Los cuatro Borradores de El Capital: Hacia una nueva interpretación del pensamiento dialéctico de Marx
Enrique Dussel
El primer siglo después de la muerte Marxa € ™ s (1883â € "1983) se inició bajo la autoridad Engelsa € ™ s, y luego continuó bajo la hegemonía de la II Internacional (Kautsky, Lenin, Rosa Luxemburgo, etc.) El periodo leninista de la Segunda Internacional fue breve, y pronto cayó bajo el dominio del stalinismo. El segundo siglo de Marx (l983â € "2083) ha comenzado con un œperestroika €, â □ € con el colapso del socialismo en Europa del Este, y con la publicación masiva de los hasta entonces desconocidos manuscripts.1 Marx en su segundo siglo será algo muy diferente de la de su primer siglo. Será un Marx que el pensamiento crítico estará en manos de € humanityâ "crítico del capitalismo y, de una manera positiva (la apertura de su era democrática y creativa), del socialismo existente. Quizás estemos más cerca de Marx que nunca. Engels se confunde con demasiada frecuencia en su â € œweâ € □ (Marx y yo) lo que era de Marx y Engels lo que había añadido. Por otra parte, debido a una actitud defensiva comprensible, que no podía tener una visión clara y arqueológico de Marxa € ™ s descubrimientos teóricos como podemos hoy en día, gracias a los descubrimientos que discutiremos en este artículo. Kautsky, Lenin, y muchos marxistas posteriores otros había menos acceso a los textos con los que estamos familiarizados. 
Se trata, pues, de una relectura completa de Marx, con nuevos ojos: como un Estado de América Latina, a partir de la creciente pobreza del mundo periférico, subdesarrollado y explotado del capitalismo a finales del siglo XX. Marx es, en la periferia, hoy en día, más pertinente que en la Inglaterra de mediados del siglo XIX. 
Introducción 

