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JOHNSON'S *VSTILICATION OF FARXISI!

Or A Case of Unprocuctive Self-Expansion

4 At the conclusion of his article, "Production for the Sake

E of Production, A Ieply to Carter," J. R. Johnson offers himself
as "the sacrificial goat® if thoereby his "slaughter be a means

to deepen our knowledge and expand our -1deas." (p.12). Tais
masochistic gesture is a strance ending to a very pompous article,

e oo AR

3 However that may be, Johnson's invitation 1s accepted pri-
3 marily becausec there are some comrades who are nighly impressed

4 by his empty display of erudition and therefore accept as good
coin his mystification of Marxisn. xperience alrcady shows the
stultifying effects of -Johnson's tutelage on their study of larx-
ism and on their gcneral political development. At the same time,
I hope that my reply will clear up some fundamental aspects of
Marxism for other comradés as well, and in gencral stimulate a
more systemnrtic study of the sclence of our movement.

1

I. THE ORIGIK OF THE PRESENT DISPUTE

Johnson's article is presumably &n expansion of his letter
to The New International and a reply to my answer to.it which ap-
peared in the same issue. ("Aspcects of llarxian Economics," April -
1942), Hc now informs us that hig letter was ncrely bait in a
fishing expecdition to bring into the open "dangerous" conceptions
of Marx's Capital which ro was confident existed in our nidst
(that is, in the leadersuip). He assures us, that Cartecr's impli-
cations to the con’.rary notwithstanding, he, Johnson, was not in-
terested in proving the validity of his viewpoint on the Russian
question, "Strictly spcaking, Russia was not nccessary to my
points, though in nmy opinion invaluable as illustration onc way
or the other," (p.6) Johnson writes. In fact, he "had only cco-
nomic theory in mind." (p.11l). 1Indeed, we are given to under-
stand that Johnson is sick and tired of the Russian quostion and

~wantgs to change thc .subject, so to speak.

This queci interpretation of the lettcer by its author is
nothing short of amazing. Russia was not nccessary to ais "pointe".
“What can this ncan when the only two specific questions posed in
“his lettecr - for which an "authoritative" (sic!) reply was de-
~manded - rcferred explicitly to Russia and otherwisc hac no sence
whatsoever? To make this crystel clear I quote the original let-
ter in 12

l. In the article, "Stalin as a Theorctician"
(Mew Intcrnational, Hovember, 1941, page 282),
Trotsky is translated as soying: "There 1s no con-
tradiction here with the formulac of extended re-
procduction, wailch are in no way limitcd by natlonal
boundaries, and arc not adaptoed eithcr to national
capitalisn or, even less, to socialism in one coun-
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fhatcver construction Trofsky may have put on
this scntence, as it stands it can give risc to a
very pfofouud error, The only 10f"uln in the chap-
tce on "Reonreoductincm on an Unlarsed scale" is the
forimla that I(v., + 3)nust be greater than II ¢, if
accunulation is to t're blrce. I represcnts nc ano
of pfocuctlon and II ncains of concumption. Far
from being: "not adapted to notionol Capltd]lun,
the Iormula is carefully adaptc 1l by Harx to pre-
cigelj a national Cdpltall HAN

 The p01nt is not only of acadcnic iﬁportance.
(a) Some oI the greatust controversics in Morxis
have hinged upon it. (b) Without it the roud is
open to the most vulzar and vicious of all misun-—
Qefstan01ngs of hafx¢sm,‘1 €., the workers cannot
buy back the pfonuct and therefore the canitalist
is compelled to scek markets aproad. (c¢) It is Ly
viecw that there 1s no way of avolding bourgcols consep-
tions of nodern econoilic development except by recog-
nizing that Marxts theory of the reproduction and
extension of the total .social capital is strictly
adapted to a national caDLtallom excludlng all
foreign comnierce. ‘

2. I do not propos:s to take un here and
now TcOusk"'é application of his fornulae in an
article weitten in 1930 avout the dictatorship of

. the proletariat, agalnst Stalin's tueorcticel stu-
pidities. The opportunities for confusion are
too nany. However, the gucstion con be approached
Trom anoticr and nore fruitful angle., .Trotsky is
very insistent that these formuloe reveal the-basic
tendencics of capi - —~lisn and canitalism alone. This
can only rican that the Torrnula would not *pﬂlj
the "ourcnucratic collectivist" soclety of Busc iz.

f_‘o

I now asscrt that the formmla, as posed and
Gevnloped by HMarx, not only anplics to Russia of
1941, but both theorectically and conecretely ap-
pllgs nore closcly to nussia than to any capital-
iemrr wiica cx1 fcd in Harx'e day or has axisted
sincc. I rescrve fu"tacc cormnt until sorie nde-
quate ana ﬂutDOfthbiVy statencnt 1s made (a) talk-
ingg some poultlon as to whether the Tornula applics
or not, (b) siving sonc denonsiration of the uni-as-
_ibilit" of thu Tormmla wihen anp11vd to burcaucratic
collectivisn.

ITow, 1f you eliminntec all references to Russia in the letter
what is lcft? What questions rcnain?  Jote that Jomnson did not
ask for an "authoritative! position on Mrex's theory of escumala-
tion and his fornulac of cxpanded reproduction; he sinnly asked
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whether they apply to 5Stalinict Ruscin ond if not, why not., Ilc
sought to prove that Rusgin hﬂu a capitalist econony by citing
Trotsky's staterent that I'nrx's formulac are valid for capitol-
- 3 ism alone, and according tn Joauson do "anwly" to Russia,

. If Johnson ¢idé not have 2assin "in wind" when he vrote

- 3 the letter, 2s hc now states, but wanted to uncover heresics in
the lcadership on HMarxian ccononics why did he not ask dircct
questions on thcse matters? Surcly such o dirccet nethod is far
nore educational! Ané it does not help Johnson's standing to
confess to practising a ruse on his own colleagucs, that is to
say, to appear to be dis 1ssing the Russian unStLOH while actu-
ally aining at something else. However, Johnson's explanation
does not invalicdate the fact that the point of the letter is the
class charactcr of Russitwnn cconony.

In ny feply, I answered the specific questions he posed,
and at the sane tine showed that he does not understand larxian
econonlcs. It was to be cxpected, of course, that he would dis-
pute ny criticism of his views., But instead of a systenatic an-
swer to ny article, Johnson prefers to nisreprescnt his own let-
ter, forgct the specific questions he originally oskcd about
‘Russia, and ranble on and on in the riost diffuse ranner. We are
treated to a disscrtation on the errogs of Adan Snith and Rosa
Luxenburg, and on the importance of the Hegelian dialectic,
sprlnkled with episodic refercnces to my article. Johnson's ar-
“ticle, to put 1t mildly, demonstrates that his pretentions as a
~theorist far eiceed his knowledge of hﬂfkloﬁ. I propose to prove
this becyond any reasonable doubt,

Johnson Evadegs Five Concrcte Points

In ny article I showecd that Johnson, in his letter, was
wrong on a series of elemncntary maticrs rclatcd to ilarxian theory.
For exarple:

1. His contention that "The only forrnula 1n the chapter on
'Reproduction on #1 Enlarged Scale! (ia Volume II of Capital - JC)
is the formula I (v + g) nust be greater than II ¢, 1T accumula-
tion is to take place, "#* ”His is factually incorrect as a glauce

.

