely and quite sufficiently marks off the
eapital under discusslon as industrial capi-
1al, vtherwise standerd capital. And it docn
not matter where or how much one may
huve in mind, tho fact always remsins the
same in this regard, ¥iz, that it {s just in-
dustrial enpital,

The “closed society” tden might be cor-
rect in some sense or other, and { may poa-
wibly help study in some way. Such hypo-
thetienl distinetion might thus be all very
well—where it may be appropriate. But in
the metter of Capitalist Accumulstion it
Joes not ecem capable of any proper appli-
entlon. The secumulating capitel depicted
by Marx in Part III of Vol 11 just means
the increasing rapital outfit of any em-
ployer st all, or any Industrial cupital in
general, Marx’s description of “eapitalist

. gccumulation” npplies to any e4-v+s eapl-

tal whatever, in eny psrt of the world, or
if you will, in many parts or even in all
ports of the prlobe.

Forest's reference (p. 107) to “the exelu-
sfon of foreign trade as having rothing to
do fundamentally with” the class conflict
alno seems rather foreed. I do not sce that
Marx, in either of the quoted fages, in Vol.
IT and Vol. III of “Capital,” in any way re-
fers to any *“class confliet,”” or to uny of its
fundamental relationships.

In the case of Val. II, Marx excludes con-
sideration of foreign trade at cextain points.
not because of jts non-relation to cless con-
fiicts, but beeause such secondary topie
would orly result in confusion. For instarce,
on pages §47-8, when wo seak to understond
reproduction on a given scale, or when we

"wish to comprehend the gold repreductien,

twe trensfor the gold mines [mentaily of

course] into the copntry with ‘capitalist pro- :

ductfon wiose annuel reproduction we are
snalyzing,” so to leave aside the jrrelavant
activitios of forelgn commerce. But very
cortainly, this is not because of fareign-

. eamnmeree’s non-relation‘to the clusa confifet.

In Vol. ITJ, too; the matier of “axcluslon”
would moém to be related ta quite another
kind of eonflict,” instead of any class ef-
fair, viz.. that “confilct” between "Expand-
ing prodnetion and the creation of values,”
(See sub-title, p. 288, Vol. YIT.} But there is
no trace here of any “confliet” between
worker and eapitalist. There in no sort of
mantion about any conflict of persons, the
ren! “conflfet” in question iz merelv one of
canditions, and such conflict of ennditiona
iz une of the Internal Contradictinns in the
operation of that “law” the “falling ion-
deney of the raie of profit.” -

Tt scems abrurd ts enconnter such confu-
aton on such a simple matter, Marx axclud-
ed consideration of forelan commerce where
such consideration would not assist clarih-
entlon, becaee 1t would complicate the {esue
under discusajon and cause unnecessAry end
denultory trouble, And it seeme to be
thought that therefore foreizn commeres in
ousted, through its non-relation te class
confilet!

As with every other serfous study, what
{s to be assumed or notieed {or maybe what
is to bo exsluded from the scone of cbaer-
vation) will precisely depend upon what
at the moment is to be examined.

Marx not only deas not slways axclude
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* cnuse this “foreizn commerce”

“forelgn commerec”; but nelther does he
slwnys nssume that the capltatists fully
puy the lebor-power st its value. Mostly,
of course, ha does mpusume value-for-value
exchanges, but n very effective instance of
the contrary oceurs in the pecond para-
graph on p. 595 of “Capital,” Vol. 11, In-
stead of nssuming such full payment of la-
hor-power's value by capitalists, Marx there
doclares it to be **a thing which they raraly
dol”

With the matter of “foreign trade”;
sotiotimen this tople will be pxcluded, ac-
cording to what main tople iy nt the time
1o be discusscd. But on p. 546 of Vol. 11, dis-
cussing cases of the relative overproduetion
and slso of the relative underpreduction
{cqually characteristle of indugtrial crines),
Marx tells us thet "“Foreign trede aqatd
relove the prossure in either cass.”