Marx fue interpretado durante cinco décadas desde el punto de vista del estalinismo, en sí una deformación tan evidente que no es necesario siquiera hablar de ello. Por su parte, el llamado marxismo occidental (de Luka CS ¡y Korsch hasta Kosak, Marcuse, Althusser, Colletti, o Habermas) filosóficamente explorado todo el â € œyoung Marxa € □ (aunque Luka CS ¡es la excepción, especialmente en su obra de madurez de la Ontología del ser social). En cualquier caso, en un principio un dependía de los materiales publicados por Engels y Kautsky. Cuando, en 1925, los Manuscritos Económico y Filosofía de 1844 se publicaron, en el que Marcuse tan astutamente un comentario, un redescubrimiento de Marx se inició. Los Grundrisse, publicado en 1939 y en 1954, no tuvo el mismo efecto. Romano Rosdolskyâ € ™ s libro (1967) fue la primera discusión importante de ese trabajo. Es algo modificado la visión tradicional de Marx, pero fundamentalmente no, el â € œHegelianismâ € □ de Marx, ya propuesta de Luka ¡cs, sería negado por Althusser o Colletti, contra toda evidencia. 
Por mi parte, exiliado de Argentina (donde la represión de la derecha peronista y el ejército comenzaba, como en Alemania de 1933), en 1977 en la Universidad Nacional Autónoma de MÃ © xico comencé un seminario que se vuelva a leer en orden cronológico, â € œarcheologically , â € □ Marxa € ™ s obras de economía: desde el más pequeño de los proyectos más alejados del punto de vista de la publicación de El Capital. Los frutos de este seminario han sido los tres volúmenes que he publicado sobre este tema en español (Dussel, 1985, 1988, 1990). Después de haber iniciado una relectura completa, con la intención de descubrir diacrónicamente la construcción de las categorías en Marxa teoría € ™ s, que comenzó con los exámenes de su bachillerato en 1835, su tesis doctoral de 1841, sus artículos de l842â € "3, y el principio de su exilio. Hemos estudiado detenidamente los trabajos de París y Bruselas, dado que a finales de 1843, Marx comenzó sus estudios de economía, que continuó hasta 1849. Esta parte de su vida ha sido suficientemente estudiado por la filosofía contemporánea, especialmente por la polémica de Aithusserâ € ™ s â € œepistemological break.â □ € Para nosotros, sin embargo, el período posterior parecía más interesante. 
Marx se fue a Londres en 1849. Allí, cada día, comenzando en 1851, en la biblioteca del Museo Británico, se llevó a cabo una enorme tarea de lectura, de la que nos dejó el testimonio de los más de cien â € □ € œNotebooksâ que representan más de cuarenta volúmenes en la sección IV del MEGA. Hasta ahora, hemos tenido sólo los siete primeros volúmenes (MEGA IV, 1a € "7). Pero esta no es la sección del MEGA con el que estamos principalmente interesados. 
Cronológicamente releyendo estos manuscritos de Marx, llegamos a l857 y, rápidamente, descubrimos (ya que era un â € € œteamâ lectura □ con los estudiantes formados en una lectura estricta de Marx) la presencia masiva de Hegel en el llamado Grundrisse (Marx 1857 ), el primer borrador de El Capital. Con la lectura y el debate así cumplidos, supimos de otros manuscritos (Marx 1861) que acababa de ser publicado en Berlín. 
Estudiamos estos manuscritos en equipo, â € œarchaeologically, â € □ ohserving cómo Marx â € œdeveloped el concepto de Capitala □ € a través de la œconstruction â € de las nuevas □ categories.â € En noviembre y diciembre de 1857, Marx descubrió la categoría de los excedentes valor (véase Dussel 1985, cap. 7). Desde noviembre 1862 hasta enero 1863 se terminó de construir, de manera definitiva, la categoría de â € œprice de productionâ € □ (Marx, 1861;. Dussel 1988, cap 12). De este modo se dio cuenta que éste era el segundo proyecto de € Capitala ", es decir, los Manuscritos de 1861â €" 63. Con esta obra terminada, nos propusimos obtener los materiales próximos. En los archivos de Amsterdam y en el Instituto Marxista-Leninista de Berlín (donde fueron recibidos y donde las puertas se abrieron para nosotros para leer los manuscritos), que descubrió en 1987 la existencia de los manuscritos de 1863â € "65 (Marx 1863), el tercer proyecto de El Capital. 
Tuvimos así cerrado el círculo y ahora podría considerar la â € œfourth draftâ € □ de Capital (Marx 1867), que Marx tomó en enero de 1866â € "la obra con la que la tradición marxista todo ha empezado a leer a Marx. Tuvimos, por primera vez, una visión completa de la Marxa manuscritos € ™ s. Podríamos, sólo entonces, intentar una interpretación correcta: que no depende necesariamente de las otras interpretaciones europeas existentes, y que respondería a lo concreto, histórico â € œinterestsâ € □ de la pobreza latinoamericana, y la necesidad de una proceso revolucionario en la periferia del mundo capitalista a finales del siglo XX y principios del XXI. 
Creo que este Marx no sólo será el â € œMarx de la perestroika, â € □, sino también el Marx del siglo II completo (1983a € "2083), del filósofo y economista, que críticamente deconstruye y reconstruye la economía capitalista que antropológicamente y éticamente, en una visión democrática en la que la persona responsable y la participación se realiza plenamente en la comunidad y en la solidaridad. Lo que es crucial es describir la crítica marco â € œfrom whichâ € □ Marx criticó el capitalismo, ya que es a partir de ese marco que se puede criticar, así todos los posibles sistemas económicos en el futuro. Los cuatro Borradores de El Capital (1857â € "80) 
Examinemos en primer lugar, de una manera puramente externa, la problemática presentada para la interpretación de la Marxa € ™ s de trabajo por el hecho de haber escrito de su capital en cuatro ocasiones. Los Grundrisse (1857â € "8): Anteproyecto de Capital 
Cuando, el 23 de agosto de 1857. Marx comenzó otro bloc de notas (uno de los muchos), seguramente no era consciente de que estaba empezando a los diez años más creativos de su vida en los cuatro proyectos de capital 13 
términos de producción teórica (precisamente desde 1857 hasta 1867). Contrariamente a lo que se ve que es una ausencia total de un â € œphilosophical problemática □, â € por no hablar del hegelianismo, en Marx, escribió unos meses más tarde, en enero de 1858: â € œEl hecho de que por mero accidente, yo Miró de nuevo a través de Hegelâ € ™ s Lógica (Freiligrath encontró algunos volúmenes de Hegel que originalmente pertenecían a Bakunin y los envió a mí como un regalo) ha sido de gran ayuda para mí en cuanto al método de tratar con la □ materiala € (Marx y Engels, 1975, 93). 
Hoy sabemos, además, que Marx releyó nuevamente Hegelâ € ™ s Lógica en 1860 (Malley, 1977; ver también en el archivo en el manuscrito de Amsterdam B96, donde el propio Marx afirma esto), y que incluso quería escribir un panfleto popular para mostrar la importancia de la Lógica. Se trata de un paradigma filosófico, en el que el â € œrational nucleusâ € □ de Hegel se invierte (pero que se utilizan, sin embargo en su totalidad) (Marx, 1873/1977, 102 € "3), de la que Marx comenzó a desarrollar el concepto económico del capital . 
De repente, mientras trabajaba en el Darimon proudhoniano, Marx abandonó el estilo literario del comentario y comenzó el desarrollo de su â € discurso œownâ € □. Este es el â € œdefinitive Marxa € □ y para el cual todos los momentos anteriores de su vida (1837â € "57) fueron â € œscientificâ € □ â € œpreparations, â € □ según Marxa € ™ s concepto de â € œscienceâ € □ (Dussel 1988, cap. 14). Desde octubre de 1857 hasta la publicación de El Capital en 1867, Marxa € ™ s discurso dialéctico nunca se detuvo, a excepción de unos pocos meses entre 1859 y el verano de 1861, continuó, la construcción, constituyendo, uno por uno, sus categorías. 
En los Grundrisse, Marx ya se expuso, de una manera genial e inesperada (tal vez incluso a sí mismo), pero mostrando con ello la â € racional œlogicâ □ € de su discurso, el casi definitivo â € œorderâ € □ de la Capital. Hay algunas diferencias. Por ejemplo, la discusión de dinero (Marx, 1857/1973, 113 € "238) le permite descubrir la problemática distinta (y hasta ese momento, de ninguna manera el tema de su investigación) de la capital. Es en la construcción dialéctica del concepto de dinero que Marx descubrió por primera vez en su vida la importancia del concepto de capital, como el â € œpermanenceâ € □ (conservación) y el â € œprocessâ € □ (movimiento) â € "â € del œsense de beinga € □ en Hegel (la Bewegenheit que Marcuse estudiado en su tesis doctoral sobre la ontología hegeliana) â €" â € de œvalue.â € □ El dinero como â € œmoneyâ € □ no es el mismo que el dinero â € œas capital.â € □ En el â € œappearanceâ € □ (Erscheinung) de la circulación volvió a la â € œfoundationâ € □ (Grund) 2 o el â € œessenceâ € □ (Wesen). Llegados a este punto, Marx â € œwent backwardsâ € □ a lo que será el â € condición œabsolute de possibilityâ □ € de la existencia del capital: la cuestión de la œtransformation â € de dinero en Capitala € □ (la pregunta con la que comenzará los tres proyectos posteriores de capital). El principio radical de la totalidad de Capitala € "y esto es ya una profunda conclusión interpretativa, en contradicción con la tradición marxista todo y sobre todo con Luka CS ¡o Marcuse, que no tuvo en cuenta â € œexteriority, â € □ 3 pero una vez œtotalityâ € € □ 4 Jay 1984) como el punto de departureâ € "se enuncia de la siguiente manera: 
La separación de propiedad y el trabajo aparece como la ley necesaria de este intercambio entre capital y trabajo. Trabajo puesto como no-capital en cuanto tal es: 1) el trabajo no objetivado. . . concebido negativamente. . . Este trabajo vivo [Lebendige Arbeit]. . . esta denudación completa, existencia puramente subjetiva del trabajo. . . El trabajo como pobreza absoluta [absoluta Armut]. . . una objetividad no separada de la persona: solamente una objetividad que coincide con su inmediata existencia corporal [Leiblichkeit]. . . 2) el trabajo no-objetivado. . . concebida positivamente. . . es decir, la existencia subjetiva del trabajo mismo. Mano de obra no como un objeto, sino como actividad, no como valor en sí, sino como la fuente viva del valor [Lebendige Quelle des Werts]. (Marx, 1857 / 1973, 295A € "6) 
Este texto está también presente en el comienzo de los Manuscritos del 1861â € "63 (Marx y Engels, 1988, 30: 35), y debe haber sido igualmente presente en los Manuscritos del 1863â €" 65. Es también en el mismo lugar lógico-dialéctica en el â € € □ œdefinitiveâ 1867 edición de un volumen de El Capital. 
Desde el â € œexteriorityâ € □ de â € œliving laboratorio € □ (que no es ni â € œla capacidad de los laboratorios € □ ni un poder œlabor €, â € □ una denominación que Marx no utiliza con certeza hasta 1866), de la la pobreza trascendental (el â € œpauper, â € □ como escribe Marx) de la persona, la subjetividad, corporalidad, del trabajador como â € œnot-Capitala □ € (Nicht-Kapital), trascendental, pues, con respecto a la â € œtotalityâ € □ de la capital, el â € œliving laboratorio € □ es â € œsubsumedâ € □ (â € œsubsumptionâ € □ es la excelencia acto transontological la par que niega la exterioridad e incorpora â € œliving laboratorio € □ en capital) en el œlabor â € process.â € □ Es desde esta perspectiva que Marx, rápidamente, se dedicó al problema de cómo â € œsurplus valorA € □ (Mehrwert) aparece y lo que descubrió, por primera vez en su vida, la cuestión de un valorA € œsurplus € □: â € œEl valor excedente que el capital tiene al final del proceso de producción. . . es mayor que la que estaba presente en los componentes originales del Capitala € □ (Marx, 1857/1973, 321). A continuación, pasó a discutir con más detalle lo que más tarde llamado â € œrelativeâ € □ y â € € œabsoluteâ plusvalía □. También habló, sui generis, toda la problemática de la â € □ € œdevalorizationâ de capital en la que nunca más volvería a centrarse con tanta claridad. La realización del capital, por último, es el â € OEDE-realizationâ □ € del trabajo vivo: su â € Oenon-being.â € □ 
Del mismo modo, en los Grundrisse, Marx presentó. de manera ejemplar, una descripción de la precapitalistas œmodes â € de appropriationâ € □ (destruir el esquema unilineal y necesario de successionâ € "primitivo, esclavista, el modo feudal, capitalista y socialista de € productionâ" tan ajeno al espíritu de Marx) . 
A partir de entonces, Marx fue capaz de comenzar a descubrir el concepto de cada â € □ € œdeterminationâ del capital: las materias primas (C), dinero (M), la fuerza de trabajo (L), los medios de producción (MP), producto (P ), y así sucesivamente: 