1

¥arx aivided all industry into two dcpartnents: producer goods in-
dustrics, or I; consuner goods industrics, or II. ¢ is constant

capital; v, variabhlec Caplbﬂl and s, surplus valuc. The product of
each depaftfent cain then bo prPubbntLd as follows:

total produccr goods monufacturcd
total consuncr ¢oods nanufactured

Qw0

+
+

i

C +
c +

]
H

\'s
v
For an cxpansion of production, let us say next yeor, iorc produ-

cer goods, ncans of production, ruct be nanufactur:d thnn the sun
of T ¢ + IT ¢, that is, the total neans of »roduction used up this
year. This nudng thnt T ¢ + s ¢ v or total producer (0ods manufac-
turcd this year must be grenter than I ¢ + II ¢. Since the CXpres-—
sion I ¢ appeapﬂ on both sides of the formula, it cin thus be eli-

minated, and the formula is sinplificd to road: I (5 v) nust be
greater than II ¢, if expanded reproduction is to take place. 28
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at the chapter its 01f ¢ narly proves., (More in, ft nt: trhe stoabe-

nent, in the context. of . ohnoon's letter, moans at tals fornulae
is the gwictlion of the entirce nceh 13110 of expﬂndcd ~eproduction de-

A

veloppd Dy liarx in that c““pt;:. A false view walear 18 ot tae bot-
tom of Johnecon's nisunderstandin: oi the gchoie, ant rhich will be
alscussed at length below). :

2, He was weong in asscrting tant "the fomwula 1s carc-
fully applicd by karxk to preciscly a naticnal capitalisn? (Ucre
"fornula' rust be translated as "Cormilag," that 1s, Karx!s
schene of expanded reproduction.) And he contradicts hle own
staternent in thc very next paragraph of hig Clotter

3. GContrary to Johnson, all the participants in the frrous
disputes al.onb Farxicts on co plLIl accunulation accepted tihs Tact
that Marx's formulae assuned o world and not & national capitnl-

isr. ‘

4. The upCCiliC formula cited by Johnson as the distingulsh-
feature of eapitnlist accunulation is nerely the algebralc expres-
sion of Stalin's statencnt against wiaich Tfofbky polnﬂlbcd (in
the article fronm which Johnson quoted). That is to say, Trotsly
scornfully rejéeted the view  that this formula was a SpClelC”llJ
Marxist theoory or cxpressed a diatinctively copitalist nrocess.
Johnson did not wnderstand the point nnde by ”fOu”uy since tne 21—
gebraic formula wig not dirccetly uded!

5. Contrary to Jomnson's contention, the stetcnent "thot
the workers canuaolbt tuy back the product and therafore the capital-
ist i1s coipelled to seel arkets nbroad," whetner or not truc in
itcelf, cannot lojsicall. follow from nL*T Trotsky wrote obout a
. pure world capitalism gince thc latter ncans that there arc no
"markets abroadh,

These, then, are five concrete points I made in ny article,
five picces "of ov;dcncu to prove that Johnson ig ignorant of
Macxinan econonics. And how ¢oes he reply? How ﬂoov he utilize
the occasion to furthoer the cducation of the meubers in liarxiin
econoriics? . ,

As fTollowsn:
- On tae fiest two points - not a single wordl!

On point ‘Hreo: "Carter poycho-n~nalyzes ¢ to prave that I
didn't understand that the preniscs of the formula were abstroect,
that T risunde F“t“nd cverything, Thot discussion e vill vin by
ny dcfaalt. These thiings prove thensglves or viee versa in the
end " (p.6). Ancé that's alll

On poxnt four he waxes indisnnnt:

Carter ﬂrllf"ﬂatbo ne with Stalin 2ud
Babstint, . Bagtiat! Peacc bhe to als shade;

. : | 319
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and sinee  vhen, pray, 6id Bastint and Stalin
¥pose and dew blop" fornuldb ac inrx?  (ote
the crivplin, 1ncapﬂc¢uy to 01chux anythiag
except in terms of Stalin and Trotoky) ¥ p.6)

Annihilating, irn't 187

On the fifth point, imore indignavion, I inadvertently
paraphraced John-on'g expression that Trotsly's statceuent Ysan
give rire to..." to read "it follows..." I acespt the cor: :chion.
And that done, why Aid not. Johnzon Aisprove ity contention that
what he Ct?tco can follow frorn Trotsky's stateriont, is completo-
1y inconpatible with it and therefore cannot IOJLCWllj Tollow
fron 1it? : .

- As we see, Johncon prefers to answer by evasions and cx—
pression:s oi indignation. Fron cach accordin: to his own nethod
of polenic and cducation! Yet, the five specific ecrrors cited
abovc, thourh ninor in t’cw»elvas, are introductory evidence
that Joinson does not widerstand Harx!'s theory of capital accu-
rmlation. . ' :

II. THE MAGIC FORMULA

Johnson further contended that the formula which he cited
(see "1™ above) is valid for capitalist socicty alone and reveals
its specific clan character. a3 aseinct this view I suowed
that the formula, when its terms (e,v,s) are stripyped of uﬁuif

concrete capltall it content (constn nt capital, variabl c ca o1,
surplus value), exprerses a neca'f ary condition for ox puod o
production in an and evcry tyne of cconoily, including l““cau~
cratic collcctivinm and socinlin, (e,v, ind 5 vould then 7o rep-
resent riecas of pfOuuLulon laoon pover, and surplus product,
reunbctlvle) In this cense the fornulq docs not tecll uz “nJ~

thing about the class chn”%ctpﬂ or the econoiyy. All it would
be iJ an algcbroelce expre ~ion for tha hroposition that if indus-
trial c¢xoo ngLon iz to take plnce, nore prosucer ;00d: (Lachine~,
raw natceinls, otc.Tanusg be annuinc bured than conouief. S0

thlt I wﬂuue:

Thorcfore one coinot prove thabt, e.0., Ruc..inn
geonony i a CﬂDltdl;Lu syotenl - as oohnson ogernio to

G0 - by shoving thiy the formula describes o ngeces-
sary a“o«ct o¥ 1t, process of accwwlation. On & the
contracy, one nust nrove that the terns of the fori-
la, the social relation. 9; procuction, arc in foct

capitalist. T T

Joanson angviers at some length. Follow closcly!

-

On page 2 we rcad:

Yet althoug: speeifically eapitnli-~tic, thin
formula illuninates all types of soeicty. "iac
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bourgeois society," anys ilnex, "is the nost highly
differcentinted n'rt0fl|w1 ofgﬁul zatlon of procduc—
tion. The categorics waich sceve as the expres-—
~ion of itz conditions nnd the ceomprehension of
ite ormanization and concitionz of produciion
winilch had prevailled uncer all the past fornis of
socicty" - and I add, nll futurc oncs also. The
-terns gg these foruulne arc harx's own fundorncnt-
al catesoricn. an intellifment lnrxist can apply
ther to slave socicty...to o feadal gocictys..t0
" Ancrican cunitaljlr in 1914 and 1950. i (Tly ori-
: pbaui.), J C )

Reread the above quotntion carefully. Johnson here states
in simple English that Marx'!'s formula is valid for gvery and any
type of econony, regardlenss of its clm"s noture. (We will over-

look hig sudden substitution of "Tormulac®™ - nany fornula - for

the sixgle Tormulal)

But if this is true, it follows thet the validity of the
formuln for Ruunlar gconony <obu not teil us its specililc clana
character. In othcr words, Johnson contradicts thc modin point he
node in uiz lbttbl, 1o wit, the uniquulv crpitnlict noture of the
fornulal

Ah, but that's Johnson's view on paise 2! On pase 4 ~nd g
he pre,untu the OppO”Ltu v1ew After quoting my statenent thal

sincc the formwula 1s valid for anJ cconony - the contcention whilch
he repeated on pase 2! - one connot prove thal Runoinu 00CLicoLy
17 capitalist unless 1t is firest cghowa thet "the terns of bhe
_formuln, the gocinl relations of production, arc in facit capitnl-
o ist," he stateg:

a

First, the formuln, as I have J‘O\n repre=’

sents in IMarxist thoutht not a nceceasury aupoct,

~but the speeific, immutable aspeet of a &_L"”&l«
int aocunulﬂtion, production for the anke of pro-
duction. 3But (I ar speaking here only of netaod)
1T cveir I can show that the speeific, inmutable
principle of Stalinist accurulntion is production
for the onke of production, I otill, zecording to
Cartcr's losic, rust go back and prove that the
terng are capitalict. A revealing request! We
hove left the vworld of Lenin and Rosn and arc back
in the liiddle Anges, analyzing God in terms of rups-
outtllﬁ anseln, provin: terus in terms of terus
ow cem I or any 7y eloe "prove" vhat Carter a:Ln?...
Todny Carter's typ . of proof is possible only in
natihcintics and very formol locic. It con never
be apilicd in life and socicty.

