 

Regina Roth/Fred Moseley 
Guest Editor's Introduction 


[to International Journal of Political Economy: 
"Marx, Engels, and the Text of Book 3 of Capital"]

As is well known, Volume 3 of Capital was edited by Engels after Marx’s death.  The Marxian scholarly tradition has generally regarded Engel’s edited version of Volume 3 to be a faithful and accurate representation of Marx’s original manuscript. What Engels wrote in the preface was seen as sufficient legitimization for the third volume to be considered Marx's work. In it, Engels explained that he was willing and, indeed, anxious to present Marx's work in Marx's words, and not an interpretation or commentary of his own. He confirmed his intention once again in the so-called "First Supplement to Capital, Vol. Three" which was published posthumously.  In addition, he was considered an expert on Marx's thought and views because of their close relationship and his intimate knowledge of Marx's work.  The changes he made to Marx’s text were therefore accepted as being in line with Marx’s overall views.

In 1992, a significant event took place in Marxian scholarship - Marx’s original Volume 3 manuscript was published in German in Volume II/4.2
 of the 114 volume set of the Marx-Engels-Gesamtausgabe (MEGA), the historical-critical edition of the complete writings of Karl Marx and Friedrich Engels, published in recent decades.
  For the first time, scholars have the opportunity to examine Marx’s actual manuscript from 1864/65, and compare it to Engels’ edited version from 1894.  Are they essentially the same, or did Engels change Marx’s manuscript in significant ways, so that Engels’ version is misleading to readers concerning Marx’s own views?  What does Marx’s manuscript suggest about the fixity or openness of Marx’s ideas at this stage of his work?  Unfortunately, this important manuscript has not and will not be translated into English in the selective 50 volume set of the Marx-Engels Collected Works, published by International Publishers
 (obtaining a publisher for an English translation of this crucial volume should be a top priority for English-speaking Marxian scholars). With this volume the MEGA continues to publish every existing draft together with all the works and manuscripts produced by both authors.  All writings are reproduced in exact conformity with the authors' original text and are presented at the stage at which they were left by the authors.  This volume beolongs to the second section of the MEGA, dealing with Capital and preliminary studies.
  This section has made available new material with regard to Capital from the legacy which is kept in the archives in Amsterdam and Moscow and has, as yet, not been made use of in other editions.  Volume 4 of this section contains the manuscripts written before or shortly after the publication of Volume 1 of Capital in 1867 and is divided into 3 parts: II/4.1 contains Manuscript I for the second book of Capital, dating from 1865
; II/4.2 presents the main manuscript for the third book, written in 1864/65
; II/4.3 will include several drafts, fragments and notes for both books, dating from 1867/68.  Later manuscripts for the second book will be presented in II/11.1 and 2, those for the third book have recently appeared in II/14
.
This issue of the IJPE presents three articles that discuss Marx’s original manuscript, and the differences between Marx’s manuscript and Engels’ edited version.  All four articles are written by past or present editors of the MEGA. 

The first article contains a general commentary on MEGA2 II/4.2.  It presents the manuscript for the third book from 1864/65 and describes its origins.  Manfred Müller, Barbara Lietz, Christel Sander and Arthur Schnickmann worked on the MEGA until 1992, Jürgen Jungnickel until 1995.  They had presented their theses in several articles to a forum of researchers on Marx and Engels interested in the MEGA before the publication of MEGA2 II/4.2.
 The second text written by Carl-Erich Vollgraf, who is still working for the MEGA, and Jürgen Jungnickel appeared in the MEGA-Studien, a journal accompanying the MEGA and edited by the Marx-Engels Foundation since 1994.  Its subject is a comparison between Marx's draft of the third book and the Engels' version of the third volume of Capital.  The article ensued from the editorial work the authors had carried out on the editorial texts which Engels produced while preparing Marx's manuscripts for publication, and which have recently been edited in MEGA volume II/14.  It was the first time that the editors had presented their theses on this subject.  The third text by Vitalii Vygodskii who worked on the MEGA in Moscow until he died in 1998 provides a critical commentary of Vollgraf and Jungnickel’s theses. 