Within the movement of capital in its productive moment, Marx then analyzed the process in the moment of circulation. A few pages on, the future book 3 served to outline the entire problem of â€œcapital and profit.â€□ The richness of the Grundrisse cannot even be suggested in these few lines. 

What is certain is that Marx completed the Grundrisse in June 1858. A few months later, between August and November 1858, he wrote the Ur-text (â€œoriginalâ€□ text of Capital), a short text on the commodity and money, and began â€œchapter 3â€□ on capital. But he abandoned it. 

The Manuscripts of 1861â€“3: Second Draft of Capital 

We should see the Contribution to the Critique Political Economy (Marx 1859) as the beginning of the Manuscripts of 1861â€“63 (Marx 1861). In effect, Marx first wrote the chapter on the commodity and then that on money, but he hesitated and promised to write a future â€œchapter 3â€□ on capital. It was the first definitive draft of what later became part 1 of volume 1 of Capital (Marx 1873). It is interesting because one can see the development with regard to the Grundrisse and also the immaturity with regard to the later drafts of 1867 and 1873. It is worth noting that for ten years (from 1857 to 1867), Marx did not return to this subject of part 1 of volume 1. 

Marxâ€™s draft of part 1 for the 1867 edition shows a lack of theoretical advance on this subject during that period. For this reason, the later, 1873 edition of chapter 1 includes many variations, and some important ones. 

What is certain is that in August 1861 (with a two-year pause at that time), Marx once again took up his pen to undertake, in a single stretch, a theoretically very creative period (from August 1861 until April 1867, without any important breaks though with some minor ones owing to the illnesses that continually besieged the Marx of London). He would write twenty-three notebooks (that we will call the Manuscripts of 1861â€“63), published as a whole for the first time (and without Engelsâ€™s or Kautskyâ€™s modifications) between 1977 and 1982 in the MEGA (sec. II, vol. 3, bks. 1â€“6). This is a huge amount of material that has not yet attracted sufficient attention from Marxian scholars. 

The structure of the Manuscripts of 1861â€“63 can he divided, to simplify, into three parts: the first, from notebooks I to V, is a quasi-definitive text and hitherto unknown second draft of volume 1 of Capitalâ€”on the transformation of money into capital (part 2) and on absolute and relative surplus value (parts 3 and 4). Once Marx clari16 Dussel 

fied these problems (that is, having definitively constituted what was essential to those categories), he could confront the history of economics to ask himself what economists had said on the subject and, by confrontation, to observe if his categorical framework â€œresistedâ€□ criticism. It is not a history (and therefore has nothing to do with a â€œbook 4â€□ of Capital) nor is the history the most important part. What is truly interesting (and what we have developed in our commentary) is the development of Marxâ€™s categorical framework. That is, in confronting Steuart in Notebook VI (in March 1862), for example, the most important thing for the reader of the manuscript is not to see what he critiques, but rather, in what sense he begins to â€œdevelopâ€□ new categories. The creation of new categories is not foreseen in Marxâ€™s plan, given that it is only a formal historical framework. One must read the text, then, â€œobliquely.â€□ One must see not only what is criticized, but â€œhowâ€□ it is criticized, with what categories it is criticized, which new categories appear. That is, one needs an epistemological â€œattentionâ€□ that is, in the first place, â€œterminological.â€□ In this case, â€œwordsâ€□ count (and the translations into English or into Spanish, where they existâ€”and many of these texts are not translated from the original Germanâ€”sometimes betray Marx). It is a question, then, of â€œpursuingâ€□ not only the words but also their semantic â€œcontents.â€□ 