Johnson 14 very difficult to foliow, but lct us try:

a) Marx's formula can be ¢ wplied by an intellisent nex-
2%
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ist to any nr& overy trve of cconorny. (p.2)
J J 1

b) Yect tufh caie Torvmla expres co the élstinctive conitil-
1ot nnturce of nn ccenary, ’PTOL"UHLOA o i soke of proauctioal,

(p.4)

¢) When asked to prove "tart thc temiaz of the formuln, tﬂm
gocial relntions of pro. ction, (in Rissia) are in fact cqnwt ale
ist" Jomncon inforiic wt vaat hc learned fron: el that you cannot
prove "terin 1n terms of tornsh exeept in mnthooatics and very
forrnl loziel (p.B) "So it is unnccensary, raticr, imponaible,
nccording to Joan-on, to nrove wint tlic social fOllulOH of pro-
cuction are in a ,1vbn socicty! )

d) Thercefore in order to siow taat Ruassian ccononyy is capi-
talist onc docs not have to cstablish tiic fact that capitalist
productive relations cxist there — that the termec of the forrmula,
c, v, 5 stesd for constant capitel, variable capital, surplus
valuc in the capitalist cense - that's the metaod of '"medicval
schcolien"! All one has to show ig that f'c formula vwihich John-
son airces (on pase 2) applics to all socictics also applics to
Rusg Dln.l Q.o.«.u.x)-

Is it any wonder that Johnson has no use for lojzie?

Capitalist Cate orics and don-Capitalint Sceletics

But thet is not nll, If we 7o buek to the citation fron

Johnson on the asnlicability of the forrula to all socictics, wa
will find that he diunluj“ once asain that ctrane knaciz of quot-

ing Hoarx without understanding nin.  llaex didé not say tuat his
catesoricn ~ capitnl, waje labor, cte. - apnly to all soclictics,
as Joanaon lﬂthpfnt’ nin o wlien he weites: "The terms of the
formulac are [arx's own fundnnental citeroricc. an intelligent
Harxiot can apnply then" to slave, fcudul and cnnitnliast soclic-
ties. (».2) For eAar31o, tic neono of UlOfUuthJ iy 01l class
socictics arc instrurent - for thc x;101uathn ol the manscs by
tne property owncrs, but undcer slavery and feudnlicn arc aoh
"capitnl,™ a =pecific~lly ceapitnlist catezory.

i

Only an unintclligent "larxist! would try to appnly "larcx!'s
fundanontal catsjoriec" to a non-capltalist ccononi. Fonnson
would realily adrit tiis waen it is put in sucw clrecet form. 1In
fact 7 ray not hnve ¢ "in pina' what he actunlly wrotce., He
can undénubiclly saow — and witix 21l the necercary indijgnation -
that ¢ has wreitten sooewhers or other that capitalict categorics
do not ap ly to non-cnnitalist socictics, Ah, there's the rubl
He writce withh equal Tecevor contendictory statencnts which not
cven Heowelinn dialectics ¢ i resolvel

In any cagsc, how cdocu Johnson distinguish cnp
non-capitalint ")01ctL““? Irsteddately following i
that inrcx's Torulo on cxprnded reproduction app1¢r
cictics (quotced above) ¢ ands:

p—-i

'_1
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In all of thun, v vould b protty mach
the oonc the seeond tinc 2o it wny the first,
But in thce sraph ui thac eapitalist sooicty, ¢
would nhoot to the ckioee, tuercby Cifilcrenti-
ating it fron tgu ot ) (p2)

However onc wished to tronslate the above, 1t 1s eloar tant
Jokngon acccpts the 1¢'1 inacy of using the terms v and ¢ for all

socleticse. Lt us assw. . tant ho unuufstnnnn thnt when uged in
this sencral cense v oand ¢ no longer stand for viciable capitnal
caplt"l and¢ conctoant 01u1ta1 thnt 15 to say, for pd);ijl;"t

cclt ;', Pilal’.

1

In capitalicst sdciety, hwowever, ¢ develops for nore rapid-
ly thaa v, thnt is to sny, thic means of pfO(uOtlﬁﬂ Zrow el
faster thoen utilized labor nower. ThlJ clenentary conecept of
capitalient: "alstorical niscion® as the rapid developuent of
the procuctive fOﬂCbu is convertced by Joingon into the specirlic
differentinting featurce of copitnlisn.  So that while in all so-
clicties I (v ¢ o) tmst be cfeﬂtbf than II c¢ Tor cxpandct ropro-
duction in capltalist soclety, the Giffercnoe 1s in the dencee
to which the new produccr o0odsg mnulfacturcd crxeeed the' producer
7o0ds uscd un, thnt ig, the rote of industrinl expansion.

Here aznin Johnenn fale. 1y identifice n gpecial Teature of
capitaliam:, distinguisiing it I”J“ pre-capitalist coclctics with
the basic ¢iifferentia Uﬂc‘tLO., the capitalist productive rcln-
tions from wviich it fla\~ Boco Jonngon mean thet in order to
deternine tiac class canracter of an econony, to find ont wistner
the terns of the formuln for expnded reproauction, ¢ And v, ac-
tunlly stend for capitnl and wasge labor, it is neccrnoary to dray
‘o praoh oend sce vhether "e would shool te thd skies"?  fo it
would nppear! :

For exanple, in his original letter Joincon wrote that
Marx's formaln "‘OtL theorcticnlly and concretely applice o
Russis rore than to any -apiltnlisn™ hitheeto nown.,  How woe Imow

vhat Johmpon reansd siuce Staliniest Rusein b developed the peo-
ductive forces AL 2 greeater rate thaa any copltnlicst country
(hithorto known) it is thereforce.....n capiinlist ceconony!

It!'s hord to belicve but tais 1s the only conclusion which I

draw froon Joine-n's wreitings in this connectlon,

Yet doen *“i“ rpan t1at 17 Stalininsn aidé not (or does not)
dcvelon tJL pre uuc forcen ranidly 1t ceascs to bulld a “capi-
talist" cocicty

; Dces tils rwean that Treotaly'ls prosrean: for a eapld inductrl-
alization of Ruacia -~ vhcres "o would lwot to the slica"! - wng
a plan Tor conctructing capitnlion?

Does it mean that when the woricrs take power in a“y coun-
try and ranidly develon the productive Torces (q” noy rust), they
are bull“ln cw;linll""?

2 31_3
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Or door Johmnson thini thint under a vworkcers' state and under
gocialism the prowth of labor power will be relatively sreater
than the growth of ncans of procuction, thet is, that there will
be a declinc in the productivity of labor?

Thers ie no end to Jonnson's confucion. He identifics
Morx's theory of capi.al accwulntion {expanded reprocuction) with
t h ¢ clementary forrmula which cxprecses a nccessary condition
for cxpanded reproduction in cvery society (I (v + g) nust be
zreator than II c¢).  He then identifies this formla with a rapid
developinent of productive forces. He further identifies tae lnt-
ter - walch hictorically differcatiates capitalism from pre-
capitalist socictics - with the distinction betwecen capitalisn
and all non-conitalist cocieties. And tihis is further cquated
with the concept of the norc rapid developrient of producer :3008s
cormpared to consuner sooGs, and “production for the sake of pro-
duction"! It is not that Jolnson thinks that everything "developc®
fromn the elercntary formuln of expanded reproduction; 1t is,
rather, for hin, thot the clenentary fornula alreacCy cXpresscs

all theoe differcnt phenonenal

0y

That is why Johnson contcnded in his originnl letter that
1f the fornula éid apply to Russia, Staliniet cconomy is capital-
ist! )

I ciiowed in ny orizinsl article thnt Johnson docs not un-
derstand the neaning of karx's schene of expanded reproduction
ané the formulae which he cmploys (in Capitnl, Vo1, II). Above
all, hc doeg net Mnow thnt iarx alrendy agswicd cnptnlist reln-
tions of procduction and the profit potive ag the dreiving force
of the cevnory, besauce he hrd slreacy proved tie valiclty of
these concepto!  As Lenin wreote in a polceiilce agnainst tiie Ausnian
cecononist Tusan-Baranowsky, who developed nll sorts of secinence,
with thc aild of foriulnc sirdlar to those used by Iarx, in ordor

.

to prove tihnt in theory ceapitalicri could countinuc indefinitely:

Schicries can prove notaing; they coan only
illustente a proccss vacn its separcate elenents
hove been theorctienlly clorified. (ilarx-Encelo-
Lenin Bdition. Capital Vol, IT Appencix ix. p2.566.
Quotcd by Paul Sweezy in "The Thcory of Capitallst
Developnent. %) .