On p. 548 Marx declares thet “Capitalist
production does not exist at all without for-
eign eommerce,” Yet, at this point, just be-
merely re-
sults in some nse-values being substituted
for other use-values without affecting the
peneral value relations, “we ieava it aside”

But now, if “foreign trads” wers nlwaya
to ba “excluded,” even to the extant that
aprars would net he moyed from hit pre-
mise,” how could Mare toll us that forelgn
trade s an indispensshle part of capltulist
production? And why, them, ghoul! he write
timt “'Capitnlist production does not exint
at all- without foreipn commeree"? If for-
cign trade iz to be “axciuded,” how comes
it that (againat the falling tendency of the
rate of profit) the fifth (or No. B) of the
usgunteracting” or “counterbalancing caud-
s, Is this very same “Forcign trado"?
How ia it that under this heading the sub-
ject iz of sufficient importance to occopy
zhout four pages of Marx’s Vol TII? .

NN

Not only did Marx sometimes itoxclude™
consideration of forelgn trade, But some-
times he alsa sayoided -uny entanglement
with “fixed capital,” He writes in one place
., we must for the present letve ont of
consideraiion that portion of value which is
transferred from. the fixed capital to the
snnual produet by wear and tear, anloss
{his fixed cavital is reprodoced . . . doring
the year” (Vel. IT, p. 488).

From his three “vantage pointa” he pa-
raded the process of Cepitalist Circulation.
in its varlous threads up to the stace of
Simple Reproduction; and he showed that
in the absence of any upset by, or concern
sbout, fixed capital (in short, by “exelnd-
ing” the fixed capital), the surplus value
can pll be “realized” and digtribated with-
out leaving any romainder to cause Any
trouble, for examnln, anvihine ke the com-
mercia] crises. He shows the exchanges
which dispose of the surplus value when the
process Is not blocked by the clreulation of
fixed capital.

Mot only so, hut he nlso shnwm that the .
suvplus value s divisible into neaoszariez
and luxuries, and he shows the distribution
a? these aub-divided parta of surplos walue
as fair, or equal, sharas for the capitnlista
In both Divislon I and Divislon TN

n Diviglon 1, the rarplus vulve, assumed
as belng 1000, or BO per cent of the nebely
produced value, s “realizad” by tho capltal-
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ists of this Division. It is "distributed
amongst thom in proportionate shaxes {ar-
bitrarlly, of course) consisting of ‘throo-
filths s life's nocessaries and two-fifths as
luxuries, that is, 600 as necessaries andt 400
ns luxuries, which tcgether equal tha sur-
“plus value of 1000, The detalls of which dls-
tribution (if one wishes the pleasure of
looking them up) are given by Marx on
page 471. .

In Division II there Is the same ansamp-
tion of 60 per cent of the new valie product
being the surples value, viz. 680, And it i

. “renlized” by the capltalists in this Divi-
sion: IL It is proportionately shared wut
amongat them (again arbitrari'y, of course),
thres parts as neceasary and .wo parts lux-
uries, that is: 300 and 200, oqual to the 500
.6f sutplus value, (3ec Vol iI, Pp- 468-70.)

It scems necessary to notiee that “Ae-
cuinnlation” is not any divect causa of the
urises, 8o far from “Accamulation” being

" direclly the “cavse” of crises, the subjret,
. “Accumulation,” etc., iz broached by Aarx
in his Vol. 11, only well after ho had already
demonetrated how the non-conforming and
unruly fixed-capital was eansing the crises,
‘That is to say, in hizs Vol. II Marx eom-
menced work on ths subject of “Accumula-
ton In: Dislalen LY ctey, ouly sboat thirty -
pages after having already traced out the
" divect and- inevitable camee of the commer-