Frequently the word is the same but not its content (its concept); other times the words change (for example, â€œcost priceâ€□ and â€œprice of productionâ€□), but the concept is identical. These fluctuations, variations, transformations, indicate an â€œimmatureâ€□ state in the â€œconstitutionâ€□ or â€œconstructionâ€□ of some categories. When Marx has finished â€œconstructingâ€□ a term, he gave a definite name for the concept. The most paradigmatic case is the following: â€œAll economists share the error of examining surplus value not as such, in its pure form, but in the particular forms of profit and rentâ€□ (Marx 1861/1988, 348). 

That is to say, the â€œnameâ€□ surplus value has â€œoneâ€□ concept (such as it has been described in the first notebooks). Its phenomenal â€œformsâ€□ of appearance in the superficial and more complex â€œworld of commoditiesâ€□ are profit or rent (which have â€œtwoâ€□ distinct concepts that, with surplus value, make â€œthreeâ€□ concepts). Nonetheless, economists â€œconfuseâ€□ them by conflating them as just â€œoneâ€□ concept. It is then a question of â€œseparating,â€□ â€œdistinguishingâ€□ concepts and â€œgiving themâ€□ diverse names to avoid confusion. An entire theory of the constitution of the categories should be developed here, but for that purpose we have written the three volumes of commentary. 

Perhaps the most creative moment is when Marx handles the question of rent when, departing from the position of Rodbertus and in the critique thereof, he develops the concept of the organic composition of capital, monopoly, and so on (Dussel 1988, chap. 9). The fundamental category that Marx discovers in the Manuscripts of 1861â€“ 63 is â€œprice of production,â€□ which also allows him to explain absolute rent. These subjects no longer correspond to volume 1 of Capital, but rather the portion of the dialectical discourse that will be elaborated in volume 3 of Capital, from the more concrete perspective of â€œcompetition.â€□ Without a previous program, one subject that is also treated frequently is the question of â€œreproduction.â€□ 

The manuscript finishes on questions of volumes 2 and 3 (mercantile capital, profit, etc.), and also those pertaining to volume 1 where, for the first time, Marx clears up the question of the â€œreal subsumptionâ€□ of living labor (Dussel 1988, chaps. 12â€“3). The Manuscripts of 1863â€“65: Third Draft of Capital 

In July 1863, Marx completed the indicated manuscripts and, that same month, began the Manuscripts of 1863â€“65 (Marx 1863). These include more than 1,220 handwritten folios, which began to be published in the MEGA in 1988 (sec. II, vol. 4). Included among them is the famous â€œUnpublished Chapter VIâ€□ (published in English as an appendix to the Vintage Books edition of volume 1 of Capital (Marx 1873/ 1977) and entitled â€œResults of the Immediate Process of Productionâ€□). This was the only time in Marxâ€™s entire life that he completely wrote all three volumes of Capital. This is, moreover, the only complete text (although in certain parts only a sketch) of volumes 2 and 3. It should be kept in mind that this draft of volume 1, except for a few scattered pages and the â€œUnpublished Chapter VI,â€□ has been lost. I believe that it was so similar to the text of the â€œfourth draftâ€□ that Marx destroyed it as he finished modifying or copying it. 

The materials that remained from this draft of volume 1 have been recently published in the MEGA (detailed commentary in Dussel 1990, chap. 1). The book has 495 manuscript folios, and is divided into the following six chapters: 

1. Transformation of money into capital
2. Absolute surplus value
3. Relative surplus value
4. Combination of both surplus values and the problem of wages
5. Accumulation
6. The results of the production process of capital 

As can be seen, there was still no idea of including an introductory chapter (or part), given that the subject had been expounded in 1859 in the Contribution (Marx 1859). Here Marx handled the problem of the â€œformalâ€□ and â€œrealâ€□ subsumption (Subsumtion), a question that would remain insufficiently addressed in the â€œfourth draftâ€□ due to the elimination of the â€œUnpublished Chapter VIâ€□ of 1863â€“5). 

In the London summer of 1864, until December of that year, Marx began the draft of volume 3 (Marx 1863). The texts display a great similarity to the thematic of volume 1â€”that is, the passage of surplus value (deep, essential level, simple) to profit (its form of phenomenal appearance, superficial, complex). These are magnificent texts, of great Hegelian precisionâ€”Marx is â€œHegelianizedâ€□ more and more until 1880â€”in complete control of his phenomenology, of the levels of abstraction, of the â€œsystematicâ€□ dialectic of the categories: that is, of a fully â€œscientificâ€□ â€œexposition,â€□ if by â€œscienceâ€□ one understands the passage from the phenomenal, from the visible to consciousness, to the essence, to the invisible. This is the â€œPrincipal Manu18 Dussel scriptâ€□ (or â€œManuscript 1â€□) of volume 3, published for the first time in the MEGA in 1992. 

Around December 1864 or January 1865 at the latest, Marx interrupted the draft of volume 3, and wrote a draft of volume 2 (Manuscript 1: Marx 1863) in one stretch. Marx included at the end, in the fifth paragraph of chapter 3, the problem of â€œaccumulation with money,â€□ a question not included in the subsequent editions of Engels (Engels ignored this manuscript, not knowing that it was the only complete one). The whole problematic of volume 2 can now be truly dealt with, and for the first time in the history of Marxism. 

In the middle of 1865, after having finished the draft of volume 2, Marx returned to volume 3. At the same time, he delivered his address on â€œWages, Price and Profit,â€□ where the subjects he had left to write are evident when he says: â€œRent, interest and industrial profit are different names for different parts of the surplus value of the commodityâ€□ (Marx and Engels 1970, 215). 