IIT. HEGLL, THS MOLIOH" AUD SELF-ZXZ~HDIIG VaLuil

In o ccetion of his article ealled "Hegsel, Marx ~nd Carter!
Johnecon contends that Cocter Cocs not understand the "notion®*® of
capitalis (or hictoricl materinliacs nna éinleeticn) an ig proved
by his (Carter's) incistonce thint the profit rnotive of the capi-
talicts i3 the arivin; force ol e pitalist »nroduction. dCarter,
you sce, dcen not o beyond the cceldental, continent aspects
of capitalirm in wihich the copitaliste sponcar to be the active
forccs in pracduction and accurnulation, ’ Zify-
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Capitalicn 1s not production Tor profit, Johnson wreltes, 1t
17 for "gelf-cxp-ndin: vilue".  And thls conc optlun 1s in the "full
Hegelian tradition". (p.7) It is true, Johnson notes in paunia:,
"arx's work was to stand Hesel's principle on its feet " (p.?)
But he then forgets tiais on. the following parc by quoting Hejcite
dcfinition of thc "notion" and n;fucinu with *t without a word of
reservation!

It was once said of Stirling's Secret of Hegel (from which
Johnson quoten) that the author of tant ponderous volune éid a
good Job keeping Herel's cecret. However that may be, Johnson
assures us that Hegel's ncaning in his definition of "notion®'is

asler to understand out of context". (foctnote p.8)

For one who hag nn tcrou HCOGWian dialectics, like Johnson
this nay be so. For OtJLfb, however, thc neanings of Hegel's
"notion® is the rnost difficult c>ncept in that riost difficult of
philosophies. In Fact, it i: thc corc of Hejsel's idenlist syston!

hough I hnve SpOLo gone tine on and ofr, for many years,
studyins Hegel, I na&e noe clain to having mastercd his philosophy,
Noncthulcw Johnaon 5 newly ﬂcquirca w1bdon dese "ves sone connent.

-

Johnson quotes Hegel:

The Nature, the peculiar inner Bcing, the
veritably gtOﬂnML and gubgtantinl clnn snt in the
ultlgllclty and contingcncy of the phenonenal
?nd oaseing outward, is the Noticn of the Thing.

'p.BS : .

Anc then he connents: "It counds outlandish. 1In reality 1t
ig very simples! (248) To repeat: Johnson accepts Hesel's Wno-
tion" without rescrvation., Without knowins it, he tlcfciv ac-
cepts the cessence of Hemelinn idecalinnd -

For Hesel the "notion" is the real. The "notion" of a
thin:; has the onnie relation to the thing itsclf as the Abrolute
Notion or Ideca hne to the world. What naterinlists call the
real world is for Hegel "only a niserable copy of the concupt
(notion) soinz on fron cternity, ono one knows kafb but wt all
eventes incu,an ent of any tainking hunan breain. ® (En
"Feucrbach", Sclected Works of Karl Imrx, Vol. II, p. 452)

Thins Gevelop accordins to their "notion," Hesel vrote,

because tACiP reality, their real inncr beind, is a stage in the
Torical idea, that iu, is "notion", At least that ic what Herel
satd. To cite a rfew exn wles of Hegel's own vicw of the icdeal-

istic noture of "notion"'

The position taken up by the notion is that
of nbgolute idealis:, Pu¢10ﬂupwy is o knouled o
t”fwuwl notions Leenuse it dees that wihint on other
gsracdes of conscisumoese is taken to hoave Baling,
| 3.5
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and to be naturally or inrcedictcly indepencdent is
§ but a conctitucnt stnte in the idea. (The Losic
1 of Hezel. Translated fren: the Encyclopedia of
tho Pﬂll0,0ﬁ“lCﬂl Seicnces by fillicn Wellacc.
p. 289) (ly emphacsis in 21l c¢nsen - JC)

IT, 5 wns ~nid 2t an corlicr point, the
different sninzes of the logicnl idca arc to be
treatct as a sericr of definitlons of tho Abso-
lute, the definition which now results for us
is that the Absolute is the Hotion.

The noveiient of the notion is as it were
to be looked upon iiercly as a play; the other
wnich it scts up is in Pc“lity not another. Or
a5 1t is cxpressecd in the teachinss of Chris-
tianity: not ncrely has God creatcd a worlcd
which confronts Hin 26 an other, He has also
from all ecternity begotten o Son in whon He, @
Spirit, is at ho.c Witn Himsclf. (Ibid, p.288)

It is all very Jlnple ien't it? But simplc or not, it

- ghould be clear that do;el'“ "notion" is an idealict CunCO)tLOI
And when Johnson tells us that larx's conccntlon of "golf-ox-
pandin; valuc" ig¢ in the "full Heselinn tftalthn" (and the tern
‘itself directly 1lifted from Hesel) he shows that he understands
neithcecr Hegel nor HMarx. Of cource, onc cannot expect that John-
son would apply Hegelian 1denlisn with any consintcncy. He reads
that Harx put Hezel's dialectics on its feet. So he naively
conbinces the idealism of Hegel with the moterialisn of Marx and
we 1et!

"The self-cxpandir © value cxpands (!) according to its
'notion,' accurulated labor devourin: livinz labor.! (p.9) In
the full Hegelian tradition this neans that the 'notiont! of self-
expanding valuc deternincsg the process of sclf—cxvxnding valuc;

. or nore crudely, the iden 1is thc ren llty wnich takes the forn of
a naterial process. Lﬁfx s M"eoncept™ however, ic not mercly
another word for Lemel'c "notion"; what is 1noortunt is “that it
“involvcs an entirely oppositc vicw of the nature of the world
andé the relation between reality and our thoushts., Marx's "con-
gept" is o theorctienl formulation of a nnoterinl proccss lookce
at absirnctly, in its eocsentials. In o word, it is derived fro:
‘the ncrial process. Oncc the concept has been Tormulntca ana
verificd, one con sy that o now givun rnterinl procoos develops
"according to ti . concoewt® of the nwtcriﬂl process nlrenly aniie
lyzed, and is ti ercfor; o sinilay proccs

\

Without Turthcre u.l‘\b\,:"ltmU on tnis matter, the rceader
ean refer to ny New Internntiosnal article on nrx's ncthod of
abstraction, it is nececosary to add that arxisii is not a philo-
~sophicnl preconception of soecinl developnent (as thnsnn, other
anateur dinlecticifsns and geni-~Heselian Marxists cuszest),
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but scicntific theory supcorted by ialstoriceal and emplrical covi-
dence whleh must be constantly orifiod anainct ocuch cevidence
when nev phenonena and probleiis arieo. (sce Bngels, Feucrbach

on philoso,lics of history.) :

larx once wrote (in his preface to the first volunc of
Capital) that he gnpl‘yuc Heselian phrascs as a challenge to
his contc porarics vwho ware dc,f'minQ the sound fenturcs of
Heselts cinlectics. Tais has undoubtedly increased the Giffi-
culty in undcrstanding Capital. Joanson, however, aceepis thusc
phrases in their "full Heoellan tradition" and completely nysti-
fic. linrxisn,.

Capitalisn Without Capitnlists

On parec § of Johnson's article we find, as already cited,
that "Thc sclf-c xpﬂndint valuc cxpano"“co)ﬂuln‘ to its 'notion,
accuriulnted labor devourinz living labor,™ nd this we arc told
ig larx's notion of the "“trlct process of pro@uction". Johnson
then adds:

And vhere arce the enpitalists in all
this? Howhcre., Just nowherc. apital and
1nbor arc the noments. The cnopitalists arc
not noncnts, l.c., uetC"xinin active fac-
tors in production. Thoy 497 not Gotcrning.
They arc ceterniinced,

On pazc 8 we were told:

linrx reduces his nnalysis of capitalist
production to an ever-vonderful nirclic of
notl-nal sinrplicity, stripped of all contin-
oeney! luss »nd less of the Cay's lobor uing
to the worker, nore and more [oins to the other
monent, or active factor, the machinery. ‘