cla).erison. S ,
- W. H. EMMETT.
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ditor: .
B Tn the February 1947, jsaue of Tar New
INTERNATIONAL there appeaTs an shbreyi-
gted letter by W. H. Emmett of Australia,
in criticism of my artiéles on Luxembur?'s
Theory of Accumulation, which were pub-
lished in the April and May 1949 jsgves. In
all fairness to Comredo Emmett it should
be stated that ja the unabridged letter he ’
wroto that of the fifteen books I quoted, !
wion of thess works are out of my reach
completely.” Among these were Luxem-
burg's Theory of Accwinulation or her Anh:
critique; Mezx's Theories of Surplus Value;
Lenin's dispute with the Narodriki; and
- Bukharin's answer to Luxemburg's work on .
accumulation.- Be also wroto that in Anti-
Duashring he could not find tho passage quot-
ed. (The page number was wroagly ligted
as 349; it chould have been 812-3,) Conse-
quently, he waa tenderiog his eriticlsm -on
the hasis of the three volumss of Capital,
Without this. perlinent bit of infor’mnt!un,
gomn of the statements in Emmott's eriti-
- giam become incomyprehensible, L
For example, ha.writes:

WThy phenomenon of aceumulating ca’p{tal )
Is quite independent of & tolosed soclaty’ and °
quite jndependent of any pre-capitalist or

‘non-capitalist purroundings’” (My empha-

sts—F. F.) ]

Now, if 1 agreed with him, this would in
no way change the fact that (1) Marx posit-
ed his theory of accumulation of capital ina
clozed soclety, and (2) that the very life-

. gtream of Luxemburg's theory of accumula- -
tion, which mhe counterposed to that of

Marx, ran through "non-capitalist surround-
inge.” How then could I write o 'restatement
of Murx's theory nnd & critique of Luxem-
busg's as i the accumulation of capital
were “quite independent of any ]{fe-e-plml-:
let or non-capitalist surroundings”?

Emmett proceeds doggedly down his own
road, inaiating that while the dea of a closed
soclaty (e, a soclety conuiating only of
workers and capitalizts, from which both

“third groups” snd forelgn trade are ex-
cluded) “might ba correct in zome sonss or
othes , . ., it docs not seem capable of any
proper applieation” in the question of capi-
talist accumulation, And he ¢concludes:

“"Forest's reference to ‘the exclusion of
forelgn irade as having nothing to do funda-
meutally with’ the class confiict alsc seems
rather forced. . . . But now if ‘forelgn trade’
were always to be ‘cxcluded,’ even to the ex-
tent that ‘Marx would not be moved from
his premise,; how could Marx tell us that
foreign trade is an indispenssbie part of
eepitalist production?”

Since 1 presented nothing new In my
study that had not previously been stated
by Marx and defended by Lenin, I will let
Lenin vive the answer. Although, Lenin
weety, “It {2 impoasible to imagine a canftal-
izt netinn weithout ferolen trads bocavas

there is no such nation,” nevertheless “The

 theory of realizatfon smust take for ita eon-

struction a closed capitalist seelety, 1., to
abalruel the process of expansion of capital-
ism from our countries, , . ,” Otherwise, ohe
would fall into the trap of the petiy-bour-
jreais crities who base their eritique of capi- |
talism on “the ineorrectness of clrenlation,”
whereas "it is necessary to base this on tho
character of the evolution of production re-
tations,” (Collactad Werks, I, p. 32-3, Vol.
;‘I, {_‘r‘p. 40, 419-20, in Russicn-—my emphasis,

. F.) oo . . .

Emmett can think that the question of ne- -
cumulation can be considered both independ-
ently from the question of & closed svelsty -
and from the questlon of “third groups™
only beenuse he has tronaformed the ques-
tion of accumulation from u problem’ of pro-

“duetion, thet is clase, relation, to a mere
“technical question. To him accumulation of
capital “just means the increasing capitsl
“outfit of any employer st all, or any Indis-

trinl. capital in general.” Henzs, he “can
come to the vonclasion: =~ 7

“The question as to which or what capital
or whers rhould: naver arise,. The formuls,
or labul, ed-v48, definitely and quite anffi-
‘elently merks off the capital under diseus-
sion &8 industrial capital, otherwise stand-
ard copital” .