The book ends in the seventh chapter on â€œinterestâ€□â€”that is, on the question of â€œfetishismâ€□â€”where he repeats many of the reflections carried out at the end of the so-called Theories of Surplus Value of 1863. We have commented on the immense interest of all of this in our detailed commentary. 

In December 1865, Marx had, for the first time in his life, the three books of his work before his eyes, â€œlike an organic whole.â€□ It is the first part of four parts of his planned treatise on capital (the remaining ones: competition, credit and stock capital), which is the first of six planned treatises (the remaining ones being rent, wages, the state, international relations, and the world market). All thisâ€”against Rosdolsky, as we have demonstrated in our commentariesâ€”continues to be the fundamental â€œplanâ€□ of his entire work. Capital is only the beginning. 

The Fourth Draft of Capital (1866â€“80) 

â€œArchaeologically,â€□ diachronically, only now can we open the first pages of the definitive Capital. But no, in fact, Marx began the draft with chapter 2: â€œThe Transformation of Money into Capitalâ€□ (Marx 1867, that later became part 2 in Marx 1873). 

From the exposition at the International the year before, Marx was convinced that everything he had written in 1859 had been completely forgotten. It was necessary to write an â€œintroductoryâ€□ chapter on the commodity and money: the subject had not been addressed in the last eight years but, in any case, he left this introductory chapter for the end, for 1867. And this is not unimportant. Capital, its dialectical, logical, essential discourse begins with the â€œtransformation of money into capital.â€□ On this will rest the fundamental aspect of our pretension to a total reinterpretation of the dialectical discourse of Marx. Marx began the four drafts with the â€œchapter on capitalâ€□ (a â€œchapterâ€□ that became a section, a book, three books, and finally, four books in three volumes). The question of the commodity and money were necessary assumptions for the â€œexplanationâ€□ (that is, to know what money is: â€œobjectifiedâ€□ livThe ing labor), but Capital begins when, from circulation and as a contradiction, â€œliving laborâ€□ (lebendige Arbeit) is â€œsubsumedâ€□ in a labor process that is the first emergence of capital by the negation of money as money (in the payment of the first wage): â€œwhose use-value possesses the peculiar property of being a source of value . . . a creation of value [Wenhschoptung]. The possessor of money does find such a special commodity on the market: the capacity for labor [Arbeitsvermogen], in other words labor-power (Arbeltskraft)â€□ (Marx 1873/1977, 270). 

As can be observed, Marx doubts, he vacillates in using â€œcapacity for laborâ€□ or â€œlabor powerâ€□; three times in one page he will give both denominations, even inverting their order. Finally he decided, in writing these pages, on the denomination â€œlabor powerâ€□â€”a terminological decision made in January 1866, for the first time in his life. â€œCapacity for laborâ€□ perhaps expressed better than â€œlabor powerâ€□ the conceptual content of the matter. 

Chapters 2â€“4 (later parts 2â€“4: the transformation of money into capital, absolute and relative surplus value) offered no difficulty, given that since 1861 the matter had received quasi-definitive clarity. Nonetheless, suddenly, in the chapter on the â€œWorking Dayâ€□ he went far beyond the plan, and the work began to take on unexpected proportions. The same thing happened with the chapter on â€œMachinery and Modern Industry,â€□ which also ascends to more concrete levels. 

Chapter 5 is more complex. In it, in a still rather confusing fashion, various problems are posed, as can be observed in the successive â€œlevelsâ€□ of this part. He includes here subjects such as productive and unproductive labor, formal and real subsumption, fetishism, â€œprice of labor power,â€□ etc. This chapter 5 is later divided into two parts (5 and 6) in the 1873 edition. Chapter 6, on accumulation, closes the hook. 

Upon completing the manuscript, Marx must have written chapter 1 (Marx 1867) (later to become part 1). Upon finishing it, and after reading the text, Kugelmann suggested that Marx elaborate the question of the form of value, so Marx added an appendix (â€œForm of Value,â€□ Marx 1867), which clarified the question of the â€œrelativeâ€□ and â€œequivalentâ€□ forms of exchange value. In footnote 9 of chapter 1, Marx noted that â€œwhen we employ the word value with no other additional determination, we refer always to exchange valueâ€□ (Marx 1867, 19). This footnote disappeared in l873 because Marx, for the first time in his life (at the very earliest, in 1872, distinguished between â€œvalueâ€□ and â€œexchange-valueâ€□ (Dussel 1990, chap. 5.7). 

Now the famous text on the fetishism of the commodity in section 4 of chapter 1 in the last work to be published by Marx (Marx 1873) can be explored in more detail. The chapter with which many began reading Marx is, precisely, the last of his published workâ€”in which Marx introduced the question of fetishism (that would have taken its natural place at the end of volume 3) ahead of time, perhaps realizing that the remaining books might not be finished for publication. We now think that, for the first time in the history of Marxism, a detailed studyâ€”in a diachronic, synchronic, and semantic, fashionâ€”of the constitution of the â€œtextâ€□ can now begin. Hence a chronology of book 1 of Capital: 

1. From January 1866 to the beginning of 1867: chapters 2â€“6
2. Later: chapter 1
3. From April to July 1867: appendix on the â€œForm of Valueâ€□
4. 17 July 1867: the â€œPrologueâ€□ to the first edition
5. From December 1871 to January 1872: a few pages for corrections to the second edition (in Marx 1873)
6. From 1871 to 1873: second edition and postface
7. Until 1875: correction to the French edition (important for the discussion with the â€œpopulistsâ€□) 

After the publication of volume 1, Marx worked relatively little on the manuscripts of volumes 2 and 3. On the other hand, he immersed himself in an enormous investigation of the agrarian problem in Russia and many other subjects related to these subjects. What is certain is that Marx, challenged by the young Russian populists (especially by Danielson), had to take fundamentally new directions in his investigations. In response to Mikhailovskiâ€™s critique in 1877, Marx wrote: â€œThe chapter on primitive accumulation pretends only to trace the path by which, in Western Europe, the capitalist economic system surged from the womb of the feudal systemâ€□ (in Shanin 1983, 57 ff.). And in response to Vera Zasulich, in 1881, he is still more clear: â€œThe analysis of Capital offers no reason, for or against the vitality of the (Russian) rural commune, but the special study that Iâ€™ve realized, for which I searched for materials in original sources, has convinced me that this commune is the fulcrum for the social regeneration of Russiaâ€□ (in Shanin 1983, 124). Capital will have to be developed, on more concrete levels, not only in the central capitalist countries (England and Western Europe) but also in the peripheral countries (from nineteenth-century Russia to twentieth- century Latin America, Africa, or Asia) (Dussel 1990, chap. 7). 