: Johmson's "ever-wonderful npiracle of ﬁotional oinnlioity"
aives us pachinery nnd 1lobor ag the cetive foctors of capitnlic
procuction. The enapitnllsts, tien, wre not “active Tactors in
production acc..rdin:; tc Jshnson. First of all, they do not cxist
in the process of "sclf-cxpanding valuc", and in the sccond
place, tiey arc "Cth”?lﬂud"' (H)w they cun be deternined if
they arc nowicre t9 be foun? Min all thidh, is aMmystory" to be
cleared up later. Bub the workers nre nlso "deternined," accords-
ing to Johnoont "Oncc tais nmass of accunulated labor doninntes
the laborcr in the vrﬂccun of nroducticn, noboly is frec, neltiher
the workers nor the e italists." (».10) If, tacrcfore, the
capitalists ~re n'”dk . to be found in the atrict pLWC’“w of ca-
pitalist production," t1 nrocess of "scli-cxpn ayind vwluf" be-
causc they arc thbfaink\ {as woulcd asnear e ong 1 tion"
5T Jrinson) it follows that the workings clasas is alsn nowafo
Mn all this"; wihnt you have then is nachincry nnd labor as
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natcerinl clerients of production, ns the "active! factors! 10 is
clecar fron the abuve quotations thnt Joancon uscs "eanionlt and
"machincey" incerchanseably, as. tiic sane thing! »

Or azain to follow Johnsant: if you elininntc the capitalists
beecausc tney nro azen ients of capitnl (and thercfore non-existent
or non-°ct1vc dhqt—qub~”Ud’) then you elirdinate the worlkers
because they albo are nicnts (”upf””cnt&tlvcs) of labor npower
and not "free")! " An& this is presunnbly 2 Cesceription of the
esscncc of the cdapitalist syston of :lass exploltationd

_ But lct us Assurmic that labor power is inwbparab]» fror the
working class, while "capital" is scparable Trois the capitalist
class (tnat s, another translation of what Johnson lntendel to
say)., Then. it "1s "capital" as nachinery which exploits the work-
ing class. Capital is then a material thiny which exploits people!

For llarxists, however; e2pltal is 2 social relation between
classcs cxpressed throurth materiﬂl thingss. - linchinery is caonital

- when it is omed by the capitnlists nind uscd to exploit the work-

crs;. that is, it is an inst funcnu of socinl, class cxploitn ion.
Do away with the capitalists, nonely, the prlvate svwncrs of the

-means of procduction, and the mﬁchincu cease to b “eanital!l How

else will the fﬂfLil‘:ClTSS destroy capitalisn - put an cend to the

‘process of "sclf-expandins value™ of eapitnl! - if not by CXpro-

priating,the capitalists, taking the nachincs awvay fron them and
thus establighing collective o\n;rs‘i) by suciety of thesc nachincs.

~Johnedn's cexposition on ""olf~expandin3 valuc!" siwows thnt he

‘has not even beiun to understand iarx's critique of the"fetishisn!

of comnoditics, ecapital and roney under capitalisn. As Marx wrote
the relntion betw en cort .ofities "is n definite social rclntion
between ren that assume 21 their eycs, the fantastic frrm of o
relation »f thin- s." (Cw~1ta1 Vol. I. Pe 83) Or as Znaels put

‘the natter:

The QL rfic 1ty iu“ a commoCity is thnt,
“1like all entesorics of the capitalist mode of praﬂuc—
tion, it rcpresents a vorscnwl re¢lotionshipn (that is,
fulwtlwn between persons = JC) under a naterial wrap-

: pin . The produccrs brin; their differcent kinds of

- wWork 1ntos relation with each other as jenernl hunnn
1abor by relatins thelr products to caci sther as
.comiy Cities - they cannnt nccorplisi iu without this
nedisticn of the thin.  The rleuion of personsg op-
pears ns the relation or thin ;s.. (En-els On Crpitnl.

In.t. .L\lblo_, l)'4:5)

~John "n hns studied Hepel's Lou_c 817 Gili~sently and has beo-
cane 7 cnthrealled by the conception of a "gelf-novenent" that he
roau0u the capitalist procccs to a self-propelling nntorinl pro-
cess in which nnchines explouit 1abor (without capitnlists). It
1s inpossiblc to Giscover Troi: hLs cxposition waiy "seli-expanding
valucg" t“kcs ploce, why it ever stops, why it cever starts ajaing
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in a word, what is the driving force of the economy. Hore EX~
actly, it would appear that the driving force of self-expanding,
value 1is.....self-expanding value! But even if we were to accept
i this, why does self-expansion cver stop? Here we coms up against
f -~ a blank wall - it is a mystery whose solution Johnson does not
tell us! oo

, To unravel Johnson's mystifications, we first have to ex-—
t  plain larx's phras: "self-expanding value"., Briefly it means
£ this: the capitalist class (and the individual capitalist) starts
with a given sum of money which serves as noney~-capital. 'With
this he purchases the material elements of nroduction (means of
production and labor power) to produce commodities. At the end
of the process the commodities which are produccd are sold at a
i value greater than the value of the original roney-capital., There
¥ . has thus been an expansion of capital-value. The first problen
= 1s: where was this value increcased? l.arx showed that, assuming
~the capitalists bought the material factors-of production at
thelr value and sold the commodity-products at their value, the
increase in value took place during the immediate or strict DO~
cess of procuction, and not.in the preliminary or final stafcs
.of circulation.  Thus from the vicwooint of the total money-capi-
tal originally invested, the production of a net increase of ca-
pital value, in other words, surplus value, is thc "self-cxpan-
gion" of the value of the original capital.

. But how is this possible? HMarx asks. And he shows that
this increase of value is the result of the fact that the total
capital is divided into two parts: constant capltal, the means

f . production bought by the capitalists; and varisble capital,

e labor power owned by the workers, whosec use value excceds its
yalue. The capitalist (it is ascsumed) buys labor pover at its
alue; but the application of this labor power producecs & new
dditional value (surplus value). It i this which accounts for
he inecrease in capital values - which from the viev oint of the
riginal capital tesken as a whole is a scll-expandiiy process.

Ve have seen that Johnson could not find any capitalists

n this ccelf-expanding process. (Though he quickly found then
wo lines later and decided that they were "determined"!) If you
00%x clogsely at the above quotations from Johnson you will dis-
over tnat by sleight-of-nand he passed from the notion of capi-
alism to the notion of the "strict procecss" of capitalist pro-
uction. In the I :tter process, that is, in the imrediate pro-
ess of production of commodities, the capiialists 1oy not be
ound paysically present;in such cases theyarepresented by the
anagers, foremen, ete.! In any event, capitalism is not and
cannot be confined to a "strict process of production" or reduccd
to tnis by any ever-wonderful miracles, The capitalist process
of immediate production is the central phase of cepitalist pro-
uction and reproduction, which beging when the capitalists brin:g
ogether the means of production, -ns his property, and labor
power (preliminary circulation), and cnds with the sale of his
ommoditiecs, which provide the capitalists with moncy-capital
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(profits) to continuc the process all over again.

In other words, the invcdinte process of the crention of
comnoditics under capitnlisr alrendy assumes the capitalist pro-
duction rclations, the relation between the canitalist eliss and
the worlking class. As we hnave scen, the productive relations
are based unon the existing social distribution of the material
elements of production; tant is, thc capitalist ownership or the
neans of »nrocuction and the proletdrien character of the working
class. These class relations arc consiently renroduccd in the
developnent of capitalism. Without the preliminary social dis-

“tribution of the material ractors of production, without the pre-
liminacy nrocess of circulation, without the finnl process of
circulation in which thc products are sold and profits are once
again converted into capital, the immediate process of production
is a meaningless obstroaction; a complete impossibility. Only
when the intermcdiary po-ition of this process is clearly rccoz—
nized and uncerstcod cor .t be isolatecd for analytical purposcs

~with whicn 1t is necessarily connected. The precise forms of
these processes may and do change in the developrient oT capital-
ism. But the essentinl features outlived above are indispensible

for canitalisn. ‘ : .

The ¢ispute between Johnson and nmyself is on the gqucstion
of capital accwmlation. To rcduce the esscnce (or "notion") of
capitalisi to tuc immedintc proccss of production is to exclude
all reproduction - the realization of surpluc value, that is, its
~eonverslion into profits and then money-capital; the purchase of
labor power and machines for expended production! Capitalisn
without capitalicts; machincs (without capitalist owners) cXploit-
ing 1~nbor! :

However, by this tine we should ¥nov hettcr than to cxpect
consistency from Johnson. So we learn thot there arc-capitaliste
but they arc "determined". Of coursc the capitnlists are con-
~frolled by particular forces and laws beyond their control, col-
~dective or individual; that 1s to say, determincd. They cannot
“do anything they want - how elenentary!  Certainly they cannot

make profits whenever they desire or to the extent they desirce -
even a capitalist can tell you that! But they produce in order
- %0 noke profits - this notive forcoe is deterninca Qz~th€”social
relations of procuction! They arc tiacrctorc corpclled to buy the
neans or production nnd labor power and produce conmnoditics,

that is, exploit labor, in order to rcalize tils aim. If they
cease naking profits - and this does not depend on their "frec
W;ll"! - they stop production; the process of self-cxpanding value
Wnich Johnson depicts as ,one nysterious perpetual notion, there-
by cecascs! The capitalists deeide on the secalc of production in
accordance with their cstinntes on how iauch profit they can nake.
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IV. THE PROFIT MOTIVE AND
PROUCTION FOR EFRODUCTION'S SAKE . .