All the articles shed new light on the third volume of Capital.  The authors of the first article place emphasis on the fact that Marx had indeed written the first and last draft for his third book but that his working process concerning the subjects of this book was far from being settled.  They therefore deal with lacunae and potential alternatives with the aid of information which Marx passed on to us in non-manuscript form.  They also draw connections between this draft and former writings.  The second and third articles focus on the question of how Engels dealt with the material Marx had left, which principles he established for their publication, in which ways he changed Marx's draft and how these interventions are to be judged. 

Before presenting the articles themselves we would like to offer some information on the terms "volume" and "book" relating to the structure of Capital which might prove useful for the discussions below.  When Marx started to elaborate the first of his six books
 which was intended to deal with Capital he planned to write three sections on the process of production, the process of circulation as well as on capital and profit.
 As his analysis continued he soon stopped talking of "sections" and envisaged writing "books" to cover the whole range of his subject Capital.  In 1866 he then decided to write four books on Capital which were to appear in three volumes: Volume 1 was planned to contain the first book on the "process of production" as well as the second book on the "process of circulation", volume 2 was to comprise the "structure of the process as a whole" and volume 3 the fourth book "on the history of the theory".
 After having finished the first book Marx decided to publish this one as his first volume.  He then wanted the second and third book to follow in volume two, and to close his work with the fourth book forming volume three.
 This division of his work was valid for Marx until the end of his life.  Thus, when he talked in his letters of "volume two" of Capital this could generally be seen as a reference to his work on his second as well as on his third book.  It was not until Engels published the second book as volume two and the third book as volume three that today’s view of Capital as being divided into three volumes was formed.

In the first article Manfred Müller, Jürgen Jungnickel, Barbara Lietz, Christel Sander and Arthur Schnickmann provide an overview of the subjects Marx dealt with in the seven chapters of his draft for the third book.  Some of the characteristics of this manuscript are also presented.  The authors start by stressing the openness of Marx's research process on his economic theory.  They focus on potential lacunae which might be deduced from remarks in some of Marx's letters: the inclusion of the "Russian form of land ownership" and the "industrial, agrarian, and financial relations in the United States and other countries" (p. 4) in the corresponding chapters of the third book.  Subsequently, they discuss some possible ways in which such an inclusion could have been realized.

Besides gaps the authors point out some of the questions which remained unanswered in Marx’s first draft.  Firstly, there are Marx’s remarks on the relation between surplus value, the rate of surplus value, profit and the rate of profit, as well as on the category of cost price and, in particular, his search for the "laws of the relation between the rate of surplus value and the rate of profit" (p. 7), assigning them fundamental importance for the consistence of Marx’s theory.  Secondly, new studies within the draft are identified.  In these Marxian passages we find no presentation of definite ideas for a potential reader but rather the development and elaboration of his ideas.  The authors saw the fifth chapter
, in particular, as being "marked by a study and analysis of factual material taken from actual publications" (p. 10).  Not only the fact that Marx inserted material, but also his expositions on money and credit in themselves show an "expansion of the topic" to deal also with the character and components of money and bank capital, with fictitious capital and with the relation between accumulation of money and capital and real accumulation.  These studies also included a detailed analysis of English banking legislation, "which in concrete terms goes beyond the subject matter of Capital." (p. 24) 

Manfred Müller and his co-authors also provide information on how the draft from 1864/65 may have been imbedded into Marx’s research process after the 1857/58 drafts – a research process considered to be "laborious, by no means rectilinear" (p. 4).  They deal with the development and function of competition within the economic thought of Karl Marx as well as how it affects the distinction between value and price, between surplus value and its specific forms, which are industrial and commercial profit, interest, enterprise profit and rent (pp. 4–6).  The authors argue that, while further elaborating his ideas, Marx "gradually abandoned his original, logical separation between 'capital in general' and the 'real' movement of capital-competition and credit" (p. 5).

In their essay on the genesis of the manuscript from 1864/65, the same authors explain its relationship to former writings in greater detail, especially its relationship to the plan Marx made for the third section on Capital and profit in December 1862.  In the course of their comparison they found two main changes: Firstly, the removal from the manuscript of all reflections on the history of economic ideas on surplus value, which he intended to summarize in the fourth book.  Secondly, he changed the structure of the third book when he replaced the essay on ground rent with one on the law of the tendency of the rate of profit to fall, which now followed immediately after profit and average profit.  The part on ground rent was considerably enlarged and no longer functioned only as an "illustration". 