We have now arrived at the end of the description, purely external, of the â€œfour draftsâ€□ of Capital. The â€œcorpusâ€□ of the text is at our disposal. We will have to explore it slowly in the first years of this second century of Marx. For the first time we have before our eyes the totality of the materials necessary for understanding what Marx â€œattemptedâ€□ theoretically to express. 

Some Possible Interpretive Hypothcses 

Faced with the totality of the preparatory and definitive manuscripts of Capital, we believe we can pose certain â€œhypothesesâ€□ to begin the debate on the â€œinterpretationâ€□ of such a huge work, that has moved world history to its foundations since the end of the nineteenth century. 

â€œLiving Laborâ€□ versus â€œObjectified Laborâ€□: The Logic of Capital The dialectical logical movement of Capital begins in the radical contradiction of â€œliving laborâ€□ and â€œobjectified laborâ€□ as capital. In the Ur-text (1858), Marx expressed The Four Drafts of Capital 21 

this contradiction in the following way: â€œThe only contradiction to objectified labor (gegenstandliche Arbeit) is non-objectified labor; it is the contradiction between objectified labor and subjective labor . . . the labor as capacity (Vermogen), possibility (Moglichkeit), faculty (Fahigkeit) . . . labor capacity as living subject. Only the living capacity of labor constitutes the absolute contradiction with capital as objectified laborâ€□ (Marx and Engels 1987, 502). 

The fundamental distinction in all of Marxâ€™s thought is not between abstract labor and concrete labor, nor is it the difference between use value and exchange value. It is, ratherâ€”and without Marx himself realizing itâ€”the difference between â€œliving laborâ€□ and â€œobjectified laborâ€□: â€œThe fact that living labor (lebendige Arbeit) is confronted by past labor (vergangne), activity is confronted by the product, man is confronted by things, labor is confronted by its own materialized conditions as alien, independent, and self-contained subjects, personifications, in short, as someone elseâ€™s property, and, in this form, as â€œemployersâ€□ and â€œcommandersâ€□ of labor itself, which appropriate it instead of being appropriated by itâ€□ (Marx 1861/Marx and Engels 1989, 473). 

Living labor, as the absolute point of departure of the dialectical discourse, prior to the existence of capital, as creative source of value from the Nothing of capital,5 is a person, a subjectivity, an immediate corporeality. But, at the same time, living labor is absolute poverty, the pauper par excellence. Nonetheless, this â€œcreative sourceâ€□ is subsumed, incorporated into capital, â€œfoundedâ€□ as â€œmediatedâ€□ for the valorization of the value of capital. The â€œsourceâ€□ is posited from the â€œfoundationâ€□ as instrument: Capital is now realized not only as value which reproduces itself and is hence perennial, but also as value which posits value . . . It relates as the foundation [Grund] to surplus value as that which it founded [Begrnndetem] . . . [S]urplus value appears no longer to be posited by its simple, direct relation to living labor . . . [C]apital relates to itself . . . as produced value producing value. (Marx 1857/1973, 745â€“6). Marx distinguished, then, â€œliving laborâ€□ as â€œsourceâ€□ (to he distinguished from â€œfoundationâ€□: value as the â€œBeingâ€□ of capital prior to and in â€œexteriorityâ€□); as â€œcreativeâ€□ source that is not the same as â€œproductiveâ€□ (it â€œproducesâ€□ itself from the value of wages in â€œnecessary timeâ€□; it â€œcreatesâ€□ itself from the â€œcreative sourceâ€□ beyond the â€œfoundation,â€□ beyond value; it creates itself, from â€œsurplus labor timeâ€□ through â€œsurplus laborâ€□ from the Nothing of capital, to â€œsurplus valueâ€□) (see all this in Dussel 1990, chap. 9, with numerous supporting references). 

â€œLiving laborâ€□ (the â€œNon-beingâ€□ prior to the â€œtotalityâ€□ of LukÃ¡cs and described by Martin Jay [l984]) is the generative category for all Marxâ€™s remaining categories. The nonreference to â€œliving laborâ€□ of any category constitutes the fetishistic character of each of them: The worker . . . surrenders his creative power [schopferishe Kraft]. He necessarily impoverishes himself, because the creative power of his labor establishes itself as the power of capital, as an alien power confronting him. He divests himself [entÃ¤ussert sich] of labor as the force productive of wealthâ€□ (Marx 1857/ 1973, 307). 

The â€œdevelopmentâ€□ of the concept of capital through the â€œconstructionâ€□ of categoriesâ€” which is the dialectical work of Marx in Capitalâ€”is accomplished, step by step, departing from â€œliving laborâ€□ and subsequently unfolding all the moments of â€œobjectified laborâ€□: value, surplus value, and so on, culminating in accumulation, first circuit; in reproduction, second circuit; in the distribution of surplus value by class (as â€œprofitsâ€□ or â€œrentsâ€□) in the third circuit. These three circuits, like a spiral, constitute the three books of Capital, which we have discussed in detail in the three volumes of commentary. Marx succeeded in publishing only 1/72 of his plan: only the â€œproduction of capitalâ€□ (the first of three parts on capital in general, which is the first of four parts of the treatise on capital, which is the first of the six projected treatises: 3 Ã— 4 Ã— 6 = 72). This makes clear the importance of understanding well the method used by Marx in the â€œbeginningâ€□ of his â€œexpositionâ€□ in order to laterâ€”ourselvesâ€”â€œ developâ€□ his dialectical discourse at more concrete levels (as, for example that of Latin American peripheral capitalism). 