For Johnson, however, the statement that the driving
force of cnnsitalism is cooitalist profits is n "oourgeols delu-
sion" (p.11) which is shared by Cartcr. In 1:ply to ny cita-
tion of liarx on the central role of prolits for the allocation
of capital to the differcnt scctors of the econony, he chargces
thnt the quotation 1s taken out of contoext.

He cites the 1last sentence of the quotation: "Profit then
appears here as the naln factor, not in the distribution of pro-
ducts but' of their production itself, as a part in the distribu-
tion of oopltal and labor anong the various sphercs of cconony.
And addas that this is "the rmoet superficial of capitalist concop-
tions," since "Two lines lator larx says, not what the prinary
factor appears to be, he says what in cessence it is. 'But it
arises prinarily’ from the developrient of capital in its eapacity
as a self-cxponding value, crceating :urplus-valus, it arises
fron this definite social forn of the prevailing process of pro-
duction. " (p.7) o : A

Johnson hns nade another elementrry Giscovery - profits
arise fromn surplus valuel! Thet is to-say, the source of profits
is surplus value: Or as I stated agninst Johnson, profits are
the peculiar canitnlist forn of surplus value. (In fact, if
You look at page cne of Johnson's. article you will find the
followingz: liarx "showed that any surpluc or profit, s, could
cone only fronn v (variable capital, JC)!Y Surplus value and
profits hcere agce identionl). -

In any case, Johnuson has nastercd Hemel's Lozic. He grasps
at Marx's word Yappeares," and translates this to ncan a mere 11-
lusion. He has not the :aintest idea of whoat IFnrx is writing

.about. It should be obvious for one agquaipted with llarxinn eco-

nonlcs thnt wnilec the totel surplus valuc produced in a given
period 1g equnl to the total profits (assuning all the surnlus
value realized), the allocation of capital and labor to given in-
dustrics ctnnot be deterrined solely fronm o xnovwledge of the totol
surplus value produced by the econony or the rate of surplus
value. For this surplus voluce nust Tirst be "realized," conver-
ted into noney, into profits which then serve as capital. Capi-
tal is then invested in industries where the lnrgest profits con
be nmade. (In competitive cnpltalisn the competition anmong; the
capitalists result in a tcndency towards an averase rote of
profit, Though for Johnson capitalist corp-tition can "dcter-
ninc" nothing). - ,

The 1rony of Johnson's charge that I quoted Iy : out of
context is the fact that he onite the Tirst scentences of ny ci-
tation 1n which the word "appoars" is Abrent and Mirex's meaning
cannot possibly be misunderstood:
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: And nov let us tnke profit. (larx wrote).
This definitc¢ Tornm of sUrpluc vilue 1s @ prerequi-
sitc Tor thce new creation of ncans of production

Dy ncans of capitalist production, It71is a relo-
tionh wiica doninatcés procuctione... —  ~

Could anything be more unanbiguous?

N R R "

For tiosc who may still have linge: ing doubts as to Marx'g
view of the¢ role of profits under capitaiisis, his well-known
words on Ricnrdo should scttle the matter:

Vhat worrles Ricardo is the fact that the
ratec of profit, the stinulating principle of capi-
talist production. the fundanentol proniise and
Geiving force of nccurniulation, should be endangered
by the developnent of production itself. And the
quantitative proportion ncans evervthing here.
Tiier¢ is incdeed soniething deeper than this hidden at
this poilnt, which he vagucly feels. It is here
deronstrated in a purely econonic way, that is, fron
& bourgeois point of view, within the confines of
caplitalist understanding, from the standpoint of
conitalist production itself, that it has a barrier,
tant it 1s relative, 'thnt it is not absolute, but
only a historical mode of production corresponding
to n definite and linited epoch in the developrment
of the material conditions of production." (Capital,
Vol. III, p.304. Ny emnhasis - JC).

Production for the Sake of Production .

It is in opposition to tois Harxist vicw of the notive
Torce of capitalism to which Johnson counterposss "production
for the snke of production" (the main thesis of nis article,
whicih gives it its title).

_ In iny How International article (April, 1942) I alrendy
conmmented ot his usc o an icentical phrase, accurul~tion for the
sake of accuruletion. I wrote! : :

A.ain, he trics to paraphrasc o rajor
taought of the llarxinan thcory of capisalist
accurulation but forgets the essential fea-—
turc, i.e., the driving force of tais accu-—
mulation! It is preciscly the deive Tor
profits waich conpels the caplinlist constant-
ly to produce, accuwmulate and ciprnd in order
that they enn realize greater profits - or per-
%sh uy capitalists in the coupetitive struggle.

1) [} 80 :

Instcad of replying to ne dircetly, Johrson cites Lenin
and Luxcrburg on "production for the snke of  roduction". In
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this phrrge, he iaforne us, is expresscd the hernal of the alf-
ferences between ¥ ke ron enpitol necunuls tion.

RS

Rosn agreed coipletely tant "under the
abstract conditions linex's diazrans oerrit of
no intcrpretation than production for the sake
of production." That is wn~t Mar. neant by
the foriauloe, she said, and he wns wrong, be-
causc actunl socicty ig not like tant. Tast
is what Yarx meant, said Lenin, ané he was
rigat, becalise actunl capitalist socicty is
like that. Both knew llarx's second thesis on
Feucrbach!: "The question whethsr odjective
truthh is on attribute’ of hunan thouzht is nbdbt
A theoretical but a practical question...The
dispute over the reaiity or non-r¢ality of
thinking tint is isolated fron practice is a
purcly scholastic question". (n.4)

Johnson has cen risled by the identity of the words uscd
by Lenin ~and Luxcnburg, to belicve that tirey were tacrelore re-
ferring to the sape thing! - He has read only the uotations wiich

. (=] ! Lo - . : e - R
he cites, ond not the works frofl waich they are cullcd, and con-
pletely =—isintersects Lenin and Luxenburg. (I should add thnt
gince both works apnear only in Russian and Gernon, I an at thc
sanc disadvantnge as Johnson in not having read taen., Hgwever,
I will show fron the citations  theusclves that Jonnson's in-
terpretation 1s false). . '

First, as to Luxeuburg: As is velli-known, siic held that
Farx's scheme of exsanded reproduction (in the sceond voluric of
Capital). was incorrcct. Johnuson gqaotes her: '

e..¥ho realizes the constontly expanding
surplus volue? The dlagrans (of Tiary, JO) an-
- swery the capitalists thcrsclves and only they.
- Want then do they o with tneir concstantly ex-
ownding surplus-valuc?  The dirgrans ansoer:
they utilize it for the over greater ¢xXoonsion
ol thcir production. ‘These ennitalists tien
aopear to be fonatics expandin s production for
tae gnite of production.  Troy oull. hoWw Maciince
in order witih thed to ouilc agnin nev wiciiines.
Wit tiails anounts to is net acecwml tion of cupi-
t21 but cxpnonsion of the nceans of nroduction
witiout aine..™(p.3. - oy cophasis, J6)

. Johnson acdg: the capitalists are such fenatices expanding
production for the sake of production. Thot is what line: ¢cid
Rnean and that is wnot Lenin wrote.

But siince as I hnve nlready spowed in the
previous scetion of this article, the arxist view is thnat thoe _
canitalists xornd production Tor the sile of profits, it should
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bec clecar that . if Luxenburg's stateiient is valid, then farx!'s
scheric Cocs contraaict tnb ¢ssent il naLure or '“plt“llsr as o

profit naking systern. irk's sciolic woula thcreforc be falsc,
The nub of Luxu.bufg's bflthlun then is that on the basis orf
Marx's schene surplus value canaot be converted into nonecy Hrof-

its and then into CuOluﬂl accuuulntion. If that is so, how caa
arx's scheile of expandeC reprocuction be an cexpression of capi-
tal accunulntion? : :

llarxists who acce; ' the validity of liarx's scherie thus
ncees sarily rcject Luxcnburg's contention that it mcans that tn

.capitalists are Tfanatics procducing for the sike of procduction.