In the second article, Carl-Erich Vollgraf and Jürgen Jungnickel sketch some new views and perspectives obtained from their comparison between the Marxian draft for the third book from 1864/65 and Engels' printed version from 1894.  Their aim is to separately consider the parts of this volume of Capital which the author, Marx, and his editor, Engels, worked on, and to leave to one side the rather widespread idea of Marx and Engels being complementary to each other.  Vollgraf and Jungnickel focus on the question of "where Engels followed Marx's intentions and where he did not" (p. 30) without debating what "Marx's intentions" were or could have been.

The starting point for their attempt to answer this question is the characterization of his edition which Engels himself offered to the reader.  He stressed that he intended to present the version Marx left as unchanged as possible, retaining gaps and other shortcomings within the manuscript.  To determine "to what extent Engels lived up to his own demands" (p. 36), the authors categorize Engels' interventions and offer some illustrative examples.  They come to the conclusion that Engels in fact preserved the characteristics of the draft by and large but that he did, however, make a number of changes which conceal the complete extent of the questions left unanswered and studies left unfinished. Engels did this not at least to clarify the "line of argument."
 

On the one hand, Engels' endeavour to retain the variety and diversity of the Marxian manuscript could be seen in the fact that a lot of repetitions remained in the text – although in some cases they were removed – as well as numerous notes for the further elaboration of the text.  The compilations of "supplements" also give evidence of Engels' efforts to preserve the characteristics of the draft.

On the other hand, the authors identify a lot of changes which hide unsettled issues and blur the character of the draft.  Perhaps most importantly, Engels divided Marx’s “Chapter 3” on the law of the falling rate of profit into three chapters, with sections, which gives the impression of a more definite structure than is present in Marx’s manuscript, and which has influenced the debate on crisis and breakdown theories.
 The authors also see Engels’ insertions, for instance, of excursions, reflections or notes for further elaboration into the text, as a serious modification.  Marx had separated these from the main text by placing them in brackets which Engels often did no more than remove.  Thus, the reader can no longer recognize which parts of the text were Marx’s notes which he wanted to think over, and, perhaps, insert in a completely different place.  Vollgraf and Jungnickel provide the example of a statement that was originally in brackets and that has been interpreted as evidence for the existence of a Marxian theory of underconsumption.  The same applies to Engels’ qualification of statements on the classification of certain topics because they contradicted the expositions which followed them.  Also important in this respect is his modification of terms.  In his draft for the third – and also for the second – book, Marx used different terms to denote the same phenomenon and vice versa.  He had begun to build up homogenous concepts but had not yet finished this task.  Engels corrected these in a number of cases, with the result that he partly concealed the way Marx was developing his terms.  In addition, the various rearrangements of the text are taken into account.  In the fifth chapter in particular Engels inserted footnotes into the main text, for instance, some expositions Marx had noted on cooperative factories.  Moreover, the authors identify a pattern in the numerous supplements he added signed with his initials: Engels, in their view, tried to provide historical evidence to substantiate Marx's logical deductions or to validate them by quoting reports on current affairs.

In the final article, Vitalii Vygodskii, in his commentary on Carl-Erich Vollgraf and Jürgen Jungnickel’s article, calls into question the legitimacy of a comparison between the Marxian draft from 1864/65 and the Engels' version from 1894.  In the author’s view, such a comparison does not take into account the historical effects which Engels' printed version has had.  In particular, Vygodskii rejects those passages where Vollgraf and Jungnickel contend that Engels' decisions as the editor of the manuscript do not match the intentions of the author Marx.  These intentions, he argues, are far from being clear, and therefore, they may not serve as a criterion, just because Marx’s draft leaves a lot of questions unanswered.  Moreover, the implicit critique of Engels’ work is not justified.  Rather, Engels carried out his task of presenting an adequate exposition of Marx's theory.  In Vygodskii’s opinion the draft was a product of the investigations Marx had carried out, whereas Engels has tried to describe the results of this research.  He thus supports the idea of a division of labor, which is closely associated with the assumption that Marx and Engels complemented each other.