Critique of Political Economy: A Transcendental Ethic 

The â€œinversionâ€□ of the â€œrational nucleusâ€□ of Hegel consists in beginning with â€œNonbeingâ€□ (â€œliving laborâ€□) as the â€œcreative sourceâ€□ (as in Schelling) from the â€œNothingâ€□ of â€œBeingâ€□ (value and surplus value) of capital. Once subsumed, living labor becomes a determination of capital: labor power that is consumed in the productive process of capital. Now the Hegelian â€œlogicâ€□ functions perfectly. Marx always remained a Hegelian in the use of the ontological dialectic of â€œTotalityâ€□ but, at the same time, he infused in that â€œTotalityâ€□ a â€œnoveltyâ€□ that always comes to capital â€œfrom outsideâ€□ from the creative transcendentality of â€œliving labor.â€□ Because, though living labor has been subsumed, it remains â€œcreatedâ€□ from the Nothing of capital, from its subjectivity which can produce value beyond its wage. 

It was in August 1862, when Marx studied the question of rent in the Manuscripts of 1861â€“63, that he discovered for the first time in his life the importance of the â€œlaw of va1ue.â€□ On 9 August he wrote to Engels: â€œThe only thing I have got to prove is the possibility of absolute rent, without violating the law of value . . . Ricardo denies this possibility, I maintain that it existsâ€□ (Marx and Engels 1975, 125). 

The â€œlaw of valueâ€□ indicates that exchange value can have no other source than â€œliving labor.â€□ Neither land, nor any other thing, except the human being, can produce â€œexchange valueâ€□â€”land can produce only â€œuse value.â€□ By not being products of labor, the person or the subjectivity of â€œliving laborâ€□ and land cannot have any exchange value; they can have use value or even, thinking today about the contemporary ecological question, they can have â€œdignity,â€□ â€œecologicalâ€□ or â€œontologicalâ€□ â€œvalue,â€□ as the clasThe sics would say, but they cannot have economic â€œexchange value,â€□ which is the one to which Marx refers. For this reason, and this is the first conclusion drawn from the difference between â€œliving laborâ€□ and â€œobjectified labor,â€□ â€œliving laborâ€□ cannot have exchange value (and the â€œprice of laborâ€□ is a category without content) because it is the substance, or the effective cause, of value, while â€œcapacity for laborâ€□ or â€œlabor powerâ€□ has exchange value because it can he consumed and can reproduce itself. The â€œlaw of valueâ€□ unifies and solidifies the development of the concepts and the constitution of the categories, referring all of them to â€œliving laborâ€□ as the sole â€œcreative source.â€□ In this lies the interest of the question of rent in the Manuscripts of 1861â€“63, not so much for the solution, but rather, for the rational â€œintentionâ€□ of Marxâ€™s whole theoretical task. It is a manner of demonstrating the coherence, the fundamnentality, the rational articulation of the whole system of categories presupposed in bourgeois political economy but denied it by its incoherence, irrationality, constant contradictions. It is a matter, then, of the general criticism of the total system of the categories of economics.â€□ 

Marx, then, â€œattemptsâ€□ a critique (Kritik) of the actual economy and of bourgeois economic science. A â€œcritiqueâ€□ from the transcendentality of living labor ante festum, as Marx liked to write (a priori because it is the temporal and logical presupposition of the existence of capital; a question developed in the problematic of the â€œtransformation of money into capital,â€□ as we have shown). 

This transcendentality follows the very development of the dialectical movement itself, since â€œliving labor,â€□ at every moment of development (put into effect as labor process, accumulation, reproduction, distribution, etc.; or dialectical theorist, as the scientific exposition of the system of categories) continues to manifest its â€œbeyondnessâ€□ in relation to value (producing surplus value). In this case, it is no longer a priori â€œexteriority,â€□ but rather, continuous â€œinternal trancendentality,â€□ in festum. 

But and finally, it is a posterioi, post festum transcendentality, as useless labor, the unemployed, or as labor that frees itself from capitalism to constitute a different mode of production (for example, that of existing socialism, where it will be â€œsubsumedâ€□ within a different logic, but not therefore less â€œsubsumed,â€□ and with a new, not the same, kind of alienation). And so, from this â€œtranscendentalityâ€□ (pre, in, and post) to capital, Marx realized his â€œcritique.â€□ A transontological (if ontology is about â€œBeingâ€□) critique; an â€œethicalâ€□ critique, if by ethics is understood the transcendental critique of all constituted, effective morality, like the â€œbourgeois moralityâ€□ that Marx so criticized: 

It is nonsense for Gilbart to speak of natural justice in this connection . . . The content is just as long as it corresponds to the mode of production and is adequate to it. It is unjust as soon as it contradicts it. Slavery, on the basis of the capitalist mode of production is unjust; so is cheating on the quality of commodities. (Marx 1863â€“5/l981b, 460â€“1) 

That is, Marx distinguished â€œethicsâ€□ from what I will call â€œmorality.â€□ Moralityâ€□ (e.g., â€œbourgeois morality,â€□ or â€œAztec morality,â€□ or â€œfeudal morality,â€□ or â€œexisting socialist moralityâ€□) is the totality of effective, concrete, historical praxis, relations, ideologies, and so forth that justify the existing social and economic system (what Hegel would call the Sittlichkeit [customs]). I call â€œethicsâ€□ the praxis, relations, customs, and so on, and the theory that â€œtranscendcntallyâ€□ criticizes â€œmorality.â€□ In this way, Marx â€œcritiquedâ€□ (and Capital is a â€œcritiqueâ€□ (Kritik) of political economy and not merely a positive â€œpolitical economyâ€□) the bourgeois economy (both the real economy and its supposed â€œscientificâ€□ theory, which actually is a fetishism) deconstructing its â€œcategoriesâ€□ one by one and â€œreconstructingâ€□ them in a â€œsystemâ€□ in which appear the hidden â€œethicalâ€□ contradictions (like, for example, surplus value as â€œunpaid laborâ€□). The â€œunpaidâ€□ component of labor that produces surplus value as surplus labor is invisible to bourgeois â€œmorality,â€□ but it is not invisible to Marxâ€™s critique (to the transcendental â€œethicâ€□). Marx then has a transecndental reference point to the totality of capital and its morality, from which he can â€œcritiqueâ€□ that Totality from the exteriority of â€œliving labor.â€□ Marx wrote: 