On tac contfﬂfy, they-hold that the-schine ¢oes explain how sur-
plus valuc is converted into. rnoney-profits and beconcs capital
accumulation - and this is the essence of the dispute on capital
accumulation. Only Johnson can be 'so illogical as to accept
Luxemburg!s ma jor criticism of karx bdut prect the inescapable

conglusion! .
Now let us turn to Lenin., Johnson quotes him as follows:

In the develonmcnt of tneoe two denart-
nents (wmcans of production and icans of con-
sumption industries, JC)...diSpfOpOftion is
inevitable. The fact that means of produc-
tion grow faster than. means of consunptlon
corres poqu to the "nistoric" mission of
capitalism and its specifie social struc-

’,tuf): the first consists precisely in the
development of the productive forces of so-
ciety (produutLov for the sake of produc-

' tion) the second excludes their utiliza-
tion by the masses ol the people. (p.3)

Jonndgon then commonts:

That is what the abstract formul: is intended
0 saow concretoly. At the end of JVolume II
narx cOﬂLCLtly\l the formula in some difficult
Giagrams whieh 2lso illustrate this anong owvner

themcs. (p.3)

[+

4

pnOU“i has alfeauv been said about the SpPlelC elencntary
formula to prove that it does not and cannot express the above
"concretely" or abstractly. What should be noted here, in the
first plao;, is that Lenin, in the above citation, 1isg not agealing
with liarx's schieme drvclupoﬂ in the second volume gg Capital!

Thit is clear froix the firsht sentencce. Disproportion be-
tween ¢ tvo departuents of ecohomy arce iLnevitable in the develop-
ment of Clwltalinm, but it docs not exist within the Pvnotuptloal
progressively expanding capitalicsm ‘postulaiced in Lorx's schcmg!
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liarx therc assumcd a balanced, harmonicus, sclf-encloscd capi-
talist system; that is to say,.one in which the morc rapid growth
of producer goods industricss comparcd to consumer ;;00ds indus-

~tries is at the stme timc a proportionate cevelopnent of the ro-
lation between the two, (See my origunal article. WNote that
Johnson hag not disputed the validity of my brief exposition of
this character of the schemc).

Thus larx's formulae do not exnress the disproportions
which are inevitable under capitalic ., On the contrary, they
expres: tne relations which must obtain betwecen the two depart-
ments (and the Tactors within them) ior a harmonious, balanced
develooment of capitalism. They assume ThET @Il Thit Tiich 15
produccd is consumcd, that 18, a balancc Betwdon produtition anad
consumi-tion.”  Somé rarxists (sce BOrchardtyEW drxIst THEory Of

Crises". THodern Librar- EgitTon O Capital aildl OCAcy W#iTInTs)

have explained the Marxist theory of crises exclusively in terms
of the inability of the capitalists "to realize" these formulac
in practise. (Actually this is only onc aspect of: the Marxist

theory) .

-

What then did Lenin (and Marx) mean by "production for the
sake of production"? Simply tais: that in contrast to the ma-
Jor pre-capitalist societles, where production is directly for
consumption, the surplus product is consumcd unproductively by
the ruling class (slave holders, feudal lords) - only a smnll
‘part is used for expanded production; in capitalist soclety,
broduction is unot for the dircet purnose of consumption (for use.
values) but for ever-greater profits, which can be obtaired only
by the constant rcinvestment accumulation of the major pirt of
the profits; that is, the conversion ol Lho surplus valuc into
money-profits, which in turn forms the capital accumulation.
Thus, :iven the divorce betwecen production and consumption under
capltalicm, therc is an inhercent tendency for the unlimitcd de--
velopnont of the productive forceg ("production Tor the rake o
production' in contrast to production Tor the sike of dircet con-
sumption),  Far fron excluding the capitalist profit notive, this
tendency is' the result oi the profit motive, 1ts objective
conscquecnce. - : )

.. _Despite Johnson's arcogance in charging that Luxemburg did
not know the elementary concepts of Marxism (such as, that a
large part of surplus value is converted into constant capital,
and that the "historical mission" of capitalism is the develop-
ment of the productive Torces) and that "Roza's conception is
eseontially bourgeois® ( .8), she was obviously correct that the
ca; itallsts arc not fanatics producing machincs i'or the sake of
produecing rnachines, etc. She not only knew that capitalist pro
duction develops beyond the consumption limits sct by the social
relations of production; -that veory thought vags in fact the main
burden of her griticisms of Korx!s schenc,  She denicd that even
in theory the capitalists could Tind tho nceessar; narkets for
their commoditics in a hypothetical system in which there arc
only capitalists and workcrs. Of course, given Johnson's inter-
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pretation of thie phrasc "producticn for tne sake of production®
there is no reason why the capitael sts have to find these mar-
kets (way they have to scll commodities, sct profiis, cte.)!
How capital accumulation would then take nlace would be anotiwer
mystery! :

Lenin differcd with Luxemburg (though he never wrote a ¢i-
rect polcemic against her Accwmulation of Canital.) However this
1s what Lenin once vrote oin the phrase discusscd above:

The development of production (and consc-—
quently of the home market) becausc it relates
chicfly to'mcans of production, appcars para-
doxical and undoubtedly does present a contra-
diction. This is genuinc "procuction for pro-
duction's sake", cxpanded production without a
corresponding expansion of consumntion.

(The Development of Capitalism in Russia. Chap.
I. Translatced from the Russian by F. Forrest.
lhy emphasis - JC. This writing will soon ap-
pear in The New International).

And here is what larx wrote on the active role of the capi-
talists and the question of "procuction for the sake of produc-
tion":

The historical voluc and justification of
the capltnlist are to be found in the fact
that nhe ruthlessly forces the human race to
broduce for production's sake; he thus forces
the development of the productive powers of
society, and crecatces those material condi-
tions, which alone can form the real basis
of a higher form of socicty, a society in
which the full and free development of every
individunl forms the ruling principlec.
(Capitel, Vol. II. Sce liotrn Library Egi-
tion of Capital and Other Viritings of Karl
Foerx, po. 160-161 - my cmphasis, JC)

Thus it is clear that production for production's sake
1s not thc driving force of capitalism or of the capitalists.,
Rathcr it is the capitalists who drive capitalism to produ:tion
for production's snke - that is, withoul dircct concern for con-
sumption and by constantly reinvesting{instcad of dircctly con-
suming) thc majer port of tic surplus valuc (capital accumula-
tion). They arc not "fanatics" - their concern is profits, and
thercefore they develop the productive forccs of society.

Did Luxemburg disagree with this view of IMHarx? OF coursc
not! In complecte agroement with Iinrx (and Lenia) she contended
that the capitnlists do not produc. machines for the sake of Jayale s
-ducing machinee, cte. As Farx stolLcéd the matter:
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“..0 contvinuous circulation tcekes place between
conngtant capital and constant capitel (evar
without any accelerated accumulation) wiica
i1s in:-go- far ianfznendent of ndividusl ecn-—
sumpt ton but vhich is nevertheless definite-
ly 1imited by it, because the production of
conctant capital never tgkes place for its
oun sake, but solely because more o€ Ehis
copital is needed in thoss spheres of pro-
duction vhose products npass into indivicual
consumption., (Canital., Vol. III, p.sH9. Ly
emphasis - JG) . A )

N

Note well: "the: production of censtent capital never
takes place for its own suakgl! Ths meanlng of ing 6xprossion ig
clear Trom the conteXt. ~For exemprlc - 'n slroe-umtking macalie is
produced to serve to make choes, taat is “ts ase-valve., Tnis
is not in contraciction to the statement "vhat the produstion of
constant capital igs for the sake of copitulist profit waring,
Or that the procuction of constant canital takes place without
a correrponding consumption expansion {let us cay, Tor shoes)
--"production for the sake of production". 1In each case the
sane¢ words "production Tor the sake of" ig clearly used in a
different sensc. In each case the neaning is wade clear by

the conteoxt.

; And asg shown, above all, thesc concents are clossly in-
terrelated in the ibrxist theory ol ca.ital accumulaetion., For
the sake of makin: prelits, the capitelists produce comnoditien
which must have use-valuee (tnc usc-valus of cousient capital
is that it functious as a means of rroducing (ultimetely) con-
sumcr goods). In the strugnlie for incroasing profits, they arc
compelled to develop constontly tine vroductive forces beyond
the limits set by the conegunntion povice of capitalist soclety,
which is deturmincd by the productive o proprrty relations.