The articles presented here provide us with new insights into the nature of the manuscript from 1864/65 and into the differences between this draft and the printed version prepared by Engels.  However, to a certain extent, they remain within a dichotomy between the supporters of a complementarity of Marx and Engels and Engels’ critics who charge him with having distorted Marx’s economic thought.  In some way or the other, the idea of Marx purposely moving forward can be discerned behind the expositions on his creative process.  If we take a closer look at Marx’s texts, it appears to be worthwhile paying more attention to the openness of the draft for the third book.  Thus, we should ask which different, perhaps also contradictory options Marx considered within this draft, how they relate to former arguments and concepts, what evidence may be found indicating modifications in his conceptions, and, if changes were made, what consequences would ensue.  An important condition for such research is a critical investigation of all the material that is available.
 Only on this basis is it possible to decide and explore which intentions and plans he pursued and which varying options he had in mind.

Some initial research in this area has been carried out although it is not possible to discuss them in detail here.  Michael Heinrich, in his analysis of the third and fifth chapter in the manuscript from 1864/65, shows that Engels' presentation was only one interpretation.  Heinrich sketches some alternative ways of interpreting this text which call into question the assumption that the basic framework of a crisis theory was already present in Marx's text.
 

Furthermore, there are numerous indications after 1865 that Marx planned further changes to Book 3.  In 1867/68, Marx wrote a series of short drafts, mostly of the beginning of Book 3, and also on the rate of profit.  The most notable change was the title (and thus the contents) of Chapter 1
, which was changed from “surplus-value and profit” to “cost price and profit”, thereby indicating greater emphasis on the concept of cost price.  These manuscripts
 will be published in MEGA2 II/4.3, probably in 2005.  There are also new perspectives originating from further editorial work on Marx’s later manuscripts.  An analysis of these materials provides evidence that in the 1870s Marx weighed further modification to Book 3.
 In 1875, Marx wrote a 130-page manuscript that had to do mainly with the falling rate of profit and the relation between the rate of surplus-value and the rate of profit.  Using many numerical examples and algebraic calculations, Marx traces the changes in the rate of profit of a particular capital over time, and also compares the rates of profit of two different capitals in different industries at the same time.  He aims to list all possible cases by simultaneously considering variations to both individual and multiple determining factors.
 Also, throughout the 1870s, Marx gathered additional materials on ground rent, especially about Russia.  Moreover, he collected materials and wrote excerpts on the credit system, and indicated that he planned a significant expansion of the fifth chapter on interest-bearing capital to include the credit system.  Thus there are indications that in the 1870s Marx envisioned changes to almost every chapter of Book 3.
 

However, it should also be noted that these contemplated revisions of Book 3 do not appear to be as significant as the expansion of the contents of Book 3 in December 1862 to include aspects of the distribution of surplus-value at the level of abstraction of competition.  There are no new major parts envisioned, as there were in 1862.  Rather, the revisions planned in the 1870s have to do with extensions of existing parts of the 1864/65 manuscript.  On the other hand, these contemplated changes were similar to the revisions in 1862, in the sense that both sets of revisions were motivated by Marx’s growing realization that he probably would not be able to write the later books on competition and credit and landed property, so he should include more on these subjects in Book 3, which at least had a chance of publication.

Marx was a scholar who was seldom content with the work he had done, especially when it came to his work on economics.  Already in 1858, he admitted that "the final elaboration" was progressing very slowly "because subjects on which one has spent years and years of study and which one believes to have finally dealt with, consistently show new sides to themselves and raise new concerns."
 He also mentioned that his "peculiar method" was characterized by the fact that "if I return to some writings which I finished four weeks previously, I then find them inadequate and revise them again completely."
 In his sporadic remarks with regard to his project Capital in the 1870s and 1880s we find similar ideas: In the middle of 1871, for instance, Marx told Nikolaii Franzevich Daniel'son that he had "decided that a complete revision of the manuscript [for the second volume, see p. 3.] is necessary"
, ten years later he indicated plans to revise his entire work, including the first volume.
 Marx’s thinking was always evolving, always open-minded and searching.  Engels once stated: "I had really begun to suspect from one or two phrases in your last letter that you had again reached an unexpected turning-point which might prolong everything indefinitely."
  Therefore, the analysis of former drafts and manuscripts that were not destined to be published by Marx himself appears to be worthwhile, in order to understand more clearly the development of Marx’s thinking over the years.