Classical economy occasionally contradicts itself . . . This is however a necessary consequence of its analytical method with which criticism and understanding must begin. Classical economy is not interested in elaborating how the various forms come into being, but seeks to reduce them to their unity by means of analysis, because it starts from the given premises. But analysis is the necessary prerequisite of the genetical presentation, and of the understanding of the real formative process in its different phases. Finally a failure, a deficiency of classical political economy, is the fact that it does not conceive the basic form of capital, i.e. production designed to appropriate other peopleâ€™s labor, as an historical form but as a natural form of social production. (Marx 1861/Marx and Engels 1989, 500) 

â€œLiving labor,â€□ the fundamental category of the entire â€œdialectical development,â€□ is presupposed as a natural â€œdeterminationâ€□ of capital. The â€œsubsumption from exteriority has been denied (the â€œethicalâ€□ or â€œcriticalâ€□ moment par excellence) and the departure point is an â€œalways already constitutedâ€□ capital. 

The development of all these hypotheses is carried out in my three works, to which we should refer to establish, finally, with many supporting references, what we suggest in this short article which has as its goal not the exposition of the subject but, rather, the indication of a possible path to be traversed in the necessary de- and reconstruction of the thought of Marx. 

Perspectives 

Faced with â€œperestroika,â€□ the â€œopeningâ€□ of Eastern Europe, and the return of the imperialist wars in Central America, in Africa, and in Asia, Marxism must return to its â€œsourcesâ€□ and, beyond post-Marxism, reinterpret the totality of Marxâ€™s work to make common cause with a new critique of â€œlate capitalism,â€□ of â€œdemocratic socialismâ€□ in the East, and of the nationalist, popular, and Marxist revolutionary liberation movements of the poor and exploited capitalist periphery. The overcoming of inThe genuous and Stalinist dialectical materialism, simplistic economism, leftist teleological historicism, and dogmatism as a theoretical position, demands a necessary continuation of the theoretical â€œtaskâ€□ of Marxâ€”â€œdeveloping,â€□ with his own method, a radical and coherent discourse that our time awaits. It is a matter of â€œreturning to Marxâ€™s text itselfâ€□ to become aware of the changing â€œrealityâ€□ at the end of the twentieth and the beginning of the twenty-first century: the â€œsecond centuryâ€□ of Marx. The â€œfour drafts,â€□ available to researchers for the first time in the history of Marxism, offers us the possibilityâ€”with the enthusiasm of youth, with the knowledge that everything is not knownâ€”of exploring along â€œpaths lost in the forest,â€□ never traveled. Though it may appear pretentious, the theoretical inheritance of Marx is still in great part in the future, and it is not difficult to understand why it is in the periphery of capitalismâ€”that lives in its tortured skin and its massacred bodies the contradiction of that central capitalismâ€”from which will come the proposals with the greatest sense of history. For us revolution is not a hypothesis; it is a necessity that the people claim in their hunger, in their pain. If the theoreticians decree it impossible, the people would prove in their praxis its urgent necessity as a demand of life. Theory follows praxis; it does not anticipate it. â€œCritiqueâ€□ follows â€œhunger,â€□ and theoretically justifies the utopia of â€œthe desire to eat.â€□ The â€œhopeâ€□ of eating triumphs over all the â€œdietsâ€□ that the discipline of the obese impose on themselves in their abundance, originating in the injustice that is the foundation of the death of the poorâ€” and, because â€œpoorâ€□ (pauper, wrote Marx), the condition of possibility of the reproduction of world capital (central and peripheral). 

This essay is a translated version of an article first published in Spanish in EconomÃ​a TeorÃ​a y PrÃ¡ctica in 1992. 
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Notas 

1. The hitherto unknown manuscripts have been published in German since the l970s in the authoritative Marx-Engels Gesamtausgabe (over one hundred volumes, hereafter referred to as MEGA), first by the Marx-Engels Institute of Berlin and Moscow and, more recently, by the International Institute of Social Sciences in Amsterdam. Most (although not all) of these manuscripts have been published in English translation as part of the fifty-volume collection Marx-Engels Collected Works by International Publishers. The important â€œ1861â€“63 Manuscriptâ€□ is published in full in volumes 30â€“4 of this English collection. Unfortunately, Marxâ€™s original draft of volume 3 of Capital in his â€œ1863â€“65 Manuscript,â€□ which differs in some respects from Engelsâ€™s, edited version with which we are all familiar, will not be published in this English collection. These manuscripts are discussed in greater detail later in the text.
2. For Hegel and for Marx, the â€œfoundationâ€□ (Grund) is value, or better, the valorization of value. It is the essence of capital.
3. â€œExteriorityâ€□ is concerned with those moments before or after the subsumption of living labor into capital (the pauper ante festum or post festum).
4. â€œTotalityâ€□ is concerned with the level of the system in all its parts. Capital as totality indicates the structure of all that is subsumed by a mode of production whose objective is surplus value. â€œTotalityâ€□ should not be confused with â€œall reality,â€□ but only with all the component parts of a system. It is the ontological level or the comprehensiveness of Being: the valorization of value as the foundation of all the internal determinations of capital.
5. For Schelling, â€œthe creative source of the Nothingâ€□ is the â€œsourceâ€□ (Quelle) beyond the foundation and is the creator of Being as foundation. Marx used the phrase â€œthe creative source of valueâ€□ (schaf - perische Quelle des Wertes) to refer to â€œliving laborâ€□ before its subsumption in capital, and already subsumed when it creates value in surplus labor time (therefore creates surplus value, reproduces the value of the wage, and transfers the value of the means of production consumed in the product). Notice the difference between the following: to create from living labor, to reproduce the capacity for labor, and to transfer value already produced.

	
	