Unfortunately, the more Jonnson reads, the more confuscd
he gets. Some time azo he was able to state cerrectly:

Harx wrote three volumes describing
the structurc =nd funestioca of capital-
ist cconony. For farxists, labor power
iz a commodity 1like any othcer comrodity
which the capitalist brtys and sells,
Consumption ie a :nsticn of procuction,
The iror low of such a metiod of produc-
tlon is the accumulation of profits in

lhe Torm of cipital Leadiag o
greater accundlaton, (Jac Kow irte
Ce

tionnl, July 1940, p.113 Ly omprasis)

Johnson was a wiser man threc years apgol
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Marx's general theory of capital accumulation is the
central point of his theory of capitalism., The scheme of ex—
panded rcproduction found in the second volume of Capital is
one phase of the guneral theory, which was neither complcted by
barx nor integrated by him .with the other aspects of his theory.
For example, -as Marx explained his original plan in.a letter to
Engels (July 6, 1863) he intended to show how profits, which he
wrote are "only formally distinguished from surplus-value" are

furth r divided into industrial (including commercial) profit,

inter:st and rent. (See larx-Engels Corresponc nce, p.241).
And in an accompanying economic table appecaring oppocite page
154 of the same volume, Marx graphically depicted this division.

The differences between Lenin and Luxemburg on Marx's
scheme arc at bottom related to the connection betwcen this
scheme and larx's views on the inherent contradictions between
capitalist production and consumption. ‘At least so it appears
to me from 2 more or less inadequate study of the question -

a study necessarily limited by the fact, already stated, that

the main works on the dispute, apart from llarx's, are in languages
which I cannot rcad. And I have.to admit frankly that for this
reasoin I do not have a definitlve position on the dispute. The
problems involved are highly complex ones. As I understand

them, I find that Luxemburg's criticisms of Marx are weighty

but not entircly conclusive. Her own theory of capital accumula—
tion which she connected with her theory of the nature of capi-
lalist imperialism and capitalist collapse appears to have
"loopholes" which arc not easily explained. At the same time,

I have found the critics of Luxcmburg whom I have read completely
inadcquate on the main points she raised., I hope, through fur-
ther studies, to arrive at a definitive view.

The fact that the problems trecated in Marx's scheme and
the questions raised by Luxemburg are of real importance is in-

Aicated by the fact that since the economic crisis which broke

out in 1929 bourgevis economists have sought to grapple with
them. The problems rcvolve around the qucstion of capital ac-
cunulation, The central problem is that of "full employmeni! -
the relation Letween the rate of capital accumulation and full
employment; between producer goods and consumer goods; between |
production and consumption. The increased conscious interven-—
tion. by the state in the economy, made imperative by the ocono-

‘mlc depression and the social crisis of world capltalism and

further acceclerated by the present war, compclled the bourgeois
economists to turn to these crucial problems. And all the dis-
cussion of plans for the 'post-war world necessarily involve the
same unifying question: how to achicve full enployment or face
permanent capitolist social crisis.

Yet onc should be wary of Johnson's carc-free reference to
Marx on Feuerbach (thé question of "objective truth" as "an at-—
tribute of human thousht is not a thcorctical but a practical.
question...") as precumably the monner in which the vilid ty of
Lenin's or Luxenburg's views can be testcd. Johnson oversimpli-
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fies and thercforce diutorto the actual relation between theory
and practicc. Par’ Acularly is this truc In regard to lfarx's
schene of expanded reproduction. For exauple, in practice
there 1s not and never has becen & "pure," boll—pnplOObu capi-
talism. In practicec, therc is no balanced capltnlist systenm
in which pfoouotlon and consumption arc in harmony.. In prac-
tice, the capitalists wie compelled to find nOn-capitalist
markets for. their: surplus goods. and capltnl, to scck folrcign

markets. ."In practice, overproduction.and crious do inevitably

arisc out of c& pltallsL. : R e

In other words, the practical prqof of lMarx's schene is
not the simple matter suggestcd by Johnson. It involves a
whole scries of intermcdiary thcorctical studics (iacluding, for
example, such matters as crodit, state-managed currency, nono-

poly). Only Joiinson can write. about the formulac of linrx's schene
as though they do or can Mapply" to .cap’ talisn of today in a
direct sense., Of cours such an elernicntary forimula as the one

which Johnson incorroctly contends is identlcal in substance
with all of larx's formulac,. with.his schenc and with His en-
tirc theory of capital abcunulxtion dvues ‘"apply" dircctly to
any cconony.in which expanded: repfowuctlon takes placc. That
1s to say, statistics can be citcd which show that the formula
1s an cxpression of the actual proecess at work in the Unitced
States, Gcrnan), Russia, cte., -But this.is. so bececause the
formula is c""entially a definition of the first clenmentnry
prquululue Tor any 1ndubtfial cxpansion! :

-In Conclu81on

I have criticized Jo-h'nsori'o article in considerable detail
in ordcr to chow that lils method of approach to the problens
involved, his cxpoui*ion of Marx's nothod and thcories and his
" ovin fvaaonlnu and conclusions are not only falsc but also stu;tif“-
ing for thosc who lopk .t him as a tecacher of I~rxism. In no ‘
casc docs he uncderstn nm the specific problens considercd; he
thercfore constantly Introduccs irrclevant quotations and self-
contradictory cornents.. The most ¢lementary conccpts of Farx
arc pCCSuﬂtvﬂ as corollcatou ny sterious thcoricL, the nore
diffic Lt oncs as cver-so inplg views. His seclf-ngitational
stylc, in any ce ‘o is in hﬂfnony Vlth;hiS cntire approach.

“~

The roeult is a conol&tc sttillP ation. of Marxisn.

This n:sthod of 4 _prO%ch i tQ bb xounﬂ not «nly in John- -
son's rriting on Russian socicty nnd Larxzian coonoiics, but por=
meatos vieb 11y oll of his writings of rccent years, Tufoubﬂ :
his reading of Hegel, he hins pickcd up the dimlcetic jargon, as
1t werc, and gives a scil-Hegellinn, tvist to Narxism. He dis-
plays an lnublllty to comprciaend the nany-sided aspects of the
sub ject-mattcer which he treats and the inter-relations between
these aspects which nake up the ‘hOlL He secks the cssence
("nntlon") of th\ nattce in what is onc or anothor aspeet of it.
He confuscs Harx's analysis of thq,cntirc proccss., In a word,
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his approach is not n dialectic or scicntific onc in which all

the necessnarily rclevant rfactors arec taken into eonsidcration,
but a onc-sided approach buttrecased by the nost irrclevant ma-
terial.

In politics,suc’ an appronch leads to & scctarian out-
look and scectarian vic . on the problens facing the movencnt.
This is the logical conscquencc. For scctarianism, from the
viewpoint of thcory, is onc-sidednces in politics. A falsc
view on onc¢ or another question is far lcss harmful than a
false genernl appronch to qucestions. The first can nore

easily “be corrccted. The latter soon bccomnes an integral part
of ong¢'s pcrsonal-political nake-up, as a habit or sct of ha-
bits which can be corrccted only with the greatest difficulty.

Of coursc, one whose ricthod is false and scctarian can
hold correct views on this, that or any nunber of matters.
Hovever, i1t is wvhen he is confronted with a ncw problen that
his scctarianisn is rcevealed rniost glaningly. And since our
novencnt faces a seriecs of new problems (with more on the
horizon), the question of the mcthod of approach, our concep—
tion of Marxist thcory, our attitude toward ncw cvents is of
the utnoet inportance. -

The living events can be understood adequntely only with
the aid of the instrumcnts of Marxism, These instrunents, thesc
theorics,must themsclves be tested, modified and improved as
rcquired by life itself. Harxisn, 1ike all scientific thecory,
1s “hus gselfecritical, seclf- oorrcctivc. The study of Marxism
itsclf must also be in the sance scicntific spirit. I hope that
ny article, in addition to helping thec general rcader understand
Marxist theory and stimulating his further studics, will aid

.particul wely in the reoricntation of those comrades who today

are under tuu influcnce of Johnson's sterile conception of
Marxisn.

Josceph CARTER
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