With regard to Engels, the significance of his role as Marx’s political executor should also be taken into consideration when attempting to explain the changes he made while preparing the printed version of the third volume of Capital.  On the one hand, he wanted to present "Marx in Marx's words", on the other hand, he also intended to provide the labor movement with munition in its struggle against the capitalists, and also against some opponents in their own party.  This is suggested by some of the comments he made while working on Marx’s manuscripts.  In 1885, he told August Bebel, that "our theory is thereby [by the third book] provided for the first time with an unassailable basis while we ourselves are enabled to hold our own successfully on all fronts.  As soon as this [volume] appears, the philistines in the party will again be dealt a blow that will give them something to think about.  For it will again bring general economic questions to the forefront of the controversy"
.  And in 1889 he explained: "I consider myself bound to bring it [the third book] out in a shape in which the whole line of argument stands forth clearly and in bold relief."
 One can, therefore, surmise that Engels’ interventions were made on the basis that he wished to make Marx’s statements appear sharper and thus more useful for contemporary political and societal debate, for instance, in the third chapter, on the tendency of the rate of profit to fall. 
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� Engels (1998b), p. 6 ff.; Engels (1998a), p. 875 f. 


� Marx (1992).


� This project which was begun during the 1970s in Moscow and Berlin under the control of the respective Institutes of Marxism-Leninism at the Central Committees at the Communist Party of the Soviet Union and the Socialist Unity Party of Germany.  The International Institute for Social History in Amsterdam, whose archives hold most of the original manuscripts, agreed to co-operate.  In the wake of the dramatic changes which led to the dissolution of the Soviet Union and the German Democratic Republic, the Berlin-Brandenburg Academy of Sciences and Humanities, the Friedrich-Ebert-Foundation, the Institute in Amsterdam, the Russian State Archive of Social and Political History in Moscow, and the Russian Independent Institute of  Social and National Problems set up the International Marx-Engels-Foundation (IMES).  This politically independent institution assumed academic responsibility for the project, first with the Institute in Amsterdam in charge, since 2000 with the Berlin-Brandenburg Academy of Sciences and Humanities.  Work on the edition is currently being carried out by the Academy, who also coordinates the work of several teams of researchers from Germany, Russia, France, the Netherlands, Denmark, Italy, the USA and Japan.  For further information on the MEGA, see Hubmann, Münkler, and Neuhaus (2001); Rojahn (1994); Rojahn (1998).


� Begun in 1975, they offer a revised version of the Russian edition Sochineniia which was published after 1955.  These revisions mostly concern the selected texts.  On the one hand, English texts are checked against the original writings and corrected if necessary.  On the other, texts from the MEGA are translated if they have already been edited there.  For instance, volumes 30–34 present, for the first time, an English translation of the Manuscript of 1861–63.  This manuscript includes not only the texts known as Theories of Surplus Value, but also investigations into capital and profit or merchant capital, these being the subject of the subsequent third book of Capital. Marx (1988–1994).


� The first section deals with works, articles, and drafts; the third with correspondence – comprising not only the letters written but also those received by Marx and Engels –; and the fourth with excerpts, notes, and marginalia. Within each section, the texts are ordered chronologically, which provides a comprehensive textual basis for investigations with regard to the intellectual influences as well as to the origins and development of the thought of both authors.


� Marx (1988).


� Marx (1992).


� Marx/Engels (2003).


� Müller (1988); Müller (1991).


� Marx outlined his so-called Six-Book-Plan in a letter to Engels from 2 April 1858.  There, he envisaged to dedicate a book to capital, landed property, wage labor, state, international trade and to the world market.


� Planentwurf zum Kapitel über das Kapital. In: Marx (1980) (MEGA2 II/2), pp. 256–263, 25*; Marx (1976–1982) (MEGA2 II/3.5), p. 1860 f.


� Marx to Louis Kugelmann, 13 October 1866. 


� Marx to Sigfrid Meyer, 30 April 1867. 


� Karl Kautsky followed this division by presenting his Theories of Surplus Value as material from the fourth book and volume of Capital. Marx (1905–1910).


� To a lesser extent this also applies to the expositions on merchant and interest-bearing capital in the fourth chapter.