It waa, hownver, not I, bat Marx, who
made the peint that: “If is not the quantity
but the destination of the given sleraents of

- simople reproduction, which is changed, and

this ehange is the material besia of a sohsa.
quent reproduetion on an enlarged ascale.”
(Cuapital, 11, p. 692.) '

So insistent wos Marx in: demonsirating
that it 18 not the thing, or quantily (ec plus
v plus 8) which was {mportant, but the
relationship (¢ to v) that he began his first
dlagrammatic presentation of expanded ve-
production by choosing 3 total whose abso-
lute volume was smailer than that of simple
reproduction!

Accumalation and Criven

In viewing the complox question of me-
cumulation as if it “just means the increas-
ing eapital outfit of any employer at all,”
Emmett is sweeping arxide Marx's_greatest
contribution te the theory of axpatided ree
production, his division of the whole of su-
cial production into but two major depart.
ments: Departmont I produsing means of
produetion and Department II producing
means of consumption, It la this division




which enables Marx to cut through the
whele tangle of markets nnd to show that:

“The difiecity, then, duos not consist in
thoe anniysis of the sozlcl preduct in values.
It arises in the comparison of the compon-
ent parts of the vafus of the socln] product
with ita material eloments.” (Cupital, 1I,
p. 499.)

The contradiction between the value and
material forms cf sapital erupts in crises.
For Emmett, nowever, this whole probiem
does not exist. He writes in cn offhand
manner:

“It seems necessary to notice that ‘Ac-
cumulation’ is not any direct cause of the
crises, So far from ‘Accumulation’ being
directly the cause of criser, the subject of
‘Accumulxtion,’ etc., in broached by Marx in
s Yolume IT only well after he hed giready
demonstrated how the unon-confirming and
unruly fixed capital waa causting the crisea™

Now, the fact that Marz dexls with eriseq
befare he comes to the question of aceumnu-
lation or expanded preduction in not at all
due to the fact that accumulation *is not
any direet cauvses of crises” but because
Marx's whole method of presentation of the
problem rests on the fact that if you fuliy
understand the problem of simple reprndae-
tion, expanded reproduction will present no
difiiculties, for thera are no new problems
in expanded reproduction that sren’t fmpli-
citly present in mimply: yeprodumetion. Ae-
cumulation of capital agzravates the contra-
dictions of capitalism and brings them to
the brenking point. But the innermost cause
of erises remains the fact that labor, in the
process of produciion, and neot in the mar-
ket, creates a greater value than it itself ja
And that the ever greater portion of the

surplus value extracted from the worker
goes back into producing ever greater quan:

tities of constant capital, or what Emmett
ralls “the non-conforming ‘anfd unruly fAxed
capital.” But so direetly s this accamule-
tion of capital eonnected with crizes that
Marx dovotes the better part of one of hiz
volumes of Theories of Surplu Valus to
this very problem. I£. Emmett is anaware of

the most famous portion of Marx's Theories.

MAccumulation of Capital snd Crises”—he
should not be unawaie of the fuct that the
part to which he himaelf refers to in Volume
11T of Capital (“Tha Law of the Falling
Tendency of the Rate of Profit”) is so
whally {mamerned in the accumulation of eap-
“ital and erines that it could very well bear
such a sub-title. Volams III, as Comrade
Emmett must know, was written as Book
III of Volume II of Capitel, Emmett and 1
seem indeed to be speaking in entirely dif-
ferent Ianguages not only insefar as tho
vast Marxist Uteraturs on the subject of
neeumulation s concerned, but insofar as
Marx's theory itself fa concerned, The the-
ory remains, for him, not only unconnected
from crises but from claes confilet.