� See for this discussion Wolfgang Jahn (1986); Michael Heinrich (1989); Paul Burkett (1991); and Christopher J. Arthur (2002). Fred Moseley (1995, 1997, and 2002) argues that including the general rate of profit in Book 3 of Capital does not mean that Marx abandoned the distinction between capital in general and competition.  Rather, it simply means that Marx decided not to restrict Book 3 to the level of abstraction of capital in general only, but also to include in this book some important elements of competition, which he had been working on intensively for the previous two years in the Manuscript of 1861-63.  These elements of competition added to Book 3 have to do with the distribution of surplus-value, or the division of the total surplus-value into individual parts, including the general rate of profit across industries, and also the further division of the total surplus-value into commercial profit, interest, and rent.  Marx’s decision to expand Book 3 to include these important aspects of the distribution of surplus-value, at the level of abstraction of competition, was largely a practical decision, driven by Marx’s growing realization that he would probably never get to the “later book on competition”, and therefore it would be better to include this recent important work at the level of competition in Book 3 of Capital, instead of waiting for a later volume on competition.  Thus, Marx’s decision is not evidence that Marx abandoned the distinction between capital in general and competition.  See Moseley (1997) for an extensive discussion of Marx’s development of his theory of the distribution of surplus-value in the Manuscript of 1861-63, and his decision in December 1862 to include the general rate of profit and these other components of surplus-value in Book 3.   


� Engels to Nikolaii Franzevich Daniel'son, 4 July 1889. 


� In general, the structure of the printed version is far more detailed as compared to the draft.


� Vollgraf and Jungnickel do not discuss Engels’s supplement to Volume 3 on the law of value in “simple commodity production”, presumably because this supplement is well known (Engels 1998b).  However, in a full evaluation of the differences between Marx’s manuscript and Engels’ edited version, this supplement should also be taken into account, because it has exerted considerable influcence on Marxian scholarship, which has tended to accept Engels’ interpretation that Part 1 of Volume 1 of Capital is about simple commodity production.  Heinrich (1996/97) has pointed out that in one key passage in Chapter 48 of Volume 3 (p. 826), Engels inserted a phrase referring to simple commodity production, where there was no such phrase in Marx’s manuscript.


� The basic points of his critique on Vollgraf and Jungnickel which Vygodskii outlines here, were taken up by Wolfgang Jahn (1996) in greater detail.


� Besides the manuscripts presented below, all other traces of Marx's research should also be included: excerpts, marginalia, statements in his letters, and books he had read or possessed.  For the books see Bibliotheken (1999) (MEGA2 IV/32).


� Heinrich (1996/97), p. 459 ff.  With regard to the judgment of Engels' printed version Heinrich concludes: "the interventions [of Engels] ... deceive the readers about the actual extent of elaboration, they offer solutions for problems which the manuscript left open (without clarification that these are Engels' solutions!), and in some passages they even change the argumentation of the original text, if this obstructs Engels' interpretations." Ibid. p. 464.


� Chapter 1 of the Engels’ edition.  Marx had named the later Section 1 as Chapter 1; further subdivisions were only numbered, in this case Marx noted “1) surplus value and profit”. Marx (1992), p. 7.


� International Institute for Social History, Marx-Engels-Collection, A 64, A 71, A 73–76, A 78, B 105; Russian State Archive of Social and Political History f. 1, op. 1, d. 2037.


� Vollgraf (2002).


� Marx/Engels 2003 (MEGA2 II/14), pp. 19–150.


� For details on this and further evidence see Vollgraf (2002).


� Marx to Ferdinand Lassalle, 22 February 1858.  


� Marx to Ferdinand Lassalle, 28 April 1862. 


� Marx to Nikolaii Franzevich Daniel'son, 13 June 1871. 


� Marx to Nikolaii Franzevich Daniel'son, 13 December 1881. 


� Engels to Marx, 7 August 1865: 


� Engels to Bebel, 4 April 1885.


� Engels to Nikolaii Franzevich Daniel'son, 4 July 1889.





1
macintosh hd:desktop folder:ijpe_2.doc
29.03.04
macintosh hd:desktop folder:ijpe_2.doc
macintosh hd:desktop folder:ijpe_2.doc
29.03.2004
29.03.2004
10