“There is no sort of mention abhout any
conflict of peroons,” he writes, "the real
‘eonflict’ in question ia merely one of condi-
tions, and such conflict of conditlons is one
of the Internal Contradictions in the oper-
stlon of the Taw,” the 'falllng tondencr of
the rate of profit.” "

I rubbed my eyes and reread the abave
passage a half dozen times bafore T could
believe what I saw bizck on whits. Emmett,
ploces, dnoan't the conflict of conditions re-

- Editors: . . .

for to the confllet of the production relation-
ship between capital and labor? What else
dous the famous puseags of Marx in that
very chapter refer to? -

The veal barrier of capitelist production
ir capital iteclf. It iy the fnct that capital
and its self-cxpansion appear as the start-
ing end closing point, as the motive and aim
of production; that production s merely
prodaction for eapital and not vice versa,
the means of production mere means for the
ever cxponding system of the lifs process
for the benefit of the sociafy of producers.’’
(Capital, 11T, p. 283.)

1n analyzing the “Internal Contradictions
in the operation of the Taw, the ‘falling
tendency of the rate of profit,” wasn't
Marx's whole paint to prove that:

“It {s hero demonstraied in 8 purely eco-
nomic way, that iz, from a bourgeols point
of view, within the confines of capitalist
understanding, from the standpoint of capi-
talist production itself, that it has a barrier,
that it is relative, that it is not ar absolute,
but only a historleal mode of produetion
corresponding to a definite and limitad epoch
in the development of the material condi-
tions of production.” (Ibid, vp. 3i4-5.)

Iow can & Marxist limit himself to these
very confines! This, it seems to me, could
be done only under the conditions that, for
Emmett, the theory of valus is just an eco-
nomic theory unconnected with the ciass
struggle. Emmett can write: “Despits her
wide research, Forest’s two articles will not
withstand much economic prebing or anal-

‘ysis,” only because, for him, Marx's eco-

nomic dactrine is completely divorced from

his conception of the. historical limitations.

of capitalist soclety and the Inovitability of
the proletarian revolution. .
) F. FOREST,:
] : .

F. Forest’s article, The Nature of the
Ruasian Beonomy, is o milestone In the his-
tory of Marxist thinking. Trotsky's theory

of Stalinist Russin as a *degenerated worlt-

ers’ stato” and the WP's rationalized medi-
fieatfon of thut theory have been demolished.
Can any other conclusion be made after a
earcful reading of this artlele? ¥ the hay-
wire ultra-leftist zigzags of the Johnsonite
Minority (deplorable but logical resulis of
their fallure to aet on thelr concluslon in

regards to the nature of the Soviet Union) -
prevent the membera of the WP and the

International from -giving this paper the
serfous end sober examination it deserves,
it will be nothing short of eriminal. It comes
as a terrific shock to renlize that had this

article appeared ten yenars ago the vanguard °

of the International working class would
now be well armed to lead the struggle
against the twe-headed monster of world
capitaliam. -

While pointing out the mistake Trolsky
made in The Revcolulion Betrayed in dis-
missing the idos that Ruscla might be a
state capltalist society, Comrade Fovest
should also have called attention to the as.
tounding statement Trotsky makes on page
242 Wy writes: “Sush a regime (sinte eapl-
talist) never existod, however, and because
of the profound contradictions among the
propriclors thiemselves, nover wilt exist—
the more go sinee, in its quality of universal
repositery of caplialist property, the state

Vi
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would be too tempting an object of mocial
revolution.” Today it cesms inercdible that
Trotsky would have used sueh an unsclen-
tifie argument that beecause such a socicty
had not previously existed, therefore it
could not exist; further, that becawse the
profound contradictions existing in & tradi-
tional crpitalist sociaty would prevent state
capitalism from developing (even thix is
yuestionable in the light of the direction of
the Nazj state before its collapse), the same
would zlso apply to Ruasia; finally, no one
was ever inore aware than Trotsky that the
Rusaian state under Stalin was, as it still s,
a “tempting object of social revolution” but
har managed to matntain itsslf only thronsh
the most ruthless and eonplote suppression
of 1ts people in all modern history, -

Thet chapter on State Capftalism in The
Revolution Betrayed will remain one of the
costliest examples of that tendency of Trot-
vky's’to be carried away by abstrnct argu-
ments which Lanin so much deplored.

- J. LOVEJOY.
Chicage .
L ]

- Editor:




